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XI

WHO ARE WE?

AND WHY ARE WE NOT WHO WE WERE?

 ISSUE No. 55  	  	 JANUARY 2017

	 IN THIS ISSUE,  we conclude our present series, “Who Are We?. . .”  as two important cycles, 
political and historical, are poised to change.  We have offered some background and insight for those 
who ponder our title question, but only a full and open engagement by the American people and their 
government can provide an answer.

	 IN OUR NEXT ISSUE, we pose another question that now plagues our American life — “Who 
Cares? And Why Don’t We ?”  It is, in its way, a sequel to “Who are We . . .” but is more concerned with 
cultural, rather than political, divisions and threats.
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	 This last chapter in our “WHO ARE WE?” series fittingly 
coincides with the far reaching change indicated for our 
country by Donald Trump’s defeat of Hillary Clinton last 
November, and the Republican party’s ascendancy to new 
or greater power in the three branches of our federal 
government and in state governorships and legislatures 
throughout the nation.

	​ We began our research into the nation’s inaugural 
addresses as an interesting academic search.  It has 
been that and more, for by the time we were finished it 
had become an unsettling and disappointing exercise.  Its 
speeches cover the century from William Howard Taft 
(1909) through G. W. Bush’s second term (2005), but they 
cannot be read without context, without understanding the 
background of our nation’s growth and government from 
its founding in 1789 through the 19th century to the early 
20th century, and its transition to world power status by 
its decisive role in “The Great War” of 1914-1918.

	​ In a way, these addresses resemble the “bunkum” of the 

19th century patent medicine hawkers offering products 
that will cure pain at a bargain price.  They permit the 
speaker to make unrealistically broad promises of 
benefits to come and problems to be solved.  In this event, 
marked by history, celebrated with gravity and projecting 
political power, facts give ground to imagination.

​	 Today, even as our mainstream media (msm) and 
communications technology increase their political reach, 
the consequences of political/government failure is a 
growing risk.  We have more population, more armaments, 
more debt, more media and financial consolidation, more 
attacks upon our culture, more threats from abroad, 
more hollowing out of our armed forces and more 
environmental, resource, infrastructure and cultural 
degradation — in other words, more of more.

​	 As the stakes for our national security have been 
steadily elevated by others, we might think that we would 
have “raised our game” by devising a more skilled and 
responsive way of action.  Sadly, this is not so, as all 
three branches of our military  have had their troop and 
weapon numbers cut to levels that are below what was 
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of demography.  It explores populations and 
their distinguishing characteristics such as 
income, education, age, ethnicity, political 
preferences and geographical movements.  
Demographic study prior to WW II, when most 
information was gathered and recorded by 
pen and paper, was a slow study the results 
of which were often out of date by the time 
of their publication.  But, with the use of 
computers and instant transmission, it 
became an exciting “science” that could 
access a broad range of information and 
break it down into almost limitless sub-
divisions and interpretations.

​	 Demography is now the guiding force 
behind political campaign research, and also 
in the off-years between campaigns when 
the tracking and analysis of what different 
population elements buy, think, earn, owe, 
fear or hope for remains a constant effort.  
Many commentators on the past election 
ascribe Trump’s victory in no small measure 
to superior demographic analysis and 
interpretation in key states such as WI, MI 
and PA.  Demography is no longer a study of 
what is fixed in time, but now has joined the 
pace of our electronic age.

​	 Throughout the nonsense and name 
calling of the campaign and during the violent 
protests against its result one demographic 
note grew in significance.  Not surprisingly, 
it came from that argument which over the 
past 50 years has brought as much change, if 
not more, to our country than any other, and, 
if not sensibly addressed, will continue to 
do so in the future.  We refer to immigration 
and its many consequences.

​	 Trump’s early call on this topic was by 
itself an indication of change.  For years, in 
campaigns and State of the Union speeches, 
immigration was given obligatory, but brief, 
mention and, regardless of the words, both 
Congress and the White House knew there 
would be no action to enforce the law, or 
even rein in the growing numbers of illegal 
arrivals entering the country across our 
southern border and at our air and sea ports, 
where security is compromised by lax policy 
and new arrivals lacking documentation 
can claim refugee or asylum status.  Trump 
brought immigration in from the cold.  He 
took it out of the “circular” file and marked 

considered minimally safe not long ago.  
What has remained impervious to cutting is 
the pork barrel practices of some members 
of Congress to maintain production of 
weapons/systems that even the Dept. of 
Defense (DOD) wishes to terminate.

​	 One outstanding exception has been 
our technology sector which is capable 
of developing extraordinary design and 
production programs.  Even it, however, 
has been subject to costly human/political 
error at the many bureaucratic points of 
contact in our design, procurement, testing 
and production process.

​	 We are now at a moment of such unusual 
challenge and risk to our system and its 
institutions that it can stand comparison 
to FDR’s election in 1932.  Then our newly 
elected president faced both the widespread 
failures in our banking, industrial and 
agricultural sectors that marked the Great 
Depression (GD) and the emergent forces of 
Fascism and Socialism that sought to take 
advantage of the void left by WW I’s socio-
economic destruction and the collapse of 
the European monarchies.  FDR’s handling of 
these challenges occasioned deep division 
and harsh criticism in the Congress and 
among voters which continued until Pearl 
Harbor, but the mixed results of his policies 
and  actions provided him with sufficient 
credibility to seek a third term in 1940 and 
a fourth in 1944.

​	

	 Today, as Trump takes office, there are 
many changes and also striking similarities.  
These challenges are what they are, but 
their importance is not in their individual 
circumstances.  What is important is that in 
aggregate they may well provide DJT with a 
political equivalent of FDR’s terms in which 
the GOP, or that part of it that elected 
Trump, could put in place and practice a 
lengthy reformation and redirection of our 
government.

 

*          *          *

 

	​ One of the areas of statistical study 
that informs our political experience is that 
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it “active”.

​	 This was, of course, viewed as an alarming act of 
aggression by Clinton’s followers and by others both 
in and out of government who were so accustomed to the 
status quo of inaction that it was beyond their ability to 
think change possible.  And it was here where we felt there 
was an unstated demographic imperative.  Why should a 
simple change of policy statement in favor of enforcing 
our extant federal law create public violence ?  And how 
many Americans feel that a lost election is cause for such 
a form of protest ?

​	 Some recent history is a key.  Prior to 1965 our 
immigration law was applied for economic purpose to 
regulate the nation’s labor supply.  It worked well in this 
and other areas and was administered by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service (INS).

​	 In the rush to remake the country under Lyndon 
Johnson’s Great Society legislation, Sen. Edward Kennedy 
of MA was instrumental in passing the Hart-Allen Act (The 
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965) which effectively 
transferred control of the numbers of new arrivals from 
the government to immigrants.

​	 Additionally, the new process of mostly uncontained 
immigration was touted by the well entrenched liberal 
left as a “human right” of all peoples which we should 
recognize and prioritize.  As America’s wealth and 
generosity were seen as limitless throughout the world, 
it was not surprising that governments of all shapes and 
sizes leaped at the new opportunity under our law to 
send as many of their people as possible to take up legal 
residence here.  The predictable (except by Congress) 
effect of this transformation was compounded by the 
Simpson-Mazzoli Immigration Reform and Control Act 
of 1986 with the result that the basic motivation and 
structure of our immigration law was changed; and, as 
there weren’t enough votes in Congress to change the 
existing enforcement law, politics determined that it 
would stay on the books, but not be observed.  This was 
an exercise of political cynicism, or cynical politics, 
that has lasted for over a generation now with the full 
participation and cooperation of our presidents and 
Congress.

 

*          *          *

 

​	 The U.S. Census Bureau has estimated that the nation’s 
population in 2015 was 316.4 million1.  Breaking this down 
by age groups, we find that the combined population of 
men and women under the age of 50 amounts to 209.1 
million2.

​	 Why is this important ?  And how does it relate to the 
recent election ?  It means that today there are over 209 
million Americans who for at least one generation, and 
probably closer to fifty years, have experienced only the 
corruption and cynicism of elected politicians unwilling 
to enforce the laws they, themselves, have passed.  The 

explanation is plain — there is money, big money, in 
immigration.  

	​ There is money for our corporate, religious, 
education and labor sectors.  And then there is “charity” 
— a host of private groups, (known as Non-Governmental 
Organizations, or NGOs), that are paid by our Dept. of State 
(DOS) to locate, identify, transport, feed, clothe, house 
and arrange to educate immigrants in the communities 
designated by it.  These are not long term assignments 
of assistance to new arrivals; rather the NGOs appear in 
the community, deliver the migrants, receive payment and 
provide some minimal interaction with local officials —
usually within a period of sixty days or less.

​	 This is a very brief and simplistic description of 
what our supposed immigration control/enforcement has 
become — a totally dysfunctional national disaster !  
But, and this is the point, some 200 million plus Americans 
have known nothing else in their lifetimes !  They have 
no idea of how immigration in America was successfully 
controlled and managed for the greater part of our 
history.  Understanding this is key to understanding 
the extreme emotional, and sometimes, violent reactions 
of disappointed voters.  With Trump’s victory they were 
suddenly faced with the terror of the unknown.  If you 
wonder why so many expressed shock, as they did, it is 
because they actually were in a disoriented state of shock.

 

*          *          *

 

	​ Immigration is only one disorienting aspect of the 
2016 election result.  On a larger scale, both here and 
globally, political elites backed by special interests 
tightened their grip on America’s social, economic and 
political structures.  These elites came from both of our 
political directions and parties and had counterparts 
around the world that controlled great wealth.  They 
pushed hard for the new globalism that often promoted 
trade in its larger message and politics in the details.  And 
lest we need reminding of the latter, this effort also bore 
a name, The New World Order (NWO).  With credentials 
such as these, it is no surprise that the participating 
bodies — i.e. governments, trade groups, bureaucracies, 
labor unions, economic/industrial associations, etc.  — 
set a course that incrementally, but firmly, moved to the 
political left.

​	 Here again, Trump’s election is a fearful development 
for many in America who, in the almost two generations 
since Kennedy became president, have experienced a steady 
move leftward by many of our government and private 
institutions.  Most notable because of its consolidation 

“...set a course that incrementally, but firmly, moved to 

the political left.”
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and resulting vast power is our msm.  No matter what 
Trump says, or perhaps what he does, it is unlikely that 
he will be able to dispel its fear of a future in which its 
power is diminished.

​	 Going forward will be the most difficult process to 
integrate, for the left lost not only the comfort of its 
daily existence, but also its expectation of the future.  
Our American political system has for years treated both 
winners and losers fairly in its granting and reclaiming 
benefits, but given the possibility that Trump’s election 
may be the first step in a long term shift to the right, the 
Progressive’s pain may become more acute.  

 

INAUGURATION DAY IS JANUARY 20
 
​	 Inauguration Day is a bit of an oddity in American 
politics.  It comes around once every four years and 
provides the occasion for the newly elected president to 
take the inaugural oath and formally begin his presidency.  
And beginning with G. Washington, every inaugural oath 
has been followed by the president addressing the nation.

​	 Going back a century to the turn of the 20th starting 
with President Wm. Howard Taft in 1909, we reviewed 
these speeches to see what relevance they may have to our 
own time and place in the world, and came away with two 
very strong impressions.

​	 The first has to do with their content which is 
remarkably similar — in their words and thoughts — as 
if the authors were told their words had to fit specified 
forms.  Not surprisingly, the inaugural speech fails as a 
literary art form because of its numbing repetition.

​	 This repetition, however, is a strong weapon in 
history’s hands.  It allows us in looking back over a century 
to see how many of our current concerns were also those 
of prior presidents.  These are important enough to list 
below to provide a “then and now” perspective of our 
inaugural addresses and how our presidents chose to 
present themselves to the people3.

​WILLIAM HOWARD TAFT     3/4/1909

​“. . .  expenditures for the current fiscal year will 
exceed receipts by $100 million.  It is imperative that 
such a deficit shall not continue.”

​“Of course, the mere adoption of a constitutional 
law is only one step in the right direction.  It must be 
fairly and justly enforced as well.”

​“Encountering the race feeling against them (African 
Americans) . . . they may well have our profound 
sympathy and aid in the struggle they are making.”

​WOODROW WILSON     First Term   3/4/1913​  

​“The success of a party (i.e. political) means little 
except when the nation is using that party for a large 
and definite purpose.”

​“Our life contains every great thing, . . . in rich 
abundance.  But the evil has come with the good . . .  
with riches has come inexcusable waste.”

​“The great government we loved has too often been 
made use of for private and selfish purposes . . .”

​“But we were heedless and in a hurry to be great”

​“Our work is a work of restoration.”

​“. . . but we have not studied cost or economy as we 
should either as organizers of industry, as statesmen 
or as individuals.”

​“The first duty of law is to keep sound the society it 
serves.”

​“We know our task to be no mere task of politics 
but a task that will search us through and through, 
whether we be able to understand our time and the 
need of our people . . .”

​Second Term    3/5/1917

​“We desire neither conquest nor advantage.  We wish 
nothing that can be had only at the cost of another 
people.”

​“We are provincials no longer.  The tragic events... 
through which we have just passed (the Great War) 
have made us citizens of the world.  There can be no 
turning back.”

​“The thing I shall count upon . . .  is the unity of 
America.”

​

WARREN G. HARDING     3/4/1921

​

“I must utter my belief in the divine inspiration of the 
founding fathers.”

​“(America) can enter into no political commitments 
nor assume any economic obligations which will 
subject our decisions to any other than our own 
authority.”

​“ . . . a world super government is contrary to 
everything we cherish and can have no sanction by our 
Republic.”

​“We have come to a new realization of our place in 
the world and a new appraisal of our nation by the 
world.”

​“America is ready to . . . promote that brotherhood 
of mankind which must be God’s highest conception of 
human relationship.”

​“We need a rigid and yet sane economy combined with 
fiscal justice, and it must be attended by individual 
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prudence and thrift.”

​“I speak for . . . the omission of unnecessary 
interference of government with business, for an end 
to government’s experiment in business, and for more 
efficient business in government administration.”

​

CALVIN COOLIDGE     3/4/1925

​

“It is necessary to keep the former experiences of our 
country both at home and abroad continually before 
us, if we are to have any science of government.”

​“As they always do when they have a fair chance, the 
people demonstrated that they are sound and are 
determined to have a sound government.”

​“(Re: U.S. Taxpayers)  They are opposed to waste . . . I 
favor the policy of economy, not because I wish to save 
money, but because I wish to save people.  The men and 
women of this country who toil are the ones who bear 
the cost of government . . . Economy is idealism in its 
most practical form.”

​“The very stability of our society rests upon 
production and conservation . . . The result of 
economic dissipation to a nation is always moral 
decay.”

​“. . . the many separate structural elements of our 
national and state governments and . . .  the matchless 
wisdom that is enshrined in our Constitution, all 
these need constant effort and tireless vigilance for 
their protection and support.”

​“Under the helpful influences of restrictive 
immigration and a protective tariff, employment is 
plentiful, the rate of pay is high . . .”

​“(Re:  Congress) . . . there is no more independent and 
effective legislative body in the world.”

​HERBERT C. HOOVER     3/4/1929

​“The most malign of all these dangers today 
is disregard and disobedience of law.  Crime is 
increasing.  Confidence in rigid and speedy justice is 
decreasing.”

​“Rigid and expeditious justice is the first safeguard 
of freedom, the basis of all ordered liberty.”

​“The duty of citizens to support the laws of the land is 
coequal with the duty of their government to enforce 
the laws which exist. . . .  The worst evil of disregard 
for some law is that it destroys respect for all law.”

​

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT     First Term   3/4/1933

​“. . . my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear 

is fear itself.”

​“Only a foolish optimist can deny the dark realities 
of the moment.”

​“(Re: the financial sector) Faced by failure of credit 
they have proposed only the lending of more money...  
They know only the rules of a generation of self-
seekers.  They have no vision, and when there is no 
vision, the people perish.”

​“Our greatest primary task is to put people to work.”

​“. . . there must be an end to speculation with other 
people’s money, and there must be provision for an 
adequate but sound currency.”

​“. . . we address ourselves to putting our own national 
house in order and making income balance outgo.”

​

Second Term     3/20/1937  

​

“Old truths have been relearned;  untruths have been 
unlearned . . . we must find practical controls over 
blind economic forces and blindly selfish men.”

​“ . . . in the long run economic morality pays.”

​“Dulled conscience, irresponsibility and ruthless 
self-interest already reappear.”

​“Government is competent when all who compose it 
work as trustees for the whole people.”

​

Third Term     1/20/1941

​

“The life of a nation is the fullness of the measure of 
its will to live.”

​“The democratic aspiration is no mere recent phase in 
human history.  It is human history.”

​Fourth Term     01/20/1945

​“We may make mistakes — but they must never be 
mistakes which result from faintness of heart or 
abandonment or moral principle.”

​DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER     First Term     1/20/1953

​“Science seems to confer upon us, as its final gift, the 
power to erase life from this planet.”

​“For history does not long entrust the care of 
freedom to the weak or the timid.”

​

JOHN F. KENNEDY     01/20/1961

​
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“If a free society cannot help the many who are poor, 
it cannot save the few who are rich.”

​“ . . . before the dark powers of destruction unleashed 
by science engulf all humanity in planned or accidental 
self-destruction.”

​LYNDON B. JOHNSON     01/20/1965

​“Justice (is) the promise that all who made the journey 
would share in the fruits of the land.”

​“We are all fellow passengers on a dot of earth.”

​“We aspire to nothing that belongs to others.”

​RICHARD M. NIXON     First Term     01/20/1969

​“We have learned at last to manage a modern economy 
to assure its continued growth.”

​“We have given freedom new reach and we have begun 
to make its promise real for black as well as for 
white.”

​“I know America’s youth.  I believe in them.”

​“We are torn by division, wanting unity.  We see 
around us empty lives, wanting fulfillment.”

​“We cannot learn from one another until we stop 
shouting at one another.”

​“To go forward at all is to go forward together.  This 
means black and white together, as one nation, not 
two.”

​Second Term     01/20/1973

​“The time has passed when America will make every 
other nation’s conflict our own, or make every other 
nation’s future our responsibility . . . “

​“In trusting too much in government, we have asked of 
it more than it can deliver.  This leads only to inflated 
expectations, to reduced individual effort. . . “

​JAMES E. CARTER     01/20/1977

​

“We have learned that “more” is not necessarily 
“better” . . .”

​RONALD W. REAGAN     First Term     01/20/1981

​“(Re:  historic inflation)  It threatens to shatter the 
lives of millions of our people.”

​“You and I . . . can, by borrowing, live beyond our 

means, but only for a limited period of time.  Why, then 
should we think that collectively, as a nation, we are 
not bound by that same limitation?”

​“We are a nation that has a government — not the 
other way around.  It is time to check and reverse the 
growth of government which shows signs of having 
grown beyond the consent of the governed.”

​“It is my intention to curb the size and influence 
of the federal establishment . . . All of us need to 
be reminded that the federal government did not 
create the states; the states created the federal 
government.”

​Second Term     01/21/1985

​“ . . . government, the people said, was not our master; 
it is our servant. . .”

​“We must simplify our tax system, make it more fair 
. . . ”

​“But an almost unbroken fifty years of deficit spending 
has finally brought us to a time of reckoning.”

​“ . . . all of us going forward with a program aimed 
at reaching a balanced budget.  We can then begin 
reducing the national debt.”

​“Let us make it unconstitutional for the federal 
government to spend more than the federal 
government takes in.”

​“ . . .  we live in a world that is lit by lightning.”

​GEORGE H. W. BUSH     01/20/1989

​

“Are we enthralled with material things, less 
appreciative of the nobility of work and sacrifice?”

​“We will make the hard choices, looking at what we 
have and perhaps allocating it differently . . . ”

​“We need a new engagement, too, between the Executive 
and the Congress.”

​“The American people await action.  They didn’t send 
us here to bicker.”

​“Drugs . . . but take my word for it:  This scourge will 
stop.”

​WILLIAM J. CLINTON     First Term     1/20/1993

​“It is time to break the bad habit of expecting 
something for nothing, from our government or from 
each other.”

​Let us give the capital back to the people to whom it 
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belongs.”

​

Second Term     1/20/1997

​“Government is not the problem, and government is 
not the solution . . . As times change, so government 
must change.  We need a new government. . . . that is 
smaller, lives within its means, and does more with 
less.”

​“The world is no longer divided into two hostile 
camps.”

​“. . . education will be every citizen’s most prized 
possession . . . And the doors of higher education will 
be open to all.”

​“Our streets will echo again with the laughter of our 
children, because no one will try to shoot them or 
sell them drugs anymore.”

​“. . . the voice of the people will always speak louder 
than the din of narrow interests . . . ”

​GEORGE W. BUSH     First Term     1/20/2001

​“If we permit our economy to drift and decline, the 
vulnerable will suffer most.”

​

Second Term     01/20/2005

​“All who live in tyranny and hopelessness can know:  
The United States will not ignore your oppression or 
excuse your oppressors.  When you stand for your 
liberty, we will stand with you.”

​“Self-government relies, in the end, on governing of 
the self.”

​“Americans move forward in every generation by 
reaffirming . . . ideals of justice and conduct that are 
the same yesterday, today and forever.”

​“Liberty for all does not mean independence from one 
another.”

​“America, in this young century, proclaims liberty 
throughout all the world and to all the inhabitants 
thereof . . . we are ready for the greatest achievements 
in the history of freedom.”

 

WHO ARE WE?

 

​	 Reading almost four hundred pages and a century of 
inaugural addresses asks questions of ourselves that it 
has been our habit to avoid and which our 21st century 
America must attempt to engage.

​	 First, as an art form, political or otherwise, these 
addresses combine to form a body of writing that is 
exceptionally repetitive in both the subjects covered and 
the language employed.  The reader, rather than coming 
away with the varied thinking of individual presidents, will 
more than likely get an impression that our presidents 
and/or their speech writers felt that their efforts 
should be formulaic and not deviate from the template 
for the occasion established by their predecessors.  We 
could discern no meaningful attempt in the direction of 
originality.

​	 There were endless invocations of God for His 
approval/assistance as well as claims to “justice”, 
“peace”, “duty, “liberty”, “growth” “freedom”, 
“progress”, etc. for America and the world.  There was 
also a considerable amount of exaggeration as to what 
incoming administrations would deliver.  From the point 
of view of our political art and from our presidents elect 
communicating their goals, directions and methods, why 
do they allow themselves to be limited by the model of 
what went before ?

	​ So much for style, but these speeches also reveal 
a failure of substance — and that is the difference 
between what newly elected presidents claim and what 
our government has been able to deliver over an extended 
period of time. Their stunning revelation is that after a 
century of targeted time, effort, legislation and funding 
resolutions many of our current, pressing social, 
economic and political issues are the same as those that 
faced Taft, Wilson and their successors.

	​ Nowhere is this more evident than in our expanding 
national drug culture of the last half century commencing 
with Richard Nixon (“The War on Drugs”) and followed by 
Nancy Reagan (“Just Say No”), George H.W. Bush (“This 
scourge will stop.”) and Presidents Clinton, G.W. Bush 
and Obama.  The problem persists and, perhaps in an 
act of desperation, last November the nation’s Surgeon 
General changed the name of this extraordinary national 
threat from “Drugs” to “Addiction, as if a new name could 
produce new results..

​	 Whatever the name, our Republic and our society are 
threatened more than ever by both growing numbers of 
drug users and the ever more powerful drugs available.  
Far from having made progress since Pres. Nixon’s call for 
action, we have been unable to eliminate, or even contain, 
drug use.  And yet, as we have noted, the inauguration 
speeches of this period have either promised deliverance, 
as above, or made no mention of the problem.

​	 We have no idea what attention, if any, Donald Trump “We could discern no meaningful attempt in the 

direction of originality.”
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will pay to our drug problem.  The truth is that it is very 
bad and rapidly getting much worse.  Neither our speeches 
nor our efforts at curtailment have proven successful 
because this issue has not been given the political and 
other priorities it requires, but looking back over our 
inaugurations since Pres. Nixon first cited drugs as a 
national problem in need of attention, it is clear that 
under both parties government’s promise has not been 
performed.

​	

	

	 The drug problem is huge and difficult, both national 
and global in its scale and structure.  It offers politicians 
many avenues of evasion and escape.  It brings into our 
area of conscience thorny elements such as our prison 
system, justice and the racial complications that plague 
both, and it poses diplomatic problems in this hemisphere 
and beyond.  Still, if we do nothing more than what we have 
done in the past, we will be destroyed from within.  Today 
heroin, which is often referred to as “horse” in street 
language, is our most widely used drug, and is available in 
varying strengths often provided by the addition of other 
active ingredients.  Drugs in 21st century America could 
be the ultimate Trojan “Horse”.

 

*          *          *

 

​	 The pace of history is uneven at best.  Its 
transformations can be delivered suddenly and without 
warning, as by revolution, technology, assassination, 
natural catastrophe; or more gradually in the planned 
cycles of culture, religion, politics, agriculture, 
education and even warfare.  Among these are measured 
and manageable transfers of political power that have 
been tested and found workable over the past two 
hundred years in the electoral governments of Western 
Civilization (WCIV).  For the most part, these power shifts 
have been accompanied by a few “morning after” comments 
(either gracious or not), acceptance and the anticipation 
that a new election will take place in a few years.

	​ In the aftermath of our recent election something 
quite different has taken hold of those on the left who 
backed Mrs. Clinton.  There have been calls for violence in 
the streets, corrective Constitutional revision, abolition 
of the Electoral College and increasing attacks, beyond 
even the scale of the primaries, upon Trump’s character, 
an area in which both candidates proved disappointing.

​

	

	 The behavior of the Liberal Left is about more than a 
loss of an election.  It brought to a decisive end many years 
of dominance of our political thought and government 
by Leftist culture and its offshoots — globalism, 
multiculturalism (MC) and political correctness (PC).  
The tone of this electoral loss was so strong that it 
challenges many of the Left’s supporting attitudes.  The 
2016 election was for the Left not only a defeat; it was a 
reversal.

​	 The result is that the Left now faces the future 
without much of the advantage it has accumulated over 
the past half century; and, being stripped of many ways 
and means of holding and exercising power, the almost 
permanent state of expectation of further success, which 
it had come to enjoy and increasingly view as permanent, 
is gone.  This is both a serious physical and psychological 
blow.

	​ History’s view is only that another regularly 
scheduled and managed election involving a change of 
party has occurred.  Another is due in 2020, and what 
happens, in the years between is not now known.  Each 
party is expected to do its best to pursue its agenda and to 
be reelected.  That has been the way of American politics 
for most of our nearly sixty elections.  But the angst of 
the Left is now extreme and may continue to be expressed 
in the msm and the streets, as well as in the Congress and 
other areas of government where it is entrenched.

​	 Finally, whether history’s or not, the view of 2016 as 
just another election located somewhere between the past 
and the future is incomplete.  Unique in its language and 
personalities, it attracted attention around the world 
and suggested that American exceptionalism has its dark 
side.

​	 In the course of two years of campaigning (from 
nomination to election) the public became interested, bored 
and offended at different stages by what our democratic 
system offered, but throughout the endless hype of the 
msm, the political parties and their commentators, most 
criticism was directed at the methods employed, rather 
than the process.  We were at the center of the world’s 
attention, if not its admiration.

​	 Being so caught up in our own process, we may well 
miss that history may be delivering a larger message 
and picture through its wide angle lens view of human 
activity in which our considerable political shift to the 
populist Right is part of a larger movement that has 
formed and grown in Europe during the past decade and 
now approaches a key moment in this spring’s national 
elections in Germany, France, Italy and elsewhere.  Some 
early preliminary rounds have yielded surprising results.  
History, in addition to its wide angle lens, has a slow 
motion clock.  The combination is tough to beat !  

“Drugs in 21st century America could be the ultimate 

Trojan “Horse”.

“The 2016 election was for the Left not only a defeat; it 
was a reversal”
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SHORT TERM, LONG TERM
 
​Most politicians seeking the presidency lay out an 
unrealistically long list of curative actions that they 
will take in their “first hundred days”, and Trump is not 
an exception.  The awful truth, usually revealed by the 
end of week one in the White House, is that government, 
even when the same party controls the executive and 
legislative branches, delivers results more slowly than a 
candidate’s promises.

​And, even as we have seen from a century of inaugural 
addresses, this discrepancy can last well beyond the 
“first hundred days” and often through the full 1,460 
days of the presidential term.  In such a case, the reason 
for not meeting the announced goal is not simply political 
argument or conflict, but rather the need for every 
proposed piece of legislation to challenge and survive 
others for priority (political, financial and electoral) 
at the sponsor, committee, chamber and then joint House/
Senate levels.  It is a surprising element in our process 
how often popular campaign promises can be pushed aside 
and left in limbo by the competition for attention in 
Congress.

 

*          *          *

 

	​ Still, Trump will have his “first hundred days” and, 
beyond them, another 1,360 in which to take the actions 
and set the priorities that he thinks are necessary and 
doable to “make America great again”.  With his phone 
and pen and the awesome power of the Oval Office, where 
will he go ?  What will he do ?  The answer to the first 
will define the broad policy directions in which he hopes 
to move the nation; and the second will be revealed in 
the legislation that flows from his White House to the 
Congress.

​	 What we list below are the issues that any president, 
Republican or Democrat, should view as urgent and, if they 
are not already under active congressional consideration, 
should be advanced by the political, educational and media 
methods available to the President.  These issues are all 
politically divisive — nationally in Congress and even in 
both political parties, but it is their importance, not their 
popularity that recommends them:

1) Immigration — A politically difficult issue to resolve 
because our present uncontrolled immigration is a top-
tier social issue for the liberal Left and the same level 
economic issue for our mostly Right corporate sector.  In 
addition it impacts many other areas of our national life 
in ways that require attention.

For thirty years open borders advocates in Congress and 
the White House have disregarded existing immigration 
law and have refused to enforce it.  This is a clear 
violation of the Constitution which, once allowed, can 
spread to other areas of our law and life.  Selective law 
enforcement denies even the hope of good government and 
is a common, early step in diminishment of democracy and/
or the decline of great powers.

In addition to the Constitutional problem posed by our 
recent immigration history, it challenges our educational 
and health systems, exacerbates our population and 
environmental issues, pressures those at the bottom of 
our socio-economic structure and passes the bill for all 
of these to the American taxpayer.

​Culturally, too, unrestricted immigration is a threat to 
our WCIV history and traditions.  Since its reversal of our 
immigration practice and intent in 1965, our policy has 
shifted away from admitting our European antecedents 
to favor largely third world populations marked by deep 
poverty and lack of education with the result that today 
less than 5% of our admissions come from Europe4.  Not 
surprisingly, the sending nations of our new immigration 
pattern are mostly impoverished, uneducated and 
culturally opposite, if not antagonistic, to many of our 
core western beliefs, values and ways of life.

​These new arrivals offer a mix of nationalities from Africa, 
Asia and Latin America.  They are predominantly what 
politicians call “people of color” and are brown-eyed and 
black-haired to distinguish them as much as possible from 
our northern European WCIV origins.  They are also what 
the Liberal Left claims America needs to be MC and PC, to 
redeem its past sins and to survive the global political 
and social antagonisms that many observers, both on the 
Right and Left, foresee in our century.

2) Environment, Climate Change and Natural Resources 
—  These three areas have to do with how we, and others, 
treat our planet and its physical resources that we 
extract to support our lives and our lifestyles.  They are 
all connected and are real.  Because of the extraordinary 
natural abundance of our country we have a lesser 
understanding of environmental cause and effect than 
other populations in more severe climates (i.e., arctic or 
tropical) where even the most minor aspects of daily life 
are determined by environmental limits and benefits.

On the campaign trail Trump adopted a simplistic attitude 
and referred to climate change as “a hoax”, a view that 
has been vigorously pushed by the key movers in the 
oil and gas (o & g) industry.  It may continue to “play 
well” in o & g boardrooms, but more will be expected and 
demanded of President Trump when he assumes leadership 

“Selective Law Enforcement... is a common, early step in 
diminishment of democracy and/or the decline of great 

powers.”
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of the world’s largest economy and the political force 
behind it.  Recent presidents and hopefuls have “dodged 
and weaved” to avoid any meaningful connection between 
our highly industrialized economy/lifestyle and the 
increasing frequency and severity of natural disruptions 
such as drought, flooding, fires, violent storms, elevated 
temperatures, earthquakes, etc.

Are they all the result of or influenced by human activity 
of one kind or another ?  Perhaps, perhaps not; but 
their increased effects are caused by something on our 
planet where we have to live.  This is a global issue that 
requires a global response.  Denial, or anything less than 
leadership, in the Oval Office simple will not “fly”; and, 
if we manage this responsibly, we may be able to restore 
some of the recognized world leadership that we have 
lost over the last twenty-five years.  

At the least, Pres. Trump should launch a thorough inquiry 
by our government into the opposing opinions here and 
abroad that have been offered, and try to establish some 
common scientific ground for cooperation.  This should 
not serve as a political or commercial forum, but should 
aim at identifying areas of real or suspected scientific 
agreement around which a national position can be formed.

3) Population — Present status:  uncontrolled, 
geometric growth in a world of finite resources.  Our 
political sensitivity to the demands of these conflicting 
circumstances and their multiple threats is non-existent, 
and our continuing denial is actively supported by our 
most powerful constituencies — religion, the private 
sector, the msm, education and, of course, the political 
class.  As president, Trump should begin to inform himself 
about the consequences of uncontrolled, geometric 
population growth for the U.S. and the planet, for, if we 
do not deal with it, it will deal with us.

4) The National Debt has been allowed by past Congresses 
and Presidents to steadily increase to the point where it 
creates a state of political denial.  It will not go away 
by itself; nor will it be automatically reduced by new 
revenues anticipated from increased corporate profits.

Our debt has reached a destructive level and is visible to 
others who have correctly, so far, concluded that we have 
neither the will nor the way to reduce it.  And, again in 
full view, it limits what we can spend on ever more costly 
defense systems and our armed services at a time when 
our postwar status is being challenged in Asia, the Near 
East, Africa and Eastern Europe.

Repairing our debt problem and its image will require 
instigation of a Congressional restraint process whereby 

fixed amounts and/or sources of funds can be directed to 
debt reduction without being diverted by Congress to its 
mixture of mandatory and voluntary expenses.

5) Jobs — This was the most talked about topic of the 
campaign and we must assure the public that well 
considered plans are in place and ready to go.

	 The issues above are all complicated.  There are no 
easy solutions, but with conditions as they are in the world 
today they all show signs of needing our involvement and, 
hopefully, leadership.

​	 Because of their scope and nature, bringing them into 
public focus and acceptance will require a measure of 
unity that we have achieved only under rare circumstances 
in our history.  Now is such a time and, if the President is 
to succeed in his wish to “make America great again”, he 
will have to call upon our nation’s reserves of unity and 
character.  To be successful, this can’t be a tweets and 
slogans effort.  Rather, he must lay out in full view what 
our needs are and how, over time, they can be met.

 

AND AGAIN, WHO ARE WE ?
 
​	 In these chapters we have tried to offer some 
guidance as to how today’s Americans view themselves 
and the problems they face.  Although the latter, as we 
can see from a century of inaugural addresses, recur 
with disturbing persistence, our efforts towards their 
solution fail to keep up with those of our government 
and commercial sectors for space age exploration and 
advanced weaponry.  Why ?  

	​ Nature in its larger, and even lesser, functions is 
primarily cyclical.  Weather, temperature, tidal, seasonal 
and animal/vegetable life cycle patterns are all cyclical 
and have controlled life on earth until the advent of the 
Industrial Revolution (IR) at the beginning of the 19th 
century.

​	 History’s abiding fondness for cycles is also apparent, 
but its dependence on these lacks nature’s totality.  It has 
its own cycles, but its clock runs at a different pace than 
nature’s, and they are located in different time zones.

​	 And mankind, where are we ?  We are part of both 
nature and history, perhaps the illegitimate son, unable 
to accept our lineage.  Man’s early religious instincts 
(i.e. to ascribe divine intent to natural forces he could 
not understand) go far back in his ancestry during which 
time they were considered joined parts of life on earth.

​	 Today that is no longer true.  The great pre-Christian 
civilizations of Egypt, Rome and Greece built temples 
and pyramids which were followed by the cathedrals and 
mosques of the desert religions.  Compare these practices 
with those of our native Americans whose many tribes had 
different names for their gods, but for whom the ultimate 
religious value, the Great Spirit, was one with nature.  
This concept established a reverence for such life-
sustaining elements as land, water and vegetation that 

“... if we do not deal with it, it will deal with us.”
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is in sharp contrast to what is practiced by today’s mass 
desert religions which have felt the increasing pressure 
of technology, population, real estate and wealth.

​	

For most of our human existence it was bound to nature, 
superstition and surviving the constant threats of disease, 
starvation and predators with no sense of “progress”.  
But about 10,000 years ago multiple changes in man’s 
physical and mental environment commenced.  Armed with 
advances in weaons, hand-writing, agriculture, trade and 
construction, progress in the form of the expectation of 
improving life moved human existence to new levels of 
thought and action.

​	 This was a key moment when human knowledge began 
to separate itself from many of its prior confines.  As one 
kind of knowledge fuels another, it becomes more difficult 
to maintain order as seen in history’s path through 
Greece, Rome, The Renaissance, the Age of Exploration, 
the 18th century Age of Enlightenment and the IR all have 
changed both how we view and live our  lives.  Humanity’s 
enormous “progress”, however, widened its separation 
from nature’s and history’s cycles.  Technology changes 
everything.

​Cycles have the benefit of being predictable; they have 
their own symmetry and limits which can be altered to 
modify the cycle without destroying it.  In a physical 
system such as that of our planet, gravity determines that 
what goes up must come down and thereby limits the life 
and reach of objects propelled upward unless they are 
powerful enough to exit our system.

​	 In our society there are other forms of gravity —
economic, social and political which act upon how people 
and parties gather and exercise the power that enables 
human change and progress.  Human civilization has 
never been a straight line history, as there have always 
been diversions, dead-ends, disasters, delays and self-
inflicted destruction through or around which it has had 
to find its way.

 

*          *          *

 

​	 The response of the progressive/Democratic party 
to its recent defeat is an exaggerated one.  It sees only 
the break in a long run of progressive control, whereas 
in reality it is the continuing expression of political 
cyclicality that has served our country for two centuries.

	​ There is one notable difference today.  In earlier times, 
the presidential limit of two terms was one of custom, 
not of Constitutional restriction, but, more importantly, 
the concepts of service and power in Congress were not 

as fully controlled by lobbyists and the msm as they are 
now.  The effect of this unfortunate external influence 
is evident, not only in members’ voting records, but also 
in their multiple re-elections which have made possible 
Congressional tenures that reach, and even surpass, 
thirty years.

​	 We have had some bitter and close elections over 
the past fifty years, although none so given to personal 
characteristics, as the present one.  Hopefully, as time 
passes, it can be recognized as the end of another act 
in the thankfully long-playing drama of our politicial 
theatre.  

 

IDENTITY POLITICS —
FATEFUL AND FATAL CHOICES

 
​	 Hillary Clinton and, presumably, the Democratic 
National Committee (DNC) made a fateful choice to base 
their campaign on identity politics by emphasizing some 
very different constituencies – women, gays, African-
Americans, Hispanics, youth, immigrants, etc.  With a 
grouping this broad, the message that was meant to have 
an umbrella effect and to cover all had to be general, in 
its tone.  “All under one tent” campaigns can, however, 
prove politically unwieldy if they lack a major, unified 
and urgent message.

	​ Clinton’s focus on identity groups was divisive in both 
its construction and its impact on voters, for the campaign 
had to blend such distinct and emotional issues as race, 
gender, ethnicity, age and socioeconomic status.  With a 
country as divided as ours is at its top more division at 
the base is not needed.

​	 There is another factor that seems relevant to the 
Democratic loss.  Americans throughout their history, 
and even in periods of national unity, are used to seeing 
their country divide along the lines of their two-party 
system.  That is part of the process and over the years 
until recently it has worked fairly well with both parties 
finding ways to function in the roles of “winner” or 
“loser” as determined by elections.

​	 Part of the unusual bitterness of 2016 was due, not 
only to the highly personal issues that were raised, but 
also because the Clinton campaign’s embrace of identity 
politics was sure to divide the country along more than 
the usual political lines.  This should have been obvious, 
for if the government is so divided that it can’t perform 
its required legislative function, how can it be expected 
to bring unity or resolution to such issues as gender, 
ethnicity, income equality, racial justice, immigration, 
education, etc. ?

​	 Identity politics is a two-edged sword — heavy and 
sharp.  If grasped, it cuts both ways — before and after 
election.  In the course of the campaign, if we listened, 
we heard the loaded language of the Left.  As an example, 
when Trump followers stated “We want our country 

“... the expectation of improving life moved human 
existence to new levels of thought and action.”
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back”, the Clinton campaign and the Progressive press 
portrayed their wish as a code for white supremacy.

​	 Campaign comments tend to come in capsule form so 
that they can more easily be passed on and achieve mass 
notice whether in our social or msm.  With this in mind, 
what, then, did “We want our country back” mean to 
millions of Americans ?

​	 Surely, they wanted their country back in the form 
of laws being enforced, representative and transparent 
government being practiced, an end to divisive political 
stalemate that renders our governmental process 
dysfunctional and the abuse of special mechanisms such 
as executive orders that skirt or defy our historical 
legislative process.

​	 And they want the return of their traditional WCIV 
culture including an effective immigration system which 
re-establishes borders and their precedence over the 
“human rights” of people throughout the world who wish 
to come here and be supported by the American taxpayer.

​	 Finally, they want their Constitution back so that its 
extraordinary generosity of word and spirit cannot be 
used against its own intent, so that it can be reclaimed 
from the political elites and globalists of the NWO who 
interpret it for their, not our, benefit.

	​ Country, Culture, Constitution:  Why are these even at 
risk ?  Because over the past half-century our political 
course and apparatus has gradually moved to the Left 
and, in doing so, has altered our political landscape and 
the ways available to us to view it.

	​ This has been a long, complicated and uneven process, 
but it can be abbreviated, as follows:   The welcoming 
political language of our Constitution was transformed 
by Liberals into their base and support for MC which was 
endlessly characterized as a “celebration of differences”.  
The latter was really code for the divisiveness which was 
MC’s goal from its beginning, as in “divide and conquer”5.

​	 The Left, of course, denies any such intent, but MC 
is what it is.  If a national culture is repeatedly sliced 
and diced into ever smaller and more numerous pieces, it 
disappears; and what remains is a group of small, weak, 
self-centered entities dependent upon the elites who 
convinced them that the sum of their various foreign 
parts could be greater than our national whole.

​	

*          *          *

	 Language plays a powerful part in politics because it 
delivers the message.  Please read these quotations with 
particular attention to the underlined words:

​1776 — “The unanimous Declaration of the thirteen 
united States of America.”  This is the subtitle to our 
Declaration of Independence in which the first letter of 
“united” is not capitalized.

​1789 — “We the people of the United States . . . ” These 

are the first seven words of our Constitution.

​1917 —  “The thing I shall count upon . . . is the unity of 
America.” — Woodrow Wilson

​“I pledge allegiance to the flag of the United States and 
to the republic for which it stands, one nation indivisible 
. . . ” This last used to be recited daily by millions of 
American school children.

	​ In all these statements the idea of American unity is 
ever present — so much so, in fact, that we take it for 
granted, overlook it or just read past it.  This is easy to do; 
words become familiarized and in our mass communication 
era of high volume, speed and production, it is easy to lose 
track of their specific meanings or missions and settle 
for their group uses — until, of course, something so 
threatening takes place that it returns us to our senses.

​	 Such a moment arrived last November 3 when 
Democratic vice-presidential candidate and United States 
Senator, Tim Kaine, delivered a campaign speech in Phoenix, 
AZ completely in Spanish !  Not content with the personal 
and political divisons emphasized by this campaign, Sen. 
Kaine found a way to explore and exploit our cultural 
differences.

	​ As choices go, Clinton’s embrace of identity politics 
was certainly fateful, but Senator Kaine’s choice to “play 
the culture card” could, had the Democrats won, have been 
the first step in a program of officially sanctioned and 
directed divisive attacks upon our traditional culture.

​	 For instance, if Kaine were to become president at some 
time in the future, either by ballot or by fate, would he 
take the oath of office in English and Spanish to recognize 
the Latino presence ?

​Progressives will reject these concerns by claiming that 
Kaine only took the action he did to be inclusive, which 
is a word that can have different meanings for different 
users.  For Sen. Kaine, seeking election, it may be purely 
political; for the MC effort to divide and destroy America’s 
WCIV from within it is a highly useful tool and, perhaps, a 
deadly weapon.

​	 And, generally speaking, in unsettled times it is not a 
good idea to give political speeches in foreign languages, 
especially those of problematic minorities.  In the past, 
presidential candidates of both parties have inserted in 
their campaign appearances the obligatory, all-purpose 
phrase, comment or greeting in Spanish to appeal to 
Hispanic voters — usually a tactic recognized as clumsy 
by both the speaker and the audience, but perhaps still 
useful in pursuit of solidarity.

​	 U.S. Senator Kaine’s choice to go all-Spanish took 
political pandering to a new level which could include the 
use of other languages for other groups and provide a 
working definition of “political babble”.  It is difficult 
to imagine the form our political campaigns would take 
if conducted in several languages.  We should also try 
to remember that our campaign speeches are part of the 
process by which we elect the president of the United 
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States of America.

 

*          *          *

 

	

	​ Identity politics runs counter to the tradition of 
our two-party system under which political power has 
been exchanged for a little over two hundred years.  
The two parties, presently Republicans and Democrats, 
are like houses built on a shared piece of long held 
family land with a dividing line running between them.  
For generations no fence or wall had ever marked this 
boundary, and the only indication of its existence was 
a line of rose bushes that produced beautiful flowers 
and enough very sharp thorns to discourage traffic and 
accommodate differences.  To inject identity politics into 
this setting would be tantamount to adding ideological 
barbed wire and razor rim.

​	 The Democratic Party finds itself in the same position 
now as the GOP was in 2012 after Romney’s defeat with 
one important exception — then Congress was divided 
whereas now both the House and Senate will have 
Republican majorities available to Pres. Trump if he can 
put them to use.

​	 It will be interesting to see where the Democrats turn 
to reclaim lost votes and confidence.  Their old industrial 
labor, blue collar base not only shunned the message and 
didn’t “take the bait” this time, but also many moved “en 
masse” to Trumpland where the message about America 
was more to their liking.  After the Clinton failure, 
Bernie Sanders is left standing pretty much alone and too 
old to be a candidate in 2020, and  in the House, Nancy 
Pelosi turned back the challenge from a much younger 
man.  There will be some very determined infighting 
within the Democratic power structure in the next few 
years with no way now to predict who will win, but the key 
to a Progressive return to political power and relevance 
is not who will run, but what its candidates will say, as 
many of the old arguments may no longer work or fit the 
new form of American politics.

​	 Trump’s win may be a one-off or the sound of history’s 
hinge moving slowly, reversing a tired cycle.  We cannot 
know which yet, but we do know that the recent election 
was one with an unusually high emotional component that 
the “experts” failed to note.

	​ As we approach his inauguration, Trump’s cabinet 
choices both make statements and raise questions.  First, 
selecting a group of fifteen individuals in a brief period 
of time to sit at the highest level of our government’s 
decision making is not an exact science.  Incoming 
presidents have about two months to consider and then 
make choices that are expected to quickly fit their new 
assignments and, hopefully, guide the country for the 
next four years.

	​ In his choices, Trump has shown a very strong 
preference for people who have been successful in the 
military and commercial sectors.  Under the latter, a 
sub-category would include substantial personal wealth.  
What is most evident throughout his selections is that 
their backgrounds are ones to which he and his career can 
personally relate.  For instance, the military/commercial 
career is highly authoritarian, as has been Trump’s own 
course, and tends to favor linear organization.

	  ​It may turn out that all of Trump’s cabinet choices 
will be ideal, or at least highly competent, and will 
provide their chief with unarguably sound advice.  What 
raises concern is that Trump has not been able to reach 
very far beyond the lines of his own personal preferences 
and limitations which are of a much smaller scale than 
our nation’s needs.

​	 This will bear watching.  The path ahead for the next 
four years will be a bumpy one that will require as much 
collective wisdom as we can summon.

	​ In this concern, the selection of ExxonMobil CEO Rex 
Tillerson stands out.  Trump presents him as a “world 
class player who has made great deals” which constitutes 
high praise in Trump’s world, but making oil deals to 
produce profits for Exxon is not the same as representing 
the U.S. on a wide range of issues to friend and foe alike 
around the world.

	​ It’s possible that Mr. Tillerson’s candidacy was 
“floated” and results from skilled efforts by ExxonMobil 
and/or other o & g parties of interest to have one of their 
own in a place of great power and ready access to the 
White House, both of which could prove useful in dealing 
with the industry’s growing exposure to change imposed 
by our emerging understanding of environmental causes 
and effects.  Tillerson will have his hands full and his 
talents engaged at DOS.  Our environmental issues call 
for a different mindset, value system and view of the 
future.

 

EPILOGUE
 
​		  As we end this series we hope that the questions 
we have asked and the answers we have provided will 
reawaken the reader’s knowledge and pride in being part 
of America’s political process; and will put that knowledge 
to use, whenever and wherever possible, to restore the 
open, functional and representative government that the 
Founders fought so fiercely to establish.

​Two of our system’s most important support elements – our 
political parties and our msm – have been so transformed 
by money and power that they no longer serve as a means 
to an end, but act as ends themselves.  Still, they are what 
they are — critical parts of a complicated system in need 
of repair.

​	 These parts should not be confused with the unique 
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process that the Founders devised and left to us.  We 
have abused it; it is ailing now and needs our help.  There 
is no more important or urgent task that will face both 
incumbents and those newly elected or appointed to 
government office in the Trump administration.   Reforming 
our present government and then restoring its former 
idealism is part of what is meant by “draining the swamp”  
It is also part of what many Americans mean when they say 
“We want our Country Back”.

 

*          *          *

 

“In the end is the beginning and the beginning is the end.”6

​

	​ In the changing motion and direction of our political 
and historical cycles we are at a moment when exceptional 
energy, resources and antagonisms may be released.  In 
its divided State America’s ability to manage the coming 
transition will be challenged by internal and external 
forces.  For guidance we should continue to ask “Who Are 
We ? And Why Are We Not Who We Were ?”
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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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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 

1factfinder.census.gov
2Ibid — This represents the total of 10 five-
year subdivisions that ranged in size from 19.6 
to 22.8 million.
3All quotations are from The Lakeside Classic's 
Inaugural Addresses of the Presidents of the 
United States from W.H. Taft to G. W. Bush.  R.R. 
Donnelley & Sons Inc. Chicago, IL 2005
4Center for Immigration Studies
5Popular variant of "divide and rule" cited by 
Macciavelli.
6Variant of T.S. Eliot's The Four Quartets, Little 
Gidding.




