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Saturday’s face-off  between white su-
premacists and counter-protesters 
at the state Capitol was just a war of 
words – thankfully. In other times and 

places their difference of opinion might have 
led to cross-burnings, even lynchings. The 
National Socialist Movement and the White 
Knights of the Ku Klux Klan, which staged the 
rally in Frankfort under protection of police 
in riot gear, are diehard reactionaries venting 
their rage, a tiny remnant from the days when 
the original Nazis aspired to world conquest 
and the KKK enforced mob justice across the 
South. We should let them indulge in verbal ca-
tharsis whenever they choose so long as the ex-
ercise remains nonviolent.

The neo-Nazis look around themselves and 
see an America far different from what they re-
member, and they’re right, it is different, partly 
because our fathers and grandfathers fought 
and died to end Nazi tyranny in the 20th cen-
tury. Now the NSM and KKK scapegoat racial 
minorities and people of homosexual orienta-
tion as  the forces behind America’s socioeco-
nomic malaise. The neo-Nazis don’t just want 
to put minorities in the place they occupied 
before this nation made a decision to become 
more tolerant six decades ago, they actually 
want everyone of non-European extraction to 
go “home,” wherever that might be.

It’s an impossible demand, of course. Even if 
it were feasible to verify the genetic correctness 
of everyone in this nation, deporting “outsid-
ers,” some of whom have  been here since colo-
nial times, would entail a displacement of hu-
manity more massive than the world has ever 
known. Remember, Adolf Hitler, with his con-
centration camps and gas chambers, failed to 
exterminate a single ethnic class.

American culture is known for blurring the 
distinctions between people of disparate ori-
gins and predispositions, and the ferment is 
bubbling more vigorously than ever. “I have 
two black grandchildren, I have gay children,” 
one woman told State Journal reporter Kay-
leigh Zyskowski while watching the NSM and 
the KKK make their case at Saturday’s event. “I 
think rights are for everybody,” including big-
ots, she said.

Her observation underlines a reality that 
many of us have had to face. Miscegenation, 
the deepest taboo for early opponents of racial 
integration, is routine business nowadays. So 
is the openly gay lifestyle that came out of the 
closet in the wake of the sexual revolution. To-
day’s families, for the most part, do not disown 
multiracial or homosexual offspring, no matter 
what they may have been taught by previous 
generations. They certainly are not going to 
sacrifice kinfolk to accommodate an ideology 
espoused by radicals marching around in Nazi 
uniforms and KKK hoods and gowns who are 
unable or unwilling to recognize their cause is 
lost.

Jeff Schoep, a “unit leader” of the NSM, 
stood defiant as he addressed followers and 
spectators at the Capitol Saturday. “You peo-
ple that stand against us and what we stand 
for, you are the traitors, you are the scum and 
degenerates that want to bring this country 
down,” he declared.

A century ago, that message might have 
won a fair amount of consensus in Frankfort. 
But most of us now are to some degree part of 
the societal change the neo-Nazis deplore. We 
won’t go back. 

Neo-Nazi 
fantasies

editorials

I 
think it is fair to say that the shark 
has been permanently displaced 
by the dog. 

When scriptwriters have 
run out of mustard, the show hasn’t 
“jumped the shark,” as we’ve been say-
ing since the Fonz literally jumped a 
shark while water-skiing. These days, 
the political show has eaten the dog. 

Yes, it has come to this. 
It’s the most pivotal presidential 

race in human history (staying true to 
our apocalyptic tendencies), and we’re 
debating which candidate cares most 
about dogs. I did my best in a previous 
column to illustrate the silliness of the 
Obama campaign’s focus on a 30-year-
old Romney/dog travel episode, but, 
alas, I misjudged our capacity for the 
absurd. 

As I was hitting “send,” the Rom-
ney campaign was touting an anec-
dote from Barack Obama’s memoir in 
which he mentions having once con-
sumed dog meat. (Confession: I only 
scanned the memoir and failed to seek 
out “dog eating” in the index.) 

Rarely do I return so soon to a top-
ic, but the zeitgeist is a persistent nag, 
and the volume of my mail suggests 
that this story has become more than 
a political metaphor. Not to overstate, 
but it has become a measure of our na-
tional sanity. Things are not looking 
good, my friends. 

Republicans were so gleeful to have 
found a worse dog story about Obama 
that they have lashed out with Ku-
joesque rabidity. Sure, Romney may 
have carted his dog Seamus in a crate 
strapped to the roof of his car, but 
Obama ATE DOG! 

     “So there, Ms. Parker. Why didn’t 

you mention THAT in your little col-
umn, you (female canine)!” 

Even a close friend, who usually can 
be relied upon to tackle complex is-
sues with calm, intellectual reserve, 
emailed: “I guess it’s better to eat your 
dog!” 

Are we really arguing about whether 
eating a dog is worse than putting one 
in a kennel? 

On television, Obama surrogates 
are defending the president’s dog-eat-
ing days. He was a child living in Indo-
nesia, where dogs sometimes get eat-
en. It’s not as though he looked Rufus 
in the eye and said, “Yum, Ma, I’m in 
the mood for a little roast pooch.” 

The thought of eating man’s best 
friend is, of course, repulsive to us 
– as it is, no doubt, to Obama. As these 
things go, the dog theme has taken on 
barking-mad dimensions. A pro-Rom-
ney poster features a puppy with the 
caption: “Romney 2012: I’d rather go 
for a ride with Mitt than be eaten by 
Obama.” Campaign buttons show a 
dog like Bo and the caption: “Donate 
or Barack Will Eat Me.” 

I don’t know whether to page Sig-
mund Freud or Anthony Bourdain, but 
I think I can say without fear of con-
tradiction that Obama doesn’t secretly 
harbor culinary designs on Bo. 

One does wonder, however, what 
the rest of the world must think of us? 
Is this what happens to old democra-
cies? Are we too silly to be taken seri-
ously anymore? A rock star is revered 
for ranting about guns; Secret Service 
agents on presidential detail allegedly 
hire and then try to cheat prostitutes; 
and presidential candidates run on 
their canine histories. 

If we look ridiculous to the rest of 
the world, and surely we do, why don’t 
we look ridiculous to ourselves? Now 
there is a question worth pondering. 

We seem to have come unhinged, 
as well as inured to offense. The silly 
and the immoral blend into a stand-up 
routine. When a punch line becomes 
a campaign slogan, the ridiculous be-
comes sublime. 

As to how we’ve gone to the dogs, 
the answer is familiar. Humans like 
spectacle, and Americans in particular 
prefer humor to malaise. For the latter, 
we can be grateful. 

On the whole, however, this Bo vs. 
Seamus debate is a luxury of full stom-
achs. That we tend to anthropomor-
phize animals is an understatement 
given that Americans spend about 
$50 billion a year on their family pets. 
Thus, eating a dog is viewed as tan-
tamount to cannibalization. Install-
ing a dog in a crate for 12 hours atop 
a speeding car may as well be child 
abuse. 

 And, let’s face it, we’re weary of the 
big problems. Just as one can sustain 
outrage (or any emotion) only so long, 
one can entertain the prospects of a 
melting planet, massive unemploy-
ment or dysfunctional government 
for just so many months. The endless 
presidential campaign hasn’t only tak-
en a toll on the candidates, it has ex-
hausted a nation. Dog-tired of chatter, 
spin and politics, we’re all too happy to 
avert our gaze from the inconceivable 
to the insignificant. 

As narratives go, we have eaten the 
dog. 
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Past diet dogs Obama
Relax, Bo, he’s moved on to other cuisine these days

kathleen parker

The Globe and Mail, Toronto, on ‘Stand Your Ground’ laws:

Florida’s Stand Your Ground law is an in-
vitation to violent disaster. It is a radical 
broadening of the law of self-defense 
that made the shooting death of Tray-

von Martin, a black teen walking through a gat-
ed community in which he was a guest, seem 
nearly as preordained as any Greek tragedy.

And on that human tragedy, the death of a 
teen, is built a social disaster — the appearance 
of life being cheap, black life especially, and of 
impunity for those who kill because they insist-
ed on standing their ground. Or who claimed 
that’s what they did.

The principle that a person’s home is a cas-
tle, and entitled to a deadly defense, has been 
by and large extended into the streets, in Flori-
da and a score of other states. ...

Florida’s numbers of justifiable homicide 
cases have nearly tripled since the 2005 law 
came in. Before the law, there were 12 a year, on 
average; and now there are 33.  ...

No wonder the Brady Campaign Against 
Gun Violence warns visitors not to argue with 
Floridians. “No retreat” gives a man with a gun 
the right to the last word.

A social disaster

Secret’s out, agents untrustworthy
The Seattle Times on the U.S. Secret Service scandal:

The 11 Secret Service agents 
who were part of the presi-
dent’s advance security detail 
were hired, trained, armed 

and paid well for their judgment. They 
failed miserably. Fire them.

Take a couple of their supervisors 
off the payroll as well. The numbers 
involved in this scandal suggest a fail-
ure of command and control in a go-
along, get-along culture without any 
professional oversight.

On one level, this is a frat party run 
amok, with agents reportedly trying to 
impress their female companions with 
their status as protectors of the presi-
dent. They were so damn special.

In fact, the behavior is closer to the 
Army’s Abu Ghraib debacle or the Na-
vy’s Tailhook scandal, where no rules 
applied and no one was apparently in 
charge. The heady arrogance exposed 
is as intoxicating for participants as 
the vast quantities of alcohol con-
sumed.

None of us would be paying at-
tention if this were a bunch of party-
hearty federal employees from the 
Commerce Department, but the as-
signment was to secure an unknown 
environment and help protect the 
president, Cabinet officials and senior 
administrators — our leaders repre-
senting our interests.

On that kind of assignment is the 
security detail ever truly off duty? How 

does mindless, self-indulgent behavior 
potentially compromise the mission 
with loose talk or pilfered records and 
plans?

Apparently, an agency culture that 
left the agents confident enough to 
hire hookers did not feel particularly 
vulnerable to exposure, blackmail or 
extortion.

The Secret Service agents have had 
their security clearances pulled, so 
they have lost the coin of the realm in 
the federal government. They might as 
well start looking for other work.

Are they intelligent, brave and well-
trained? No doubt. Can their judgment 
be trusted? Apparently not.

C M Y K C M Y K


