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—————————————————————
My far more moderate brother on the vaccination issue had just posted what
appears to be baby steps towards realizing progressives have been far too
supportive of vaccination than he. But only baby steps. For while Dan is a
moderate on vaccination (i.e. critical of it, but supports the theory), he’s also
politically progressive himself, and therefore trips over this realization while
carrying a heavy load of liberal misconceptions, particularly about our
Constitution. I will lend him a hand and try to lead him out of the darkness with
the following enlightened commentary.
—————————————————————
This essay addresses Dan Olmsted’s remarks on his blog, ageofautism.com. He
posted it on November 12, 2010, and titled it, “Dan Olmsted On Why Progressives
Don’t Get Autism”, at:
http://www.ageofautism.com/2010/11/dan-olmsted-on-why-progressives-dont-get-autism.html

Dan is correct on one point: progressives do not “get” it. But he doesn’t
understand why. It’s based on their political philosophy and misconceptions, as
Dan himself exhibited here and there throughout his post. But before I discuss
vaccination, I need to draw some broad political strokes.
Progressives (i.e. liberals) believe, for example, in positive liberties—”that
government can and should intervene to improve the lives of its citizens”, as Dan
opined. By contrast, our Framers included solely negative liberties in the
Constitution—that we are guaranteed the PURSUIT of happiness. They expressly
did not think government was responsible for actually furnishing the end result—
happiness. Indeed, they felt our freedoms were guaranteed when government was
absent in our lives. In defining our liberties, the Constitution specifies only what
the government SHALL NOT DO. Which is why there is no “right” to healthcare.
Indeed, Dr. Benjamin Rush and Dr. Josiah Bartlett wanted to include in the First
Amendment a right to freedom from the healthcare professions—coercive and
oppressive as they were even then.
Progressives believe in the inherent benevolence of government. Despite all
evidence to the contrary, they think public policy is in the hands of elected
officials, and elected officials are accountable to the public. What they don’t

accept is that the public is not of one view—let alone shares their views. Even
institutions like Exxon, Merck and the Sierra Club have legitimate views that can
be expressed and lobbied. Progressives also seem oblivious to the fact that
agencies of government ultimately control the mechanics of how policy is
implemented—something that Barbara Loe Fisher did not appreciate 25 years ago
when she thought the CDC would make vaccines safer, as it had promised her.
She gave away a liberty—the right to refuse a product—by giving government
more control in what had previously been free commerce.
Yes, progressivism can “go too far”, as Dan admits. That’s true for conservatism
too. Anti trust, anti monopoly laws are neutral rules of the game, sufficient to
prevent powerful private interests from circumventing free market forces. (e.g.
leveraging their legitimate success in one market to unfairly eliminate competition
in another market.) But taxing corporations is futile, Dan. Corporations just raise
their prices or go out of business or relocate to places where they aren’t taxed. Or
they just decide it’s not profitable any longer to invest or grow their business, as
Obama is learning now.
This short animated play explains economics to progressives:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tsZpWej8pF4
Granted, government can improve people’s lives. But the reason that was not
made a “right” in the Constitution was because government can only achieve that
goal by taking wealth from one citizen and giving it to another. Our Framers
didn’t support confiscatory government. They felt that the accumulation of wealth
by people was not inherently evil. They felt it was a function (i.e. reward) of ones
sweat and talent. They believed that anything government can limit—through
legislation and appropriation of funds—cannot, by definition, be an unassailable
“right.” Be it food, shelter, healthcare, or otherwise. These are ‘moral
obligations’ of any civil society, to be sure. But they are not “Constitutional
rights.” The Framers didn’t even think that being ‘thy brother’s keeper’ should be
a function of government. But that’s a settled debate today. (The Framers lost.)
Progressives think that if government can improve people’s lives, then government
health agencies can improve people’s health. But government functions only
through coercion: Mandates and taxing. Both take from you a measure of
freedom and burdens you with a good dose of paternalism. I think even Dan—who
seems to believe in the general efficacy of vaccination—might admit that the
practice of vaccination has received too much of an imprimatur of safety (if not
efficacy), merely by way of it’s “truly progressive” character of being an operation
and arm of government. (Or as he calls it, “universal preventive healthcare”). Dan
described his inability to persuade an evil or misguided monolithic power (no, not
pharma, but progressives in government health agencies) that a known poison is
poisonous.
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Allopathic medicine gained hegemony over its competitors in the healing arts by
the early part of the 20th century, and made its greatest inroads into government
by taking over the schools of public health. Political progressives championed
allopathy’s public health function as an essential role for government, and was
instrumental in promoting it’s medical myths—that vaccination eradicated
diseases, and that this “progress so long in the making” (as Dan noted) could be
undone by anti vaccination advocates.
(NOTE - go here regarding those myths: http://www.vaclib.org/basic/gk/)
Allopathic medicine is dominant today, just as vaccination is: Through
government fiat, and fueled by the utilitarian ethic which revokes freedom of the
individual, in favor of the common good of society. Just look at the justifications
for single-payer, and mandates in Obamacare legislation. Then look at the
justifications for school vaccination mandates. Both use the “common good” as
justifications. Show me where the difference is? The Framers didn’t believe that
the common good of society meant a leveling of wealth. They felt that creating
wealth by exploiting ones talents and energies would itself, advance the common
good—by keeping that wealth in the hands of the many thousands of private
individuals, and not by turning it over to empower a centralized entity with the
power to coerce—that is, government. The latter only makes government
powerful. I know. I negotiate and litigate everyday with the likes of school
administrators like these:
http://commack.patch.com/articles/district-pays-former-super-more-than-600000
Growing older and wiser (and more conservative), one accepts the natural human
tendency to take what is available for the taking. Both individuals and
corporations alike seek out what they can take from government, and they take it.
Because it increases ones wealth and power (duhh). Public assistance, tax
exemptions and subsidies of all kinds. Government takes from one place and
enriches another, of its choosing. Progressives don’t like it when the wrong
people play the game too well. Progressives want to blame profit-making
corporations for leveraging government power. But that would be like blaming
the shark for eating the baby. The baby, like government, is there for the taking.
The shark is only doing what nature bred into it. Corporations too have but one
function—to make profits for its shareholders, who may be ordinary people.
Profits are more than an incentive towards excellence. They’re also an index for a
business to know whether or not its supplying what the public wants. Profits are
not evil. They’re the most essential element of our society.
Indeed, wealth creation makes government itself possible. Government itself
creates no wealth. Government merely scoops water from the deep end of the
pool and pours it into the shallow end. It takes a cut from the wealth-producing
classes to finance this redistribution of wealth. But where there’s no profits,
there’s no economic growth. Where there’s no economic growth, there’s
government deficit spending, and ultimately insolvency or inflation. (Look at
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Europe.) How’s this for irony: The vast majority of public employee unions are
political progressives (i.e. virtually all their contributions go to Democrats). That
includes the phalanx of employees at the NYS Departments of Health and
Education, and their local cousins, with whom I battle each day to help parents
exempt their children from vaccination. Thousands of progressives owing their
very existence to the profitable success of pharma! Dan, smell the coffee.
By simple logic, if one does not like what government inherently does (redistribute
wealth and power through mandates and taxes), then plainly government should
not be the solution you seek. Government is, as Ronald Reagan said and Dan
noted, most often the problem. Put another way, (progressive) parents should not
complain about baby-eating sharks. The parents should observe that laws of
nature and not place their babies in shark-infested waters. Likewise, if you wish to
make responsible medical decisions for your own children, you should not be in
favor of growing government. Rather, you would want to reduce its size.
Progressives (i.e. “liberals”) railed incessantly against “lobbyists” in recent years.
Yet they operate in perfect ignorance of the fact that the larger the government
becomes, the larger is the government largesse, and the more lucrative and
extravagant will be the lobbying efforts to plunder all that booty.
My cats, for example, never eat more than they need to eat from their bowls.
Whereas I say again, we humans always take what is available for the taking.
“Need” has nothing to do with it. It is not the fault of people or corporations to
take from government wealth they hadn’t created or earned. It’s the fault of
government for making it available. The bigger the government, the greater the
theft. Similarly, the bigger the government, the greater the booty to be plundered
by interest groups, and the greater are the financial stakes to lobby policymakers
and gatekeepers in government agencies to fashion regulations that will enrich
them in regular commerce. So Dan, I don’t want to hear you and other
progressives complain about corporations bribing supposedly unbiased, pure-asthe-driven-snow, government health agencies. Because the only reason we have
big government in the first place, along with big government science, and it’s big
thumb resting on the scales that decides the winners and losers in the economy, is
progressives who want to grow government.
Thanks to progressives, we have powerful federal and state government today.
That means more mandates (coercion). I’ve spent most of my life doing battle
against government mandates, such as vaccination and fluoridation. Thus I’ve
been a lobbyist myself—BY NECESSITY, NOT CHOICE—because the bigger
the government, the more mandates there are, and bureaucrats to enforce them.
So instead of devoting my life towards creative and productive undertakings—
pursing my own dreams and interests—I’m compelled to spend most of my time
assisting parents to free themselves from government vaccine mandates.
GOVERNMENT mandates. Not corporate mandates. In free societies and free
markets, business must compete to meet the demands—and otherwise satisfy the
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desires—of free people, by supplying products and services that THE PUBLIC
(not government) deems are safe and efficacious, through independent scientific
inquiry.
That is why your following statement is so ironic, and of course, progressive:
QUOTE
But while all elements of the medical industry—the medical-industrial complex that
develops, regulates, administers and protects the recommended national
immunization schedule—are equally accountable, the leadership needs to come
from the government.
UNQUOTE
Because it has been government involvement (“leadership”) to date which has
rendered those private commercial agencies UNACCOUNTABLE! Just ask
Barbara Loe Fisher—today, not when she was naive enough to trust government.
And there’s no political “leadership” (i.e. elected representative) brave enough and
medically savvy enough that can go toe-to-toe in debate with CDC doctors on the
safety vaccines, let alone the efficacy of vaccination and the theory that supports it.
You believe as Barbara Loe Fisher does, that “engagement” with medical
bureaucrats—who have future jobs lined up in the private sector of pharma and
medicine—will lead to WHAT EXACTLY? Your goal is the removal of
thimerasol? A reduction in the recommended vaccines or doses? The inclusion of
safety standards? Expanding the list of medical contraindications? Which vaccines
specifically? What standards? What contraindications? What chemicals might be
next? What other vaccines or reactions may arise? Ultimately, it will never
matter. The insiders are doctors who owe their careers to the myth of vaccination,
and THEY will define the standards and outcomes of everything on your
“engagement” list. Not you, nor the heroes you imagine exist in government who
will come forward to aid you. Again, just ask Barbara Loe Fisher.
It’s taken you over a decade of engagement to force government doctors’
attention merely on thimerasol. And you lost in court. (You, being “engagers.”)
Certainly the results were spun as equivocal, with the general public disinterested
in the details (Oh, what a surprise!). How many lifetimes and children’s lives can
you afford to debate this. I realize that as a progressive, you can only accept one
truth and one interpretation of the facts and one theory to test those facts. But
trust me, here as in other endeavors, there are countervailing arguments and
interests to contend with. And lawyers will ensure they’re heard. We lose by
attrition because the status quo remains in place, while you engage with the
technocrats. Meanwhile, there are parents in most states today who cannot refuse
vaccination. If we can concentrate on winning freedom of choice, then all that
remains is persuading parents about vaccination. Not doctors. Certainly those
parents that already believe vaccines are not for their kids would be able to act on
those beliefs. And that, in turn, may lead to enough leverage, though the return of
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normal market forces (i.e. restoring ones right to refuse a product), to successfully
negotiate those aspects of vaccination you seem to think are possible—safer
vaccines for those who want them.
I’ll make it simple, Dan. When government forces you to take vaccines you deem
are unsafe, the first thing you DON’T do is present studies to prove your point.
Because government can crank out just as many studies pro as you can find that
are con. Just talk to anti fluoridation activists who have produced study after
study showing its toxicity. (At least 10 times more toxic than lead, dose for dose,
yet EPA’s MCL for lead is 100 times lower!) We are now in decade six in which
government pours that crap in our drinking water. And you certainly don’t call for
more government studies Dan! That helps the pro vaccinators run out the clock
while children are being destroyed. No Dan, the first thing you do is demand your
freedom. Let those who believe in vaccination bang their heads against the wall,
while those who know better can at least protect their own kids. Darwinian
selection, natural or not, amounts to the same result.
Again, Dan provides more irony:
QUOTE
This—a truly progressive response to a national health crisis, a response that can
only be mounted by a government responsive to the concerns of citizens—is what
needs to happen now. Government needs to untangle itself from the interests and
involvements with private industry and technological development that have tied it
down like Gulliver, and take back control of science and policy.
UNQUOTE
The Framers intentionally devised our government to be slow and ponderous. For
good reason. They didn’t want government to efficiently get involved in our
personal lives. Health policy does that more intimately and comprehensively than
any. Again, look to nations in Europe, whose population is beholden to
government in all manner of issues, based on it’s control over their healthcare. US
citizens still have some control over government. In Europe, government controls
its citizens. And “private industry” is run by people. When you progressives
constantly invite government into our lives, you can’t control which “people”
government gets into bed with. The Supreme Court just decided that speech by
groups (like labor unions), and profit-making corporations, is protected under the
First Amendment. And your faith in government science is breathtaking. This
most recent example, concerning the supposed administration that was going to
remove politics from science:
http://www.americanthinker.com/blog/2010/11/report_on_offshore_oil_drillin.html

Progressives (i.e. Liberals) confuse the ideal with reality. They think utopia has
arrived. They think there is solely one truth on any given matter and people will
act appropriately and with benevolence once that truth is revealed to them. That
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there exists no conflicting interests (such as the interest of the unborn, perhaps?)
on matters of public policy. Disagree with a liberal and you must be evil. That’s
about as analytical a response you’re liable to get. Liberals appropriately dislike
evil and greed and war, and because of that dislike, they fail to prepare for such
unpleasantness when they’re ultimately confronted with those realities.
But I’m a conservative. I’m 58. I spent 30 years of that as a liberal and the
remainder recovering from that pretense, conceit and illusion. I learned, for
example, that people do not arrive at the same conclusions, given the “right” facts.
Either they reject the facts, or they filter it through different theories. And when
you add to that the multitude of conflicting interests in a free society, the one thing
you do not want is a centralized leviathan picking all the “truths” that all of us
must obey. That puts you on a path towards socialism and/or totalitarianism. Yet
that is the sole function of government: To make laws that everyone must follow.
Dan still does not realize that the reason his fellow progressives in the government
health bureaucracies will not accept his science is because they don’t have to.
They have a law that says you must vaccinate your children. Thus, they don’t have
to be convinced of anything he presents to them. The law is the law. His “truth”
is incidental to that. When Barbara Loe Fisher traded away our freedom to refuse
vaccinations, with a government promise to make them “safe”, we lost the
leverage we used to have to ensure vaccine safety. (Proof that vaccines are
inherently unsafe is the fact that pharma had to obtain government indemnification
for vaccines, as no commercial insurer would underwrite them.)
The mechanism that insures product safety was circumvented 30 years ago solely
for one product—vaccines. Progressives’ love for every egalitarian public health
measure was exploited in this instance. But government can’t inspect everything
being sold for safety. That’s why we have tort law. And that is why most
corporations—both good or evil ones—try to make safe products.
Dan will argue that pharma buys its government influence. Granted, money
influences people. But it always will in a free society (another one of those
unacknowledged realities for progressives). That still doesn’t explain most of the
true believers in the CDC who vaccinate their own children. And besides that,
government would not be worth influencing in the first place, if government was
not so influential in our lives.
POSTSCRIPT:
As a conservative, I’m fascinated why Dan would express disappointment that
“conservative” Fox News has produced favorable coverage for us. And a little
giddy over it too. He didn’t use the prefix, “conservative” to describe The
Washington Examiner though. I wonder if he’s aware they’re to the right of Fox
News?
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