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	 IN THIS ISSUE,  we continue and complete our comments on Brexit from our July issue and 
then focus on some of the differences in campaign 2016’s personalities, styles and backgrounds; and 
on major issues facing our country that will mostly be avoided by both candidates.

	 IN OUR NEXT ISSUE, which will appear just before the new President’s inauguration, we 
will go back in history and cite statements made by former presidents in their inauguration speeches 
that now seem relevant to our current problems and efforts.

MATTERS
 

CONSC IENCE
OF

BREXIT, AND BEYOND

 	 As we went to press in June, the results of the 

UK referendum on whether to remain a member of the 

European Union (EU) were being announced, and after 

months of campaigning it was determined that those in 

favor of leaving had won.  A week or two of post mortem 

comments followed and then the English political system, 

with its customary speed and tilt towards reality, took 

control.  Prime Minister (PM) David Cameron, whose 

Tory party had supported staying in the EU, resigned and 

retired.  The Tories settled on a new PM,  Theresa May, 

whom the Queen asked to form a new government, and 

within about a month it took shape, still Tory but with 

a shuffled cast of high office holders for its cabinet 

positions — new faces in old places.

	 The general expectation prior to the vote was 

that Cameron’s Tory party, which had won a surprising 

parliamentary majority a year ago, would prevail in the 

EU vote.  Its failure was due to the fact that its campaign 

was based on a truly flawed strategy and conduct.  

The Tory message was entirely financial, negative 

and threatening and was built around the theme that 

withdrawal would cause the UK and its citizens to suffer 

loss of income, trade and jobs.

	 What Cameron’s Conservatives missed was the 

degree of dissatisfaction with EU bureaucratic controls 

and regulations that increasingly marked the English 

people’s lives and labor.  The real issue for many English 

of all classes was that EU membership reduced their 

sovereignty and their historical rights and freedoms.

	

	 Time and time again in voter interviews, when 

someone was asked why he/she wouldn’t vote for 

the EU, the answer came back “I’m not European, I’m 

“Bureaucracy delivers 

something very different.”
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This would leave the nations of Europe to 

the west of Brussels outside the EU with an 

independent trade status that they could 

enjoy without surrendering sovereignty to 

the regulations required by membership in 

a supra-national organization.  Italy and 

Greece could follow.  

	 It’s quite possible that, were the 

dominoes to fall as above, the line of 

separation would swing east from Italy 

to Europe’s Balkan flank and its major 

migrant entry points.  In circumstances 

such as this, actual withdrawals are not 

required to produce change.  Merely the 

fact that their possibilities are being 

discussed by governments and the media 

is enough to create momentum and move 

the process along to a stage at which the 

EU might recognize that the commercial, 

social and political gravitas of those who 

have withdrawn is greater than those who 

remain, causing The Brussels agreement 

and structure to collapse from within.

	 Our own opinion was and continues 

to be, that brexit will benefit the UK in 

the long term.  The Brussels bureaucracy, 

however, should take notice.  The resentment 

it has fostered in the UK exists elsewhere 

in Europe and may seek a form of public 

expression.  Bureaucracies often exist in a 

cocoon formed by their own legislation and 

restrictions.  History has shown that the 

protection offered and relied upon by these 

self-serving mechanisms can disappear — 

sometimes quickly or without notice.  The 

EU should undertake some basic rethinking, 

but it is not likely to do so.

	 But there is more to be considered.  

The EU is an economic construct that 

includes currency, trade, central bank and 

finance functions.  It is not a government 

and, indeed, the governments of its members 

must be elected “the old fashioned way” — 

by popular vote.  And there exists in Europe 

now an extraordinary political/economic 

coincidence that promises to roil and 

confuse European governments and politics 

in coming years.

*          *          *

	 Europe has long been divided 

geographically into two regions — the 

North which faces the Atlantic Ocean and 

English”.  It strains belief that any party 

in power in England, with its centuries of 

tradition, sovereignty, freedom, island 

culture, language and world leadership, 

could misread a national issue and mood 

as thoroughly as the Tories did.  Brexit 

was as much about Chaucer, Churchill, 

Shakespeare, Dickens, Queen Victoria, 

Waterloo, Dunkirk, Noel Coward, Rudyard 

Kipling, jury trial and common law as it was 

about economic regulation, and in that sense 

it was truly historic.  You could search the 

courts, corridors and conference rooms 

at Brussels for weeks and find no evidence 

of the human triumph that runs through 

English history.  Bureaucracy delivers 

something very different.

	 But Brexit was always more than 

just a British issue and the effect of the UK’s 

newly regained independence is likely to be 

felt in various ways throughout Europe.  

Marine LePen, the head of France’s far-Right 

National Front, announced over Labor Day 

weekend that, if elected to the presidency 

in 2017, she would conduct a national 

referendum on France’s EU membership.  

France has a two-step electoral process, 

and it is by no means certain that LePen 

will make it through to the final stage, but 

her party has staked out strong positions 

that have delivered surprising results in 

recent local elections.

	 The French people are not immune 

to the surge in populism that is being felt 

in the UK and here in America.  In addition, 

France has suffered more from Islamic 

terrorist attacks than any other European 

nation for which, because of German 

Chancellor Merkel’s contentious policy of 

unlimited refugee admission, it can hold 

its old adversary responsible. Like France, 

German voter opinion is changing, and polls 

there show support for Merkel’s Christian 

Democrats has dropped sharply while that 

for right wing parties has increased.	

		  Any withdrawal of France 

from the EU would not be a one-off event, 

but would probably set in motion a chain 

of further consequences.  If so, the whole 

concept of postwar unified Europe could be 

challenged by circumstances that could set 

Brussels on a path to irrelevancy.  We think 

that the first steps in this chain would be 

a change in status for Spain and Portugal.  
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North Sea; and the South which frames the Mediterranean 

Sea. This division has been expressed in language and 

physical features, in the weather and food supply, in 

behavior and personality and, since 1517, when Martin 

Luther posted his theses, in religion.  More recently the 

differences between northern and southern Europe have 

been the matter of real economic concern within the EU, 

as Spain, Portugal, Italy and Greece have struggled to 

maintain solvency.  One or more resignations would alter 

the EU model and feed speculation of “more to come”.

	 The uncomfortable coincidence for the EU is that 

the states on its southern rim are also those that are 

bearing the brunt of the waves of migrants determined 

to relocate to Europe from Africa and the Near East (NE).  

The lure for this mass relocation is Europe’s border-

free interior which, once reached, is forced to provide 

funds, food, housing, education, etc.

	 However we may regard these two events, 

their combined effect may be more than Brussels can 

successfully manage.  Bear in mind that two very different 

cultures are involved and that the migrants differ in 

language, race, ethnicity, religion, dress, education and 

culture from those whom they expect will take them in.  

So far, over 2 million have arrived and there is no sign 

of any let-up.

	 We do not mean to suggest that Brexit will 

cause a sudden failure of the EU.  But the UK was a 

lynchpin whose absence will allow greater movement and 

argument for its former fellow members.  The fit of the 

EU fabric has become somewhat lighter and looser.

	 An interesting exercise for viewing the EU 

dilemma is to make a list of the countries whose 

financial policies and results have fallen short of their 

EU commitments; and of those who have been chosen by 

migrants for their landing areas, transfer routes or 

permanent settlements. If we note the names that appear 

in both categories, we can understand the combined 

impact of these two problems and the serious risk they 

jointly pose to the EU. 

	 The real question, then, becomes “How will 

Europe, and especially the EU, deal with this classic 

“double whammy ?”  For while these crises may be 

economic and social in their nature, they must be 

resolved by political decisions.  We seem to have arrived 

at a “Godzilla meets the Wolf Man” moment for the EU 

and should be prepared for painful change.

	 The EU announced a few weeks ago that it would 

hold a full meeting next March to discuss member 

states’ concerns about the migrant crisis and to adopt 

regulations to resolve it.  As the timing of this event 

coincides with many of its member nations’ political 

election cycles, it will be difficult to disguise the 

conflict between state and EU values.

	 Looking ahead to 21st century Europe, there are 

two things to keep in mind in the wake of Brexit.  The 

first is that the EU was founded on compliance, not 

consensus.  It required unity in its elimination of national 

commercial, territorial and financial boundaries, as its 

concept of a border-free interior could not have worked 

without full participation of all its member states.

	 Also, the EU was a product of a brief and specific 

moment in history — the physical, psychological and 

political reconstruction of postwar Europe when WWII’s 

multiple horrors were still fresh in Europe’s memories 

and evident in its attitudes.

	

	 Times have changed.  The generation that grew 

up in our Great Depression (GD) and served in our WWII 

military forces is phasing out.  Europe, composed of its 

many nations and fighting for its cultural life against 

waves of non-European migrants, will be forced to move 

in new directions; in which case the postwar vision of a 

unified Europe may be altered or even disappear for no 

other reason than it will be overtaken by history and its 

accomplice, human nature.

CAMPAIGN 2016

	 We are writing this issue with less than 60 

days of campaigning left before the public goes to its 

numerous polling places, casts millions of votes, elects 

our president and resets our political cycle.  The next 

two months are not expected to offer voters principled 

policy arguments, even though there is no shortage of 

serious, national issues which would best be served by 

public exposure and response.

	 Quite to the contrary, this year’s election is being 

contested by two people who even by political standards 

are generally seen as deeply flawed and possessed of 

personal characteristics and histories which do not 

meet the standards we claim for “the highest office in 

the land”.

	 Trump’s (DT) manner is abrasive, aggressive 

and emphasizes strength and power.  He is boastful 

of his accomplishments, but he is not a particularly 

articulate speaker and his message is often betrayed by 

“The fit of the EU fabric has become 

somewhat lighter and looser.”

“...it will be overtaken by history and 

its accomplice, human nature.”
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misstatements, exaggeration or, even more damaging and 

noticeable, factual confusion or inaccuracy.

	 Challenges are often taken personally and the 

reply is then escalated to a level that can offend both 

individuals and political groups. Offense is easy to 

generate in a political campaign; it can move quickly and 

widely and, with the assistance of our mainstream media 

(msm), can cross social and emotional boundaries.

	 This is not helpful to Trump’s cause.  He claims 

to be an outsider, an agent of change, not a product of 

Washington’s ways, the only one who can clean the DC 

stables and return decent government to America.  That 

is a powerful argument, given the public’s widespread 

low opinion of Congress, and there may be some truth 

to it.  Populist movements are gaining new strength and 

actually showing signs of the enormous political power 

that representative governments cede to their citizens, 

but which have lain largely unclaimed, unexercised and 

overpowered in the postwar world’s rush to globalism, 

group think and political correctness.

	 Any large and/or valid shift in public perception 

must succeed at multiple levels — social, economic, 

environmental, cultural and political.  It is this last one 

— the political stage — towards which our comments and 

concerns are directed as the gears of the 2016 campaign 

are loudly engaged and the American presidential 

election process cranks up, shudders and once again 

starts out on the path to its unknown result and destiny.

	 Trump’s political presence is in itself an 

enormous contradiction.  Over the period of the 

nominating primaries he persuaded close to 15 million 

Americans to vote for him and did so with little help, or 

even recognition, from the Republican party’s leadership, 

most of whom thought he would “crash and burn”, if 

not immediately, then certainly by the next “debate” or 

primary.

	 The initial GOP “debate” which took place a little 

over a year ago included 17 candidates — so many that 

they had to be divided into two groups — a 10 member 

“varsity” that enjoyed the media’s prime time spotlight, 

and a “junior varsity” of seven candidates whose 

records and prospects were seen as down-scale and who 

were assigned media coverage in the 5:00 to 7:00 PM time 

period.

	 As we have seen when even smaller numbers 

are involved, politicians invariably favor their rights 

and times to speak over the rules that limit them.  Any 

attempt to present all  17 candidates together would 

have courted chaos and made it far more difficult, if 

not impossible, for the events’ monitors to maintain 

the continuity, pace and control that are essential to 

successfully reach both a live and a much larger TV 

audience.

	 These forums are not just political productions.  

They are also “show biz” — created, staged, packaged 

and promoted by Hollywood’s and Madison Avenue’s “A” 

teams.  Money and “glitz” are toned down, but they’re 

on hand.  In this mix the role of the monitors is a very 

powerful one.  They do not just randomly ask questions.  

They have done very thorough research on the topics 

involved so that the general level of discourse comes 

off as professional.  But they also have an editorial 

function — i.e., which question to ask which candidate, 

how far and where to press in seeking clarification 

or eliminating “double speak” and if, when and how to 

employ the “gotcha” question.

		

*          *          *

	 Entering the primaries a year ago, Trump could 

truthfully claim in the language of his casinos that “the 

deck was stacked against him”.  He had no background 

in electoral or appointive politics.  His most persistent 

image was a corporate one derived equally from his 

extensive record of successful “deals” and/or litigation.  

The GOP leadership recognized him as a threat to their 

hold on power and wanted no part of him.  He had 

offended significant voting blocs in the past and saw no 

need to make amends or changes in his highly personal 

campaign style.  And, almost unbelievably, even as the 

primaries rolled into their final month, not one of the 

highly paid, politically elite sources for news reporting 

or commentary acknowledged the possibility, let alone 

probability, that he might prevail.  This blindness on the 

part of our msm was not the passive “report briefly and 

move on” type.  Rather, it took the form of a continuing, 

negative attitude that violated our concept of a hopefully 

balanced presentation by our federally licensed media’s 

use of  publicly owned frequencies.

	 Against this broad array of past political faults 

and possible future failure, what did Trump possess 

that, week after week in state after state, enabled him 

to stir audiences, attract their support and collect 

their votes ?  He had no arsenal of prior position papers 

on thorny issues; nor any electoral victories, nor the 

organization needed to produce them.  Indeed, he had 

only one advantage — he had correctly identified the 

extent and depth of many Americans’ dissatisfaction with 

their government over the past quarter century.

	 At the root of this political estrangement 

were very real factors such as economic stagnation, 

Congressional dysfunction, failure to enforce our laws, 

loss of inflation adjusted income, mounting effects of 

unrestricted immigration, our increasing national debt, 

growing government regulation — and more, much more.

	 Many of these issues have been with us for the 

past fifty years and are not party specific, but they have 



5

been exacerbated by the attitudes and actions of Pres. 

Obama’s administrations.  They are largely consistent 

with the “more government” policies from the left that 

have dominated our elective offices and bureaucracy 

over the past quarter century.  Over this time, they have 

created a growing political, economic and cultural angst 

to which Trump’s candidacy appeared as long overdue 

relief.

	 And here’s the sub-plot of Trump’s surprising 

success.  Populist movements are transformative and 

even more so in politics because of their emotional 

component.  This enables our discontented voters to 

see Trump as someone who can and will bring change 

and restore our government to a functional state.  If 

Trump’s message only reached fringe groups, he would 

have foundered early on.  Instead, his singular ability 

to gauge the dimensions of our nation’s discontent has 

overcome many other obstacles.

*          *          *

	 There is something important to be said about 

communicating here.  We often refer to our present 

era with its remarkable technological progress as an 

“age of communication”, but in Trump’s rise to political 

prominence, we see a different, non-technological 

evidence of the importance of communication, or its lack, 

in politics.

	 His communication skills are no better than 

average, but his message is sufficiently timely and true 

to enable it to create interest and hope and to spread 

rapidly among those who want to hear it.  This process 

is retail in form; direct conversation, third party 

reference, local activities, groups, and media.  It’s not 

“glitzy” or on the msm editors’ “to cover” list, and 

it becomes increasingly, as time passes, the miracle of 

a gathering popular force and, perhaps, even a self-

fulfilling prophecy.

	 The other communication element of note 

in Trump’s rise is the exact opposite of the above.  It 

is an almost unexplainable non-event — the wide-

spread failure throughout our media and political 

establishments to recognize and identify Trump’s appeal 

and the political history that supports it.

	 Many of these elites of politics, media and finance 

have spent their entire working lives in the public 

opinion arena.  Some contribute large sums of money to 

one or both of the major parties; others work for them 

and distribute their billions of dollars in ways that will 

produce electoral results.

	 It says something that the “top crop” of our 

political/media worlds were so focused on criticizing 

Trump’s language, delivery and past record that it missed 

the meaning of his message and the power of its appeal.  

And what it says does not bode well for our American 

democracy which has, since our beginning, required 

a greater degree of openness than other forms.  The 

recent massive growth in the size of our government has 

greatly reduced its transparency and we have reached 

a time when closed minds and open wallets at the top 

further reduce the public’s political viewing space and 

opportunity.

	

	 Finally with Trump, as also with Hillary, it is the 

personal element that dominates his campaign and has 

generated its publicity.  But we should not be fooled into 

thinking that’s all there is.  Beneath the surface of the 

msm’s multiple smiling, waving and clapping images are 

the shapes of unresolved issues and failing institutions 

silently tracking us, like a shark its prey.

HILLARY CLINTON

	 Much of our media coverage has referred 

to Donald Trump’s inaccurate and/or inappropriate 

comments as “the story” of the campaign.  They certainly 

have provided the msm with fodder, but Hillary’s (HRC) 

are just as capable of distorting truth and confusing fact 

as Trump’s.  They are, however, delivered in a different 

way and tone.  What’s surprising, as the campaign moves 

ahead with increasing interaction between the two 

designed to emphasize their differences, are some very 

pointed similarities.

	 Neither, if memory serves, admits to ever being 

“wrong”, a word that has largely disappeared from our 

political vocabulary.  Trump tends to avoid it by changing 

the subject, denial or calling upon remote comparisons.  

Whether for lack of factual accuracy, comprehension or 

experience, his favored exit route is one of avoidance.

	 HRC’s preferred defense of her distortion 

of truth is to cloud the issue in the public’s mind by 

changing the language she employs to describe both 

the circumstance under review and the language she 

used to describe her actions and attitudes.  For her, 

also, the word “wrong” is not applicable to herself or 

her behavior.  She has a list of ready substitutes — 

“misspoke”, “short-circuited”, “mistake” and “I would 

not do it again”, but “wrong” is perhaps just too brutal; 

it leaves no wiggle room.  To be fair, Clinton is not the 

only one to avoid its use.  Most politicians whose careers 

have been formed and pursued during our mass media age 

have had the same aversion.  With multiple media images 

on display every day and the ability to rerun both picture 

and sound instantly at any time in the campaign, our 

“...unresolved issues and failing institutions 

silently tracking us, like a shark its prey.”
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politicians have come to shun definitive language such 

as “wrong” that could be reused later with damaging 

effect by one’s opponents.

	 There is another factor at work beside that of the 

politician’s sense of self-protection, and it is cultural 

in its nature.  Throughout our culture — in our laws, 

religion, politics, education, government — American 

culture, from its center to its edges, has become less 

authoritative, less definitive and, consequently, less 

able/willing to proclaim standards of right and wrong.  

And nowhere is this more evident than in our political 

system and, at its heart, the nation’s capital.

	 The reasons for this cultural alteration are 

both external and internal and form a separate story.  

In general, however, cultural shifts can change values, 

and nowhere is this more apparent than in our postwar 

politicians of the last two generations.  Quite simply, in 

a system awash in money and power, Congress wanted its 

share; and its members’ role changed from being one 

of collecting, discussing and presenting constituent 

opinion for the conduct of our national progress to 

vying for funds — corporate funds from lobbyists for 

their own benefit, or federal funds for projects or their 

sponsors at home.

	 In this atmosphere attitudes and positions can 

easily shift.  Trump has been called down by members 

of his own party for not being conservative enough, and 

for not even being a Republican because he gave money 

and/or voted for a Democrat in the past.  The GOP is 

home to various degrees of “Conservatism” which have 

fought for dominance within the party for over fifty 

years, and it’s hard to identify anyone today who could 

bring about the hoped for unity.  Ronald Reagan came 

close, but Conservatives gloss over the fact that some 

of his programs ran counter to their generally accepted 

notion of Conservatism.

*          *          *

	 If there is consistency to DT’s inconsistency, it 

is equally true in regards to HRC.  She has reversed her 

positions on top tier subjects, most notably trade and the 

war in Iraq, and was forced to move substantially to the 

left of her primary campaign’s starting direction by the 

popularity of Bernie Sanders’ progressive positions.	

	 Regardless of tactical shifts, however, what 

relentlessly dogs HRC and casts negative shadows 

across her candidacy are the ongoing revelations about 

her behavior and character, as her lack of candor and 

transparency over more than three decades of state and 

national politics continue to raise questions.

	 Did she lie, or did she misstate ?  Did she receive 

funds as a quid pro quo for performing a service, or is 

the matter just one of political coincidence ?  Did she 

break the law, or merely bend it ?  Are the records she 

has offered in her defense complete and accurate, or 

selective ?  Has she been accorded financial and political 

privilege, or has she been treated no differently than 

others in her various offices ?

	 Here we confront another striking similarity 

between DT’s and HRC’s campaigns. It is possibly the 

ultimate political irony in which both candidates claim 

the other to be “unfit” to serve as President and 

Commander-in-Chief.  Far from being just a passing 

comment, “fitness” for office (i.e. personal character) 

has been elevated to major issue status.   As time passes 

and the exchange of personal criticism grows, the energy 

of both efforts must be directed to this issue.  The cycle 

will then renew itself and, in doing so, will emphasize, 

not dismiss, both campaigns’ weaknesses. Without a 

turn-about by both candidates, the voter will be left 

only with months of rancorous rhetoric and no clear or 

realistic images of what the candidates or their parties 

will actually undertake to remedy the social, political 

and economic ills that plague us.

	 If our most important problems are not 

meaningfully addressed in the campaign and go 

unattended, or fail to show improvement, the level of 

public anger and sense of betrayal by government 

will rise.  This would be a logical consequence of our 

present and prior errors and one that our country is 

ill-equipped to manage.  Regardless of which candidate 

is elected, four more years of dysfunction and division 

within our social and governmental structures is not a 

workable  option.

THE ECONOMIC DILEMMA

	 The single topic most frequently and forcefully 

mentioned by both candidates is that of our continuing 

inability to develop a broad program capable of healing 

our self-inflicted economic wounds, the most dramatic 

of which was the combined collapse of our financial and 

real estate markets at the end of the Bush II presidency.  In 

our current campaign the economy is “front and center”, 

and the word that won’t go away is “jobs”.  Jobs, jobs, 

jobs !  Neither candidate can afford to be seen as less 

than fully committed to the prospect and achievement of 

actual, not just statistical, full employment, and, while 

their concerns may be similar, their proposed paths to 

their goals are very different.

	 The Democratic way proposed by HRC centers 

around the extensive hiring that would result from new 

government spending programs.  With negligible interest 

rates, massive government borrowing could provide 

funding for a wide range of government investment 

centered upon an effort to repair and expand the nation’s 

infrastructure of roads, bridges, tunnels, etc. for which 
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some cost estimates reach the $2 trillion mark.

	 Unquestionably, there is much that must be done.  

Our national system of toll-free expressways initiated 

by Pres. Eisenhower has been allowed to deteriorate due 

to minimal and deferred maintenance by both state and 

federal authorities to the point where, at many places, it 

is overcrowded, unsafe, or both.

	 In the vote-getting game “roads, bridges and 

tunnels” are magic words because everyone uses them 

every day.  And they also are powerful symbols of more 

than daily commuting.  Look at the map; they tie our cities, 

states and regions together!  They have been a defining 

element of American culture for over a century since 

Henry Ford introduced his Model A, his production line 

and his vision of an affordable, mass market automobile 

in 1908.

	 Some plans or theories work better at certain 

times than at others.  The Democratic program would 

work better at “other” times because it entails adding 

trillions of dollars of more debt to our present $19 

trillion, although our government (both the legislative 

and executive branches) has proven itself for more than 

three decades to be incapable of resisting new borrowing 

or making any reduction in our past obligations.

	 We are still in the early stage of the campaign 

where candidates try to avoid using specific figures 

which can quickly be turned into targets by opponents.  

HRC infers that the jobs she will create through her 

infrastructure and other programs will create tax 

revenues that will largely support the programs’ costs 

and return the country to financial good health.  This 

seems to us a false assumption, with little chance of 

success, that ignores some very basic elements of our 

present financial distress.

*          *          *

	 The Trump economic program, as revealed in his 

speech to the Detroit Motor Club in early August, depends 

for its success upon growing our GDP (gross domestic 

product), cutting corporate and individual taxes and 

restructuring our trade agreements to bring as much 

industrial production as possible back to this country.  

Trump’s “pitch” to the voter is essentially the same 

as Clinton’s — that, if you elect me, I will put in place 

policies and programs that will generate enough growth 

and tax revenue to increase employment, especially that 

of our middle class which over the past twenty years has 

shown an inflation adjusted loss of income.

	 Both candidates have made passing reference to 

“reducing the deficit” as a benefit that will result from 

their policies.  No mention has been made of any intended 

or actual reduction in our national debt; nor the fact 

that until the time when we can produce an annual 

surplus, our debt will continue to grow by billions of 

dollars every year.  Slowly, but steadily, our economic 

strength and financial sovereignty are slipping away.

	 Both parties’ platforms call for growth of one 

kind or another.  For HRC, it is growth in borrowing, 

spending and employment which will generate broad 

increases in wages and consumer spending.  For the 

GOP, economic growth will derive from the funds that 

are released for investment by the reduction and/or 

elimination of current corporate and personal income 

taxes.  Because of the progressive nature of our income 

tax code, most of the benefits of Trump’s proposed tax 

code revisions would benefit the corporate sector or 

the top personal income tax levels.

	 It should not come as a surprise if this approach 

sounds familiar.  It has been touted and tried before 

under different labels (i.e., high growth, trickle down, 

full employment, a rising tide etc.), and its performance 

has mostly failed to live up to its sponsors’ promises, 

the main contradiction being that the financial benefits 

tend to concentrate and remain at the upper levels of 

our income tax scale.  In other words, “trickle down” 

doesn’t trickle very well.

	 There are two reasons for this, and the first 

relates to the workings of our financial system and 

its market conditions.  “Trickle down”, when it works 

successfully, delivers substantial rewards to both 

the corporate sector and to the workforce.  In order 

to achieve these objectives certain conditions over a 

prolonged period are required — strong demand and a 

relatively peaceful labor/management climate that can 

provide workers with wage increases and management 

with productivity gains.

	 It is easy to see how widely our past policies 

have failed to meet these goals in the postwar period, 

our only success having occurred in the aftermath of 

WWII when we were uniquely possessed of the labor, 

production and financial elements needed to undertake 

global reconstruction.

	 There is one more key market consideration.   

America is a consumer economy in which consumer 

spending is by far the largest force.  Unfortunately, the 

American consumer, Mr. & Mrs. Joe Sixpack, have been fed 

some very bad information.  Their political leaders from 

“Slowly, but steadily, our economic strength 

and financial sovereignty are slipping away.”

“In other words ‘trickle Down’ doesn’t 

trickle very well.”
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both parties portray the American Dream as a financial 

pursuit in which one moves up on steps marked “more”.  

And, not to be outdone, our msm relentlessly point out 

that in life success comes from not just “keeping up 

with the Joneses”, but preferably from leaving them far 

behind.

	 These attitudes from “the top” of our political 

structure are a form of cultural poison, but they have 

also done real damage to our economy.  How ?  The 

elements that made possible the successful years of 

global reconstruction and profitability do not exist 

today.  We have rising prices; but lower wages, profits, 

shrinking productivity and a greatly changed workforce 

have transformed the world for both American workers 

and managers.  One such transformation has been that 

the lure of the American dream has led the American 

consumer to borrow over $2 trillion, a record for 

consumer debt!

	 This is personal, not national debt; nor does it 

include the $1.3 trillion of student debt that now hangs 

over the futures of many students who signed onto it 

without knowing how debt can reorder lives.  These 

levels of debt and their consequences are not joined in 

any real or legal way, but the nature of debt in open 

economies is such that weakness in one can, by no means 

other than association, produce weakness elsewhere.

	

	

	 There is present, too, in “trickle down” economic 

argument the presumption that by some combination of 

good will and market mechanics, results will be achieved 

that will produce proportionally fair outcomes for all 

involved.  Human nature does not usually work that way, 

especially when money is involved.

	 And, even in the smoothest circumstances, issues 

that revolve around human labor extend themselves 

into other areas such as sociology, religion, ethics, 

culture and justice. One reason “human labor” resists 

easy solutions is because of its “human” factor.  

Workers — whether male or female, prosperous or 

poor, whether we refer to them as workers, employees, 

help, or, less personally, as numbers or units —

bring with them identities, often marked by exposure 

to Political Correctness (PC) and the divisiveness of 

multiculturalism (MC), as well as their personal hopes, 

expectations, needs and ancestries.  And, all too often, 

today’s American workforce must also struggle to deal 

with the unkept promises of politicians and the deceptive 

language of the msm.

	 All of these “human” factors can surface and 

cause problems for the employer in more ways than 

they used to.  Formerly, many were dealt with in union 

contracts and the unions served as intermediary between 

workers and management.  But union representation has 

decreased in both its numbers and effectiveness since its 

glory days in the wake of WWII.

	 Pressed by rising costs and foreign competition, 

management has found ways to reduce wages and benefits 

and to “scatter” its employees’ work schedules and 

locations.  Still, because of the “human factor”, even 

minor work place changes can become matters of bitter 

contention.  Today’s employer cannot avoid the many 

more “human” demands that accompany the people he 

hires; nor the vast amount of statistical information and 

workplace regulations that the government imposes.  Is it 

surprising that American hiring practices have changed 

and slowed ?  Or that a corporate board of directors 

might choose to buy back its own stock (and thereby 

increase the value of the remaining shares) rather than 

opt for the long term expense commitment of a new plant 

and its staffing ?

*          *          *

	 Our contemporary information “game” is like any 

other scientific, linguistic or philosophic system in that 

while it increases our store of knowledge, it also can 

conceal things and set traps for us. 

	 Let’s go back to 1945 when the postwar recovery, 

with its high wages, profits and employment began and 

when full employment, if memory serves, meant that the 

hard core of unemployed workers amounted to 3% of the 

population, down considerably from the 1933 GD high of 

25%1 .  A 3% unemployment rate with a population of 150 

million translated into 4.5 million Americans out of work, 

whereas our present 5% rate and 325 million population 

means that our economy’s employment shortfall is 16.3 

million. Added units impose added costs.

	 Percentage numbers can provide politicians with 

ways to disguise hard financial facts because they don’t 

report on actual numbers, but rather on the numbers’ 

relation to 100.  Politicians who refer to “having 

maintained our historical rate of expense” do not report 

that, while the rate may have remained the same, the 

actual dollar expense might have increased significantly.

	 For instance, if we maintain our 5% unemployment 

rate and grow our population to 550 million at 

midcentury, we will then have a jobless element in our 

society of 27.5 million people.  But that is not the only 

area of concealment.  There is another trap that keeps us 

from being fully informed.

	 All of our unemployed are able to obtain some 

kind of financial assistance, although the amounts and 

length of payment periods can vary.  The ones whose 

benefits are the most generous and long-running are 

“Human nature does not usually work that 

way, especially when money is involved.”
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illegal immigrants whose assistance includes education, 

housing, medical expenses and ongoing cash payments on 

a per capita basis that rewards large families more than 

smaller ones.

	 A pregnant eighteen year old girl arriving this 

year could and will easily become a grandmother by 

2060.  Our unemployment rate may remain the same, but 

the added population numbers and the costs of services 

they receive will explode.

*          *          *

	 Politicians do not mention these things.  Hillary 

Clinton embraces a high immigration, open borders 

position, but neither it, nor any of her other economic 

or political initiatives, suggest any form of revenue/

expense balance.  This is an attitude that derives from our 

extraordinary postwar accumulation of money and power, 

and it suggests that America is so rich and powerful that 

we are not bound by the rules that regulate others.  If 

you think that has a Roman ring to it, you’re right.  We 

have a Congress that can’t be bothered to pass laws in 

the public interest, and an executive branch that has set 

itself increasingly apart from our Constitution for over 

the past half century.

	 Donald Trump has been less specific in stating 

how he will achieve his economic, political and foreign 

policy goals.  He often talks in sound bytes rather than 

sentences and, although he can arouse the enthusiasm 

of a very large number of disaffected American voters, 

he gives the impression that he doesn’t fully understand 

what the office, the people and the time we live in will 

demand of him.

	 It seems fair to say that, after going through 

a year’s nominating procedure and holding two 

conventions, both parties have candidates whom the 

nation’s voters perceive as having reached a new low 

in our electoral process, and the timing of this failure 

makes it even more significant.

	 As we move further into the 21st century, the 

most important issue facing our world is uncontrolled 

population growth and the natural, social and economic 

issues that attach to it.  Most important in determining 

the quality of our future life will be the consequences 

of continuing our current patterns of excessive 

exploitation of natural resources that have supported 

our past existence and prosperity — water, forests, 

arable land, fisheries and the oceans that harbor 

them, clean air, essential minerals, wetlands and our 

innumerable co-species that comprise our life-sustaining 

global food chains.   Most of these qualities of life we 

take for granted, assuming that because we have enjoyed 

them in the past we will be able to do so in the future, 

but all exist in finite and/or balanced amounts which 

cannot withstand forever our excessive exploitation or 

pollution.

	 But what is the political connection ?  Just this; 

for the last century our world has been one of turmoil 

— war and peace, boom and bust and the global clash 

of political and religious ideologies.  At the same time, 

we have experienced a technological explosion that has 

changed in a brief historical moment the ways in which 

we live, work and play, and how we view each other.

	 The overriding truth for historians and 

politicians is that, while this period of transformation 

began at the turn of the 20th century and has continued 

to the present, our American political leaders from 

both the Right and the Left have consistently refused to 

recognize its consequences and the ways it will threaten 

our present way of life.

	 No one sector or group is more responsible than 

any other for these failures.  The conservative capitalism 

of the Right and the liberal governments on the Left 

have failed equally in not identifying and explaining to 

the public the changes that are taking place and what 

responses we, as a society, must make.

	 But it is not just our corporate and elected 

governmental leaders that have failed us.  Our religious, 

educational and media institutions, all of whom we have 

allowed and encouraged to speak out on our behalf, 

have been as unwilling as our commercial and political 

managers to break the silence.  And even worse, when 

individual voices within these institutions are raised, 

they are mostly unsupported by their employers and 

often silenced.

	 The transformation that has taken place in the 

last century has offered our major societal institutions 

an opportunity to achieve greater relevance which they 

have declined in favor of dogma.  What is particularly sad 

about our inability to respond to our society’s warning 

signals is that no genius or breakthrough vision of the 

future was necessary — rather just the openness that 

comes from observation and awareness.

	 Our world is home to many species some of which 

are still unknown to us.  Our human line has come down 

from the trees of the rainforest and has left behind the 

savannah.  We are now passing through an area of mostly 

small valleys and rounded hills.  Ahead, now clearly 

visible for the first time, the wasteland patiently awaits 

us.  We need not hurry.  Given our present state and 

leadership, we will be there soon enough.

“...clearly visible for the first time, the 

wasteland patiently awaits us.”
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THE BURIAL GROUND
FOR OUR DREAMS AND PRINCIPLES

	 We are engaged in an absolutely critical 

national election that will determine our country’s most 

important directions for far longer than the 4 year term 

of the winner.  Unfortunately, both candidates lack the 

personal and professional qualities that our presidency 

demands and it is no stretch to view our present politics 

as the place where our earliest dreams and unique 

principles go to die.

	 We have listed below random topics that reflect 

the social, economic and political dissatisfaction that 

plagues our society.  They have become major issues 

— ones which, as we continue to be subjected to a 

campaign based on personal attacks, will unfortunately 

not be included for discussion or presented for voter 

consideration.

ECONOMIC INEQUALITY

	 Heritage Insurance Holdings Inc. is a relatively 

new insurance company in FL without any experience 

of major payments due to natural disasters such as 

hurricanes, floods, fires, etc.  Its CEO, Bruce Lucas, 

in June asked homeowners for a 15% premium increase 

while raising his compensation almost 400% to $27.3 

million, 50 times more than the level of some larger and 

longer established companies.  Heritage contributed 

to Gov. Rick Scott’s economic development program and 

received an unusual award of $52 million.  In the words 

of a Coral Gables attorney representing policyholders, 

“It’s not right.”2   But it’s not uncommon, either.

IRS

	 Who watches the watchdog ?  “A new report from 

the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration 

revealed that the federal government “erroneously” 

paid out $15.6 billion through the Earned Income Tax 

Credit (EITC) in Fiscal Year 2015.”  The EITC is far more 

than a tax credit, as it allows low income filers to be paid 

in cash and has been favored by its Congressional and 

IRS supporters as a means of providing funds to illegal 

aliens.  And here’s the “kicker”.  Once eligible for EITC, 

our tax law allows a filer to amend his/her tax returns 

for the three previous years and claim credit, even if the 

filer was not eligible for those years !  In the case of 

amnestied illegal aliens, according to the Congressional 

Research Service, they may be able to access more than 

$24,000 in such cash payments via the EITC.3 

	 In 1913 when the IRS was founded and our 

national income tax first levied, our federal tax code 

was 400 pages long.  Today it runs to over 74,000 pages 

and our national debt is 75% the size of our economy.4 

EDUCATION

	 Our education system has become a minefield of 

socio-sensitive issues and problems around which our 

local, state and federal politicians must tread carefully.  

For example:

	 Fifty years ago Congress created a national 

student loan program with the lofty intention of 

encouraging college attendance through low cost loans.   

It now has over $1.3 trillion of government backed 

educational loans outstanding.  Truth is that it has 

become a rich profit center for banks and other loan 

service businesses and has trapped many students into a 

life of mounting debt, a national default rate of 11.8%5  

and low credit ratings that postpone homeownership, 

marriage and other aspects of economic independence.  

This program gave its student borrowers the impression 

that it assured high paying first jobs that in too many 

cases have not been available or were only the product 

of youthful enthusiasm.

	 As recently as 25 years ago the average amount 

of a student’s debt was $9,300, while today it is over 

$35,000 6, almost four times as much.  Some students who 

have employed roll-over methods to extend their studies 

have emerged with loan balances of over $200,000, 

with no job or the ability to make required payments of 

principal and interest.

	 Candidate Clinton has made expansive statements 

that, if elected, she would make all education free and pay 

off student loan debt, which sounds like all educational 

costs will be transferred to the government — a 

massive bail-out that will be charged to the American 

tax payer.  This is a topic that is so inflammatory and 

hostage to emotional constituencies that we do not think 

either candidate will emphasize it, but it may show up as 

a question in one or more of their debates.

	 There are other aspects of our current 

educational status that disturb or ignore our cultural 

conscience.  A 2015 survey of 1,100 American colleges and 

universities revealed that only 18% require students to 

take a course in American history or government.7  

	 Another difficult contradiction in our 

educational system is that, while high school graduation 

rates have risen in the last decade, college entrance 

exams show that graduating students are mostly 

unprepared to achieve academic sufficiency at college or 

work place levels.8   This widespread finding has cast 

doubt on the value of our high school degrees and is 

especially painful for those who seek to enter the work 

force without further education beyond that level.

	 Add to these the growing tendencies for 

academia to shape itself in the corporate mold and to 
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avoid the wider task of education — the preparation 

of the student mind to meet the challenges of living in 

our world.  Our education system is beset by existential 

problems of our time and its own making, but it is certain 

neither candidate will mention them.

OUR FADING BLUE PLANET

	 Our Oceans cover most of our planet’s surface 

and provide us with food and the weather patterns that 

bring clouds, wind and water to our landmasses.  We 

only have one ocean system; there are no new models 

or replacements available to us.  And yet we, the human 

species here on Earth, have increasingly abused our 

oceans over the past century.  This is not an American 

problem; it is a global problem, but, given our position 

as superpower (once but no longer sole), we should 

have taken it upon ourselves to lead by our own actions 

and to move the UN and other commercial or political 

entities to join us.

	 The varieties of ocean abuse that we have 

permitted and committed are numerous.  We pollute 

chemically, sonically, by refuse from our streams and 

rivers and from commercial and military fleets.  Many 

of the activities in which we engage such as mineral 

exploration, commercial fish processing plant /ships and 

military weapons testing destroy and/or disorient marine 

species of all kinds and sizes in large areas extending 

out from their usage.  Vast deltas formed by the world’s 

great rivers as they empty into the oceans are dead 

zones for many miles because of the pollutants from the 

lives of humans that they carry with them.  Some of the 

world’s great rivers serve as open sewers, clogged with 

human, as well as industrial, waste.

	 Plastic, which is almost non-biodegradable, is 

the clearest signature of our economy and our age.  It 

is the prime provider of structure for the Great Pacific 

Garbage Patch — a Texas-sized accumulation of floating 

plastic, glass, wire, wood, paper, rubber and metal off 

our Pacific NW coast created by that ocean’s major, 

counterclockwise, circular current.  Our political, 

commercial and scientific authorities say that we do not 

have the technology needed to disperse and dispose of 

this phenomenal example of neglect.  Outer space ?  Of 

course !  But cleaning up our oceans ?  Not possible !

POPULATION AND RESOURCES 

	 Here, as elsewhere around our globe, these 

two capabilities are graph lines going in opposite 

directions — up for population and down for natural 

resources many of which are non-renewable.  Our 

American population of 325 million now adds one person 

every 12 seconds at which rate it will double every 50 

years — a significant statistical acceleration from 74 

years in 1950.9    This very basic arithmetic, so clearly 

and briefly stated, has far reaching consequences for 

our economy and way of life which, until recently, many 

Americans did not recognize.  Many still don’t.  Is this 

ironically some kind of negative, or reverse, American 

exceptionalism ?

	 The inescapable trade-off for taking no interest 

in, nor responsibility for, our uncontrolled population 

growth is that its numbers diminish the natural (and 

national) resources which the human species requires 

to sustain its life form on Earth.  This means that 

without exception every life we add draws down the 

amounts of arable land, clean air and water, food chain 

species, forests and the many minerals that have enabled 

our wealthy economy and way of life, first expressed 

in the Industrial Revolution and now in our present 

Consumerism.

	 The examples are many; let’s look at one.  The US 

started life as an agricultural economy and, even after 

its conversion to an industrial base in the late 19th 

and early 20th centuries, maintained its capability to 

produce food for ourselves and have enough left to be a 

major exporter and force in the global food market.  We 

also kept stockpiles of grain, dairy and animal products 

which we drew upon to provide relief for domestic and 

foreign humanitarian disasters.

	 Today, we import some items we used to export, 

our global exports are down, as are our stockpile levels.  

In short, our food presence for growing, marketing and 

relief donations has been notably diminished.  This may 

come as a surprise; but it shouldn’t.  Just look at our 

population figures.	

	 Population reduction does not come easily 

because added population units, whether by legal or 

illegal means of entry, embed themselves and immediately 

start the uncontrolled process of geometric growth 

reproduction.  This led Dr. Albert Bartlett, the late 

distinguished physicist at the University of Colorado, to 

ask:

	 “Can you think of any problem in any area of 		

	 human endeavor on any scale, from microscopic 	

	 to global, whose long-term solution is in any

	 demonstrable way aided, assisted or advanced 		

	 by further increases of population; locally, 		

	 nationally or globally?”10 

	 If this question is addressed to our political, 

corporate, religious and academic leaders, it is usually 

deflected with a glib or dismissive reply.  But ours is 

not a time for glibness; we should welcome, not deflect, 

any and all questions concerning population, as present 

projections for US population in 2050 run from 500 to 

60011  million.
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	 The most dramatic failure of our thinking (or not 

thinking) about our increasingly divergent population 

and resource graph lines is that as a people we cannot 

realize that many of the natural resources that our 

nation and planet depend upon to sustain human and 

other life are finite.  They had a beginning and they will 

have an end; and the accelerating rate at which we draw 

upon them moves us ever closer to their exhaustion.

	 This process will not end in a sudden “now 

they’re here; now they’re not” moment.  Rather, different 

resources around the world will grow scarce and then 

disappear at different times, but spreading scarcity and 

more expensive access will raise prices.  Producers and 

marketers will attempt to pass their added costs (and 

enlarged dollar profit margins) on to consumers.

	 The resulting deep, social/economic unrest will 

undercut existing political regimes throughout the 

world.  It is unlikely that the forces unleashed will be 

able to be controlled by our 20th century institutions 

—the UN, the EU, the World Bank, the Federal Reserve or 

other central banks “of last resort”, or our numerous 

trade treaties.  All will try, but their managers and 

charters will be faced with conditions which were 

unimaginable at their founding and with political choices 

which they are not prepared to confront. More often 

than not, it is man’s mind and muscle that, silently or 

loudly, move the heavy gates of history which swing on 

hinges of chance, circumstance, hubris and error.

	 Population, however, is subject to our control.  

But will we take action ?  What have we learned in 200 

years ?  One thing we can be sure of — there will be no 

discussion of population, no mention of it, in Campaign 

America 2016.  America is not alone in its silence, as no 

other “developed” nation is committed to population 

control, although both India and China established 

successful programs over a generation ago which were 

subsequently abandoned for political reasons.

SOCIAL SECURITY

	 And, finally, a true veteran issue of our political 

wars that can neither be honored nor discharged, is our 

now 80-year-old Social Security (SS) System.  Created 

by FDR during our GD, it was then considered by many in 

the GOP to be a form of socialism.  It was most certainly 

innovative and a concept that required changes in our 

economic and social thinking.  

	 In time, as its benefits became apparent, it 

slipped into our mainstream view of life, lost its threat 

status (except to those on the far-Right) and became 

the foundational piece of social legislation of our time, 

removing the threat of old age poverty for millions of 

Americans and providing seniors and our economy with 

the benefits of extended stability and buying power.

	 Sadly, our elected representatives in Congress 

couldn’t resist the substantial sums that American 

workers paid into the SS Trust.  They looted the money 

that was there and left IOUs in its place.  This and our 

economy’s changing demographics now indicate that, 

unless changes are made, the SS Trust will be insolvent 

by 2034.

	 SS has been a matter of campaign comment for 

several decades.  Mostly, those running for office 

have discussed how they might make minor structural 

adjustments to it or to its COLAs (Cost of Living 

Adjustments).  Some have claimed they would overhaul it 

and make it solvent again, leaving out specifics because 

any changes that would put it on a firmer footing would 

be likely to offend powerful constituencies.

	 SS is the largest item in our national budget 

and represents about 25% of our national spending.  It 

provides over 80% of the income of seniors with incomes 

below $23,600 who comprise the bottom 40% level of 

our national income distribution scale.12 

	 Our SS problem is our own made-in-America, 

home-grown, horror show produced by the Congresses 

we have funded, supported and elected.  It has no 

connection to any foreign government, international 

trade, legal or humanitarian organization, funding, 

judicial or military bodies.  It is our own; we made it and 

it worked; it benefited the nation and its citizens.  And 

then Congress spent the money on a political shopping 

trip.

	 From now until its anticipated insolvency in 2034 

SS’s continuing cash deficits are expected to amount to 

$2.8 trillion and to increase our national debt by that 

amount.13   But our two presidential candidates will, 

most likely, pay little attention and will make only vague 

and passing reference, if any, to it such as “saving SS”.  

There will be no numbers offered and no commitment to 

the structural changes needed to return SS to solvency.

	 SS has been called “the third rail of American 

politics  — touch it and you die.”  The president cannot 

fix SS; only Congress can do that, but the president can 

draft legislation and send it to Congress to be acted 

upon.  We are at a point where, unless government 

“touches” SS, a growing number of America’s seniors 

will face wrenching financial hardship.

ELECTION DAY

	 In our representative democracy Election Day is 

America’s political mirror.  What looks out at us is the 

image formed from our own efforts and actions.  There 

is no slippage, no error.  In ways not always fair or 

legal, we elect a candidate/party to take control of our 

governmental process.  As the integrity of our political 

process has declined, we have tried to layer over our 
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failure with rhetoric that purifies how we form and 

conduct our government, but no matter how or where we 

seek it, there is as little purity in politics as there is in 

the human condition.

	 Our present political polarization results from 

both the Left and the Right seeking dominant power with 

little active or meaningful competition.  This need to 

fully dominate combines elements of insecurity with vast 

power in ways that history has shown can be destructive.

	 One of the most unique and successful aspects 

of America’s political life that we have destroyed in our 

postwar push for political dominance was our support 

of centrist thought and accommodation.  Quite plainly, 

democracy (or at least that kind of democracy our 

Founders instituted) cannot endure without a viable 

political center.

	 Lacking such a center, our system will be so 

stretched and stressed by back and forth changes of 

power that our foundations will be subject to attack or 

compromise.  Our democracy requires a central force 

that values political tolerance over purity.  Without 

it neither the Right nor the Left can credibly present 

themselves as architects of policy.

	 Looking to November, the American voter could 

not be faced by a choice between two more different 

candidates, for in addition to their political outlooks, 

they are strikingly dissimilar in language, education, 

careers, gender, temperament, behavior, appearance, 

tone and that catch-all phrase for public figures, style.

	 And yet with all these differences it seems 

reasonable to think that the popular vote will be fairly 

close.  The count in the Electoral College is something 

else and, with the growing amount and power of msm 

activity, the winner is increasingly determined by the 

results in a handful of key states.  This has been and 

will continue to be a negative factor in our country’s 

political process.  We now have the technology necessary 

to conduct national and local elections electronically 

with almost instant results, and should put it to use.

	 We could come up with sufficient security for 

the new voting/tabulation procedure, but this may prove 

to be a stumbling block, as both parties have histories 

of irregular practices and entrenched constituencies 

that may resist any substantial reform measures.  Still, 

secure voting with prompt results that starts locally 

and works up to state and national levels is a worthy 

goal.  The time for the Electoral College has come and 

gone.  It should be abolished, but that would require a 

constitutional amendment which is another process that 

is practically excluded by our present polarization and 

legislative dysfunction.

	 Trump or Clinton ?  Republican or Democrat ?  

Which will it be ?   Disregarding the primary contests, 

we are still in the early stage of this “first ever” kind of 

campaign with somewhat less than two months remaining.

	 Trump was like a wildly spinning compass in 

the primaries and even following his nomination.  He 

has made statements that were reckless, factless and 

sometimes truthless and which seemingly his ego failed 

to allow him to correct.  In what appeared to be a major 

course correction, he changed his campaign directors 

twice and adopted a less flamboyant and more issue-

focused style by using the teleprompter and staying with 

its message.  We will see whether this new persona will 

become permanent and whether he can maintain a sense 

of equilibrium which will allow more voters to view him 

as worthy of occupying their White House.  Trump will 

have to establish balance in his campaign speeches — 

both in their content and their delivery.

	 Like Trump, Clinton avoids being specific about 

how she will deal with the nation’s growing list of 

urgent problems.  She is given to broad promises and 

assures those who listen and want to believe that their 

lives and our country will be magically transformed by a 

Democratic administration headed by her.  She is equally 

vague, and often to a level of evasiveness and denial, 

about the many charges of financial conflicts of interest 

for her family and foundation, for her mishandling of 

government information and for her inappropriate 

blending of her professional and personal interests.	

	 Voters have been alerted by media sources that 

the contents of additional emails will be released as the 

campaigns build toward Election Day, thereby adding 

an extra element of suspense.  And concerns have been 

raised about her health.  The question that cannot be 

answered now is whether the accumulation of these 

negative impacts will be enough to not only further 

damage and destroy her credibility, but also to cause 

voters in large numbers to either vote for Trump or a 

third party candidate or not vote at all.

	 There is a wide consensus across the country 

that this election is unique in the number of personal 

and political negatives attached to both candidates.  

Many voters sense that we have reached the end of “a 

race to the bottom”, that neither nominee should occupy 

the Oval Office, nor will either party be able to deliver 

on its campaign promises.

	 For now, the American public is being asked to 

choose between a wildly erratic and unconventional 

business person with no political experience whose 

“...neither the Right nor the Left can credibly 

present themselves as architects of policy.”
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positions have been subject to frequent change, or even 

reversal; or a career politician with numerous ethical, 

and perhaps legal, challenges who has been running for 

president on the Democratic Party platform since the 

end of her husband’s presidency in 2001.

	 There is little reason to doubt that Trump will 

be the agent of change that he claims to be and, likewise, 

that Hillary Clinton will continue and build upon Obama’s 

policies and record which, over the course of his two 

terms, moved steadily to the Left, as have Clinton’s in 

both her primary and electoral campaigns.

	 In a contest so loaded with personal negatives, 

the next error, revelation or misstatement could tip the 

balance.  In the meantime, the voter must ponder:  Will it 

be the free-wheeling, error-prone political newcomer?  

Or the “you know me, Al”, steady hand-in-the-till party-

liner ?  And then there is the ultimate risk for America 

— that, regardless of who wins, the loser will attempt 

to challenge the declared results. Any such effort could 

do real damage to our democracy at this time.

	 It is no secret to either political party that 

the American public is disappointed and offended by 

the deterioration of our political institutions and the 

people who have been elected or appointed to direct 

them.  Everyone in the Congress knows how deeply voter 

dissatisfaction runs.  The question to be answered by 

this election is “How wide is it?”

ECD 9/20/16

The Author’s most recent book, Who Lost America?, deals with topics 
covered in MoC issues 19 through 27. Both it and his first volume, 
Eminent Disdain, are available from the publisher authorhouse,  at 
888-280-7715 or at authorhouse.com.
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In Memoriam
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1922-2016

WWII US Navy Pilot on carriers Essex 

and Enterprise; Founder and sole 

owner of Enterprise Rent-a-Car; 

Philantrhopist; a great american and an 
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