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 	 Looking at the  nominating scene that has played 

out in our full view, most people (and even those who 

control our media and political parties) would agree 

that we have strayed beyond the traditional boundaries 

of politics and have lost ourselves to the enticements of 

entertainment.

	 This is the culmination of a process that has 

been long in its making since television joined, and then 

came to dominate, our mainstream media (msm).  Along 

the way, we have made fateful commercial, political and 

judicial decisions that have let the entertainment genie 

out of its bottle from which, once liberated, there can 

be no return.1   Like the ancient myth, we are dealing 

with human intention and agency and their unintended 

consequences.

	 Our election year concern with politics as culture 

and vice-versa will take us to strange places where those 

answers that are provided can often contradict each 

other. These places are home to governments, religions, 

nations, races, tribes, armies, monarchs — any entity 

whose attitude towards territorial, economic, dynastic, 

social or political power is whetted by the sense of 

“more”.

	 In our last issue we cited the earliest encounters 

between primitive tribes of the African savannah as 

responsible for the seemingly hard-wired “otherness” 

component of our nature.  Visual or audible differences 

posed risks which triggered defensive feelings and 

mechanisms.  But in order for risk to be real and conflict 

to occur, an element of aggression was necessary which 

probably started with food, expanded to other targets 

and then, ultimately, to “more for more’s sake”

	 Scattered through civilization’s history there 

have been brief moments of encouragement when the 

need to attack or defend has been met peacefully.  Our 

Native American tribes often sat in a circle, talked and 

smoked the peace pipe with aggressors in an effort to 

resolve issues and avoid attack,  but when these efforts 
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	 Otherness has been with us since the 

beginning, existing wherever differences 

occur and passing from one generation to 

the next by such powerful mass mechanisms 

as religion, war, wealth, science and 

disease; and surfacing in our lives through 

racial, cultural, ethnic, political, dietary, 

worship, dress and other practices.

*          *          *

	 To continue to exist over their 

billions of years of life, all our planet’s 

species — animal and plant — have 

had to make adjustments in their form 

and behavior to reach balance with the 

physical and chemical requirements of 

our environment.  This seemingly endless 

process of balancing and rebalancing we 

have called “evolution”, and the laws 

imposed by our environment we refer to as 

“nature”.

	 It is a system of almost unlimited 

variation with the ability to change its 

own rules of conduct and, therefore, also 

those of its species, sub-species and micro-

species, whether calmly and gradually over 

time, or quickly and violently.

	 This immensity of variation extends 

to our own species through such different 

means as geography, food sources and 

genetics. This last, genetics, can be 

viewed as either a creator or inhibitor of 

variation.  We view it as the former because 

it allows continuing and considerable, but 

limited, variety.  Although we allow enough 

divergence to maintain the gene pool’s 

vitality, we stay close to our model except 

for the occasional gross mutation or other 

“wrong turn”, most of which dead-end or 

self-destruct.

	 Otherness in its various forms 

was mostly accepted as a means of keeping 

cultures, people and identities separate  until 

the arrival of our present age of instant, 

mass communication and transportation 

when a combination of leftist political, 

religious and social interests combined in 

proposing that Political Correctness (PC) 

and MC could heal society’s wounds, remove 

its inequalities and in the process eliminate 

otherness.  As tempting as this could be for 

some, it ignored millions of years of human 

evolution in which most human groups have, 

failed , they relied upon their considerable 

warrior skills. And in Paris, French 

diplomacy was often improved by delaying 

future discussion until after sharing lunch 

and the benefits of France’s legendary 

cuisine.

	 This divide between aggression and 

cooperation in the human species is one that, 

despite our continuing efforts, we have 

not been able to resolve, whereas other 

species such as elephants and wolves, form 

tribes which are able to regulate their 

own numbers, habits and territory in very 

effective ways.  That our human species has 

so far failed in this is quite remarkable.

	 Otherness is a telling component of 

our common human nature, no matter how 

much we may pretend or proclaim otherwise; 

and it is arguably ever present in the three 

areas of endeavor that dominate our 21st 

century existence — commerce, religion 

and politics.  In all of these we are told that 

otherness is either a vanishing aberration 

or a false reading of human development.  

It is neither; rather, it has proved to be a 

durable aspect of our species’ timeline.  

	 It is a peculiarity of our particular 

time with its emphasis on race that 

“otherness” can be viewed as another 

form of racism.  It is not.  It has been put 

to the uses of racism, but it predates our 

modern concerns about race and has long 

been present in many aspects of our life — 

religion, commerce, dress, diet, education, 

sports, labor, finance, real estate, 

transportation and, of course, above all,  

politics.  This is not to say that all of these 

areas are hate-free.  They aren’t, but they 

do show that the evolution of life on our 

planet has favored many forms and the 

differences between them.

	 Otherness recognizes this 

variety without calling on the hatred and 

violence of racism; nor does it accept 

the forced creation of differences and 

their deep divisions that are offered by 

multiculturalists (MC) whose true goal 

is to magnify and intensify for their own 

political advantage the differences between 

individuals or groups.  Otherness will not 

go away.  It is a fact of our natural life and 

its evolution, and does not need the burden 

of social and political violence imposed by 

hate groups.
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in one way or another, regarded their fellow humans as 

the other.

	 This view has been with us through all our ages 

and stages.  It has been a key force behind our centuries 

of religious wars and is highly evident in the political, 

economic and religious problems of the Near East 

(NE).  There, nothing is more unlikely than Christianity 

converting Islam; whereas in this country the reverse of 

Islam replacing Christianity/Judaism is equally remote.  

There is a simple way of viewing the other that robs it 

of much of its fear.  It accepts that, as our world is one 

of uncountable differences, the other is a universal 

presence.  In the NE, we are the other; and here, Muslims 

are.

*          *          *

	 Our Western Civilization (WCIV) has been on 

a fast and powerful “roll” for the past 500 years, 

primarily made possible by the enormous technological 

change brought about by the printing press, Age of 

Enlightenment, Industrial Revolution and WWs I and 

II; and our highly successful political, economic and 

social systems in no small measure were encouraged and 

enabled by technology’s new discoveries and directions.

	 WCIV has tended to take for granted both its 

extraordinary technological achievements and the place 

among nations that they have made possible.  This is an 

unrealistic and narrow view, and already signs of change 

are evident.  WCIV’s debt to technology will have to be 

repaid.

	 Not so, elsewhere.  In other civilizations around 

our globe technology remained mostly the same with 

minor advances and few benefits.  Most notable among 

these was the Islamic civilization born and centered 

in the NE whose faith, education and laws kept it in a 

mostly static condition even after the important oil 

discoveries of the early 20th century.  It was not until 

TV and computers combined with oil revenues to provide 

real-time images of the world beyond Islam that it began 

to change, and then only grudgingly.

	 There can be no more starkly different views of 

past cultural history and future destiny than the West’s 

five hundred year embrace of technology and Islam’s 

life-controlling commitment to the commands and 

beliefs laid down by the prophet Muhammad.  For each, 

however, there is a clear path ahead to the abyss via their 

destruction of the environment that has sustained human 

life on our planet.  For WCIV, its path is continuation of 

the way of industrialization without regard to its effect 

on the natural resources that we and all other species 

require.  For Islam, it is not industrialization that will 

make impossible claims upon our resources, but rather 

the high fertility practices commanded by the Quran.  In 

either case, Western or Islamic, it is highly likely that 

life on our planet Earth at the end of this century will 

be of far greater danger and less comfort than what 

we have known and enjoyed in the past.  This, if we are 

to maintain the life on our planet with which we have 

been blessed, is not an either/or choice.  Both paths 

encourage excess and must be rejected in favor of one 

that will offer the best chance of survival.

	 Today America is in a moment of enormous 

political pendulum change brought about by years of 

leftist/progressive control of many of our nation’s 

institutional levers of power.  This concentration in our 

courts, bureaucracy, Congress and the presidency led 

to, first, overreach in thought and influence, and then 

to the inevitable next stage in which existing law and 

process is ignored, misrepresented and/or contradicted.  

The accumulation of this power and its exercise lulled 

the left into a false sense of security, into thinking of 

its advantage as permanent.  There is little permanence 

in our world, and even less in our politics.

	 By overplaying its hand the left provided an 

opportunity and issued an invitation for the political 

pendulum to change direction.  This was all that the 

center and conservative elements needed to reach voters 

and field candidates for the GOP nominating campaign 

which opened with a record number (17) of contestants 

most of whom merely dusted off and reused speeches and 

policies from previous attempts.

	 Trump’s leadership in the opinion polls emerged 

early and stayed strong, taking both pundits and 

politicians by surprise.  It shouldn’t have.  He has many 

faults, which would have done in the others with whom 

he shared the “debating” stage, but overriding them 

was his ability to sense the kind of change that many 

Americans wanted and thought was long overdue.  And he 

spoke to them in direct and blunt language, not the same, 

endless promises of the past from both parties that were 

never kept.

	 We have said that America has become more a 

nation of labels than laws.  Trump’s candidacy is a label.  

Whether you like him or not, whether he wins or loses, 

it says that our system can sense danger and attempt to 

There is little permanence in our world, 
and even less in our politics.

In the NE, we are the other; 
and here, Muslims are.
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correct itself; at a time such as now, when our nation 

and civilization are under attack by many forces, that 

is important.  There are four months left before the 

election in which any number of presently unforeseeable 

things can happen.  All that is certain is that our political 

pendulum has moved in a different direction.

	 The result of this motion is by no means assured.  

Will it comply with our history and peacefully produce a 

new party as it did during the momentous shift prior to 

our Civil War when the established Whig party died and 

the GOP was born ?  Or will the meanness, excess and 

corruption of our time combine to break with the past 

and leave us exposed to a future without the protection 

of our traditions and precedents ?  If so, will our laws 

become only labels ?

ONENESS

	 And, then, there is “oneness”, the opposite 

of otherness.  It lies at the heart of the self; it is the 

basic building block we seek as we break humanity down 

from species to civilizations, to nations, to tribes, to 

individuals and then to the self.  Oneness and otherness; 

yin and yang; like two binary stars in orbit, hurtling 

through humanity; locked into their fixed positions by 

their opposing forces, just as gravity and centrifugal 

force oppose each other in outer space.  At the center, 

maintaining a constant distance between oneness and 

otherness, is that identity with which we share all our 

days and yet which at our end is not completely known.  

And nowhere in our collective experience of public life 

are these two primal forces, oneness and otherness, 

more frequently or futilely invoked than in politics.

POLITICS
AND WHAT THE MEANING OF “IS”  

(OR ANYTHING ELSE) IS

	 Language is a precision tool that all species have 

developed over their continuing evolution.  As human 

development has become more complex, language has had 

to grow in size and specificity.  For instance, “dwelling” 

is a general term that lacks detail, whereas “house”, 

“tent”, “cave” and “castle” are more specific and convey 

more information.  And we have had to constantly hone 

and expand our language in order to accommodate the 

cultural, scientific and social change that we have 

wrought.

	 Politics is a minefield for language where 

politicians tread carefully to avoid any media explosion 

of the facts or intentions of their comments which could 

have a negative impact on their public image.  Direct 

answers to direct questions are rare and, as we see 

in our nominating debates, the favored technique for 

avoidance is for the politician to reply with “That’s a 

good question”, employ a link sentence or two and then 

seek refuge in his/her standard “stump speech” which 

restates the candidate’s broad qualifications for office 

and is supported by a few carefully selected positions or 

actions with which a substantial majority of voters can 

be expected to agree.

	 Language in politics is not like other language.  

Often it is intended to conceal, rather than reveal; or to 

be ambiguous or to serve as a code, providing a screen 

rather than a direct statement.  Somewhere between our 

politicians’ spoken and body language we may discern 

truth, but even that is not assured.

	 In today’s multi-media, multi-message, multi-

meaning political world we have to be alert to news and 

nuance, to what is said and what is not said, in order to 

determine what is intended and what is not intended.  It 

is not always easy.

	 For example, in the GOP campaign there were many 

voices in the early “debates” using the same language, 

but probably with different intentions.  Even after 

this crowded field had been reduced to three we could 

not assume that the same words spoken by different 

candidates would have the same intended result.

	 Trump has spoken of “making American great 

again” and creating change by drawing to the GOP new 

voters, independents and even Democrats who, by joining 

with Republicans, will then unite to make the changes 

that are necessary possible.  Trump’s message from the 

beginning has been one of change which, if he is elected, 

we are confident he will pursue.

	 Gov. Kasich of OH, while trailing far behind Trump 

in both financial resources and delegates won, also 

called upon the American people to come together and 

join him in his campaign that he hoped would represent 

all Americans.  But his message was not one of change.  

His claimed financial/budgetary successes derived from 

his elected position in the House of Representatives 

and from his service on a bipartisan committee to study 

government waste and financial management problems.  

He also pointed to his record of financial improvement 

in OH, but it is to Washington that he has stated “I can’t 

wait to return”, and it is our wide failure of government 

there that is at the root of many of the nation’s problems.

	 The calls to bring Americans together may 

sound the same, but in view of these two candidates’ 

backgrounds, the results would mostly likely be very 

different — change from Trump and DC status quo from 

If so, will our laws become only labels ?
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Kasich.  Most Americans are satisfied by party labels 

and have neither the time nor interest to sort out the 

realities of coded political language.  This is, in effect, 

a kind of mass disenfranchisement which will probably 

continue until such time, if any, when the politicians and 

parties see fit to change their ways.

	 Language, of course, is also a key factor in how 

candidates present not only themselves, but also their 

campaigns’ issues.  In April, when CO delivered far fewer 

delegates to Trump than his popular vote indicated, 

he attacked the Republican National Committee (RNC) 

and its rules.  The latter have been selected as a way 

of channeling participation at local and state levels 

to the national convention’s purpose of deciding upon, 

declaring and promoting its candidate.  It needs to be 

said, however, that throughout this process for both 

parties the appearance of voter impact upon the final 

result is far greater than the reality.

	 Regardless of the charges and counter charges 

that are exchanged, there is no supreme arbiter that 

can render a decision and declare a winner until the 

public weighs in with its vote in November.  Thankfully, 

campaign issues usually have longer lives than campaign 

rhetoric, and this is especially true when the issue is 

one as arcane as political convention regulations.

	 The fast and constant flow of msm campaign 

coverage means that most candidates’ words enjoy a 

“shelf life” of less than 48 hours.  But issues can be 

a hardier breed and can resurface when summoned by 

either voters, circumstance or candidates themselves.  

The matter of the RNC’s rules and its opposition 

to Trump’s candidacy is a classic example of such a 

“boomerang” issue.

	 The RNC’s position defends the status quo, dated 

rules and, not incidentally, the authority and financial 

benefits of the RNC’s leaders.  Is this stance the banner 

under which delegates may be expected to gather at the 

convention ?  And in the general election, is it more 

likely to provide an advantage to the GOP or a target for 

the Democrats ?

	 As Trump’s whole campaign is based on change, 

his challenge of the GOP’s delegate selection and its 

convention procedure is consistent with the message he 

has delivered since he first announced his candidacy.  

It can be claimed as a logical extension of his call for 

other reforms in our politics and government.

	 Trump’s candidacy is based on a protest vote by 

millions of Americans who view their lives as having been 

unfairly and negatively altered by the policies and values 

of our political leadership over the past generation.  

This has enabled him to appeal to surprisingly large 

numbers in both parties and to independents.  It’s quite 

possible that his confrontation with the RNC will be 

seen as another, and necessary, form of change that will 

translate into voter appeal/support.

	 The RNC’s position is not a happy one, for it may 

be left with a deeply divided organization incapable of 

retaining and/or exercising its numerical advantages in 

the House and Senate.  Pragmatism on both sides requires 

that they put their differences aside and join together in 

an effective campaign, but time is short.

	 Some change is instant, and some gradual, 

and political upheaval can be either, or a combination 

of both.  After the glaring policy and Constitutional 

failures of the Clinton, Bush II and Obama presidencies, 

America must begin the tasks of restoring and elevating 

its government.  Whatever the outcome in the months 

ahead, the possibility of a GOP defeat and a return to the 

White House by the Clintons is worrisome.

“WAR IS THE CONTINUATION 
OF POLITICS BY OTHER MEANS”2 

	 Politics has been described as “war .  . . by other 

means” which does justice to the level of intensity that 

our political campaigns can reach.  Invariably, whether 

for state, local or federal office, there is enough 

individual and institutional money and power at stake to 

assure an endless stream of hype over too long a time 

frame.  What we must recognize at the root of all political 

campaigning is that voter verdicts are delivered mostly 

on the basis of what the campaigners promise will occur 

in the future.  This is, in its own way, an admission of past 

failure, for, if all parts of our society were functioning 

as intended, there would be little need for change 

and our society would be content to enjoy a fair and 

successful distribution of our nation’s many benefits.

	 However, even within the political realm in 

Washington there is general agreement that the quality 

of our government is poor, that “Washington is broken” 

and needs to be fixed — a consensus so broad that many 

candidates in state and federal elections have seen fit 

to put its message to use in their campaigns.  In our 

nominating process’ present form, whether candidates 

argue over past records or promises for the future, it is 

evident that politics is the sworn enemy of truth.

	 We cannot control the thought/speech element in 

campaigning; nor should we, because it can offer valid 

grounds for support or rejection.  But we could and 

should, reduce its length from its present ten months to 

two.

	 Much of our democratic government is based 

... it is evident that politics is 

the sworn enemy of truth.
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on the English model which we lived under until we 

established our independence, and which we altered to 

adapt to our much larger territory at a time when travel 

and communications were primitive.

	 Today, British Parliamentary elections take 

place in a fixed time frame of six weeks, and we should 

do the same, as the technology is readily available to 

compress the necessary ingredients into such a period.  

There would be loud and instant opposition to such 

a change from a variety of special interest groups — 

most notably our msm who would lose many hours of 

programming and millions of dollars in commercial 

advertising revenues; and also from our political elites 

— the two major parties and our elected representatives 

both of which have become overly dependent upon our 

ten month campaign procedure for obtaining funds and 

media coverage.

	 So there we have it — the classic example of 

technology’s ability to benefit both government and 

people.  But will it happen ?  Probably not, at least not 

now; not until we are actually threatened by the status 

quo, or until our special interests can devise a way to 

protect or increase their profits.  We have repeatedly 

stated that “technology changes everything”; perhaps 

we should add “except politics”.

THE VIEW FROM MOUNT RUSHMORE

	 Interstate 90 follows a straight path across S. 

Dakota from its eastern border with Iowa to the Wyoming 

line in the west.  At Rapid City, if we exit and head south 

for about 20 miles, we find ourselves at Mt. Rushmore.  

Our first glimpse from miles away reveals a rocky peak 

with a flat white spot on its face which, as we approach, 

is transformed into the 60 foot tall stone sculptures 

of the busts of four extraordinary American presidents 

— Washington, Jefferson, Lincoln and Theodore 

Roosevelt.	

	 It is the work of Gutzon Borglum who oversaw 

every aspect of its progress beginning with its original 

design in 1927 to its completion in 1941.  The enormous 

scale of this undertaking posed many challenges, not 

the least of which was that its sculptor worked with a 

jackhammer suspended in a sling-seat by cables rather 

than with hammer and chisel in the controlled comfort 

of a studio.

	 We can only wonder how this monumental work was 

accomplished, especially when most of its construction 

occurred during the pain of our Great Depression (GD) 

years.  Mt. Rushmore is a unique and grand expression 

of patriotism, of Borglum’s appreciation of America’s 

past and its intentions expressed in our Constitution and 

Declaration of Independence (DI).

	 As Borglum died in 1941, age 74, he was unable to 

experience the massive change in America that commenced 

with WW II and continued and accelerated in the postwar 

years.  Like  any artist or visionary, he was energized by 

the vision he harbored and the need to convert it into 

reality.  Had he lived to our time, might he have chosen 

FDR instead of TR, or might he have been called upon by 

those who seek to racially rewrite history to remove the 

figures of slave owners Washington and Jefferson ?  

	 Borglum’s choices are not controversial, but 

are interesting, considering that his time frame was the 

138 years from 1789-1927.  All four sought and reached 

political office, but there are notable differences in 

their times and talents.

	 Two, Washington and Lincoln, were challenged 

by wars — Washington before the nation was even 

formed in our Revolution against England, and Lincoln 

during the agony of our Civil War.  Each required 

the president to maintain order in the conduct of 

government.  Washington’s military brilliance and 

endurance earned him the respect and affection of his 

fellow members of the Constitutional Convention which 

carried over into Congress when he became president.  

In this very emotional period, when the thirteen colonies 

were converting to statehood, differences were many 

and could easily become antagonisms.  Only Washington 

had the stature necessary to resolve many very thorny 

issues and to draw from them a fragile sense of order.  

His was an extraordinary accomplishment, and without 

him our “noble experiment” might easily have foundered.

	 Lincoln’s concern with order was of a different 

kind, as he was tasked with keeping the nation together 

when it was riven by dissent over the economic, political 

and social arguments attached to slavery.  His lodestar 

from which he never wavered was the Union, divided in 

opinion perhaps, but intact.  That he was able to succeed 

during four years of Civil War, with its heavy loss of life 

in the early battles and the prolonged  criticism of his 

commanders and himself from the public and Congress, 

testifies to his skill in instilling and maintaining order 

under the most difficult circumstances.

	 The others, Jefferson and T. Roosevelt, were of 

a different model.  By the standards of any time they 

were highly educated, brilliant individuals with a wide 

range of intellectual interests.  They were “advance 

men” leading America into two very different centuries 

— Jefferson taking office in 1801 and T.R. one hundred 

years later in 1901.

	 It was Jefferson who enabled our 19th century 

of territorial expansion by his vast Louisiana Purchase 

from France in 1803 which transformed America from a 

mostly east coast regional group of states into a major 

continental power.  TR, a century later, set in motion 

the process of America becoming, and being received 

as, an important world economic and political power by 
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sending our Navy’s “great white fleet” around the world 

and constructing the Panama Canal.

	 These four great Americans have been part of an 

America that changed the world.  Now, looking out from 

their mountain observatory, what do they see ?  What 

is there in our present political life, for instance, that 

relates to their own time ?  Is what they see the result of 

what they hoped and labored for ?  It doesn’t look that 

way.  Why ?  What happened ?  And what comes next ?

*          *          *

	 Our four heroic past presidents (PPs) must 

look questionably at the America that stretches out 

beneath them from the base of Mt. Rushmore and at the 

government to which it has been entrusted.  Especially 

disturbing to Washington and Jefferson must be the $20 

trillion mass of debt that shapes our efforts, attitudes 

and institutions.

	 At the time of our founding one of the most vexing 

issues our founders faced was the consolidation of the 

individual states’ debts into a single national liability, 

as there were wide differences in the sizes and terms of 

the thirteen colonies’ debts.  Eventually, the matter was 

resolved by compromise and political persuasion with 

the result that the new federal government absorbed 

the colonies’ obligations and backed them with the “full 

faith and credit” of the new U.S.A.

	 During the first century of our existence debt 

was regarded negatively by our political structure and 

played a relatively minor role in the nation’s finances.  

Most of its income came from trade tariffs which were set 

by the Congress and, while “panics” were frequent and 

painful, there was no central bank, such as the Federal 

Reserve, that could coordinate and impose a national 

form of relief.

	 Still, the size of our debt today and our political 

attitude towards it are beyond reason and even simple 

danger.  Most of our present $20 trillion of liability 

has been created in the span of 35 years commencing 

with Pres. Reagan’s inauguration in 1981.  And it is clear 

that this extraordinary development has not been due to 

unusual fiscal circumstances that have been thrust upon 

us.

	 The sad truth is that we have brought about our 

debt crisis by our own pervasive failure of will and duty.  

We have engaged collectively in the politics of “more” 

by the Congress, the White House, the private sector and 

the all-powerful msm.  This array of money and power 

has been able to marginalize the public’s concern and 

will.

	 It is Congress that prepares our national 

budget and determines our funding priorities which 

have not included any meaningful debt reduction.  

Although congressional voices often express concern 

over the debt, when the time for debate is over and 

spending legislation must be passed, the Congressional 

phraseology shifts away from “reducing the debt” to 

“cutting spending”.  These are two very different mind-

sets. They are not interchangeable, although our elected 

representatives use them in ways designed to foster that 

impression.

	 Our four PPs will detect another break from 

our past in our treatment of debt caused by war.  For 

most of our history wars entailed a spike in debt to pay 

military expenses which was then reduced to its normal 

level within a few years.  This model was abandoned 

for the war in Iraq as, for reasons of conservative 

ideological purity, no taxes were levied to support it.  

There was little transparency and less accountability 

for actions and their consequences that shocked even 

the DC bureaucracy.  The credit card mentality was alive 

and well in the White House, in Congress and at the Dept. 

of Defense (DOD).

	 There are many other endeavors such as foreign 

aid, welfare, education, and immigration which may be 

excused today as temporary matters of financial and/

or political expedience, but would have been viewed as 

dishonorable by our 4 PPs.  Honor in government may just 

be too quaint a concept for us to entertain.  Time passes 

and circumstances change, but we and our government 

have failed each other.

	 It is not just our pursuit of money and power 

that has shifted our public perception of our history and 

our future.  As individuals, we have been persuaded that 

we should let our institutions exercise our political 

and social powers for us.  Why, then, should we be 

surprised when we find that political parties, banks, 

trade groups, religions, unions, msm, the Congress, 

insurance companies or others employ our power, but 

not necessarily for our benefit ?

	 The American public and its government are 

overloaded with special interests which are now firmly 

fixed and in control of both the DC bureaucracy and 

our elective offices.  These interests will not leave 

quietly or of their own accord.  They have had the taste 

... to marginalize the public’s 
concern and will.

... but we and our government 
have failed each other.
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of victory — of political blood and power — and can 

only be dislodged if American citizens awake, demand the 

return of their Constitutional powers and then use them 

carefully and intelligently.  In doing so, we will be able 

to rid ourselves of our addiction to applying labels, true 

or false, to those people or forces with whom we must 

interact.  This is mostly a matter of will, of stating that 

we honor our country’s history and traditional values 

and will make the effort necessary to reclaim our rights 

of participatory citizenship.

	 This will not be an easy procedure and is unlikely 

to gain the traction necessary for progress unless it 

has the full support of a credible group of sponsors 

and distinguished leaders.  The alternative is clear — 

more of the same people and thinking that have steadily 

reduced the quality of our life and government.

	 And, finally, there is a moral element in our 

debt’s disconnect from our 4 PPs.  They served the nation 

during a century in which it faced numerous problems  

— not as a superpower, but as a new form of government 

that had fought and defeated the oldest and strongest 

of the old order.  Its struggles to establish itself and 

to survive the perils of its new, uncharted territory 

were real and constant, as was its need to bootstrap 

itself financially by engaging in and prospering from 

international trade long dominated by England, France 

and Spain.

	 The view from atop Mt. Rushmore is long in time 

and broad in scope.  What are our 4 PPs to think of 

our 180° transit from the world’s richest country and 

largest creditor to our present state of questionable 

solvency with a debt so large that the executive and 

Congressional leadership of our five most recent 

presidencies has been unable to engage in any specific 

action or discussion intended to reduce our debt ?

A TIME OF CONTRADICTIONS

	 This is not just a financial issue.  Our 

prolonged failure to apply corrective measures to our 

uncontrolled borrowing is one measure of how much the 

present character and culture of our nation contradict 

its origins.  We do not share the same commitment to our 

national ideals and to each other that previously provided 

cohesion. It is long gone from our nation’s capital.  Our 

founders, despite their differences, shared a unity of 

purpose in creating our government and assuring its 

survival, whereas today no such common vision exists; 

and government has been reduced to a growing number of 

competing elements intent on employing their resources 

to further their separate interests and identities . This 

is most notable in the Congress and is a mark of the 

success of MC and PC ideology.

	 As with debt and our lost unity, our treatment 

of the immigration issue offers what must seem like 

a very blurred reading of our Constitution to our 

Mt. Rushmore presidents.  The two earliest of these, 

Washington and Jefferson, held office at a time when 

the country was struggling to develop its economy, 

government and character and to express its newly 

gained freedom from English rule.  It was also in the 

process of forming a culture which could make use of its 

European antecedents and yet increasingly reflect its 

unique American experience.  Immigration in our early 

days was not encouraged, and those immigrants who 

were admitted had to pay a healthy entry fee and have 

a sponsor here to ensure that they would not become 

public charges of our government.

	 As the 19th century transformation of America’s 

economy from agrarian to industrial required more and 

different workers, immigration was allowed to provide 

them and a government department was established to 

manage and control the process and to stabilize our 

labor supply.  In the 20th century it was also used for 

political purpose to bar entry to Nazis and Communists 

eager to export their violence and authoritarianism to 

America.  During this time most of the immigrants that we 

accepted came from the northern tier of western Europe.

	 This all changed in 1965 with the Johnson 

administration’s passage of the Immigration Reform 

and Control Act (IRCA) which turned the course of 

our immigration policy, like our attitude towards debt, 

180°.  The extent of this reversal is mind-boggling.  

Rather than the government determining the number and 

origins of aliens to be admitted, these two basic control 

elements were transferred to the migrant, and what had 

been a privilege that America had granted became a right 

that immigrants demanded, not only for themselves, but 

by extension to a wide reach of family members.  This 

process became known as “chain migration”.

	 Another key extension of IRCA was its ending 

of the special status that western European countries 

had enjoyed with a corresponding massive increase in 

admissions from Oriental, Latin and African cultures.  

Sen. Edward Kennedy, chief sponsor of IRCA, claimed 

that its effect would be minimal and cosmetic which 

was believed by an inattentive Congress.  The actual 

consequence has been just the opposite — wide and deep 

change to our society and immigration law with a growing 

loss of control by our government over both.

	 Again, even accepting the inevitability of change 

resulting from the passage of time, how can we explain 

the reversal of our immigration policy from that which 

served the nation’s purpose from 1789 until 1965 ?  The 

answer is that, again, a different way of thinking ordered 

by MC and PC has prevailed.  In a stunning contradiction 

this new order is able to decry WCIV accomplishments 

and values while granting preferred immigration status 
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to third world cultures.

	 This last word is key, for immigration is not only 

a “game changer” due to its population numbers; it has 

also quietly, bit by bit, person by person, undertaken 

to change WCIV culture.  We may not concern ourselves 

with, or respond to, this incremental make-over, but it is 

real and is being relentlessly pursued by a powerful mix 

of interests in our society and elsewhere.

	 So far, we have dealt only with admission, but it is 

just the first step in our immigration process.  Those who 

favor our open immigration policies think there is more 

that we can do and, not surprisingly, our government 

has determined that we should make available to new 

arrivals, both legal and illegal, a variety of services 

and/or cash payments for schooling, food, housing, 

transportation, medical treatment, clothing, language 

training, etc.  As a popular phrase in Washington puts 

it, “nothing is off the table”.  But these amounts add 

up and, as many are awarded on a per capita basis, large 

families from high fertility cultures create high costs 

for the American taxpayer to whom Congress sends the 

bill.

	 In our democracy, because Congress writes 

legislation that provides the necessary funding to carry 

out the government’s policies, we claim that voters have 

a voice in the process through their election of their 

congressional representatives, but this is more theory 

than fact.  The amounts that Congress appropriates are 

marked for various departments/agencies within the 

bureaucracy and are then broken down and distributed 

via the budgeting process to specific projects.  At no 

point is it likely that a taxpayer in AZ, for example, 

will be able to have a conversation with his senator 

or representative about impending expenses for local 

immigrant services and support.

	 Immigration, however, is not just an economic, 

political or social issue.  Rather, combining all these, 

as it does, and adding religious and ethnic conflicts, 

it has become a highly divisive element in our culture 

which, now implanted, will seek to add to its separatist 

political power and status.  Culture can be changed 

by conscious effort.  The MC know this and apply it in 

a negative way.  America — its people, its government, 

academia, the msm, etc. — must apply the same realization 

and also understand the importance of human agency in 

determining the directions and quality of its cultural 

development; and if, as we suspect, it becomes apparent 

that our historical culture is in need of restoration 

and protection, any such effort should be given priority 

status in our national political debate.

	 Here again, as in so many other areas of 

contention in our private and public lives, the root of 

the problem has reached down below the surface of daily 

existence and has attached itself to our basic identity.  

There is risk involved; we can either opt for liberation 

or for continuing our present paralysis.  The choice is 

ours.

“SCHOOL DAYS, SCHOOL DAYS,
DEAR OLD GOLDEN RULE DAYS...”3

	

	

	

	

	

	

  All of our Mt. Rushmore presidents, if they were 
to  read  the  lines  above,  would  be  struck  by  two  very 
different  meanings  and  circumstances  that  changing 
times  and  our  American  identity  have  established  for 
them.   The  reference  to  “school  days”  for  anyone  who 
attended  elementary  school  before  our  20th  century 
arrived  delivers  an  entirely  different  image  than  that 
which portrays our educational system today.

  The academic directions, methods and standards 
were all more demanding of students’ time, efforts and 
achievement.  Discipline was firm, not casual, and readily 
imposed  without  being  burdened  by  the  consideration 
that  it  might  lessen  the  students’  sense  of  self-worth. 
In  many  communities,  where  schools  were  small  in  size 
and staff, the hours of instruction were long and staff 
often taught multiple courses.

  There  were  occasional  breaks  between  classes 
to allow for some physical exercise and relaxation, but 
there  were  none  of  the  trappings  of  team  sports  with 
coaches,  trainers,  schedules,  uniforms,  travel,  playing 
fields and equipment that are currently viewed as basic 
necessities for both intra and interschool competition.

  TR, 1858—1919, was  able  to  observe  the 
beginnings of our present national obsession with sport 
which  began  with  the  first  inter-collegiate  athletic

contest in 1852.4 And, as there is a fixed number of hours 
in the day, any increase in the time allowed for athletics 
reduced  the  time  available  for  study.   Academics  will 
argue  that  improvements  in  technology  and  techniques 
permit  the  pursuit  of  both  sport  and  learning  without 
compromising  standards,  and  there  is  some  truth  that 
tweaking some areas and elements have been possible, but 
there is no denying that education in America in the time 
of our Mt. Rushmore presidents bears no resemblance to 
our present model at any level — primary, secondary or 
college.

  The other yawning divide between then and now 
concerns  “dear  old  golden  rule  days”.   In  the  19th 
century,  and  well  into  the  20th,  the  almost  universal 
identification of “the golden rule” was “Do unto others 
as you would have them do unto you” which has withstood 
its  passage  from  Biblical  times  without  any  loss  of  its 
values for the simple reason that its message is so broad 
and so fair that it transcends local or special divisions.

  Because  being  on  the  side  of  “the  good”  in  the 
world  assures  that  we  will  be  the  target  of  meaner 
forces,  our  country’s  postwar  pursuit  of  money  and
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power that culminated in our superpower status 

produced a new golden rule — “he who has the gold 

makes the rules”.  This is another contradiction of what 

was widely honored in our country’s previous attitudes 

and culture.

	 In 21st century America a major subset of our 

new rule is the incredible structure we have built to 

develop, promote and present sport competition from 

little leagues, to high school, college and then to the 

professional leagues.  It is in the latter where the 

dreams of parents, athletes and coaches gather to find 

a new life of wealth and fame at the highest level of our 

society and culture, where money dances with power and 

the music never stops.

	 Education is a parallel path that mostly follows 

the physical growth of our early school, teen and then 

college years and poses its own perils, whether visible or 

disguised.  One of these is the competition for the student 

athlete’s time and effort between study and sport which 

is even more pronounced for those from lower income 

and ethnic minority homes for whom from their earliest 

years the wealth/fame of professional sports is a way 

out of their economic and social circumstances to a life 

equal to or, more likely, far better than that of their 

fellow students to whom the selection of professional 

sport is not available.  This particular career choice is 

not an individual one, as the student lured by the glitter 

of excelling as a professional athlete is encouraged to 

follow where his talent can take him by a persuasive 

support group of family, friends, clergy, coaches, 

trainers, school officials and teammates.  We may be 

tempted to think this support is selfless, but all too 

often such advice can carry with it a benefit in fame or 

fortune, or both, for the one who gives it.

*          *          *

	 It should be no surprise that, as with so many 

other parts of our culture, at the root of our educational 

system we find again the matter of identity.  Rich donors 

have always been willing to give money to found colleges 

or universities bearing their name.  Prominent examples 

include John D. Rockefeller, Leland Stanford, Matthew 

Vassar, James B. Duke, Cornelius Vanderbilt and Elihu 

Yale. 

	 We are fixated by labels in America, as well as 

nicknames, abbreviations, acronyms, etc.  But the price 

of labels we apply to our educational institutions is 

dropping.  The donors mentioned above gave substantial 

sums in return for which they were honored by naming 

the universities after them.  Our academies, wanting to 

increase their cash flow and recognizing the tie between 

identity and giving, have widened their market by applying 

donor names to gates, residential colleges, gymnasiums, 

stadiums and other less costly campus facilities.  This 

downsizing has now reached a truly retail level where 

for about one or two hundred dollars a brick in a 

courtyard or a name plate on an individual locker can 

bear a donor’s name.  The exact amount can vary and is 

not important.  What is important is the increased alumni 

giving and contact that has resulted, and the persuasive 

evidence of the importance of identity in our culture 

whether it is sought by the student athlete, the wealthy 

donor or the institution, itself.

*          *          *

	 No inquiry into any aspect of American education 

should ignore its extraordinary place in our society.  

Its two systems, public and private, receive billions of 

dollars each year with which they pay their operational 

expenses, create endowments and expand their physical 

plants.  Whether provided by the states or by private tax 

deductible donations, our support of education has been 

a constant in our two plus centuries of development.

	 Today, our educational sector is one of the 

richest and most powerful in our economy.  The value 

of the land to which it holds title is almost beyond 

measure (for example, Columbia University owns the land 

beneath Rockefeller Center in mid-town Manhattan).  Its 

holdings include not only the usual campus elements 

such as playing fields, stadiums, residential quarters, 

laboratories, dining halls, classrooms, administrative 

facilities, libraries and open spaces, but also 

commercially developed properties such as urban high 

rise buildings, mines, oil fields and industrial plants, 

and undeveloped land used for natural science study, 

agricultural/forestry programs or simply conservation.

	 No area of interest as broad as education could 

exist in America without being immersed in our political 

arguments, elections and consequences.  There was a 

time when our educational institutions and government 

made a reasonable effort to keep politics, if not off-

campus, at least out of the classroom, but the mounting 

pressure against WCIV culture that emerged following 

WW I has grown steadily to the point where the teaching 

... where money dances with
power and the music never stops.

... to determine what is truth in academia, 
what we will teach the next generation.
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of theory and culture opposed to WCIV has turned 

college course catalogs into fields where students, 

faculty, administrators and alumni battle to determine 

what is truth in academia, what we will teach the next 

generation.

	 The place of education in America is unique in 

another way.  It is not just a creature of governmental, 

economic or academic power and purpose.  It is also the 

place to whose care and content we entrust our children 

on a daily basis for the period from kindergarten through 

college.  It should come as no surprise that, as our 

society/culture has become increasingly divided, those 

divisions are reflected in the microcosm of school life 

and our trust can appear to be misplaced.  At the root of 

this breakdown has been a growing trend for parents to 

reduce the educational experience at home and transfer 

it to our schools.  In low income areas, where parents 

often work more than one job, schools find themselves 

having to furnish food, day care, medical and other 

services that have historically been provided at home.

This shift from home to institutional responsibility has 

had behavioral consequences that have added to the 

problems presented by our social/cultural change.  

	 Should we care ?  Yes !  Why ?  Because our 

national identity is at stake, and can be altered.  Do we 

care enough to take effective action ?  We would hope so, 

but that’s a tough question because the counter balance 

that’s now needed in our society will have to overcome 

the entrenched interests of our msm, commercial, 

political, religious and educational sectors.

	 The battle lines have begun to form.  On the 

left are the forces and philosophies of MC, PC and 

other systems which elevate group thought, interests 

and identity over those of individuals.  Once weak and 

scattered, they now have momentum; they are no longer 

slow or silent, but have entered our political mainstream 

and can reach our local, state and federal power levers.

	 But here’s that magic word again, “identity”, 

and in this instance it offers an opportunity to those 

who would like to resist the kind of group thinking and 

political interdependence that the EU has brought to 

Europe.  The truth is that “identity” is not only the key 

to how we see ourselves, but it is vitally important in 

how we permit others to see us.

	 It’s evident now that in our postwar pursuit 

of wealth and superpower status we failed to protect 

ourselves from the siren-songs of the left. This does 

not mean that the Right is always right.  It isn’t,  and it 

has offered an array of errors all its own.  But major 

confrontations between the Left and the Right, and even 

between the Left and the Center are rapidly approaching 

and will reach flash-points soon.  Unfortunately, the 

American voter has not been sufficiently informed 

or aroused to be able to turn back the leftist tide by 

legislation which is cumbersome and must move along 

government tracks where it can easily be stalled, 

defeated or altered beyond recognition.

	 Identity is a concept that Americans can 

comprehend and can emotionally engage.  It could power 

a counter force without the many restrictions contained 

in our electoral system.  Any issue framed by America’s 

past achievements and historical traditions would gather 

enormous public enthusiasm and support and could 

be presented in a way that makes it relevant to other 

contemporary issues — the environment, immigration, 

education, tax reform and more.  We could begin the 

necessary work of closing the gap that we opened up 

between the earlier America and ourselves.

“AND WHY ARE WE NOT WHO WE WERE ?”

	 Our subtitle question is as important as any we 

might ask to clarify America’s cultural status early 

in the 21st century.  It has experienced several shifts 

brought about by politically induced human intervention 

that may have seemed innocuous when initiated but have 

turned out to have unforeseen negative consequences.

	 Our executive branch under four presidents (2 

Bushes, Clinton and Obama) over a period of 28 years 

failed to enforce the terms of our immigration amnesty 

granted by Pres. Reagan in 1986; and Congress similarly 

refused to use its power to pass legislation that could 

have forced action by the executive branch to “take care 

that the Laws be faithfully executed.”5

	 It is certainly worth asking how two out of our 

three branches of government came to dismiss laws of 

the land that had been duly passed and authorized by 

their predecessors.  This is no small matter in democratic 

government, and for our country the failure of our 

critical immigration law process has been as damaging as 

its consequences.  Why have we allowed our government 

in full public view to selectively decide which of our 

laws it will enforce and, far more seriously, which it 

won’t ?

	 We know what took place.  Simply put, powerful 

political pressure from the commercial/corporate 

sectors on the Right and from liberal social interests 

of the Left delivered a 1-2 knockout punch to our 

representative government.  Congress and the White 

House “caved” and our claim to be a “nation of laws” 

was reduced to an errant label.

	 In the policy, administrative, enforcement and 

legal chaos that has ensued the Left asserts that our 

present attitude allowing open borders makes us strong.  

This is wrong.  What it has tried to do is to make America 

a reflected image of world populations and their many 

divisions.  The MC and the open borders crowd have 

succeeded over the past half century in cutting us up into 
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more and smaller pieces, (i.e., indentities) a process that 

will continue to have long term negative consequences 

for our culture, even if we were to manage a change of 

policy.

	 This is because, as our culture has been changed, 

so also has the national identity we enjoyed before we 

legislated it away. Its remnants litter the floors of 

Congress and our courts, and then are swept away.  We 

can no longer make the responses that we could before 

we undertook our national “make-over”.

	 We should recall our total reversals in 

immigration policy undertaken “without benefit of 

law”.  Our admissions criteria regarding immigrants’ 

language, health, and financial responsibility were so 

thoroughly up-ended that today there are no meaningful 

restrictions, and both legal and illegal entrants are 

furnished with continuing federal and state financial 

support courtesy of the U.S. taxpayer.  

	 And equally bizarre has been our retreat from 

our wartime prohibition of entry because of political 

beliefs such as Communism and Nazism to our welcoming 

those who profess as alien a culture as Islam. This 

comparison of Communism/Nazism to Islam is based 

on their methods, not their messages. In each case a 

violent, authoritarian minority forced itself upon 

unwilling communities , destroyed their extant process 

of government, usurped the people’s power and replaced 

it with that of the new state. As for their messages, up 

to now America has relied upon its Constitution and DI 

to protect and defend itself, but we have entered a new 

era in which our enemies employ false religious and 

political identities to attack us, as well as clandestine 

infiltration, violence, random terrorism and our own 

laws and values.

	 Repeat:  We are in the grip of a vicious cycle as 

our culture changes our identity and vice-versa.  Why 

is this such an urgent matter?  The answer to that lies 

in the nature of Islam which is a major force that for 

centuries has defined life and thought from its center in 

the NE westward across northern Africa, and to the east 

along Russia’s southern border, across the Indian sub-

continent and throughout SE Asia.  It commands total 

compliance with its religious, educational and social 

patterns and is willing to use various forms of force, 

which it regards as divinely ordained by the Quran, to 

put and keep them in place.

	 Here we have arrived at one of the key 

contradictions between Islam and WCIV.  Looking back 

to the 15th century, Islam then had expanded from its 

desert origin to control large numbers of people and 

considerable territory extending out in all directions 

from its center in Mecca.  It was the prime economic and 

educational force in this area and possessed the advanced 

mathematical skills of its time.  And yet, through eight 

centuries of wars, multiple caliphates, technological 

progress and the passage of time, Muslim life showed 

little change.

	 The contrast with WCIV is striking!  In the West, 

new navigational techniques and instruments of the 

15th century ushered in the Great Age of Exploration 

which was followed by The Enlightenment and then the 

Industrial Revolution.  These three periods, the last of 

which includes our present time, brought unbelievable 

change to WCIV and to the world which the Muslim mind 

and culture managed to resist until our contemporary 

level of technology was able to deliver instant 

information by sound and sight to all parts of the world,  

to all social, economic and educational levels and to 

people of all ages.  This contrast has been so notable and 

enduring that we can assume that it results from Islam’s 

most compelling difference with the West — its system 

of education based early and without contradiction or 

inquiry on the Quran.

	 The growing conflict between Islam and the West 

presents what may be the most serious contradiction 

of our time. Christianity and Islam are the two largest 

religions in our world with a combined membership of 

about 3.8 billion people — 2.3 Christian (33%) and 1.5 

Muslim (22%) out of an estimated total world population 

of 7 billion.6 Islam claims to be a religion of peace, and 

yet it sponsors religious war in Africa, the NE and Asia 

and terrorist acts against civilian populations here, 

in Europe and on international flights. We have no way 

of measuring how many Muslims embrace the concept 

of violent Islam, but, whatever the number, the act of 

religious killing draws a deep line of division between 

these two faiths.

	 And it reveals a cultural contradiction so basic 

that we must question whether any blending of these two 

cultures is possible and, if not, whether any meaningful 

assimilation can take place if we invite a significant 

Muslim presence to establish itself and to peacefully 

coexist in our culture. Muslim history, far more than 

ours, suggests that such an effort would fail.

	 For instance, consider this situation. Two 

friends, A and B, who formerly attended the same 

religious services but who have not been in contact for 

several years, meet by chance. B reveals he has changed 

his faith; an argument follows; tempers flare into 

violence and A kills B. If A was a Jew or a Christian, he 

would be guilty of violating both the basic moral law 

of the Ten Commandments and WCIV criminal laws, and 

... Muslim life showed little change.
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would be punished accordingly. If, however, the shooter 

was a Muslim, he could be viewed by Islamic religious and 

civil law (Sharia) as having acted in compliance with one 

or both of them and even be entitled to be rewarded in 

his after-life.

	 This transcends matters of individual faith. 

Rather, it poses the major cultural contradiction of 

our time, as the same act that is clearly condemned 

by WCIV’s Judeo-Christian (J-C) culture can be lauded 

and celebrated by Islam. Other issues that also involve 

violence present similar differences and raise the 

question that can no longer be avoided — If WCIV grants 

Islam equal status with its J-C heritage, will it accept 

Islam as an aggressive co-culture with differences 

it must allow, or will it do so hoping to convert Islam 

to an entity more like the J-C model. In either case the 

possibility of a Trojan Horse result is strong.

	 We have repeatedly stated that we do not 

know how many Muslims accept the violence seemingly 

authorized by the Quran, but it is not their numbers that 

are most important; it is the continuing acts of religious/

political violence that are occurring with increasing 

frequency around the world. Europe is in the process of 

losing its historic cultural and political identity to the 

Muslim populations it has admitted. We still have time to 

act and must recognize that our WCIV culture is at risk.

*          *          *

A critical element in our cultural equation is population.  

As peoples’ actions, interests and tastes form our 

culture, each person is a building block of our national 

population, so that culture and population often share a 

common direction and destiny.

	 Population has rhythms, however, that can differ 

significantly from its cultural counterparts.  They tend 

to be larger in number, to be expressed with the loudness 

of crowds and be more engaged with mass rather than 

individual expression, whether political or social.  What 

happens when population exerts force strong enough to 

move our country’s direction or to remove our historical 

safeguards ?  The population clock, for instance, can be 

adjusted by policy to run faster or slower, but it can’t be 

turned back.  Because of this, the threat of high fertility 

segments, such as Muslim populations, increases.  

Because geometric increase is quiet and gradual, high 

fertility groups outpace those with lesser growth and in 

a few generations attain levels at which their political 

noise is so loud that its influence far exceeds that of its 

numbers.

EPILOGUE

	 Now, as our political conventions draw near, 

America is poised at the key point of what may well 

become the most unusual presidential election campaign 

in its history. In the recent primaries we witnessed 

the emergence in both parties of glaring policy and 

personality divisions. In earlier times policy would have 

been deemed more important, and the nominees would 

have proceeded in the electoral contest to emphasize and 

expand their parties’ policies and attitudes.

	 Not so in our msm age in which personality can 

be colored, magnified, massaged, attacked and remade to 

suit the moment. The result, as we try to look around 

numerous political corners, is that our 2016 race to the 

White House will be a battle between two people who, not 

withstanding their claimed qualifications or successes, 

possess deeply flawed characters which will leave them 

more open to charges of ethical and moral failure than 

we have seen before.

	 Prior to election day Trump will be exposed to 

charges of fraud in a civil action due to come to trial 

in August, while Clinton awaits the outcome of an FBI 

investigation into her actions as Secretary of State 

that could at the least have negative consequences for 

her campaign and might include a referral for criminal 

charges.

	 That’s the line-up now. Both conventions will 

attempt to ignore or gloss over this unfortunate 

situation — the good, the bad and the ugly — but it won’t 

be easy, as both candidates register poorly in polls on 

matters of character and personality. Quite simply, each 

one is an inviting target for the other. How has this come 

to pass ?

	 The answer is clear. America’s tradition of a 

strong political center came under increasing attack 

during our postwar super prosperity from the ever 

larger amounts of money and power that were attracted 

by government and flowed into politics. Simultaneously, 

our independent print and broadcast media underwent 

a process of broad combination that resulted in the 

extraordinary union of capital and audiences brought 

together in our new, mega size msm.

	 As money, power and media coverage moved 

towards the edges, where it was able to apply the most 

leverage, centrist politics in both parties came under 

attack and lost ground. Looking back, we might think that 

the beginning of our current system of debates (Nixon/

Kennedy) might have benefited our political center, but 

these one-on-one TV performances quickly led to “one 

mistake and you’re out”, “gotcha” coverage which left 

little room for more nuanced, centrist discussions.
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	 Trump’s nomination victory revealed the 

possibility of a real pendulum change which has been 

slowed by his needless and sometimes offensive remarks 

that have provided his GOP detractors and the Clinton 

campaign with unexpected ammunition and opportunity. 

This election may turn out to slow, or even reverse, 

Trump’s pendulum swing. The danger for our country is 

that without viable right center and left center positions 

gradual, less decisive change will foster stagnation and 

turn into a series of back and forth movements by which 

political power shifts from one edge position to the 

other. This is a circumstance which strains all political 

systems, but especially our form of democratic republic.

	 Here we must face another extraordinary 

contradiction. Over the past half century, since the 

passage of the Civil Rights Act in  1964, race has been 

elevated to our most widely discussed and intensely 

pursued political and social issue — one that demands 

from us constant awareness and tolerance. And yet, in 

this same period we have been unable to summon the 

political awareness and tolerance necessary to support 

something as basic to our democracy as centrist opinion. 

This is an American tragedy in the making.

	 The warning signs of this self-inflicted risk 

are evident — misplaced money/power, dysfunctional 

Congress, excessive lobbyist and media influence and 

two opponents whose personal negatives may cause 

significant numbers in both parties to cast their votes 

against, rather than for, a candidate.

	 The solution is also evident, but not easy. America 

must return to its tradition of encouraging a strong 

and popular political center which means both major 

parties nourishing center positions and candidates. This 

will face real obstacles in our entrenched Congress 

and among the public in those groups that have seen and 

embraced violent protest as a way to first achieve media 

and, then, political recognition. But it must be done ! 

Whether  the GOP and the Democrats will actually be 

able to “smoke the pipe of peace” and attempt to restore 

some element of balance to our system is possible, but 

doubtful. Still we must hope.

	 Meanwhile in 2016 — what you see and hear 

is what you will get, and much of it may not pass the 

fragrance test, as any campaign largely waged on 

personal issues can produce unusual surprises and 

results. At this writing, it could end in a landslide — 

either way — or a close, down to the wire finish. Take 

your pick. There are four months to go with plenty of 

time for twists and turns.   

ECD 6/20/16

This is an American tragedy in the making.

EDITOR’S BIO

Mr. Ault is retired from business, a graduate of Yale 
University, and the author of: A Retail Food Study 
(La Roche & Co. NYC, NY 1957) which described the 
emergence and growing dominance of the supermarket 
in American food retailing;  eminent disdain: the triumph 
of cynicism over integrity in 21st century america. ; and 
who lost america?  can america’s democratic identity 
and government survive our ethicial, political and 
economic failures?     

END NOTES

1	 The myth of the genie, although of Islamic origin, has gained 
popularity in the West.  The genie is a spirit capable of 
assuming human form and performing extraordinary tasks 
upon command by the human whom he serves.  The genie is 
most frequently depicted in the West as a captive in a bottle 
that, once released by his human benefactor, can fulfill 
three wishes, but cannot be returned to the bottle

2	 Carl Philipp Gottfried von Clausewitz 1780-1831.  Prussian 
military commander and theorist; author of On War.

3	 From a popular song of the early 20th century:

		  School days, school days,
		  Dear old golden rule days.
		  You were my queen in calico
		  I was your bashful, barefoot beau.
		  And you wrote on my slate
		  “I love you Joe”
		  When we were a couple of kids.

4	 The first Yale—Harvard crew race. The annual series for 
this event was established several years later in 1859. 
Other early college sports were: Baseball — !859 (Amherst/
Williams); Football — 1869 (Rutgers/Princeton); Track & 
Field — 1873 (Amherst/Cornell/McGill).

5	 The Constitution of the U.S. Article 2, Section 3

6	 adherants.com

LATE BREAKING NEWS

Britain exits EU
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