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	 IN THIS ISSUE we explore conflicts between population and wealth including capitalism and 
government.
	 OUR NEXT ISSUE will reverse the electoral process of candidates making promises and will 
list questions for which voters should demand answers.

	 In our last issue we identified overpopulation 
as a major threat that will impact economics, religion, 
politics and the environment throughout our planet.  
Now, we continue our examination of it from a different 
perspective.
	O verpopulation imperils all aspects of human 
life and society wherever they exist in our world.  It 
has the capacity to alter and ultimately to destroy 
the economic, religious, political and environmental 
structures that have emerged in the course of our 
development from animals to sentient human beings.

	T he irony here is obvious.  This evolution from 
animal to primitive and then to modern man could not 
have taken place without our various forms of existence 
being able to extend themselves from one generation to 
the next and to do so by increasing their numbers.
	 But that was then and this is now.  The numbers 
are not the same; nor are their effects which are now 
greatly magnified.  Quite simply, without interference 
man’s ability to multiply is infinite; our planet’s 
resources are limited.  Whether on a global or national 
scale, the process that created benefits in a largely 
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A careful look at our recent government attitudes and 
operations will reveal that they are more often than 
not at variance with our stated traditional values and 
goals.  In capsule form, our ends are at odds with the 
results that we seek.  This would provide a fitting sound 
byte for a presidential campaign debate, a State of the 
Union speech, a major congressional policy discussion 
or a presidential whistle-stop tour to present the party 
line to the public.  It is a sound byte, however, that, 
despite its tragic truth, you will never hear.
	 What’s more indicative of the intensity of our 
commitment to this pattern of conflicted thought and 

behavior is that we steadfastly maintain it in denial 
of what is often seen by us and others as accepted 
scientific, economic, political or religious truth of 
our time.  If these are the foundations of our, or any, 
society, the damage done by our denial is now extensive 
and may become irreparable.
	A ny attempt to change course will be marked 
by twin truths.  It will cause public discomfort and it 
cannot succeed without a concerted effort of multiple 
segments of our society each of which will be called 
upon to recognize that the whole cannot be saved 
without pain to its parts.

POPULATION
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size as Iowa, and it has boundaries.  It is a 
confined space.
	S imilarly, the UK’s population is 
now about 62 million and is projected 
to increase by 11 million.  High growth 
rates are particularly damaging in the UK 
because there is little open land and most 
of what appears “open” is under private 
ownership of wealthy titled families, the 
crown or conservation interests.  The 
UK’s anticipated 73 million will have to 
exist, compete and survive in a space the 
size of Oregon.
	 Unrelenting pressure as in these 
examples will raise the costs for all 
public services and facilities.  Arable land 
will shrink and bring about higher food 
prices, and there will be far less water 
per capita coming from finite supplies.
	 We are not familiar with long-term 
scarcity of our basic needs in America.  We 
know that elsewhere such shortages can 
produce civic protest and unrest, but our 
“leaders” view these as local or regional 
events.  They cannot see them or feel them 
as interrelated by their primary cause 
— all life on our planet being dependent 
upon the same sources of water and air 
and the animal/vegetable food chain which 
is the common menu from which all forms 
derive their sustenance.
	 Population is a subject that does 
not come easily to most Americans because 
they have been encouraged, and even 
conditioned, by some of our most important 
and powerful constituencies to view it 
as remote and not part of our national 
experience.  This, combined with our more 
than healthy degree of egocentrism in our 
national character, have led us to “look 
the other way” in matters of population.
	A nd yet, as a continuing presence 
it has drawn some very clear and strong 
lines across the map of history.  One of 
those lines traces its economic impact, 
most importantly proposed by economist 
and clergyman Rev. Thomas R. Malthus 
who lived the first thirty-four years of 
his life in the eighteenth century and the 
second in the nineteenth.
	 Malthus stated that over time 
population’s geometric increase would 
favor demand over the arithmetic growth 
of the supply needed to support it, and he 
called attention to wars of territorial 
expansion caused by this imbalance.
	A nother broad brush consequence 

undeveloped world now carries with it 
multiple forms of natural and human 
dislocation.
	 In the beginning of our twenty-
first century overpopulation is potentially 
the most extensive and efficient form of 
destruction that faces mankind. And it is 
homemade.

“. . . beyond our reach and authority.”

	
	O verpopulation equates to a 
mathematical problem.  It is possessed 
of that same beautiful, and sometimes 
deadly, precision that we find in E=MC2  or 
a2+b2=c2.  It is constant and gradual.  There 
will be no blinding flash or mushroom 
cloud, but, like all processes that lack a 
natural or imposed balance, it will have 
its tipping point which we will only be able 
to identity after the fact, as we struggle 
with its consequences.  Presently, it is 
still subject to our control, but the 
passage of time without understanding 
and action will move it beyond our reach 
and authority.
	T here is no major issue today that 
is not exacerbated by the effects of our 
geometrically increasing population within 
the confines of our limited physical space.  
Our rapidly growing world and national 
population is the “mother of all” issues, 
and is reflected in its derivatives such as 
public health, species loss, environmental 
degradation, aquifer depletion, climate 
stabilization, economics, diminishing 
natural resources, population migrations, 
religious conflicts, political wars, 
expansion of contagious diseases and many 
other aspects of our global and local 
society.

	

*             *               *

	T he population of Bangladesh last 
July, according to google, was about 157 
million — approximately half that of the 
USA. This statement will probably elicit 
only mild surprise from most readers, 
but here’s the kicker that elevates it to 
shock level.  Bangladesh is about the same 
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of our disregard of population growth is found 
throughout our environment as we consume global 
natural resources faster and in greater quantities 
than they can be replaced.
	 In politics, if we trace the surges of populations 
in motion across the years and our globe,   they 
invariably result in political upheaval and change.
	 Religion, too, has been greatly influenced by 
population factors.  The world’s two largest religious 
groups — Muslims and Roman Catholics — push for 
large families and high birth rates.  Population growth 
is divinely ordained in their scriptures and has served 
as a highly efficient propellant for their missions and 
memberships.
	S till, in spite of population’s evident ability to 
disturb key elements within our global society, America 
and Americans remain largely unaware and uninformed 
of what is taking place around them.
	 Why?

	
*             *               *

	 From the moment of our birth America has been 
able to create itself in a way far different from those of 
its European forebears.  Most prominently we enjoyed 
the opportunities of a blank political slate and a vast 
continent which could be ours for very little taking.
	T his abundance of free, open space, time and 
resources was key to our developing our throw-it-away, 
tear-it-down and start-all-over character and economy 
which would have been impossible in Europe.
	O ver years, we developed from an individual 
on horseback to a group mobility which progressed 
from our covered wagons to railroads and then was 
enshrined in Henry Ford’s automobile.
	A ll these factors combined to produce an 
expansionist social, political and economic philosophy.  
It honored growth for growth’s sake and was greatly 
abetted by the new capitalism of the industrial 
revolution.  It is never easy to align social, political 
and economic interests, but emerging America was 
a unique case in which all three forces were often 
joined in the common effort required to extend our 
territorial frontier, complete our political structure 
and settle the nation.  There were few critics and those 
who spoke out had little impact on the powerful forces 
that opposed them.
	T oday, the most powerful and wealthy sectors 
of our society still hold to a belief in continual 
growth, sometimes call sustainable, over long periods 
which will produce prolonged prosperity.  But such 
growth, which must operate within the confined space 
of our planet and draw upon its finite resources, is an 
illusion.

	 The Greater the Growth In The Past, The Sooner 
It Will Come To An End.  This Is True Of All Bubbles And 
Their Tipping Points.

	  
“It is part of the system — a very important and 

profitable part.”

In twenty-first century America the voices that call 
for population awareness are ignored and resisted by 
politicians, religious leaders, the media and both the 
business and labor interests of our commercial sector.  
All of these are heavily dependent upon the politics of 
“more”.  They want more numbers, more sales, more 
souls, more consumers, more voters, more viewers/
listeners, etc.  They have become accustomed to the 
steady enlargement of their market bases by millions 
of added population every year at no cost to them.  It is 
part of the system — a very important and profitable 
part.
	 We have joined with author/teacher Frosty 
Wooldridge to form a group of over thirty exceptional 
professionals in science, government and academia to 
conduct public debates or symposia on overpopulation 
in order to move public awareness ahead to the time 
when overpopulation will be acknowledged and 
discussed in this country and elsewhere.  (Please note 
the message entitled “going public”  following the text 
on page 13.)
	 China is the only large country to successfully 
adopt and enforce population control measures.  It 
did so when it was clearly the world’s most populous 
country and was faced with serious consequences if it 
made no effort to limit its population growth.
	T he West was mostly highly critical of this 
communist country’s one child per family rule when it 
was initiated, but it has stabilized China’s population.  
India, which used to rank second to China, attempted 
a national vasectomy program and then abandoned it.  
Today it is quite close in size to China and is scheduled 
to become the world’s most populous country within a 
few years.
	 But India may also become the world’s population 
poster boy as a result.  It has large numbers of the 
extremely poor and uneducated in its society which, 
even in an expanding economy, will remain a burden and 
will suffer most as basic prices rise.
	A nother problem facing India is the reduction 
of its water supply from drought and from the current 
melting of the Himalayan glaciers.  Given the nature 
of these circumstances and the vast divide between 
the wealthy and the poor, India must be alert to the 
possibility of public unrest.
	

*             *               *
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	A round the world those who favor the status 
quo are mostly in control of its power centers.  Big 
population numbers for labor, for industry, for 
agriculture, for armed services and for politics have 
translated into big money and big power.
	A merica has shared in this equation and it 
has also developed a cultural conscience which views 
ourselves as #1 by having tamed, settled and inhabited a 
continent in a century, and, finally, by being inheritors 
of unlimited capability and opportunity.  In short, 
we have come to regard ourselves as an unstoppable 
force.
	T here are those in our government and other 
areas of our public and private life who completely 
disregard the population factor, who actually 
recommend as much growth as possible and believe that 
the track we are now on, which will add another 100 
million to our present population before mid-century, 
will benefit the country.
	T heirs is a dated model for an increasingly 
challenged future which can be disproved in many 
places on our planet.  The point they regularly fail to 
grasp is that the global forces of increasing numbers 
and media-driven consumerism cannot be sustained 
indefinitely by the finite resources of our world.  
These two forces lie at the root of the population 
problem and each reinforces the other.  Adding people 
in geometric increase applies one pressure against our 
natural resources.  Mass consumerism promoted 24/7 
by media/marketing interests then launches the second 
wave by stimulating and increasing the appetites and 
needs of the whole population.
	T he most basic of our resources — land, 
water, food, clean air — have to be shared by all of 
our life forms.  This is a system that can only function 
successfully in a state of balance between self-interest 
and mutual responsibility without which it will fail.
	O ur country, more than others, desperately 
needs a public discussion of overpopulation, bearing in 
mind that we are only part of our world.  The arguments 
pro and con should be made rationally and as factually 
as possible although we know that big money is at stake 
and the Ideological Imperative will be called upon.  At 
some point this question will be asked:  Can Bangladesh, 
or the UK, with their enlarging population problems, 
grow their ways out of them?
	 Like other important issues, this one elicits 
rancor and hyperbole, and the population growth 
proponents apply labels such as alarmist, racist, elitist, 
social Darwinist, conspiracist, etc. to those who favor 
policies of balance.
	 But population is not about labels.  It’s about 
numbers.  Both its truth and its warning are in its 
numbers, as those who care will see.  It can occur 
anywhere and spread from one region to another.  For 
Americans and Europeans it occurs mostly out of the 
reach of our eyes and ears in places so widely spread 

around our world that only the concerted action of 
many can be effective in combating it. 
	 Population’s numbers play a unique statistical 
role and are central to our understanding (and often 
misunderstanding) of their broad consequences. 
Government and other statistics are frequently 
isssued in per capita figures, in order to facilitate our 
understanding of them and to emphasize what has been 
accomplished.
	 But this focus on the admittedly more easy to 
grasp human scale often conflicts with total results. 
For example, during the peak period of its gasoline 
and electric power crises, CA emphasized long term 
per capita usage decreases whereas total consuption 
increased substantially due to added population.

	
*             *               *

	 It is within both the interests and intentions 
of most nations to produce policies that are clearly 
stated, readily enforceable and capable of delivering 
effective results, and population is no exception, but in 
managing some of our other most important issues such 
as health care, fiscal responsibility and immigration 
we have not been able to do this.  These are classic 
examples of how we have chosen and pursued ends that 
are at odds with our historical national values and 
interests.

	
*             *               *

CAPITALISM
IN 21ST CENTURY AMERICA

	N o discussion of American capitalism can be 
meaningful unless we declare in advance what it is and, 
perhaps more importantly, what it is not.  Otherwise, 
the emotional components of greed and power will 
dominate or preclude objective considerations.

“. . . institutions and systems committed 
to the satisfaction of spending.”

	 Capitalism is an economic philosophy for the 
creation of wealth and, through the use of public and 
private resources, for the development, production 
and exchange of goods and services in ways that 
maximize efficiency and profit via private ownership 
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and unregulated markets.  To work most efficiently 
it requires mass markets and consumption  —  large, 
mobile populations and institutions and systems 
committed to the satisfaction of spending.
	 It established its presence with the arrival of the 
industrial revolution at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century and has put to its use and purpose four critical 
masses – mass population, mass communications, mass 
consumption and mass distribution.  The combination 
of these factors provided a kind of “perfect storm” 
which transformed our commercial world.  Capitalism 
was never free of fault or excess or error, but was 
built upon a lack of regulation that appealed to the 
entrepreneurial Zeitgeist and produced enormous 
profits that were able to control political machinery 
wherever and whenever necessary.
	A gain, capitalism is an economic system designed 
to profitably convert natural resources into wealth 
and to facilitate broad commerce (enter the middleman) 
in goods and services.  It has forebears to which 
it is indebted in varying degrees.  These are barter, 
feudalism, mercantilism and the isolated economic 
landscapes of the Russian Czars, Indian Maharajas and 
the Muslim caliphates.
	A ll of capitalism’s predecessor systems have 
dropped away into obscurity.  They are, after all, 
only systems to which we were attached by time and 
technology.  There is no need to mourn them; they 
“were”, but no longer “are”.  The same fate probably 
awaits capitalism, as it may self-destruct or evolve or 
become irrelevant.  It will become the past, and we will 
need all our energies for the present that will then 
face us and command our efforts.
	 Looking back over the rapid technological 
advances of the twentieth century, we must assume that, 
as technology builds upon technology, progress and 
change in the next century will be even greater.  Can 
we imagine our contemporary capitalism transported 
to and functioning in an extraterrestrial economic 
space?  Can we imagine a judicial system of the kind 
that capitalism relies on for its protection operating 
on some other planet?  Can we imagine an orderly 
resident work force, a sensible form of compensation 
or, considering the cost of building and supplying 
off-planet production facilities, the cost per unit of 
production that would result?
	T hese things may come into being eventually, 
but they will not come from a world or an era that 
thinks as we do.
	E mpire eventually becomes too expensive.  For 
centuries we have seen this play out.  The more territory 
and people that are absorbed, the more expensive their 
political, physical and economic maintenance becomes.
	O ur capitalists, and their politicians in hand, 
already tout outer space exploration and colonization 
as means of solving some of our present social/economic 
problems.  This is part of their commitment and visceral 

attachment to the process of continual growth.  It is 
delusional.  There are too many weak links to support 
such theory — human nature, units of population, 
money, social inertia, religious confusion, etc.
	A ll of capitalism’s forbears were efficient for 
their time and place.  Barter?  One-on-one; as no money 
was involved, there was no price and value was set by 
the quality of the goods and the need of those involved.  
Feudalism?  With land the primary resource and means 
of wealth, what could be more useful than having it 
controlled by few people who could transfer it intact 
to their inheritors?  Bear in mind that those who 
worked the land lived on it and raised their families 
to do the same.  Feudalism had a certain efficiency to 
it, but was unable to survive the movement towards 
central government and improved transportation and 
weaponry technology.
	T he list goes on.  Capitalism is a system and, like 
any other, it will have to adapt to survive.  It is here 
now but it is not a fixture of our time or technology 
and, as the latter change, so will we and our systems.

	

*             *               *

	S till, the calculation of the capitalist equation 
in America has been neither complete nor accurate and 
leaves us with the age-old question of what might have 
been.
	 It has been a natural progression from the 
early days of the Industrial Revolution’s machine age, 
high volume production to today’s global mass markets 
and mass consumption by large, mobile populations 
committed to 24/7 spending on necessities, luxuries 
and the mass of media-marketed products portrayed as 
both.  In the process, capitalism has been able to reward 
those who pursue/control money/power and those who 
wish to be viewed as close to them.
	O ur present capitalism is far different than its 
nineteenth century peak.  Then, with little supervision, it 
indulged in excesses which entailed social and political 
costs in the form of government controls and public 
resistance.  It also enjoyed steadily available sources 
of raw materials and orderly means of distribution 
which cannot be assured given the rapidly, changing 
economic/political circumstances of our world.

“It is likely that nothing will be the same.”

	 Looking ahead a century, the conditions that 
have been favorable to capitalism in the past may no 
longer exist, and anyone who thinks that it can continue 
unchanged is bound to be wrong.  It is likely that 
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nothing will be the same.
	 For instance, anticipated changes in populations 
and our environment could totally alter what have 
come to be recognized values of such basics as land, 
water, air, food, shelter, etc.   While such changes are 
not assured, but reasonably anticipated, they could do 
away with much of capitalism’s necessary social and 
structural support.  At a time of public disaster and 
peril when basic goods/services are no longer available, 
as in New Orleans, Haiti, etc., we allow government to 
provide the necessary goods and services because it is 
the only force large enough to activate the required 
money, personnel and equipment.  In spite of capitalism’s 
many benefits, conditions of public catastrophe are not 
those that would be best suited to its pursuit of profits.  
And roving groups of migrant poor separated from 
their accustomed social or political space do not meet 
capitalism’s requirement of a “mobile population”.
	 Like any other system, capitalism contains its 
own contradictions.  In its early stage it depends upon 
aggressive and competitive pricing to obtain and expand 
markets.  Once this has taken place and competition 
has been diminished or eliminated, prices increase 
and service can be consolidated and/or reduced.  
The definitive example of the operation of this cycle 
is provided by the growth of John D. Rockefeller’s 
Standard Oil Co.  The multiple execution of this 
technique was flawless and well served Rockefeller’s 
goal of efficiency.
	O ne contradiction that doggedly trails capital-
ism is that its stated goals of private ownership, lack of 
regulation and open markets lead it eventually towards 
lesser competition, monopoly and the concentration of 
greater wealth in fewer hands.  This shrinkage of the 
purchasing pool will then produce a decline in goods 
sold.  A constantly increasing population, of course, 
can sustain demand.
	T here can be no higher testament to the 
achievements of capitalism than the  development in 
less than a century of our petroleum, electric utility 
and railroad systems, especially the latter, but they 
were of another age.  In the interim, what seems to 
resuggest itself is that the closely wound circle of 
capitalism has trouble making contact with the human 
or practical forces that surround it.  Certainly the 
changes brought about by the UN, the Cold War and 
our pursuit of economic globalism have rewritten many 
economic rules.  The Cold War, then a major struggle 
between Russia and the U.S.  to prove economic and 
political supremacy for their different systems, is 
now an historical footnote in spite of the fact that 
trillions of dollars and millions of lives were lost in 
its pursuit.
	T he chemistry of coming change will alter our 
values, practices and measurements of everything from 
success to survival, and capitalism will not be spared.

“ . . . for those who live in the past and
 those who will have to live in the future.”

	
	T here are lessons to be learned  — for 
capitalists, socialists and terrorists; for all 
governments; for liberals and conservatives; for 
private sectors and public citizens; for religions of all 
kinds and for those who deny religion; for those who 
live in the past and those who will have to live in the 
future.
	T he skeletons of prior systems lie at our feet.  
Their eyes are long gone, and yet their sightless sockets 
stare questioningly up at us, but we must remember 
that in their time they were sources of answers, not 
questions.
	 If we do not make an effort to view the future 
of capitalism, of our country and of our world thru 
the lenses of greatly increased population and 
environmental pressures, it is likely that our responses 
will be too little and too late.  Unfortunately, our 
government shows no ability to either understand 
or react to emerging paradigms.  We have managed to 
“play catch-up” before and have pulled it off, but such 
success becomes increasingly more improbable as our 
and others’ roles change.

	
*             *               *

	 In Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde Robert Louis 
Stevenson explored the co-existence of evil and good 
in one man.  Islam is a translation of this metaphor into 
a religious text.  Capitalism, as well as other systems, 
performs the same function for economics.
	T hese two important areas of human existence, 
religion and money, are at the roots of many of the 
problems we have encountered in Iraq and Afghanistan.  
There, widespread extremes of religious faith and 
economic deprivation mark their societies in a way that 
is generally unknown in ours.
	 Members of our State Dept. and Congress 
regularly make the case for democracy by rambling 
on about the benefits of capitalism’s free markets and 
private ownership as if telling Iraqis and Afghans how 
rich and successful we are will provide the stimulus 
necessary to change their lives.  There is a very real 
disconnect here because our real message of freedom 
is not only burdened by economic ideology but is 
delivered by our military forces.
	 Capitalism has been an incredibly successful 
economic system since the advent of the industrial 
revolution.  It has served nations and created great 
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personal wealth throughout our western world, but 
most notably here, where we could pretty much start 
from scratch and write our own rules as we grew.
	T hat time is now over, and capitalism must abide 
by rules of our state, local and federal government 
imposed by our judicial, executive and legislative 
branches.  For the determined capitalist, even though 
the old ideology calls and commands, this is the new 
reality.
	 In fairness, it may be said that we have done 
more damage to capitalism than it has done to us.  
We exalted it and worshipped at its altar to validate 
ourselves, to make us appear better, stronger, larger 
than life.  As freedom’s message is burdened by 
capitalism, so capitalism’s message has been burdened 
by our need to inflate it (and us) to an all conquering 
ideology.  Economics are tough enough without having 
to carry ideological baggage — personal, corporate 
or political.
	 In the deserts, mountains, jungles, islands and 
floodplains of the third world and in the corridors 
and conference rooms of the UN it is not surprising 
that the scent of the old colonialism is being raised 
again.
	 In its time it brought some good, took a lot and 
didn’t leave much.  The new colonialism goes under the 
name of globalism and employs different methods of 
funding, of management and of ownership.
	T he old system at its peak lasted for about a 
century from the mid nineteenth century to its post 
WWII break-up when the world’s cumulative political 
changes could no longer be resisted.  That pace may 
seem leisurely as we look ahead to the next century, 
for, as the world speeds up in every way, we will 
probably have no choice but to face more sudden and 
severe change — in politics, in economics, in commerce, 
the environment and, of course, population.
	 Unfortunately, time and pressure leave messy 
marks on our political leaders and, unless we are 
able to notably improve their quality and redefine 
our national interests, our range of response will be 
limited and inadequate to the tasks ahead.  To avoid such 
a failure we must regularly ask ourselves whether the 
ends we choose to implement our policies are in keeping 
or conflict with our historical values.

	
*             *               *

MEN AND MONEY; MONEY AND MEN

	T hese are not isolated issues.  Quite to 
the contrary, many of the major issues facing our 
government have resulted in legislation or other 

actions that challenge our traditional roles or beliefs.  
At any point in their transit through Congress they 
could have been challenged and identified as bearing 
the risk of questionable results.
	 But in today’s Washington, calling attention to 
the public’s interest other than by overblown rhetoric 
is a non-starter.  There are too many lobbyists working 
the congressional corridors.  The rot is deep and if you 
penetrate the surface, you’ll find it underlies all of 
our elected, and a good part of our appointed, offices.
	AA RP recently disclosed that five industry 
groups with important stakes in the passage of Pres. 
Obama’s health care bill have spent just over $600 
million in their lobbying efforts.1  With 535 members 
of Congress that averages out to over $1.1 million for 
every senator and representative.  We know, however, 
these funds were not distributed equally to each 
member, as some members who hold key committee 
positions relative to a particular bill are more 
generously funded than others.
	T his $600 million was directed to just one 
bill.  If we consider the number of local and national 
interests which target every member of Congress, we 
can begin to imagine the scale of special interest money 
at work in our government.  Although it cannot help 
but disturb our political conscience, it does offer an 
explanation of why our government entertains policies 
or legislative efforts that significantly vary from, or 
run counter to, our stated goals and/or character.

	
*             *               *

	T he two examples of “ends at odds” that we 
have covered so far, population and our capitalistic 
economic foundation, are of prime importance.  But they 
do not stand alone or exist only in their own political 
isolation.  The error they share and display so clearly 
encompasses a wide range of the ways in which we 
experience our national government.
	T wo other major issues of our time that threaten 
our political will and ability to function are immigration 
and our out-of-control national debt.  With the former 
we are treated to a view of representative government 
at its worst.  This is because our policy has become 
disconnected from our legislation and the Congress 
refuses to enforce its own laws.  In government, this 
is a double whammy that over time can bring about 
complete collapse.
	 Immigration, as an issue, is somewhat similar to 
what slavery was in the nineteenth century, as it invokes 
constitutional, social, moral, economic, security, 
religious, fairness and electoral considerations.  If we 
wish to see ends that conflict with our own professed 
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interests, we need to go no further.
	O ur immigration policy underwent enormous 
change with the passage of the 1965 reform act — far 
more than was intended by many in Congress who voted 
for its passage.  This is because its proponents sold it 
on the basis of false and misleading information which 
turned years of immigration law upside down.
	 Congress did not revisit the subject until 
twenty-one years later during Reagan’s second term 
when a “one time” amnesty was passed for illegals then 
living/working in the US.  Again the “one time” claim 
turned out to be false as the 1986 act was followed by 
several more.  Whether correct in their purpose or fair 
in their function, these further amnesties extended the 
reach and results of the 1986 act.
	T he horrendous hypocrisy we face today, and 
which has been accepted by Presidents Bush I, Clinton, 
Bush II and Obama during their twenty years in office, 
is that of the Congress refusing to take the actions 
necessary to fund and enforce its own legislation.
	T his is tellingly symptomatic of current 
government in America.  What it says to all who can vote, 
or write checks, is “We can have it both ways.  We’ll 
pass a law to appeal to some voters and then work the 
other side and not enforce it to please others”.  This 
may be a win/win situation for Congress and its money 
sources, but it’s lose/lose for electoral democracy.
	A fter the health care squeaker in the House, 
immigration may be the next big and bitter piece of 
legislation Pres. Obama chooses to pursue.  It is highly 
charged with money and emotion, and it’s quite possible 
that in numbers and intensity its public demonstrations 
will surpass those of the health care argument.  Our 
feeling is that any attempt to move immigration reform 
through Congress will produce even more acrimony and 
partisan ideology than health care.  And at its end, there 
will still be the problem of effective enforcement.
	T his forces our attention to another failed 
aspect of our government.  We have been strongly 
critical of the Congress, and rightly so, but they are not 
alone.  The immigration mess has been largely permitted 
and continued by each of the presidents we named.  The 
executive branch is involved — not only by the direct 
presidential role, but also by the many actions taken in 
the field and at headquarters by enforcement agencies 
such as the Departments of Justice and Homeland 
Security, the Border Patrol, the Drug Enforcement 
Agency, Customs, Coast Guard, Treasury Dept., etc.  
Today all of these agencies operate in a kind of nether 
land in which actions taken in the field in compliance 
with our laws can be ignored, subverted or overturned 
at any point up the chain of command including cabinet 
level secretaries and the White House.  This is a 
“suckerpunch” on law enforcement and on the public.  
It is what it is.
	N or is our judicial branch free of criticism in 
matters of our immigration intention.  It is customary 

for most illegal entrants, unless they pose security 
risks, to be released until some future trial date by 
which time they have disappeared or obtained new 
identification papers, or both.  Our local immigration 
courts operate under the combined weight of voluminous 
paper work and the broken system above them.  In spirit 
and performance they reflect the failed bureaucracy 
of which they are a part.

 “This is political gangrene in the making.”

	T he damage done to our society by our present 
immigration policy of not affirming or enforcing our law 
is substantial and spread throughout our structure and 
process.  If we do not deal with it decisively, effectively 
and permanently, the rot will spread to other parts 
of our government.  This is political gangrene in the 
making.

	
*             *               *

	 It is doubtful whether anyone from even the 
fringes of the Right or Left over the past generation 
would have wanted our country to be in its present 
state of financial insolvency.  And yet that is the shore 
upon which our ship of state has deposited us, and it is 
now and here that we must set about finding our way 
home.
	 In a half century or less we were transformed 
from the world’s richest lender to its largest debtor, 
much like Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde.  From those in both 
parties who orchestrated this needless transition we 
have little in the way of explanation or responsibility.  
Their ends were not our ends; nor their purposes; nor 
their values.
	O n a daily basis, they regularly, quietly and 
purposefully constructed a habit and level of debt 
that has put our country at great risk and will keep 
it there, if we survive in our present form, for many 
years and, unless we can contrive a means of escape, 
perhaps forever.
	 Congress recently approved an increase in our 
national debt limit to about $14 trillion dollars so that 
it can continue to operate in the red until we are past 
the mid-term congressional elections in November.  If 
past is prologue, the limit will have to be raised again 
before year-end.
	A t $14 trillion our annual interest payment at 
last year’s rate of 3.3% will be about $448 billion2.  
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This is more than the combined total of what we spend 
on our Departments of Transportation, Education, 
Veterans Affairs, Homeland Security, State, Housing/
Urban Development and a few others.
	 But this is only our “official” national debt.  
In addition, we have trillions of dollars of unfunded 
obligations which could increase our exposure to over 
$50 trillion.  
	A s startling as the amount of our debt is the 
fact that it has grown to its current size in the span of 
only one generation, from the beginning of the Reagan 
presidency to now.  In this briefest of historical 
moments, four presidents, two political parties and 
fifteen sitting Congresses undertook to reverse many of 
our traditional economic concepts about our security, 
risk, future, thrift, debt, currency, government’s role 
and how they combine to form our national character.
	D ay by day, in an apparently endless sequence, 
votes were taken; funding was approved; projects 
were initiated, authorized and assigned to government 
agencies; loans were generated or structured for 
direct payment; budget increases were proposed, 
revised and always approved; grants were made; social 
programs were created; earmarks were inserted; hiring 
expanded; operating expenses grew; etc.
	A n occasional voice was raised as elections drew 
close, but the people we had elected to run and be our 
government were mentally elsewhere.  Our government 
no longer had its traditional sense of stewardship.
	 We used to talk about America being embarked 
upon a wonderful and unique political experiment.  Not 
so; what we are embarked upon is a financial debacle 
similar to those that have befallen many other nations 
and forms of government in the course of history.
	T his may sound like the desperate cry of the 
lonely pessimist in the time of plenty.  It is not.  It is 
based on numbers which provide the structure and 
architecture for all our policies — social, political 
and foreign.  As with population, it’s not about labels.  
It’s about numbers.
	 We must face the truth that from 1980 to the 
present, with the exception of a brief period of surplus 
at the beginning of the Clinton presidency, we have 
persisted in a program of widening deficit spending.  
Although occupants of the White House and the 
Congress often signaled that they were temporary and 
would soon be succeeded by balanced budgets and even 
“surpluses as far as the eye can see”, these growing 
deficits reached their highest levels during the eight 
years of Bush II and then escalated sharply again under 
Pres. Obama’s stimulus program to slow the recession 
and avoid a major depression.
	T here are always mechanisms at hand to increase 
deficits.  The act of spending is a finely developed skill 
in Washington with no need for restraint if reelection 
is assured.  But turning deficits into surpluses is 
something else.  Like a speeding car, you first have to 

decelerate, then apply brakes and, finally, actually 
shift into reverse.
	A nd the “crowd” mentality is an important 
element, as one congressman looking around and 
seeing most of his counterparts committed to popular 
spending programs, especially ones that may impact his/
her home district, is unlikely to assume the role of the 
lone voice of reason.
	T he key to our present financial circumstance 
and the possibility of change and hope for the future 
lies in our three stage automobile analogy.  First, we 
must decelerate, slow the flow of dollars.  Then we 
must hit the brakes with new and reduced budgets and 
cutting or eliminating the scope of most programs.  
Finally, we must shift hard into reverse by changing 
both the number and method of funding procedures 
in Congress and establishing efficient ways to assure 
that our intended economies are targeted and carried 
out in the multiple departments and agencies of our 
burgeoning bureaucracy.
	N one of this will come easily.  It is too abrasive, 
and grinds against the grain of our government.  The 
first hurdle to overcome involves the immensity of the 
scale of our multi-trillion dollar debt which defies 
our human and political comprehension.
	 In early March the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) increased its estimate of budget deficits in the 
next decade to $9.8 trillion, or $1.2 trillion more than 
the White House’s February prediction.3  This is one 
scale.
	 Here’s another:   Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, 
which serve as national mortgage market makers and 
had to be taken over by the government in 2008, have 
received $111 billion of taxpayer funds in order to 
survive, but are not yet stabilized and are anticipated 
to receive $77 billion more in the next year and a half 
and to eventually reach $400 billion.4  The securities 
marketed by these two very powerful companies used 
to be regarded as informally guaranteed by the 
government.  Today they pose to the American taxpayer 
a formal and unlimited risk exposure.
	 While the Freddie and Fannie figures are only 
billions, even they test our ability to comprehend their 
relative sizes.  Here’s a basis of comparison:
	O ne billion seconds equals almost 32 years.
	O ne trillion seconds equals almost 32,000 
years.
	A nd if you spent one million dollars every day 
since the birth of Christ, you would still not have spent 
one trillion dollars.5

	 It is only when we attempt to convert government 
spending into a human scale and experience that we can 
begin to realize the senseless recklessness of our 
political class.  This is what we have permitted and 
what we must now face if we are to repair our country, 
and we should not count on help from either party.
	T he language of politicians tends not to be 
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precise.  This makes it difficult for the public to fully 
understand the issue behind the words.  For example, 
let’s take the present conversation about deficits 
which implies that by eliminating deficits we will solve 
our financial problems.
	T his is only partially true.  We will improve our 
position in one way but will not accomplish a cure-all.  
Let’s suppose we start with a trillion dollar deficit 
and reduce it by $200 billion each year for five years.  
At the end of the first year we will have lowered our 
annual deficit to $800 billion which is then added to 
our national debt.  At the end of five years our annual 
deficit theoretically would have disappeared while our 
national debt would have grown by $2 trillion.
	 Politicians avoid this trap by rarely embracing 
specific time periods in economic matters or, if they do, 
extending them so far that projections are meaningless.  
We have seen this in the Health Care bill debate’s claim 
by the administration that we will experience ten years 
of rising deficits followed by balanced budgets.
	 Financial projections are so complex and subject 
to so many variables that they offer little chance of 
accuracy beyond three years.  To suggest that the CBO, 
or any other government bureau, can provide accurate 
forecasts of events and results a decade or two ahead 
is simply not credible.
	T here is another aspect to such projections 
that is not mentioned but should be questioned.  Given 
that the numbers might work out as projected, what 
would be the basis of their success?  What would be 
the actual physical force, the engine, that would drive 
and enable such a broad recovery from our present 
circumstance?
	 What will be the mechanism that will permit us 
to improve the performance of the Congress?  Term 
limits?  Eliminating gerrymandering and removing 
the redistricting function from the control of the 
two parties, as CA has done?  In Washington, all are 
possible, but none is popular, or probable.
	T he time-tested way of digging out of a mess is 
to pull ourselves up by our own bootstraps (i.e., taxes), 
but with taxes we may be reaching a tipping point.  We 
have heard the cry of “wolf, wolf” too many times.
	 We have spent $800 million on a new embassy in 
Baghdad cited by our State Dept as being necessary for 
our security and the protection of American interests, 
and this cost must be paid by the US taxpayer.  Suppose 
we were to take to the streets and randomly ask 16 
million people to pay fifty dollars each for the security 
provided by the new embassy.  No naming rights; 
just cash.  Sixteen million people – about 5% of our 
population – would constitute a valid sample, but the 
results would probably be disappointing.

	
*             *               *

	T here is another area of failed government 
which must be recognized and changed.  It is the process 
by which our bureaucracies achieve a kind of perpetual 
growth by increasing their budgets and employees.  
It’s a chicken/egg process without an intended balance.  
Budgets are proposed, employees hired and results 
claimed that support increased funding followed by 
more hiring, etc.
	 In the ways of bureaucratic government, 
mostly staffed by civil service employees, distinction 
does not come from results or individual effort, as 
it does in the private sector, but more from the size 
of the entity’s budget and staff.  This can result in 
excessive real estate, overemployment with insufficient 
productivity, overspending on office equipment and 
disproportionately high labor costs.
	T he Congress would most likely be unsuited 
and unwilling to involve itself in any effort to cure 
Washington’s managerial problems.  And yet it makes 
the nation’s laws and, more importantly, controls 
the funding for the many and varied elements of our 
national bureaucracy.
	 Managerial inefficiency is a nettle that neither 
the executive nor the legislative branch wants to 
grasp.  And so it will continue, as it has in the past, 
to be largely ignored.  But it is expensive, although 
not perhaps by congressional standards, and it gathers 
momentum which at some point will prove capable of 
deflecting our occasional efforts towards change or 
improvement.

	

*             *               *

	 Population and wealth at one level of language 
translate into people and money at another.  Either 
way, constructing a valid equation between these two 
elements is one of the most difficult and demanding 
tasks faced by all societies, and many have been 
destroyed by their failure to do so.
	 We have devoted most of this issue to them 
because our population and financial problems seem to 
be moving on parallel tracks and approaching tipping 
points before mid-century.  And because our political 
structure (i.e., parties, “leaders”, class, elected 
representatives, or whatever label you prefer) is both 
unaware of the seriousness of these threats and unable 
to take sensible action because of its ties to a variety 
of special interests.
	T his latter obligation has developed such wide 
acceptance within our government that it casts serious 
and equal doubt on both the performance and the value 
of our representative democracy.  This is not doomsday 
pessimism; it is a plausible (whether prophetic or not 
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remains to be proved) view of immensely important 
events over which, due to our lack of attention and 
interest, we may not be able to exercise the control 
required by an orderly society.
	 President Obama made extensive promises 
during his election campaign regarding aspects of 
health care and regulation of our financial markets/
practices.  In office, he has turned away from many of 
these positions and, in some cases (i.e., health care), 
reversed himself.
	T he health care bill that passed is a mixed bag 
— some pluses and some minuses.  Overall, we see it 
as a negative because of its potential for unwanted 
financial results, most particularly the failure to make 
any significant reduction in the insurance industry’s 
ability to generate revenues and profits from all parts 
of the health care system.  This is a far cry from the 
Obama campaign oratory.

“. . . our long-running ideological wars
 and the choking grip of the Ideological

 Imperative on our democracy.”

	 It is evident to us that in other areas, as well 
as health care, Pres. Obama has misread the voters’ 
mandate and extended it to areas they did not anticipate.  
Yes, those who provided the “swing” votes for Obama 
voted for change, but change of the kind that moved 
away from the errors of two Bush II terms to a more 
moderate government that would operate in a range 
from center right to center left.  At his inauguration, 
Pres. Obama had a historic opportunity to reaffirm 
center government and even to launch a counter 
attack against our long-running ideological wars and 
the choking grip of the Ideological Imperative on our 
democracy.
	T he health care bill just passed is not what 
half of our country wants, nor what candidate Obama 
offered.  It may be amended and improved in time, but, 
looking ahead, the insurance companies look like the 
biggest winners.
	A gain, as a matter of scale, consider these 
numbers.  In 2009, Washington’s army of lobbyists 
received $200 million from the banking segment of our 
financial system.  This does not include contributions 
from other entities such as insurance companies, hedge 
funds, venture capital groups, etc.6  And further, in the 
last two years the members of the Senate and House 
Banking Committees as a group have received around 
$60 million7.  These committees usually consist of 
about 20 members each.
	 In every aspect of our nation’s life, as it has 
grown larger, scale becomes more and more important.  
As it changes and is enlarged beyond our prior 
experience, our ethical, social, historical, political 

and even scientific perspectives are altered.
	 For instance, the lobbying expenditures quoted 
above were received from only our financial services 
sector.  There are other groups with extensive 
interests and funds that are applied to our legislative 
branch.  These include agriculture, retail, mining, 
pharmaceutical, apparel, appliance, construction, 
transportation, tourism, utilities, communication and 
many more.
	N ow the true scale of Congress’ receipt of 
lobbying funds is beginning to emerge.  It surely runs 
into hundreds of millions of dollars annually.  But, 
in addition to what is officially reported,  there are 
many forms of favor that are not official and exist in a 
world of their own.  Finally, we must also include the 
billions of dollars that make their way into the system 
by campaign contributions.
	 In twenty-first century America this is the 
truth of money pushing politics.  It is not pretty, but it 
is what it is.  It works wonderfully well for those who 
participate, and it will not be dislodged easily.

	
*             *               *

FINANCIAL REGULATORY REFORM

	T he above comments regarding lobbying are 
prologue to the issue of financial regulatory reform 
and the intense level of voter emotion raised by the 
collapse of our financial system and the actions of its 
leaders.  This is an issue that ebbs and flows in the 
public conscience but which, even when it lies dormant 
beneath the surface, can be recalled by the failures 
of fairness of our political and financial “leaders”, 
including our Federal Reserve central bank.
	 In the run-up to the ’08 elections all of the 
nine Democratic candidates engaged in their multi-
city “debate” professed their undying love for open 
and transparent government including regulation, 
when excess called for it, of our financial markets.  
As markets, deteriorated and corporate and banking 
failures required bail-outs, regulation became a prime 
issue.  It was promised to an angry electorate, but time  
passes and it has just begun to receive congressional 
attention.

“ . . . the financial services industry 
is calling in its many markers” 

	T he party line is that health care is the 
administration’s front line, and that other issues have 
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had to wait until its passage in order to benefit from its 
political momentum.  A wider truth is that the financial 
services industry is calling in its many markers (of 
which it seems to have an endless supply) in order to 
slow, weaken, neutralize and, hopefully, defeat any 
meaningful reform.
	 In any definitive record of quid pro quo financing 
the Clinton administration’s repeal of the Glass-
Steagall Act would probably rank somewhere between 
overnight rentals of the Lincoln Room to party donors 
and the transfer of our missile technology to China.  
Glass-Steagall separated commercial from investment 
banking and for over half a century provided discipline 
over some of the forces that brought about the 1929 
crash.
	 Its repeal was met with delight on Wall Street 
where changes in market practices and products to 
reflect the new freedom soon appeared.  Today, a year 
and a half after our recent meltdown, the public’s mood 
is still one of strong anger and betrayal.
	 Has the time come for the Return of Glass-
Steagall?  We may be approaching a Frankenstein meets 
Wolfman moment — the power of public anger aroused 
against the ever increasing flow of private purpose 
funds through Congress.  President Obama has spoken 
frequently of financial regulatory reform, and it 
seems that he will have to make a political effort in 
this direction.
	T he systemic question that begs an answer here 
is “Can campaign oratory survive legislation?”  This 
is important because if, in fact, it can’t, then voter 
disillusion and distrust is bound to increase and our 
system will be diminished.  And here again, our political 
ends seem to be at odds with our claimed values.

	
*             *               *

odds and ends

	T here is probably no area of congressional 
action in which the public interest suffers more than 
in our military procurement process.  Its faults and 
traps are many, and are shared by Congress and the 
Dept. of Defense (DOD).  Like Scylla and Charybdis8, 
they often transform or destroy the projects that 
must pass their scrutiny in order to satisfy Congress’ 
local political interests and the financial interests 
of retired military officers employed by contract 
bidders to act as consultants in matters as varied as 
design, engineering, pricing and especially purchasing, 
where they are liable to be dealing with comrades or 

associates from their military service days.
	T he DOD is presently involved in a development 
program for a new aircraft named the Joint Strike 
Fighter for which both General Electric (GE) and 
Pratt & Whitney (PW) are designing an engine with a 
determination now scheduled for 2016.
	T he GE entry has suffered an unusually high 
rate of test failures which have caused multiple delays 
and increased the cost of the program.  It is designated 
as “the alternate engine” and will require its own 
spare parts, maintenance procedures and production 
facilities9 which will add tens of billions of dollars to 
the system’s cost.
	D efense programs have a way of developing 
lives of their own which can defy sensible judgment.  In 
the case of “the alternate engine” opposition has been 
voiced by the White House and even some parts of the 
Pentagon, but Congress pushes ahead usually citing 
“national security” as its justification.
	E ven passing reference to our procurement 
process should include mention of Congress’ recent 
attempts to transfer $23.5 billion from our defense 
budget to the Air Force for the lease of 100 Boeing 
767 civilian airliners which would then be converted to 
military tankers at the expense of U.S. taxpayers.
	 Fortunately, this effort was blocked, with 
Senator John McCain leading its opposition.  McCain 
is a man of many political parts and directions not all 
of which appear to be synchronized.  His exceptional 
military service, which includes years of imprisonment 
and torture by the Viet Cong, gives him a unique 
authority within Congress on military matters.  He has 
referred to the Air Force/Boeing lease deal as “one 
of the greatest rip-offs of taxpayers and the nation’s 
defenses in history” 10	
	T he aircraft that the converted Boeing 767 
was intended to replace is our C-130. A $50 million 
propeller driven plane that can carry troops, supplies 
and light field weapons and transport vehicles,  it has 
been a mainstay of our global military role.
	 In the last two decades of the last century the 
Air Force requested five of these planes but received 
262 of them!  “They are built in the home districts of 
some of Congress’s most influential members”11, and 
the consideration of local employment and economic 
interests took precedence over military needs.  In such 
cases the failure of the Congress to articulate and 
pursue our national interest is all too evident.

*             *               *

	 Reading reports of government activities on a 
steady basis usually reveals the existence of a subtle 
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form of deception which shades the truth and of which 
M.O.C.’s readers should be aware.

“ . . . they provide a way for the government
 not to disclose the actual amount

 of money it spends” 

	 First is the use of emergency spending bills 
designed to cover the costs of unforeseeable internal 
catastrophes such as floods, earthquakes, fires, 
tornadoes etc.  These costs are not included in the 
national budget or the annual deficit, but are added to 
the national debt.  The bills that authorize this form 
of spending are often referred to as “supplementals”.  
They provide a way for the government not to disclose 
the actual amount of money it spends, a prime example 
being Pres. Bush II’s funding of the war in Iraq entirely 
by emergency spending bills.
	A nother trick takes place in the way the 
government defines inflation which acts as a key element 
in determining payments for Social Security (SS) and 
other programs.  During the Clinton administration 
inflation measurements were changed to reduce indexed 
SS payments with the result that we now have two bases 
for reporting — the broad-based Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) and the more narrow Core Inflation which does 
not include food and energy.
	A s these last two items account for a significant 
part of the American family’s budget, their exclusion 
lowers the rate of inflation, cost-of-living increases 
and interest rates.  Supermarket shoppers and gas 
purchasers have experienced consistent price increases 
in recent years, and the CPI has shown annual increases 
double that of core inflation.
	 Finally, our government again uses two 
different systems to report on its budgets.  There is 
the Audited Federal Budget which employs the accrual 
method of accounting for revenues and liabilities as 
they are incurred.  The other method is the Official 
Budget calculated on a cash basis that treats only 
actual income received and expenses paid.
	T his last basis paints a far rosier picture of our 
financial condition than that presented by the Audited 
Federal Budget.  In fact, dual reporting by the Treasury 
Dept. has revealed some startling differences such as 
in the nine year period 1997-2005 the Audited Federal 
Budget indicated deficits of $2.9 trillion as compared 
to the official Budget’s $729 billion.12  The differences 
are, indeed, dramatic, but even if they were far more 
modest, there should be no need for keeping two sets 
of books.
	T he lower figure is useful to Congress because 
it makes passage of a bill and funding of programs 

easier to obtain, but the abuse factor is high and 
getting higher.  We have tracked the growth of the 
Capitol Visitor Center over the time from its first 
announcement to its completion.  It was originally 
announced at a cost of $265 million, but attracted a lot 
of Congressional self-glorification and ego-exercising 
additions, and ended up costing over $600 million.13

	

going public

The first step in dealing with any problem is to 
recognize it.  With population, its lack of exposure 
and discussion through the usual public channels of 
government, media, commerce, education, religion, 
etc. have worked to keep it out of both sight and 
mind.
	T o counter this, the writer has joined with 
author/teacher Frosty Wooldridge (The Next One 
Hundred Million Americans) to put together a team 
of over thirty professionals from politics, science 
and academia whose thoughts are key to any attempt 
to understand the full nature and scope of rapidly 
increasing population on societies around the world 
— ours included!
	T he information emphasized by these leaders 
in their fields is startling not only because of its 
factual scientific content, but also because of its 
ability to relate the consequences of humanity’s 
development over the past three thousand years to 
our planet’s natural capacity for supporting and 
interacting with its native life forms.
	 We think that our government and our fellow 
citizens are poorly served by the policy of official 
silence on the topic of population increase and 
are committed to reversing it.  To this end we seek 
editorial comment in our print media and have also 
sent information packages to the producers of all 
the leading opinion/interview radio and television 
programs requesting that they devote a program, or 
programs, to a debate or symposium on population 
featuring members of our group.
	A t this stage it would be premature to 
push population onto the political stage.  We do, 
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however, want to move it towards public awareness 
and acceptance as an issue of interest and concern 
throughout our world.
	 We can make one or more members of our group 
available to participate in any form of discussion.  
Local news interests, private groups, educational 
institutions, are all ideal venues.  Schools/univer-
sities are well suited because faculty members can 
be involved along with students in both presenta-
tion and question/answer periods.
	 Please give some thought to how our program 
could be used in your community.  For anyone 
interested in taking the next step, we will be happy 
to provide a list of our participating experts with 
information as to their fields of expertise and 
online access to their published work.
	T oday, the global existence of “off-the-chart” 
population growth is not mere theory.  It is a fact, 
and one that we must come to understand.
	 Its consequences have only recently begun 
to be recognized although they have been silently 
at work beneath our consciousness level for the 
past two centuries.  The issue of unsustainable, 
geometric population increase cannot be kept out 
of public sight and awareness forever.  The only 
question is whether we want to recognize it now and 
have the benefit of time on our side in responding 
to it, or whether we defer to chance, let nature set 
the schedule and find ourselves with neither the 
time nor the means for a valid response.
	T his is too important an issue to ignore.  We 
are going to keep knocking on all the closed doors 
until we open one, and then another.  There must be 
at least a conversation about population’s numbers 
and consequences in America, and we intend to 
start it.  Please contact the author for further 
information and/or the possibility of bringing 
awareness to your community.

Important

EDITOR’S NOTE

	 Last fall in a letter to M.O.C. subscribers, I 
indicated that M.O.C. would terminate after its July 
issue and would be replaced by an electronic online 
version.
	 I have not been able to spend the time and 
effort required to do this, and conversations with 
subscribers generally indicated that they would 
like to have M.O.C. continue in its present form.

	 Consequently, as the year ahead will impact us 
with new legislation and congressional elections, 
we will stay with our quarterly commentary for at 
least another year (i.e. thru the July ‘11 issue).
	 With apologies for the “false alarm” and 
thanks for your contining interest.

			   B.A.

END NOTES

1	 AARP BULLETIN, MARCH 2010.  SOURCES:  U.S. CHAMBER OF   
COMMERCE, INSURANCE INDUSTRY, TRIAL LAWYERS, DOCTORS/
HOSPITALS AND FOOD/BEVERAGE.

2  WASTE WATCH, WINTER 2009, FROM CITIZENS AGAINST     
GOVERNMENT WASTE

3		 PALM BEACH POST  3/6/10
4 	  ASSOCIATED PRESS VIA PALM BEACH POST 2/25/10
5  	 CF. NOTE 2 ABOVE
6  	 BILL MOYERS JOURNAL, PBS 3/26/10
7 	  IBID
8 	S CYLLA & CHARYBDIS REFER TO A ROCK AND WHIRLPOOL THAT 

THREATENED MYTHOLOGICAL MARINERS IN THE STRAIT OF 
MESSINA.  THEY ARE USED IN CONTEMPORARY LANGUAGE TO 
SIGNIFY TWO EQUALLY PERILOUS ALTERNATIVES, NEITHER OF 
WHICH CAN BE PASSED WITHOUT ENCOUNTERING AND PROBABLY 
FALLING VICTIM TO THE OTHER. – WEBSTER’S NEW UNIVERSAL 
UNABRIDGED DICTIONARY, 1996

9  	CF. NOTE 2 ABOVE
10 CITIZENS AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE. LETTER 3/15/10 FROM 

SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN.
11 	IBID
12 	CITIZENS AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE, LETTER 5/28/08
13 	WASTE WATCH, FALL 2009, FROM CITIZENS AGAINST GOVERNMENT 

WASTE

EDITOR’S BIO

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

ECD 4/25/10
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