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WHO ARE WE?
AND WHY ARE WE NOT WHO WE WERE?
PREFACE
Political America for most of our history has
been not only a place to live, but also a state of mind
and way of life derived from our Plymouth Rock to
Independence Hall origins; and from our Constitution’s
guidance of our nation’s and continent’s development.
Inevitably, the telling of our national tale must
inspire reverence in those who love and understand the
basis for what we have undertaken and accomplished.
That reverence is lacking in the way many
Americans view their country today and, most
importantly, beneath the dome in DC where it should
be most notable. There, it has mostly been discarded
and replaced with attitudes and actions more suited to
today’s political temper and pace.
The truth is, although political truth is
increasingly hard to come by, that we have drifted so
far from our founders’ principles that we do not have
a government that they would recognize. Actually, it

is somewhat of a stretch to even refer to what we have
as “government”. This criticism cuts both ways —
against those elected to office and against those who
elect them.
What do we have? Tough question, and sometimes
it’s difficult to describe exactly what our government
is composed of and how it works.
What Washington reveals is a steadily expanding
mixture of agencies, bureaus, departments, offices,
boards, committees, and other initiatives that form the
structure of our federal bureaucracy. These entities
have been formed over time by legislation created by
Congress theoretically to respond to the needs of the
public. They are rarely terminated and, therefore,
accumulate.
“Today they constitute what many
DC insiders see as a fourth branch
of government.”

IN THIS ISSUE: We commence a new series entitled WHO ARE WE? in which we will examine many
of the contradictions that beset our national identity and confuse our government.

IN OUR NEXT ISSUE: We will continue this series in the presently planned order: foreign
policy, immigration, education.
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Only
Congress
can
create
legislation and only Congress can provide
the means of funding the laws it passes.
Some laws work their way through the
multiple levels and committees of the
approval process on their own; others
are given guidance and support by the
executive branch and/or other interested
parties such as the Depts. of Defense and
Justice, labor unions, religious groups,
etc. And lobbyists representing every
possible interest are within instant reach.
In their present number and intensity they
have been present for only about three
decades. Today they constitute what many
DC insiders see as a fourth branch of
government.
Once enabling legislation has
been passed, it must cross over one of
government’s greatest divides — from
legislation to implementation, and, in
order to make this transition, either
new managing bodies must be created
and funded, or the new programs must be
fitted into existing ones.
Congress’ task is then mostly
done. Space will be found; staff will be
hired and counsel retained; plans will be
announced; funds will be transferred;
and operations will commence.
With
only minor variations this is the way our
government has grown so immensely over
the past half century.
One such variation, commencing
with Pres. Clinton, is the increasing
use of Executive Orders (EO) whereby
some purposes and projects can be
added to the bureaucratic mix without
Congressional passage. Over time, these
primarily political actions have served to
strengthen the President’s hand.
To put this increase in perspective,
consider that FDR issued 11 executive
orders over his thirteen years in office.
The following nine presidents from
Truman through Bush I used their EO power
30 times over 47 years.
But then look at what follows.
Clinton issued 15, Bush II 62 and Obama,
with 2 plus years remaining in his
presidency is reported by various sources
to have issued between 200 and 900. The
difference may lie in which type of order
is included, but whatever the actual
number, Obama’s use of EOs has reached a
new level and established a new technique
for asserting the power of the executive
branch.
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It is not, however, just the
growing frequency and number that are
of concern. Some EOs can fit within the
existing structure of our government and
require nothing more than an additional
effort or new direction from personnel
and funding resources already in place.
Others are bolder and more
extensive in their purpose, which often
is only revealed after the order has been
signed, so that with the quickness of a pen
stroke and in the privacy of the Oval Office,
regulations can be put in place that both
serve the White House’s political purposes
and expand the bureaucracy by additional
hiring and funding requirements.
It is evident from the scale of
EO use practiced by Clinton, Bush II and
Obama that the concept and intention of
the EO has changed dramatically; and,
rather than being used for rare, specific
or emergency purposes, it has quietly
become just another political tool the
use and acceptance of which provides an
effective way for the president to bypass
Congress.
We should make no mistake and
see this for what it is — a gradual shift
in power to the executive branch without
any input or approval from either the
public or the Congress. The silence and,
therefore, implied acquiescence of the
latter suggests that our increasingly
imperial presidency will only become more
so and can be expanded without resistance.
This new pattern of EO use could do great
damage to our democracy.
But it’s not realistic to expect
Congress to exert the kind of watch-dog
authority that it has in the past, as it has
been equally complicit with the executive
branch in our uncontrolled bureaucratic
expansion of the last seventy five years.
And in Washington all contributions to
the bureaucratic pool are gratefully
received.
There is one financial aspect of
our bureaucracy’s management system
that precludes any possibility of gaining
control over its ever mounting expenses.
And this is that any cut or reduction is
applied against future increase, not actual
expenditures.
For example, if Congress mandates
a 10% expense reduction for agency “X”,
it is not levied against last year’s actual,

or this year’s estimated, numbers, but against the
proposed increase for the year ahead. This technique
assures continually increasing appropriations and
personnel hiring.
Another great divide is one of management. Once
Congress has authorized the funding of a program, it
has no further involvement with it except for whatever
additional annual appropriations are necessary for its
operation.
The actual management of the many billions of
dollars pumped into our bureaucracy is assigned by the
executive branch to candidates of varying backgrounds,
some related to the job and others not, politics
often serving as the most frequent determinant. The
department or agency head has great influence over
the staff, funds and activities under his/her command,
and this fiefdom extends downward to each succeeding
level where it is usually accepted and replicated with
rare opposition.
The end result is that our massive Washington
bureaucracy functions in two major ways that are
antithetical to its original purposes. It distributes
taxpayer money with little or no effective supervision
in amounts that can only increase.
And its internal management structure and
practices have created a nearly permanent political
class of somewhat less than independent status. Civil
service plays its part here because it makes it difficult
to fire longtime employees.
The prime example is our Department of
Homeland Security, formed by Pres. Bush II after 9/11
by the combination of some of our historic agencies
into its present bigger than ever form. Its number
of offices, buildings, employees and contacts with the
public are without equal and at its apex is Secty. Jeh
Johnson. His position is extraordinary in reach and
variety even by Washington standards. And he presides
over this vast bureaucratic machine as it rolls on,
imprinting the Washington money/power struggle with
its size and strength.

WHO WE WERE
In the winter of 1850-51 an extraordinary event
occurred — the publication in Boston and NYC of two
American novels of major importance.
The novel was the dominant literary art form
of the century, and flourished in Russia, France,
England and Germany where history provided natural
backgrounds for epic stories and their characters.
Separated by less than thirty straight line
miles in the rounded Berkshire hills of western MA,
Herman Melville and Nathaniel Hawthorne faced each
other across bright New England days and black nights
illuminated only by the stars. Their efforts produced
Moby Dick and The Scarlet Letter. And Melville, keenly
aware of his neighbor’s talent, dedicated Moby Dick to
him: “In Token of my Admiration for His Genius This
Book Is Inscribed to Nathaniel Hawthorne”.
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Why do we see this as extraordinary? And why
should we care? As with most historical questions, the
past can hold important clues. As we have pointed out
before, the America that emerged from our Declaration
of Independence and Constitution was regarded,
especially in cultural matters, as a less than successful
copy of its English forebears. This was a view that was
widely held both in Europe and at home.
It began to shift, however, after Washington
Irving, who served as our ambassador to England,
returned and published his Sketch Book, which
recounted his views of English people and life. It
was followed by a couple of volumes of short stores,
including The Legend of Sleepy Hollow, set in the Hudson
River valley area around his home in Tarrytown, less
than 50 miles north of NYC.
Meanwhile, in New England something more farreaching and national in character was at work. A small
group of American authors writing about America were
turning out distinguished efforts in a variety of forms
— poetry, fiction, and both natural and philosophic
commentary. This generation, which has been identified
as “the flowering of New England”1, included Emerson,
Thoreau, Channing, Longfellow, Lowell and, yes,
Hawthorne. Indeed, a prescient Ralph Waldo Emerson,
“the sage of Concord”, in his American Scholar address
forecast America’s emerging cultural status, “Our day
of dependence, our long apprenticeship to the learning
of foreign lands, draws to a close.”
Melville’s and Hawthorne’s early works had
appeared alongside many of those of “the flowering”
from which they separated themselves by the enormous
creative leap that produced Moby Dick and The Scarlet
Letter. These two novels are marvels of metaphor,
character and plot. They deal with those aspects of
human nature that almost invariably accompany tragedy
— good and evil, man and god, science and nature,
revenge, hubris, betrayal, faith, abuse, isolation,
pretense and the highest levels of blasphemy and
spiritual corruption.
What is so extraordinary about these novels’
appearance is that they draw an intellectual line across
the halfway mark of 19th century America. They can
appear without argument, and be readily accepted, on
any list of the world’s greatest novels in the company
of Tolstoy, Dickens, Hugo, Cervantes and others.
Before their publication, we had struggled to
form a national literary identity equal to our European
contemporaries. We experimented and made progress
but we were still wannabes. After their publication,
even though Moby Dick was slow to achieve its due
recognition, we had arrived. And we, and others,
viewed our new cultural identity through the lens of
undeniable achievement.
Why should we care? We must think about
how unlikely this event was — two American authors

economic and cultural paths have shown divergent
results. Capitalism has been unabashedly successful
with only occasional setbacks while, since the end of
WWII, we have wandered and withered in a cultural
wasteland of our own making.
One more note about time, and especially this
150 year period: in the long run of what we regard
as historic time, a century and a half goes by almost
without notice. But in terms of human time, in which our
politics and policies must function, it offers multiple
opportunities for seasoned evaluation, correction and
establishing the national interest. Our success in
these key efforts has been sporadic and inconsistent
and has become accepted as a political fact of life in
Washington.
In this and succeeding chapters of this series we
will call attention to the sources and consequences of
our most serious conflicts and contradictions, and the
parts they play in how we deal with the most important
issues of our time and place.

writing at the same time; in the same place; producing
two world class novels equal to the best of the Old
World.
“ ... odds defying moments of memorable
cultural validation.”
We have come a long way, both as a country and a
culture, since 1851 and have produced many good books,
including another two iconic novels in 1926, F. Scott
Fitzgerald’s The Great Gatsby and Hemingway’s The
Sun Also Rises, at the time of our second “flowering”
in the two decades between WWI and II. Occurring as
they did, within a decade of “the war to end all war”,
they examine the values of our behavior and identity in
light of “the Great War’s” legacy. Their’s, too, was a
monumental achievement which would not be equaled by
either author in subsequent years. Both these events,
within a century of each other, stand out as odds
defying moments of memorable cultural validation.
*

*

*

In considering the magnitude of their
accomplishment, we cannot escape the question of
“Could we do the same today?” No longer a young and
precocious newcomer to the world’s family of nations,
but as today’s global superpower, can our present
character, culture and values produce works of art of
such evident greatness as MD and TSL?
We think the answer is clearly “NO”; that as a
society and a nation we have chosen to establish values
and follow directions that are vastly different from
those of our young, 19th century America.
Technology, of course, changes everything; and
so does history which impacts all populations. In our
present America, what largely defines “who we are and
why we are not who we were” is the growing number of
conflicts in our government and its policies between
“now” and “then”.
These conflicts are not regularly exposed to
the public, nor celebrated; but they are at the root of
many of our political failures. Not surprisingly, as
our national politics are now mired in stalemate, the
quality of our government steadily declines and finds
new ways to disappoint — a process of what should
have been growing concern over the past half century
for all Americans.
Time also changes everything, and probably
more than technology. It is now just a century and
a half since the end of our Civil War in 1865 and
another fifteen years since MD and TSL entered our
consciousness. The former date marks the beginning
of the transformation of our society/economy from
agricultural to industrial and capitalism’s period of
defining growth and success. The latter, publication
date is an artistic milestone. Since these times, our

*

*

*

POLITICAL CONTRADICTIONS
Time,
technology,
commerce,
religion,
population and knowledge all make history and form
cultures. Each of these makes its mark and leaves its
imprint which is then overrun and obscured by the
force that follows. This process is repeated many
times in endless combinations. It is fueled by humans’
often corrupting drives to amass wealth, to achieve
power and status, to procreate and, even, to learn. As
the flow must go on, fusion is not always possible and,
when it fails, leaves in its wake differences from which
disturbances, conflicts or contradictions can arise.
Disturbances are usually dealt with by law and
conflict by force in ways that bring about a relatively
quick result. Contradictions are more subtle; they can
be tolerated, appeased, ignored and even encouraged
for the benefit of the political class. They are a barrier
between the public and government and have served
as a key element in the increasing dysfunction of our
government’s executive, legislative and bureaucratic
spheres over the past half century.
*
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If we look carefully, serious and painful
contradictions are readily apparent throughout our
government’s political apparatus. Some of the same
contradictions that exist in Washington reappear,
perhaps in a somewhat different size or shape, in our
state and local politics, but it is at the national level
where our attention and efforts are most needed.
Without doubt the most blatant and harmful
form of contradiction that exists in American politics

Congress and the states’ legislatures.
The argument can be made that the Dingell type
member of Congress was fairly elected, and that for
sixty plus years only Dingells, or their like, could
serve their districts, but this won’t wash for the
evident reason that gerrymandered districts, long
tenure and the availability of federal funding for
local projects all operate against the ideal of a level
electoral playing field.
Rep. Dingell’s retirement is more than well
deserved and long overdue. What is less deserved is
the rich compensation package provided to Dingell by
our government during his years of active service and
which will continue into his retirement.
Rep. Dingell’s career in Congress is most
notable for its continuity — i.e. that he could prolong
it for longer than any other member of Congress in our
history. That is the “fault shared by the people” who
elected him; not that they encouraged a “disregard
of our country, our Congress and our governmental
system”.
The political contradiction that tops all others
is that we have been blessed since our founding by
an elegant constitution and concept of government
which we hold out to the world as both a model to be
followed by others and a basis for our superiority. In
truth we have allowed it to be pushed to its present
dysfunction by abusing it for personal gain and
ignoring its traditional requirements for responsible,
open democratic government.

today is the practice of Selective Law Enforcement
(SLE) by which a government agency (legislative,
executive or bureaucratic) refuses to enforce, either
fully or partially, any duly passed and existing law.
SLE, in its most obvious and consequential
form, is found in the longstanding and broad failure
of our immigration law going back to 1965 which will
be examined in a later section on immigration. There
are others, less well known, perhaps, but just as
damaging, which throw light on this particular form of
corruption.
This past February Rep. John Dingell, D-MI, at
the age of 87, announced his retirement from Congress
at the end of this year. At that time he will have served
in the House of Representatives for 29 full terms, or
58 years. Not surprisingly, this number sets a new
record for congressional longevity2.
But wait! There’s more! Dingell entered
Congress in 1955 at the age of 29, succeeding his
father who had died. The Dingell family, father and
son, held office and represented MI voters for more
than two generations during one of which the son
served as Chairman of the Energy Committee. Herewith
some comments by Dingell from his retirement
announcement3:
“This Congress has been a great disappointment
to everyone — members, media, citizens and
our country.”
“There will be much blaming and finger pointing
back and forth, but the members share fault,
much fault; the people share much fault, for
encouraging a disregard of our country, our
Congress and our governmental system.”
This is an extraordinary assignment of blame,
even for a member of Congress, and especially for
one who has fed at the government trough for 29
terms during which he made no effort to bring about
the kind of Congressional reform he cites as being
necessary. During his lengthy chairmanship of the
energy committee he was, however, able to maintain the
support of the oil and gas industry.
The underlying contradiction is that of holding
prolonged elective office, whether by the Dingells in
MI, Kennedys in MA, Bushes in TX or other politically
oriented families who have come to view politics as a
“family business”. The concept of elective government
stated in the Constitution by our Founders was that
of revolving offices occupied by private citizens, not
professional, career politicians driven by dynastic
ambition.
We have attempted to create term limits, but they
were successfully opposed in Congress and the courts.
A constitutional amendment might be successful, but
it is a lengthy process that requires the backing of

*

*

*

REPRESENTATIVE (?) GOVERNMENT
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The mention of congressional compensation
reveals only one aspect of Congress’ generosity
towards itself. The base salary is $174,000 to which
are added significant amounts for committee service
and chairmanships. Other “perks” in the form of goods
and services provide savings that expand the base
salary into a very comfortable wage. There is no need
to list these “perks” individually. Suffice to say, they
are many and generous and have moved over time in the
direction of corporate models.
In addition to compensation, to obtain a true
and current image of the Congress, we must consider
its members’ wealth. Eric Lipton of the NY Times
has recently reported that for the first time in our
history more than half the members of Congress
are millionaires.4 This may partially stem from a
simultaneous process of increasing largesse and a
declining dollar, but it is Congress’ hands that are on
the controls.
And, although the GOP has traditionally been
associated with greater wealth, the data in the Times

ways that abrade our communitarian values.
How can we respond to our wealth-seeking,
dysfunctional Congress which sets itself apart from
its obligations to both represent the people and to
pass and enforce the laws of the land? The Democrats
have long bashed Republicans with accusations of
class warfare. It seems the real class warfare is being
waged by Congress against the public, as it attempts
to establish an elite money and power structure under
its control. This is a long way and far cry from what
our founders, and the colonists they represented,
envisioned for “our noble experiment”. More and
more, by word and by deed, the impression coming from
both the legislative and executive branches about our
democracy is that power and wealth can be put to their
best use by the political elites.
This is not just a personal political or ethical
choice anymore. It has metastasized throughout many
of our government institutions and can dominate their
thought and policy processes. Call it what you will
— the new Right, compassionate conservatism, social
capitalism, the New World Order, global economics —
what is taking place in America today and shaping our
governmental failure is far removed from the time and
temper of our origins.

article reveals that Democrats reported a median net
worth of $1.04 million compared to $1 million for
Republicans5.
Creating and accumulating wealth can take
time even for those who pursue it on a full-time basis.
Serving in Congress may fit that definition, although it
does not appear in its job description. It may be that
our elected representatives are all budding Warren
Buffets moving up financially far faster than the rest
of us (Congressional wealth grew by 4.4% in 2012,
as reported in 2013)6. But it is more likely that much
of Congress’ financial acumen may stem from its not
having to be bound by the same rules as the public.
The most glaring exception of this nature is
that members of Congress are free to trade in the
securities of companies in which they have access to
“insider” information not available to the public; and
the financial success or failure of these companies
often is determined by congressional legislation and/
or oversight.
This is just one of many lines of distinction our
elected Congress has drawn between its constituents
and itself. To some degree, the increased wealth of
members of Congress reflects the growing financial
space between the wealthy and the poor over the past
decades which Josh Bivens, director of research at
Washington’s Economic Policy Institute, describes as:

*

“Congress not only seems more responsive
to policy desires of the very rich, but,
increasingly, they are the very rich.”7
The present image of Congress is a disturbing
one. Its 535 members control much of the nation’s
wealth and its destiny, and this awesome power extends
to other nations and economies throughout the world.
Not content with this rarefied political status, it has
embarked upon a full-blown pursuit of personal wealth.
The contradiction of the stated forms, methods
and values of our democracy has greatly cheapened and
damaged our government.
*

*

*

For the American colonists from England the
process of separation and independence was very
painful. And emotional, because they were cutting ties
with custom, law, currency, friends, family, government
and, in some cases, religion. The offset was their
desire to establish a new democratic state free of the
class and social distinctions that controlled much of
English life.
A classless society is the stuff of many
political dreams, but has proved difficult to achieve.
In America, we have come as close as any other major
power, although time and money and power operate in
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The legislative branch is not alone in its pursuit
and exercise of privilege. The executive branch is
equally committed, although in the somewhat different
form of engaging in increasingly frequent and costly
travel. This is nothing new, as previous presidents —
not content to enjoy the luxury of the White House
— have found opportunities to leave DC on “necessary
vacations”.
In the corporate world the most common
vacation model is two weeks time and you pay your own
way. In the White House the scale is far greater —
almost unimaginable — and the taxpayer pays, even for
expenses that are clearly of a personal nature.
In the ‘50s, Ike’s vacations consisted mostly of
occasional trips to play golf at the Masters in Augusta,
GA. Similarly, during the Kennedy years JFK vacationed
at Hyannis, MA or Palm Beach, FL. State trips were
arranged and conducted for political and diplomatic
purposes. Looking back, presidential travel then seems
quaint by today’s practice.
What has changed? There has been increased
provision for security — some necessary, some
debatable. Recent White House occupants view the use
of travel as a necessary political process regardless
of its cost. This political extension of presidental
travel requires that the presidential press corps be
included to issue approved and politically favorable
press releases. Traveling light has no meaning or
backers at the White House.

In medieval England, if the Duke of Cornwall
wished to visit a cousin in, say, Yorkshire, it was a “big
deal”, for he was accompanied by multiple household
providers, family members, government advisors,
servants, entertainers and a substantial security
guard selected from his military force. Roads, where
they existed, were poor, travel was slow and both
visiting and hosting were difficult. Some things have
changed; others have not. Key among the latter is the
commitment to the exercise of “royal” excess as a
timeless “right”.
The Obama administration has posted some
numbers that seem so insensitive to the public mood that
they could well counter whatever political advantage
was anticipated from the travel. For instance:8
1) A cost of $5 million for a two day trip
to Ireland for Mrs. Obama, 6/13 reported by the
Washington Times.
2) A cost estimated at $100 million for
Pres. Obama and family to visit Africa 7/13. Just
under $16 million of this total was recorded by
the Air Force as flight expenses incurred solely
for the Obama family. Further detail as to the
logistics involved for this African trip come
from a confidential planning document obtained
by the Washington Post. “Military cargo planes
will airlift in 56 support vehicles, including 14
limousines and three trucks loaded with sheets
of bulletproof glass to cover the windows of
the hotels where the first family will stay.
Fighter jets will fly in shifts, giving 24 hour
coverage over the president’s airspace, so they
can intervene quickly if an errant plane gets
too close.”
3) A cost of $7.8 million estimated by the
Hawaii Reporter for the president’s 2012-13
vacation in Honolulu.
The problem with all of these expenses is one
of scale, of perception. When the president takes off
in Air Force One with his party of family, advisors,
etc., it is shadowed by a second 747 carrying the media
corps. Food, fuel and other operating costs can add up
quickly when flying over a hundred people to distant
destinations.
The appropriateness of decisions to undertake
travel spending of these amounts is surely open to
question. But there is another factor at work, and
that is their necessity. We have achieved a level of
technological capability that allows the president to
project his words and image electronically to any place
in the world from the White House.
And there is yet another element. The truth
is that the American president does not have to travel
anywhere. As “leader of the free world”, there are
very few events that command his presence elsewhere.
And for most other commercial, diplomatic or political
missions their representatives are best served by a

visit to Washington to present their views to members
of Congress, and key agencies, as well as the President.
“It is the sense of entitlement and
special privilege that contradicts
what and who we say we are!”
Our governmental travel facilities and
availability are also greatly misused by Congress,
most notably Rep. Nancy Pelosi, D-CA. All in all, the
American Taxpayer is paying hundreds of millions of
dollars a year for unnecessary political/personal
travel costs. It’s not just the excessive amounts of
these costs that rankle. It is the sense of entitlement
and special privilege that contradicts what and who we
say we are!
*

*

*

PROTECTING THE CONSUMER
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Some contradictions are simply more outrageous
than others as in the case of our Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau (CFPB) established, it is claimed,
“to acquire and maintain a nationally representative
panel of credit information on consumers for use in a
wide range of policy research projects...9
We could easily assume from its title and this
statement that CFPB might attempt to serve the public’s
interest in matters of financial policy and practice with
relevant information, if and when contacted. Actually,
public contact has been consistently discouraged from
CFPB’s founding when it was allowed a very generous
operating budget beyond Congressional oversight or
control — an irresistible temptation in our Washington
bureaucracy.
Two years ago CFPB (Richard Cordray, Director)
set about on a program to remodel its headquarters at
an estimated cost of $55 million. As of May, overruns
have increased the cost by $90 million to $145 million10
with the likelihood of more to come.
This excess drew a comment to Cordray from
Rep. Jeb Hensarling, Chairman of the House Committee
on Financial Services, that “You are spending more per
square foot than the Trump World Tower”11. It also
caught the attention of a senior investigative reporter
at the Washington Examiner which filed a request for
pertinent records under the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA). Within a few months CFPB informed The
Examiner that it had located 350 pages of which it
would withhold 335. Protracted litigation is almost
assured for the near future and there is no certainty
as to where, or if, the information sought will become
publicly available.
The initial contradiction here is the very
evident excess spending on its office space by an agency

designated to provide “Consumer Financial Protection”,
and its scale is as alarming as its reason.
But there is something far worse in this
situation. It is the now almost routine way in which all
areas of our government, but especially the executive
branch, deflect and/or deny FOIA requests.
This practice has increased in the Obama
presidency because of his expanded use of executive
orders, but in reality, ever since FOIA’s passage in 1968,
administrations, whether Republican or Democrat, have
used all legal and other maneuvers available to them
to avoid or reduce their obligation to respond fully
and promptly to FOIA requests.
The FOIA was seen by most observers of our
political and governmental processes as a meaningful
tilt of our democracy back in the direction of
individual rights. It was a “big deal”, but has fallen
into a state of considerable disrepair. Knowledge and
information about the workings of our government
should be restricted only in response to the most
serious national security concerns. In this matter, a
very important contradiction underlies the CFPB cost
overruns.
*

*

undertake mediation without any real progress.
There are some tricky issues present in this
situation. As Judicial Watch, a private watchdog
group, has brought suit under the FOIA to make the FF
records public, the litigation is now three-sided with
the executive branch opposing the legislative and the
public’s call for openness.
As such, there may be deemed to be constitutional
issues involved that would warrant review by a higher
court. For example, we can question the President’s
claim of “executive privilege” which:
“also had the effect of protecting Holder
from being prosecuted for contempt, because
it is the ‘practice’ of the DOJ not to prosecute
contempt of Congress charges if the documents
in dispute are being withheld pursuant to
executive privilege claims.”13

*

GUNS AND JUSTICE (DELAYED)
The situation from which this next contradiction
arises is beyond belief — except that it happened and
has brought about extensive litigation involving the
Department of Justice (DOJ), the Congress and the
White House.
We refer to a DOJ operation called Fast and
Furious (FF) that took place from 9/09 to 12/10 in
which the DOJ “surreptitiously” supplied marked guns
to Mexican drug cartels in the hope that they could
be useful in criminal identification procedures. As
flawed a concept as this was for our cabinet level legal
department, it became even worse when these marked
weapons were revealed to have been used in the killing
of a U.S. Border Patrol agent.
At first, Attorney General (AG) Eric Holder
denied any DOJ knowledge or involvement, but, as
information and publicity grew, he was forced to admit
participation, while refusing all attempts to provide
meaningful details including queries from the House
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. The
latter prompted the US District Court in DC to cite the
DOJ for contempt of Congress — a historical “first”
for an active, in-office AG12.
The next shoe to drop came from the White House
when Pres. Obama invoked executive privilege to keep
the case records from public view and to protect the
AG’s claims and position. There have been discussions
of settlement and an order by a federal judge to
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This is very clearly a self-serving tactic for AG Holder
with the ability, at least for now, to shield his and the
DOJ’s actions from the kind of open inquiry that was
bound to result from the “blown” FF program.
At every turn in this scandal as it has played
out, more conflicts and contradictions have been
revealed. As it moves towards settlement or to a court
resolution, it is certain that additional information
will be made public either by court decree or by the
very nature of the legal arguments.
In a negative sense this is a case that “has
everything” — a project seriously flawed in concept
and ineptly executed, the death of a law enforcement
officer, false denial (first, of the DOJ’s involvement
and, then, of responsibility going to the top) and the
continuing withholding of records sought under the
FOIA.
With the failure of Congress to fulfill its
representative role in so many ways, the FOIA has
become one of the public’s most effective, remaining
ways to speak, to be heard and to become informed.
Unfortunately, it, too, can be blunted by governmental
resistance. As described by Judicial Watch, “government
agencies seldom release requested records as the law
requires. Usually it is a tortured process, plagued by
one government delay after another.”14
FF, or at least what we now know about it, is a
frightening example of how government power, people,
programs, planning and privilege can all go wrong and
be misused. On its surface, it is a sorry tale and will
only become more so as further information becomes
known.
Beneath its surface, at the level of our national
contradictions where we increasingly must ask “Who
Are We?”, FF discloses contradictions as serious as
any in our government. Our DOJ and its AG, who has
historically been seen as “the people’s lawyer”, have

administration “wanted out”. This was accomplished by
AG Holder announcing in the course of a legal action
filed under DOMA that the government would no longer
defend it.
Similarly, the intensification of the argument
over health care, as deadlines approached and the
political stakes increased, led the President to make
changes by executive order.
We should not deceive ourselves into thinking
SLE is purely a Democratic party tactic, as George
W. Bush’s signing ceremonies frequently included
statements by Pres. Bush that identified those parts of
the law just signed which he did not intend to enforce.
Our Constitution requires the incoming
president to take an oath that he will “faithfully
execute the office of President of the United States,
and will to the best of my ability, preserve, protect
and defend the Constitution of the United States.”16 In
its relatively brief text it offers the provisions and
processes for our government’s operation, including
the passage and termination of legislation. Recalling
the Founders’ experiences under the English monarchy,
it is understandable that it limited executive authority.
This open attitude to presidential preference
in the enforcement of our law is a relatively recent
turn in our way of governing. In a structure and
bureaucracy as large as ours, it is probably inevitable
that operational contradictions will occur, but they
can be easily remedied.
It is at the high levels where policy and
legislation are formed where SLE is able to do its
greatest damage. Silently conceived and exercised, it
can exist and extract its toll until exposed to public
view. Even then, having grown in acceptance, as we have
seen, it may prove difficult or impossible to eliminate.
On March 12, the House of Representatives
passed HR4138 designed to “expedite lawsuits against the
chief executive for failing to carry out congressional
mandates.”17 It highlighted the President’s enforcement
failures regarding his immigration and health care
legislation, but has gone about as far as it can under our
present political alignment. There is little chance that it
will gain either attention or traction in the Democratic
controlled Senate, and even less that the President would
sign it.
Of one thing we can be sure — when the law
is ignored, as when it is created, benefits of money or
power, or both, are part of the process.

engaged in illegal and extra legal acts, have denied them
to the public and the Congress and, when denial was
proven false, have resorted to claiming the protection
of executive privilege.
“...it is front and center, clearly
visible, and ready at any time to serve
a political purpose.”
Sadly, there is no shortage of contradiction in
our government’s branches and bureaucracy. In some
places it takes place out of sight, but in our DOJ it is
front and center, clearly visible, and ready at any time
to serve a political purpose.
*

*

*

WHEN IS A LAW NOT A LAW ?
Contradictions enjoy special status in American
life, although they seem to contradict much of what we
claim to be. And, without much doubt, they exist to the
degree that they do because we have become accustomed
to them and permit them. Politically, they provide a
default position that avoids making a difficult choice.
Selective law enforcement (SLE) is perhaps the
most widely practiced form of contradiction. We have
discussed it in earlier chapters, mostly in relation to
immigration, and will revisit it in that context later in
this series, but it is alive and well in other areas.
In February of this year, as the argument
over same-sex marriage escalated emotionally and
spread throughout our political and judicial systems,
AG Holder felt it necessary to issue a statement of
clarification in which he declared “that state attorneys
general, who believe that laws in their states banning
same-sex marriage are discriminatory, are not obligated
to defend them”15
Gay marriage had become a very prominent
national issue by the time of Holder’s statement, and
extensive litigation was in process in both state and
federal courts. The AG’s statement, itself, was one of
top-level contradiction by providing a rationale for
state AGs to disregard their states’ laws. It cut across
multiple legal zones and probably resulted in confusion
rather than clarification. And it certainly provided a
precedent for state AG’s to use as an argument, threat
or exit in presenting future cases.
Regarding the same subject of gay marriage,
during the Clinton administration Congress had
passed the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) which
defined marriage as being between a man and a woman
in matters of federal law. As time passed and the gay
marriage issue became more politically charged, DOMA
became more of a liability than a defense and the Obama

“WE ARE A NATION OF LAWS”18
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It is doubtful that any member of Congress
exists who has not at some point quoted this phrase. It
is usually intended to favorably distinguish our laws
from others and/or to indicate that our commitment to

them is greater.
“We are a nation of laws”. It rolls easily off
the tongue; it states and implies much in capsule form;
it is historic; and, yes, it suggests superiority, no
matter how it is delivered.
“We are a nation of laws”. But, are we? Many
of our laws apply to some groups or individuals and not
to others. We claim to observe free market principles
and codify them into law, but then create a body of tax
law so crammed with subsidies, write-offs, deductions,
exceptions and other exemptions that the relationship
between our commercial sector and government is more
one of dependence than freedom. And, ironically but
not accidentally, the main beneficiaries of our reversal
of free market practice have been those voices in the
private sector who have called most insistently for a
minimal government presence in economic efforts.
Other laws are not diminished by details
as in our tax code. They simply are ignored and go
unenforced because of the lack of political will to
either carry out their provisions or to revoke or amend
them. This failure is one of character and courage
that is now widely accepted within Congress and the
executive branch. It is arguably the most tragic and
far-reaching of our many governmental dysfunctions
— and its practice and acceptance are increasing.
*

*

*

“... the interests of thirteen
different entities had to be merged
into one form satisfactory to all!”
Few histories of our founding pay sufficient attention to
one aspect of the beginning of our “noble experiment”.
It is the miraculous way in which the Founders were
able to bring thirteen different colonies together
into one nation. Challenges ranged from minor to
major, but each one had the potential to become a deal
killer. These matters included local ones such as
election, representation, land grants, religion, taxes,
debt, trade, inheritance and others all of which had
to be reworked in ways that would conform to the new
national status. The matter of obtaining agreement
on how the varying amounts and types of debt should
be treated was a complicated and emotional process.
For proper perspective, remember that the interests of
thirteen different entities had to be merged into one
form satisfactory to all!
As no ordinary bargaining session could have
achieved the necessary result, the key element that
delivered agreement was the common vision of the new
republic.
In the course of reaching agreement many
differences and contradictions had to be resolved. The
one that proved to be impossible was slavery, and it
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remained a painful contradiction until it was ended by
our Civil War. The Founders were, however, well aware
of the political and moral dilemma posed by slavery.
The language of the Declaration of Independence
had stated that all men are created equal, “... endowed
by their Creator with certain inalienable rights
... Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness ...”
However, thirteen years later, ater the Constitution’s
ratification, slaves had been established to count as
three fifths of a free person.19 While this might have
seemed a reasonable compromise at the time, it put in
place and harbored a contradiction that would test and
plague our new government until it divided the country
by Civil War.
The founders actions were understandable
in their context, as the cotton and tobacco crops of
Virginia, Georgia and the two Carolinas were valuable
export items for the new nation. And the plantation
life and economy of the South had to be retained, for
without the southern states there could be no nation.
Ironically it was our westward expansion and growth
that caused slavery’s demise, as its pain and injustice
spread into new areas.
Eventually public opinion and private conscience
could no longer support slavery’s inhumanity. It
should have been dealt with by legislation, but in the
three quarters of a century between our Constitution
and Civil War the South’s plantation economy had
prospered and the way of life it supported had become
a culture with emotional, as well as economic, bonds
and values and traditions.
As the country moved west, so did the South and
the argument over slavery. Congress grew with the
addition of new states, but the bitter divide remained,
and no legislative solution could be found. It was
about as messy a government problem as possible,
and still ranks as the longest running, most serious
contradiction in our history.
What slavery can show us is that contradictions
in government come with inherent risks. Some die out,
if left unattended, but others fester, find ways to
survive and progress to a state of conflict at which
point they may be beyond the reach of legislation or
logic.
Our founders knew that slavery was morally
indefensible, but could not imagine that it would create
civil war and imperil everything they had struggled to
achieve. They turned their heads and gave it a pass.
SLE has the capability to confuse and destabilize
government the same way that the slavery issue did and
has had a deadly effect upon our legal process.
The truly awful part of our allowing
contradictions to exist is that citizens have the
power to call attention to them and make our elected
representatives take action. And yet, we leave it in the
hands of the two major political parties in the mistaken

We are at a stage when only its citizens can
salvage our republic from the present wreckage. This
will take enormous effort, cooperation, dedication
and patience in the face of what is now a very well
entrenched adversity. Our time and means are limited,
but our hope need not be. It has, after all, been with
us since 1776. It has taken a few hits here and there,
but has been able to restore itself, and us, too. We
are at such a time today and are faced with renewing
our values, repairing our methods and rebuilding our
government.
This may sound like an old fashioned form of
populism, but it’s what our present circumstance calls
for. Our failures surround us. They grow in number
and consequence and are as readily available from
Democrats as from Republicans.
In government, one failure prepares the way for
another and, as they spread, they lessen the areas and
directions in which citizens can intervene and press
for public redress.
We live in an idle time when reference to our
historical directions and values are ridiculed. They, of
course, were not perfect. We tripped over ourselves
and stumbled from time to time, but were able to
survive and, in some times and ways, to improve. Looking
around, what, we must ask, is being offered today?

belief that their interests are the same as ours and
that we will benefit from their choices. This is folly,
sheer folly.
Casting a bright light on SLE is of importance
second to none. It must begin at the citizen level
and move upward. It’s a story with the potential for
real media traction and coverage, but the push must
come from the bottom and be sufficiently strong and
sustained to create space between the mainstream media
and the economical and political interests to which it
has become joined. This is no easy task, but it must be
done. It is not possible, especially in today’s world,
to maintain a functional democratic republic in which
the enforcement of its laws is determined by political
chance, whim or interest. Our country, its Constitution
and our collective conscience all deserve better.
“The results of one vote are never
guaranteed for the next.”
We do not default on our commitment to our
law for any reason other than political expedience.
Laws can be easily revoked or amended by Congress,
and often are for minor or routine matters. But the
larger, more vexatious, divisive and emotional ones
are shunned because, in reopening them to debate and
the voting process, new power balances and trade-offs
would be required. The results of one vote are never
guaranteed for the next.
Congress has the ability to initiate legislative
change on its own, or it can be pushed to take action
by bills proposed by the executive branch — i.e., the
president and/or the departments/agencies under his
direction. Our lack of a corrective function in both
branches is a key cause of our present governmental
paralysis, and it can only be repaired by the combined
efforts of both parties. This cannot happen unless
each can clearly see more benefits than drawbacks
from a new outlook. But both are looking in the wrong
direction.
Debt, war, famine, disease, unemployment, public
unrest — all can raise hackles and create political
fear. The reality is that after only a little more than
two centuries since our Founders pledged to each other
“our Lives, our Fortunes and our sacred Honor”20
we have a government that is neither responsive nor
responsible.
It was our Founders’ vision of government that
was the original American dream. It bears no relation
to the moneyed, marketplace, consumerist version that
has been substituted and offered by our commercial,
political and media interests.
“... are faced with renewing
our values, repairing our methods
and rebuilding our government.”

*

*

*

“WHY WE ARE NOT WHO WE WERE”

11

In the late 18th century, as the thirteen colonies
moved ever closer to severing their parental ties
to England, the printed word was the most powerful
means of transmitting political thought and opinion.
Articles, editorials, essays, manifestos, books, dramas
and poetry were all used to explain the new thinking of
the time and to transform it into political reality.
Thomas Paine was one of our most important
founders, although he never held political or military
office. But he was fully committed to the concept
of liberty and wrote about it, and England’s abuse
of it, in ways that energized our colonial ancestors
emotionally and politically and moved them from mere
dissent to revolution and independence.
While there were many differences in opinion and
philosophy among our Founders, they were in agreement
that a new system of government was necessary to make
the reforms and establish the structure of government
that would honor the principles they shared. This was
their unique and major achievement and it served them,
and the nation, well until the Civil War.
After it, the country had to be put back
together, but it had become a different country whose
vast energies were mostly aligned with the forces and
demands of commerce, industrialization and the various

political “business as usual” has run its course and
failed.

expressions of power they encouraged.

“... Washington, Adams, Franklin, Paine,
Jefferson, Madison — speaking with the
authority of their own success.”

“It became politically historic.”
The old vision of new government had grown dim.
Thomas Paine’s voice was muffled and distant. There
was plenty of rhetoric to recall what we once were and
had once set in place, but it generally failed the test
of time. Our revolution and founding, as generations
came and went, lost its immediacy. It became politically
historic.
As a society, when our peace and values were
threatened, we came together in two World Wars
and heroically saved ourselves and others. Values,
however, do not “sell” as well in peace as in war, and
after WWII the flow of money through our economic
and political systems rose to previously unimaginable
levels.
Part of this new money wave came from the
new technologies spawned by military research and
development and unlimited government funding. As
well as rocket weaponry and supersonic aircraft, it
produced TV, computers, new medicines and materials.
It changed the way we spoke, wrote, saw things and
communicated, and in the rush to the edges of the new
world, to be first, to be #1, we allowed our political
system to deteriorate to the point where there is now
little evidence of our Founders’ vision.
And something else that no longer exists in
our shredded government is the shared obligation and
will for those in all three branches of government to
suspend their pursuit of ideological advantage in favor
of goals, methods and legislation that will serve the
nation’s interest and restore a national vision for our
time that honors our origins.
This cannot happen until, and unless, all of our
political cast — Republicans, Democrats, Liberals,
Conservatives, Independents, Tea Party, Marxists,
Socialists, Multiculturalists, Whites, Hispanics,
Orientals, African Americans — realize that we have
reached a tipping point after which, unless we change,
we will no longer be able to “play the game” as we have
known it. That is our first step.
Our second great task is that, having realized
that “business as usual” is not an option, all parties
must be ready and committed to undertaking a thorough
process of substantive reform that will change “the
game” completely — the field, the rules, the umpires
and referees, the equipment, the uniforms, the media
coverage and the rewards; everything.
The only way of succeeding in this process and
accomplishing its goal is for all participants to realize
that their future rewards are directly proportional to
the amount of political capital they invest now.
This is a sobering thought for politicians
and citizens alike. And, again, they must realize that

No political reform is easily attained. What is
contemplated here is a mammoth undertaking — a truly
national effort that will require time and effort over
an extended period. In its course we will have to ask
questions about ourselves and our government that
we have strenuously avoided for over half a century.
With or without definitive answers, just asking may
start the process of realization and movement that is
necessary. And at some point, if we are able to listen
carefully we may even hear encouragement in the words
of our first generation leaders — Washington, Adams,
Franklin, Paine, Jefferson, Madison — speaking with
the authority of their own success.
*

*

*

Democracy does not come gift-wrapped in a tidy
package. It is a better philosophy than a management
system; it inspires more successfully than it functions.
Because of the breadth of its aspirations and the
numbers and variety of its proponents its choices can
appear random and subject to unsettling change. While
unsettling, change is a dynamic capable of unleashing
exceptional political energy. And, even as democracy
grows and succeeds as ours has, that energy must be
controlled and directed according to the terms of the
contract that democracy establishes between citizens
and government. If, or when, either fails this basic
responsibility, political disorder, and then chaos, will
result. That is the course on which America is now
embarked.
In our and other democracies, the means of
salvation are always at hand. However unlike the 20th
century’s monolithic Communist and Fascist systems, it
can only be exercised by individuals acting upon what
they perceive as shared interests and values. But even
more than perception is necessary. Finally the many
interests/values must be combined into public opinion
that can survive the cynicism of our present political
machinery and attach itself to our expectations and
requirements of government.
“ ....they are able to disturb our social
and political processes. ”
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There are tensions in every society which,
when unresolved, leave contradictions. As tensions
draw more attention and emotion, they are more
likely to be noticed and dealt with as part of society’s
rush to progress. Contradictions are more passive

and can be tolerated over lengthy periods with
occasional adjustments. They are experienced more as
inconveniences than threats. But this is misleading for
as their number and impact increase, they are able to
disturb our social and political processes.
America ranks high in contradictions. No society
or system is ever completely free of them — not the
primitive nomads, nor those of the early agricultural
groups, nor the planned communities of advanced 20th
century Communism and Socialism.
But we have more than our share — agriculture/
industry, rich/poor, conservative/liberal, urban/rural,
racial/ethnic, growth/environment, immigrant/native,
coastal/interior,
religious/atheist,
addicted/nonaddicted, well fed/hungry, etc. As we were a nation that
grew from separate colonies, we were bound to have
contradictions from our beginning.
For the most part, they were manageable
with the notable exception of the slavery issue. The
argument over slave vs. free status became so abrasive
and challenged our values to such a degree that we
ended up going to war against each other over it.
We tried to treat it as something we could
quietly tolerate by, as we moved westward, allowing
new states to be admitted on an alternating basis —
one free, one slave, and then the same again. This was
social, human and political folly in top form, but the
problem, in the form of this very painful contradiction,
wouldn’t go away. It was there in our mirror every
morning at the beginning of the day and every night at
its end. And its consequences are still with us.
Our American society shows more lines of
division today than at any time in its history. They
lessen our sense of national cohesion and they
increase the burden on government. It is impossible
for government to function for all when its elected
members are committed to an array of special groups.
Both the legislative and executive branches are at
fault as we near several tipping points.
Do not be tempted to think our comments are
alarmist. They are not, but, if you require proof of their
rationality, just consider what life in our country will
be like at mid-century if we make no effort to deal with
the numbers posed by our population, environmental,
immigration, debt, tax and resource issues.
And here’s one last and vast contradiction. If
we do nothing, these numbers and their threats will
continue to grow, and yet every politician clamors for
more growth.
We have come a long way — politically,
economically and culturally — in a time of plenty. The
great sense of limitless abundance that has guided us
in the past no longer applies to key areas of our lives
or our government.
America’s citizens, must recognize this and
insist that it be reflected in government policy.

IRAQ
Events here are moving so rapidly in the days
before we must go to print (6/20) that we are unable
to obtain a reasonable understanding of the ultimate
direction, let alone the results, of this situation.
One, however, that is readily apparent is the
failure of a decade of US foreign policy in the Near
East. This statement is based on the loss of over 4,000
lives in Iraq and a lesser, but continuing, number in
Afghanistan.
Also seeming to reach the state of an enduring
obligation for the US is our program to supply the
Iraqi armed forces. The repeated images on TV news
programs of terrorist forces wearing uniforms,
brandishing weapons and driving vehicles “made in the
USA” and then abandoned by Iraqi armed forces cannot
help but shock American taxpayers who have “footed”
the bill.
About ten years ago, when we initiated our
misadventure in Iraq we opined that, whatever the
length or outcome of our presence there, the historic
divisions and enmities of the area, would resume after
our departure.
Well supplied with stolen funds and arms, they
have significantly increased their vision of their role
and goal to regional status, and no longer seem content
with merely being a part of Iraq.
This will turn out to be an enormously costly
policy failure. A globally important region has
converted its political and religious differences into
armed conflict. Our actions and their consequences
are disappointing with the possibility of becoming more
so as events unfold.

EXTRA! EXTRA!
READ ALL ABOUT IT!
For those who can recall the pre-war, pretv era of print media’s dominance, these were
the words of newsboys hawking an extra edition
with news of especially important nature. The
“extra” edition brought workers out of office
buildings and stopped people in the street and
in their cars; and the seller, holding his supply
of papers under one arm, extracted, folded and
handed a paper to the buyer with the other,
and then collected the coin (nickel or dime)
with the same hand in one amazingly quick and
coordinated motion. 		
Fast forward to the present and, on the
occasion of our nation’s 225th birthday, an
“EXTRA” announcement of our own. Over
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END NOTES

our years of publication, we have witnessed
the rapid growth of online publishing at the
expennse of print media, and have wanted to take
part in this new world of cyber communications
to offer our and others’ comments on the major
issues of our time.
The necessary structure is now in place
at our new website which can be accessed at
either:

1

2

3
4

5

CenterForNationalOpinion.org or
PrinciplesAndGovernment.org

6
7
8

The Center for National Opinion was established
to distinguish its activities, as they may evolve,
from those of the C.P.C. Co-founders Fred Elbel
and Forrest W. (“Frosty”) Wooldridge, both
from CO, have joined with me in our structuring
stage and will continue to play active and
important roles in the future.
This does not mean that MoC in its present,
print form will be abandoned. It is now in its
eleventh year and I will continue to write it for
as long as strength and readers allow.
There will be one very different editorial
dimension in our online message which is titled
Principles And Government (PAG). It will
carry articles by a group of approximately
thirty distinguished authors from the worlds
of politics, academia, science, government,
energy, environment and commerce. As with
MoC, their comments will address the major
issues of our time — population, immigration,
debt, environment, climate change, political
failure, foreign affairs, national security and
others in ways that are informed, that do not
derive from or serve party politics and that are
intended to produce ways of thought and action
that serve the national interest.
All too frequently now, and for close to
half a century, it appears that our Congress
continues to fail this very basic test. We hope
that our new presence online will enable us to
reach, influence and move more of the American
public to view their government as something of
great value that can be restored and improved
by their votes, efforts and affection.
As always, when you have had time to
visit PAG online, all comments, questions and
criticisms will be gratefully received.

ECD 6/23/14
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20

The Flowering of New England 1815-1865 by Van Wyck Brooks. E. P.
Dutton & Co., Inc. 1936
Rep. Dingell to retire after nearly 60 years by Ashley Parker, NY
Times via Palm Beach Post 2/25/14
Ibid
Analysis: More than half of Congress now millionaires, Eric Lipton
NY Times via Palm Beach Post 1/12/14
Figures in the Times article are from an analysis prepared by the
Center for Responsive Politics.
Ibid
Cf. #4 above
These four items from Verdict, by Judicial Watch 4/14.
Ibid 5/14
Ibid 5/14
Ibid 5/14
Ibid 12/13
Ibid 12/13
Ibid 12/13
Holder: No duty to defend bans by Matt Apuzzo, NY Times via
Palm Beach Post 2/25/14
The Constitution of the US Article II Section 1
FAIR Immigration Report 4/14
This comment has been attributed to several sources. Regardless
of its origin, its message seems to reflect Congress’ temper.
U S Constitution - Article 1 - Section 2
The Declaration of Independence July 4, 1776
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