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The Claremont Institute:  The Anti-Democracy Think Tank
It Was Once (Mostly) Traditionally Conservative And (Sort Of) Intellectually Rigorous.  

Now It Platforms White Nationalists And Promotes Authoritarianism.
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By Katherine Stewart

Earlier This Year, Nearly 1,000 Supporters Of “National Conservatism” Gathered At The Semicircular 
Auditorium Of The Emmanuel Centre, An Elegant London Meeting Hall A Couple Of Blocks South Of 

Westminster Abbey, To Hear From A Range Of Scholars, Commentators, Politicians, And Public 
Servants.  NatCon Conferences, As They Are Often Called, Have Been Held In Italy, Belgium, And 

Florida And Are Broadly Associated With What Is Increasingly Called The “New Right.”  In London,
Speakers Denounced “Woke Politics,” Blamed Immigration For The Rising Cost Of Housing, And Said 
Modern Ills Could Be Solved With More Religion And More (Nonimmigrant) Babies.  The Break Room 
Was Lined With Booths From Organizations Such As The Viktor Orban-Affiliated Danube Institute, The 

U.K.-Based Conservative Think Tank The Bow Group, The Heritage Foundation, And The Legal 
Powerhouse Alliance Defending Freedom, Which Is Headquartered In Arizona But Has Expanded To 

Include Offices In Nearly A Half-Dozen European Cities.



When I Attended NatCon London In May, I Heard A Number Of American Accents In The Crowd, And 
I Was Not Surprised To See Michael Anton, A Former National Security Official In The Trump 

Administration And A Senior Fellow At The Claremont Institute, A Right-Wing Think Tank, On The 
Lineup.  These Days, Anton And Other Key Representatives Of The Claremont Institute Seem To Be 
Everywhere:  Onstage At The Conservative Political Action Conference (CPAC); At The Epicenter Of

Ron DeSantis’s “War On Woke”; And On Speed-Dial With GOP Allies Including Josh Hawley,
J.D. Vance, And Donald Trump. 

Most Of Us Are Familiar With The Theocrats Of The Religious Right And The Anti-Government 
Extremists, Groups That Overlap A Bit But Remain Distinct.  The Claremont Institute Folks Aren’t Quite 
Either Of Those Things, And Yet They’re Both And More.  In Embodying A Kind Of Nihilistic Yearning 
To Destroy Modernity, They Have Become An Indispensable Part Of Right-Wing America’s Evolution 

Toward Authoritarianism.

Extremism Of The Right-Wing Variety Has Always Figured On The Sidelines Of American Culture, And 
It Has Enjoyed A Renaissance With The Rise Of Social Media.  But Claremont Represents Something 

New In Modern American Politics:  A Group Of People, Not Internet Conspiracy Freaks But 
Credentialed And Influential Leaders, Who Are Openly Contemptuous Of Democracy.  And They 
Stand A Reasonable Chance Of Being Seated At The Highest Levels Of Government — At The Right 

Hand Of A President Trump Or A President DeSantis, For Example.  

What Is Their Worldview, Their Mission?  It Starts, Of Course, With A Redefinition Of America’s 
National Identity.  Launching Into His NatCon Speech, Titled “Britain’s Grand Strategy For The 21st 

Century,” Anton Hailed Brexit As “Britain Standing Up For Herself Against The Globalist Borg.”



With A Sly Swipe At U.S. Support For Ukraine (A Russia That Has Difficulty Reaching, Much Less 
Crossing, The Dneiper Does Not Seem Much Like A Threat To Cross The Channel,” He Said) He Was 

Unequivocal In His Assessment That “Wokeism” Is At The Heart Of The Threat To The West.

“It Is Tempting To Want To Think Of Foreign Policy In The Traditional Way, As Threats From Predatory 
Empires And Nation-States.  But That Is Not The Threat We Face Today, Not The Main One,” Anton 

Said.  “This Ideology Was Not Born In Our Countries” But “Has Taken Root Here And In America.  It 
Has Captured Our Elites And Our Institutions.  And I Am Sorry To Say We Are Partly To Blame Because 

So Far, At Any Rate, We Have Failed To Stop It.”

There Is A Story You Hear From The Podiums At Gatherings Like NatCon And CPAC, And If You Go To 
Enough Of Them, It Will Sound As Familiar As A Classic Rock Song.  It Goes Something Like This:  The 

Sum Of All Our Problems — And The Greatest Threat That The American Republic Has Ever Faced — Is 
The Rise Of The “Woke” Elite.  Cosmopolitan, Overeducated, Gender-Fluid, Parasitic, And Anti-

Christian — The Leaders Of This Progressive Cabal Worship At The Shrine Of Diversity, Equity, And 
Inclusion Offices, Which They Use To Elevate Undeserving People Of Color And Crush Hardworking 
“Real” Americans.  They Control “The Regime,” Or So The Song Tells Us:  “The Administrative State,”
The Institutions Of Culture, Law Enforcement, Even The Military.  Any And All Means To Annihilate 
The Power Of The Woke, Up To And Including Political Violence And Overturning Elections, Must Be 

Seriously Considered If We (Right-Thinking Americans) Are To “Save Our Country.”*

It’s Not Just The NatCon Types Who Are Humming This Tune; It Has Permeated Other Sectors Of The 
American Right.  In The Run-Up To The 2023 Road To Majority Policy Conference, An Annual Gathering 

Of Religious Right Activists, Strategists, And Politicians That Took Place In Washington, D.C., In June,



Seasoned Christian Right Strategist Ralph Reed Sent Out A Fundraising Email Asserting, “Woke Culture 
And Anti-Christian, Anti-American Radicals Drive Our Public Life Further And Further From The Light 

Of God’s Word.”  From The Main Stage Of The Conference, Ron DeSantis Railed Against The “Woke 
Mind Virus”; Vivek Ramaswamy Took A Swipe At The “Administrative State”; And Josh Hawley 

Asserted That “Woke Corporations” And “Marxists In The C-Suite” Are “Pushing Relentlessly This 
Marxist Agenda, Pushing Relentlessly This Religion Of Woke.”  At The Gala Dinner, Trump Delivered A 
Rambling Attack On His Political Opponents In The Democratic Party, Whom He Accused Of “Trying To 

Impose Their Blasphemous Creed Of Woke Communism.”

Ironically, The Folks Pushing This Rescue-America-From-The-Woke Narrative Don’t Look Much Like 
The Hardworking “Real” Americans They Purport To Speak For.  Educated, Urbane, Politely Attired —
They Look A Bit More Like The Villains Of The Tale Than The People Who Are Supposed To Be Rising 

Up Against The Regime.  There Is Something Detached From Reality In This Story About How One Part 
Of The Upper Middle Class Is Going To Save The Country From The Other Part.  Yet, Under Florida 

Governor Ron DeSantis, This Conviction Has Become Something Close To The Official Ideology Of The 
Third Most Populous State In The Nation.  Donald Trump Too Has Shifted His Rhetoric To Claim 

Ownership Of What Is, In Essence, An Ultra-MAGA Narrative.

Why Has So Much Of The American Conservative Movement Embraced The Story That The Principles 
Of Equality And The Pursuit Of A More Just Society Are The Greatest Threats To Western Civilization 

Today?  Who Or What Is Responsible For Giving These Paranoid Ideas An Intellectual Veneer?
The Claremont Institute Gets You Much Of The Way To An Answer.



Founded In 1979 In The City Of Claremont, California (But Not Associated In An Official Way With Any 
Of The Five Colleges There), The Claremont Institute Provided Enthusiastic Support For Donald Trump 
In 2016.  Individuals With Claremont Now Fund And Help Run The National Conservatism Gatherings;

Claremont Institute Chairman And Funder Thomas D. Klingenstein Also Funds The Edmund Burke 
Foundation, Which Has Held Those National Conservatism Conferences Across The Globe.  Claremont 

Is Deeply Involved In DeSantis’s Effort To Remake Florida’s State Universities In The Model Of 
Hillsdale College — A Private, Right-Wing, Conservative Christian Academy In Michigan Whose 
President, Larry Arnn, Happens To Be One Of The Institute’s Founders And Former Presidents.  

Claremont Honored DeSantis At An Annual Gala With Its 2021 “Statesmanship Award,” And The 
Governor Returned the Favor By Organizing A Discussion With A “Brain Trust” That Included Figures 

Associated With The Claremont Institute.  If Either Trump Or DeSantis Becomes President In 2024, 
Claremont And Its Associates Are Likely To Be Integral To The “Brain Trust” Of The New 

Administration.  Indeed, Some Of Them Are Certain To Become Appointees In The Administrative State 
That They Wish (Or So They Say) To Destroy.

“What The Hell Happened To The Claremont Institute?”       

  The Saga Of The Claremont Institute In The Trump Years Is Readily Told As One Of Moral Collapse.  
Once Upon A Time, The Men Of The Claremont Institute (They Are Almost All Men; More On That In A 

Moment) Idolized George Washington For His “Prudence” And “Civility.”  From Its Founding Up 
Through The Obama Years, The Institute Was Certainly Situated On The Right, But It Was Not, Or Did 

Not Seem To Be, Conspicuous For Its Extremism.  It Was Probably Best Known For Publishing The
Claremont Review Of Books, As If To Suggest That It Was In Direct Competition With Its More Established 

And Exalted Manhattan Counterpart.



But In 2015-16, The Claremont Men Threw Their Support Behind The Man Who Descended That Golden 
Escalator With A Mouthful Of Hateful Rhetoric.  In An Earlier Time, They Defended Intellectual Rigor 

Against The Alleged Relativism Of Contemporary Academic Culture.  But Now They Provide A 
Platform For White Nationalists, Racist “Replacement” Theorists, And The Pizzagate Man.  Nate 

Hochman, The Erstwhile DeSantis Staffer Who Was Fired After He Reportedly Created And Distributed 
A Campaign Video Featuring Nazi Imagery In July, Is A Former Claremont Institute Public’s Fellow 

(2021).  “Most Haunting Of All — They Once Hailed The United States As “The Best Regime In Western 
Civilization.”  But In The Aftermath Of Trump’s Defeat In 2020, Claremont Board Member John Eastman

Was Instrumental In The Plot To Recruit Fake Electors And Overturn The Election — And The Men Of
Claremont Rose To His Defense.  Eastman Currently Faces Potential Disbarment In California And 

Appears To Be A Person Of Interest In Special Counsel Jack Smith’s Investigations.  Yet Claremont Board 
Member And Founder Christopher Flannery Has Called John Eastman A “Hero” And Has Asked Us 

Instead To Condemn “The Stalinist Machine” (Meaning U.S. Federal Law Enforcement) For Persecuting 
Him.  Eastman Was The Unidentified (And Uncharged) Co-Conspirator 2 In The August 1 Indictment Of 

Trump Over His January 6 Actions.  (Claremont Did Not Respond To Emails From The New Republic 
Asking If The Institution Endorsed Eastman’s Behavior On This Matter, In Addition To Some Other 

Issues Addressed In This Piece.  

The Claremont Institute’s Seeming Embrace Of Political Violence Against The Government Of The 
United States Is Not Limited To Eastman’s Efforts To Whip Up the Mob That Gathered At The Ellipse In 

Preparation For The Assault On The Capitol, Nor Can It Be Excused As Mere Metaphorical Excess In 
The War Of Ideas.  “Given The Promise Of Tyranny, Conservative Intellectuals Must Openly Ally With 

The AR-15 Crowd,” Argues Author Kevin Slack, A Professor At Hillsdale College, In A Lengthy Book 
Excerpt Published In Claremont’s Online Magazine, The American Mind.*  “Able-Bodied Men, No 



Longer Isolated, Are Returning To Republican Manliness In A Culture Of Physical Fitness And 
Responsible Weaponry.  They Are Buying AR-15s And Glock 17s And Training With Their Friends, Not 
FBI-Infiltrated Militias Or Online Strangers But Trustworthy Lifelong Friends To Build A Community 

Alongside.

“What The Hell Happened To The Claremont Institute?” Asks Laura K. Field, A Senior Fellow At the 
Niskanen Center And A Scholar In Residence At American University, In An Insightful Series In The 

Bulwark.  Daniel W. Drezner Has Described The Institute As “The Poster Child For The Devolution Of 
Conservative Thought.”  Over At National Review, Mona Charen Has Written That Claremont “Stands 
For Beclowning Itself,” And Adds That Its Fellows Have “Thoroughly Jettisoned Their Devotion To 

Truth And Virtue.”  In Conversation With Me, Bill Kristol Dismissed The Current Incarnation Of 
Claremont As “Off-Putting And Depressing And Stupid.”  Steve Schmidt, Co-Founder Of The Lincoln 

Project, Was Even More Direct.  Claremont, He Told Me, “Is Becoming Like the West Point Of American 
Fascism.  It Has Collected A Creature Cantina, Like The Star Wars Scene, And Has Nurtured And 

Midwifed The Birth Of A Political Ideology” That “Leaves Most Commentators Deeply Discomfited By 
Calling It By Its Name.”

But Is It Really A Story Of Decline?  Or Are We Simply Seeing The True Face Of The Beast, Now That It 
Has Stepped Into The Limelight Of Significant Political Power?  “It’s Not Like There Were No Signs Of 
Ideological Trouble Or Shortsightedness At The Claremont Institute Going Back To Nearly The Start,” 
Field Told Me.  “The More I Read, The Less Surprised I Am.”  In Kristol’s View, Too, The Signs Were 

There.  “If You Look At The Claremont Review Of Books 10 Years Ago, There Were Some Intelligent 
Articles.”  However, Kristol Noted, “What I Would Say Is That Some Of Them Have Fallen Into 



Legitimizing Violence And Really Fundamental Illiberalism.  Not All Of Them Are There… But Because 
They Are So Unwilling To Call Out Extremists On Their Own Side, I Give Them No Credit.”

A Broad Survey Of The Claremont Institute’s Trajectory Since Its Founding Confirms Kristol’s Intuition.   
The Pathologies Appear To Have Been Present At The Creation, Too, And They Have Always Seemed To 
Matter More Than Any Specific Policy Agenda Or Political Personality That The Institute Supports.  But 

The Suggestion That The Rise Of The Kind Of Disordered Thinking That Claremont Embodies Is 
Something That Just Happened To America’s Conservative Movement, As If By Accidental Impact With 
Some Outside Force, Is Far Too Optimistic.  Over The Past Five Decades, Wealthy Conservatives Have 

Conducted A Grand Experiment In American Political Discourse By Investing Heavily In Organizations 
And Think Tanks That Have Sought To Shift The Center Of Public Debate In A Direction Favorable To 

Their Interests And Privileges.  The Claremont Institute Is Representative Of The Many Operations That 
Blossomed With This Well-Financed Effort.  The Unintended Consequences Of The Experiment Are 
Now The Story.  When You Pay People To Be Unreasonable, You Attract Many Unreasonable People.  

They Drown Out The Reasonable People.  And They Just Want To Blow The Place Up.

The intellectual Background, Part 1:  Jaffa And Strauss

The Intellectual Origin Story Of The Claremont Institute Begins In The 1970s With A Circle Of Graduate 
Students Gathered Around Harry Victor Jaffa, A Charismatic Professor Of Political Philosophy.  Jaffa’s 

Story Begins About Three Decades Before That, When He Experienced In The 1940s The Equivalent Of A
Red-Pill Moment.



Jaffa Gratefully Attributed This Awakening From Somnolent Acceptance Of Relativism To His Mentor, 
Leo Strauss, The German-Born Jewish Political Philosopher Who Later Found A Home At The 

University Of Chicago Before His Death In 1973.  As A Graduate Student At Yale, By His Own Account, 
Jaffa Had Lived “Within The Historicist Dogma That We Are All Prisoners Of Our Own Time, And That 

We Had No Access To Any Truth Outside Of It.  Strauss Frees One From This Prison…”  Plato’s 
Dialogues, Aristotle’s Treatises On Ethics, And The Rest Of The Works That He Studied With Strauss Are 
More Than Just Great, Jaffa Realized In His Moment Of Clarity; They Are The Source Of Absolute Truth, 

Which Is Far More Durable Than The Compromising Relativisms Of Liberal Dogma And Reveals 
Something That Can Be Called “Natural Right.”

The Other Teaching That Jaffa Took From Strauss Is That The Great Philosophers Don’t Always Say 
What They Mean.  According To Strauss, Philosophers Routinely Engage In “Esoteric” And “Exoteric” 
Writing.  That Is, They Disguise Their Most Important Teachings In The Face Of Political Persecution

(With Which Strauss, As A German Jew Who Escaped To The United States, May Have Had Some 
Familiarity) And Pass Them Along To Followers In Between The Lines, As It Were.  The Implication Is 

That Philosophical Writings Are Deeply Political.  They Have An External Message, Aimed At 
Influencing The Public In Some Way.  But Only Their Intellectual Fellow Travelers Can Decode The 

Internal Meaning Of The Texts.

Jaffa Was A Complex Figure, And Not Without Appeal To Progressives.  Central To the Vision 
Articulated In His Seminal Work On The Lincoln-Douglas Debates Of 1858, Crisis Of The House Divided,
Is The Argument That Equality Is The Founding Principle Of The American Republic, And That Lincoln 

Achieved Incomparable Greatness In Wielding This Principle Against Slavery.



Strauss Is Even Harder To Pin Down, Politically Speaking.  A Defining Experience For Him Seems To 
Have Been The Failure Of The Weimar Republic, Which He Possibly Took As A Failure Of Liberalism.  
The Theory Of Esoteric Writing Sometimes Appears To Rest On The Premise That Human Society Is 

Incapable Of The Kind Of Rational, Deliberative Government That Liberal Democracy Requires.  Only 
Strauss And His Followers Can Handle The Eternal Truths Vouchsafed To Us By The Greeks, It Seems To 
Suggest; Most Ordinary People Must Be Content To Live In What Plato Called “The Cave” — A State Of 

Permanent Delusion.

Even Such A Brief Review Of This Straussian Legacy Raises Some Subtle Questions.  How Do We Know 
That Absolute Truth Landed In The Texts Of Plato And Aristotle And Not, Say, Lao Tzu?  If The Real 

Message Was Intended To Be Misread, How Can We Ever Know That Our Self-Appointed Interpreters 
Have Decoded It Correctly?  The Great Minds Of Claremont, However, Do Not Do Subtle.  In Their 

Work, These Tensions Stand Out As Blatant Contradictions.

A Case In Point Would Be The Work Of Charles Kesler.  The Long-Time Editor Of Claremont’s Book 
Review, Kesler Tends To Show Up In Reporting On The Claremont Institute As Its Éminence Grise, 

Lending A Patina Of Intellectual Respectability.  You Can Get A Feel For Kesler’s Style Of Straussian 
Natural Rights Analysis From His Interpretation Of The Speech That Trump Delivered At The Ellipse On 

January 6, 2021.  Where Trump Says That Former Vice President Mike Pence And Other Republican 
Leaders In Congress Would Be “Ashamed Of Themselves Throughout History, Throughout Eternity” If 

They Failed To Overturn The Election, Kesler Sees Proof That Trump Believes In “A Form Of Right, 
Based Not Merely In History But In ‘Eternity.’”  Trump The Platonist — Who Knew?



Although It Is Usually Unwise To Judge A Book By Its Cover, An Exception Can Be Made In The Case Of 
Kesler’s Crisis Of The Two Constitutions (Whose Title Is An Homage To Jaffa’s Book On The Lincoln-

Douglas Debates).  Between The Covers Of Kesler’s Sequel To Jaffa, Readers Will Find Potshots At “The 
1619 Riots” (Kesler’s Label For The George Floyd Protests Of 2020); Extended Attacks On 

“Multiculturalism”; Analysis Of Why Liberalism “Looks Increasingly, Well, Elderly” (Hint: Joe Biden);
Representations Of Donald Trump As A “Truth-Speaker”; And, Of Course, Sweeping And Deeply 

Partisan Generalizations About American History.

Fortunately, For those Who Might Wish To Access The Underlying Claims In Kesler’s Book About 
American History, It’s All There On The Cover.  In A Custom-Drawn Cartoon In Shades Of Red And 

Yellow, The U.S. Capitol Stands In The Distance, Majestic And Forlorn.  Barring The Entrance Squats A 
Nasty-Looking Monster With Vaguely Racialized Features.  It Is Labeled “The Living Constitution.”

The Monster Represents The Great Evil Of The World As Kesler Appears To Understand It.  This Evil Is 
Called Variously “Historicism,” “Nihilism,” And, Most Despicable Of All, “Progressivism.”  Historicism 

Is The Doctrine That We Are All “Prisoners Of Our Own Time,” To Borrow Jaffa’s Phrase; Nihilism Is 
The Supposedly Consequent View That There Are No Absolute Truths Or Values; And Progressivism Is 

The Self-Destructive Political Program That Afflicts People Who Are Presumed To Have Mistakenly 
Fallen For Nihilistic Historicism.  In Kesler’s Version Of The History, The Influence Of The German 

Philosopher Hegel (1770 - 1831) Accounts For The Rise Of Historicism, A Gateway Drug To Nihilism, 
While The Supposedly Arch-Progresive Woodrow Wilson Is Responsible For The Creation Of The 

Dreaded “Administrative State.”



Off To The Right On Kesler’s Book Jacket, A Small But Heroic Knight On Horseback Flies The Flag Of 
The True United States Constitution (“We The People,” It Reads).  Call Him The White Knight Of 

Claremont:  He Tilts His Lance In The Direction Of The Beast Of Progressivism.  In Fact, In The Cartoon, 
He Looks Set To Storm The Capitol.

The Book Was Finished Before January 6, 2021, But Came Out About A Month Afterward.  The Timing 
Was Impeccable.  

In Kesler’s Version Of American History, The Progressive Era Is When The Country’s Decline Began.  
Kesler Is Not Alone In Peddling A Dark Narrative Of American Collapse, Though The Dates And Details  
Can Vary.  As Laura Field Explained To Me, “One Pattern I’ve Noticed Is That When They Look Back…
It’s Like They Think There Was Some Magical Moment In History, A Blip In Time In 1866, 1933, Or 1966, 

Or What Have You, When There Was A Perfect Equilibrium, And All Racial Or Civil Rights Problems 
Were Solved.”  The Absurdity Of This Proposition Shows That The “Creature Cantina” At Claremont , 

As Steve Schmidt Puts It, Has Little Interest In Learning From The Study Of The Past.  They Are Driven 
Instead By The Hatred Of Groups Or Aspects Of Life In The Present That They Map Onto a Fictional 

Narrative Involving An Imaginary Past.  This Isn’t Intellectual History; It Is Cartoon History, Rooted In 
Some Kind Of Reactionary Pathology.

The Intellectual Background, Part 2:  About Schmitt

One Figure From The History Who Should Matter In Any Assessment Of The Claremont Institute, Not 
In The Official Pantheon But Not Far Below The Surface Either, Is The Ultraconservative German 

Political Theorist Carl Schmitt.  Unlike Strauss, Schmitt Is Very Easy To Place, Politically Speaking.  He 



Was A Nazi And A Vicious Antisemite:  Not Just A Fellow-Traveling Nazi, But An Influential Legal 
Advisor To The Regime Who Promoted Book Burnings, Worked To Destroy The Careers Of Jewish 

Scholars And Scientists, And Refused To Participate In De-Nazification After The War.  And Yet, He Was 
Instrumental In Getting Leo Strauss The Scholarship That Helped Him Leave Germany In 1932; Strauss 
Thanked Schmitt For Providing Him With “The Most Honorable And Obliging Corroboration” Of His 

Scholarly Work That He Had Ever Been Accorded.

Like Strauss, Schmitt Was Unhappy With The Weimar Republic, Which He Perceived As Unforgivably 
Weak.  He Took His Unhappiness Out On The Very Idea Of Liberal Democracy.  Liberalism, He Argued, 

Is A Failure Because It Refuses To Acknowledge The Distinction Between “Friend” And “Enemy” —
A Distinction That He Took To Be The Foundation Of All Politics.  What Makes Humans Special And 
Genuinely Political, According To Schmitt, Is That Are Willing To Fight One Another And Die For A 

Higher Cause.  The Other Defect Of Liberalism, According To Schmitt, Is That It Fails To Acknowledge 
That The Sovereign Must Be He Who Can Act In A “State Of Exception” Or “State Of Emergency.”  That 
Is, A Ruler Must Be Able To Break All The Rules, Ostensibly In The Name Of The Common Good, Or He 

Isn’t Much Of A Ruler At All.

At First Glance, Schmitt’s Friend-Enemy Distinction Might Sound Like A Way Of Separating Citizens 
From “Foreigners.”  And Indeed Schmitt, In Works Such As The Concept Of The Political, Pointed To 

Enemies Both Foreign And Domestic.  But The Main Source Of His Appeal To Contemporary 
Conservatives Is The Latter.  To Today’s Right, The More Important Enemies Are Those Citizens 

(Liberals And Insufficiently Conservative Conservatives) Who Either Fail To Acknowledge That We 
Have Enemies Or Are Supposedly Plotting Against The Country.  Trump (Who May Be Presumed 

Innocent Of Any Direct Knowledge Of Schmitt’s Work) Explained The Gist Of The Point At The 2022 



Road To Majority Conference.  “The Greatest Threat Facing This Country Is Not Our Foreign Enemies, 
Dangerous As They May Be,” He Said.  The Greatest Threat Is The Internal Enemy.  And I Think You All 

Know Who I’m Talking About.”

Schmitt’s Antisemitism, Too, Was More Complex (If No Less Despicable) Than It First Appears.  “The 
Jew,”, In His Thought, Was The Paradigm Of The Secularized, Cosmopolitan, Educated Elite On Which 

Liberalism Necessarily Relies.  While The Nature Of Schmitt’s Antisemitism Is The Subject Of Some 
Debate, Observers Note That It Did Not Follow Traditional Theological Patterns But Was Rooted In His 
Political Theory.  His Antisemitism Was Thus An Expression Of His Anti-Liberalism Filtered Through 

The Grotesque Racial Prejudices Of His Time.  Some Of His Successors Would Learn How To Draw On 
The Same Anti-Liberalism While Dropping The Antisemitism In Favor Of Hating On Other Groups 

Ostensibly Playing The Same Role.  “At A Time Of Dizzying And Dynamic Technical Change, 
Instantaneous Communication, Abolished Borders, And Global, De-Territorialized Conflict, Schmitt 

Proves A Prescient Guide,” Claremont Contributor Aaron Zack Wrote In His Largely Favorable Review 
Of Schmitt’s 1942 Book, Land And Sea:  A World-Historical Meditation, Published In The Claremont Review 

Of Books In January 2017.  “It Is Well Worth Reading.”

This Background Is Helpful In Assessing The Most Infamous Essay Ever To Appear In The Claremont 
Review Of Books — Or At Any Rate The Essay Universally Thought To Mark The Birth Of The New 

Claremont.  Published In September 2016 Under the Byline Publius Decius Mus And Later Attributed To 
Michael Anton, “The Flight 93 Election” Was Said To Make “The Intellectual Case” For Trump.  The 
Election Of Hilary Clinton, Anton Asserted, Would Be The Equivalent Of A Terrorist Attack On The 

United States.  If We’re All Going To Die At The Hands Of The Al Qaeda-Like Democrats, The Argument 
Went, We Have No Choice But To Join The Alternative.  



A Clinton Presidency Would Mean “Pedal-To-The-Metal On The Entire Progressive-Left Agenda” 
Combined With “Vindictive Persecution” Of Conservatives.  Yet Having Established That As A Given, 
Anton Directs Most Of His Polemic Against The Representatives Of “Conservatism, Inc.” — That Is,
Those Squishy, Closet Liberals Who Are Too Sanguine About A Clinton Presidency, And Who Fail To 
Recognize That Trump Is The Only Alternative And That The Only Answer Is To Rush The Cockpit.

At The Same Time, Bill Kristol Characterized Anton As A Minor-League Carl Schmitt, Noting On 
Twitter, “From Carl Schmitt To Michael Anton:  First Time Tragedy, Second Time Farce.”  In 

Communication With Me, Kristol Emphasized The Connection Anew.  “If You Look At Recent Issues, It 
Becomes Like Carl Schmitt,” He Said Of The Claremont Review.  “They Are Sending The Message That 
Extreme Measures Are Needed To Defend Against The Tyranny Of Liberal Democrats.  They Seem To 

Want To Blow Through All the Guardrails And Are OK With That.

The Pathologies Of Manliness

Of Claremont’s 41 Fellows And Senior Fellows, All But Three Are Male, And Nearly All Appear To Be 
White.  All 19 Board Members Appear To Be Male.  Nevertheless, They Seem Extraordinarily 

Preoccupied With Their Manliness.

Recently, The American Mind Featured An Interesting Piece On That Score From A Frequent Contributor  
Who Calls Himself “Raw Egg Nationalist” (REN).  REN Is The Author Of A Cookbook.  He Advocates 
“Slonking,” That Is, A Diet He Describes As Part Of “A Physical And Political Ethic Built Around The 

Massive Consumption Of Raw Egg.”  The Eggs Are Said To Help With Bodybuilding And Other Manly 
Pursuits.  (Remember Rocky Balboa Arising Before Dawn And Chugging Down Raw Eggs?)  But The 



Benefits Don’t End There!  It Turns Out That Raw Eggs Can Also Counteract “The Globalists’ Plan For 
World Government.”  In Tucker Carlson’s 2022 Film, The End Of Men, REN Joins With Other Figures In 

The “Manosphere” To Link The Consumption Of Animal Products With A Back-To-The-Land 
Nationalism Meant To Strengthen The Traditional Moral Values Of Western Males.

The Big Problems With The World Today, According To REN, Include “The Agricultural Revolution And 
It’s Consequences” And A “Crisis Of Masculinity.”  “We Have It Drilled Into Us, This Instinctive 
Revulsion For Inequality In Any Form.  And Actually, I Think We Need To Ask Instead Whether 

Inequality Has Its Uses,” REN Muses.  “Maybe Men And Women Shouldn’t Work Together In The Same 
Spaces.”  Another Big Problem Would Appear To Be Ugly People, By Which REN Seems To Mean The 

Kinds Of People Who Show Up At Racial Justice Events.  In An Interview With Jack Murphy, Who Was 
A Lincoln Fellow At Claremont, REN Has This To Say About The Black Lives Matter Protesters Of 2020:

All Of These People Look The Same.  I Mean, They Are Hideously Ugly, Malformed People.”  REN’s 
Publisher, As It Happens, Is Antelope Hill Publishing, Otherwise Known For Its Nazi And White 

Nationalist Titles, Such As Michael, A Novel Written By The Young — I Kid You Not — Joseph Goebbels
(“Antelope Hill Publishing Is Proud To Present A New English Edition…”)

REN Is Far From The Only Writer With Woman Problems To Score A Platform At The Claremont 
Institute (He’s Written Frequently For The American Mind).  In 2021, A Boise State University Political 
Philosophy Professor Named Scott Yenor Went Viral — Not In A Good Way — With A Speech At The 

National Conservatism Conference In Orlando, Florida, In Which He Characterized Women With 
Professional Aspirations As Medicated, Meddlesome, And Quarrelsome.”  Yenor’s Views Could Hardly 

Have Been News To Claremont.  Six Months Previously, The Institute Had Invited Him To Deliver



A Keynote On “Feminism And The American Future.”  Yenor Seized The Opportunity To Inveigh 
Against Women’s Pursuit Of Economic Security And A Satisfactory Sex Life.  He Maligned The 

“Pernicious Trajectory Of Feminism” And Argued That It Is “Fatal To Family Life And Fatal To The 
Country.”

Claremont Hired Yenor To Be The Think Tanks Inaugural Senior Director Of State Coalitions For Its New 
Center In Tallahassee, Florida.  From His Speeches And Writings, It Would Seem His Actual Plan Looks 
More Like An Affirmative Action Program For Reactionary Males.  “Every Effort Must Be Made Not To 

Recruit Women Into Engineering, But Rather To Recruit And Demand More Of Men Who Become 
Engineers.  Ditto For Med School, And The Law, And Every Trade,” He Said.  According To Yenor, State 

Officials Should Conduct Civil Rights Investigations Of Academic Programs (“Especially Colleges Of 
Nursing And Education”) That Attract Larger Numbers Of Women Than Men.  Ron DeSantis’s Wife, 

Casey, Tweeted Her Support For Yenor’s Appointment, Saying, “Thrilled To Welcome @ScottYenor From 
The Claremont Institute To His New Home In Tallahassee.”

As Bill Kristol Observes, The Fanaticism Here Is Even Worse Under The Surface.  “They Are Not Just 
Against The Legalization Of Same-Sex Marriage,” He Said.  “They Are So Extreme They Are For 

Permitting Gender Discrimination In Salaries, Changing Divorce Law To What It Was 70 Years Ago, For 
Criminalizing Homosexuality.  They Don’t Want To Say That Because Of Political Reasons, But Certainly 

You Don’t Get The Sense That They Feel Any Compulsion To Restrain Their Extremist Rhetoric.”



Setting Aside The Rabidly Misogynistic Agenda, The Most Curious Thing About Yenor’s Work Is Just 
How Unserious It Is.  If You Want To Make The Case That Women’s Struggle To Realize Inherent Natural 
Rights And Secure Equality Under The Law Is Connected To Various Social Ills In Some Way, You Could 
Look In Places For Evidence To Test That Remarkable Hypothesis.  You Might, For Example, Compare 
Countries With Different Levels Of Gender Equality, Economic Outcomes, Life Expectancy, And Health 
Measures.  You Would Surely Want To Explain The Inconvenient Fact That Some Of The Places That Are 

Least Hospitable To Women’s Rights Happen To Be Those With The Worst Social And Economic 
Outcomes For All People.  You Might Consider That, Around The World, The Countries That Seem To 

Best Satisfy Yenor’s Urgent Desire To Keep The Genders In Their Lanes Are Also Among The Most 
Repressive, Unsafe, Nepotistic, Economically Unstable, And Corrupt.  You Would, At the Very Least, 

Want To Consider Alternative Explanations For The Collapse Of Marriage Rates Among Working-Class 
Americans And The Decline In Male Health Indicators, Such As The Erosion Of Working- And Middle-

Class Wages And Job Security, The Decline In Manufacturing, And The Rise Of A Winner-Take-All 
Economy.

But Yenor Doesn’t Have To Do Analysis, Because Claremont Already Gave Him The Answer.  The 
Culprit, Ever And Always, Is Relativism, Historicism, Nihilism, Progressivism, “Wokeism,” And Since 
It’s All The Same Thing To Them — Feminism.  So If Working-Class Men Are Suffering, That Can Only 
Be Because The “Woke Left” Has Mounted A Merciless Assault On — Here’s A Word Yenor Uses A Lot 

—  “Manliness.”

Manliness.  Where Exactly Did That Word Enter The Conversation?  In The Claremont World, Manliness 
Is A Bit Of A Dog Whistle, And Senator Josh Hawley Has Blown On It Hard With His Recent Book, 
Manhood.  True To Claremont Formula, Hawley Traces The Crisis To Our Departure From Ancient 



Sources.  When We Were Schooled In The Classics, We Had “Moral Uprightness”:  “Machiavelli Called It 
Virtù” (From The Latin Vir, Meaning “Man”); And The Bible Has “A Mission For Men.”  You Might 

Think That The Man Who Raised His Fist On January 6 And Then Scurried As Fast As His Legs Could 
Take Him From The Manly Men Attacking The Capitol Would See Some Complexity In The Issue, But 
Hawley Does Not.  The Problem, As Ever, Is The “Priests Of Wokery,” As He Said At The 2023 Road To 

Majority Conference, Who Have Apparently Succeeded In Infiltrating The C-Suites And Learned To 
Dispense Their Toxic Doctrines Through The Corporate Hierarchy.  

Hawley, Yenor, And REN, However, Are Just Taking A Page From An Earlier Chapter In Claremont 
History.  The Story Of Manliness At Claremont Might Be Said To Begin With Harvey C. Mansfield Jr., 

The Author Of The 2006 Book Manliness.  A Fixture Of The Harvard University Government Department 
For Decades, Mansfield Counts As Nobility Among Claremont’s Extended Family.  His Father, 

Harvey Sr., Helped Harry Jaffa Land A Career-Making Teaching Job; Harry Introduced Harvey Jr. To 
Leo Strauss; Harvey Jr. Was Charles Kesler’s Teacher.

Manliness Offers A Lightly Informed Romp Through Some Work In Biology And The Social Sciences On 
Gender And Sex, From Which We Supposedly Learn Gender Stereotypes Are All True.  “War Is Hell But 

Men Like It,” And Women Will Never Make Good Soldiers Because “They Fear Spiders.”  The 
Patriarchy Is Just A Biological Fact Of Life.  “Lacking As Women Are, Comparatively, In Aggression And 

Assertiveness, It Is No Surprise That Men Have Ruled Over All Societies At Almost All Times,” 
Mansfield Concludes.  And That’s That.

Mansfield Is At Least Twice As Subtle As REN; He Knows Enough To Divide Manliness Into Two Basic 
Types.  The Bad Type Is “Nihilistic.”  In A Neat Exercise Of Philosophical Jiujitsu, He Argues That The 



Real Problem With Feminism Today Is That It Tries Too Hard To Be “Manly” — But (Gotcha!) In The 
Bad, Nihilistic Way.  This Is Especially True For Mansfield’s Bête Noire, Simone de Beauvoir.  As 

Diana Schaub Elaborates In A Retrospective On Mansfield’s Book In The Claremont Review, “Manly 
Nihilism Was Embraced By The Woman Warrior, Simone de Beauvoir, Who Refashioned It Into Radical 
Feminism’s Womanly Nihilism.”  “If It Sounds Like Mansfield Is Blaming Harlot Eve And Her Uppity 

Sisters For Ruining Manliness For Everyone, That’s Because He Is.

Mansfield Is Far Too Sophisticated — Or Perhaps Too Straussian — To Openly Argue For Stripping 
American Women Of The Rights They Have Fought For Over The Past Two Centuries.  The “Public 
Sphere,” He Insists, Should Remain “Gender Neutral.”  But In The “Private Sphere” (Don’t Bother 

Looking For Any Definition Of How The Spheres Are Distinguished), Those Highly Accurate 
Stereotypes Should Remain Triumphant.  Only By Acknowledging That Men Alone Can Be Properly 

Manly Can We Retain The “Moral Moorings” Of Manliness, As Schaub Sees It.  Meanwhile, The Need 
For Men Alone To Perform Manliness Has Been Pretty Much Standard Practice For Non-Gender-Neutral

Societies From South Sudan To Taliban Afghanistan.

In Short, Manliness Is Not The Lowbrow Male Supremacy That Bubbles Up From The Manosphere Into 
The Pages Of The American Mind.  It Is The Kindly, Highbrow Version Of It.  The Raw Egg Fellow And 

Florida’s New Thought Leader On Anti-Woke Education Don’t Represent A Break With Claremont’s 
Misogynistic Past.  The Novelty Is Just That REN And Yenor Are Departing From The Straussian Code 

And Saying The Quiet Part Out Loud.



Sticking It To The Bugmen

Apart From The “Flight 93” Masterwork Of Intellectual Trumpism, Michael Anton Contributed At Least 
One Other Piece That, In A Happier World, Would Mark A Turning Point In The History Of The 

Claremont Review Of Books.  That Would Be His Review Of A Book Titled Bronze Age Mindset, Whose 
Author Goes By The Name Bronze Age Pervert (BAP) And Has Been Identified As Costin Alamariu, 

Who Received His PhD In Political Philosophy From Yale.

BAP Writes As If He Were Some Modern-Day Zarathustra Descended From A Mountaintop Cyber-
Collective.  “I Was Roused From My Slumber By My Frog Friends, And I Declare To You, With Great 

Boldness, That I Am Here To Save You From A Great Ugliness,” He Intones.  (The “Frog” Meme Is 
Widely Associated With The Far-Right Blogosphere.)  If A Right-Wing Yale PhD Student Woke Up One 
Morning After Another Dateless Night On 4Chan And Thought He Was The Second Of Nietzsche, This 

Is The Book He Might Write.

BAP Abhors Women.  He Refers To Them As “Roasties” (A Crude Reference To Female Genitalia), 
“Whores,” And “Property.”  The “Liberation Of Women,” BAP Whines, Amounts To An “Infection” 

From Which The West “Can’t Recover Without The Most Terrible Convulsions And The Most Thorough 
Purgative Measures.

He Isn’t Into Gay People Either.  He Thinks They Represent “The Most Profound Of Social And Political 
Problem” (sic) Of The Modern World.  Then Again, As He Recounts In His Book, He Managed To 

Ejaculate Without Touching Himself While Gazing Upon An Ancient Statue Of A Greek Boy; So Perhaps 



He Is Part Of The “Problem?”  For What It’s Worth, Alamariu Sprinkles His Twitter Feed With Images Of 
Muscled Beefcake.  Oh, And That Twitter Feed Is Also A Collection Point For Racial Hate.

BAP Thinks The Bronze Age Was Just Great.  This Would Be The Same Bronze Age In Which Human 
Sacrifice Was Widely Practiced, A Great Many Humans Were Enslaved To Other Humans, And More.
But None Of That Bothers BAP, Because He Identifies With Achilles And The Master Race — Those 
Superior Beings Who Ride Herd Over Their Inferiors Without Apology, Without False Ideas About 
Human Inequality, Without Woke Politics.  “The Free Man Is A Warrior,” He Says; “The Only Right 

Government Is Military Government.”  He Encourages His Followers To Join The Military, Where He 
Seems To Think They Will Be Able To Organize Coups Against Womanly Democracy (Or As He, Yenor,

And Much Of The Manosphere Call It, The “Gynocracy”).  

So Why Would Michael Anton Want To Promote This Clinically Perfect Example Of The Resentment-
Addled Misogynist?  Perhaps It’s Because They Have In Common The Same Imaginary Enemy.  Both 
Hate “The Left, Or What I Have Termed The Bug-Man,” As BAP Puts It (Nietzsche’s Term Was “The 

Last Man”).  Anton And Others At Claremont, As We Know, Simply Call Them “The Woke.”

The Bugmen, To Stay With BAP, Are The “Pretentious Bureaucrats” Who Harbor “Titanic Hatred Of The 
Well-Turned Out And Beautiful.”  They Believe In “Social Justice” And “First-World Regimented 

Hygiene” (BAP Doesn’t Like Clean Well-Lit Streets “Made Safe For Women” Because They Kill “The 
Mood Of The City”).  And They Are Right Now Operating A “Global Slave Project” For The Benefit Of 

The “Gynocracy.”  To The Finely Tuned Ears Of Claremont, That Sounds Like A Description Of The 
Democratic Party.



BAP Seems To Agree.  He Tells His Followers That A Tactical Alliance With Conventional Right-Wingers 
“Would Get You 99% Of What You Want.”  He Urges Political Leaders Who Are Persuaded By His Plan 

To Bring Back The Bronze Age To “Use Trump As A Model Of Success.”  But He Is Savvy Enough To 
Advise Those Of His Followers Who Go Into Politics To Disavow His Work Publicly, And Even Suggests 

They Should Attack It.  Oddly, The Men Of Claremont Have Ignored This Sage Piece Of Straussian 
Advice.

Claremont Has A Deep Bench When It Comes To Fascist Enthusiasts, However, And It May Have Found 
A More Presentable Foil Than BAP In Curtis Yarvin, A Blogger Sometimes Described As A Political 

Theorist.  Yarvin Is Very Much On Board With The Anti-Bugmen Agenda, But He Spares Us Most Of The 
Male Anxiety And Faux-Nietzsche Rhetoric.  Mostly He Delivers The Message In The Self-

Congratulatory Patois Of The Tech Bro:  America Needs A “Reboot.”  Napoleon And Lenin Are To Be 
Admired Because Each Was “A Start-Up Guy.”

Yarvin’s Term For Those Who Rule The Modern World Is “The Cathedral” (Though He Has Been 
Known To Slip Into Talk About “Dark Elves” And “Hobbits,” Too).  His Proposed Solution, Like BAP’s, 

Is The Iron Fist.  He Thinks America Needs A King, A Dictator With Total Military Power, And He Offers 
Tips On How A President Might Become Such A Kingly King.  The Plan:  Ignore Court Rulings And 

Laws You Don’t Like, And Maybe Have “Taped Behind Your Balls, A Non-Fungible Token (NFT) Which 
Controls The Nuclear Deterrent.  Now That’s Power.”

Swaggering Talk About A Super-Empowered Dictator Appears To Have Tremendous Appeal To The 
Men Of Claremont.  In Their Pseudoclassics Way, Naturally, They Frame It As The Rise Of An American 
Caesar.  How Glorious!  Sometimes, The Reveries Are Tucked Inside High-Sounding Language About 



“Statesmanship.”  The “Man Of Action” Is Claremont’s Favorite Character In Aristotle, Mainly Because, 
As In The Case Of Christopher Rufo, The Former Claremont Fellow Behind The Anti-Critical Race 

Theory Hysteria, The Men Of Claremont Explicitly Aspire To Become Such Figures Themselves.

What Will The Manly Dictator Do Once In Power, Apart From Smashing The Cathedral To Bits?
Yarvin Has Little To Say On That Point.  Who Cares About The Morning After?  Like BAP, He Practices 

What Nietzsche Called “Grand Politics.”  It’s All about Magnificent Gestures And Look-At-Me 
Explosions.  Details Are For The Bugmen.

Anton’s Approach To The Caesar Question Is Particularly Revealing And Provides An Example Of What 
Straussianism Has Come To Mean At Claremont.  In His 2020 Book, The Stakes, Along With His 

Appearances On Several Podcasts, Including A Two-Hour Discussion With Yarvin, He Frames The 
Prospective Rise Of A Fascist Dictator As Prophecy, Not Policy, And Insists That He Laments Such An 

Eventuality.  But Then He Turns Around And Declares That We Have A Choice.  On The Inevitable Slide 
Into A Post-Constitutional Order, We Can Have A Blue Caesar Or A Red Caesar.  The Blue Version — A 

Combination Of “Hillary Clinton And Pol Pot,” According To American Mind Contributor Charles 
Haywood — Would, Anton Writes, Rally “All The Power Centers And Commanding Heights Of Our 

Society” To The Cause Of The “State-Directed Persecution” Of Conservatives.  The Red One Would At 
Least Draw From The Part Of The Population With High “Social Capital,” Which Is Fit To Manage The 
“Necessities” Of Life — This Appears To Be Anton’s Euphemism For Trump-Supporting, Non-Ruling-

Class Americans.  But Such A Red Caesar Is Unlikely, Says Anton, Because — Woe To Us! — 
Conservatives Are Still To Weak And Disorganized.



Anton Pretends Merely To Offer Predictions Grounded In Wisdom Of The Ancients.  But His Target 
Audience Would Have Little Trouble Deciphering The Hidden Message For Today.  “Me, I Like, If Not 
Love, The Idea Of A Red Caesar,” Gushes Haywood.  Nathan Pinkoski, A Claremont Fan Writing For 

First Things, The Go-To Journal For Right-Wing Theoconservatives, Explains Anton’s Communications 
Strategy:  “In Good Straussian Fashion, What He Teaches Is Not What He Says. With Great Moderation, 

He Explicitly Teaches Us How To Act Prudently Within The Framework Of The Republican 
Constitution; With Great Daring, He Implicitly Teaches Us How To Act Prudently When The Republican

Constitution Is Gone.”  In Other Words, Straussianism At Claremont Means Pushing Authoritarian 
Fantasies In Not-So-Secret Code While Cosplaying Ancient Philosophers.

So, Who Gets To Join The Secret Society Of Latter-Day Greco-Roman Authoritarians?  A Strange Fact To 
Remember Is That Costin Alamariu, a.k.a. The Bronze Age Pervert, Got His PhD From Yale.  Curtis 

Yarvin Has Degrees From Johns Hopkins, Brown, And The University Of California, Berkeley.  Anton Is 
A Graduate Of U.C. Berkeley.  Their Hero Ron DeSantis Has Both Harvard And Yale On His C.V.  Manly 

Man Josh Hawley Is Stanford And Harvard.  Yes, Virginia, These Very Men Are Themselves The 
Bugmen.  When They Talk About Sticking It To The Administrative State Or Fantasize About Having 

Their Dictator-Buddy Tell All The Liberals To Suck On It, They Seem To Be Dreaming About Revenge On 
The Professors, Administrators, And Fellow Students Who Were Mean To Them On Their Way Up.

It Is With That In Mind That One Can Make Sense Of The Strangest Aspect Of The Claremont Pathology:
Its Obsession With Elite Higher Education.



Adventures In Higher Education:  Or, Claremont Goes To Florida For Spring Break!

Only Last Year, The Hamilton Center For Classical And Civic Education At The University Of Florida 
Was Just An Idea On A Piece Of Paper.  But It Quickly Picked Up $3 Million In State Funding, Thanks To 
Advocacy From The Council On Public University Reform, A Mysterious Group Whose Representative, 

Joshua Holdenried, Previously Worked At The Heritage Foundation And Has A Long History Of 
Working With Conservative Religious Causes.  The Florida Legislature Then Approved An Additional 

$10 Million.  According To The Council On Public University Reform’s Draft Proposal, The Center 
Would Hold The Power To Appoint Its Own Staff And Educators In Classics, History, And The 

Humanities Without Consulting The Existing Faculties At The University.

The Nonprofit Behind The Hamilton Operation Is Headed By A Claremont Review Contributor, And The 
Center’s Arrival Was Music To The Ears Of Claremont’s Florida Man, Scott Yenor.  A Hint About The 

Center’s Ideas In Civics Education May Be Gleaned From Its Decision To Hire Pinkoski, Who Took Up 
His Position As A Visiting Faculty Fellow At The Center Around The Same Time He Published A Review 

In First Things Of A Key Text In The White Supremacist Canon:  Jean Raspail’s The Camp Of The Saints.

Published In France In 1973, Raspail’s Novel Imagines The Horror That Unfolds When One Million 
Nonwhite Immigrants Land On French Shores.  The Subhuman Invaders, As Raspail Describes Them, 
Wallow In Their Own Feces And Delight In Trampling Over The Misguided Liberals Who Thought To 

Welcome And Feed Them.  The Book has Long Been A Favorite Among White Supremacists, But 
Hamilton’s Man Thinks It Is A Work Of “Genius” That Exposes The — You Guessed It — “Cancel 

Culture” And “Nihilism” That Is Stabbing The West In The Back.  The Camp Of The Saints Is “The Most 
Important Dystopian Novel Of The Second Half Of The Twentieth Century,” He Writes.  Move Over, 



Handmaid’s Tale!

The Hamilton Center Is One Of Many Such Centers Springing Up Around The Nation.  It Is Also One 
Piece Of DeSantis’s Plan For Higher Education In Florida, Along With The Makeover Of New College.

Rufo, The Anti-Critical Race Theory Guru, Now Serves As A Trustee Of New College, The Small, 
Liberal-Friendly State School That The Governor Hopes To Convert Into An Ideologically Right-Wing 

Academy.  Joining Him On The Board, As Noted Above, Is Charles Kesler.

Fortunately For Us, Rufo Has Been As Transparent About His Plan For The Nation’s Universities As He 
Was For Whipping Up The Fraudulent Hysteria On Critical Race Theory.  (“The Goal Is To Have The 
Public Read Something Crazy In The Newspaper And Immediately Think ‘Critical Race Theory,’” He 
Explained On Twitter.)  In A Lecture Delivered In The Safe Space Of Hillsdale College, Rufo Revealed 

That America’s Universities — All Of Them, Apparently, With The Exception Of Hillsdale And A 
Handful Of Allies — Are In The Hands Of The Woke And Discriminate Rampantly Against Right-

Wingers.  The Time Has Come, Said Rufo, To Counter This Nefarious Tendency With A New, Parallel 
University System That Would Hire The Right People And Fire The Lefties, And Teach A Pedagogy 

More In Line With His Beliefs.

One Person Who Gets It, By Rufo’s Own Estimation, Is Journalist And January 6 Conspiracist Darren 
Beattie, Whom Trump Appointed To The Commission That Encourages The Preservation Of Holocaust 
Sites.  Beattie Gushes About The Results Of The Program In Florida So Far, Citing An Unsigned Piece In 

Revolver News, A Right-Wing Outlet, That Compares The Right-Wing Reconquest Of Florida’s 
University System With Napoleon’s Lightning Victory Over The Austrians In 1805.



Beattie Was Too Far Out Even For The Trump Administration; He Was Fired After It Emerged That He 
Spoke At A Conference Attended By Well-Known White Supremacists.  A Listserv For Claremont 

Alumni Swiftly Accumulated Messages Of Support For Beattie That Included Some Amount Of Racist 
And White Nationalist Commentary, Notably From Alt-Right Troll And Holocaust Denier Charles 
Johnson.  That Prompted Some Participants Holding Respectful Positions To Withdraw From The 

Listserv; Eventually, Claremont Shut It Down.  But Johnson Himself Had Been, In Fact, A Publius Fellow 
At Claremont And A Contributor To The  Claremont Review.  And He Had Scored A Flattering Forward 

To His Own Book On Calvin Coolidge From None Other Than His Eminence, Charles Kesler.

Why Is Claremont Helping Normalize White Supremacist Narratives?  The Political Capital To Be Made 
From Playing To Racial Grievance In The Trump Era Is Perhaps Too Obvious To Belabor.  It Is Much 

More Interesting To Note That The Tendency Long Preceded The Trumpian Turn.  The Men Of 
Claremont Routinely Complain, As Kesler Does In His Crisis Of The Two Constitutions, That The 

Contemporary Academy Has It In For “Dead White Males.”  It Is Tempting To Dismiss Such Claims As 
Just Another Grievance Narrative From Those Living White Males Who Feel Themselves To Be The True 

Victims Of Discrimination In Today’s America.  But This Would Be To Overlook The Role That Such 
Grievances Play In Consolidating The Claremont Position On Intellectual History.  In The Meta-

Narrative That Claremont Absorbed From Strauss And Jaffa, Greatness Comes From A Distinctive 
Civilizational Tradition, One That Got Its Start In Athens, Then Picked Up Something In Jerusalem To 

Become “The West.”

The Claremonters Generally Do Not, On Balance, Explicitly Identify This Tradition With A Racial Group.  
Some Are Savvy Enough To Include A Smattering Of People Of Color In Their Narrative (Frederick 

Douglass Being A Favorite).  But Their Followers Likely Have Little Trouble Grasping That The Whole 



Point Of Reviving The Camp Of The Saints Is To Conflate The Desire To Preserve Civilization With The 
Fear Of Other Races And Peoples.  John Eastman’s Views On Race May Be Presumed To Be Benign, But 
Those Of The Proud Boys Who Stormed The Capitol On January 6 Are Not.  And Yet The Proud Boys’ 

Oath Could Just As Well Serve As A Claremont Motto:  “I Am A Proud Western Chauvinist.  I Refuse To 
Apologize For Creating The Modern World.”

A Truly Scholarly History Would Show That What We Call “The West” Is The Work Of Human 
Interactions Spanning The Globe.  The Fabled Greeks Drew Inspiration From As Far Afield As India, 
And Many Encounters With Different Cultures Shaped History Decisively.  It Is Also Clear That Not 

Every Person Who Has Mattered In The Process Was White Or Male.  But Claremont Doesn’t Do 
Intellectual History, Properly Speaking.  There Is A Better Name For What It Does Do, And That Is 

Identity Politics.

Claremont Has Had Few Qualms About Pursuing Its Version Of Identity Politics Across The Board.  
Affirmative Action Is Just Fine, According To Claremont’s Florida Model, As Long As It Is Used To Boost 
The Kind Of People Who Make The Right Sort Of Noises About The “Gynocracy” And Demonstrate An 
Interest In White Supremacist Novels.  The Administrative State Is A Good Thing — Provided You Can 

Funnel Taxpayer Money To Ideologically Correct Centers Of Learning.  Meritocracy Is The Great 
American Ideal, But Only When “Merit” Is Defined As Advocating For What Your Ultrarich Patrons 
Already Know To Be True.  Cancel Culture Is A Good Thing, Too, As Long As You Are Using State 

Power To Ban Books You Don’t Like.

To Be Sure, There Are Some Excellent Critiques To Be Made Of Diversity Programs, And Maybe Some Of 
These Critiques Make It Through The Apocalyptic Rhetoric Coming Out Of Claremont.  What You Won’t  



Hear, However, Is Any Serious Consideration That Such Programs Came Into Being To Address Real 
Problems In A Diverse Society With A Long History Of Racial Oppression And Rank Discrimination. 

That’s Because The Men Of Claremont Aren’t Here To Propose Practical Policy Solutions To The 
Problems Facing America.  They Come To Rile Up A Grievance-Addled Base And Satisfy Their Own 

Resentments — And To Raise Enough Money To Keep The Circus On Tour.

They Don’t Shoot Administrative States, Do They?

In His Crisis Of The Two Constitutions, Kesler Names “The Administrative State” As Both The Ideal Of 
“Progressivism” And The Font Of All Evil.  He Appears To Have Borrowed Most Of The Argument, 

Along With The Strange Fable About Hegel And Woodrow Wilson, From John Marini, A Senior Fellow 
At The Claremont Institute Whose Association With Organization Goes Back To Its Very Beginnings In 

The 1970s.  

The Critique Of “The Administrative State” Has A Long History And Touches On Issues Of Concern In 
Any Modern Democracy.  As Noted By Dwight Waldo, The Subtle Political Theorist And Onetime 

Federal Official Who Brought The Idea To Attention In A 1948 Book, The Administrative Apparatus Of 
The Modern State Has Emerged As A New And Powerful Political Function, Distinct In Important Ways 

From A Traditional Conception Of The Legislature And Executive.  The Administrative State Often 
Attempts To Justify Its Power Through An Ideology Valorizing Scientific Efficiency And Managerial 

Expertise.  Yet, As Waldo Points Out, Government Administrators Engage In Inherently Political Tasks; 
They Seek Negotiated Solutions Among Constituencies, And They Ultimately Answer To A Democratic 

People Through Their Elected Representatives.  The Sensible Critique Of The Administrative State, 



Then, Is A Complicated One.  The Point Isn’t To Destroy It — Surely We’ll Want To Hold On To The Air 
Traffic Controllers And Food Safety Inspectors — But To Ensure That It Remains Accountable To The 

People In A Democratic Polity.

But The Claremont Institute Doesn’t Do Complicated, And Marini Is A Case In Point.  He Is A Black-
And-White Thinker, And One Can Get A Sense Of Where He Locates The Color Line From His Analysis 

Of Donald Trump’s Candidacy For President In 2016.  Marini Lauded Trump For His Interest In 
“Unifying The Country” By “Appealing To The Common Good.”  And “Trump Has Appealed To The 
Rule Of Law And Has Attacked Bureaucratic Rule As The Rule Of Privilege And Patronage.”  In Brief, 

Trump Represented “An Existential Threat” To The Administrative State, According To Marini, And The 
Secret Reason Why Many Progressives Oppose Trump Is That They Love Nothing More Than The Smell 

Of Bureaucracy In The Morning.

In Marini’s Narrative, The Administrative State Is Not To Be Reformed; It Is Inherently Illegitimate.  
“The Tacit Premise Of The Rational State, And The Defense Of The Administrative State,” He Claims, 

“Rests Upon The Assumption That The Power Of Government Cannot Be Limited,” Which, In His 
Reading, Directly Contradicts The Wisdom That The Founders Supposedly Gleaned From Aristotle.  

Consequently, As His Co-Author, Editor, And Fellow Claremonter Ken Masugi Writes, “The 
Administrative State Is The Modern Face Of Tyranny — An Issue On Which Thinkers As Diverse As Leo 
Strauss And Carl Schmitt Apparently Agree.”  The References Are Apt Indeed.  Marini’s Critique Of The 

Administrative State, And Even His Identification Of Hegel As Its Evil Mastermind, Tracks Schmitt’s 
Critique Of The Liberal (Jewish) Order With Uncanny Precision.



So Who, According To Marini, Is To Blame For The Rise Of The Administrative State In America?  
Marini’s Answer:  The “Knowledge Elites In The Bureaucracy” Who Have Manipulated Public Opinion 

In A Dastardly Plot To Advance Their Bureaucratic Power.  Shorter Marini:  The Bugmen Did It.  So 
What Are We To Do About Air Traffic, Food Safety, The Environment, Defense?  Who Knows.  Details. 

Go Ask The Bugmen.

Four Years Of The Trump Presidency Afford Us Some Insight Now Into What The “Deconstruction Of 
The Administrative State,” To Borrow Steve Bannon’s Phrasing Of The Claremont Idea, Looks Like On 

The Ground:  Epic Levels Of Corruption, Nepotism, Incompetence, Polarization, And Politicization.  The 
Best Illustration Of The Tendency, As It Happens, Comes From The Tenure Of Claremonter Michael Pack 

As Head Of The U.S. Agency For Global Media (Whose Flagship Is Voice Of America).  Pack Was 
President And CEO Of Claremont Institute From 2015 To 2017.  His Reign At Voice Of America Began 

Late In Trump’s Term, Lasted Seven Months, And Ended Two Hours After President Biden Took Office.  
During Those Seven Months, Pack “Inspired Multiple Formal Investigations And Rebukes” From 

Various Federal And D.C. Judges Who Found That He Acted “Illegally And Even Unconstitutionally,” 
According To NPR Reporting.  “I Don’t Think He Had A Plan Other Than To Just Blow The Place Up,” 
Said Dan Hanlon — A Former Aide To Trump’s Chief Of Staff Who Was Himself Appointed By Trump 
To The Agency.  “We Would Come In At Nine O’Clock And Stamp Out At Five O’Clock,” Hanlon Said.  

“And We Played Foosball All Day.  And We Would Just Sit There, Commenting About How Absurd This 
Whole Thing Was.”

Broadly Speaking, The Kind Of Anti-Government Nihilism That Marini Preached And Pack Practiced 
Has Two Natural Constituencies.  The First Consists Of Those People Who Generally Do Not Suffer 
From Discrimination And Who, Unaware Of The Role Of The Administrative State In Creating And 



Sustaining Their Privilege, See No Place For Government In Securing Their Civil Rights.  The Second 
Consists Of Those Economic Interests Whose Activities Cause Harm (Such As Pollution Or The 

Degradation Of Communities) Or Depend On Monopoly Profits, And Who Therefore Do Not Wish To 
Be Regulated.  The Claremont Institute Fills Its Rosters With Members From The First Group But Fills Its 

Coffers With Representatives Of The Second.  If You Want To Understand The Claremont Institute 
Phenomenon, The Oldest Adage Of Journalism Is Indispensable:  Follow The Money.

What Money Buys When It Thinks It Is Buying Ideas

Apart From Whatever Small Dollars It Wrings From Anxious Recipients Through Its Mass Mailers, The 
Claremont Institute Appears To Get The Largest Chunk Of Its Money From Tom Klingenstein, The    

New York-Based Finance Executive Who Serves As Its Current Chairman.

Claremont Has Other Funders, Too.  The Sarah Scaife Foundation, The Bradley Foundation, Donors 
Trust And The Donors Capital Fund, And The Dick And Betsy DeVos Family Foundation — All Have 

Chipped In.  These Are Among The Same Groups That Top The List In Funding Climate Science 
Denialism; The Privatization Of Public Education; The Reduction Of Taxes For The Rich, Especially Of 

Inheritance Taxes; And Other Causes Known To Warm The Hearts Of Billionaires.

The Direct Funding From Ultrawealthy Interests Is Really Only Part Of The Story Of How Money Has 
Made Claremont.  Claremont Heroes Such As Ron DeSantis, Josh Hawley, And J.D. Vance Are To An 

Important Extent Creatures Of The Donor Class.  The Money That These Political Leaders Receive From 
Their Wealthy Friends Turns Into Power For Claremont.



It Would Be A Simple Story If The Money Flowing To Claremont Was Merely There In Pursuit Of 
Financial Self-Interest — And To Some Extent It Is.  Many Of The Donors Would Love To Deconstruct 

The Administrative State, After All, Since It Stands In The Way Of Many Of Their Privileges And 
Moneymaking Activities.  So They Will Put Up With The Raw Eggs, The Bronze Age Nuttery, The 

Woman-Hating, And All That, As Long As It Delivers Lower Taxes And “Small Government.”

But What Can History Tell Us About This Kind Of Compromise?  What Will Happen To The Moneyed 
Interests If BAP Gets His Military Dictatorship, Or If Anton’s Red Caesar Steps Forth?

I Put The Question To Steve Schmidt, And He Lit Up With Enthusiasm.  He Urged Me To Read A Speech 
That Hitler Gave In 1932 In Dusseldorf To An Audience Of Business Executives.  Hitler Makes An 

Explicit Argument Against Democracy, He Said, And “It’s Not An Unsophisticated Argument — It’s 
What Tucker Carlson Said Every Night On Fox And Now On Twitter.”  The Core Of The Argument, In 

Its American Form, Is That “America Needs A Caesar.”  Why Does America Need A Caesar?  “To Protect 
Freedom And Liberty — Because Democracy Threatens The Privilege Of Those Who ‘Built The 

Country,’” Schmidt Continued:  “All Fascist Movements Require The Cooperation And Capitulation Of 
Conservative Movements.  The Conservative Party Is The Party That Is Devoured By Fascism In Any 

Type Of Right-Wing Fascist Descent.”

Having Spent A Fair Amount Of Time Exploring The Mind Of Claremont In Preparation For This Piece, I 
Find Schmidt’s Analysis Extremely Convincing.  It Does, However, Leave Me With A Loose End That I 
Think Of As The Klingenstein Problem.  When We Suggest That Conservatives Are Cooperating With 
And Capitulating To Authoritarians, We Are Supposing That They Still See The Alliance In Rational, 

Transactional Terms.  We Implicitly Assume That They Know That They Are Making A Pact With The 



Devil, And We Fault Them For A Moral Failure Or Perhaps A Lack Of Foresight.  But That Doesn’t 
Describe Klingenstein At All.  He Clearly Has Been Drinking The Same Kool-Aid That Was Intended For 
The Working Classes.  He Isn’t Capitulating To The Forces That Promise To Destroy The Foundations Of 

His Own Wealth And Privilege; He Actively Wants To Become One With Them.

The Kind Of Authoritarianism That Claremont Is Peddling Did Not Happen To The Conservative 
Movement By Accident.  It Is The Predictable Result Of The Massive Investment That Conservative 

Money Made Over The Past 50-Plus Years In Polluting American Political Discourse With Its Massive 
Complex Of Ideological Factories.  When You Spend Enough To Spread Unreasonable Ideas, You Will 
Get An Unreasonable Society.  You Might Even Become A Bit Of A Crank Yourself.  It Goes Back To A 

Problem At Least As Old As Plato.  If Your Power Depends On Lying To The People, That Doesn’t Make 
You Noble.  It Just Leaves You With A Choice:  Accept That You Are A Fraud, Or Embrace The Lie.
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