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CAN OUR POLITICAL CULTURE SURVIVE
OUR CULTURAL POLITICS?
In the question above that poses two different
circumstances the meaning of politics/political is clear
and shared. Not so, however, for culture/cultural
which carry differentiating nuances and shades of
meaning. Culture is a word that can be put to multiple
uses and can easily shift from one to another without
warning. In thinking about culture it is helpful to keep
this in mind and to check our focus from time to time
before we find that we have taken the wrong path.
For our purpose culture is the combination
of our individual and institutional identities that are
reflected from our society. Included in these identities
are elements such as government, history, religion,
ethnicity, genetics, values, traditions, education,
ethics, the law, language, art, geography and others.
All are not necessarily present at the same time, but,
even when absent, are ready and able to take their place
when called.
In 21st century America, with money and power
having vacated the center and moved to the more extreme
ends (and means), our historical political culture finds
itself under constant attack by cultural elements many
of which are incompatible with and seek to destroy or
replace our national historical persona.
This is a tragedy of multiple parts. Cultures
are not like weeds that quickly reappear if you cut them
down. They are fragile and need to be nurtured. If

attacked and suppressed, they often lack the internal
strength or direction necessary for their revival. The
great museums of the world provide records of once
powerful and vibrant cultures which have come and
gone and will not come again.
In addition to these many variables, cultures
require human procreation to develop and evolve, there
being no such thing as a one-generation culture. And
cultures are also subject to regulation by other human
impacts such as war, disease, absorption and folly.
This broad overview of culture is formed by the
many ways that the individual members of populations
choose to use their minds and live their lives. These
individual choices gather and combine around common
interests and form cultural groups which are more
specific and limited than the primary culture.
*

*

*

A political culture is a very specific
classification, and our country has a political culture
more specific than most others.
This is because we started with a new continent
and a clean slate that enabled us the freedom to form
and pursue a new form of government of our own
design.
It was this absolutely unique circumstance that,
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challenged, empowered and persuaded
the formation and early growth of our
republic.
We, of course, had cultural ties of
descent to England from whom we achieved
a complete political separation, but we
were never subjected to occupations
by other cultures, whose political and
territorial intrusions marked European
and Middle Eastern history for two
thousand years.
Our new continent harbored both
French and Spanish settlements that
remained from their seventeenth century
explorations, but our western migration
served as an effective eviction notice, and
by a combination of treaty and military
force they were removed in the early
1800s.
What is absolutely key to our
understanding of our present political/
cultural quandary is that the establishment of our historical political culture
and the founding of our republic were acts
of extremely conscious and determined
intent.
In our Declaration of Independence
we served notice of our political
philosophy, and thirteen years later with
our Constitution we established the legal
structure that would support the D of I and
combine with it to form our government.
We borrowed many aspects of our new
government from the centuries of English
law and thought that had evolved since
the memorable moment of Magna Carta
when King John was informed of the limits
of royal power.
Most matters cultural are not
the product of intent, but politics (and
especially ours) are different. From our
earliest eighteenth century origins to the
present, through war and peace, prosperity
and depression and exceptional growth,
we have repeatedly, even when tested by
secession and civil war, reaffirmed our
political culture by our legislative and
electoral processes. And, although these
are far from perfect and subject to the
usual political weaknesses, they have been
able, over time, to maintain respect for
our political identity and culture.
Time is the essential nutrient
for culture and the phrase “over time”
is important, as time provided us with
the continuity that was hard to come by
under the European monarchical system



wherein the movement of its competing
parts was determined by both marital
and martial considerations. It is an
interesting political cultural note that
these monarchies which had ruled Europe
for a thousand years marched willingly
into the orchestrated chaos of WWI which
did away with both their power and way of
life.
Our country, even given our intent
to maintain our political culture, has
been very fortunate in its success. Most
often the threats that we have faced have
been external, and we have been protected
by our physical isolation from other
powerful nations. The two land borders
we share with Mexico and Canada have not
been sources of serious military danger.
Being
contained
in
our
transcontinental landmass and engaged
in the common effort of settling it
has provided us with a form of unity
that has left a special mark upon our
political culture. This has been helpful in
maintaining our national values, vision and
identity. And it is when these are attacked,
as, for example, in the present argument
over our use of torture, that we are most
vulnerable.
Think back, how often in voice
or verse we have invoked our founders;
Washington, Franklin, Jefferson, Adams,
and later Jackson, Lincoln, Wilson and the
two Roosevelts. We have invested much of
ourselves in our political culture and the
role it has played in forming and framing
our nation. Right or wrong, regardless
of issues, consciously or unconsciously, it
has exerted a unifying force.
*

*

*

Our present experience of cultural
politics has a completely opposite effect,
as it is based on identifying and dividing
the country into an ever increasing number
of distinct groups, or interests, which are
assigned various “rights”.
Sometimes these “rights” are seen
as deriving from our Constitution or our
legislative or judicial record. In other
circumstances they are deemed to be
“human rights” and to claim authority far
beyond or above national experience.
One can fairly make the argument
that by practice or by treaty (i.e., the UN
Charter) we have expanded our view of what

is fair, reasonable or desirable in our government’s
relation to its, or other, people. Such an argument is
a delicate and difficult one, and not usually settled
quickly because of its high probability of confrontation
with our political culture.
But even more thorny than the argument over
“rights” itself is the determination of by whom and
how these newly conceived “rights” will be assigned.
Our ultimate authority is the Constitution, and we have
amended it sparingly over our history to modify the
contract between government and its citizens. And at
the next level we have used the legislative power of
the Congress to pass laws or enter into treaties which
can be done or undone far more quickly and easily than
amending the Constitution.
Today, America finds itself host to a wide
array of organizations, sometimes even funded by our
own or other governments, dedicated to declaring,
establishing and promoting special “rights” for special
interests, even though such “rights” may run counter
to our custom and law.
This is neither a pretty picture nor a proud
moment in our history, cultural or otherwise, but big
money is involved, and, when big money stands up, our
Congress generally stands down.
Far from the unifying effect of our political
culture, our cultural politics often appeal to the
divisive elements within our society, as creating special
interests on behalf of “rights” (or wrongs) favors one
group at the expense of others. It chops the country up
into smaller pieces each with its own goals, values and
priorities. Carried to its extreme, we would become a
mass of three hundred million squabbling “interests”
and cease to be a nation. We would offer living proof
of the sum of the parts being greater than the whole.

*

*

*

THE ROAD FROM FRANKFURT
How did we arrive at this impasse in our society
where one element attacks and denies another? History
can offer some clues and a reasonable perspective.
The collapse of the Czarist regime in Russia in
1917 and the assumption of power by the Bolsheviks
imposed another complication upon a Europe totally
engaged in war. Socialism, which had been confined
mostly to labor and lecture halls and the turn of the
century fringe press, overthrew the throne and assumed
control of the world’s largest and most troubled
monarchy. With peace in 1918, the Bolsheviks began
to carry their argument for international Communism
into a weakened Europe, believing that the triumphant
socialism of the Russian workers’ revolution would
easily convert the physically and economically
exhausted European states.



In 1922 Lenin, who was at the peak of his power,
and perhaps also in Stalin’s cross-hairs, became
frustrated by Europe’s failure to immediately embrace
socialism, and he called a meeting of the Comintern1 in
Moscow. Its purpose was to define and propose the new
Marxist cultural revolution which would silently and
secretly project Marxist thought and power to areas
unreachable by military conquest.
Two years later Lenin died and Stalin, in one of
his many attempts to consolidate power in his own hands,
dismissed the leaders of this group as a rogue element
given to straying from the purity of the Communist
dogma that had launched the glorious revolution seven
years before. Some of this group were removed from
further involvement by the NKVD2. Others removed
themselves to other countries to practice socialism
minus Stalin. One of these was a wealthy Hungarian,
George Lukacs, who settled in Frankfurt, Germany.
There, he and others formed a group at the
University of Frankfurt, known as The Frankfurt
School, whose studies and teachings leaned heavily on
Marxist theory. When Hitler took control of Germany’s
government in 1933, he shut down the Frankfurt group
and expelled its members most of whom found new
homes and employment at US universities.
From the safety and authority of their
academic positions they launched a “quiet”, cultural
revolution which was able to gather academic support
in the economically disastrous times of the 1930s when
faculty compensation was notoriously low and union
representation weak, if present at all.
As Marxist socialism sought to disguise and
conceal itself in academia, it attempted to create a
new, softer image and sell the idea that it was not all
that different from our democracy. Playing against
the background of mass purges in Russia, which the
American socialists routinely denied, this was not an
easy sale. Nevertheless, too many American individuals
and institutions, seeking relief from the GD and its
root causes, were at first misled, and then mistaken.
For their purpose of spreading Marxist thought,
words became the weapon of choice. They were more
available and economical than military forces; they
were more subtle in their method of attack and were
even expressly permitted by our constitution; and they
attacked the mind, leaving the body intact to perform
other functions.
In its earliest days the Marxist experience
in America was confined to the fringe with only an
occasional bomb explosion to capture wide public
notice. Those who planted the bombs or made fiery
speeches in the streets or hired halls were referred
to as Reds, Communists, anarchists, Bolsheviks, etc.
With the passage of time, however, and aided by
the pain of the GD, the Marxist message was able to more
quietly and quickly spread through our educational and
other institutions and provide an effective counterpoint

to violent oratory and street protests. Norman Thomas,
a dignified and intelligent political writer, became that
rarity, a political constant, by running for president
on the Socialist Party ticket over a time span from the
30s thru the 60s.
Following the tremendous concentration of
wealth in America in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, the political and economic
dislocations and loss of life as the result of WWI, the
stock market crash and the GD, it is not surprising
that Marxism found fertile ground in our academic
institutions. This growth was substantially aided
after WWII by the GI Bill which expanded the faculties
and student bodies of our college level educational
system.
Over two generations have now passed since
the arrival of the Frankfurt Group’s members in this
country. Since then, our academic world has undergone
tremendous change. The pre-war “ivory tower” image
has given way to a high degree of political activism.
This is expressed in faculty writings, employment,
curricula, student development and even fund raising.
Some find these changes favorable, others see them as
unacceptable, but, like them or not, they are today’s
reality.
Many of these changes over the past almost
eighty years might have taken place without the
contributions of the Frankfurt Group and its Marxist
message, but the presence of the latter cannot be denied
and it has, at the least, to be viewed as an accelerant.
In the process it has moved from fringe to front row
center.
*

*

*

Today the Marxist orientation of the liberal
far left is as much a barrier to good government as
is the conservative extreme right. Without making any
judgment of their ideologies, the ways in which they
position themselves reduce the chances of finding
common, less ideological, ground and, whether justified
or not, offend a broad segment of the American public.
This constant grinding wears down our political process
and greatly reduces our chances of recognizing, let
alone taking advantage of, those rare moments that
offer us the possibility of fairly serving the national
interest.
What is this Marxist presence that has grown
amongst us over the past three quarters of a century?
This is not an easy question and it evokes a wide variety
of answers and emotions. There are, however, three
aspects of it with which most people might agree:
1)		 It is extensive. It pervades all regions of
our country and levels of our society, although
in both cases some more than others. These
differences are most keenly felt and difficult to
overcome at the individual level.



2)		 Marxist thought, whether pure or diluted,
challenges, if not directly contradicts, much of
our Constitution. This unique document is the
result of both our independence and heritage
from our English origins. As those experiences
are ones that Marxism will never know, its role
in challenging our Constitution has been to
refute or stretch it whenever possible. Both our
Constitution and the Marxist forces carry with
them a sense of destiny and their struggle has
disturbed many of our most sensitive political
areas.
3)		 It has its own agenda with which not all
socialists agree but from which its leaders do
not deviate, and that is the winding down of white,
western European culture wherever it exists. In
the US and elsewhere that is socialism’s leading,
and cutting edge.
Socialism can appear in different forms with
different faces. For instance, in England it took the
identity of Fabian socialism which found support among
both the upper and lower classes. It was moderate
and intellectual and shunned the violence of Lenin’s
model which was suitable for the Russians, Germans
and Balkan populations, but not for England. George
Bernard Shaw, the great Irish dramatist who lived
and wrote in England for most of his long life, was
a Fabian, an elegant voice on behalf of socialism for
many years, and provided an effective counterpoint to
Lenin’s extremism.
From the latter’s earliest activities, however, the
Marxist message was one of overthrow and revolution.
These were needed to “liberate” the proletariat from
its capitalistic bondage. And government was the means
by which the physical, economic and political energy of
the masses would be appropriated, directed and put to
serve the purpose and privilege of the very few who
wielded political power at the highest levels.
Under such a structure it was inevitable that
violence and bloodshed would play an equally important
part in establishing internal discipline as it would in
external expansion.
Marxist socialism’s arch enemy was fascism as it
appeared in Spain, Germany, Italy and elsewhere between
the two World Wars. With fascism’s departure after
WWII the lines of confrontation were redrawn so that
world communism, which had absorbed most socialist
political parties, faced the western democracies in the
new Cold War struggle for dominance.
This war was fought globally, often using proxy
countries and their troops to achieve local success.
Like other wars, it contested markets, political regimes
and sometimes territory, but at its core was the matter
of identity. Whose would survive?
The considerable success of socialist thought
establishing itself in our institutions of learning
provides a platform from which the socialist left

economic depression, wars and prosperity, today’s
continued and active presence of Marxist social and
political pressure strongly suggests that we are
either unwilling or unable, or both, to make a stand in
defense of our historical political culture against the
encroachments of our current cultural politics.
How did this come to be? We must go back to the
most significant non-event of the socialist movement
— the failure of the industrial proletariat in Europe
after WWI to launch the revolt that Lenin sought to
transfer power from capitalist managers to workers
and to bring down their governments.
Lenin’s error was that he expected too much.
Europe, after 1918 and into the 30s, was desolated by
war, influenza, hyper-inflation, poverty and political
failure. It had suffered the loss of its centuries
old social order, as well as some 60 million deaths,
casualties or other war related losses to its social/
economic structure 4.
Had Stalin not been perceptive enough to change
course, Marxist socialism might have not been able to
survive, but the worsening economic circumstances of
the GD years played to socialism’s strength and bought
time for its remaking.
Lenin had based his movement on political
revolution, on using the laboring classes, mostly
industrial workers, as its primary assault weapon. This
Bolshevik battering ram was energized by agents that
operated within the unions and work forces of European
industry. Its success was often unpredictable; it was
unwieldy and physically demanding and it called forth
determined resistance and retribution.
The decimation of jobs and workers, as the
GD took hold and as plants shut down, shrunk one
of socialism’s key targets, and Stalin made a quick
substitution of cultural revolution for its political
predecessor. From now on the key weapon of socialism’s
choice was to be the word and it was to spread through
colleges and universities, print/broadcast media and
private and public cultural institutions.
These outlets, which had historically acted
as protectors of our cultural heritage were unable
to withstand the invasion of the “new” language of
socialism. They became the battlefield where the
forces of the left began to deconstruct, alter and
destroy our cultural cohesion. Quite simply, the war
was widening, albeit unknownst to most Americans on
and off campus.

can attack our political culture as expressed in our
Constitution, electoral process and legislation,
as well as the many differing aspects of our social
culture which are easily exploited by non-democratic
interests.
Again, the socialist force in America today, as
in other countries and times, is one of differing parts,
and sometimes purposes, but it is by no means free of
its origins, and there is a substantial, and probably
dominant, element within it that seeks to eradicate our
borders, our processes, our currency’s value and our
historical values — in short, our identity.
We have earned this status because we have
become the strongest and most visible representation
of western civilization and, therefore, we, like it,
must go. It is a measure of Marxist weakness that coexistence is not an option. In this conclusion socialism
refuses to part from its early origins of overthrow
and revolution. Its present identity remains hostage to
its past. This may turn out to be self-defeating or end
in mutual destruction. Whatever the eventual outcome,
we must be aware in our time and place that our identity,
and that of our western culture, are under attack.
What we have offered here is a brief review of
a situation that now faces our country and how it came
about. We have tried to avoid staking out political party
or ideological preferences, as they are matters to be
decided by the reader. Our interest lies in improving
our country’s government and, therefore, how the
history described here will impact that process and
our national interest.
*

*

*

GETTING HERE FROM THERE
The early American Marxism of the Frankfurt
School was centered around the activities of leaders
such as Marcuse, Gramsci, Adorno, Foucault and Fromm.
German-born social and political writer Herbert
Marcuse enjoyed considerable longevity as Marxism’s
favored voice from the 30s into the 70s.
And if we look back to the early arguments of the
1930s we find that many of them have withstood eight
decades of change and are surprisingly contemporary.
For instance, consider these: viewing women as victims
and males as their suppressors; creating racism as
a special offense with separate legal status; the
encouragement of uncontrollable legal and illegal
immigration; the dumbing down and destruction of
our traditionally independent investigative media;
extension of government regulation and benefits into
more numerous and extensive areas of our lives; the
assault upon many areas of traditional authority but
especially those of our schools, churches and the
family3. The list goes on.
Having withstood almost a century of mixed

*



*

*

With an agenda of such duration, and perhaps
danger, were there no warning signs? Yes, there were
and there continue to be. But do we not heed them?
Apparently not, at least so far.
In the 1930s the Communist Party in the US
undertook to launch a revolution here that was to be

spearheaded by black Americans one of whom was a
member of the Young Communist League named Albert
Gaillard. This overthrow attempt failed for lack of
black support. Looking back some years later from
a different perspective, Gaillard in 1960 voluntarily
provided factual testimony as to the details of this
plot and the deceptions employed to gain blacks’
participation. He stated unequivocally that minorities
were viewed by the Communists as the leading edge of
their revolutionary efforts and as their preferred
means of creating division and unrest 5.
Further warning might have been available from
our participation in the Bretton Woods Conference in
1944 called to bring about reforms of the international
financial system for the postwar period. Its most
influential spokesman was England’s John Maynard
Keynes, a Fabian socialist and renowned commentator
on economic theory. America’s representative was
Treasury Under-Secretary Harry Dexter White who, a
few years later, was found to have acted as a Communist
spy. With the war not yet concluded, it is easy to
see how these two men dominated the Bretton Woods
proceedings and decisions.
Currency degradation has played a critical role
in many national declines, and yet for almost a century
our government has pursued a policy of debt financing
marked by seemingly unrestrainable spending. In peace
or war, prosperity or recession, we have legislated our
way from the world’s largest creditor to its largest
debtor, and, sadly, there is no sign of a will to change.
So much for warnings from the past; are there
any now for our future? Fortunately, the answer is
“yes”, but it is doubtful whether we will be able to take
the action necessary to change our present direction.
We refer to the creation of the North American
Union (NAU) which contemplates the joining together
of Mexico, Canada and the USA along many of the lines
employed by the European Union (EU).
This project has been strongly pushed by
the Bush and Obama administrations and is being
gradually constructed and implemented, mostly out of
the public’s view, by executive order and by recently
established and/or extended authorities within our
active governmental departments, and also more remote
and less visible sectors of our vast bureaucracy.
With this one move we would accomplish the
eradication of our national borders, our language, our
Constitution and our currency. Under already agreed
to conditions our dollar would cease to exist and would
be replaced by the Amero in such a way as to adjust
upward the values of the Mexican peso and Canadian
dollar. Unburdened by bureaucratic language, this
would amount to a very sizeable transfer of wealth
from the American public to its neighbors.
The government may write the rules, but
it is the people who will pay. Without exception the
NAU constitutes a unique threat, both imminent and

continuing, to our republic, and asks in a very specific
way whether our political culture can survive our
cultural politics.
As we move now from the past into the present
and future, much of history’s certainty will be lost to
the welter of conflicting opinion.
*

*

*

As the American socialist movement expanded
under the guidance of its academic founders, it became
evident that its tactics, weapons and targets were
carefully considered parts of a precise plan from which
very little deviation was permitted.
The privileges that democracies grant to their
citizens often create opportunities for those who
attack them. We have these soft, unarmored places
unprotected by anything other than our ideals and
intentions. In the world of global power conflicts it
seems we have been issued a short lance, a dull sword
and a sign that reads “kick me” to wear on our backs.
And yet, quite surprisingly and fortunately, we have
been able to endure equally the attacks of others and
our own errors.
We saw in the testimony of Albert Gaillard
how the US Communist Party used African-Americans
as a leading edge assault wave to try to bring about
revolution. Certainly, race relations is one of our
most sensitive areas of democracy, and yet this tactic
failed in spite of which it has been repeatedly used
since then.
Today there are different circumstances. The
most numerous minority group is now Latino, and our
immigration profile favors illegals over legals. Our
Latino population is served by large and prosperous
Latino “rights” organizations that are themselves
inviting targets for the Marxist message.
In short, the Marxist tactic of using our abundant
supply of minority groups to press its message of social
and economic divisiveness is one that has stood the test
of time and is expected to continue to be useful.
*



*

*

Language, especially in our media driven age,
can undergo great change in time frames as small as a
couple of decades or a half century. Often this change
occurs because of new technology development. The
computer and the internet for instance, have added
so many nouns, verbs and adjectives to our language
that it is undergoing a major transformation of both
structure and style.
Words are weapons, and the two most frequently
used in the Marxist arsenal are “politically correct”
(PC) and “multiculturalism” (MC). These are very
much weapons of choice and can be wielded with great
efficiency, especially in a welcoming democracy.

PC had its origins in the early twentieth century
Marxist-Leninist struggles. Its earliest appearance
in print was in a Lenin speech in Russia in 1921. It
traveled extensively, moving first to Communist China
and then to western universities where it was softened
and modified by the New Left. It first appeared in the US
in the liberal writings of the 1960s and then expanded
into public use around 1990.
It meant to be consistent with, not deviating
from, the party line on any issue. It bolstered political
purity, defined party theory and actions very narrowly
and, by extension, projected party values from small to
much larger numbers.
PC’s strictness and its descent from Lenin
to Stalin to Mao formed the lines of control by
which their populations’ feelings and thoughts were
regulated. To stray beyond these boundaries was cause
for imprisonment or death, and those who did, the
politically incorrect, were charged with revisionism,
factionalism and being the enemy of the people.
Leon Trotsky, an early Russian revolutionary
writer, party leader, and Secretary of War (1918-25)
was apt to stray towards independent thought and was
labeled “revisionist” by Stalin. Trotsky fled Russia
and created a new life and identity in a remote part of
Mexico. Not so remote, however, that he could escape
the Nkvd, which after fifteen years tracked him down
and executed him.
Indeed, these seemingly minor (from our
democratic perspective) charges of political
incorrectness provided the basis for the trials and
convictions of Stalin’s “Great Terror” and Mao’s “Red
Terror” which reduced the numbers of peasants, the
military, the intelligentsia and party members by about
65 million6
Lenin’s socialism focused on power. If a small,
revolutionary party was to take power, it must maintain
its purpose, purity and discipline. He had no use for
coffee klatch, cookies and conversation group politics.
Today PC is a determined, but somewhat diluted, form
of its original model that has surprisingly survived
almost a century of violent change and leadership
within world socialism. We’re not talking bean-bag
here!
*

*

in which many cultures are present and by general
consensus assigned equal value, and that this mass
acceptance extends equally from each one to each other
in the commercial, legal, cultural, political and ethical
matters of their existence.
In today’s America some people still feel that
way, but their number is declining as our cultural
wars heat up, and far fewer of us would consider the
above definition appropriate to our time and place.
Those who accept this benign characterization of MC
perceive more comfort than reality, for the truth is
that beneath MC’s soft public pitch lies the hard,
sharp edge of politicization. It is a weapon used to
create resentment of our historical Western, JudaeoChristian culture, and eventually to discredit it and
replace it with a state-centered model controlled by
the political leadership and state machinery.
The emotions underlying this politicization
of MC and its use to attack our culture are searing
envy and anger originally derived from Europe’s 19th
century economic disparities, but now seemingly more
due to a combination of our wealth/power and the
frustrating failures of global socialism to bring about
the kind of mass revolt and overthrow that has been
central to its thinking.
*

*

Marxism’s other primary weapon today is
multiculturalism (MC). Unlike PC’s emphasis on the
political individual, MC aims to declare and maintain
an area of common, supposedly non-political thought
where members of all cultures can congregate. This
distinction cannot obscure the fact that PC has served
as the base for MC.
The word multiculturalism, itself, is somewhat
of a deception. The unsuspecting reader might well
assume that it refers to a state or circumstance



*

*

All cultures are unique to some extent and offer
aspects of value. Politicized MC does not recognize
those in the west, although it effusively celebrates and
promotes others, and it views any claim on behalf of
Western values as racism that demeans other cultures.
They may celebrate; the west may not.
Today, militant Marxism continues to attempt to
expand its culture throughout the world while trying
to avoid being tagged for some of the bloody excesses
of the Stalin and Mao eras. Its most persistent charge
against the West has been the often cruel and unjust
practices of 19th and 20th century colonialism for
which there is neither doubt nor any excuse except that
it was common practice.
It is true that the loss of life, property, liberty
and identity under colonialism is a dark chapter in
human conduct. But the same abuse has taken place in
the Nazi concentration camps, the Russian gulags, the
African diamond mines and our American cotton fields.
For those who have been deprived in those places, the
similarities would far outweigh the differences, and
the political label of the oppressor would count for
little.
All forms of government have relief valves
by which internal pressures are dispersed. Elected
governments are able to shed these pressures with
more fairness and less violence than authoritarian
state regimes, but each type has its own flash points.
There are some aspects of socialism’s message

that could be separated out and blended with our
democratic system, but this is not permitted and they
are absorbed and recast as weapons of war by the force
of militant Marxism.
This is at the heart of the divisiveness of MC and
PC. In the process of claiming to unify, the differences
between disparate groups are actually emphasized.
Consider the present battle over gender/sexual
discrimination in which the original MC call was for an
attitude of public equality between the sexes. That has
been further divided into legal, judicial and political
“rights” for homosexual and other orientations. And,
of course, the more specific constituencies that can
be created for an issue, the more opportunities are
available to stir their volatile emotions.
For the culture under attack it means being
besieged on multiple fronts and having to defend itself
in voting booths, in the media when possible and at every
level (state, appellate and supreme) of our judicial
system. The objective is death by a thousand cuts.
Again, in MC and PC there are gradations of
opinion as to ends and means, but these are largely
overwhelmed by the ability of the central force to
collect the variables and put them at the use of the
mass movement. Such is the divisive nature of MC and
PC.
*

*

and free markets extends back for more than a century.
Were it not for the power factor it might have been
eliminated by mutual agreement. In our present age
of economic globalism, which can seem like a new
description of the old colonialism, that is not likely to
occur.
*

*

We must remember that PC, which is strongly
promoted and present in our culture today, was lifted
from Lenin’s playbook. It remains with us today because
it proved to be useful to the Marxist argument.
And it puts the lie to MC’s claims to being an
exchange between equals of shared cultural value.

*

Many of the voices that emanate from our
government emphasize our “free market” system and
our absolute commitment to its principles. This is not
true, of course, but it spares our Congress and executive
branch the need to think and act consistently. The
truth is that we embrace the “free market” philosophy
only up to the point when doing so becomes politically
difficult or impossible. At no time has this been more
evident than last fall when government intervened
with massive amounts of public money to avoid complete
collapses in our financial and automotive industries.
Our capitalist system has weaknesses like any
other, but this is something that we find impossible to
admit, let alone criticize. It is as if we admit error in
one such important area, we will also find it elsewhere.
Having to be right is a terrible burden for any system,
and especially a free market one with wide individual
choice. Ours is what it is, right and wrong, and we
should not always expect the world’s applause. But
there’s too much baggage to be carried. Capitalism is
only as successful as those who control its policies
and performance. And in these areas our financial
services industry and our Congress, which has
oversight responsibility, have put together a record of
consistent failure.
The socialist, statist model is no better, but
our errors provide it with grounds for criticism. The
modern competitive tension between state controlled

*



Similarly, Herbert Marcuse in his Essay on
Repressive Tolerance7 wrote “all speech that advocated
change in society (i.e., Western) should be encouraged
and all speech that defended existing social structures
should be repressed.” It takes no great leap of
imagination to see that this, too, has endured into our
own time and plays a key part in socialism’s continuing
push for recognition. And it puts the lie to MC’s claims
to being an exchange between equals of shared cultural
value.
The mantras of today’s social and political left
(MC, PC and Diversity) are words that have been pushed
past their customary meaning by their use as weapons.
For instance, we prefer “multiculturalism” to denote
the harmonious coexistence of cultures that we
suggested earlier, but that is no longer possible. The
word’s meaning has been extended and is now so loaded
with antagonism and militancy as to overshadow any
other interpretation. The same holds, to a somewhat
lesser degree, for “diversity”.
What they all have come to share is that
they attack and seek to weaken our identity. Not all
identities are created equal, but in a world of nations
they serve as both ambassadors and boundaries. And
in our politically polarized world it’s quite possible
that only they can provide the assurance that the
Ideological Imperative demands.
The Ideological Imperative is a fixation shared by
both parties and individuals whereby ordinary political
preferences or choices are transformed into a rigid
value system. This added identity factor, combined
with its emotional charge, demands that its source be
always RIGHT! And it robs our system of much of the
intelligence and flexibility that are required in order
for legislative bodies to produce good government.
It should be apparent that this need to be
RIGHT! derives from an underlying insecurity which
must not be revealed. It discloses another area where
our identity is challenged and uncertain. To complete
the cycle, most of our confusion as to our national

identity is traceable to our numerous and increasingly
frequent failures of integrity, especially over the past
half-century. The tension between ideology, identity
and integrity is in constant play. And yet sometimes
our many market and political forces can only combine
to create a fatal inertia. We appear to be in one of
those times.
In a way, we are fortunate to be able to observe
this struggle within our society, although it is not
by any means pretty. It lays charge to matters of our
religion, race, ethnicity and identity and is fought out
in our prisons, schools, media, language, work places,
voting booths, playing fields, in our immigration and
justice systems, our local police/fire services and at the
highest levels of our government. It does not operate
at full speed all the time, nor does it disappear. It has
become part of us.
In these contests, justice and injustice are
equally called upon for proof or support, and often
‘whatever hurts, whatever works” seems to apply.
Consistency is a quaint casualty of our time, much like
assimilation, and on some of our college campuses in
heavily immigrant states those students who march and
call for multiculturalism see no contradiction in their
requesting separate social and educational facilities
for ethnic minorities.
*

*

be able to claim support from the people below. The
hard line, revolution-in-waiting socialism of Marx and
Lenin was able to outlive the monarchies and fascist
regimes that it encountered in early twentieth century
Europe, but it has not been able to dislodge or do away
with traditional democracy.
It has been “the quiet revolution”, that
expression of socialist thought and intention that
was diverted to academia and the media, that has made
possible the growth of the new, liberal left over the
past half century.
. . . the abiding connection between our
economic and political freedom.
Every political movement contains within itself
a continuing argument between power and principle.
Marxism is no exception and has increasingly favored
the former. In the US, espcieally, its message and
methods have been mismanaged, mostly notably in its
failure to understand the abiding connection between
our economic and political freedom.
Because of the emergence of the European Union
(EU) from regional economic community to a form of
political union and bureaucracy, the liberal political
presence in Europe has gained far more power than could
have been foreseen at the end of WWII. Europe remains
an unfinished story. Will the EU’s member countries be
able to control it by the electoral process? Or will the
enormous bureaucracy in Brussels prove strong and
dense enough to overrule its members and establish a
de facto managerial authority of its own?

*

In the MC wars the front is wide and skirmishes
many, and yet there are places where reasonable
minds have a chance to try to compromise or create
common ground. But there are two areas in which any
accommodation of one side by the other has proved
impossible. These involve access to economic and
political power. In our democratic system we favor and
establish the rights to both private property ownership
and elected government with distinct functions for
each branch.
These are the dominant differences between
Marxism and the western civilization that has opposed
and thwarted its attempts to expand socialism
throughout the world.
As democracy and the
institutions needed to support it have not achieved
global acceptance either, these two very different
political philosophies seem destined to continue their
relationship of confrontation and opposition.
The central issue is one of statism — how much
power and control should the state exercise over its
people and, of course, also the reverse. This matter
of authority is most fiercely contested at the highest
political levels, but it extends downward into many
other mundane areas of our lives as we have indicated
above.
There, this constant friction can build up heat
and pressure which is released by local agitation and
the cycle can recommence, for the battle at the top must

*



*

*

Timing is a matter of real importance in all
things cultural. For instance, we have had a recent and
very emotional argument about our use of torture in
Iraq, Guantanamo Bay and in CIA interrogation centers
that we have established in other countries. As a
nation, we have opposed the use of torture by others
and ourselves by speech and treaty. It has seemed so
incompatible with our standards and values that it came
to be seen as part of our culture.
Then it became the basis of a painful
contradiction. In 2006, in response to the release of
information about the maltreatment of prisoners in
our Abu Ghraib detention facilities, President Bush
unequivocally denied that we used torture:
“The U.S. does not torture. It is against our
laws, and it is against our values. I have not
authorized it — and I will not authorize it.” 8
This is interesting for two reasons. The first
is that it was a lie, as Bush had authorized the use of
“enhanced interrogation”, including water boarding,
in ’02, ’03 and ’04.
Far more interesting, however, is that he

rejects the use of torture as being “against our laws
and . . . our values”. This sets it apart as being outside
our culture and contrary to our identity. And identity
is one of the three aspects of nationality, along with
culture and currency, that are essential to orderly
life and, therefore, prime targets for subversion.
Our identity has played an important role in
our political culture from its earliest days when the
colonists established values for their new society
based on economic and political independence.
National identities can change significantly
in some ways over time, but core values are usually
retained by successful societies. We started as a
primarily agricultural/rural society, then transformed ourselves into an industrial/urban economy and are
now changing again into an information technology/
media and entertainment economy.
These massive shifts are not achieved without
considerable social dislocation and discomfort much
of which is due to the difficulty of recognizing and
accepting the involuntary change in our identity that
they impose. Today we are living in just such a turbulent
period which is made even more difficult because we
have purposely dismantled our production capability
in ways that mostly benefit a very small sector of our
society, not the general public.
All nations or empires change over time, and
we have been “in play” for only a brief time. In the
course of this change process, there is usually a period
of success or equilibrium followed by a more rapid
decline. The latter can be the result of human failure
such as greed, corruption, power fixation, militarism,
etc. of which there always seems to be ready supply.
. . . decadence invariably involves a failure
of the national identity mechanism.
Sometimes just one of these faults is required
to bring about a failed state rather quickly, but more
commonly they combine to create a gradual decline over
a longer period. In such a decline decadence often plays
an important part, and decadence invariably involves a
failure of the national identity mechanism.
We show many of the classic signs of decadence
in our culture today that brought down great empires
of the past — enormous wealth, superior weapons
technology and power, extensive corruption in all
branches of government and its lack of any effective
ethical regulation, the erosion of our middle class
leaving a wide gap between the rich and the poor, an
expanding bureaucracy, a failing educational system,
environmental degradation, an immigration system
without controls and others. The list goes on , and
everyone can make their own.
But now there is a critical difference. We are
the USA in the twenty-first century. As the result of
our computer age technology, we have ways to analyze,
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to predict, to review the past, to make comparisons — in
other words, to command the knowledge of the forces
that are acting upon us in a way that prior societies
lacked.
We have cited before Jared Diamond’s fascinating
book, Collapse9, in which he analyzes the economic,
social and political circumstances that caused the
collapse of some well known societies in the past. They,
of course, did not know then what we know now about
the reasons for their demise. But the same capability
that allows us to determine the forces that led to their
disappearance is available to us to apply the truth of
our time to choices for our present and future.
This latter is crucial. Earlier societies had
little technology which they could use to plan or imagine
their future. For the most part, they were creatures of
their present. Not so today, when we reach into outer
space and, like Janus, can look ahead or behind millions
of years.
Given this ability to see ourselves as we act
out our destiny, the question that must be asked of
our government is — will we take the necessary action
and care to remain true to our original identity?
More specifically, will we be able to reaffirm our
early American idealism over present day ideology in
the election and the functioning of our government?
These are big, and not easy questions, and they must be
answered.
There is another area of our identity that
bears examination. It is our status as sole superpower.
While there is growing evidence that this position is
changing as China’s and Russia’s economics expand,
we still seem to relish the role and title we have held
since the implosion of the USSR.
It is a dangerous and expensive role, and
perhaps someone has to fill it in spite of the billions of
dollars that have been spent on the UN. It is the failure
of the latter to function fairly and authoritatively as
a leader that makes room for other power figures. In
fairness to the UN, however, we and other countries are
hesitant to give it the authority necessary to assume
and command leadership. This is a chicken/egg problem
with an omelet solution.
We have not lived with any sole superpower
other than ourselves, and we would have a very different
opinion of this responsibility if it were in other hands.
To some degree, we seem to enjoy our international
celebrity and reading our own press releases. But
bathing in and reflecting the warm glow of constant
publicity is not the best basis for successful foreign
policy even when, as in Iraq, we are able to cow others
into approving our Neocon adventure on the basis of
flimsy evidence.
In our country, crowds frequently obsess
with sports language and behavior even at non-sports
events. In doing so, they often break into chants of
“USA” or “We’re #1” at a cue that only they recognize.

Their need to be heard has spread and become a part
of our culture, but not a necessary one. However, as
with our superpower status, once established, it will
require a conscious effort to remove.
Part of being a sole superpower is the sense
that we are indispensable to solving the world’s
problems. This is a heady fragrance to those at the
center of power and often carries them off in the wrong
direction where solutions are not achievable.
Consider the nuclear triggers now in place
in India and Pakistan. Their conflict was originally
a religious one of Hindu vs Muslim enmity which was
upgraded to national and political with the British
partition in 1947. Today, both of these historical
foes possess nuclear weapons to which we have given
our approval, money and technology in spite of our
professed opposition to the spread of nuclear arms.
We find ourselves in a quandary of our own
making, but not, perhaps, design. Regional conflicts
have a way of producing larger ones, and religious
sparks can be an effective source of ignition. In
the Asian subcontinent we can only hope that our
investments and relations there, usually described
as “to protect American interests”, will not result in
hostilities, nuclear or otherwise.
Again, identity is an important factor in how we
govern ourselves — and others! We would benefit from
not having to serve as the world’s sole superpower if
such a change could be made peacefully, as we could
examine our policies and intentions unburdened by the
world’s largest defense department and armaments
industry.
But the world is not that way and, in spite of our
and others’ efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation,
there are now eight nations with nuclear capability and
North Korea, Iran and perhaps South Africa banging
on the door for admittance. Libya has fortunately
abandoned its pursuit. Others there may be who secretly
bought information from the head of Pakistan’s nuclear
program and may now be trying to assemble weapons
and delivery systems.
A small “dirty bomb” assembled and detonated
here? A biological bomb on a ship offshore or in a
harbor set off by remote control to take advantage
of on-shore prevailing winds. Who knows? The only
thing we can be sure of is that nuclear proliferation
will continue and that in the process, as technology
spreads, it will fall into less, not more, responsible
hands.
And yet many of our chemical plants, ports,
railway hubs and urban transportation systems, nuclear
storage sites, etc. have not reached their scheduled
security levels. The causes for this failure seem to be
shared by Congress, the corporate sector, regulatory
bodies and the executive branch. We can do better.

IT’S MIDNIGHT AND TIME
TO REMOVE OUR MASK
America, our wonderful home-grown experiment
in democratic representative government, now faces
serious and urgent problems which have the potential
to destroy what we have created if they are not acted
upon forcefully.
Discussion and compromise, which have been
at the center of our system since its founding, have
recently come to be used to delay or avoid difficult
action with the result that our government has become
weaker and less effective. This deferment of political
leadership defiles our Constitution and its promise to
the people.
Perhaps the most tragic aspect of our present
situation is that it goes unrecognized by those who
control most of our government institutions, branches
and departments. Here, for them, is a primer of what
must be considered in any view or plan for our long or
short term future.
*

*

*

The threats we face can be broken down into
two basic groups of issues, the first of which revolves
around our sense of integrity. Not surprisingly, this
includes the warning of political, social and ethical
failures that our nation waiting to be born made to
its offspring in our Declaration of Independence and
Constitution.
It includes our deep crisis of identity that gives
rise to troubled arguments over torture, selective
law enforcement, unilateral militarism, religion, race,
homosexuality, executive privilege and others. A wide
variety, to say the least, and many of which were nonissues when our country was formed.
But, as time and circumstance have changed,
they have appeared — at first with little notice and
then, in the glare of our modern media, acquiring first
increasing political attention and then“rights”. In our
post war, egalitarian world the assertion of “right”,
whether legal, human, electoral or other, became the
first step to laying claim to a new, more powerful and
advantaged status.
However, from a governmental viewpoint
the process of dividing our population into an ever
expanding number of groups with different, or even
similar, rights results in a widely fractured society
which is ideally suited to exploitation by those who
prefer to use, rather than to share, our values and
intentions.
We have managed to return to MC, PC and our
title question — Can Our Political Culture Survive Our
Cultural Politics? MC, PC and other identity related
interactions are mostly used to further the interests
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of groups within our society. As such, they are subsets
of our national integrity. Of the latter we have a
declining supply of “capital” which our recent policies
and administrations have not been able to regenerate.
A close look at our society is not encouraging. We see
wide-scale economic malfeasance from individuals such
as Madoff and Stanford to the most prominent Wall
Street firms. In between, there is no shortage of just
plain, good old corporate fraud at Enron, Comcast,
Health South, etc.
We have spawned from our pre-TV radio,
newspaper and magazine media an entertainment industry
dedicated to 24-hour promotion of sex, pregnancy and
body parts in all of its programming from smut humor
to talk shows.
Another focus of our entertainment sector
is the editorial celebration of drugs and violence,
especially the latter which plays out all too predictably
in the lives of our youth — both those who are trapped
in our cities and those who have managed to escape
to the highly compensated, continuing violence of
professional sports.
From our social and political failures, what
do we project as leadership to our own people? Or to
the rest of the world? Do we imagine that we occupy
some high ground which others cannot reach? Sadly,
the answer seems to be “yes”, and more often than
not is provided by our Congress which has found it
increasingly difficult to keep faith with our heritage.
Presently, it no longer tries.
The members of Congress are both the product
and protectors of our two-party system which has
suffered a steady loss of ethics and efficiency since
the century of its greatest success from 1860 to 1960.
Still, for anyone contemplating a political career it
sits just below the presidency on our political pyramid
and beckons with the lure of federal pensions, highly
paid post-Congressional employment, health care and
the constant flow of money from Washington’s resident
lobbyists.
Our aspiring politicians must usually gain some
lower level experience which can be had from serving
on appointive boards or from local electoral office.
At these levels, like those above, money is delivered
and results are obtained. This is a basic instruction
which applies equally to political ethics and efficiency.
It goes unchallenged as the political novice rises to
the state legislative level and then to higher office in
Congress or, perhaps, as state governor.
There is another lesson that is taught at
our entry level political offices, for in addition to
revealing the entwined strands of money and power
which form our political DNA, politics at the local level
begins the process of forming the neophyte in a way
that is flattering and ego-building, but that separates
him from his fellow citizens. This is a character and
value process made up of many small and silent parts
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in the media, the political parties, and local, regional
or state interests that combine to give the young
politician the sense that he is special, different from
others, important and deserving of notice — i.e., a
large fish in a small pond. In those instances where
the political machinery is able to smoothly mesh with
the public media this transformation is complete and a
successful career usually follows.
Now we are at that critical divide that has
marked the failure of American politics over the past
half century. The congressional “newbie”, riding a
wave of local political publicity and power arrives in
Washington. The dinners, photo-ops, press conferences
and releases all continue, albeit with a new cast that
now includes lobbyists representing every conceivable
special interest.
But there is one enormous difference. He/she
is no longer a big fish in a small pond, but just the
opposite — one of 535 members of Congress most of
whom are well entrenched by seniority and incumbency
and who came to Washington by pretty much the same
route and carrying the same baggage as our novice.
Our key question, as inheritors of our political
culture, is how do we transform our elected members
of government to see themselves as small fish in the
big pond that is our national interest? How do we bring
them across this deep and dangerous divide?
The course that we are on is a fatal one.
Congress routinely invokes “the American people” at
every public moment and yet in the privacy of drafting
legislation it divides and packages its votes to meet
the demands of special interests’ lobbyists. In recent
years the “ear mark” has become the preferred means
of applying anonymous influence to legislation in the
making and thereby protecting oneself from public
scrutiny.
Many first office politicians see the corruption
of our process at the local level and decide they will
“go along to get along” for a while and then try to
change the system from within. One look at Congress
indicates that this has not been an effective strategy.
In making these broad criticisms of Congress
we recognize that there is a difference in motivation
among its members. Some are outright manipulators of
the system who make no pretense that anything other
than their self-interest determines their action. The
others are simply trapped by the political culture of
which they are part and cannot even imagine a system in
which the national interest would define the standard
for service.
Whether this inability to recognize the
national interest and be guided by it is intentional or
not seems to make little difference. The end result
is, unfortunately, the same. Recently, we have come to
face serious economic and environmental threats to
our nation and our planet that will demand more in the
way of vision and understanding from our government.

This prospect is not encouraging.
One of the most pernicious aspects of our twoparty system in which access to the ballot is dominated
by the two major parties is that it creates an atmosphere
of continuing political warfare. It’s “win or lose”, “we
versus them” and other extreme positions.
The difference between being a member of the
winning or losing party is the difference between
having a job, a paycheck, a pension, a funded campaign
account, even a future, or not. These differences drive
politicians, haunt their dreams and saturate their and
their families existence. They are real.
As political office in the last half century
has become richer and more powerful, the intensity
of effort necessary to gain or retain it has also
increased. This has given us the extremely polarized
politics at all levels where much of our political time
and energy by both parties is devoted to mostly minor,
senseless, self-serving internecine attacks by one upon
the other.
In the end, we are left with the Ideological
Imperative, that circumstance when ideology for
ideology’s sake becomes the key mover of our political
parties and policies. Our whole Congress operating
under this culture of mutually assured destruction
precludes any realizable national interest.
If we view this realistically, we must recognize
that tomorrow’s destiny can be no better than today’s
methods. For the America that comes from where we did
and has been what we were, that is a painful admission.
It is also a political prophecy and notice of decline that
we cannot ignore. It will require us all — politicians,
citizens and institutions — to play a different role if
we are to survive.
This can be done, but it will demand great
change by brave and objective people. Resistance will
be strong, but can be overcome. Think back, think back
to Philadelphia, 1776 and the way that vision and values
produced government and then continued as its guide.
Today, nothing less than a revolution is required — a
revolution in how we have come to view and value our
government. There could be no greater proof of our
democracy than such a peaceful revolution.
*

*

Spreading the lie instead of truth establishes
a constituency of the uninformed

*

The second area of failed thought and
understanding on the part of our government’s
leadership is that of timing. We do not refer to internal
qualities of character, but rather to the ability to
comprehend and act upon the external natural forces
that are inseparable from life on earth.
These are determined by the laws of physics and
chemistry, not by legislation created by a representative
from a man-made electoral district. The evident selfimportance of members of Congress in how they treat
these global issues is stunning.
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The prime danger to our country is that they
continue an argument to support their course of action
or, more often, inaction and then convey it to their
constituents as a correct and respectable government
position. Spreading the lie instead of truth establishes
a constituency of the uninformed and weakens our
country. It is very much part of our national “dumbing
down” process.
What are these issues whose agendas are set
by national or numerical forces? There is population,
global warming/climate change and the “end of oil”.
Subsets of these are species loss, aquifer degradation,
immigration and others. This is a list that threatens
every aspect of our lives with negative consequences,
but fails to engage any proportional response in
Congress.
The fact that we can look at the mathematics of
these issues and not be stirred to serious engagement
makes it clear that government hears and responds
only to what it finds comfortable.
This introduces another enormous deception
which has been foisted upon the American public for far
too long, and that is the pursuit of eternal growth which
translates into the politics and economics of “more”,
regardless of consequences. Every political campaign
from local to presidential and every corporate budget,
business plan or economic forecast is based upon the
desirability and availability of continuing growth and
expansion. The private sector is especially committed
to these projections. Our population is presently
increasing at the rate of about three million a year,
or roughly 1%. If not adjusted, this will add another
100 million people to our population before the half
century.
As our population grows, so do the markets,
market shares, revenues and profits of corporate
America. This type of market expansion comes with no
cost to our private sector. Some of it is a gift from our
bedrooms to our boardrooms to which lobbyists, their
clients and the Congress are firmly addicted.
We have invoked before the Law of Limits, which
states that there is a limit to any material that can be
added to a confined space. We cannot pour two cups of
water into one cup. No matter how many times or ways
we attempt this, we will end up with one cup of water
and a wet counter top.
There are politicians today, here and abroad,
that give the impression that our global economic
systems are close to a breakthrough moment when vast
change will take place, when the errors and conflicts
of the past will be gone and when we will all live in
a world of peace and plenty made possible by new
technology and trade.

Such utopian views ignore the fact that we
already face severe economic problems in SE Asia, Africa
and Latin America that are the result of too many people
and too few jobs, water, food, schools, doctors, etc.
Some of these populations are already attempting to
migrate to the wealthier, developed countries that they
see on television. Upon arrival, when they present their
claims to employment, retirement benefits, housing,
education, health care, electoral participation and
religious inclusion, the newly selected host country is
faced with difficult social problems.
We have arrived at a new time regarding these
movements of people from one country or continent to
another. Assimilation involves culture and identity
which in the past have tended to change only slowly with
the passage of time. Such time is no longer available, as
the press of numbers and our instant communications
technology act as political and emotional accelerants.
We are in a trap we have set for ourselves.
Behind us, at every level and part of our society, are
the demands and expectations of those who depend
on “more”. Ahead of us, just beyond our vision, is
the realization that there is no “more”, that we have
engaged in a national delusion.
That we have persuaded ourselves to be part of
such a chimera is another clue to our identity problems,
and we will not be able to restore our integrity until we
again know who and what we are. Oneness, or unity, may
sound simplistic, but to argue against it only proves its
value.
*
*
*
We have covered some wide ground in this
chapter — from Marxism and MC/PC to the Ideological
Imperative and national integrity. Many of these topics
are subject to different personal interpretations and
conclusions. That is as it should be. We should be
able to agree with some Keynesian economic or Shavian
social goals without subscribing to Lenin’s calls for
revolution or Stalin’s mass extinctions of Russian
life.
M.O.C.’s political focus is independent, neither
Republican nor Democrat; and moderate, neither
Conservative nor Liberal. The money/power DNA, our
constant ideological warfare and the inability of our
elected government to see and act in the national
interest offer little room for participation by those
who share our political space. Indeed, most Americans
have become somewhat anaesthetized by the presence of
these concerns and have come to accept them as normal
and, even, permanent. We take exception to that.
Our American democracy was once the political
pearl of the world, but has become contaminated by
excessive corruption, ideology, congressional tenure
and deference to special interests. These habits need to
be changed, but such reform can only be accomplished
by the voting public.

This is a problem because America’s voters
have become increasingly passive and mostly follow
the hoopla and the directions of the two major parties.
They are not passive when aroused, but they no longer
seem to initiate change. They need a grain, a center
around which they can coalesce.
In our colonial times the idea of freedom from
British rule and forming an independent nation provided
such a center and, following our successful revolution,
it enabled our founders to make the necessary
compromises and write the laws that transformed their
vision into reality, and government.
Today we face the same kind of problem. The
reality of our government bears little resemblance
to what we think we are or what we want to be. Were
the energy of American voters to coalesce around
these historical visions, they could lead us out of the
political swamp we now inhabit. The choice is ours.
These matters are joined in that they reflect a
failure and loss of our national integrity. A restored
sense of integrity will greatly facilitate our defining
the national interest and electing to national office
those who share that vision. This will not be quick nor
easy, and everyone has a role.
We must start now. Do we have the will? Will
we make the time?
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this chapter.
7
Ibid. Intro. By David D. Murphy
8
Palm Beach Post 10/22/08 “Another lie, another nail” by
Leonard Pitts Jr
9
Viking Penguin, NYC, NY 2005

EDITOR’S BIO
Mr. Ault is retired from business, a graduate of Yale
University, and the author of A Retail Food Study (La Roche
& Co. NYC, NY 1957) which described the emergence and
growing dominance of the supermarket in American food
retailing.
ECD 7/25/09

14

CENTER FOR PUBLIC CONSCIENCE

Bromwell Ault, Founder / Editor								
Phone (561) 697-2233					P.O. Box 220722
West Palm Beach, FL 33422-0722
Fax (561) 242-9264									
E mail: moconscience@aol.com

Sandra Beck, Publisher
Phone (561) 784-9444
Fax (561) 784-9052

www.centerforpublicconscience.org
SUBSCRIPTION FORM

Check Here
(

)

Amount Enclosed

Please enter my subscription to Matters of Conscience for one year at the
rate of $75

$75.00

Back Issues: All prior issues except the most recent are available
on our website. We also have a limited supply of all issues in print form,
and can provide copies upon request.
(

)

I would like to support the work of the Center for Public Conscience
$ ________

fold and Tear Along Perforation

and have included a tax deductible contribution of
Please print:

Name:_ ______________________________________________________________		
Address:______________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
Phone:______________________________________________________________
Fax: ________________________________________________________________
Please send copies of Matters of Conscience to the following
_______________________________
_______________________________
_______________________________
_______________________________
(

_______________________________
_______________________________
_______________________________
_______________________________

) The above copies are to be sent as a gift from me and I am including
payment for them at the rate of $75 per subscription

		

$ ________
Total amount enclosed $ ________

Please make checks payable to: Center for Public Conscience

Contributions in excess of the $75.00 subscription fee are deemed tax deductible
charitable donations under Section 501(c) (3) of the IRS code.

15

16

Bromwell Ault
Center For Public Conscience
P.O. Box 220722
West Palm Beach, FL 33422-0722

first class mail

24

