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	 IN THIS ISSUE: We continue our historical view of America’s growing institutional failures 
as they play out in our current immigration, msM, Dept. of Justice and IRS activities.  These are areas 
of government which we have explored previously for their political and economic impacts.  Here we 
are concerned with their institutional roles and character.

	 IN OUR NEXT ISSUE: We will cover three more important institutions — our capitalistic 
economy, foreign policy and our lagging educational system.  This will conclude our series on 
institutional failure.

MATTERS
 

CONSC IENCE
OF

	 All states and all societies have institutions 

of one kind or another — totem dancing by Alaskan 

“Indian” tribes, head shrinking by their counterparts 

in the jungles of Latin America, both the electoral 

governments and the monarchies they replaced in the 

Western world, banks, libraries, universities, museums, 

laws, sovereignty and, perhaps the most enduring, the 

tribe as it appears in its many forms and disguises 

throughout history.

	 Institutions in their tremendous variety render 

great service to mankind.  They can provide a place 

where people of joined interest can come together and 

multiply their energy.

	 They can provide continuity to humans that are 

made aware from their earliest years that life can be 

perilous and that death is assured.  It’s only a matter 

of time.

	 After death, we experience genetic continuity 

and are survived by our progeny.  Institutions extend 

the same capability to our thoughts, art, property and 

values.

	 Institutions allow us to collect, gather, 

organize, evaluate and give access to our societies’ 

efforts and activities.  They cast a longer and larger 

shadow than a man can, and bear witness to their 

“whole” being greater than “the sum of its parts”.

	 They are what we attach ourselves to in order 

to create social, intellectual, political and spiritual 

coherence.  They demand from us as we do from them, 

and they betray us, also, as we do them.  They can be 

spiritual or secular, private or public, related to 

government, commerce, religion, education or the arts.  

Often silently, but sometimes not, they provide a type 

of tissue that strengthens societies and can resist the 

overly emotional responses of aroused citizens.

	 Their strength is there, for all who wish to 

use it properly, to communicate, to bond, to express 

opinion, to press for or to resist change.  And they 

can be abused and turned to the purposes of criminal 

authority as the forces of Communism and Fascism have 

done in our time, and by others before.

	 Much of the trouble coming out of the Middle 

East results from the unbalanced nature of its 

institutions, the most powerful of which is Islam, which 

rules out any other significant religious belief or 

conduct and which controls all other areas of social 
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all, the institution of global Islam must 

be faced.

	 If it is not, and if it is able to 

pursue its historic goals and means, it’s 

quite likely that we will witness another 

cycle of wide conflict.

	 We have started with Islam because 

it has moved up from being a regional 

institution to global status with impacts 

throughout the world ranging from local 

worship to charitable works to acts of 

outright terrorism directed against 

western nations and their populations.  

	 So far, our, and our European 

allies’, posture has been a defensive one.  

We have been more successful in this than 

we might have first thought possible, 

but defensive measures against an active 

and messianic opponent can at best bring 

about delay.  Our FBI  has done exceptional 

work in foiling a number of plots, but the 

Islamic agenda does not change.

	 All western countries, especially 

those in Europe that have suffered the 

greatest political consequences of failing 

to control their borders, should conduct 

campaigns in their local and international 

media and in the UN to build public 

awareness of subversive activities.

	 This must be done to inform 

the public of Islam’s growing political 

presence and what it may wreak upon the 

western democracies.  Such an effort is 

necessary to counter the misinformation 

put forth by multicultural and politically 

correct elements in our and other 

societies.

	 The Islamic threat is a subtle 

one.  It is wrapped in religious faith 

which we acknowledge and protect in 

our Constitution.  But we and the other 

western democracies all embrace another 

fundamental right that is denied by Islam 

to its followers or to those who simply live 

in its shadow.  This is freedom of choice 

— choice of dress, worship, education and 

even law.

	 To us it seems that Islam and its 

law, Sharia, trample on so many religious 

and civil rights that they become a civil 

rights issue.  Currently, our government 

continues a policy of welcome to Islam, 

and permits those who subscribe to it to 

do so without challenge.

	 We simply are not equipped 

politically to make important and painful 

expression as well — commerce, art, 

education, dress, diet — and offers its 

own code of law to enforce its extensive 

mix of spiritual and secular commands.

	 Another aspect of middle Eastern 

history contributes to its societal 

problems.  Power and status are held 

and transferred by tribal membership 

and its mostly patriarchial system of 

governance.  The combination of non-

electoral political power held by progeny 

with a single religion that brooks no 

competition, while dominating every facet 

of state and individual life, has become 

an increasingly difficult and dangerous 

element in the foreign affairs of the 

region and well beyond.

	 For hundreds of years the Near 

East existed as a mostly poor, agricultural 

area that served as a waystop on the land 

trade routes between Europe and the 

Orient.  Occasionally, military efforts 

were launched northward to penetrate 

Europe, the most successful of which 

enabled a Muslim presence in Spain.  

Permanent conquest, whether in Spain, the 

Balkans or Russia was not achieved, but 

cultural imprints from Muslim occupation 

are still evident in today’s populations.

	 At the turn of the 19th to 20th 

centuries, oil and money in large amounts 

transformed the region.  The Muslim 

caliphate gave way after WWI to a group of 

entities newly created by the victorious 

Great Powers to provide them with 

continuing influence, wealth and power.

	 The lines on the maps drawn in 

London and Paris establishing these new 

“nations” seemed to meet the demands 

of the day, but bore little relation to 

historic tribal/cultural patterns of life 

in the Near East.  With this new map for the 

region and the social/political turmoil it 

brought about, Islam’s historic, dominant 

role was even further strengthened by 

the wealth being produced from its lands.

	 By the end of WWII oil was 

well on its way to changing the world 

— economically and politically.  The 

one institution in the Middle East that 

survived much of the change was Islam.  It 

is now richer, stronger, more aggressive 

than ever and ecumenism is not on its “to 

do” list.  In a nuclear age when instant 

communication and technology bring the 

possibility of confrontation closer for 
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distinctions as to how Islam, both its worship and 

its legal code, fit the definitions of government and 

liberty established in our Constitution.

	 On the matter of Muslim immigration, Europe 

has been overly permissive in past decades and has 

recently come to realize that, without effective 

measures of limitation, governments will lose control 

of their states and populations.

“... enough to send severe shock waves 

through the socialistic Brussels bureaucracy.”

	 As the Islam in Europe argument moves from 

the legislatures to the streets, we should pay close 

attention to its progress.  One result has been a 

recent strengthening of the political right’s parties 

and candidates in Spain, the Netherlands, France and 

Austria.  The EU is showing signs of less “union” than 

it has become used to, and any coalescing around an 

issue as emotionally and politically charged as Muslim 

migration could be enough to send severe shock waves 

through the socialistic Brussels bureaucracy.

	 Meanwhile our lips are sealed, although 

two things are quite clear — Islamic extremists are 

committed, by any and every means, to convert the 

world to Islam, and Islamic moderates cannot/will not 

oppose them.

*             *               *

	 Religious institutions are somewhat more 

energetic than others.  They provide faith, credibility 

and spiritual protection to their followers, and they 

reach beyond the boundaries of our earthly lives.  Their 

physical message is usually presented via the words/

deeds of a mythic and divine founder whose divinity is 

maintained and polished by generations of dedicated 

humans.  More often than not it is the human element 

that garbles the message and creates problems.

	 We have seen how Islam’s place in Near Eastern 

life concentrates the institutional elements of law, 

education, finance, religion, culture and politics into 

one all-powerful local, regional and global institution.

	 Now let’s shift our focus back home to America 

where our film seems to be running in reverse 

and where, unlike in the highly authoritarian and 

centralized Muslim world, many of our institutions 

suffer from our abuse and disrespect.

	 We have had wonderful things from them for 

many years and reached the point where we take them 

for granted.  This is in part an outcome of our full 

throttle pursuit of money and power, and is a threat to 

our country and its culture, as taking something for 

granted is the first step on the path to its neglect and, 

then, abandonment

	 Our founding fathers, in writing our 

Constitution and establishing our government, created 

only its three branches — executive, legislative and 

judicial — which, over time, have become institutions 

by the respect and authority with which succeeding 

generations of Americans have endowed them.

	 Unfortunately, as venerable and cherished as 

our institutions can be, they are always at the mercy 

of the human element charged with staffing, managing 

and preserving them.  For many in our bitterly divided 

political world this is a very precarious position.

	 Our Constitution did not create any of the many 

now seemingly necessary parts of our bureaucracy 

such as the Departments of Justice, Defense, Homeland 

Security, Treasury, State, etc.  The Founders seem 

to have known intuitively that the flow of national 

thought, money, population and good or bad fortune 

was not likely to follow whatever model they might 

propose.

	 In America, the birth, growth, direction, 

management, transmission and image of our national 

institutions have been mostly determined by the policies 

and people who control our federal government and its 

many operating parts.

	 This overwhelming human component makes for 

a two-edged blade.  It can cut both ways — providing 

exceptional guidance at some times and thoughtless 

error or neglect at others.

	 Currently we seem to be more exposed to the 

latter.  Institutions have been as equally affected 

by the mean politics of our time and our instant 

communications technologies as other players in our 

societal drama.  The difference, what makes them so 

important to our society, is that they are charged 

with conveying our cultural DNA (knowledge, wisdom, 

continuity) to those who come after us.

	 We must keep in mind always that institutions 

need us just as we need them.  In an extremely successful 

symbiotic relationship we give ourselves (our energy, 

loyalty, generosity and respect) to them, and they 

give back support, continuity and forgiveness for our 

human scale folly.  They are our mirrors in which we 

can see ourselves, if only we will not avert our gaze.  

More comfortable with idealism than ideology, they 

have been greatly betrayed by the greed and rancor of 

our time.

	 In this chapter we will present a catalog of 

some of our most historic institutions, their present 

condition and how they, and our perception of them, 

have changed.  We will see that human agency plays a 

far different role than it does in Islam.

IMMIGRATION

	 Our first look will be at Immigration which, 

today enjoys dual status as a major political issue and 
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one of our most venerable institutions.  You may not 

think of Immigration as an institution, but it is.  It has 

been a topic of persistent concern to our government 

since the country’s founding.  Then, having just broken 

away from our European ties, the prevailing political 

opinion strongly opposed immigration,  as the country 

was confronted with innumerable problems and 

opportunities which it wanted to deal with in its own 

newly national way.

	 The more success we achieved in growing (i.e., 

Lewis & Clarke expedition, Louisiana Purchase) in the 

early 19th century, the more we attracted investors/

workers from other less dynamic economies.  By 

mid-century three ingredients were in place that 

substantially increased our need for labor and altered 

the national view of immigration.  The east coast had 

become industrialized, gold had been discovered in CA. 

bringing workers and services from all over the world 

and, by “covered wagons”, from many areas east of the 

Mississippi.  The most far reaching of all, however, was 

the 19th century’s frenzy of railroad building which 

tied the country together physically and symbolically.  

With the 1869 joining of the Union Pacific and Central 

Pacific tracks at Promontory Summit, UT, our east and 

west coasts were united and our development efforts 

could focus on the one country in between

	 These three forces — industrialization, 

gold and rail transportation spurred our economic 

development and attracted a growing stream of foreign 

workers.  Immigration, however, was a topic even then 

that aroused mixed responses and strong controversy.  

The divided opinion which it engendered over an 

extended period throughout the country established 

its status as a political problem subject to federal 

regulation.

	 This was done initially under the Dept. of 

Labor and, despite occasional disruptions, a pattern 

of control based on the needs of our labor force and 

our cultural make-up found general acceptance.  And it 

also gradually became an institution with which most 

Americans could identify.

	 It was open, humane, generous, socially and 

economically beneficial and in its grandest gesture 

offered citizenship to new arrivals from less fortunate 

circumstances who could meet a few basic obligations.  

Citizenship and assimilation were goals that poor and 

uneducated foreigners could mostly only dream about.

	 America offered them to millions and drew the 

respect of other governments and of its own people.  We 

could take pride in what our system offered.  In doing 

so we could add the luster of institutional status to 

our government’s successful management of a difficult 

political problem.  Immigration had become more than a 

program; it said something about who we were.

	 This purposeful and fair approach to immigration 

over a lengthy period was designed to meet, and adjust 

to, the fluctuating needs of our country’s economy.  As 

much, probably, as legislation can, it did so without 

creating public resistance.  It succeeded in serving the 

popular interest and forming bonds between the public 

and government.  And it is these bonds, not warships 

or trade balances, that allow countries to move to the 

next level and become nations.

	 Displaying its considerable flexibility, our 

immigration law, with some tweaking here and there, met 

the challenges posed by increasing industrialization, 

the Irish “potato’ famine and the surges in migrants 

from Europe that followed both WWs.  This last category 

introduced us to Fascist and Communist infiltration.

	 With the election of Pres. Kennedy, and under 

the personal imprint of brother Ted in the Senate, a 

combination of powerful interests began to push a 

new view of immigration that asserted that the supply 

of immigrants, not the demands of our economy and 

culture, should determine our policy and law.

	 This view became law in the Immigration and 

Control Act (IRCA) of 1965.  By the time of Pres. Reagan’s 

presidency (1980-1988) its many flaws had become so 

apparent that close to 70% of respondents to public 

polls favored a reduction in our migrant inflow.

	 Reagan, the last president to show any 

concern over the flow of immigration, offered a “one-

time” amnesty to about three million people that the 

government thought would qualify.  Over 10 million 

showed up.  There were no realistic fraud controls and 

the race was on.

	 Legal?  Illegal?  It didn’t make any difference. 

Gain entry by any means through our largely 

unprotected land, sea and air borders, and jobs would 

be available.  If new arrivals were unable or unwilling 

to work, government assistance, courtesy of the US 

taxpayer, would offer substantial support.

*             *               *

	 For the last quarter century during the 

presidencies of two Republicans (Bush I & II) and two 

Democrats (Clinton & Obama) no effort has been made 

by our legislative or executive branches to enforce the 

terms of the Reagan amnesty revisions or what remains 

of IRCA.

	 The recent “comprehensive immigration reform” 

law which passed the Senate (S.744) and now seeks 

acceptance in the House is in all too many ways a copy of 

our existing law which would continue, and sometimes 

magnify, its present loopholes, contradictions and 

failures.

	 The question that won’t go away is, Why?  How 

did this occur?  How did our immigration law change 

from being an institutional model of wide approval here 

and abroad to the unquestionable mess in which we are 

presently (and perhaps permanently?) enmeshed?
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	 There is only one answer.  It is the human factor.  

For a variety of reasons, usually involving gain in 

wealth or political power, our elected representatives, 

whether in the White House or Capitol Hill, have refused 

to take the actions necessary to uphold the laws of the 

land passed by themselves or by their predecessors.

“... a variety of outside forces applied

 by either chance or other governments.”

	 Democracy, especially our type which lacks 

a parliamentary recall mechanism is especially 

vulnerable to failure to uphold the law.  When 

this occurs, all bonds between citizens and their 

government are broken and cannot be quickly or easily 

repaired.  This leaves our government in a helpless 

position at the mercy of both internal special interests 

and a variety of outside forces applied by either chance 

or other governments.

	 Our government is now an immense and 

complicated machine with more parts, more money 

and more managers than any other in history.  To 

purposefully abandon our control of this social/

economic/political/military system invites corruption 

to a new and fearful level.

	 Lacking the ability to change government 

before the next election cycle, how can the American 

people take action to restore responsible government?  

They can only speak through Congress or the White 

House who, as we have seen in immigration matters, 

have no interest in listening to the vox populi.  Even if 

being heard were possible, the next step, that of taking 

corrective legislative  action, would face determined 

resistance from open border advocates and their 

backers.

	 Our extraordinarily humorous and precise 

native American comedian of the 1920s, Will Rogers, 

said it best — “I don’t know why everybody complains 

about Congress.  They’re the best that money can buy!”

*             *               *

	 We have referred in previous issues to 

immigration as “the poster boy” of selective law 

enforcement (SLE).  It has earned that title because 

of the wide acceptance its lack of enforcement has 

achieved.  Some of this can be attributed to policy; 

and some to a kind of biology that sustains life in our 

political shadows.

	 The most notable way in which immigration plays 

host to SLE is the open and persistent defiance of our 

federal law by our legislative and executive branches 

which, in addition to its serious local enforcement 

consequences, serves as a prominently placed billboard 

to be viewed by all those newly elected to office.

	 After the rush of a couple of days of settling 

in, becoming credentialed and absorbing their 

indoctrination procedure, they are ready to launch their 

careers of “public service”.  Their antennae become 

fully active.  They look, listen, sniff the atmosphere 

and always hold one or more slightly moistened fingers 

up to gauge the force and direction of the political 

breezes that move through our government.

	 On different days, at different times in their 

electoral cycle, they receive mixed messages from the 

voters who elected them.  It is, of course, impossible to 

please or serve everyone, but there is one overriding, 

irrefutable argument proven by a quarter of a century’s 

collusion between Congress and the White House.  Do 

nothing!  Enforcement of our immigration law carries 

with it very difficult choices certain to bring unwanted 

consequences from voters and special interests alike.

	 Our nation’s law making and enforcement 

responsibilities are not, however, limited to DC.  

There are other forces — religious, civil, economic, 

educational and more — that are guided or, more 

appropriately, misguided by both major parties’ 

commitment to SLE.  The anger, fear and frustration 

found in local dialogues and confrontation are intense, 

whether expressed by individuals or groups, but are not 

welcome in Washington.  Their messages fail equally to 

register on the government’s message board or on the 

minds of those to whom the enforcement of our law is 

entrusted.

*             *               *

	 Go to our southern border where our inflow 

of illegal migrants has been the heaviest.  Here 

enforcement is a mixed bag of purposes and procedures 

under the direction of local police/sheriffs, the Dept. 

of Justice (DOJ) and the many different authorities 

administered by the Department of Homeland Security 

(DHS).  The result is an inevitable competition for 

funding and jurisdiction that extends from action in 

the street or field to local, and state levels and then 

to our bureaucracy in Washington.

	 Along with enforcement, there is always 

underway in many of our state and federal courts a 

parallel process of litigation.  Courts are important 

because they impart gravitas to political arguments.

	 Our DOJ is as highly politicized as it has ever 

been in our history and, consistent with the recent 

trend towards imperial presidencies, it now serves as 

a political arm for the president making it possible 

for him to stretch his executive reach into areas and 

activities that had formerly required congressional 

approval and/or cooperation.

	 We should not be blind to the role the DOJ 

now plays.  It has moved beyond determining legality 

to a point where it contradicts local law enforcement, 

refuses cooperation with it and has brought several 
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suits against states and localities to terminate actions 

or policies with which present administration policy 

disagrees.

	 This raises the long-running issue of states 

rights vs.  the federal government.  Knowing that they 

could not produce a definitive document that could 

serve all purposes for all time, our founding fathers 

opted to try to establish a balance mechanism.  They did 

pretty well, as we have been tinkering with it for over 

two hundred years, and it only collapsed once when we 

resorted to civil war.

	 There’s a large bit of sleight-of-hand in the 

way our government has treated the immigration issue.  

Every president, whether campaigning for office, or in 

it, makes frequent and seemingly definitive references 

to the sanctity of our system of law.  This is pure 

hyperbole, the truth being that ever since the passage 

of IRCA in 1965 some of its key components were 

ignored.  

	 But there is a curious side effect at work 

here.  The increased attention given to the subject of 

immigration by the multiple errors, inconsistencies, 

publicity, and injustice resulting from our lack of 

enforcement has increased its body mass and footprint.  

Exposure and argument in the public, in the media and 

online grow.  As an institution, immigration has put on 

weight, but has shed much of the respect, moderation, 

custom and loyalty that accompanied public acceptance 

and enabled it to achieve institutional status.

	 New and bitter voices both attack and defend 

it.  It is the source of political, economic and cultural 

lines of division, and has become one of DC’s biggest 

players in its money/power game that never ceases.  It 

can still lay claim to being an institution, although one 

that is recognizably smaller in its vision and values, 

but it is troubled and can no longer serve the nation as 

it has in the past.

	 It seeks the fast buck and the quick political fix 

rather than the measured pace of controlled entry and 

assimilation that served equally the interests of the 

nation, its citizens and migrants.

*             *               *

Mainstream Media

	 Looking back over the 20th century and the 

various benefits and forms of progress to which 

it proudly lays claim, we must pay attention to a 

contradictory view of history.

	 Three national leaders, (one in Europe, one in  

Asia and one in both) were responsible for the loss 

of many millions of lives.  Hitler, Stalin and Mao not 

only engaged in wars of aggression, but undertook the 

mass killing of their own citizens to eliminate political 

opposition.  Whether the regimes in power were Fascist 

or Communist, national leadership had the power to 

command all aspects of life and to use all elements of 

the state’s power to do so.  The distinction between 

Fascism and Communism to the man facing a firing 

squad, being tortured or starving in the forced labor 

camps was a small one.

	 There was one technique that all three dictators 

used and which came into its own with the expanding 

use and technology of the time.  This was the absolute 

control of all mass media which then consisted of print 

and radio.

	 Goebbels, Hitler’s Minister of Information, 

and his counterparts in Communist Russia and China 

saw to it that only “approved” news releases were 

issued.  Naturally, no mention was ever made of the 

many millions of political prisoners that were killed 

or disappeared.

	 The media, with its advancing technology of 

global radio, telephone and telegraph communications, 

as well as the ability to deliver print material by air, 

served notice that news was no longer a view supported 

by verifiable facts.  Quite to the contrary, commencing 

around 1930 news would be what the “leader” wanted 

it to be.

	 Fast forward to the present and our mainstream 

media (MSM) which now includes press, radio, TV, 

online, film, entertainment and any other way our 

large, commercial entities choose to reach the buying, 

voting, donating, investing public.

“... it has grown from being one of many 

elements in our society to a determinant 

of its character, progress and direction.”

	 From humble origins in print we have created a 

monster that bestows celebrity, attention, information, 

entertainment, status, comfort, health and wealth in 

return for our listening, viewing, reading, and buying 

what it offers.  It is no longer an adjunct to our lives; 

it is woven into their fabric.  It is no exaggeration to 

say that it is a major consumer of our time, energy and 

dollars, and, as such, it has grown from being one of 

many elements in our society to a determinant of its 

character, progress and direction.

	 In the brief span of less than a century it has 

become an institution.  But not just one among equals; it 

has developed exceptional mass and can now challenge, 

if not dominate, others with whom we have enjoyed long 

and comfortable connections.

	 The MSM, for all its popularity, has had a 

disturbing effect upon our culture and behavior.  

Because the changes that it delivers are often wrapped 

in the language of progress, they are accepted without 

question by the guards that keep our gates, and then are 

free to mingle with us and do their damage unnoticed.

	 For example, in the early days of TV there was 
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wide debate over government’s role in the new industry 

and, particularly, in its programming.  England chose 

to set up a government controlled operating company 

whereas we insisted on a “no government interference”, 

free-market approach.  In both instances the choices 

followed practices that had evolved for broadcast 

radio.

	 Years later one enormous difference is evident.  

In the US, the viewer/listener cannot avoid the lowest 

cultural denominator programs offered by commercial 

TV, while the BBC has multiple channels/stations 

dedicated to different cultural levels.

“... it, too, has been influenced by the 

program tastes of our time and has fallen 

far  short of its original goals.”

	 We did establish the Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting (CPB) which was supposed to provide 

a range of programs that could serve the interests 

of those who sought something better than the mass 

entertainment menu.  The CPB was part of the mix of 

“public” radio and TV which eschews commercial 

advertising in favor of listener support and, while 

admittedly better than commercial TV, it, too, has been 

influenced by the program tastes of our time and has 

fallen far  short of its original goals.

	 What exactly are the “tastes of our time”?  

Are they the product of a small group of powerful 

producers/directors/writers that determine without 

restraint what we see and hear?  Or are they truly 

public?  Do they represent the interests, preferences, 

needs and values of millions of Americans bundled into 

a package demanded and enjoyed by all?

	 The truth is that they are both, each one 

drawing upon the other.  Sex and violence, in a degree 

unimaginable before 1950, are now dominant elements 

in our Zeitgeist, but their growth in public exposure 

and identification owes a large debt to the simultaneous 

explosion and impact of television on our lives.

	 Critical mass developed when the creative 

personnel in the production centers adopted the sex 

and violence wave to push the envelope for expressing 

themselves.  In LA, Las Vegas, NYC, where celebrity is 

the coin of the realm, envelope pushing (no matter how 

gross, coarse or outrageous) is a time-honored and 

accredited way of getting ahead.

	 We should make sure we are not referring to 

soft core smut.  In prime time or not, on network or 

cable, live or via animation, sex and violence are served 

to an apparently addicted public on a constant basis.  

The menu is one of exceptional variety and choice: 

murder, rape, bestiality, necrophilia, mutilation, 

excrement, torture and fornication by and among men, 

women, children, straight or same sex.

	 Looking back to commercial TV’s postwar 

introduction and the press articles that speculated on 

what it would provide and mean to our “American way”, 

there was no mention of the possibility of audiences 

being exposed to the above.  Many programs were 

sponsored by the makers of iconic household products 

and, as years passed and radio/TV could be found in 

every home, it grew in familiarity and acceptance.  In 

less than a century broadcast media had become one of 

our most prominent industries and a dominant force in 

our culture.  It had become an institution!  It touched 

millions of lives on a daily basis and had acquired an 

aura of public approval and need which was constantly 

nurtured and polished by its own public relations 

efforts.

	 Technology changes everything, however, and 

for our broadcast industry it meant embracing special 

efforts — the depiction of real or imagined actions by 

studio techniques which altered the normal limits of 

time and distance, human endurance and our physical 

world — all with no discernible effects upon the plot 

or characters.

	 The MSM now includes print, radio, TV, 

online/social media, film and entertainment.  It is an 

agglomeration of many parts driven by the pursuit of 

profit and bears little resemblance to its forebear 

institution created by our attachment to two centuries 

of print media.

*             *               *

	 Governments often face the problem of 

maintaining some degree of protective control over 

new markets, technologies and services.  The FCC was 

created in 1934 to monitor and conduct oversight for 

our new broadcast communications sector.  It has done 

so with varying degrees of effort and success, but now, 

facing the combined power of new users, advancing 

technology and highly paid lawyers, this watch dog 

body finds itself unable to exercise the power intended 

for its role.  Even when court decisions favor the FCC, 

the superior resources of the MSM have been able to 

evade, lobby or appeal their way to less restriction.

	 Actually, what has occurred in the MSM is a 

true portrait of the life cycles of many institutions, 

secular or religious.  They start as the product of the 

efforts of a group of individuals to further a common 

cause.  They grow in power and efficiency because they 

are able to centralize their members’ separate efforts 

the way a searchlight provides a more intense and 

powerful beam than a floodlight.

	 As time passes and power and resources are more 

and more concentrated at the top in fewer people, the 

nature of the institution changes and its characteristics 

and activities come to serve the interests of the 

managerial elite over its wider membership.  This holds 

true for most institutions — commercials, political, 
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religious — with very few exceptions.

	 Without centralization, large institutions 

could not achieve the kind of development necessary to 

serve large and growing memberships, as diffuse power 

is too unwieldy for rapid, consistent growth.

	 The hard work of building our MSM institution 

was done during the 19th and the first half of the 

20th centuries by the family owned newspapers and 

magazines that served America’s towns and cities.  

They enjoyed unarguable status in their communities 

which, in return, gave them respect, tradition and 

appreciation.

	 Following WWII, as dollars, people and power 

in our country expanded well beyond their prewar 

levels, a long period of corporate combination 

began that made possible more profitable sharing of 

resources, markets and customer bases.  Our MSM was 

as prominent as any other industry in pursuing this new 

direction with the result that today it is an industry 

of many conglomerates engaged in the production and 

marketing of a dazzling variety of people, products, 

services and lifestyles.

*             *               *

	 Just as the MSM has epitomized the growth of 

corporate combination, it has also come to provide 

warnings.  Corporate mergers are not always viewed 

as positive events.  They tend to duplicate labor, plant 

and equipment resources and also reduce competition, 

although the latter is often regained in the pursuit of 

new and improved products.

	 In the case of our new, super MSM it has given 

us ample warning that the resources under its control 

and the techniques it chooses to use them are not to be 

constrained by past consideration of taste, or, more 

importantly, public benefit.

	 The gutter content of TV programming (both 

verbal and visual) is defended on the basis that it’s 

what the public wants.  There is more validity to this 

than we might like to admit as much of the viewing 

public finds no fault with what is offered.  But other 

voices call for programs to provide greater choice 

and better product. Stalemate!  There is some truth 

in both positions, some signs of both chicken and egg.  

Also, out of sight, but leaving a strong imprint, are the 

writers, producers and directors intent upon pushing 

the envelope of acceptance in ways that call notice to 

them and advance their chances for celebrity and/or 

corporate success/promotion.

“Do we even have a pendulum anymore?  

In politics?  In culture?

	 The degrading of human behavior, including 

things as natural and prevalent as body processes and 

sexuality, lowers the cultural common denominator 

for our society.  In earlier times the damage done could 

be repaired by the pendulum of public taste reaching a 

point where opinion required it to stop and return to 

its original position.  But today the forces of constant 

and aggressive cultural attack may be so powerful that 

they overwhelm the pendulum mechanism.  Do we even 

have a pendulum anymore?  In politics?  In culture?

	 “Sex and violence” in our MSM are so pervasive 

they have come to be closely joined in our minds, as 

they commonly are in our speech.  While they can have 

different results depending upon how they are used 

in story lines, their effect upon our cultural/social 

conscience can be startlingly similar.

	 Much of the MSM treatment of sex presents 

situations that degrade women and/or young girls.  

Plots make it clear that female worth is defined by sex, 

not love, and often with the desirable and pleasurable 

assistance of alcohol, drugs or physical abuse by the 

partner whether of the same or different gender.

	 On the male side, the platform for violence 

extends far beyond the bedroom.  It displays blood and 

gore, savage beatings, torture, as well as Lord of the 

Flies1 type childhood sadism situations.

“... our ability to register shock or 

empathy for the suffering of others 

has notably declined.”

	 These ways of presenting our time, life and 

culture are now so prevalent they can almost be 

considered as “hardwired” into our lives.  Their steady 

application to what has become a largely “captive” 

reading and viewing audience has done deep damage 

to its nervous system.  It has dulled and damaged the 

receptors on our cultural antennae so badly that our 

ability to register shock or empathy for the suffering 

of others has notably declined.

	 This ability was a powerful marker and motor 

in our species’ elevation of cultural and societal goals 

over the past two millennium.  It is agonizing to see it 

slip away, as those who would prefer to defend it are 

outmaneuvered by society’s ornamental elements — 

profit, celebrity, fame, wealth, luxury, display — all 

in such compulsive pursuit and excessive amounts that 

they have completely transformed our character and 

culture.

“... experience and withstand extreme

 physical abuse and force with few 

or no consequences.”

As injurious as our MSM’s portrayal of sex and 

violence has been, either separately or in tandem, 
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there is another underlying pattern common to both 

which is never referred to but is an active ingredient 

in most current TV programs,  It has been enabled by 

the technology that creates special effects, live or 

animated, that allow characters to experience and 

withstand extreme physical abuse and force with few 

or no consequences.

	 This lack of consequence for violent, anti-

social, inhumane, immoral or illegal actions attacks 

our humanity on both real and metaphorical levels.  

Surely for the young viewer watching hour after hour 

of TV programs this lack of real consequence serves 

as a way to keep the action, and the story line, moving, 

and it costs less than having the writers and producers 

come up with new characters, backgrounds, etc., but 

beneath the surface there is more of concern.

	 The child, watching repeatedly the lack of 

consequences for anti-social behavior, takes note 

subconsciously and files it away.  Later, when life 

turns in one or more directions that call for choice, it 

must think and then act.  If the thought process draws 

upon a section of the brain where anti-social rules or 

experience are dominant, the chances favor that he/she 

will choose and act accordingly.

	 In our society, this is a terrible, ticking bomb.  

We have already seen it play out in our generation with 

very negative results.  But the beat goes on!  More and 

more violent programming available to our growing 

population can only have a disastrous effect on media 

saturated youth!

	 If present trends continue, we are expected to 

add well over 100 million to our population by mid-

century, and our juvenile justice system is already 

overtaxed.  This problem will not go away; it will grow 

in numbers and consequences and is as serious as any 

problem that our country faces.  Our MSM is one of our 

largest and most powerful institutions.  It is failing us 

on a grand scale!

*             *               *

	 Immigration and the MSM are institutions to 

which we have given our trust and support; and yet, in 

the end, we are betrayed.  But it is not the concept of 

an institution that generally fails us.  It is the human 

factor; those whom we appoint or allow to manage 

them and who then impose their own political and/or 

personal agendas.

	 There are other institutions of different kinds 

and circumstance.  One is the US dollar, a currency that 

has become an institution because of its global use and 

acceptance, and which we have touted for its strength 

and stability for political and commercial reasons.  It 

has possessed most of the requirements for a world 

reserve currency, but values have a way of changing.

	 Let’s look at some comparative prices.  In 

1948 the tuition at an Ivy League university was $600; 

today it is around $40,0002.  In 1946, a World Series 

“bleacher” seat could be had for $1.20; in 2012 it 

cost $110.  And staying with “the national game”, a hot 

dog and beer that then sold for $.50 is now priced at 

$10.253  Another type of measurement, from government 

as opposed to the public consumer market, is that in 

1940 our national debt was $43 billion compared to 

$16.5 trillion last year4 with the certainty that it will 

be raised again soon.

	 The percentages of these increases vary by 

considerable amounts, but what is clear is that the 

value of our dollar has declined significantly.  Some 

would argue that these increases are due to inflation, 

but rising inflation and decreasing currency values 

are two sides of the same coin.  Also, in many countries 

the determination of how much inflation to allow is as 

much a political as an economic choice.  Inflation can 

be controlled, as we saw when the presidency passed 

from Carter to Reagan, but the techniques employed 

to manage it can cause economic pain and political 

turbulence.  It tends to grow by such small increments 

that it avoids becoming a major campaign issue until it 

is allowed to get out of control and must be dealt with 

as in the Carter/Reagan election.

department of justice

	 Another institution that has fallen upon dark 

days and that affects every American is the previous 

mentioned Department of Justice (DOJ).  It has grown to 

keep pace with the expansion of the nation’s population 

and government, and has also had new enforcement 

duties added to its mix of responsibilities.

	 Originally designed to provide legal advice and 

protection to the president and the American public, it 

now has a far broader agenda and serves as a political 

arm of the White House.  In doing so, it engages in 

activities that serve politically connected interests 

and constituencies.  It is on constant call to serve as 

the bureaucracy’s enforcer, as it can respond to critics 

and opponents in ways that the president can’t.

	 The DOJ, itself, is protected by the heavy armor 

and powerful weapons of our federal justice system in 

which its participation is second to none.  At its head 

is the Attorney General (AG) who decides the extent 

and direction of the government’s investigative, 

enforcement and litigation efforts.

	 The AG’s office is filled by presidential 

appointment and enjoys Cabinet status.  In times past 

its occupant was usually a distinguished attorney who 

had served the president, or the party, well prior to 

election.  That mold was discarded when Pres. Kennedy 

chose his brother, thereby establishing a more 

personal and political relationship with the DOJ.

	 Fast forward to our present administration 
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in which it is headed by AG Eric Holder and where the 

guiding light of politics burns ever more brightly.  

Although given exceptional power and latitude, the 

Obama DOJ has not produced an outstanding record of 

accomplishment that might be viewed as in the nation’s 

interest.

	 It was exposed as being both the originator 

and manager of the “Fast and Furious” program which 

supplied guns to Mexican drug cartels in the course 

of which one or more of our law enforcement officers 

were killed.

	 A congressional inquiry was launched, but 

key information was withheld and both media and 

congressional inquiries were deflected or stonewalled.  

Without any outside evidence, the DOJ’s response 

amounted to an agency investigating itself — a process 

rarely favored to produce results; and a certain dead 

end in Washington.

	 On other fronts, the DOJ’s performance has also 

fallen short of what the public has a right to expect.  

Regarding immigration, it has filed law suits against AZ 

and other states and localities over their enforcement 

policies and practices.  It has cloaked these litigations 

in constitutional terms, but the real reasons behind 

their being filed in the ways and at the times chosen are 

ideological, as the positions taken by the states and 

localities in favor of effective border control directly 

opposed the Obama administration’s party line.

	 There is a stunning contradiction in this 

situation remarkable even by Washington standards.  

The actions taken by AZ and its companions in litigation 

to enforce our border security were consistent with 

and in support of existing federal law which government 

had chosen not to enforce for over a quarter of a 

century.  Accordingly, the Holder/DOJ suits against 

AZ et al were designed to prevent the observance/

enforcement of the federal government’s own law!

	 In another immigration law enforcement matter, 

Sheriff Thomas Dart of Cook County, IL (Chicago) refused 

to comply with a standard request for cooperation by a 

federal agency, drawing this comment from Verdict.

	 “You would think that the Obama 

administration would be standing with us, 

supporting the rule of law, but IL is a so-called 

blue state and Holder seems only interested in 

suing states that voted against Obama.”5

	 That may, or may not, be too broad a brush to 

apply only to Obama, as enforcement procedures have 

languished in a political zone of indifference for 

almost a half a century.6

	 A similar abandonment occurred in relation to 

the gay rights issue.  The Clinton administration had 

passed the Defense of Marriage Act which denied gays 

some of the rights afforded by traditional social law 

and custom to heterosexuals.

	 In August, 2012 at the LGBT “Lavender Law 

Conference & Career Fair”, keynote speaker Holder 

“reminded the audience that the Obama DOJ was refusing 

to defend the Defense of Marriage Act, though at the 

time it was still the prevailing law of the land.”7

	 The AG Holder/DOJ litigation against state law 

surfaced again in the issue of voter ID law.  Last year 

the US Supreme Court struck down some elements of 

the Voting Rights Act (VRA) after which Holder sued 

the state of TX claiming that its voter ID law violated 

provisions of the VRA that had not been invalidated, 

and also stated that DOJ would participate in a separate 

suit against TX over its redistricting laws.8

	 As with almost all of these government vs. 

government lawsuits, there is no shortage of claims 

and counter claims and the specious reasoning behind 

them.  Here, again, ideology was the dominant focus, as 

the purpose behind the purpose was to alter TX’s voting 

practices in ways that would favor greater Democratic 

Party participation and electoral victories.

	 The idea of the federal government suing 

states/localities to impose ideological limits or forms 

on them is offensive to most Americans.  The states’ 

rights vs. federal government argument has been with 

us since our beginning and, as it is highly interpretative 

by nature, will probably continue.  But interpretations 

are one thing and lawsuits another.

	 We should see the federal government’s 

ideological pressure on states and localities for what 

it is — an easy way to accomplish a difficult task.  If 

our laws, at state or federal levels, do not produce 

intended results, fail the people’s interest or have 

been outdated by technology or world events, they can 

be changed by the same legislative bodies that created 

them.

	 That’s a simple fact that is now mostly obscured 

by the politics of our time, rational debate and 

persuasion having fled the legislative scene and been 

replaced by unrelenting antagonism and ideological 

polarization.  It was our early reliance upon debate 

and persuasion that sustained our “noble experiment”.  

Without them we only manage to get by, and are mired 

in failure for all to see.

	 This is no accidental failure beyond our control, 

and the American people should begin to realize it.  Any 

time someone has the tools necessary to do a job and 

refuses to use them their lack of action is tantamount 

to willful destruction.

	 Congress has the mandated constitutional 

authority to pass and amend legislation, but mostly 

avoids the latter because the process of refighting 

former battles opens old wounds.  It also offers 

our polling services the chance to come up with new, 

and perhaps different, results which may require an 

awkward shift in position from a former stance.

	 Remember, every representative in the House 

and one-third of the Senate must face a reelection 
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challenge in two years.  This is like ploughing a field 

containing land mines from a previous battle.  Some 

farmers will escape injury; for others death or mortal 

wounding can be instantaneous.

	 In addition to electoral consequences, revisiting 

old legislation can offer opponents the opportunity to 

uncover actions, relationships or contracts entered 

into following the original passage which might not 

pass a current fragrance test with fellow members of 

Congress or the public.

internal revenue service

“It is these power lines that 

draw the true map of Washington.”

We do not have to look far to find other institutions 

that have been ripped from their original purpose/

status and put to false use by those to whom we entrust 

them.  The latter “work” our government’s three-

legged stool (lobbyists, Congress and bureaucrats) as 

they travel the power lines that visibly and invisibly 

connect all three.  Forget the map that comes with the 

rental car or hotel room.  It is these power lines that 

draw the true map of Washington.

	 There is one institution that wields extreme 

power even by government standards.  It is one of the 

youngest (100 years old last year) of all our federal 

institutions and, although the public’s relationship 

with it is seldom affectionate, it has been assigned 

investigative and enforcement powers of which other 

agencies/departments can only dream.

	 It is the IRS and it has the right to inquire 

into every aspect of our lives.  It manages, and more 

importantly, interprets our multi-thousand page tax 

code.  It has special tax courts available to adjudicate 

complex issues.  And, whereas in conventional civil 

and criminal law matters the defendant is presumed to 

be innocent and the prosecutor must establish guilt, 

the IRS can initiate action in response to which the 

defendant must prove innocence.

	 This is an enormous difference and runs 

counter to some of our most cherished and frequently 

stated legal principles — including innocent until 

proven guilty.  How is it that in only a century we have 

up-ended part of our basic legal structure and added 

power after power to its expanding reach and code?

	 The answer, lies again in the human factor.  The 

people to whom we have entrusted the running of our 

government are overwhelmed by its money and power, 

both of which are concentrated at the IRS.  The tax 

code is an unwieldy and often contradictory mess of 

many thousands of pages.  Every member of Congress 

will publicly condemn it, but, with less publicity, will 

find parts that he/she heartily supports and insists are 

essential.

	 These parts are favored to be loopholes, 

making the tax codes which appear dense, quite like 

swiss cheese structurally.  It is not uncommon in our 

code to find a statement of tax imposition or coverage 

followed by many pages of exclusionary language put 

in place to benefit specific constituencies, large or 

small, geographic or political, temporal or spiritual, 

etc.

	 The loophole “game” is as big as any other in 

Washington, and those who engage in it know where the 

money/power lines start and end.  They have become 

adept at not only following these lines, but also moving 

them up or down, to the right or left, at the suggestion 

of real or imagined political benefits.

	 Normally, the IRS can deflect criticism of its 

operations, but in the last two years it has suffered 

the exposure of two very serious, unpopular and illegal 

practices.

	 The first was the denial of 501(c)(3) tax exempt 

status to applicants with a largely Republican or 

Conservative background.  And the other was permitting, 

over an extended period of time, the payment of cash tax 

benefits to false or fictitious names/addresses claimed 

on tax returns submitted by illegal aliens.

	 The IRS is unique in that we have given it power 

and respect without affection.  Over its existence our 

trust has largely been repaid by a mid-level even-

handedness, but that trust has been abused in recent 

years.  

	 Much of this agency’s power has derived from 

its ability to deflect publicity and to control the 

news cycle of its activities, but technology changes 

everything.  And in our present era of instant and 

mass communication the IRS’ privacy zone is neither 

as large nor as effective as it has been in the past.  

Whistle blowers are now part of the mix and the IRS, 

with its huge budgets, resources and activities, offers 

opportunities second to none.

*             *               *

	 We should also note the failure of both known 

and unknown systems within the government from the 

White House to the State Dept. (DOS) regarding the 

attack upon our diplomatic outpost in Benghazi and the 

murder of ambassador Stevens.

	 There are more than enough “he said/she saids” 

in this situation to go around, and it is doubtful that 

we will ever have verifiable evidence to draw an exact 

time, action and consequence line for those institutions 

involved in Libya — the Depts. of State and Defense, the 

White House, CIA, etc.

	 But, regardless of the fault involved and 

who committed it, Benghazi stands as a first rank 
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institutional failure.  This is because our DOS has, 

throughout its long history, mostly managed to 

cultivate the atmosphere of quiet dignity and success 

that diplomacy aims to provide.

	 Two major institutions, the White House and 

the DOS, and several intelligence agencies in between, 

cooperated in the fabrication of an obviously phony 

cover (up) story and played it out on the MSM for 

several days until the combined weight of emerging 

truth and intense public interest called a halt to 

what had become more of a political cartoon than a 

reasonable accounting of responsible government 

actions.

“It amounted to little more 

than political vaudeville.”

	 Americans have a high emotional investment in 

their institutions (i.e., “my country, right or wrong”)9, 

and will go more than half way to support them, but the 

Benghazi PR effort was off the chart.  It amounted to 

little more than political vaudeville.

*             *               *

	 Institutions do not spring forth, fully formed, 

from the head of a real or imagined deity, but have to 

achieve their status, sometimes by intent and sometimes 

not, over time.

	 We invest them with our respect, patience, 

authority and sometimes affection, so that, by combining 

our many individual contributions, they can muster the 

wisdom and judgment required to meet the demands of 

our needs and intentions.

	 This is a primary aspect of creating good 

government.  It is not an easy one, and, in a society with 

as many goals (and shoals) as ours, we are constantly 

faced with difficult evaluations and complex choices 

necessary to move the country in the direction 

mandated by the policies established by its elected 

representatives.

	 And therein lies a key contradiction that 

affects all our government institutions — while to 

some degree, in order to succeed, they must respond to 

public opinion, they are not directly formed or managed 

by the public, but rather by the three branches of 

government created in the Constitution.

	 We have seen how this blank space between 

public opinion and government can be manipulated by 

all three branches of our government with disastrous 

consequences for both policy and results (i.e., selective 

law enforcement).

	 Our democratic form of government is not 

bound by centralized power elements such as royal 

privilege, rule by hereditary descent, unfettered use 

of surveillance and arrest (although we are inching 

towards fewer freedoms), a single party electoral 

system and/or the imbalance between an all powerful 

executive office and a neutered popularly elected 

chamber.

	 Still and all, our system is very clearly showing 

signs of the stress applied to it by competing policies, 

practices, constituencies, values and visions, both of 

our past and what we hope to leave to our descendants 

and their futures.  More importantly, we are not honest 

among ourselves even as to what forces will require 

our attention and efforts.

*             *               *

	 Having given a brief description of some of 

our current institutional problems, let’s take a look 

at the job description our founders wrote for the 

Constitution:

	 “. . . to form a more perfect union, establish 

justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide 

for the common defence, promote the general 

welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to 

ourselves and our posterity .  .  .”10

	 This is a very tall order combined with a high 

measure of hope in a very few lines.  And with each 

successive reading the magnitude of what is to be 

attempted becomes more apparent.  The founders were 

drawn from many active levels of colonial life — law, 

commerce, education, agriculture, politics — who had 

risen to the top of the political froth formed by our 

deteriorating relationship with England.

	 They found common ground in believing that 

they could create a government based on freedom and 

unity that would reject the failures of the European 

monarchies.

	 This was the first American Dream and 

bears no relation to the commercial version based 

on consumerism which is so often touted today by 

politicians of both parties and at every electoral level.

	 Knowing their days were likely limited to 

a quarter of a century after the Constitution’s 

ratification, they thought, wrote and acted with the 

urgency of knowing that their young and largely 

untested government would very soon have to stand 

on its own wobbly legs.  What they accomplished was 

so human and powerful that it survived crisis after 

crisis from which our government was able to gain 

incremental strength.  The miracle that enabled this 

was the unity and continuity that the founders dreamed 

into reality and left to their successors.

	 The Constitution stands, without serious 

challenge, as our greatest, most enduring and prolific 

institution.  In seeding others, both directly and 

indirectly, it has been a key element in the mostly 

beneficial growth and participation that has marked our 
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two plus centuries of political expression.  For much of 

this time it has served as a source of illumination for 

other nations engaged in their own process of political 

and human advancement.

	 There is a body of thought in America known as 

Exceptionalism which views our singular, superpower 

achievements as evidence of divine Christian favor 

towards our nation and people.  This is often extended 

to the belief that Americans are inherently a superior 

people entitled to a greater share of the world’s 

respect and resources than others.

	 We are a young nation with an admittedly unusual 

record of success, but have not yet experienced the 

full cycle of rise and decline that has regularly been 

visited upon other dominant empires.  It may comfort 

some to think we can escape this common fate, but 

history suggests that we will not.  All great empires 

have at their centers human nature and behavior which 

invariably play frequently and importantly in the final 

process we now refer to as regime change.

	 From its beginning America was blessed with 

exceptional resources and circumstance.  It enjoyed 

a vast and wealthy continent ideally suited to 

agricultural, economic and community development.

“To push further and find Edenesque 

qualities in America today is a far reach, indeed.”

	 And it is true that both in the early 17th and 

19th centuries some religious groups viewed and 

promoted America as a “new Eden”, although this view 

quickly lost ground to our enormous 19th century 

economic growth of the Industrial Revolution.  To push 

further and find Edenesque qualities in America today 

is a far reach, indeed.

	 America’s first arrivals in the 17th century 

were colonists, not immigrants.  They possessed the 

tools and the beginnings of the Age of Enlightenment’s 

emerging knowledge.  They paid their way, sometimes 

by whole church parishes buying or building a ship.  At 

other times the parish rector might join another group 

with only part of his parish and then return in a year 

or two to bring others.

	 The rector’s leadership role in this arduous 

and testing process often carried through in the 

settled life of the colonial communities, with a group’s 

rector becoming bishop, judge or governor.

	 Tradesmen, priests, doctors, farmers, lawyers, 

butchers, tailors, shoemakers, carpenters — the 

colonists were able to establish societies that met 

most of their communal needs and could draw upon 

whatever parts of English law suited them for criminal 

and civil process.

	 Invariably, colonial life established 

communities in which moral and civil authority often 

were joined and where they were exercised by citizen 

groups such as juries, councils, vestries, commissions, 

elders, etc.  It is not stretching to observe that these 

early forms and functions suggest the later shape of 

American government.

*             *               *

	 Regardless of whether we attribute our 

exceptional progress to divine will or to a more random 

combination of good fortune, intentions and results, we 

have arrived at a point of governmental contradiction.

	 We have accumulated all the wealth and power 

required to become the sole super power, but we 

have squandered much of it and our position grows 

precarious.

	 Our government is given over to ideological 

carping and quibbling, corruption and career politics 

that prevent the passage of the responsible legislation 

needed to resolve the national and global issues that 

so persistently press against us.

“The enemy is within.  

Vigilance is necessary.”

	 Now is a time when our institutions should 

be a source of strength, but they too, as well as the 

government they serve, have been weakened, abused and 

divided, as we will see in our next issue.  At no time in 

our struggle to endure have we needed the combined 

strengths of our institutions and our principles of 

government as we do now.  The enemy is within.  Vigilance 

is necessary.

___________________________________

the afforDable care act
 – ITS REAL FAILURE

	 The hoopla and political in-fighting over the 

failure of the Health.gov website to process applications 

has given each political party an unexpected supply of 

broadcast time and print headlines.  Blood has been 

let, but time will pass and in the normal political 

course of things, blood will flow again.  The ACA is a 

major economic, political and medical issue which will 

ultimately be resolved in the courts of public opinion 

and law.

	 But another, very scary, story has emerged 

from last fall’s website failure.  This was a total 

government project — top administration priority, full 

force attack, no holds barred, etc.  And yet, it failed.

	 In its three plus years of development, it could 

call upon all of the vast personnel, financial and 
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technological resources available to the government.  

And yet, it failed.

	 We cannot point the finger of blame at too 

few workers or dollars or insufficient technology.  

All were available in abundance, but our government 

bureaucracy, huge as it is, could not do the job.   It 

failed.

	 Think of the taxpayer dollars spent on this 

failure.  One estimate is $634 million for the website 

alone 11  this does not include technical, legal and other 

special services hired both before and after the November 

launch date some of which continue to be engaged in 

repairs.  Ouch!  Consider the same amount of effort and 

result in another sort of program — national defense, 

public safety, space exploration, the postal service, 

etc. with a similar result.   Scary!  Where does this lead 

us?  The showcase project of our executive branch for 

three years can’t function as planned.

	 Although this occurred during a Democratic 

administration, it might just as easily have happened in 

a GOP term.  The issue of competence/management plays 

no favorites.  Forget the politics!  The real message is 

that those our government deemed the best available 

to it were unable to produce a functioning website!  

And that should set our alarm bells ringing!

	 We would be justified in assuming that our 

present bureaucracy, by its nature and organization, is 

unsuited to engage in early stage product development 

and management.  For true perspective, contrast our 

recent history with that of our conversion of both 

government and industry from peace to wartime 

operations after Pearl Harbor.  Different times! 

Different people!   Different values!

	

ECD 12/31/13

END NOTES

1 Lord of the Flies by William Golding, Faber & Faber – London 1954
2 Yale Alumni Magazine   Sept/Oct., 2013  ’49 Class Notes
3 AARP Bulletin  11/13
4 Palm Beach Post  9/27/13  New red menace isn’t communism by Burton 

H. Abrams
5 Verdict from Judicial Watch  11/13
6 Ed. note: i.e., back twenty-seven years to the Reagan amnesty and 

beyond that to Sen. Ted Kennedy’s major immigration overhaul in 1965 

(The Immigration Reform Act) during Lyndon Johnson’s presidency
7  cf.  #5 above
8  Ibid
9 Stephen Decatur, 1816
10 Constitution of the U.S.A., Preamble
11 cf.  #5 above
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