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our most venerable institutions. They have been both
assaulted from the outside and poisoned from within.
The cumulative effect of this persistent
antagonism has seriously weakened their immune
systems and, as it has proceeded, especially in the last
half century, has resulted in a diminished sense of
public integrity and energy.
Our democracy is at a tipping point which may
lie behind us or, perhaps, just ahead. Whichever, we
are within its zone of consequence.
The question that our history poses to us is “Can
we create the kind of public thinking and awareness
that will enable us to restore the national interest
to its former, rightful place in our public life? The
question asked by our future is, “Do we have the will?”
The wording of these queries is simple and easy
to comprehend, but, to answer affirmatively and to
implement what that response will require will entail
a combined effort of as great force, unity and purpose
as any we have been able to muster in the past.
There are many steps along each path and no
shortage of opposed interests eager to pull or push us
off, but success is not beyond the American people.
The first step is recognition; the next is
arousal and coalescing around a center; and the third

In approximately the last four hundred years,
from Plymouth Rock to Punk Rock, America’s political,
economic and cultural identities have served as both
the agents and targets of tectonic change. Only slightly
removed from them by custom or by constitutional
decree are other public constituencies such as
education, religion and commerce.
This continuing push/pull process of change
between the elements of our society that we call upon
to provide government has distorted many of our
political, economic and cultural perceptions, and has
resulted in our distancing ourselves from many of our
earlier commitments. It has contributed to our present
inability to frame issues in the nation’s interest.
It’s fairly clear that this pattern of increasing
disregard for our traditional public roles and
responsibilities will eventually become self-defeating,
and that we will have ventured so far from the
philosophical safety of our origins that we will not be
able to retrieve them. Already the knot has loosened,
the rope has slipped from the pier and the shore
recedes.
From MoC’s earliest issues we have cited
institutional failure as one of the most destructive
forces at work in our society. Look around at some of
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is implementation, achievement and then
securing the goal. This process will
require the breaking of many eggs and the
goring of many oxen, but it can be done
and in the process we can cleanse our
government and perhaps even our souls.
Any genuine effort to elevate the
national interest must include restoring
our institutions to their prior levels
of respect. They have been formed and
structured to provide protection and
continuity beyond the span of human lives
for our proclaimed ideals and laws. They
are essential to most societies, but even
more so to open, democratic models such
as ours. In our country the stress of time
and change has not spared them. Rather,
with the help of our political leadership,
from which many receive their funding
and management, their vulnerability has
become more apparent.
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We should take a quick look at
the map of the U.S. and, especially, the
location of our capital. It is not located
on a major river; nor does it have the
advantage of a commercial harbor. It is
not centrally positioned relative to our
geography or our population. Rather,
it is squeezed between our north and
south, bordered by MD to its north and
east and VA to its south and west. Its two
nearest topographical elements of any
significance are Chesapeake Bay (east) and
the Appalachian Mountains (west). It is
about 400 miles from Boston, a little less
than 3,000 miles from LA and SF and about
700 to 800 miles from our Midwestern
cities of St. Louis and Chicago.
Throughout the country, we have
developed centers of enormous capital
accumulation from sources as varied
as steel fabrication, mining, farming,
film making, aircraft and automotive
production and financial services. These
efforts all require, in different degrees,
the costs of plant, equipment and labor
which, when subtracted from revenues,
leaves a profit.
Businesses are managed to maintain
this excess of revenue over expenses while
expanding their production and marketing
of widgets, or whatever. But expansion
can create market saturation whereby
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revenues either decrease or become more
expensive to attain, or both.
At this point, the private sector
manager/owner may opt to press his elected
representatives in DC for legislative
assistance. In due course, there follows
a roll call vote in Congress, the flourish
of an oval office photo-op signing and the
emergence of corporate benefits such
as subsidies, tax benefits, contracts and
others which tend to have long lives, as,
once granted, they are not easily removed.
This aspect of government is far
more prevalent now than it has been at
any time in our previous history. Our
great centers of wealth creation, and
our smaller ones, all produce wealth and
power which finds its way to DC to express
itself and increase through political,
rather than commercial, means.
Take another look at the map and
mentally draw money/power lines across
it from all around the country to DC. Then
imagine the traffic jam that results when
all these money/power seekers arrive at
the same place and time. Gridlock!
And yet they must be served; and so,
to establish some semblance of efficiency,
order, priority and economy, our present
lobbying system came into being. It serves
industry/commerce and our political class
equally well, but it is by no means free
of flaws and excesses which challenge the
fairness we have claimed for our system.
The Congress is one of our nation’s
most important and powerful institutions,
and our acceptance of this distortion of
its principles has been a key factor in
its growing failure to perform its basic
governmental functions.
But even beyond its failure at the
congressional level, this flow of money/
power from all parts of the country
to DC has sent a message to state and
local levels of government that it is the
way things work in Washington, and new
arrivals are expected to “get with the
program”. The result is that new members’
plans for a principled representation are
often deflected or derailed by the grip of
pragmatic politics.
There is a keen national interest
in seeing our legislative and executive
branches of government reordered to
eliminate what has become a pervasive
form of corruption. This can be done,

technology in the form of commercial television to
bring audio and video together. The latter was another
game changer, as it showed how candidates looked,
dressed, acted, moved, grimaced, smiled, etc. To those
who watched closely, from the comfort of their homes,
it revealed tension, sincerity or its lack, unease,
arrogance, humility, uncertainty and other telling
characteristics not previously available to the public.
And, just as we thought TV was the last shot
out of our technological Roman candle, the digital age
and its flagship, the Internet, arrived. To sound and
picture readable text was added with the capability for
free, global, instantaneous transmission.
The world was now digital and we and others
struggled and rushed to avoid being left behind. This
was neither a simple nor a smooth process, for massive
and rapid technology change has generally involved
spreading knowledge to broader and less affluent
levels of our population. In doing so, it weakens the
position of those institutions, economic and social,
that derive their power from earlier, more limited
technology. Wider, cheaper, more efficient access to
information has a mingling, communital effect that
established structures find threatening, and so it is
with politics.

but at this time, because of the advanced state of its
practice, spontaneous change cannot be expected from
within.
New voices willing to challenge party procedure
and funding will have to speak and be heard. These new
independents will have to run on the national interest
against long odds of success. They must understand
their remote chances of success and not view electoral
politics as a life-long career by which they are
negatively defined if their first attempts to seek office
fail.
As our two party system is in a state of
considerable flux now, the election of even a very few
new independents calling for action in the national
interest could have an impact far beyond their number,
and might even qualify them for some limited, or even
anonymous, funding from major party sources.
This is unlikely, but political circumstance
changes instantly. The whiff of opportunity is readily
discernible and hedge bets often can be put to discreet
use. Only one thing is now certain, and that is that
more of the same will lead to disaster.

TECHNOLOGY AND POLITICS
The great age of rail travel in the US extended
from approximately the end of the Civil War to
WWII. One of its enduring images is that of political
candidates addressing local crowds from the small,
open, red-white-blue bunting draped platform of the
last car. This image made defining statements about
our technology and our political intimacy which would
be reflected in our emergerce as a world power.
This same period can be seen as our golden age
of technology when, in the space of only a half century,
American life was completely transformed by a series
of major new technologies. We tend to think of the
American home and office, or plant, being the main
beneficiaries of this surging technological fertility,
but other sectors also participated. Electoral politics,
cyclical and occasional by nature, but important
because of their results, started slowly, but have
accelerated in recent years.
The first great break from the past came with the
telegraph and was quickly followed by the telephone.
These two technologies freed communications from the
earth — the speed of man, animal, train and ship.
But the real political game changer came after
WWI in the form of radio which provided free, live
coverage of political campaigns and conventions and
then changed the arena again, a decade later, when
FDR’s command and use of this new medium through his
weekly “fireside chats” brought the White House into
America’s depression era homes.
Still, radio was audio only and it took postwar

*
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Throughout much of our history candidates
for both national and state offices were selected by
political bosses “in smoke filled rooms” who managed
to survive growing calls for reform. The political
convention entered our electoral system partially in
response to public opinion that favored reform and
provided transparence.
In the early twentieth century our reporting
technology consisted of early telephones, the
telegraph and overnight rail delivery that were used by
reporters for the major print media and the syndicates
that served the smaller publications.
With the election of boss-picked Warren
Gamaliel Harding in 1920 and the systemic corruption
of his brief, two year term in office, the pressure for a
more open process intensified and was greatly aided by
the addition of live radio coverage.
Radio brought real change. First, it provided
live audio transmission capable of reaching rural
America where news was mostly obtained from small
weekly papers. And it enabled another constituency —
those who could not read because of blindness or lack
of education.
This impact of technology upon our political
institutions and process both accelerated and expanded
as TV, computers and digitalization were added to the
mix. Instantaneous tabulation of convention voting
eliminated much of the suspense of state by state roll

calls and over time the conventions made other changes
designed to create more popular appeal. Today, they
are mostly a joint exercise of self-congratulation and
popular entertainment.
Public interest in the choice of candidates at
both the nominating and electoral stages was shifted
to a series of televised debates commencing in 1960
with the Nixon/Kennedy showcase confrontation.
Political parties, however, seemingly cannot
avoid excess, and over time the debate as a campaign
institution was molded by both parties in ways that
limited its scope, intensity and appeal while increasing
its exposure time. The result in the Romney/Obama
campaign and the prior nominating campaigns was that
all participants gave set, ‘stump’ speeches regardless
of what question had been asked. As the panel of
questioners cooperated by asking mostly “soft”
questions, the boredom factor zoomed upward and off
the chart.
It has been reported that a new format is
being readied. This is necessary because our political
campaign institution was not able to successfully adapt
and absorb new technologies. Both parties should
have recognized the more intrusive and penetrating
qualities of the electronic media, but they were foolish
— thinking they could pick and choose which aspects
of the new technologies they could use while ignoring
others. And they dared not risk giving up the old
before believing in the new.
But technology doesn’t offer such a choice, and
it hasn’t since man first used fire. In our electronic
era, politicians receive the same scrutiny, the same
close, hard, honest, intense, detailed imaging as wars,
crime scenes, tornado victims, and terrorist attacks.
It’s a twofer. You get one; you get both.

*

*

ever more popular and powerful media forms, campaign
financing has steadily grown, reaching $6 billion in
the 2012 elections. And in America, when financial
formulas are changed, pretty much everything changes.
When Howard Dean, governor of VT, announced
his candidacy for becoming the demorcratic party’s
nominee for the 2008 presidential contest, it did not
shake the political system. He was a liberal Democrat
with a record of some interesting and successful
programs in VT, but he was a long shot, a very long
shot.
But then something changed. His campaign
managers tapped into Internet funding sources and the
money poured in, transforming him from a mostly local,
low-odds contestant to a very visible, national, highodds presence.
This success was not lost upon the Obama
campaign staff who expanded and refined Dean’s
technique in defeating Gov. Romney.
Very few members of our political class are
able to view our institutions as anything more than
extensions of their individual or party existences. This
is a terrible failure that cries out for correction, but
is seemingly beyond our reach.

*

*

Technology touches everything, however, and
it is not just the convention format that has been
changed. The most continuously important part of our
two parties’ electoral participation has been their
funding. Unlike party platforms or voter participation,
which can vary significantly from one election to the
next, there is one element that demands and receives
constant priority. It is fund raising without which our
political parties could not exist.
In 1952, with wartime presidents FDR and HST
gone, our first 5-star general, Dwight D. Eisenhower,
became the GOP nominee. His Midwestern (KS) origins,
moderate conservatism and his wartime hero image cut
across many traditional voting lines and expanded fund
raising concepts.
Since then, aided by our growing population and

4

*

*

But, repeat, technology changes everything
—more than just campaign funding and debates. In
shorter order than we might have then imagined we
may discover that the whole concept of presenting
candidates and how we respond to them will relegate
our current methods to the status of the speaking
platform of the train’s last car.
The latter may seem quaint and remote now
when candidates’ images appear on every flat surface
and some curved ones, but the speech from the last rail
car had some advantages that are missing today. It was
close, personal, even intimate by political standards
— much the way FDR’s “fireside chats” were.
It seems that these methods are gone. Will we
miss them? If so, what will we do? Will technology
hold the answer for their rescue as it did for their
displacement? Having remade our ways of conducting
and financing our national presidential contests, it is
likely technology will provide further innovation to
our electoral process in the future.
At the end of WWII, American print media
occupied a unique position. This enormous industry
consisted of the many daily newspapers in our large
and medium size cities; the news services and syndicates
that served them; numerous weekly newspapers that
offered mostly local coverage to small towns; and
the many weekly and monthly nationally distributed

magazines (i.e., Time, Life, Colliers, Saturday Evening
Post, Look, Vogue, Women’s Home Companion, Reader’s
Digest, etc.) whose combined circulations ran into
many millions of readers.
Their extraordinary editorial and marketing
successes were intertwined and were the result of
their being both credible and timely. Having cultivated
reader credibility that embraced their editorial and
advertising matter, subscription and newsstand sales
rose steadily, as did the products advertised in their
increasingly thick issues.
Timeliness was a somewhat larger scale of
measurement. The release of pent-up consumer demand
and the new product technology in the postwar years
created a powerful combination; and added to them
was the unscathed emergence of America’s production
capability from the war years.
Customers were reading and buying; profits
were growing; and funds for new plant/equipment
were readily available from cash flow and/or willing
bankers.
Within a few decades, all this had changed. The
great names of postwar publishing — Luce, Chandler,
Hearst, Pulitzer, Sulzberger, Reid, Doubleday, Graham,
McCormick — no longer occupy the places they once
did in our national life. Some have been bought out;
others struggle to stay afloat as technology’s tide
rises; and many more exist as less than major elements
in the massive mix of our conglomerate entertainment
industry — music publishing/performance, sports,
radio/TV, films, travel, book publishing — anything and
everything that can be used to imprint the consuming
public.
What comes next? It would be folly to think
that our voting process, which requires the recording
of large numbers of votes within a brief period, can
avoid the impact of new technology. It can’t. Nor will
it be able to avoid the ripple side effects that push
societal changes. What form will these take and when
can we expect them? We do not know, but may have one
early toe-in-the-water inkling.
In 2011 non-partisan, online AmericansElect.
org announced it would conduct an online
nominating process for presidential campaigns. “Any
constitutionally eligible, qualified citizen — no matter
their party — can seek the nomination or be drafted
by Americans Elect delegates. We will never promote
any candidate of our own — and the winning ticket is
chosen directly by American voters through a secure,
online process.”1
Americans Elect was able to raise over $20
million and, more importantly, get on the ballot in
twenty-eight states in 20122 but was unable to complete
its primary process in a way that produced a national
candidate and online convention. We suspect that
Americans Elect will reappear in 2016 in its original

or (perhaps more likely) altered form.
At this time it is only a brief and early comment
on the possibility of electronic change in our two plus
centuries of democratic elections. Is it notice of what
is to come? Again, who knows? Behind the curtain
lurks the future.
*
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There is an ever widening rift in our culture
over who is, or should be, an American. It has intensified
over the last fifty years under pressure from the
broad agenda of multicultural forces, and plays out,
sometimes more loudly than others, in matters and/or
legislation regarding immigration, the tax code, labor,
national security, social programs, voting rights and
others.
This argument has become a political constant.
It consumes a growing share of our national thought,
but is never mentioned in campaign speeches. It is one
that we have struggled with for over a century and
for which the solution seems increasingly remote in
our present time of entrenched high immigration and
relentless population growth.
The aspect of this argument that is of particular
interest here is that of voting rights. Prior to WWII,
and even to the passage of immigration reform in
1965, most Americans held the belief that voting was
a privilege limited to native born and naturalized
citizens. In the years since 1965 this concept has been
under constant attack, first with regard to local and
state elections and now national ones as well, whereby
it is claimed that having to offer any form of proof of
citizenship is a violation of constitutional rights.
Our national discussion seems to enlarge
itself as it continues, employing statements such as
“Americans don’t have to carry papers”, whereas in
reality they are repeatedly asked to identify themselves
in the normal use of our commerce, transportation, and
traffic systems.
But back to voting rights and, of course,
technology; today’s most advanced identification
technology involves scanning of unique biometric
features for comparison to an image on record. A match
of both images ascertains identification; otherwise, it
is rejected.
Americans Elect represents a quantum change in
our voting method brought about by technology which
we can assume will continue to refine and improve itself.
And in the course of this evolution voter identification
methods will be called upon to keep pace.
Looking ahead to the newly available voting
procedures we might anticipate at mid-century, they
will have to be accompanied by equally effective
identification methods. Will those who today argue

Supreme Court.
And yet the FCC has persistently refused to
impose any penalty other than occasional token amount
fines on the mega media Hollywood studios, producers
and directors and their independent counterparts.
Given the current notoriety of violence, sex and smut,
these fines of $25,000 or $50,000 serve as a cheap price
to pay for high ratings.
There is an important political factor behind
the FCC’s refusal to enforce decency standards. The
entertainment industry has been a long and generous
contributor to the Democratic Party. It is rich,
powerful and layered with lawyers who have often
prevailed against the FCC in court.
For the last decade the broadcast media have
allowed, featured and promoted increasingly graphic
portrayals of sex and violence in their programs to
increasingly younger audiences. This degradation is so
widespread now that many people in public life condemn
it. Still, it continues.
Before leaving office, recently retired FCC
Chairman Julius Genachowski dismissed over a million
public indecency complaints as being “stale”, a status
gained by the FCC’s failure to respond to them.3 Pres.
Obama will appoint a successor. Can we expect greater
attention to the law or just more of the same?
SLE is alive and well, not only in Congress and
the White House, but also in Washington’s regulatory
agencies.

against identification by driver’s licenses, or other forms
of “carrying papers”, question the constitutionality of
electronic, cyberspace or some other more advanced, but
at present unknown, technology?
Money and power in enormous amounts are
present on both sides of this argument, but technology,
planned or accidental, changes everything. Everyone
involved in government, in even the most peripheral
way, must know this, and yet proactive management
is a rarity because a variety of money/power sources
oppose change that has the potential to diminish the
status and commercial advantage which they have built
by large and long investment.
Within the circle of corporate-lobbyistcongressional interaction, technology that might
destroy whole industries, or a commercial sector, or
upset long standing voter loyalties is treated with
great caution. Nowhere will this be more evident than
in the many areas of commercial competition and the
exercise of political force that attend our electoral
process.
Government will have its hands full in trying
to maintain its equilibrium in coming elections. And
there are other areas in which it has allowed itself to
become separated from the interests and the expressed
opinion of its citizens.
It is evident from this sketch that our
government’s managerial model is not that of a “tight
ship”, and that in the areas of confusion or conflict
between the legislative and executive branches politics
can play the dominant role.
One expression of this role has taken the
shape of selective law enforcement (SLE) whereby
at different times and in different circumstances
executive and/or legislative authority can choose how,
when and even whether the duly passed law of the land
will be enforced.
We have written about this before, mostly in
relation to our immigration law which, commencing with
Pres. G. H.W. Bush, has been largely unenforced over
the past quarter century. Immigration enforcement is
SLE’s banner issue, but there are others that suggest
a growing acceptance of this practice. As nothing is as
threatening and damaging to our democracy as SLE, we
are including here some other examples.

THE IRS

THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION
The FCC is charged with the responsibility of
maintaining decency standards for both editorial and
advertising content of broadcast media, and in a june,
2012 decision this responsibility was confirmed by the
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No mention of selective law enforcement should
exclude our justly beleaguered IRS which for close
to a decade has chosen to ignore widespread filing of
returns containing false information for claims to
cash and services benefits. Much of this has involved
immigrant claims for minor dependents who either
don’t exist or live outside the country.
This fraud constitutes a clear abuse of current
law and the IRS has been advised of its existence by
both public and private sources. Returns usually show
low enough incomes so that credits for dependents are
paid in cash to the filer. When the dependents number
8 or 10 or more and their addresses are in foreign
countries, mostly Mexico, that might be reason enough
to take action, to investigate and even pursue the many
legal/criminal actions available to the IRS.
This has not been done. This practice continues
without IRS action. It is widespread and well known
to Congress, the Departments of Justice, Homeland
Security, Treasury, etc. It appears to be “prosecution
proof”.
For example, we can turn to the work of
investigative reporter Bob Segall of WTHR TV in
Indianapolis who researched extensive fraud and
mismanagement in the IRS. In 2012 he wrote and
broadcast a report that revealed how some illegal
aliens were allowed to receive billions of dollars

of improper tax refunds and that for a decade IRS
managers had encouraged tax examiners to ignore this
fraudulent practice.
Segall’s report was broadcast in 11 parts to an
audience of 9 million viewers. It was not a one-timer,
but “got legs” by building audience and publicity.
Outraged viewers contacted their stations, newspapers
and members of Congress, and yet there was no effective
action by the IRS or Congress.
More recently, the Justice Department (DOJ)
told federal prosecutors not to pursue marijuana use
cases in CO and WA which had passed laws permitting its
use and sale for recreational purposes, even though it
is an illegal drug under federal law.
This is another event in our ongoing conflict
over drug use. It may have a turn-around effect in Latin
American countries now debating drug legalization
laws, as it will provide legalization proponents with an
additional argument. A State Department (DOS) source,
in response to a question about the DOJ action, stated:

Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Food and Nutrition
Service (FNS). In 2012 it provided free groceries to 46
million people, or about 15% of our population , with
both numbers showing significant and steady increases
over the past decade.5
Prior to this, going back as far as the ‘70s and
‘80s, the government had allowed illegal aliens to
receive food stamps, but, probably recognizing these
payments as an unauthorized extension of the USDA’s
function, had monitored and controlled their use.
As early as 2006 the Mexican Consul in Santa
Ana, CA had appeared in US Government-financed TV
commercials that promoted SNAP and assured viewers
that participation “won’t affect your immigration
status”6.
USDA continued its work on behalf of making
the SNAP program more widely available to illegal
immigrants through efforts that included the State
Department and the Immigration & Naturalization
Service.
The latter’s co-operation was cited to
persuade the Mexican Embassy in DC that SNAP and
other programs that directed benefits to illegal aliens
were consistent with U.S. policy.
In August, 2011 the USDA FNS contacted the
Mexican Embassy in NYC to commence programs there
that were already functioning in DC and Philadelphia.
The embassy Consul General’s response was enthusiastic
and emphasized the SNAP program.
Then, in January of 2012, the Kansas City Star
carried an article announcing that Kansas was halting
food stamp payments to illegal aliens, and two months
later the USDA requested the Mexican Embassy’s
approval to draft a letter to Mexico’s US consulates to
train their personnel in expanding Mexican immigrant’s
use of SNAP.
This is a capsule form condensation of a long
and very wordy account of communications between
various U.S. Government agencies and their Mexican
contacts within that country’s diplomatic structure
here and in Mexico. For this record, it concluded in
April of this year with the release by Judicial Watch
of documentation showing that the USDA “is working
with the Mexican government to promote participation
by illegal aliens in the U.S. food stamp program”7
And here’s the kicker. The promotional material
included “a Spanish-language flyer provided to the
Mexican Embassy by the USDA”8 with this statement:
“You need not divulge information regarding
your immigration status in seeking this benefit . . . ”9
NB. (emphasis in source document)
From its earliest days, when the U.S. had
a primarily agrarian economy and population,
agriculture has enjoyed a powerful political presence
in government. It commands extensive government
funding and responds with active voting. Every state
engages in some form of farming or ranching activity

“Marijuana is and remains illegal under
federal law. We continue our important counter
narcotics cooperation with the international
community to combat drug trafficking, and use,
and to improve citizen security.”4
The DOJ is a key determinant of law enforcement
acting under the authority of the executive branch. It
is reasonable to assume that Attorney General (AG)
Holder, looking ahead, can foresee growing pressure
for liberalization of our drug laws and, especially,
of marijuana use. Already engaged in immigration and
voting rights litigation against several states, Holder
and the administration might view a widening range
of federal action against state laws as carrying too
heavy a political cost, especially in congressional and
gubernatorial elections.
It is a basic element in our Constitution that,
where there is a difference between federal and state
law, the federal code has precedence, but an exception
has been created. AG Holder made a point of emphasizing
that CO and WA must follow other aspects of our drug
law, but after years of the “War on Drugs” it would be
understandable to conclude that “victory” is both less
probable and possible, and the battlefield momentum
has shifted.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
The formal title for America’s food stamp
program is the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) and it is administered by our
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that comes under the USDA’s regulation. And yet its
actions in regards to SNAP for illegal aliens, are
beyond its designated duty. It has chosen a form of
SLE based not on ignoring the law, but rather creating
policy and law that does not exist.
The Obama administration has heavily advertised
SNAP for illegal aliens and has offered millions of
dollars in bonuses for states that participate with
the result that the American taxpayer shelled out just
over $80 billion last year.10
The USDA has also come in for criticism for
laxity in its payments system, as its Risk Management
Agency, which administers its crop insurance program,
“paid $22 million to more than 3,400 policyholders
who had been dead for at least two years.”11

*

*

*

For the USDA these are only two programs out
of many; and it is only one of many more agencies that
operate within our government’s range of funding and
interest. We have referred previously and frequently
to the immigration issue as being the “poster boy”
for SLE, and perhaps that status is beyond challenge.
And yet, as we can see, the company it keeps is large,
expensive and imposes an impossible burden on
government — especially the populist, ethical and open
democracy which our founders conceived, constructed
and left to us as their legacy.
On its own, undefended, can our system survive
the stealth, dishonesty and greed that accompany SLE?
Will we come to its rescue?
SLE is a relative newcomer to our national
political scene, seemingly tied in time and acceptance
to the growth in the money/power element within our
government. Congress possesses powers that enable it
to combat SLE. On its own it can conduct investigations,
issue warnings and citations for contempt, hold
hearings, withhold funding and create new legislation
to alter or expand the original law so as to require its
enforcement. And it can also use its many powers to
nudge a lethargic or ambivalent president to comply
with the direction given in Section 3, Article II of the
Constitution that “he shall take care that the Laws be
faithfully executed”.
In recent years, political candidates and
incumbents, alike, have repeatedly informed the
American voter, the media and even international
audiences that “we are a nation of laws”, and yet, as we
have seen, there are many powerful sources within our
government that purposefully ignore and/or subvert
the laws legitimately passed by Congress.
Our country desperately needs to have a
candidate from either party who will ask why we permit
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this trashing of our system. We believe such a candidacy
would resonate strongly with voters and could spread
electoral terror through the two parties’ ranks and
relationships.
How is it that we advertise ourselves as a
“nation of laws” to others around the world when,
in fact, our present system is laced through with
corruption and hypocrisy that are only marginally
different from theirs?
This is very much a value problem, and we must
deal with it. Our social, personal and political values
are all at stake, and have to be reexamined in light of the
bruising pressure exerted by our postwar superpower
status. For most politicians, such an inquiry has no
place in political campaigning. It raises too many
questions not glibly answered in mini-sound bytes; it
causes argument not subject to statistical proof or
resolution; and it extends well beyond the protective
tent of party ideology and promotion.
What is at the root of our disregard for our
constitutional law and the process provided by our
founders to create and apply it?
First, is the transformation of our country into
the global superpower of our time. This has caused
conflict with many of our historical sociocultural
patterns.
For instance, there has long been an element
in America’s progress that embraced exceptionalism
and viewed our country and people as superior to
others. As we charted our super- power course after
WWII, the whole concept of our country’s position in
the world expanded. Like blowing up a balloon, all its
areas expanded and attitudes such as exceptionalism
also were enlarged and extended. Unfortunately, such
an image is better suited to inspiring domestic politics
than diplomacy and the conduct of foreign policy.
Our Constitution is an amazing document. When
it was written, it had to bridge many difficult and
emotional issues that divided the thirteen states-to-be
that undertook its creation. Those issues were every
bit as bitter as the ones that plague our government
now.
And yet today, when members of Congress speak
of the Constitution, or quote from it, they are more
likely to give the impression that its parts are greater
than its whole, and that they fail to grasp the genius
and spirit of this document, stated or unstated.
This lack of connection to what was invested by
our founders in their plan for America’s future is far
more widespread than in just DC. Sadly, it seems to
be part of our present national spirit which views the
Constitution as an archaic, quaint bit of our history
rather than the powerful, active design that has guided
our political, economic and social progress for over
two centuries.
It is even-handed in what it gives and takes.

Restrictions and penalties are balanced by open spaces
and rewards, and the dialogue between them takes
place in the language of freedom and opportunity. It
would be a great benefit to our high school students
to have to take a one semester course on the writing
and meaning of our Constitution. Such a course could
provide insight into the realities of government and
how and when its true nature and purpose should be
separated from politics. It could provide a vantage
point to enable the student to experience electoral
politics as something considerably more important
than the “canned” stump speeches and photo-ops
relentlessly pushed by both parties.
Our present truth is that government, like outer
space, is composed of an immense amount of invisible
(i.e., political) dark matter. Tip O’Neill’s comment that
“all politics are local” was true in many ways. Most of
the elected members of our legislative and executive
branches start their careers in local politics, and it
is there that continuing, long-term efforts to improve
government must be pursued.
What a plus it would be to be able to imprint
high school students with this knowledge so that they
are armed with it as they proceed to college and/or
careers!
Education, however, regardless of its current
extensive federal funding, is also subject to state/
local funding and management with their own political
interests.
And even something as general and
academically conceived as the course suggested here,
would draw political fire from county and local school
boards/teachers and state legislatures.
Take a close look at our government — its
structure, staff and practices; and ask whether they
are the government envisioned by our Constitution;
what works and what doesn’t; what’s true and what’s
false; and what must be done to repair it. Remedies
are not easy to come by. Where legislation is required,
it can only be passed by Congress with, in most cases,
executive approval. But, invariably, any such process
would have to be initiated and implemented by the
pressure of public opinion.
This is, perhaps, the paramount political choice
of our time. It underlies every important issue that
we face without, for the most part, being recognized
or mentioned. What will we do? How will we create
the critical mass necessary to overcome decades of
indifference? It will not be easy, but it can be done.
And whatever we do — whether we act or don’t act
— will determine our political legacy to succeeding
generations.
*

*

*

We must step back from our close-up view of
individual roles in our government and consider the
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effects of their combined behavior on how government
functions today and what will be required in the future.
In this chapter we have called attention to a
rather surprisingly large group of entities within
government that have engaged in SLE in one way or
another: the Congress, the President, the Departments
of Justice, Homeland Security and State, the FCC, the
IRS, and the USDA. These, alone, represent a formidable
cross section of our government structure. But they
are not alone; there are bound to be more.
For starters, then, these eight see themselves
and their operations as not being bound by our
constitutional law process. Time and money/power have
fostered the growth of this way of thinking with minor
defections at first and larger ones later, all with the
assurance that they would go unnoticed or unpunished.
And, as the practice grew, so did the protection of
“safety in numbers”. Looking at our government today,
can we have any reasonable confidence that it is capable
of meeting the foreign and domestic challenges that it
will face between now and mid-century?
Another troubling aspect of SLE is that its
acceptance of laxity seeps into other functions besides
enforcement. Thomas Kean and Lee Hamilton, cochairmen of the 9/11 Commission, have reported that
the Dept. of Homeland Security, which was created
in 2002 to consolidate and improve our national
security apparatus, combined twenty-two agencies
and departments. Oversight for this massive new
entity however remained unchanged in Congress
with the rather awkward result that “more than 100
congressional committees and subcommittees claim
jurisdiction over it”.12
Efficiency would be greatly enhanced by
seriously pruning this oversight structure or by
removing DHS authority from all but a carefully
selected handful of monitors, but each committee is a
turf battlefield where political wars are waged. Still,
the prospect of national security matters being subject
to review by over a hundred committees can’t help but
raise concerns.
There is another curiosity here. Congress
in its internal workings manages to invoke the old,
traditional rules and regulations that have been in
effect for many years. This is good in many ways as
it builds stability, tradition, dignity and a mold to
which newly elected members much fit themselves and
conform. But it also acts to limit introspection and
even modest, reasonable change. There is a balance
available, but Congress has not been able to reach it.
As turf battles and polarization increase, as
they have in recent years, old rules of parliamentary
procedure are converted to defensive weapons behind
which each side digs in ever deeper, shrinking any
opportunity for open debate, compromise or consensus.
Looking to our future, how do we reconcile

these forces that are bearing down on our country —
a rampant, global technology growth that sets its own
timetable; spreading acceptance of SLE that threatens
our concept and exercise of constitutional law; and a
Congress deeply divided by ideology and driven by selfinterest?
Technology changes everything, and neither its
timing nor its consequences are under our control.
Once out of the laboratory and into the market place,
the best we can hope for is a benign result, but our
lack of concern for population, environmental and
their interrelated economic issues is not encouraging.
Somehow, out of this perilous mix of technology,
SLE and dysfunctional government we must begin to
identify national interests and raise them to the level
above others that they deserve and that they enjoyed in
the past.
This effort will have to come from first a
few, and then more, courageous candidacies that will
reject the old, familiar ways and promises in favor of
today’s painful political truth. Our new candidate will
admit that the odds are against his/her success, but is
running because the country is in danger and because
his/her message must be heard.
In these early races victory is not probable.
What is important, hopefully possible and a measure of
success is the arousal of the voting public to move in
the new direction of the nation’s interest.
Ross Perot, running against Bill Clinton and
Bush I captured an astounding 20% of the popular vote
and then vanished from politics. Restoring the national
interest is not a one shot event. It will take work and
patience, but, if done correctly over the course of a
few elections, could produce memorable results.
We are at a tipping point where the old ways are
past their prime and receding. We must reaffirm our
national interest and then use it to clean up our past
mess and to face the future.

SYRIA
We do not usually write about fast breaking
issues that are better served by reporting, rather than
comment, but Syria shows signs of not going away. It
is a complex problem composed of several parts and
multiple issues, and it now appears that its causes, and
their courses of action, may play out for much longer
than originally contemplated by any of the participants.
The first issue is that of the Civil War between
Bashar Assad’s government and a segment of the Syrian
people so antagonized by Assad’s continuing oppression
that it first engaged in peaceful protest, then civil
unrest with mass demonstrations calling for Assad’s
removal and, finally, armed resistance.
Civil wars usually address matters of political
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rights, and Syria is no exception, but in the ethnic,
social, civil, tribal, religious, political caldron of
the Middle East one issue easily attracts and combines
with another, thereby drawing other people and their
purposes into the struggle, providing them with the
opportunity to expand their ideological message, turf
and recruitment, and providing them with an altered
identity within and beyond the Near East.
These new add-on forces were not ones that the
Syrian rebels would have chosen, but they came armed,
ready to fight and often with proper references.
Syria’s civil war became, in political terms, a civil war
plus.
The second level of the Syrian problem is its
regional effect among the countries that comprise the
Near East and the seemingly ageless tribal, cultural,
economic, ethnic, religious and political differences
that can simmer for centuries and then suddenly boil
over. In recent decades, as population and religious
pressures have increased, the boiling point has become
the new normal. New fuel has been added in the form of
oil, the politics of militant Islam and global consumer
communications technology. The latter, on its own, has
probably been the source of more regional change and
destabilization than any other force.
We must examine US policy in relation to these
first two issues before considering the third.
Most problems are made easier by having a
physical model with moving parts that can reflect the
forces that act upon them. Modeling Syria requires an
unusual prototype. It would consist of a center shaft
representing the hoped for goals of peace, the removal
of Assad from office and his replacement by a coalition
of interested parties. This coalition would commit to
non-sectarian, representative, elected government
pledged to engage in human and peaceful practices.
Attached to this shaft and rotating around
it are the three issues, and their consequences, that
command our involvement and action. These elements
are not symmetric. They are of different sizes, shapes,
weights and distances from the shaft. Moreover, they
move at different velocities, sometimes start or stop
independently of one another and can move in different
directions. Another complication is that the center
shaft is not in a fixed, vertical position. It can lean,
producing a wobble or a dip.
In most mechanical systems, if faults occur, we
assume that correcting them one by one will restore the
system to full function. That is not a valid assumption
in Syria because the three issues are very different
and efforts to resolve one may actually have a negative
consequence for another.
This model for Syria is not a helpful one. It
would be best put aside where a magician could put
a black velvet cover over it and then, with one quick
flourish, make it disappear. With the concentration of

regional and major power objectives in Syria, that will
not happen.
*

*

*

Our visible role in Syria began when some Syrian
protesters began to form resistance units under the
direction of, at first, local leaders and then a central
command. They identified their combined forces as the
Free Syrian Army (FSA) with the announced objective
that Bashar Assad (BA) must be removed from office
because of his long record of abusing his people and
depriving them of their basic human and political rights.
This struck a receptive chord with our government and
we pledged aid in the form of “non-lethal assistance”
(i.e., food, medicine, blankets, clothing, tents, etc.).
We also took advantage of the situation to call world
and regional attention to our generosity/humanity and
our commitment to the freedom and popularly elected
system of government that we enjoy. This resonated
throughout the local groups that comprised the FSA.
They reached out, grabbed and held firmly to the belief
that the US was their partner.
But there is some bad history of our involvement
in the region that the FSA overlooked. We had offered
verbal support to nascent uprisings in Egypt, Iran,
Iraq (Kurds in the north; marsh Arabs in the south)
and Afghanistan, but failed to go any further when
these hopeful resistance groups confronted their
oppressors. Lives, dreams and opportunities were lost,
and a basic flaw in the politics of our foreign policy
was revealed.
We seem to enjoy the role of superpower and
yet reject that of “the world’s policeman” which raises
the questions, “Is there a workable distinction? Are
they not joined? If you are one, must you not also be
the other?” Admittedly, these questions get in the way
of our public preference polls and our politicians’
rhetoric, but asking meaningful questions of power,
although our communications technology surpasses
its capability of even a generation ago, has become far
more difficult.
In the early stages of the Syrian Civil War it was
still largely a political struggle. As our non-lethal
aid addressed the results of war, not its conduct, the
calls for help in the form of armaments that could
be used both for attack and defense by the FSA grew
louder and more frequent, but they met with little or
no response from the International Community (IC).
The FSA’s position became increasingly difficult
and, needing help from any available source, it accepted
the services of volunteers from outside Syria who
claimed to be sympathetic to its cause. Some were;
others were not, but had come to establish their own
interest in a volatile time and place to gain benefits if
the FSA prevailed.
Unfortunately, some of these outside forces
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were members of Al-Qaeda or its affiliates who
maintained a sort of semi-independent status and
created difficult divisions within the FSA structure,
both at command headquarters and in its combat forces.
Their presence greatly widened the area of
religious difference, as Al-Qaeda fighters are drawn
from countries in many parts of the world, and the
war’s original political issue expanded to accommodate
religion.
As an example of what a game changer this was,
on September 13 BBC World News aired a report on
differences within the FSA between Syrian and Al-Qaeda
commanders. It showed one Al-Qaeda group going
from town to town issuing its own orders for local
government. All adults and little children lined the
town square and anyone who protested, hesitated or
disobeyed was handcuffed, blindfolded, made to kneel
and then beheaded.
This procedure produced fanatical cheering by
the Al-Qaedans, the most appalling looks on the faces
of the children and a new form of civil authority for
the town not likely to be challenged. At its conclusion,
the Al-Qaeda forces departed for the next town where
it was repeated.
The Obama administration had seen America’s
role as that of a senior statesman who could cajole,
urge, nudge and occasionally threaten the Syrian
government and the FSA to reach a negotiated
settlement whereby BA would either go into foreign
exile or, perhaps, some kind of domestic residence in an
enclave or area under international protection. But,
no matter how hard we pushed this approach, the FSA
would not accept it. After decades of Assad’s police
state, its moment had come and he had to go.
From time to time, as the war spread, claims
were made that the government had used chemical
weapons, although on a minor scale. Then, about a year
ago, in response to such a report, Pres. Obama drew his
“red line” and introduced a totally new issue into the
mix — American credibility. If the line were crossed,
would the US retaliate in a meaningful way?
Ultimatums, red lines, etc. are only successful
if they are acted upon quickly and forcefully. If they
reveal uncertainty or timidity, they become counterproductive. Committees, polls, negotiations, whether
domestic or international, weaken any advantage
gained by an ultimatum/red line. The presidential
red pen should stay on the desk marked “look; don’t
touch”. Other presidents have used foreign policy to
rescue falling political fortunes, but success is never
guaranteed and the risk is that, while the president’s
image may be improved, the nation’s status with other
leaders, states and international organizations may
suffer.
At present, with a preliminary agreement to
do away with Syrian chemical weapons having been
reached by Russia and the US, the initial issue of a

civil war to remove BA has been expanded from one of
national politics to stage two of regional political
and sectarian conflict to which has been added great
powers negotiations over global considerations.
Diplomacy mostly takes place out of sight so
that the process does not suffer from exposure. There
is silence and then a dramatic announcement. The
public’s experience has changed from speculation as to
what might happen into analysis of what has happened.
This blank space between the two makes diplomacy
difficult to evaluate.
One method we favor for rating diplomacy is
to ask whether the announced agreement would have
been acceptable to either party in the early stages of
their confrontation. In Syria, this translates into an
outcome in which many thousands of lives are lost;
7 million people (one third of its population) are
homeless refugees either in Syria or in neighboring
countries; the country’s infrastructure and economy
are largely destroyed; Russian influence is increased;
Bashar Assad is still in control of all government
functions and military forces and human and political
freedoms are reduced.
This is an extraordinary turn of events, as both
the FSA and the USA early on committed themselves
to the goal of “Hassad must go”. The rebels have
announced that they will fight on alone, and probably at
increasing disadvantage because of BAs strengthened
position. It would not be surprising if they and other
Near East populations seeking America’s political
freedom and blessing were to view Syria as another
betrayal.
It will take months for the details of the
announced Russian/US agreement and its working
arrangements to be revealed in full. Pres. Obama’s
reckless red line has been replaced by an international
agreement and his image, buffed by intense media
attention, has improved.
There will be other, at this time not yet known,
consequences. We are aware of the American people’s
aversion to further involvement in the Middle East, but
it’s not as if we aren’t already there. We are, and we
have been since the early twentieth century when Henry
Ford and John D. Rockefeller left the horse in the barn
and remodeled our, and the world’s, transportation
systems. Still, whatever moves we make in that region,
in or out, should be designed to benefit us.
From what we can tell now, BA emerges from
Syria’s Civil War with only the loss of some weapons
and with a strengthened Russian involvement in his
domestic and regional position, while the “Assad must
go” position that we and the Syrian rebels at one
point insisted upon, has been swept from the table.
Regardless of bolstered political status, polls, MSM,
popular opinion, vanities, diplomatic egos, photo-ops,
quick quotes, etc. the agreement, as now reported,
ranks as a foreign policy failure.

What has happened to the process whereby we
and others hope to solve the Syrian problem? It has
become greatly more complicated, like adding the third
dimension to board games. There are more interests
at work and more representatives circling the peace
table — Russia, Hezbolla, Iran, Turkey, China, Israel,
Saudi Arabia, Qatar. Not all will be seated, but those
who aren’t will be able to flash signals to those who
are.
And, should the process move to the UN, it will
become even more difficult to solve, as more speakers
and a larger audience will translate into more points
of view and interests to be considered.
But it’s not just a matter now of more numbers.
Rather, the first and second issues have been joined.
The first, local political issue of BA’s mistreatment of
his own countrymen has changed in size and shape. It
has bonded to the second issue of religion and regional
politics with its enlarged cast of International
interests.
At this elevated level of engagement the US
cannot unilaterally declare who has status. Our task
is more difficult, but perhaps something can be cobbled
together vague enough so that it can be viewed as
satisfactory to all.
But what about the future? Near Eastern
alliances and agreements are not known for their
longevity. Oil, religion, money, population and water
are not static political elements. They have lives and
agendas to which we are not a part. Our mess in the
Middle East has become messier.
And again, what about the future? By MidCentury will there be dancing in the streets? Will the
lion lie down with the lamb? Will sheep be grazing on
the grass near the entrance to the UN building?
There is one thing for which we can be thankful.
The more participants, the less effective drawing
unilateral red lines becomes.
We are now 37 years from Mid-Century. In 1910
the European monarchies were in full flower. By 1947,
they were gone, along with the Titanic, The British Raj
in India, and horse transportation. Add to this period,
two world wars, worldwide depression, the A-Bomb
and the League of Nations, none of which could have
been foreseen in 1910.
Look at a world map in 1910 and in 1947. Then
look at ours now. What can we expect in 2050?

THE MOTHER OF ALL PIN PRICKS ?
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We have omitted so far any attention to the
third issue with which the Syria problem confronts us.
It exists in a different time and place without immediate,
headline, humane or battlefield consequences and
poses the question of what results our current policy

and actions may have in the future. It suggests that
while our policy may have averted war now, it might
have made it, or the threat of it, more likely in the
future. Looking ahead, inactivity now might be equally
as dangerous as the media-charged action we avoided.
We refer to the effect upon international law
and behavior of our and the IC’s not taking prompt and
firm action to put Syria’s use of chemical weapons on
the world stage when it was first reported, to keep it
there and to undertake a concerted action, military or
other, to shut it down.
Easy to say and, surely, more difficult to do,
but the present method, by which Assad stays in power
and suffers no punishment other than the loss of some
mostly unused military hardware, sends the message
to other rogue nations that the cost of violating
internationally recognized principles is small, and
perhaps even risk free.
Following the carnage of WWI trench warfare,
its combatants agreed via the League of Nations to
banish the use of poison gas forever. There were a few
isolated reports of its use in WWII, but they were never
proven and were quickly overtaken by the global scale
of events and the much greater suffering and loss of
life imposed by weapons of the atomic age.
The fate of the League was pretty much
consistently downhill following our refusal to join
it. It could debate and render opinions and sanctions,
but lacked the commitment from its members to engage
in any forceful measures of control or discipline. By
the mid-30s, when Hitler and Mussolini used military
forces in Ethiopia and the Spanish Civil War, there was
not much left of the League except its imposing building
in Geneva. At the time, there appeared a highly symbolic
photo in the press showing sheep grazing on the lawn.
The League of Nations was formally dissolved in 1946
to make way for the UN.
The IC’s earlier reluctance to take action
against the use of poison gas (i.e., the Iran/Iraq war)
is not necessarily a precursor of its Syrian response.
Circumstances were considerably different. But in
the mind of the next user (North Korea, Taliban?) the
pattern of IC action that comes across as most likely is
that military retaliation can be avoided.
Many of the League of Nations’ lofty ideals died
with it long ago, but the prohibition against chemical
weapons managed to outlive them. Only the future can
tell whether the IC will attempt to keep this safeguard
in place, or whether it will fall into gradual disuse.
Chemical weapons can be used for offensive or
defensive purposes with any distinction often being in
the eye of the user. Will the type of resolution achieved
in Syria prove an effective deterrent in the future? We
can hope so, but history suggests otherwise.
We believe that the IC, or a coalition of the
willing, or whatever other name might be chosen,

must come up with non-military responses that have
the ability to impose meaningful, behavior controlling
discipline.
In Syria’s case, and perhaps others to come,
where a credible report is available from UN inspectors,
it can provide the rationale for non-lethal action which
might include bringing an action against Assad before
the Court of International Justice at the Hague; placing
Syria on a form of probation for a period of, say, three
or five years during which harsh economic sanctions
would be increased and maintained; bringing a motion
before the UN General Assembly to suspend Syria’s
membership privileges for use of chemical weapons; or,
lacking the ability to suspend, allow the rebels to also
represent Syria in the UN.
There is nothing fixed about international
relations. They can be complicated, intense and
capable of changing instantly. Pariah status, as we
have learned in other mid-Eastern countries, can
be effective if deemed necessary and can be imposed
silently and quickly.
We lay no claim to expertise in international
law, but it seems very clear that, if the IC accepts no
military punishment as punishment, then it must devise
and exercise some very firm non-military measures
to achieve compliance with international law, the UN
charter, regional cooperation agreements and other
obligations on behalf of civilized behavior.

*

*

*

Pick your favorite board game: chess, checkers,
tic-tac-toe. They are of different complexities and
strategies, but are played on a flat surface in two
dimensions. Now, alter them for three dimensional
play bounded by length, width and height. This addition
of one dimension makes the game vastly more difficult
and complicated. Syria is a three dimensional problem
made even more difficult by the fact that its elements
often oppose and antagonize each other.
The three issues that dominate the Syrian
problem compete for both our attention and our
intentions. The recently announced agreement serves
the political interests of all parties, but fails to punish
Assad for his inhumanity against his own people.
Similarly, it imposes a kind of political “cooling
off” period for the region, marked by a larger Russian
presence, but does not address the plight of millions
of Syrian refugees in Jordan and Turkey, nor how the
Syrian infrastructure and economy can be rebuilt to
provide both returning refugees and those who never
left with the housing and economic sustenance to which
they once had access.
It will take a lot of money to rebuild Syria.
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END NOTES

Where will it come from? Some will point to Russia, but
the Russians are realists and will foot no larger bill
than what is essential. Recall the Cuban missile crisis
when Cuba was the USSR’s only base in the western
hemisphere and was economically totally dependent
upon Moscow.
Following the crisis’ resolution and the
removal of the missiles, Cuba became far less important
in Russia’s world scheme. Castro continued to make
ceremonial visits to Moscow for photo-ops with Russian
leaders, but the mainstay funding of the Cuban economy
was reduced and then eliminated.
*

*

1

the end of big: how the internet makes david the new goliath by
nicco Mele. St. martin’s press, NYC, NY, 2013
2
Ibid
3
	parents’ television council. Letter from Tim Winter, Pres., to
membership 5/10/13
4
why should countries keep up drug war? by andres oppenheimer.
palm beach post 9/6/13
5
verdict, judicial watch, washington, Dc July 2013.
6
Ibid
7
Ibid
8
Ibid
9
Ibid
10
Ibid
11
palm beach post, 7/31/13 via ny times millions in subsidies go to
dead farmers, by ron nixon.
12
congress stuck in pre-9/11 era by Thomas H Kean and Lee
Hamilton. NY Times via Palm Beach Post 9/12/13

*

The American press has made a big deal of the
possible damage to the president’s credibility that
might result from our recent course of action, but
that seems to play to mostly the local audience.
What the IC must do is chart a course through
the Syrian problem’s minefield of local, regional and
international issues, bearing in mind their present
and future consequences. So far, it appears to us that
there is considerable work left to do to strengthen our
future commitment to prevent use of chemical weapons,
and to provide a meaningful measure of humane care to
this war’s victims — those who dared to try to turn
our political rhetoric into their own reality.
The tendency among governments facing crises
and trying to resolve them is to let the cycle of public
attention take over and allow them to fade into the
background. In this respect America is well-served by
its electoral renewals every two years which serve as
reminders. However, we and the rest of the IC, will
have to do better if the convention against the use of
chemical weapons is to serve its purposes in the future.
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LATE NOTE at PRESS TIME
It has now been confirmed that there is heavy
and continuous fighting between FSA and Al-Qaeda
forces in northwestern Syria close to its Turkish
border. This is a serious development — whether or
not it spreads to other regions and regardless of who
prevails.
Looking ahead, Al-Qaeda can claim a speaking
role in determining Syria’s future.
If Assad is
removed, it can cite its efforts to assist that result;
and, if he stays, it can argue that it opposed the FSA.
Most importantly, whatever the result, it will have
established at modest cost an armed presence in a
Middle Eastern country that shares borders with
Israel, Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq and Turkey!

ECD 10/1/13

The Author’s most recent book, Who Lost
America?, deals with topics covered in moC
issues 19 through 27. Both it and his first
volume, Eminent Disdain, are available from the
publisher authorhouse, at 888-280-7715 or at
authorhouse.com.
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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
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