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POLITICS — 2012
PART I
elections must take place. The first is Albert Einstein’s
ever more prescient view of both technology and human
behavior:

As we write this, the Republican nominating
campaign process that often seemed interminable has
concluded with a predictable result. It was extremely
repetitive, frequently banal and favored self-serving
“stump” speeches over real opinion positions.
Whatever else our nominating campaigns lack
or display, they are only preliminary bouts and are
supposed to prepare the country for the main event to
follow — our national presidential and congressional
elections. The truth is that we now face one of the most
critical elections in our nation’s history with serious
consequences here and abroad, and it is highly doubtful
whether the campaign now underway will provide any
meaningful guidance to dealing with the wide range of
issues that call for action by our government.
These consequences cannot help but alter the
way most Americans think and live. They will also
transform our constitutional and political heritage
and the ways in which we and others view the future
trajectory of our noble experiment in government. In
short, it is impossible to overestimate how crucial this
year’s elections are.
To emphasize their importance we offer three
statements to serve as guidelines in reading and
understanding the circumstances under which our

“The problems facing the world are so
complex that they cannot be solved by the
same level of thinking that created them.”
This extraordinary comment over fifty years ago speaks
truth to science, economics, religion (if we allow it)
and, perhaps most importantly, to our twenty-first
century politics here and elsewhere.
*

*

*

The second statement that dominates our
political action and results, but that is not readily
or publicly acknowledged, is that both major parties
are largely controlled by numerous special interests.
Each party has its own list or “team” — Wall Street
for GOP, pro-immigrant groups such as LaRaza, LULAC,
MALDEF, etc. for Democrats; farming interests for GOP,
industrial workers for Democrats; oil and gas resource
developers for GOP, teachers unions for Democrats,
etc.

IN THIS ISSUE: we explore a range of topics that will most likely not be made part of the
presidential campaign, as well as reasons for our current dsyfunctional policital state.
OUR NEXT ISSUE

will continue our poltical discussion with emphasis on the criticality of
this year’s election to our future. will be devoted to a mix of political matters.
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There were always lines of
ideological and economic division within
our political system, but they were not as
clearly and frequently identified as they
have come to be under the bright light of
our mass media. The latter is here to stay,
and between it and the vastly increased
behind-the-scenes presence of legislative
lobbyists (at every political level, but
most powerfully in Washington) “special”
interests are moving our political choice
away from the center. These groups are
“special” in the sense that their focus,
or interest, is more narrow or specific
than what would meet the definition of a
national interest.
Political influence by money
has been part of government, whether
monarchical, democratic or dictatorial,
since its earliest form, and we are no
exception, but it has been mostly kept
in the background — admitted but not
advertised.
Starting with the upheaval of
the postwar ‘60s and the concurrent
enormous increase of American wealth
and power, our practice of government
changed in ways that aligned it to embrace
rather than resist these two forces.
The most frequently mentioned
measure of currency in Congress shifted
in the postwar period from millions to
billions as evidenced by Sen. Everett
Dirksen’s (R-IL) famous comment: “. . . a
billion dollars here and a billion there,
and pretty soon we’re talking real money”.
With the first two presidencies of
the ‘60s, America’s growing attachment
to political change reached into the
oval office for presidential proof and
affirmation. The Kennedy years offered
White House testimony to the power of
mass media, now expanded in form, reach
and impact by the emerging television
industry, and they dispensed with the idea
that an occupant of the White House might
want or be entitled to privacy. Image was
everything and more was the goal.
Can we forget the endless stream
of photos of Kennedys sailing, picnicking
or playing touch football that infused
our print media? Clothed in symbolically
pure white, they marketed to the American
public, by skillful use of the media, a view
of a joyful, healthy family at play whereas
in reality it was extremely dysfunctional.
In the age of media excess/saturation
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personal privacy became a prime target.
After Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson
followed another political power path.
While he accepted the media attention he
inherited from the Kennedy years, his real
interest lay in the manipulation of the
wealth and power that surrounded the
presidency. He used these with equal skill
and enjoyment to increase his own wealth
and to destroy or remove those whose
presence threatened him with competition
or direct opposition.
He played no
favorites; friends or enemies, old or new.
Looking back across a half century
of political change and controversy, it
would have been impossible for these
major forces of mass media and national
wealth and power not to alter our
electoral process. And so they have.

*

*

*

The third circumstance for which
we must be prepared is that whatever
topics are given attention, their coverage
will be only strong or deep enough to
provide the basis for an attack upon the
opponent or a general defense of one’s
own record.
Barring the emergence of an
extraordinary event such as Pearl
Harbor, the stock market crash of 1929,
an assassination or something similar in
its consequences, it is likely both parties
will engage in campaigns which will not
delve very far below the surface of any
issue and will only qualify for debate a
small percentage of the serious issues
facing our country.
Control is the key — what is
allowed to be discussed and what is not;
and, if engaged, whether to deflect or
to counter. What we are unlikely to see
is either candidate offering a detailed
analysis of a major issue with specific
legislative recommendations.
This
is especially true of topics involving
argument on constitutional grounds.
Important as these usually are, we should
not expect them to become the subject of
reasoned debate.
There is no denying that the
state of the economy is the subject that
resonates most clearly and forcefully
with the American voting public today, and

their targets. They will pass by on either side on their
way to the vast outer space of the political past.
These positions are so fixed in ego and ideology
that we have convinced ourselves that there is no way
through our around them. Or is there?

both Obama and Romney have given it the greater part of
their time and attention. This is a safe, relatively riskfree pattern — emphasize the economy, add reference
to a local issue or two, engage in some irresistible
demagoguery and then back to the plane and on to the
next stop.
This is the 10% solution, the iceberg campaign
in which 90% of the problems we face remain out of
sight and reach, beneath the campaign’s surface. It
doesn’t take much in the way of an unplanned event to
upset this model, but for the present it appears that we
will be treated to an auto-pilot campaign process until
the two parties’ conventions or the announcement of
vice-presidential running mates, whichever comes first.
In the two months after Labor Day campaigns
usually intensify and, with the present high levels of
emotional, political and financial investment, we can
anticipate all-out efforts and perhaps some startling
developments.
What we will get will not be what we need, and,
as our concern is with the latter, we are writing about
a campaign that will probably never occur — the one
that concerned Americans look and hope for but which
so far has been declared off-limits by both parties.
This chapter is our campaign, the one we think
Americans deserve, that raises issues of national
interest, both large and small, which must be addressed
if we are to have any hope of reclaiming our founders’
gift of government.

MEANWHILE IN ENGLAND
About twenty-five years ago an English comedy
entitled Yes, Minister appeared on our public TV
channels and today is still rerun for another generation
of viewers. It concerned the daily machinations, plots,
subterfuges and competitions between the Permanent
Secretary of the Civil Service and a minister in
charge of one of the cabinet level departments of the
government. It was first class satire that located and
then targeted bureaucracy’s most vulnerable parts
of any situation, and yet managed to leave the viewer
with the belief that bureaucracy is the true survivor
of government’s continuing power, policy and party
struggles.
In May, England’s coalition government
announced that “underperforming civil servants
will be identified and fired under plans to rank all
government officials by ability”1 and “ministers are
determined to change the culture of the Civil Service
in which, they say, lazy staff get away with poor
performance because managers are unwilling to have
difficult conversations”.2
This is strong language anywhere, but
especially for England which has shared, although to
a lesser degree than its neighbors on the continent,
the atmosphere of postwar socialism most recently
evidenced by the extended Labor Party administrations
of Tony Blair and Gordon Brown.
The latter came to their end in 2010 with the
election of the Cameron/Miliband coalition government
at which time Civil Service employees numbered over
500,000.3 Following up on its campaign promises,
this number was reduced to the 434,0004 cited in the
May announcement. A reduction of this size (13%)
would seem politically manageable, but there is
more to come. Steve Hilton, Cameron’s director of
implementation, who has since left to take a job in this
country, advised Cameron “that the Civil Service could
function effectively with a 90 percent cut in staff”.5
And he suggested that one department undertake a
trial program with the employee level reduced by 70
percent.6
These numbers are extraordinary and unheard
of in practical politics, as they would embrace such
operating constituencies as job centers, pensions,
vehicular licensing, security forces at ports and
airports and criminal courts officers.

GOVERNMENT SIZE AND FUNCTION
These two aspects of government are so tied together
in the public argument that they can be used as coordinates to describe its operation. The GOP hammers
away without let-up at government’s oversize. It is
an article of Republican faith that our government
is bloated, inefficient and has extended itself into
previously private areas where it lacks constitutional
authority. Any reduction in government’s size would
improve its efficiency, reorder its priorities and save
many billions of dollars.
Democratic voices do not speak to matters of
size, cost or reach as they are seen as side issues.
Government for the left functions as an engine which
creates programs and institutions for the public
benefit and spends funds to staff and implement them.
The size and shape derive from the purposes stated in
the enabling legislation, and are of a secondary nature.
With such basically different views hard wired
into their political being it is no wonder that our two
major parties regularly speak past each other. They
have done it for years and both are convinced that this
tactic is a successful one. The words they speak and
the arguments they hurl at each other will not find
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One of the most surprising aspects of this
proposed action is that considerable support for it
came from workers, themselves, who felt thwarted
in their positions by an atmosphere that tolerated as
little work as possible. This wide acceptance of low
individual standards earned the group a mediocre
rating such as “above average” and stifled any real
accomplishment by the smaller, more industrious and
more gifted element within the work force.
Our geographic and numerical scale is much
larger than England’s which would immediately bring
forth the response that we could not do the same here.
But just consider the possibilities. Yes, our numbers
are larger, but what if one, or both, of our political
parties proposed a government bureaucracy labor
force reduction as one of several elements in an effort
to reduce our national debt with all savings being
applied immediately and directly to that purpose?
The percentage of reduction need not be
anywhere near as high as the English effort, and, of
course, an immediate uproar would follow, but, because
of our larger numbers, a cut in the 15% to 25% range
could generate significant savings without forcing
a serious loss of output. There is another possible
benefit in that the first use of a broad program such
as this could serve notice on the remaining staff to
upgrade its performance and attitudes.
Our bureaucracy is probably no more weighted
with socio-economic , educational, ethnic and political
considerations than Britain’s, but, as our continuing
economic argument indicates, we are running out of
actions that could result in real savings.
We will follow these developments in England,
but meanwhile this is just one of many important matters
which will not be mentioned in our current campaign.

policy and functions as if it didn’t exist. The main
reason for this is that both parties are unwilling to
take the political heat that will be generated within
the pro-immigration voting bloc and its financial and
political backers.
In 1986, Pres. Reagan, alarmed by increasing
immigrant arrivals, supported a “one time” amnesty to
three million illegals in return for which our southern
border would be closed to all but legal entrants. Fast
forward to today and the border controls we have are
basically the same as those when Reagan was in office
— basically, none — courtesy of four presidents and
twelve congresses.
A clearly pernicious effect of this failure to
enforce duly passed legislation is for it to dilute
Congress’ sense of responsibility and to encourage
Congress to view all aspects of government as a mass
of ever shifting purpose and identity. That is not what
America has been for most of its history, but it is with
us now.

WARS IN PIECES
Our foreign engagements have not escaped the
application of Congress’ new role as arbiter of which
laws to honor. Its world is growing more and more to
resemble that of Alice in Wonderland where what is is
determined by what it is declared to be.
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution states
that only Congress can declare war and yet since
the end of WWII we have participated in many military
actions (large and small, and short and long, but all
expensive) without being at war. There were always
excuses at hand — the Korean War was defined as a
“U.N. police action”, and therefore, did not require a
congressional declaration.
Similarly, we have fought in Vietnam, Iraq and
Afghanistan for over the last half a century at a cost
of many thousands of lives and well over a trillion
dollars. Congress tried to clarify the situation in
1973 with the passage of the War Powers Act requiring
the president to obtain congressional approval for any
action lasting more than 60 days, but presidents Nixon,
Reagan, Clinton, both Bushes and Obama were able to
circumvent it. Today, at less than 40 years old, it is
a relic of another time, enforced by neither Congress
nor the White House.
The problem does not lie in the language of the
act which, although it attempts to qualify the force
and clarity of the Constitution, still employs specific
terms such as “60 days” to limit hostilities. Rather, the
difficulty in the War Powers Act becoming a generally
recognized measure of authorized military engagement
is due to how and why Congress chooses to define its
own role.

A NATION OF LAWS?
This is a phrase that over time has come to be
imbedded in our political being. We use it to describe
and to validate ourselves. And yet beneath the surface
there is growing evidence that the force of our laws and
the intent of their makers are weakening. The political
implications of this shift for our government and its
contract with its citizens are of the highest importance
and should be addressed — i.e., are we what we say
we are, or are we something else? In more ways and
more circumstances over the past half century we have
substituted political preference for our legislative
and enforcement functions.
The most heinous example of this has been the
determined resistance on the part of all our presidents
and congresses following Pres. Reagan to ignore
existing immigration law and conduct our government’s
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It is a real question whether Congress or our
regulatory bodies will be able to fully grasp and
enforce the provisions of this law.

Quite simply it is riven by the conflict between
wanting to be on the “right” side of a military/human
issue without having to pay the political price with
constituents for supporting war in general and its
more specific and painful demands upon our society.
Additionally, if the President has pushed a policy
for war, few members will nowadays make the political
calculation in favor of opposing him. If memory serves,
there were only a handful of members of Congress who
opposed the Bush invasion of Iraq based on Saddam
Hussein’s possession of weapons of mass destruction.
Even when the latter was proved to be the hoax
that it was, Congress failed to abide by the Act. For
those who wanted war and those who wanted no war,
it offered an undeclared war. Far from being a truly
deliberative body, Congress devotes itself mostly to
the element of political accommodation present in the
issues that come before it.
Like immigration law enforcement, adherence
to the War Powers Act, whether in Libya, Iraq or
Afghanistan, will not be a topic of discussion in this
year’s election.

*

*

And there is still with us the matter of our
steadily growing national debt. It is second to none in
importance for our country, but has been effectively
shelved until early 2013. Now authorized to reach just
over $16 trillion, it is a financial tsunami approaching
our shore.
In spite of its “clear and present danger” any
mention of it in the campaign will probably be brief
and general, and we should not expect any exchange of
position papers or proposals for remedial action.

*

*

*

There was a time when both parties prepared
budgets for the coming year which they then discussed
and reconciled with the White House’s priorities. From
this process emerged a workable plan to measure and
manage income for the fiscal year ahead.
For years the congress has evaded this
responsibility, choosing instead to lump all income and
expense items into one figure under a process known
as a continuing resolution. If memory serves, this
practice extends as far back as the Reagan years.
Now would be a good time to restore our
former budgeting procedure, as it would serve the
national interest of transparency in government. It is
not likely to even be mentioned in passing.

MONEY MATTERS
One of the byproducts of the near collapse of
our financial system in late 2008 was the passage of
the Dodd-Frank Act. It was represented as necessary to
cure the financial excesses of the past and to provide
detailed regulatory authority for the future.
It was compared in purpose and effect to the
Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 which was government’s
attempt to clean up after the 1929 Wall Street mess. It
did so by requiring financial institutions to separate
their commercial and investment banking functions.
They could operate one or the other separately, but
not both. The end result was that large banks that
engaged in both activities had to change their status
and to divest themselves of their investment banking
services.
Glass-Steagall proved to be an effective
restraint on Wall Street’s expansionist marketing
practices and remained the law of the land until Pres.
Clinton allowed the banks back into both rings of the
financial circus. In form it was a relatively short and
simple piece of legislation.
Not so, Dodd-Frank which is thousands of pages
in length. In its favor, it attempts to detail behavior
and activities in a far larger and more complex market
than Glass-Steagall’s. But it is as much the product
of the desires of the financial services industry and
its agents as it is of the need to regulate them. With
its many operational caveats and controls we often
find a contradicting array of loopholes, exclusions,
back doors, side doors and other creative escape
mechanisms.

*

NOTHING’S TOO GOOD FOR OUR VETERANS
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Over the years, funding for veterans’ benefits
has expanded during wartime and its aftermath, when
public attention is at its peak, and then receded as times
revert to “normal” and the distance grows between
war and peace. Veterans Administration (VA) funding
has been a model element in the national game of
“budgetball” that captivates our Congress and White
House.
As we removed ourselves in time and thought
from the horrors of the fighting in Vietnam, and its
wounded either died or were returned to functional
civilian life, VA funding could be expected to decrease.
The problem for government became the amount of this
decrease and how it would be determined.
Unfortunately, our answers failed on both
counts. In times of peace when other matters cry out
for money and attention our response has too often

been to take some of that money from the VA’s budget.
We have had a regrettable record of underfunding
the VA at various times in our history, the most recent
example of which was ended by two unrelated events
that had “game changing” consequences.
The first occurred in the Bush II presidency.
It was the discovery and reporting of terrible living
conditions in some VA hospitals with equally disastrous
management practices. It offended our national sense
of obligation to our veterans, gained immediate mass
media traction, created public outrage and brought
about congressional hearings which resulted in the
replacement of at least two high level VA officials and
the restoration of realistic VA funding levels.
The second was our embarking upon the ten
year war in Iraq. This was a different war fought in
different ways with a different enemy that led us to
drastically improve our means of treating the wounded,
retrieving them from the battle zone and then removing
them in medically equipped helicopters and planes
to distant, fully equipped hospitals for body repair,
reconstruction and/or rehabilitation.
These new techniques saved many lives that
would have been lost in previous wars and they have
greatly skewed the ratio between numbers for the
wounded and the dead. Many of the former will now
be able to live under difficult terms and conditions
imposed by the nature of their mental and physical
injuries, and will require specific equipment,
treatment and local services. These treatments will
expand our cost and concept of veterans’ care and, as
our volunteer military force is now younger than its
draft predecessors, we will also face the added cost of
longer periods of treatment.
Without exception, these factors will call
for increased VA funding for many years. Repairing
the physical, emotional and mental damage of battle
will take time and money in amounts that we are not
accustomed to. The electronic devices used to restore
limb/nerve functions are new and expensive, as are the
people who operate them and teach their use.
And they will push us, hopefully, to a new and
more complete way of computing the costs of war. Our
present and previous way has been to limit our cost
accounting to the period from the beginning to the end
of hostilities. The new wars and wounds and the new
ways of treating them have rendered that measurement
obsolete.
The VA is just another part of our bureaucracy
in one way, and yet it is very different in others. It
closes outdated or underused hospitals in some
areas and opens new, larger ones where they are
deemed necessary. It is faced with treating almost 10
ailment/injury claims per veteran from those who seek
compensation compared to less than 4 in the Vietnam
war and one or two in WWII and Korea.7 And an even
more telling change is that 45% of the 1.6 million
Afghan and Iraq war veterans are filing compensation

claims for service-related injuries.8
Payments, themselves, seem modest compared to
the current cost of living. They range from $127 a week
for a 10% disability to $2,769 for a full disability.9
Bearing in mind some of the costs for special care,
facilities or equipment required by a disabled life
and the added challenges that disabilities pose to
employment and travel, the VA’s scale of compensation
is by no means a rich one.
The subject of how we treat our veterans is
important to the nation, and could even provide an
election campaign topic that both candidates could
address without having to be seen as in total opposition
to each other.
Without rancor and the Ideological Imperative
(II) they could set the tone and course for treating
our veterans better in the years ahead than we have
done after past wars. They deserve the best policy
and management we can offer without being subject to
political whim or future games of “budgetball”.
But remember, this is election year, and the
care and costs of veterans’ services is just another
issue that will not be discussed. Too bad; it’s important
for our military and it tells us a lot about ourselves.

CAN FAITH MOVE MOUNTAINS (OF DEBT) ?
We have written frequently about our country’s
massive debt load and about how its current numbers
are so large that they transcend the normal scales and
measurements of our lives. For instance, trillions of
anything are difficult to imagine, but we had better get
used to them in our financial dialogue. It seems they
are here to stay; and they now are needed to describe
the two most important numbers of our present, and
apparently future, governmental process.

“They are forces of accumulated momentum
and are not swayed by political oratory.”
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The first is our national debt which has reached
a level that is fiscally dangerous and yet continues to
seduce our elected members of Congress. Many of the
latter have criticized and condemned our debt policy in
speeches articles, photo-ops, etc., but neither chamber
could muster the political will to grasp the nettle of
passing binding legislation. The result is very clear. It
is not debatable. The longer we postpone changing our
present practices, the sooner we will reach a tipping
point with consequences capable of disrupting the
operation of our economic/political structure. We are
already at the point where our elected representatives
in Washington should take Dr. Einstein’s quote to

heart. Tipping points can be silent and invisible, and
often irreparable. They are forces of accumulated
momentum and are not swayed by political oratory.

*

*

*

The second number we are called to deal with
differently is that of our national budget. The budget
serves to identify items of income and expense necessary
for the coming period of time and to establish a balance
between them that will meet the agreed upon goals of
the budget entity — nation, state, corporation, family,
etc.
The budgetary process used to involve and
speak for the Congress, the White House and the
federal bureaucracy. Its result was a document which
provided an operational guideline and was expected to
be honored unless interrupted by unavoidable acts of
war, nature, God, etc. It has functioned as intended
for most of our history, but commencing in the Reagan
administration, Congress decided that agreement was
too hard to reach and too politically risky.
It then did away with the practice of submitting
a national itemized budget. Instead it gathered all
funding requests together in one package labeled
a continuing resolution, This vehicle had been used
before, but only for emergencies. It is now our
mainstream choice of funding.
This is a clear use of giving preference to
politics over government. It belongs to the same era and
way of thinking as the earmark. Continuing resolutions
should only be used in true national emergencies.
The preparation and passage of our country’s budget
should be restored to its former, rightful and public
place.

THE IDEOLOGICAL IMPERATIVE
The Ideological Imperative is a root cause
of our present state of political polarization, and
has been a key and constant element in the economic
struggle between Right and Left over the last century.
It states the absolute supremacy of ideology in our
discourse over political, economic and social matters
and encourages the winner-take-all, no-holds-barred
confrontations at all levels.
In our country, where the two major parties
control access to the ballot and the largest sources
of funding, competition is intense to assure that the
voter receives a message that is on point, on schedule
and on top.
This battle is waged 24/7 through our
mainstream media (msm), our polls, our political
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organizations from their local to national levels,
lobbyists of all kinds and the “private sector” which is
becoming more and more public in its political activism.
It is the totality of this effort and what it
demands of our elected representatives that explains
why votes in Congress are regularly along party lines,
even though members of both parties individually
call for bipartisanship, a more moderate or centrist
position or a joint move towards a national interest.
What used to be an important source of
centrist voter opinion has been nearly eliminated, as
representation in Congress has been pushed to the
more extreme ideological edges of the opinion spectrum
where the flow of special interest money and pressure
is focused.
Lobbyists are everywhere, shaping the
discussions and offering legislative language for
their topics of interest, and it is the exceptional newly
elected member of Congress who can dismiss their
presence and methods. They make a lively market in
congressional votes — yes or no, depending upon the
issue and their clients’ interests. They do not pay for
“maybe” votes. And so, as postwar America experienced
an enormous increase in its wealth and power in both
government and the private sector, we made the mistake
of inviting them into our legislative process.
Lacking an effective moderate center, the
more ideological elements on the edges engage in a
form of all-out warfare to prove they are both right
(i.e. victorious) and, therefore, worthy of continuing
support.
Unfortunately, this kind of argument offers
two ways to win — being right (yourself) or proving
your opponent wrong; and these tactics can readily be
expanded to include personal history or character.
What results is a particularly determined (sometimes
vicious) and prolonged state of confrontation.
In our Congress today there is the need to be
right, the willingness to attack persons as well as
policies and having to maintain access to funds from
external sources/interests. Occasionally questions of
strong conscience will be raised and honored, but for
the most part they are resolved in the individual’s, not
the nation’s, interest. Ergo, what we see as we observe
our elected government is the Ideological Imperative
at work.
There is another factor that has been made a
part of our government’s working equation. It exists
most notably in elective offices but also extends
throughout our bureaucracies. It is the act whereby
our elected representatives of both parties validate
themselves by their party association, membership,
philosophy, etc.
This bond can stem from deep and distant
sources, either emotional or psychological in nature,
and, once made, is not easily broken. It tends to be
reinforced by the ways and nature of our political
institutions and over time increasingly restricts the

politician’s ability to see or venture beyond “the party
line”.
Politicians are a different breed. Whether
caught in a lie or stuck with the truth, they convey
a seemingly endless bravado to assure the public of
their worth. This bravado must survive the political
requirements of their careers whereby they are
subject to multiple approval or rejection votes by the
public, their own parties and the legislative bodies of
which they are members.
These votes are public, usually final, and with
the aid of the media can magnify their verdicts, whether
positive or negative. Ideological validation is a kind
of armor worn by politicians to protect them from the
full force of rejection and any personal responsibility
for defeat. In our “big money”, media driven age its use
and effectiveness have greatly increased.

BELTWAY VENTURE CAPITASLISM

“... they are not only unstable,
they are in competition with each other.”

We have described the functional tripod upon
which rests the state of our politics and government.
It is composed of ego, money and the political ambitions
of those we have elected. In any environment these are
volatile elements, and in politics even more so. In 21st
century American politics they are not only unstable,
they are in competition with each other.
One very troubling problem is that our nation
is far larger, more complex and divided than it has ever
been before and, consequently, that its true interests
often do not lie within the “lines” or positions of
either party.
These interests have been so obscured by those
of others that we will be required in many instances
to revive, reinterpret, restate and restore them to an
active role in our national life. This is no small task,
especially for our democratic process, but it is an
urgent one.
*

*

*

In larger or lesser measure this is the truth
about what we have done to our democratic republic
and its present condition. It is neither easy reading
nor good news and yet, it is there for all to see. It
would benefit every group and every citizen were we to
have an open discussion about how we have failed the
government we were given and how, in turn, it now fails
us. And this election year, 2012, would be an ideal
time to start, but it won’t happen. The state of our
government is just another of those issues that will
not be mentioned by Romney or Obama. It is part of the
silent campaign, the one we will never hear.
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Steven Chu is our Secretary of Energy, a
Nobel Prize winner in physics and a staunch believer
in funding early stage venture capital opportunities
using taxpayer dollars.
His most publicized, trade-mark venture was
the Department of Energy’s (DOE) 2009 use of its loan
guarantee program (LGP) to provide Solyndra, a west
coast solar panel manufacturer, with $525 million. At
the time of its announcement, the public was subjected
to a wave of publicity including executive shovel
turning, photo ops, speeches by company officers, local
politicians and labor union representatives. Not to be
left out, President Obama chimed in with a reference
from Washington.
But all did not go smoothly at Solyndra. It
burned through half a billion dollars plus of loans
in rather short order and declared bankruptcy in
September of last year. But, of course, there is more;
there usually is if you look closely. The Solyndra loan
program was not treated like others, as some of its
largest investors were also important contributors
to Obama’s campaign; and at the end their investments
were given preferential treatment to those of others.
Also at the end Solyndra claimed to the Dept.
of Labor (DOL) that its demise resulted from unfair
competition by Chinese solar panel manufacturers
so that its employees could qualify for federal aid
packages under the DOL Trade Adjustment Assistance
program of retraining and financial aid. This weak
claim was met by a strong response that provided each
worker with a package worth about $13,00010.
The Solyndra fiasco focused attention on other
participants in the DOE’s LGP. Chu had also granted a
loan guarantee of $520 million to Fisker Automotive
and had to cease payments when Fisker suffered
production problems and had to lay off workers.11
And bankruptcies were filed by two Massachusetts
companies, Beacon Power and Evergreen Inc., along
with SpectraWatt in Oregon12
And finally, the tale of Abound Solar, a high
tech solar module maker in Loveland, CO that in 2010
in his weekly radio address Pres. Obama stated “would
manufacture advanced solar panels at two new plants,
creating more than 2,000 construction jobs and 1,500
permanent jobs.”13 Secretary Chu added his own brand
of hype and Abound was awarded a $400 million loan
guarantee despite a broad condemnation by the Fitch
rating service of Abound’s technology and progress
which concluded that “DOE’s willingness to fund
Abound . . . calls into question the merits of this loan
guarantee.”14
If we look behind the curtain we can discern
elements that may have contributed to DOE’s ignoring
the clear and specific Fitch warnings. Bohemian
Companies, an investment firm controlled by billionaire

Pat Stryker, made donations of close to $500 million
to various Democratic party causes between 2008 and
2012, and also had a large interest in Abound. 15
Rep. Betsey Markey (D-CO), whose campaign
had received personal funds from Ms. Stryker, backed
the award of the DOE loan to Abound to complete this
classic cycle.16
In April, Abound laid off 70% of its labor force
(almost 300 employees) and ceased construction on a
new plant in Indiana. It is reasonable to assume that
no executives were among those whose services were
terminated. 17
Successful venture capital results require
a shared understanding of and commitment to goals
and methods, and to the disciplines necessary to their
development. The Washington bureaucracy’s way of
throwing large amounts of money around by mostly
inexperienced employees and hoping to emerge a hero
is a flawed and mostly failed model.
Chu was called to testify about Solyndra,
Abound and other solar LGP investments but declined
to answer when asked how many more recipients are in
the failure pipeline.18
As interesting, wasteful and indicative of
bureaucratic bungling as these brief histories are,
we suspect they will not make the grade for campaign
discussion.

with resulting discussion in Congress about creating a
garnishee program to reduce and ultimately eliminate
these tax debts.
It is unlikely that this matter will move from
discussion to firm action. Remember, it is Congress
that must act. But we are in an election year and
members of both chambers will benefit from being on
the “right” side of an issue such as this.
This has the makings of a great campaign issue
— explosive information, preferential treatment, easy
to correct, and a small and clearly identified group
of abusers, but even so, we think it’s part of the quiet
campaign.

UPWARD MOBILITY — WASHINGTON, D.C.
Having seen how generous Congress can be with
taxpayer funds for a variety of purposes, we might well
inquire as to whether its largesse might be extended to
its own compensation. After all, there’s nothing like
OPM (other peoples’ money) to facilitate giving and, as
the Bible says, “God loves a cheerful giver”23.
That’s good, because there’s been a lot of
cheerful giving (to themselves) in Congress over the
past quarter century. A study by the Washington Post
reveals that in this period the median net worth of a
member of the House of Representatives, excluding
home equity, almost tripled from $280,000 to $725,000
while that of the average American family decreased
slightly from $20,648 to $20,50024.
This shift in personal wealth was confirmed by
a New York Times analysis that indicated the median net
worth of Congress rose 15% between 2004 and 2010
compared to a decrease of 8% for the American public. 25

DEATH AND TAXES
Benjamin Franklin famously asserted that “in
this world nothing is certain but death and taxes”19,
but he was unprepared for the contradictions of our
21st century government.
A recent IRS report reveals that the current
White House staff numbers 457 and earned more than
$37 million last year; and that 36 of these employees
owe $833,970 in back taxes.20
This attitude of tax exclusion is by no means
limited to the White House, but, extends to a broad
range of other agencies and departments, and creates
an equal opportunity form of evasion.
The US Postal Service tops the list with 25,640
employees who owe close to $270 million. Staffers in
Congress owe more than $10 million; 4,697 employees
at the Dept of Homeland Security over $37 million. At
Treasury 1,181 workers are light $9.3 million and at
Justice with its preponderance of lawyers on payroll
2,069 employees owe close to $17 million.21
All told, Federal employees owe a total of $3.4
billion, but only IRS workers can be fired for nonpayment of taxes.22
This is a rather extraordinary situation, all
the more so because government compensation now
exceeds its corporate counterparts for most grades
of employment excepting, of course, the top executive
levels. Some publicity has targeted this circumstance

“ ... grounds for prosecution
under our securities laws.”

Here, some background should be noted. All
members of Congress earn the same salary, about
$175,000, which is increased by automatic annual
increases, but of course their individual assets can
vary substantially, and they have been permitted to
engage in financial transactions with evident conflicts
of interest that are not only forbidden to the general
public, but would present grounds for prosecution
under our securities laws.
Within the last few months, as the glare of
public opinion reached into some of our Congressional
hiding places, there was discussion about leveling the
investment playing field and subjecting Congress to
the same restrictions on financial transactions that
apply to the general population.
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We have not seen any mention of the final
text or passage of this legislation. Such matters as
penalties, jurisdiction, regulatory and prosecutorial
responsibility all have to be specified in order to
change the present culture and remove loopholes. We
may hope for game changers but should be prepared
for something less, as these are elements that have a
way of taking one shape in photo-ops and press releases
and considerably different ones when translated into
the lawyers’ and lobbyists’ legislative language.
Washington is the loophole capital of the world
and Congress does not easily create laws that limit its
own advantages.
This subject bears close attention. It could
provide the opportunity for some vigorous bipartisan
campaign bashing, and has probably already played a
contributory role in the unusually large number of
incumbents not seeking reelection this fall. After all,
if you have to play by the rules, what’s the use?
Our institutions of government are in deep
trouble and need our help, but again do not expect
our growing double standard between Congress and
citizens to surface as a campaign issue.

From our founding until WWI the political tone
in America underwent enormous change as, following
the Civil War, we embarked upon an unequalled period
of economic and technological change marked by the
development of such basic industries as steel, oil, meat
packing, telephone, electricity, automobile, railroads,
steamships, mechanized agriculture, aircraft, urban
rapid transit and others.
These industries and their products offered
the American consumer previously unimagined benefits
and raised our national standard of living to the envy
level. And with their growth and the wealth they
produced we began the almost continual injection of
money and power into our politics and institutions that
still bedevils us.
Money and power like to have their way and
they come down pretty regularly on the side of having
elected representatives do their bidding rather than
commit themselves to a national interest. Ideology
is proposed as a way of bridging the gap, but then it
develops a life and style and character of its own.
The excess of money and power in our politics/
government has put our country in a very tight spot.
If it continues in its present ways, it will deteriorate
further because it will be unable to respond to issues
that lie beyond the money/power argument.

AFTER NOVEMBER
Ever since the beginnings of representative
government there has been a real division as to how
representation should function. Is the representative
an instrument to do the bidding of his/her constituents
or to provide opinion, or judgment, that will best serve
the citizens of his constituency? Back in 18th century
England, when the politics of the day put this question
to noted parliamentarian and statesman Edmund Burke,
he responded:

“It is their choice, and theirs alone;
no one else has the right or the power.”

If we are to attempt to realize our political
ways and goals with a national interest, as cited by
Edmund Burke, the American people will have to make
that decision. It is their choice, and theirs alone; no
one else has the right or the power.
It will not come easily, but will take time,
involvement, commitment, money, patience, and an
understanding of the issues and the stakes.

“Parliament is not a congress
of ambassadors from different
and hostile interests.” It is a
“deliberative assembly of one
nation, with one interest, that of
the whole.” 26 (emphasis by editor)
There, in the last three lines is the overriding
question that faces our government, our politics and
our culture. What is in our national interest? And
how can we set ourselves to deliberate about it in a
rational and productive way?
Political parties have their place, but it must
be able to accommodate difference of opinion. We
used to have a government that understood how to
articulate and serve a national interest, but it is long
gone. It worked well until the slavery issue turned
the country into a patchwork of slave/non-slave states
and a political impossibility from which the Civil War
resulted.

*
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*

*

We are now at a time when our traditional
political centrism has all but disappeared and moved
to the edges of both parties. There, powers gather not
to be guided by the Constitution, but to interpret it
for their own benefit. Neither party sees itself as
an expression of excess that departs from our past
democracy; nor do they see themselves as bent on
either expanding or evading constitutional intent
on a regular basis. But they, more than anyone else,
determine the nation’s political environment.
Occasionally, their rhetoric harkens back to
mention of our founders but the latter cannot hear.
Nor would they recognize their creation in its present
form, and we have already traveled too far to return
to what was then.

The question is whether the government of the
last half century that we have created can survive its
own deterioration and dysfunction. At the edges, both
Right and Left see themselves as unequivocally right —
morally, politically and constitutionally — but vision
there is no clearer than at the center. Mostly it is less
accurate, as it is bent by the political equivalent of the
curvature of the earth.
The intensity of the ideological imperative that
fuels our political arguments calls for each party to
be “right”. This need to be certified at an absolute
level recalls the bitterness of the authoritarian
religious battles in 17th century Europe and America
when the ultimate “right”, God, was invoked by both
Protestants and Catholics, whereas today we appeal to
more secular sources — money and power, also known
as special interests.
*

*

takeover, having settled for a failed educational
system and surrendered its political authority to one
or the other of the two major parties in return for
entertainment. To change this we must educate and
energize the American voting public so that it has the
mental and physical tools necessary to overcome the
dumbing down effect of the msm and to accomplish
reform.
The II and its offspring will not be easy to
remove from our political thought. They have been in
place too long and their grip on our national electoral
process is now very strong. There is evidence that the
pendulum effect works in politics as it does elsewhere
— that things reach a certain level or stage as the
result of one action and then are drawn back by
another. As this is repeated over and over, it creates
a zone of moderate balance which we come to view as
natural in physics, human behavior, politics and more.
But we do not live in moderate times. The same
playground swing that is used safely and rhythmically
by a young child, in the hands of a larger, older and
more risk-prone user can be pushed beyond its arc of
safety to the point of self-destruction for both the
swing and its rider. The working pendulum is a thing
of beauty and should not be pushed beyond its limits.
Without the input of some external force, however, its
arc will gradually shrink and it will come to rest.
There is a school of political thought that
applies the pendulum principle to politics and claims
that the external force of tension between the Right
and the Left will guide the political pendulum so that
it operates within its arc of safety. This suggests that
politics can succeed where physics has failed — a most
unlikely outcome. Politics is a high risk game with
increasingly loose rules that can be easily terminated
by wars, revolutions, elections, assassinations, illness
and other events.

*

One trouble with special interests in America
today is that there are so many of them. They have
grown greatly in number, funding and political support
and can suck the political air out of most issues, leaving
lesser interests, including unfortunately the national
interest, gasping for breath.
That’s not the way we want it, nor the way it
should be, but that’s the way it is. We will not have
good government or great leadership again until we
can restore the balance between special and national
interests. For that, we will have to change our thinking.
*

*

*

Looking back, it may seem that our great
presidents have fortunately come along in time to deal
with great issues, but the reverse may be truer — that
great issues create great presidents.
On the practical level, a great cause can captivate
large numbers of voters and can create a massive and
powerful support group capable of dominating both
public opinion and a president’s legislative program.
FDR had the pain and anger of the Great Depression
in his favor and cousin TR benefited from the public’s
reaction to 19th century capitalism’s excesses.
The people as a force that crosses party lines
(i.e., populism) has diminished and almost disappeared
in the last half century because the populist voice,
which has been seen as free, emotional and naive at its
most popular moments in the past, is now drowned out
by the money and power of our media age and industry.
It is politics and big business joined at the hip (and
wallet) and it runs over everything in its path.
This is not “new” capitalism. It is the old with
the added power of 24/7 communications technology
and “buy contracts” on most members of Congress.
The American public has acquiesced in this

“Just one bullet; just one man.”

For example, we need only to consider the
impact of one bullet, fired by one man in 1913, that
killed Austrian Archduke Franz Ferdinand. It set in
motion a series of events that included the initiation of
WWI, the fall of the European monarchies and the end
of a centuries old social, cultural and historical era.
Just one bullet; just one man.
Our American politics have degraded
considerably since the intensity of our “moment at the
barricades” of our revolution and independence. That
is not to say we have not had our fine moments. We
have, but our language and our views of each other
have grown harsher, angrier and more vicious.
It’s not that we don’t have skins tough enough
to withstand whatever the political game may throw at
us. It’s that our language of attack, and the money and
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trackage27. For comparison, our interstate highway
system measures about 80,000 km. The most interesting
aspect of china’s rail plan is its commitment to 13,000
km of high speed rail28, a technology with decided
environmental and consumer benefits, which we have
repeatedly rejected.
But China is not the only country to view high
speed rail (HSR) technology and development as a valid
investment for passenger travel and freight hauling.
France, Italy and Japan have enjoyed high speed trains
for a generation or more with favorable performance
and safety records.
Our 19th century westward settlement and
subsequent rapid economic development of the nation
was enabled by our being able to put an east/west and
north/south track system in place in a span of about
fifty years. It was a marvel of its time and served as
the mainstay of our national transportation industry
until WWII after which our interstate highway system
and improved aircraft offered savings in time, money
and convenience which found favor with individual and
commercial users.
The question that immediately arises is “why
do other countries accept HSR as a working element of
their transportation systems, and we don’t?” Not all
routes are suitable for HSR, but there are parts of our
country where climate, terrain and distance readily
lend themselves to HSR development.
The auto, trucking and airline industries are
not eager to reopen old areas of competition, but as air
and road travel costs increase, there may be room and
reason to reconsider rail. China, after all, is about
the same size as the U.S.
There are old scars, political and economic,
in Washington left over from the demises of the NY
Central and Pennsylvania RR systems, but technology
and its applications in our age are as important and
timely as in others.
The matter of whether and how much we should
invest in a HSR program would make for a lively
and interesting Congressional debate. It would be
informative as to the facts and, even more importantly,
how government conducts an open deliberation of
considerable public interest.
This is a discussion not likely to take place in
Congress, nor in our presidential campaign. Too bad.

power that fuels it, now obscures the goal, the national
interests.
Our government is now in the hands of a class
of “professional”, full time politicians — a status that
we were warned against by our founders. Their main
interest is to continue in office and to be compensated
in cash and other ways that will allow them to lead very
comfortable lives, both while in office and afterwards.
These are not elements of our national interest.
*

*

*

There is an enormous difference between
government and politics.
Unfortunately, most
Americans cannot connect at the governmental level
either through their elected representatives or
through their own understanding of our government’s
history, processes or structure. They are left having to
settle for the light lifting of image politics — hoopla,
advertising, campaigns, identity promotions and all the
quick, flashy moves of the midway. These are force fed
in large doses by the msm’s technology and money. It
is a sorry spectacle of excess in every shape, size and
color imaginable. But it is ours, all ours, and it is
bought and paid for.
Nominations to run for president used to be a
function of the two parties’ conventions, where there
was a lot of “back room” manipulation, but also the
somewhat deceptive, but publicly popular, procedure
of roll call whereby each state announced whom it was
backing followed by display of the new vote totals.
Demonstrations were frequent and noisy and each
“great state of” had its few minutes of airtime and
comment, at first by radio and then by TV.
Today we have a system of about a dozen
“debates” spread over a six month period followed by a
series of state primaries that determine the recipients
of electoral college votes.
The “debates” have a sort of “look, don’t
touch” feel to them, as questions asked by moderators
usually bring forth “canned” responses. There can be
occasional spirited confrontation directly between
the candidates, but mostly they are able to escape by
evasive answers or are rescued by the next question.
The msm is seen to play a dignified, impartial
role via the moderators. This debate format creates a
traveling circus, but you don’t have to wait for it to
come to your town. It’s in your living room.
As the state of education in the US does not
prepare students to be aware beyond the level of
political image advertising, elections become a time
when the act of argument draws more attention than
the state of government. It is a very messy situation.

GOVERNMENT INACTION
OR
GOVERNMENT IN ACTION?

CHINESE TRAINS - AMERICAN CARS
China plans to increase its investment in train
travel so that by 2020 it will have 120,000 km of
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Our nation’s founders dealt with problems of
man’s relationship to government, to his fellow man
and to God, or the church. Some of these concerns
are to be found in the Declaration of Independence

or the Constitution. Others failed that bar, but were
important elements in our almost 150 year colonial
experience from 1620 to the issuance of the D of I in
1776. For most of this time we accepted our status as
an English colony, but even though we were politically
at rest (except for ongoing skirmishes with the French
and the Indian natives), the religious temper of the time
was in a state of flux with the original settlers finding
their ways increasingly being challenged by newer and
different arrivals.
This created a fundamental fault line which
persists in our culture today. The early settlers were
Christians, not Buddhists or Muslims, and their imprint
extended far beyond the pulpit into other institutions,
both political and judicial. It was this strong Christian
heritage that enabled the “Great Awakening” in the
17th century and its reappearance in the early 19th
century.

several thousand miles removed from English central
authority and by a monarch whose attention and
emotions were more focused on his traditional rival,
France, than a few colonists in the new world.
Over the years of our founders’ lives they were
able to absorb the injustices of our colonial status
and to think and plan how they might be remedied in a
new form and way of government.
They had the benefit of being able to draw
upon England’s law, language and culture where and
when they wished, as well as Greek and Judeo-Christian
sources. It was in the critical time following the D of
I and the Revolutionary War that these men exchanged
their views on how they could transform our colonial
experience into a working model of representative
government.
With separation from England accomplished,
they turned to writing the Constitution and then, after
its ratification, creating the institutions and laws that
they hoped would ensure its continuing strength and
success.
Our Constitutional process was complex and
often bitterly argumentative, as might be expected in
trying to mold thirteen governments into one. What
enabled its success as much, or more, than anything
else was a conversion of thinking by our founders, a
vision of a national interest which grew into a standard
which all could be counted on to apply and honor.
This image of a national interest overriding
others was key to our surviving the many challenges
of our first half century of existence. There were no
lobbyists plying Congress with money, no polls, no mass
media/campaigns and no federal bureaucracy spending
programs to create conflicts of interest.
Over time the intricacies of technology,
population, money and power have both diminished
and blurred whatever vision of our national interest
remains. In fact, we no longer have one; rather, we have
many to serve the multiple interests and constituencies
created by our law makers.
This is a failing system. It fails the public and
it fails itself. Are we a nation of laws, as we so loudly
and regularly proclaim? No. A nation of loopholes,
more likely. It doesn’t sound as lofty, but it’s only
necessary to read our tax code or the legislation
Congress passes to see the extent by which exceptions
dominate most laws.

“... government was off limits
for religion, and vice-versa.”
In between, when the D of I and Constitution
were written, our founders, who could look back over a
century and a half of economic, political and religious
differences within our colonial experience, declared
that government was off limits for religion, and viceversa.
Nevertheless, there is a significant segment of
our population that, in failing to distinguish between
our heritage and our political structure, defines
America as a “Christian nation” with both restrictions
and responsibilities that are not found in the
Constitution. This is a doubly difficult problem because
of its spiritual nature and because our government,
when it has found it useful, has often foolishly played
the religious card and falsely promoted a religious
identity.
*

*

*

Who were these founders to whom we owe so
much and whose warnings and wisdom seem to have been
forgotten as we have moved through almost two and a
half centuries of history on the twin tracks of money
and power?
Primarily, there were seven of them —
Washington, Paine, Jefferson, Adams, Franklin, Madison
and Hamilton — and they represented the four most
populous and wealthy colonies of VA, MA, PA and NY.
They were educated and successful in an age which
respected those achievements and in a place that had
need of their skills. The availability of their minds,
imaginations and lives at the time we were breaking
away from England was a stroke of incalculable good
fortune for the newly emerging America.
Their moment was also aided by its slow
communications and transportation systems, by being

THE GREAT DANGER
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The weaknesses, corruption, greed, indolence
and self interest that rule Congress erode its stature
and structure. Without a center it will continue to
weaken, perhaps to irrelevance, and fall prey to
the great danger from either the far left or far
right. Centrality is a key element of representative

government. It is moderate by nature and opposes the
II which now grips both parties. This is a bad situation
that can only get worse unless our two major parties
can move to rescue themselves and try to restore a
sense of balance to our government.
The money is big and the power is strong,
and there are only three forces that can take the
necessary steps — Congress, the two major parties
and the American people. Preferably, they should work
together in a more central direction than exists now.
If you push everybody to the edges, many will lose
their grip and disappear. We have tried that and it has
produced our present polarization. It has failed. It
has produced a dysfunctional government and altered
our experience of a democratic republic.
We have dealt with a wide range of topics in this
issue — economic, technological, ethical, political, etc.,
and they always present the opportunity for argument,
for difference of opinion. But in many of them one can
easily discern that there is a national interest that can
better be served by one direction or course of action
rather than another.
Those are the opportunities we should be
seeking. Can we not resist viewing all issues as
political levers marked “pull to win”? Witness the
present sniping back and forth by both candidates over
Romney’s Bain Capital record which brings to mind the
two circus clowns who repeatedly swat each other with
various props while engaged in some casual task.
In our politicial discussions, can’t we identify
solutions and results that would create a more
informed atmosphere for the American people which, in
time, would translate into better government.
We need to persuade both parties that such a
change is in their interest and that of the American
people, for it is unlikely that they will take such a step
on their own.
The key element is, of course, the American
people, as they have the ultimate power to form, change
or dismiss our government. They are not stupid,
but tend to be listless and less than informed until
aroused by crisis, a characteristic of our national DNA
that probably dates back to the midnight ride of Paul
Revere.
Now, however they are challenged by the
criticality of this election to play a larger part. They
must now want to, decide to and prepare to exercise the
power given them by the Constitution.
This election is only the first step. No matter
who wins, our government will have to change itself
in order to survive the dangers it has allowed to
accumulate.
Time passes and there is work to do
which only it can do. In 21st century America that’s a
source of concern.
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END NOTES
1

The Telegraph, London 5116-5/22/12
Ibid
3
Ibid
4
Ibid
5
Ibid
6
Ibid
7
Palm Beach Post 5/28/12 ‘ Ibid
8
Ibid
9
Ibid
10
Porker of the Mouth. Citizens Against Government Waste.
11/20/11
11
Middle American News. 4/12
12
	l2 cf. note 10
13
Colorado’s own Green Loan Sinkhole by Michelle Malkin. Cf.
note 11
14
Ibid
15
Ibid
16
Ibid
17
Ibid
18
Ibid
19
Letter to M. Leroy (1789)
20
Your Tax Dollars at Work. Middle American News, 3/12
21
Ibid
22
Ibid
23
Holy Bible, 2 Corinthians 1,7
24
Members of Congress Getting Richer Middle American News
2/12
25
Ibid
26
Speech to the Electors of Bristol. Edmund Burke 11/3/1774
27
Railway Age and Transport Politic. Internet 8/17/09
28
Ibid
2

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; and eminent disdain: the triumph of cynicism
over integrity in 21st century america. (authorhouse,
bloomington, in 2009)

The Author’s most recent book, Who Lost America?,
deals with the topics covered in moC issues 19
through 27. It is now available on-line at Amazon.
com or from the publisher authorhouse, at 888280-7715 or at authorhouse.com.

14

CENTER FOR PUBLIC CONSCIENCE
P.O. Box 220722, West Palm Beach, FL 33422-0722

E mail: moconscience@aol.com

Website: www.centerforpublicconscience.org

Bromwell Ault, Founder / Editor:

Phone (561) 697-2233

Fax (561) 242-9264

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
and have included a tax deductible contribution of

$ ________

fold and Tear Along Perforation

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

36

