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	 IN THIS ISSUE: We commence a discussion of the state of our government.  And at the end 
we have included an enlightening quotation from the Prime Minister of Turkey, our foreign policy 
keystone in the Middle East.  

	 IN OUR NEXT ISSUE: We will continue with part 2 which examines government failure more 
at the individual, rather than the institutional, level.

MATTERS
 

CONSC IENCE
OF

	 Our country’s two hundred thirty-seventh 

birthday is not a happy one.  We find ourselves beset 

with serious problems of our own and others’ making 

both at home and abroad.  Some are structural, some 

are constitutional, some political and others simply 

managerial.  They are not beyond solution, but have 

proven to be beyond the effective reach of our elected 

government.

	 As we embark upon year 238, our promise is 

dimmed, our politics bitter, our respect diminished, our 

treasure depleted, our focus narrow, our culture under 

assault from both domestic and foreign forces, our 

people divided, our identity blurred, our Constitution 

distorted and many of our foundational institutions 

abused and/or hijacked.

	 This is a long and painful, but not even complete, 

bill of particulars which we cite as a framework for 

viewing our 237 year old America.  The most critical, 

perhaps, is our blurred national and individual identity 

because it affects all the others, and because it has 

suffered the most.

	 America has been a nation of quite extraordinary 

accomplishments and unique good fortune in which most 

of its citizens and guests have taken justifiable pride.  

Today, as our government continues its postwar process 

of deterioration, it is marked more by its inability to 

engage and achieve than by accomplishment.

	 History has been a mostly kind and consistent 

benefactor to the US through the years and we will 

have to pay close attention to its lessons.  Had our 

government done the same, it could have avoided much 

of the delusion, misjudgment and paralysis that have 

come to dominate its actions or lack thereof.

	 But history often is also an unstable mix 

of people, technology, weapons, religion, wealth, 

ambition, power, culture and more.  Like all complex 

processes in motion, it requires the passage of time and 

its perspective for any really valid conclusions.  Men 

may commit acts that make history, but their life span is 

rarely long enough to provide its perspective.

*             *               *

	 In our American history there is one sequence 

of related events that overwhelms all others in 

importance in our development — in what we did and 

what we became in the process.

	 This sequence begins with the religious wars in 

England which prompted groups of colonists to leave and 

settle in “the new world” and establish colonies based 
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time by the process of first establishing 

territories and then converting them to 

statehood.

	 This procedure was not an easy 

one as it required the willingness of 

settlers to combine into territories, 

work together cooperatively and then to 

further join their interests to apply for, 

meet the requirements of and provide the 

funds necessary for statehood.

	 No two territories were exactly 

alike and each from their earliest 

beginnings harbored a wide range of 

commercial, banking, agricultural, 

ranching and religious interests.  The 

lure and the glue that made it all work 

was the feeling shared by everyone that 

they were engaged in a common enterprise 

— the building of a nation.

	 This tendency to see themselves 

as parts of a larger whole had simmered 

throughout the colonies prior to the 

Revolutionary War and then surfaced 

in full bloom with the Declaration of 

Independence (DI).  The six years between 

Cornwallis’ surrender at Yorktown and 

the adoption of our Constitution were 

difficult ones for the thirteen colonies.  

Vexing problems, as difficult as those 

we face today, regarding debt, taxation, 

political representation, international 

trade, diplomacy, legislation, fiscal/

monetary policies, etc. all had to be dealt 

with and resolved.

“... the concept of a dominant 

national interest prevailed.”

 	 And there were no binding 

precedents.  For better or for worse, 

our founders could choose their own way.  

Strong difference of opinion continued 

well after the Constitution was ratified 

and into the early 19th century, but 

through it all the concept of a dominant 

national interest prevailed.

	 There was, of course, one exception 

and that was slavery which divided states, 

families, friends and territories as well 

as our national government.  It should 

have been faced earlier by the founders, 

but it was so economically, socially and 

politically disruptive that they gave it a 

pass.  Unfortunately, as the country grew, 

so also did slavery until eventually it had 

to be decided by our Civil War.  Even then, 

on freedom and democratic principles of 

government.  They were uniquely able 

to pick and choose from their English 

heritage those laws, customs and politics 

which they deemed useful and fair and to 

reject others such as royal authority/

prerogative from which they were fleeing.

	 That was the human side of our 

great historical equation.  The other, and 

even more dominant, element was natural.  

It was the availability in pretty much its 

original, pristine state of a temperate 

zone continent protected by two oceans 

and containing literally unimaginable 

resources of land, water, food, timber, 

minerals and the wealth that could be 

derived from them.

	 No other nation had such an 

origin.  The earliest colonists and those 

who came after them were able to create 

their own communities and governments, 

to basically draw their own maps without 

boundaries, rights of way or ownership 

classifications established by prior usage 

or generations.

	 Our American continent was not 

completely pristine.  There was the matter 

of the Native American population which 

had a prior claim, but the Europeans’ 

advantages of technology, weaponry and 

disease for which the Indian tribes had 

no immunity assured their elimination.  

The 17th and 18th centuries were times 

of intense religious belief and it was 

not surprising that aspects of divine 

intention and deliverance were discerned 

by the colonists.  This view of their 

experience culminated in the New World 

also being referred to as the New Eden.  

Both the name and belief were supported 

by clergy and survived into the early 19th 

century.  In the process they spawned two 

movements each under the name of the 

Great Awakening which viewed America 

as the New Eden and precursor to a new 

Christian society.  That was a view which, 

as it turns out, would be hard to come by 

today.

	 America’s westward expansion 

was the country’s driving economic force 

from its formation until just before WWI 

when AZ was the last of our contiguous 

states to be admitted to the Union.  But 

it controlled our destiny in more than 

just economic ways.  It also served as a 

major political and social force of that 
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as the South had seceded from the Union, the national 

interest was pursued and the Union preserved.

	 No element of our national life failed to join 

in our national expansion and the national interest 

which was ascribed to it.  It pulled people together and 

created a kind of patriotism and spirit that has long 

since vanished and without which we are smaller and 

poorer.  

	 And in many ways, not always readily visible, it 

served as a key force in forming and expressing our 

national culture.  At those critical times when we 

are called to ask ourselves who and what we are, our 

national effort to close our frontier is a ready source 

of answers.

	 This task was not an easy one and proved 

expensive for all concerned — the settlers, the Native 

Americans of prior right, the native flora and fauna 

and the land, itself.  There are times in history when 

it seems that no price is too high for “progress’ and 

this was one of them, for much of our “progress” was 

imposed at gunpoint to establish ownership, to remove 

the original inhabitants and to prepare the land and its 

species for commerce, population and development.

	 Not withstanding the methods used, the 

progress that was accomplished was nothing short of 

miraculous, as within a period of slightly more than a 

century (1789-1912) our landmass was transformed by 

the addition of industry, road/rail/river transportation 

systems, mines, vast ranches, agriculture, population, 

politics/government and “law and order” in varying 

degree at different times and places.

	 All of these elements, activities and identities 

are now part of our cultural DNA and must be 

considered when we engage matters in which culture 

plays a key role — politics, government, foreign 

relations, religion, education and their subsets.

	 Cultural and tribal markers are vital in 

determining identity.  We should pay close attention to 

them because at this time in our history neither our 

government nor the people are able to see and project 

the nation’s identity (and, therefore, interest) clearly.

*             *               *

POSTWAR RUMBLINGS

	 At the end of WWII the US occupied a truly 

unique position in the world.  Its gross domestic 

product (GDP) accounted for 50% of the world’s total.  

Its production capability was untouched by four years 

of war and was readily converted back to a civilian 

economy.  Its currency was enviably strong and stable 

and on its way to becoming the world’s reserve.  It 

was the world’s largest lender and willing to fund 

international reconstruction projects necessary to 

recover from the war’s damage.

	 It enjoyed a population of about 150 million 

which matched the carrying capacity of its landmass.  

It had accumulated substantial debt to pay for its war 

effort, but was able to quickly and peacefully set tax 

policy and rates that would permit its orderly and 

prompt repayment.

	 It had a skilled and industrious work force 

that was able to reposition itself as the prosperous 

backbone of the middle class, although the transition 

was not always smooth.  Labor had worked under 

wartime wage restrictions for four years and was 

pushed to seek increases by its powerful leadership.  

When management resisted, strikes resulted.  The 

three decades after the war were generally ones of 

increasing union membership and political and economic 

power that greatly improved the industrial workers’ 

status over what it had been during the waning years of 

peace and the GD.

	 Having converted to a peacetime economy and 

lacking competition in most areas of commerce, America 

was able to produce and sell products of every type, 

price, color, size, purpose, etc. for both civilian and 

industrial markets.  This was a time of golden advantage, 

bound to end as war-ravaged economies in Europe and 

Asia were able to repair their damages and return to 

the market.

	 The world’s political stage and theatre had 

to be repaired too, as many of the European powers’ 

colonial outposts were lost during the war and those 

that survived were doomed to follow.

	 Immediately following the war two extra-

ordinary events took place designed to differentiate 

the postwar world from its predecessor that vanished 

in 1939.  The first was absolutely unique — the 

Nuremberg Trials conducted by the victors to assign 

both individual and collective guilt for wartime 

“crimes against humanity”.

	 The latter constituted a new legal approach to 

punishing international aggression which, it was hoped, 

would serve as a future deterrent.  It has now survived 

the test of two generations of time, but was not assured 

success at its beginning.  The legal arguments were 

new, and sometimes seemed tentative, but the images of 

the German high command in full dress listening to the 

charges leveled against them are memorable and have 

not lost any of their original impact.

	 All in all, the Nuremberg trials and their 

conduct represent a decided step forward in our 

civilization’s way of thinking.

	 For the second event, we turn westward to San 

Francisco and the founding of the UN.  Rather than an 

attempt, like Nuremberg, to determine guilt and impose 
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punishment, the UN attempted to provide the kind of 

forum and legislative capability needed to develop a 

world body whose members would shun aggression as 

a way to settle disputes between nations.  It was also 

intended that such a commitment within the UN would 

be powerful enough to extend beyond its membership to 

non-member states.

	 World history, especially European, has a 

lengthy record of pacts, treaties, congresses, and 

concordats, but they were always brought down by the 

alliances or withdrawals that invariably followed them 

and became the causes for new war and aggression.

	 The UN, with the fresh memory of the failure 

of Wilson’s “open covenants, openly arrived at” at the 

Treaty of Versailles (1919) and the League of Nations 

created by it, should have been alert to many of the 

problems and pitfalls that awaited it.  Sadly, it wasn’t.

	 America and, to a somewhat lesser but still 

real extent, its allies, which at that time included 

Russia and Chiang Kai-Shek’s China, were caught up in 

an atmosphere of postwar camaraderie — some genuine 

and some clearly opportunistic.  What resulted was a 

forum for discussion, a General Assembly increasingly 

dominated by third world countries; and a Security 

Council whose purpose was severely altered and limited 

by the Russians’ and Chinese use of the veto.

	 With the fall of Chiang, his retreat to Taiwan 

and Mao Tse-tung’s victory in mainland China, vetoes, 

which the western powers had thought would be rarely 

used, became a mainstream technique at the UN.

“... we found ourselves having exchanged Hitler

 and Hirohito for Stalin and Mao.”

	 In less than a decade after the end of WWII, 

hostilities and tensions rose again and America found 

itself at war in Korea.  The unsettled postwar conditions 

which we had hoped the UN could resolve were viewed 

by the leaders of world Communism as an opportunity 

not to be ignored.  In the high stakes international 

card game of foreign affairs we found ourselves having 

exchanged Hitler and Hirohito for Stalin and Mao.

	 The Cold War had begun.  It was not one 

of great sea, air or land battles, as they were too 

expensive diplomatically and militarily with nuclear 

capability on both sides.  Ironically it began and was 

waged in the lounges, committees, departments and 

General Assembly/Security Council sessions of the UN.  

There were border skirmishes, the use of insurgent 

groups and proxy wars when necessary, but the real 

actions, the ones that prevented peace, took place at 

UN headquarters in NYC where agreement was hard to 

come by and principle often had to be traded away.

	

Government is rarely easy and governments, 

themselves, are risky things inevitably marked by the 

curse of human use or abuse of power.  Some endure; 

others fail and their offspring are left to pick up the 

pieces and start again.

	 WWII produced the concept of punishment for 

past “crimes against humanity” by prosecuting civilian 

and military leaders before an international court.  It 

succeeded and continues today at The Hague.

	 The same war spawned a view of the future 

based on a cooperative, supranational organization 

along the lines of “a parliament of nations”.  This has 

been considerably less successful, as it has not been 

able to overcome the powerful cultural, tribal and 

religious differences within its membership that have 

tracked human development since its earliest times.

	 While the UN has not been able to prevent 

local hostilities, it has provided a useful presence for 

discussion/negotiation.  It is by no means a failure, but 

is viewed by many as a disappointment.  It has fallen prey 

to the nearly impossible politics of its position and has 

become a highly corrupt and bloated bureaucracy.

	 These two postwar events, Nuremberg and 

the UN, had different motivations and different 

outcomes, but they can be useful in examining our own 

government’s present problems and practices.

THE GREAT BETRAYALS

	 We should keep in mind those last words which 

we used to describe the UN — corrupt, bloated and 

bureaucratic —  as they are equally applicable to our 

government in Washington.

	 Our system of government is based on the belief 

stated in the DI that “Governments are instituted among 

Men, deriving their just powers from the consent 

of the governed.”  That’s it.  Consent, or lack of it, 

is expressed by the people’s votes and in return for 

them and their power our elected representatives are 

expected to provide good government in the nation’s, 

and the people’s, interest.

	 This is not a belief held widely in Washington 

today.  Other sources of power that bypass the ballot 

box are constantly at work in our government and, as 

each member of Congress can seek and take advantage 

of the availability of these sources, the operation, the 

spirit and the power of our Congress has become more 

diffuse, more individually exercised, more contentious 

and less productive.

	 We Americans are at a stage of both our and the 

world’s history when we face extraordinary problems 

with potentially severe consequences:  rapidly 

increasing population, uncontrolled immigration, 

climate change/global warming, resource depletion, 

gun control, runaway debt and continuing military 
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interventions as instruments of foreign policy.

	 The list goes on.  It is striking in its breadth; 

it is even more striking that there has been no real 

debate or action within Congress to respond to these 

threats.  This is our great betrayal of our electoral 

“consent” and our system of government based upon it.  

The people’s and the nation’s interests have been and 

continue to be ignored.

	 We have speeches, photo-ops and every kind of 

media opportunity on a 24/7 basis, but when was the last 

time the American public was offered a debate of a major 

issue as part of the process of legislative passage?  

We have all the media capability and technology to 

strengthen the citizen/government bond, but it just 

doesn’t work that way because the vast amounts of 

money and power that flow through our system now do 

not encourage it.

	 And, of course, to take full advantage of these 

alternate sources, care must be exercised not to 

offend.  The result is a kind of permanent gridlock for 

important issues.  Daylight saving time can be set every 

year; congressional compensation/benefits get regular 

attention; and bills offering an almost inconceivable 

variety of funding for local projects and interests 

have no difficulty in getting passed.  More important 

matters are set aside.

GUN CONTROL

	 This is an issue that has reverberated through 

Congress and the public for many years.  The problem 

is as old as our frontier days and was dealt with in its 

earlier stages on a piecemeal basis by individual states.  

In the 20th century, however, guns were prominently 

used in crimes that violated federal laws pertaining 

to drugs and liquor consumption, bank robbery, 

kidnapping, etc. which, along with random or targeted 

mass killings, elevated gun control to the national 

level.

	 To fully understand the nature and origins 

of our present gun control problem we must go back 

to our century of western expansion and life on the 

frontier as it, and we, pushed across the country.

	 On the forward edge there was little in the 

form of law enforcement; only a sheriff or a judge 

whose terms were subject to recall of one kind or 

another.  There was no multi-level, state and federal 

judiciary system and appeals process.  But there were 

ever present threats to the settlers and their property 

and peace from wildlife, Native Americans, cattle and 

horse rustlers, bank robbers, con men, card sharks 

and others lured by the frontier’s opportunities.

	 Justice was as often delivered from a gun as 

a judge, and weapons were worn or carried in public.  

Most importantly, given the limited legal systems 

and the many conflicts that could arise from matters 

involving money, sex, land, livestock, alcohol, gambling 

etc., guns often decided what was right and what was 

wrong across a vast part of our country.  The gun, and 

perhaps especially the revolver worn during the day 

and kept by the owner’s pillow or blanket roll at night, 

was an inseparable part of our 19th century culture.

	 Some aspects of culture, if not reinforced, can 

be intentionally erased or simply allowed to die out 

by neglect.  With the gun culture in America just the 

opposite has happened.  In the 19th, 20th and even our 

present century the gun as the arbiter, and its owner 

as hero, of our frontier life has been publicized, 

romanticized and commercially exploited in books, 

films, TV and every other suitable media form.

	 It was refitted and extended to urban myth in 

the great gangster films of the 30s, in the postwar 

“spaghetti westerns” produced cheaply in Italy and 

then again in the “Bollywood” films in India for its 

huge market.

 “First and foremost, the issue of gun ownership

 and use in America is a cultural one.”

	 Congress, local politicians, the press and the 

public argue endlessly about gun control.  They frame 

it as a legal (second amendment) or security issue and 

are unable to resolve it.  This is not surprising, as they 

are on the wrong track, because second amendment and 

security considerations are peripheral elements.  First 

and foremost, the issue of gun ownership and use in 

America is a cultural one.

	 The young boy buying, or being given, his first 

gun does not think for even a moment about the second 

amendment or public security.  He does see himself as 

a new member of that group of people who own guns.  

Their exploits in books or films or family lore have 

entertained and enticed him in his youth, and he is 

willing and proud to join them.

	 Gun ownership in our culture is a rite of passage 

and, for those who undertake it, a powerful one.  It 

was enabled by the time and place of our now vanished 

frontier, but lives on in our cultural DNA where it will 

remain until we recognize it for what it is.

	 We tend to associate historic, traditional gun 

ownership with the open ranches, farms and mountain 

spaces of our West and, indeed, that connection was 

a valid one until the proliferation of armed, national 

youth gangs in our urban areas that commenced about 

forty years ago.  For the inner city 11, 12 or 13 year 

old doing early, entry level tasks in the drug trade, his 

first gun is just as powerful an occasion, if not more 

so, as that of his rural counterpart.

	 The gun has been an enduring cultural icon in 
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America for two centuries.  We created it out of natural 

circumstances and, unfortunately, we have promoted 

and exploited it to a level of popular identification 

and demand that will be both difficult and costly to 

decrease.

*             *               *

	 Why only America?  Why are not other 

cultures, especially Western European ones from 

which we inherited so much, defined to the same extent 

that we are by the need for guns in our homes, our 

lives, our emotions and even on our persons?  Some 

statements, made by gun owners defending their right 

to be protected against any government control or 

restriction of their gun ownership, clearly show the 

singular psychological strength of the gun’s cultural 

status in America.

	 The answer is probably one of historical timing.  

The Europe from which our Pilgrim forebears separated 

in the early 17th century was a place of many tightly 

drawn public and private land borders, and had been 

that way for hundreds of years.  There were simply no 

wide open, unclaimed spaces where land could be had 

by its taking and there was no indigenous population to 

resist its taking.

	 By contrast, those in America who set out 

from the East Coast to make a new life were leaving 

civilization behind.  Their only support came from their 

fellow travelers.  They were subject to attack from 

the native tribes at any time and faced the danger of a 

hostile wilderness with unknown terrors.

	 It’s safe to say that the settlement of our 

western regions might have turned out very differently 

and taken much longer had the pioneers not had 

guns.  In the first fifty years of the 19th century gun 

technology progressed considerably and with the end 

of the Civil War the Colt ’45 “Peacemaker” revolver and 

Winchester’s repeating lever action rifle provided real 

advantages in accuracy, ease and speed of operation.

	 Guns were, for better or for worse, an 

indispensable part of life in frontier America.  Over 

four centuries they have worked their way into our 

history, our law, our romance and our psyche.  There is 

a direct line of descent between the blunderbuss that 

hung over the Pilgrims’ hearths and the high speed, 

automatic AR-15 carbine that is today’s weapon of 

choice.  The odds are that this line will not easily be 

broken, especially if Congress continues to look in the 

wrong places for resolution.

IMMIGRATION

	 Another massive betrayal of the American 

people has taken place in government’s handling of 

our immigration problem.  Regardless of the political 

issue of more vs. less immigration, the real offense 

to our democracy has been the practice of selective 

enforcement of the law that has been embraced and 

condoned by both parties.

	 Under four presidents (Bush I and II, Clinton 

and Obama), covering just short of a quarter of a 

century, the legislative and executive branches of our 

elected government have refused to enforce current 

immigration law that has been mostly on record since 

1986.  This negligence has been sustained in spite of 

opinion polls, blue ribbon presidential commissions 

and efforts by some members of Congress to honor our 

duly authorized legislation.

	 An even more ominous note arises from the 

present discussion in the Senate of “comprehensive 

immigration reform”.  Its  recently passed bill, S. 744, 

has been proposed by a group of eight senators, four 

from each party, and runs to over 1,100 pages in length.  

	 The most ominous element is that its language 

is imprecise and contains numerous loopholes that 

could favor its lack of enforcement in the future.1 And, 

whatever bill emerges from passage in both House and 

Senate, the immigration issue will remain a contentious 

and unsettled one.

	 It, too, labors under cultural associations 

many of which are faulty.  Immigration has played a 

complicated role in our economic, political and social 

development.  In recent years, under the pressure of 

special interest funding often supported by Congress 

with taxpayer dollars, the role and image of the 

American immigration experience has been hijacked and 

distorted for the political advantage of a variety of 

special interests. 

	 Looking ahead, look for our congressional 

and executive branches to continue their determined 

disengagement from the larger, more demanding and 

more threatening aspects of this issue.  This, like 

others, is a betrayal of inaction that will be felt 

throughout the country.  We think S. 744 is so bad in so 

many ways, that we have chosen to comment on it here.  

	 Regardless of political party or preference 

concerning more or less immigration, there are many 

aspects and consequences of this legislation that do 

not serve the nation’s interest.

	 First, the bill is constructed with language that 

is intentionally deceptive.  It is filled with exceptions, 

vague requirements and loopholes which will delay or 

contradict the claims made for it by its sponsors.

	 Much power under this bill is assigned to 

the head of Department of Homeland Security (DHS), 

now Janet Napolitano.  She is charged with multiple 

responsibilities but not with specifics for their 

implementation.  For instance, a phrase such as 

“The Secretary shall take action to achieve border 

security and shall certify the same” in the world of 
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Washington politics is meaningless.  An intention that 

does not include specific times, actions, criteria and 

funding methods can be stalled by both the executive 

and legislative branches as well as the administrative 

bureaucracy.

	 S. 744 is over eleven hundred pages of very 

imprecise language, and intentionally so.  The result 

of this construction will be disastrous for the 

country, as it will continue the practice of selective 

law enforcement that has been at the heart of the 

immigration issue for 25 years.  

	 You may recall that both Pres. Bush II and 

Obama took action to increase the size of the border 

patrol as recommended in S. 744, but at the same time, 

restrictions were imposed on its agents activities 

that offset the increase in numbers and blunted their 

effectiveness as a means of controlling both the flow 

of immigrants and the issue, itself.

	 Another inevitable and considerable 

consequence of S. 744 is the population increase it will 

achieve.  Today our population is about 315 million and, 

without any increase from S.744, is projected to reach 

450 million by 2050. As the new reform bill will likely 

add at least 33 million in the next decade and more 

thereafter, America’s population by mid-century could 

reach or exceed 500 million2.  Different interests 

have differing views as to the benefits of persistent 

population growth, but there are two factors now 

present that argue against our embarking upon such a 

large increase.

	 The country has by no means recovered from 

the recent recession and many businesses and workers  

have suffered real economic pain and upheaval by the 

loss of jobs and/or homes.  The time is not right to 

increase the competition for what jobs are available.

	 But it is not just the additions of many 

millions of more job seekers that creates an economic 

confrontation.  Our social structure will also be 

damaged because the new immigrant wave of workers 

will target those jobs that support the livelihoods of 

our lowest and most threatened economic levels — our 

poor, our uneducated and our mentally, emotionally 

and physically disabled.  For these, under S. 744, “the 

American dream”, which has always been difficult 

at best, and sometimes a nightmare, could vanish 

completely.

	 Finally, we must look at what S. 744’s present 

attempt at immigration reform really is.  It is a 

massive attempt to deceive Americans by claiming and 

promoting benefits that are not assured.  Most notably, 

the requirements for legalization and eventual 

citizenship under the bill are so lacking in standards 

for acceptance that they open the whole process to 

fraud at multiple levels.

	 The matter of fines for illegal presence 

offers a good example. The amount is set at a token 

level of $500 which is subject to being stretched out 

over an unspecified length of time.  Additionally, it is 

later stated that Secty. Napolitano can under certain 

circumstances, also unspecified, reduce this amount or 

eliminate it completely.

	 As past experience has shown that our 

government has failed to demonstrate either the 

will or the capability to levy and collect fines from 

our present illegal immigrant population, which we 

estimate at 17 million3, it is highly unlikely that it 

could undertake to effectively administer a program 

for the new influx under S.744.

“ ... S. 744 will assure the nation of years

 of uncontrolled immigration without

 any effective means of remedy.”

	 In this, and other ways in which this bill has 

been constructed and promoted, it resembles the 

reform legislation passed in 1986 from which most of 

our present confusion and failures have descended.    

Then, as now, the legislation was so broadly written 

that fraud and double dealing destroyed both its intent 

and its implementation.  And now, as then, S. 744 will 

assure the nation of years of uncontrolled immigration 

without any effective means of remedy.

	 We have lived with the results of imprecise 

legislative language since the passage of the 1986 act.  

The present terms of S. 744 are just as problematical 

and unless they are backed up with the language of 

law (i.e.- specific timetables, funding mechanisms, 

penalties, and numbers of entrants with firm caps) S. 

744 will produce the same disillusion, disappointment 

and dishonesty as its 1986 predecessor.

	 This particular piece of legislation and its 

consequences are not in the nation’s interest.

“A NATION OF LAWS”

	 Few politicians, whether on the campaign trail 

or facing the media at other times, can decline an 

opportunity to state the above.  It is invoked seriously 

and with evident satisfaction.  The relevant questions, 

considering our government’s actions and attitudes, 

are “which laws?” and “whose laws?”

	 There is absolutely nothing more detrimental to 

the spirit and conduct of our democracy than selective 

law enforcement.  It weakens every foundation that 

we have created and leads us and others to conclude 

that in practice our democracy is more a matter of 

convenience than principle. 

	 That our government’s institutions and 

machinery should be loaned out to further purposes 

of convenience rather than democracy is shameful.  

Our political elites who wink at the ways we ignore 
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principle, weaken government and diminish our status 

now hold the future of our democracy in their hands.  

If we continue as we are, we will not have to ask “which 

laws?” and “whose laws?”.  The answer will be “their 

laws”.

	 Every type of government must make its own 

laws.  And every serving party or administration must 

decide, by action or inaction, by inclusion or exclusion, 

how to bear the responsibility of law.  

	 Our record is not good and shows signs of 

growing worse.  We had better pay attention.  It is time 

to clean our stables, not read our press clippings.  For, 

in the end, democracy is a tender plant that needs to be 

continually watered with truth, justice and fairness to 

keep the forces of neglect and of political favor at bay.

NATIONAL DEBT

	 Our national debt, now nearly $17 trillion, is a 

betrayal by inaction fully as important as immigration.  

Actually, our government’s approach to our debt 

has not been to ignore it, but rather to persistently 

increase it.

	 We do hear frequent comment out of Washington 

to the effect that the annual deficit must be reduced.  

As our debt represents the accumulation of annual 

deficits, it will increase, no matter now much the 

deficit is decreased, in every year until the deficit is 

eliminated completely.

	 For instance, the White House has recently 

announced that the federal deficit for the current 

year will be reduced from last year’s $1.1 trillion 

to $759 billion.  All reductions are welcome, but the 

$759 billion will be added to the national debt, pushing 

it from $16.7 to $17.5 trillion.  There is no sign of a 

realistic balanced budget in the next decade from any 

source.

	 The amount of debt, the rate at which it increases 

and its growing use as an instrument of political favor 

since the Reagan administration provide us with a home 

grown, willful crisis of inaction.  This is a form and 

quantifiable measure of betrayal second to none.

	 As our dollar is the world’s reserve currency, 

the amount of our debt and, therefore, the value of 

the dollar has consequences here and abroad.  Those 

consequences have been, and will continue to be, felt 

by every person and institution in the country now and 

in future generations.

	 Our tax code with its multiple loopholes, 

subsidies, write-offs, exclusions, guarantees, etc. is 

not equipped to deal with debt of our present scale.  

The only action that would offer a prompt and realistic 

course of relief would be to charge a federal sales tax 

of a small amount, say 1% or less, on all transactions 

other than food and medicine with the full amount 

applied only to the retirement of the national debt.  No 

exceptions!

	 This is in marked contrast to our recent 

congressional conversations that center around 

efforts to reduce, not eliminate, the debt over a ten 

year period.  Unfortunately, all such plans anticipate 

a debt increase of approximately six to seven trillion 

dollars in such a time frame.

	 No one wants to raise taxes, but the debt 

situation is so huge that it requires an effort that 

is broad enough to assure fairness and meaningful 

results.  It would not be unfair were the American 

taxpayer to call for a 50% cut in all executive/

legislative salaries and benefits until the debt is 

eliminated, but, of course, as Congressional approval 

is required, such an accommodation would fall on deaf 

ears.

“ ... but they will seem minor compared to

 a national debt bubble, if one occurs.”

	 Only recently we have had a high tech bubble, a 

real estate bubble, a consumer debt bubble and we are 

nearing a student loan bubble.  None are pretty, and 

all are painful, but they will seem minor compared to a 

national debt bubble, if one occurs.

POPULATION AND RESOURCE DEPLETION

	 Every planet, territory or country has its own 

specific carrying capacity which is the population that 

can comfortably be sustained without damage to the 

quality and quantity of its natural resources.  This is 

a critical measurement in determining a civilization’s 

destiny — whether it survives or whether it fails.

	 Our civilization has shown a continuing 

interest in the fate of prior ones and, as technology 

has improved the science of discovery, it has pushed for 

more and better answers.  With them we have been able 

to see our own civilization in a more realistic light 

which enables us to tie our view of our origins, our 

survival, our life patterns, our needs and our future 

hopes to the resources that support us.  This is a vision 

no other earthly civilization has had at its disposal.

	 Outside the scientific, academic and 

environmental communities we are just beginning to 

comprehend that our industrial society has created 

a growing imbalance between our needs as a rapidly 

expanding population and the long term availability of 

such basic resources as water, arable land, forests, 

clean air and the intricate web of biological species 

that visibly and invisibly regulate much of our physical 

existence and provide the basis for our marine and 

terrestrial food chains.
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	 This new awareness does not extend far enough 

yet to make the kinds of changes needed.  It does not 

extend, for example, to our Congress which we often 

describe as being composed of our “elected leaders”.  

“Elected”, yes; “leaders”, no.  When exposed to major 

issues of our time such as Population, Resource 

Depletion and others they scurry and run around in 

circles like insects suddenly exposed to light and air 

when the rock above them is lifted.

	 But the major sources identified above are not 

the only areas in which we are overdrawing our accounts.  

Chris Clugston, in his recent book, Scarcity: Humanity’s 

Final Chapter?4, analyzes the rapidly diminishing world 

supplies of non-renewable natural resources (NNRs).  

The key word is “non-renewable”, meaning that they 

are finite; and that at some approaching time they will 

be exhausted; that they will no longer be available no 

matter where we look, how deeply we dig or drill or 

how much we raise their prices.

	 In Scarcity Clugston examines the scarcity of 

89 NNRS and points out:

“NNR reserves are depleted primarily through 

human exploitation; and since NNRs are not 

replenished through natural physical or 

biological processes on a timescale that is 

relevant from the perspective of a human 

lifespan, persistent NNR depletion will result 

in exhaustion.”5

There is a wealth of production/price information 

in Scarcity.  One interesting presentation is the 

comparison of global production/extraction tonnages 

with price increases over the 1958-2008 period from 

which we have chosen 3 very widely used NNR:6

1958-2008

Production in Millions of Metric Tons             Price Increases	                           

Aluminum         	3.5                39.0                1011%

Copper           	 3.2                15.4                  383%

Zinc                  3.0                11.6                  295%

	 Another comparison using a shorter time frame 

(2000-2008) is that between the percentage increases 

of production/extraction and price levels:7

2000-2008 Percentage Increases

		  Production/Extraction		 Price

Sulfur			  17			     750

Chromium		  47			     266

Tin			     8			     145

The six NNRs shown in these two charts were chosen 

because they are widely used and traded around 

the world and are key components of many nations’ 

economies.  There are many less well known and used 

NNRs in Clugston’s mix whose production/extraction 

and price figures cover a wide range.

	 But there are two very pertinent circumstances 

which stand out.  First, the overall direction of price 

movement, whichever time frame is used, has been 

upward.

	 And secondly, the six NNRs cited here are 

listed as in scarce supply now and almost certain to 

be permanently scarce or exhausted in both the US and 

other parts of the world in the future.

	 The economic threat that emerges from these 

statistics is clear.  If you start with a scarce item that 

has experienced significant price rises and you increase 

consumption, the only result can be more upward price 

movement which will be reflected worldwide in both its 

direct use and its component products.

	 And just as we are starting with high prices as 

we look ahead, so we are in a state of scarce supply 

which can only become scarcer as demand rises.

	 Clugston also projects the production life 

ahead for most of the NNRs.  Of the ones we have shown 

above there are no reserve/exhaustion dates for sulfur 

and aluminum, but tin is shown as 18 years, Zinc 13, 

Copper 27 and Chromium 26 plus.

	 We are not used to thinking in future terms 

of images such as these numbers elicit.  Individually, 

they are difficult enough to come to grips with, but 

collectively they are even more so as they project by 

mid-century the disappearance of Chromium, Copper, 

Tin and Zinc from the world’s economy.

	 In America we have tinkered, invented, improved 

and created, always with the confidence that we could 

add on, combine or discover our way to wealth/success.  

That has meant being expansive and, in our endless 

frontier way of thinking, that the next solution, 

success or transformation lay waiting just beyond the 

river, plain or mountain range ahead.

	 We do not conceive of absence or unavailability 

in our economic laboratory.  Facing the loss of NNRs 

projected in Scarcity will be a new experience for 

both the US and the world.  How will Americans react?  

The people whose jobs will be lost?  The corporations 

whose products, raw materials and profits will all 

be reduced?  And an inept Congress that will not be 

able to legislate and spend the NNRs loss back into the 

borrowed abundance to which it has become accustomed 

and addicted?

*             *               *

	 Clugston identified 89 NNRs as the basis for 

framing his theory.  Some, like the ones we selected, 

are well known.  There are others equally familiar —
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gold, oil, cement, iron and steel.  And then there are 

those largely unrecognized by most of us — Hafnium, 

Indium, Kyanite, Perlite and others — usually with 

much smaller production quantities.  And yet their 

small amounts may provide a critical element in the 

functioning of some product or process.

	 Known or unknown, the NNRs which we 

increasingly draw upon to serve our growing population 

and economy now have established parts in our way of 

life.  Their classification as scarce and moving towards 

exhaustion clouds our view of our future in ways that 

even our “elected leaders” will have to admit and face.

	 US population grew at the rate of 2.7 million 

annually in the 2000-2010 decade.  Merely by continuing 

at that rate we will add another 100 million people by 

mid-century.  Actually, we will exceed that number as 

our base continues to grow internally and to add more 

numbers from foreign sources.

	 Our expanding demographic circumstance is 

every bit as threatening as our declining availability 

of NNRs.  When viewed together, as they must be, 

they constitute a pressing economic dilemma.  This 

is a classic confrontation of increasing demand and 

decreasing supply expressed in terms of population and 

natural resources.

	 It’s an Economics 101 line-up complicated by 

a key unknown — how many NNRs will be depleted 

to exhaustion and what will be the effect upon our 

society as their loss works its way through our global 

economy?

	 While we can’t quantify all the implications 

of this question, mid-century is only 37 years distant 

and moving closer every day.  And the numbers we have 

cited indicate that by 2050 we will have fully depleted 

our supplies of some NNRs.   Which ones?  When?  And 

how will their disappearance change our lives?

CLIMATE CHANGE

	 Mayor Bloomberg of NYC, mindful of Hurricane 

Sandy’s battering of his city last year, has proposed 

a $20 billion program to protect NYC from future 

similar storms.  It will include large scale engineering 

projects to control the movement of water towards and 

around the city as well as new construction within its 

borders to divert water and to improve and redirect 

drainage.

	 The mayor included a curious note by stating 

that he thought he could secure $15 billion of the 

$20 billion needed from the federal government.  Not 

bad for openers; and Hizzonor could fairly easily put 

together a coalition of interests that would support 

his effort.  But Congress would know that by even 

considering such expenditure it would assure itself 

a flood of similar requests from other locations that 

have suffered heavily from natural disasters.

	 The real question, in addition to funding, that 

Mr. Bloomberg’s request might raise is “Has Congress 

reached a point where it can view climate change/global 

warming as a physical and economic threat to the nation 

and to which its members’ oaths of office require it to 

react?”

	 There is plenty of evidence before Congress of 

our planet’s changing climate and the weather patterns 

that result from it, but there are many differences of 

opinion as to the meaning of that evidence including 

the roles of religion and science, and a whisper in 

Washington can have a loud and disruptive echo among 

constituents back home.

	 The Bloomberg response is basically a defensive 

one, but does reveal awareness of a major problem 

which Congress has yet to do.  At some point soon our 

“leaders” will have to engage the matter of climate 

change and come up with the political, economic and 

social means to reduce its impact.

THE DARK SIDE OF CONSUMERISM

	 The Industrial Revolution (IR) established 

production as the key to economic success and 

development, as improved technology provided faster, 

cheaper and better production methods.

	 Increased production, however, without 

increased purchasing would have meant economic 

stagnation or worse, even collapse.  And so the myth of 

eternal growth was put in place, like a warning light at 

sea to lead and guide mariners.

	 Growth was good; growth was positive.  It 

helped both those who actually grew and those who 

could only hope to.  It was the magical rising tide that 

lifted all boats.  It was accomplished by argument 

and by demonstration, and captured the minds, souls 

and energies of people in and beyond the world of 

commerce.

	 It established itself in religions, commerce, 

government and cultures in a way that took them over 

and reordered their values, goals and activities.  It 

was instrumental in the 19th century’s expansion of 

population, commerce, travel, territory, learning 

and religion.  It became a matter of enduring and 

spirited belief and pushed ahead into the 20th and our 

present century, scattering whatever lonely voices of 

resistance it encountered along the way.

	 Growth provided wages, taxes, power, jobs, 

comfort, pleasure and mobility.  But the great machine 

of the IR had to be fed a steady diet of “more” — 

more people, more products, and more purchases.  The 

global appetite for natural resources, the ultimate 

raw materials for the IR, could not be contained or 

denied and there was no indication that the IR’s wave of 
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consumer economics had a down side.

	 It did, and it was simply that our global natural 

resources are finite in quantity just as our planet is 

finite in its space.  Looking back, we can now see that 

our rush to industrialize the world has had some 

unexpected and unfavorable consequences.  We have 

disturbed elemental relationships in our planet’s 

complicated web of life on the land and in the sea and 

the air from which we all must draw our sustenance.

	 And we have recently begun to face the facts 

that natural resources do not exist in a state of 

perpetual abundance, that they can be exhausted and 

that the choices of if, how and when they are depleted 

are ours.

“More’s the pity”, some might say, but that

 would be wrong.  “More” is the problem.”

	 The nature of these choices is such that they 

can, and often are, made daily at individual, corporate, 

community and government levels.  To date, the degree 

of responsible thinking required to tie these levels of 

choice together (i.e. — to create policy) does not exist.  

“More’s the pity”, some might say, but that would be 

wrong.  “More” is the problem.

*             *               *

	 No area of our national life so clearly 

illustrates our failure of government as its willfully 

blind adherence to growth at any cost.  It has allowed 

the pursuit of growth to crowd out and ignore other 

considerations of government with equally proper 

political, human and economic credentials.  It is captive 

to the goal and practice of growth for growth’s sake 

and, unless changed, our national course will be as 

ill-fated as that of Captain Ahab’s obsessive pursuit of  

Moby Dick.

	 The problem is not one for our country alone; 

it is a global problem that requires concerted action 

to be effective.  But our position is further complicated 

by our position of world leader/superpower which 

we have both claimed for ourselves and sought from 

others.

	 We are faced with an issue and a moment which 

require genuine world leadership.  We should provide 

it if for no other reason than our own self-interest, 

but Washington’s view of national interest is limited 

and  its range of response even more so.

	 Other nations expect leaders to lead and, when 

we fail to do so, they shrug and ask themselves “What’s 

the point?  It won’t work without American backing.”  

Can we Americans, can our government really sit back in 

our political comfort zone and expect the Netherlands, 

Uruguay or Tunisia to lead the world in the thought 

and action required?

	 Theoretically, the UN might be useful in 

providing global leadership for situations such as 

climate change and natural resource depletion, but it, 

too, is limited in what can be accomplished without a 

prominent, perhaps dominant, US role.  Its politics are 

every bit as difficult as ours, especially in the General 

Assembly where the small, emerging states of Africa, 

Asia and Latin America participate, and it is often these 

same states within whose borders critical natural 

resource deposits are located.

NATIONAL HEALTH

	 We refer here to our national health, not 

a health system.  What areas do we find in which 

government might, or should, play an important role?

	 In the past, government has done extensive 

research that has led to the publicizing and banning 

of some products and/or additives that were clearly 

damaging to our public health.  These include 

carcinogens in tobacco, lead in paint and gasoline and 

asbestos; and, although the manufacturers of these 

products persistently argued and lobbied against any 

action for extended periods, government regulation 

eventually was able to alter their formulation 

and remove the toxic elements.  The public was the 

beneficiary.

	 Parenthetically, the long contest between the 

tobacco industry and our private and public health care/

research institutions was probably the first instance 

on a massive scale of private industry’s refusing to 

accept recognized medical science opinion.  The war on 

science to further political and commercial interests 

had begun.

	 Today our increasingly sophisticated research 

facilities and the chemistry that emerges from them 

reveal more dangers that lurk within the products 

that crowd our daily lives.  Some of these are PCBs 

(polychlorinated biphenyl), vinyl chloride, BPA 

(bysphenolA); and, of course, that mainstay of the 

global energy industry for close to two centuries, 

coal, which blackened English cities and lungs in the 

19th century.

	 What should government’s role be today?  

It spends billions of taxpayer dollars on curative 

research, contagion, disease prevention, product 

safety, and other aspects of our public health.  It has had 

quick and spectacular success in tracing the origins of 

a disease epidemic or incident of mass illness to single 

(and sometimes remote) farms, processing plants, 

restaurants and other levels of our chain of food 

distribution such as cruise ships and transporters.

	 Government should be able to act quickly in 
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the national interest, but it is conflicted, and mostly 

of its own making.  In recent litigation in CA over 

Obamacare it argued that health legislation shouldn’t 

be preventive, shouldn’t try to prescribe or predict 

the future.  And yet all public health measures are by 

nature preventive.

	 The most evident conflict facing government’s 

development of medical/health policy lies in the 

operation of its primary federal regulating body — 

the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) created by FDR 

in 1938.  

	 It has the power, which has grown significantly 

since its founding, to regulate the content of all food 

and medical products sold to the American public for 

ingestion, inhalation, or application.  The FDA both 

reviews and passes on the results of test programs 

conducted by manufacturers and runs its own 

investigations.

“The FDA is not a rapid response unit.”

	 Big money is involved and wait times for FDA 

approval can run into years.  There are troublesome  

problems.  First, the agency is understaffed and 

underbudgeted.  The growth of technology, marketing 

techniques/funding and population over the past half 

century has flooded our consuming public with new 

products of every imaginable (and some, quite frankly, 

unimaginable) purpose and capability.  The FDA is not a 

rapid response unit.

	 Another problem is that many of its 

administrators have come from the industries that the 

FDA is charged to regulate, and they often bring with 

them perspectives that favor their prior employers.

	 But by far the most difficult conflict arises 

from the fact that the FDA is funded by the sales/

donations of the medical/pharmaceutical industry, its 

main area of regulation.  Funding is a never ending 

process in Washington which develops rules, methods, 

sources and contacts all its own.

	 Its relationship to politics can be as close as 

completely intertwined; or it can be discreet, visible 

and standing close by, but at arms length.

	 This is a management horror show which has 

been running for many years because Congress is 

addicted to the very substantial lobbying expenditures 

of the drug/pharmaceutical companies.  In this case, as 

in too many others, the bond should be broken, but that 

is unlikely.  What we see is what we’ll continue to get.

THE MILITARY/INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX

	 First brought to our attention by Pres. 

Eisenhower, this is a fearsome accumulation of 

political, military and commercial power wielded by 

the Congress, the President and the Dept. of Defense 

(DOD).

	 In most cases where power is shared by a three 

member group the combination of any two is able to 

determine outcome.  Not so with our government in 

which a complex approvals process has developed 

to produce legislation and control the funding for 

weapons systems, training programs, equipment, bases 

here and abroad, research, intelligence, food, fuel 

and personnel for the wars we fight and ones we might 

fight.

	 Mostly in this continually changing mix the 

best two-out-of-three vote can prevail, but Congress, 

by its control of our national funding function has the 

ultimate say and can block measures favored by the 

DOD and the Executive Branch by withholding funds.

	 But it is not just the Congress that can exercise 

this awesome power.  The ultimate corruption occurs 

when only a few members, or even just one, votes to 

deny funding at a critical stage.  Notable examples 

of this clearly undemocratic practice have been the 

killing of our military base closing program and the 

refusal to halt production of the C-130 transport plane 

by members whose districts would suffer economically 

therefrom.

	 It’s easy to see why the budgeting/funding 

procedure is such a minefield of local interests and 

also, therefore, why true spending cuts legislation is 

hard to pass.  At this time there is nothing to suggest 

that Congress either knows or cares enough to reform 

itself and refocus its extraordinary power on the 

national interest.

SPECIAL CASE:  THE UN

	 Foreign policy and international affairs should 

be treated separately from our domestic failures, and 

yet we see some of the same forces and errors play out 

at the UN that we encounter in Washington.

	 Flush with victory after WWII, we joined others 

in wanting to establish a form of world government that 

could secure and maintain the peace that we, and they, 

had won.  We naively assumed that our former allies, 

and even opponents, would join us in establishing the 

democratic ideal throughout the world.

	 Our efforts, while well-meaning, were hindered 

by real and philosophic failures, in both our own 

political apparatus and those of our fellow members.  

The rhetoric was far nobler than the results, as the 

delegations tried to create a form of government that 

could be cohesive while maintaining sovereignty.

	 At the stage of forming the charter we were 

too willing to please others in order to assure their 
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cooperation and were unwilling to exercise our 

uniquely powerful position.

	 Time took its toll.  When the European former 

monarchies’ colonial territories split off and became 

independent entities, UN membership swelled and 

the real agreement/consensus necessary to enable 

cooperative government became more illusory as the 

Cold War, religious faith and newly found mineral 

wealth served as constant dividers.

	 Today the UN is useful in some ways, but has 

generally fallen far short of its founding ideals.  It 

provides a place and way to communicate, and we will 

never know how much good or evil has resulted from 

meetings in the members lounge or dining room.  But it 

is a bloated and highly corrupt bureaucracy and has 

been able to stay so in spite of periodic attempts to 

“clean the stables”.

	 We made the mistake of committing a 

disproportional amount of money early on and 

maintained that situation with no provision for 

reduction.  It is not surprising that as a government 

bureaucracy the UN is in many ways a mirror of our 

own.

THE NATION’S INTEREST

	 In the beginning our founders were able to 

form a working government based on the Constitution 

out of thirteen colonies with different populations, 

economies, religious origins, political loyalties and 

social structures.  This was no small task.  In fact, it 

was an enormous one.

	 How was it accomplished?  Quite simply, except 

it was far from simple, they created an inviolate 

emotional, political and philosophic core to which 

they were fully committed.  All the arguments about 

debts, tariffs, the British and the French, everything 

could rage around them, but they “put the wagons in a 

circle”, as later pioneers on the western plains would, 

and would not allow the sacred ground of their center, 

their core, to be put in danger.

	 Today, America, lacking any semblance of a core, 

might well look back to try to identify it, to relocate 

it, to regain it by observation or invocation, but none 

of these can work in our present state of mind and 

politics.

	 What was this core that stood firmly for our 

founders?  It was their absolute, unwavering pursuit 

of the nation’s own interest as the goals of politics 

and government.  This was the flag they followed into 

battle and the light that shone for them during their 

darkest times and most bitter arguments.  And yet it 

was there — for all of them at all times.  To it they 

were willing, as they had stated in the DI, “with a firm 

reliance on the protection of divine Providence to 

mutually pledge to each other our lives, our fortunes 

and our sacred honor”.

	 That’s heady stuff.  There’s nothing like it in 

any part of our politics or government today.  This type 

of thought and commitment guided our country’s spirit 

and values until they were no longer able to meet the 

rising argument over slavery which ended in our Civil 

War, and after which America embarked on its new role 

of more money and more power, then national power, 

international power and, finally, superpower.

“If you call on different gods, 

you are bound to get different answers.”

	 No value system could experience such an 

enormous range of change without being itself 

transformed, and ours was no exception.  If you call on 

different gods, you are bound to get different answers.

	 Our historic core of viewing and conducting 

politics and government as having to serve the national 

interest exists only in fragmentary form and infrequent 

visibility today.  In its place we have set the supremacy 

of growth in all things in which our government 

engages and which we, as a people, touch.

“You have to have more at the 

core than just “more”.

	 This, sadly, is our new “core”, but it will not 

succeed.  You have to have more at the core than just 

“more”.

*             *               *

	 America’s future now depends upon its ability 

to redefine itself.  We have managed to withstand a half 

century of decreasing idealism and increasing ideology.  

They are side effects of our pursuit of growth for 

growth’s sake, more for more’s sake and power for 

power’s sake.

	 All of these fly in the face of science, and 

of sensible management of our and our planet’s 

resources.  They prevent our understanding ourselves 

and our miraculous history as a coherent drama of 

past, present and possible future.  Without sharing 

that coherent perspective and being able to commit to 

it, our success will slow, our progress will falter and 

our promise that we have claimed for ourselves and 

our country will turn out to be false.

	 Conscience Matters !
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Post Script to 
Political Islam in America 

(Issue 39, April 2013) 

	 Occasionally it’s possible to come across a 

comment that encapsulates and reveals the truth 

of far larger issues.  Such a message was recently 

provided by a reader in CT who called our attention 

to the following quote from a speech by Turkish Prime 

Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan in Germany in 2008 to an 

audience of Muslim immigrants:

	 “One cannot expect you to assimilate.  

Assimilation is a crime against humanity!”

	 This is consistent with the principle of 

practicing integration, but not assimilation, which is 

espoused by many Muslims.

	 A close reading of the above statement reveals 

its enormous impact on two major areas of US policy — 

immigration and foreign relations.  Since the earliest 

days of our immigration experience, our policy has been 

based on and formed around assimilation.  Erdogan’s 

rejection of it is no small matter, nor just a casual 

comment.  It should have set off alarms and cause 

real soul searching throughout Washington’s policy 

apparatus.

	 Secondly, who has made this statement?  None 

other than the head of state of our most important 

ally in the Near East.  Turkey sits atop that region on 

its north, sharing borders with Syria, Iraq and Iran.  

And it is a gateway to Russia’s southern provinces of 

Georgia and Armenia.  It is wealthy, strong and under 

Kemal Ataturk converted the Ottoman Islamic caliphate 

to a secular state.

	 It has served as the focal point of our financial, 

military and political participation in the area, 

applying for and achieving NATO membership.  It was 

through Turkey that we were to cultivate and prove the 

possibility of Islamic Democracy.  Mr. Erdogan’s recent 

moves towards Islamic goals raise serious questions 

for our policy which we will have to address, but the 

2008 comment suggests that the foundation of our 

policy has been less secure than we assumed for at 

least five years, and perhaps much longer.

ECD 7/1/13

END NOTES

1 For detailed analysis of S. 744’s language readers are advised 

to contact the Center for Immigration Studies online at cis.org
2 	pew research center, numbers usa, fogel/martin 
3 	this is our figure and is considerably higher than the generally 

accepted and quoted 11 million, But the latter has been in use 

for five years and has ignored the continuing stream of new 

arrivals.
4 	Booklocker.com, Inc.      Port Charlotte, FL
5 	Ibid
6 	Ibid
7 	Ibid
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