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WHO CARES?

AND WHY DON'T WE?

PART 2

 ISSUE No. 57  	  	 JULY 2017

	 IN THIS ISSUE, with emphasis upon our nation's extraordinary history, we explore the unanchored, deteriorating 
and increasingly difficult relationship between America’s people, politics and culture; and why in the early 21st century our 
government is riven by turmoil and vicious opposition that far exceed the normal levels of difference between Republicans and 
Democrats.

	 IN OUR NEXT ISSUE, we will continue to examine our changing political culture, including comment on President 
Trump’s first nine months in office. Again, because history and culture both determine and reflect human behavior, our historical 
focus will continue.
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	 America is in a period marked by intense internal 
antagonisms equal to or greater than many of those it 
has experienced before.  Looking back across our history, 
we must view our Civil War (CW) as the point at which 
our internal divisions peaked, resulting in a four year 
war that split the nation in two.  The primary issue then 
that drove the nation from peace to war was slavery.  
Others such as states’ rights, individual freedoms, 
tradition and secession were called upon to bolster the 
South’s argument, but it was the morality of slavery as 
an institution to be accepted and supported by America’s 
government and people that served as the driving force and 
argument.  From our earliest times, slavery was allowed 
because the struggling nation’s economy needed the food, 
tobacco and cotton crops that the South provided, and 
because slavery could be dismissed as “having been there 
from the beginning”.

	 But, the economic benefits notwithstanding, slavery 

was both a moral and a mortal wound to our Republic 
which, as the country expanded westward, was reopened 
many times.  From its original base in our four most 
southern founding colonies of GA, SC, NC and VA, slavery 
grew with the country and as early as 1803, with 
Jefferson’s acquisition of the vast Louisiana Purchase 
territory, warning signs that it posed problems appeared 
in newly settled communities.

	 In the quarter-century following our new nation’s 
founding we focused on creating the stability and 
institutions needed for government and made a final peace 
with England in ending the War of 1812.  Then, fueled 
by the seemingly unlimited prospects for freedom and 
growth offered by the Louisiana Purchase’s extension 
of our sovereignty and borders to and beyond the 
Mississippi River, our westward migration accelerated to 
such an extent that it became the dominant element in our 
economy and, arguably, our politics for a century.

	 In the early years of forming states out of open 
territory the process was relatively easy, as population 
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from the political perspective of the moment 
Congress might have thought its compromise 
a workable strategy — possible, but highly 
doubtful.  As emotions escalated and 
public condemnation of slavery grew, and 
as the issue came to dominate all political 
discourse and its news coverage, national 
division became increasingly bitter. With 
talk of recession, troop movements and 
military conscription and as the nation 
approached civil war, both the form and 
future of our political culture were so 
clouded by doubt that they were, in effect, 
indiscernible.

	 As we can see, looking back, our CW 
did not resolve the difference between the 
values stated by our Founders and those 
of generations of Americans since.  The 
old slavery is gone, but the problem of 
race in America still exists, and in a more 
complex form than in the 19th century.  In 
the intervening century and a half our 
controversy over race has had an increasing 
impact upon our culture, government and 
politics with unfortunate consequences for 
all.  Proof of this is that race is an argument 
that can stand alone or just as easily attach 
itself to other issues and be used to seek or 
deliver advantage.

 NEXUS

​	 The nexus between culture, government 
and politics is a frightening place similar, 
perhaps, to the center of a black hole 
where unknowable numbers and forms of 
forces interact in ways that influence the 
activities and limits of its galaxy.  So, too, 
in our cultural, governmental and political 
nexus where millions of individual and 
group interactions create pressures that 
act upon our society.  Admitted or denied, 
welcome or opposed, real or imagined, we 
attempt to deal with them as best we can to 
produce satisfactory, but far from hoped 
for results.

	 But what does “satisfactory” 
mean?  Certainly, in our present state of 
increasingly active and bitter antagonisms, 
we cannot expect outcomes that deliver 
broad acceptance and common purpose.  
As recently as in our lifetime we have 
experienced times of such unity when the 
government’s intent and the public interest 
could be seen as similar, if not joined.  Those 
times, now gone, are  a part of our past which 

was sparse and agreement on the local and 
federal requirements could generally be 
reached in order to achieve the goal of 
statehood.  As, however, time passed and the 
interests, mix and numbers of new settlers 
exploded, the process of converting from 
territory to statehood became notably more 
competitive and demanding.  Mostly, the 
challenges of this process were resolved at 
the local level, but occasionally Washington 
found itself engaged more actively than 
the law suggested in picking winners and 
losers.  For, as the public’s resistance to 
slavery grew, it became frequently and 
loudly proclaimed as a substantive issue 
with the result that in the growing numbers 
of territories that undertook the statehood 
procedure the moral argument and the 
political decision over slavery had to be 
made and remade.  Symbolically, the area of 
greatest physical and political violence was 
that of our present states of MO, KS and NB 
which form an area located at the nation’s 
center — halfway between both our Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts and our northern and 
southern borders.

	 In Philadelphia in 1787, as the 
Constitution took form, there was a strong 
anti-slavery element, but as the new nation’s 
political structure and economic future 
required the participation of all thirteen 
colonies at the Convention, the southern 
group prevailed and slavery was allowed.

	 Although this early form of appeasement 
by our founders secured the cooperation 
of four critical colonies and, thereby, the 
success of their endeavor, it was a Faustian 
bargain.  Our early administrations winked 
and nodded with blind eyes and deaf ears, 
but it would not go away, no matter how many 
excuses or agreements were made.  It was a 
shame that had to be acknowledged, if for no 
other reason than we could never avoid its 
complete denial of the values we established 
in our Declaration of Independence (DI) and 
Constitution to guide ourselves and others.

	 In decade after decade, as new states 
were admitted to the Union, the slavery 
issue was reborn locally, in Congress and 
in the nation’s conscience.  As it grew in 
violence and frequency, Congress attempted 
unsuccessfully to “settle” it with a 
compromise of admitting new states on an 
alternating slavery/free basis.

	 From our historical view this was 
doomed to failure, but it’s possible that 
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we have unwisely discarded, and are irretrievable in our 
present state of deep disunion.

	 Another element always present in our nexus is our 
use, or misuse, of language.  Up until the CW the problem 
of the relations between our black and white populations 
was referred to as “slavery”.  This was quite natural 
because that term served as a symbol for all the social, 
physical, economic, political and psychological pain that 
our southern system of owned human labor inflicted.

	 But slavery was also a metaphor for thoughts 
and practices in our nexus that extended beyond its 
plantation labor zone of reference.  President Lincoln’s 
Emancipation Proclamation in 1863 and the ratification 
of the Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution in 1865 
politically and legally terminated slavery in the U.S., 
and yet determined abuse of America’s newly created 
black citizens by neighbors, law officers and commercial, 
educational and industrial organizations continued 
throughout America until after WW II.  During this 
time, what had been referred to as the “slavery issue” 
underwent a change to “segregation”, and then again 
after WW II to “racial relations” or the “race issue”.

	 Language, in this case, may have given the erroneous 
impression that changing labels also changes history or 
its agent, human behavior.  It may, or it may not.  With 
regard to our pre-CW 19th century slavery issue, a 
limited aspect of its existence and effects was removed 
while other non-agricultural forms of racial abuse and 
sources of conflict remained firmly in place.

*          *          *

	 In our view, the goal of our political system must be 
good government, not the ascendancy of one political 
party over the other, but such supraparty thinking 
finds little support in our political arena today.  Both 
parties connive to avoid responsibility by the tactic of 
postponement — a/k/a “kicking the can down the road” 
— which effectively precludes any action and, when it 
results from a cooperative agreement, also any blame.

	 America’s race problem has acquired a new, foreign 
and complicating dimension in the postwar period and 
most markedly since the Johnson administration’s 1965 
passage of the Immigration Reform and Nationality Act 
which tilted our admissions policy away from its western 
European origins to favor third world countries.  With 
illegal immigration from Mexico, Central America and 
Africa reaching record highs, the growing number of 
entrants bore no resemblance to our traditional mix in 
that it was composed mostly of "people of color".

	 Some could speak English; many could not.  Some had a 
high school education; most did not.  Some had developed 
trade skills; more had not.  In short, few were self-
supporting; others relied upon our government for their 
support — their food, housing, education, clothing, health 
care, transportation, etc.  These new admissions had no 

knowledge or experience of the history of America’s racial 
argument, but they were “of color” and could easily be 
exploited by immigrant activist groups to demonstrate or 
to join other efforts to push the immigrant cause.  And 
some could vote, legally or otherwise.

	

	 These additions to our American population from 
mostly third world countries, now running close to 2 
million a year, have made our race problems much more 
difficult — larger in numbers, with more demands from 
louder and different voices and constant pressure from 
each new constituency to be recognized and rewarded.  
Here, the immigrant activist groups employ the traditional 
methods of power-seeking of both the Left and the Right.  
They want “better” and they want “more”.  No numbers, 
no limits, please; just “more”.  And now !

SYNTHESIS

		  This is difficult.  Race is a component of culture 
— like language, religion, art, music, diet, dress, etc.  
Like any other element, it can compete or cooperate with 
others that create the energy to shape and move our 
cultural destiny.  Over the course of our human history 
race, like religion, has thrived as a source of conflict 
because it could be manipulated to serve political, 
territorial and societal purposes.  Whether such conflict 
was controlled by leaders or arose spontaneously 
from unplanned contacts between different population 
groups is not important.  What is important is that racial 
differences have over the course of human history, like 
religious, physical, economic and territorial differences, 
provided the ignition point for many of our wars.

	 America’s unfortunate problem today is that, as in 
1861, its race problem has to be resolved harmoniously 
with the culture of which it is a part; and in the intervening 
century and a half we have made this task immensely more 
difficult by greatly increasing the admission of immigrants 
of other cultures and abandoning our traditional belief 
that good immigration policy requires assimilation.  
This view was the foundation of our highly successful 
immigration practice and legislation for a century until 
its elimination by the Johnson administration in the 1965 
Act.

	 But that’s not all that makes our current situation so 
formidable.  The Constitution gives the president strong 
and appropriate authority in immigration matters, but 
Congress must pass legislation that combines immigration 
regulations of many kinds into a comprehensive act and 
provides the specific language necessary for funding 
and enforcement.  It is clear that the way ahead must go 

"No numbers, no limits, please; just "more". 

And now !"
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through Congress, but it is equally clear at this time that 
Congress is incapable of dealing with, let alone resolving, 
such a difficult issue.  The truth is that Congress could 
probably not come up with even a reasonable discussion 
because the identity politics of our time require that 
not only should all voices be heard, but also that their 
demands be honored.  Ergo, more of the same gridlock!

	 We are at a very difficult stage of our history which 
presents us with a variety of major issues — economic, 
social, environmental — which require our understanding 
the sources, history and values of our culture.  Then, 
armed with that knowledge, we could attempt to create the 
political awareness necessary to set cultural directions 
and limits.

	 This would be a new experience for America.  Starting 
early in our national life, we began to forge an energetic, 
native culture that both reflected and separated itself 
from its European origins.  Still, we were young — in the 
process of settling our continent, growing up, getting 
rich and taking on global responsibilities all in the space 
of less than two centuries, whereas most of the world’s 
great surviving cultures have been in process for a 
much longer time and have had the benefit of both their 
governments and their people’s attention and protection.  

	 It’s not that America lacks culture; we have made some 
unique contributions to the way the world lives and sees 
itself, but as a nation we have focused far more of our 
energy and interest on commerce than culture.  With the 
exception of our Great Depression (GD) in the 1930s, 
when the Works Projects Administration (WPA) created 
employment for painters, sculptors, writers and others, 
the concept of the federal government as a source of 
funding for artists had very limited support.  Today that 
concept might be easier to accept, but far more difficult 
to implement, because of the growing number and forms 
of division that our policies have encouraged in our 
government and our people.

	 In government, the current enmity between our two 
political parties qualifies even minor issues for the 
“jugular” approach.  Similarly, there are lines of division 
throughout our population drawn by multiculturalist 
(MC) elements whom we have allowed, even invited, to 
establish themselves here.  As division is their stated 
purpose, the results of their activities hinder our efforts 
towards maintaining a unified democratic republic.

	 Every culture has something unique about it which 
distinguishes it from others and which, whether caused 
by natural processes or by human purpose, can mold the 
direction and lives of its members.  Nowhere is this more 
evident than in the four American centuries that have 
elapsed since the Pilgrims’ arrival in Plymouth; and no 
meaningful view of American culture is possible without 
understanding how natural and human agencies have 
combined to produce our present culture.

	 In one way, the Pilgrims’ landing marked a new 
beginning — a separation from centuries of European 
history, tradition, religion and monarchical rule.  They 
enjoyed a sense of relief that their lives would be free 
from the religious and territorial wars of the European 
continent, as well as the confining aspects upon their 
government and their individual lives of political power 
determined by royal lineage.

	 At the same time, as they regarded the isolation of 
their new surroundings and circumstances, they had the 
benefit of the shared language, law and faith of their 
English ancestry.  Moreover, they knew that this unique 
Anglican heritage was theirs to keep and would not have 
to be altered or suppressed by a different culture in 
their new land.

	 Scale was another circumstance which blessed 
their enterprise, although they had no idea of the size 
and abundance of territory available to them.  In many 
relocation efforts, migrants carve out a presence that is 
restricted by natural barriers or by other inhabitants.  
With the passage of time and procreation over even a few 
generations the area of original settlement may seem 
inadequate, causing the new community to find a larger 
space or to engage in a war with its neighbors to secure 
more land and water, and the food, fish, timber, etc. they 
can provide.  Scale was not a matter of concern to the 
Pilgrims; survival was.  Certainly, neither they, nor their 
children, nor grandchildren had any idea of the size and 
variety of the continent that stretched before them as 
they faced westward.

	 Two  other circumstances favored the Pilgrims’ 

success.  The composition of their group was homogeneous.  
They all came from the same place, spoke the same language, 
enjoyed similar social and economic backgrounds and 
religious motivation.  The Pilgrim community was not a 
mixture of different cultures and backgrounds with 
all the opportunity for conflict, jealousy and identity 
problems that they often present.

	 And lastly, there is the prior presence factor.  The 
New World was considered virgin territory by European 
standards because it lacked the governments, fleets, and 
armies that Western Civilization (WCIV) had developed 
to maintain a nearly constant state of war in Europe.  
Nor did it have Europe’s advanced commerce, population 
centers, architecture and transportation capabilities.   
Even though the New World was seen as “virgin”, it was 
not uninhabited.  Its Native Americans existed in their own 
time, culture and technology all of which, but especially 
technology, combined to render them unable to mount 
any truly effective resistance to the European invasion.  
In conditions of equal — or near equal — technology, 
prior presence can be an important factor, but such was 
not the case for our Native American populations. What 
the difference between the European and Native American 
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cultures shows early and most clearly is how destiny 
can be ordered by differing levels of technology — “the 
technology gap”.

*          *          *

	 The early period of the Pilgrims’ social and political 
purity was brief, for, as word of the New World’s 
abundance and freedom reached Europe’s war weary 
populations, more families and individuals chose to 
emigrate and create a future here.  The Dutch and Germans 
concentrated in the Atlantic states while the French 
favored northern areas along the St. Lawrence River and 
Great Lakes close to the Canadian settlements established 
by their early explorers.

	 The century and a half from the landing at Plymouth 
to our DI, with its introduction of new nationalities, 
religious forms and maritime trade, drastically changed 
the nature of the American colonial experience and posed 
a political question that would not be resolved until 
our DI.  How could these varying interests, opinions, 
backgrounds and needs be resolved politically when 
legal authority was held and exerted by the English king, 
and effective, local civil control was administered by his 
soldiers ?  The many difficulties of this situation were 
further complicated by the English monarch’s bizarre 
behavior and primitive communication by sailing ships.

	 Under these conditions rumors, suspicion, plots 
and rebellion flourished, and in the larger cities such 
as Boston, NYC and Philadelphia they began to combine 
in ways that offered the feeling and hope of self-
government.  Not surprisingly, the degree of commitment 
to the emerging possibility of independence could divide 
families, neighbors, towns, trades, churches, schools  
and eventually reach the stage where the many shades 
of political opinion were consolidated into two groups 
— the Tories who backed England’s royal rule and the 
opposition, who first sought a form of home rule with 
few restrictions while maintaining its affiliation as an 
English colony, and then moved towards independence.

MADE IN THE USA

​	 The American political presence in the New World 
has experienced so many trials, failures, changes and 
triumphs of history and character that it can be helpful 
to divide it into several distinct periods.  As dates tend to 
overlap, it is best to designate these stages by name.

	 The first is the Colonial period from Plymouth Rock 
to the DI.  Then comes Independence, followed by Civil 
War, Industrialization, World Power and Superpower. 
Throughout all these stages of its existence it has 
undergone innumerable changes — large and small, 
failures and successes, some forced on us and others 
self-imposed.

	 Our enviable successes attracted competition, 
participation and support from a wide variety of sources, 
internal and external, which attempted to convert our 
achievements to their benefit.  We have been very fortunate 
that, commencing with the creation of our political 
identity by our Constitution in 1789, we have mostly been 
able to prevent the usurpation of our political power and 
process by adhering to the values we stated in our DI, 
codified in our Constitution and then tested and confirmed 
in the first half of the 19th century.

	

	

	 The task our Founders set for themselves was 
monumental — politically, socially and economically—
requiring nothing less than a successful revolution to 
separate from England and then to form a transparent 
and responsive elected government.  In the first half 
century of its existence, our Independence stage, this 
government and its values were challenged and tested 
by an inconceivable range of issues that accompanied the 
initial success of its theory of popular government.  As 
time passed, our democratic republic was able to achieve a 
form in which the executive branch served as the nation’s 
mind, the Congress as its soul and the people as its way.  
We might, from time to time, lose one of these functions, 
but the resulting imbalance would be repaired by the 
other two.

	

*          *          *

	 Former Speaker of the House “Tip” O’Neill famously 
remarked that “all politics is local”.  He served in and 
spoke from the House of Representatives, “the people’s 
house”, which serves as a gathering area and filter for 
legislative attempts before their moving on to the Senate.  
The latter, in turn, conducts its own winnowing process by 
which legislation is further edited, reduced or rejected 
prior to being sent to the President for his approval.

	 The important, and even enduring, issues that survive 
this process of elimination transcend O’Neill’s emphasis 
on locality.  They are, however, not “written in stone”, as 
both the Supreme Court and Congress are able to review, 
and even reverse, their own decisions.

	 Over time, we have attempted to give the same latitude 
to our conduct of government as we have exercised 
in its formation.  In theory, this is a plus for elected 
government, but it is also a target for abuse from many 
of the beneficiaries of our exceptionally broad range of 
liberties.

	 The Constitution is the ultimate protector of our 
government, the moat beyond which public prerogative 

"a form in which the executive branch served as 
the nation’s mind, the Congress as its soul and 

the people as its way.  "
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and pressure lie in wait and lay their siege, but even 
the Constitutional drawbridge can be lifted to allow 
amendments.  The process of amendment is lengthy and 
complicated, involving the more than majority approval 
of both Congress and the States’ legislatures; and it has 
only been accomplished twenty-seven times in our history.  
In our country’s present mood and state of division, it is 
unlikely that any amendment attempt could succeed.

	 Americans being inventive in government as well as 
other practices, we have found ways to circumvent our 
Constitution rather than to directly change it.  This is 
done by prolonged reinterpretation of its language at all 
levels of our judicial system.  It is no stretch to view our 
Bill of Rights as the political foundation of our government 
and its values, and beyond reach of our amendment 
process.  Why, then, is so much of our courts’ time spent in 
argument over their language ?  That language has been in 
effect over two hundred years — same English language, 
same wording, same intended meaning with only the usual, 
infrequent attacks occasioned by the passage of time.   
But now, at our elevated level of division, no cause is so 
remote that it cannot claim a different interpretation 
of our Constitution — the most outrageous being that 
of Muslims who make the argument that Sharia law is 
protected by the first amendment and that to not accept 
it as equal to ours constitutes a violation of their civil 
rights, whether citizens or not !

 

*          *          *

 

​	 Following our Revolution and separation from 
England a way had to be found to unite the many voices 
calling for freedom into a legitimate state and functional 
government.  As travel and communication were slow, this 
was not a quick or smooth process, but by 1787 sufficient 
agreement had been reached among the thirteen colonies 
to convene a Constitutional forum to provide the legal 
basis and political framework for their transformation 
into a new nation of United States.

	 With its writing completed in September and its 
ratification in 1789 a unique sovereign state was formed 
out of thirteen independent colonies whose strongest 
tie was their common origin and suffering under 
English rule.  The four years from the Revolution’s end 
through the Constitutional Convention were demanding, 
and sometimes chaotic, because of the many decisions, 
regulations, compromises, laws (and the arguments that 
supported or opposed them) that had to be made.  And in 
their crafting of a government “to form a more perfect 
union”1 , history was made.

	 But the Constitutional Convention was only the 
beginning.  There was much more to be done, more progress 
and imaginative leaps of faith to be made to initiate the 
Constitution’s metamorphosis from a well-intentioned 
collection of words and phrases to the structural basis 
for peaceful, representative government capable of 

serving the interests and needs of its citizens for the 
moment and the future.

	 There is a starting point, not easily fixed or evident, 
between the conclusion of the Constitutional process and 
our embryonic nationality when, by thought or deed of 
government and/or its citizens, the process of creating 
our political culture commenced. Because of our northern 
European heritage it did not start from “scratch”, but 
with the combination of our new land, government and 
political values, the birth of a uniquely American political 
culture occurred.

	 Stretching from the VT & NH borders with Canada just 
below Montreal to GA’s southern border, the colonies’ 
populations had steadily grown, as had their mix of skills, 
religions, nationalities and commerce.  Somehow, in the 
forming of the new government, these variables were able 
to combine with its heritage of law, language and religion 
to begin to establish national values that would play a 
critical role in shaping America’s political culture.

	 Following ratification in 1789, the Founders 
discovered that some key protections which they had 
taken for granted were not specifically included.  This 
was remedied by the simultaneous passage of the first ten 
Amendments, known as The Bill of Rights, which afforded 
American citizens two kinds of protection — rights to 
public and private benefits and freedoms from public 
and individual behaviors that threatened the safety of 
individuals and their communities.

*          *          *

	

	 The combination of “rights to” and “freedom from” in 
our Constitution set a new tone and direction for political 
thought which, even more amazingly, came not from one of 
WCIV’s oldest and strongest powers, but from a fledgling 
nation, only recently born of revolution, with no money, 
no army and no experience of government.

	 All such improbability accepted, once The Bill of 
Rights was added to our Constitution, there was no 
turning back; the new tone and direction were fixed.  It 
would become the structural centerpiece of our judicial 
and legislative branches of government and guide 
the thinking of countless individuals and institutions 
committed to our political process.  And it bound for the 
future the DI’s declaration that the new nation’s people 
“are endowed by their creator with certain unalienable 
Rights . . . “2 

	

	 The desire for freedom in religious expression so 
essential to the Pilgrims was logically extended to 
political matters as the colonies grew and attracted 

"Together they united into a new whole far 

larger than the sum of its parts."
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increasing repression from England. And then, when the 
Bill of Rights specified others such as speech, assembly, 
protest, press, trial by jury, etc., they united into a new 
whole far larger than the sum of its parts.

	 This enlarged sense of freedom became pervasive, 
spreading into political places and spaces both in Congress 
and among the new citizenry.  It provided a striking 
and true beginning for America’s political culture so 
powerful that in the course of our history we applied it 
to areas other than our political culture — sometimes 
successfully, and sometimes not.

	 In the early days of our republic, the two most 
powerful forces that drove our Founders were those of 
union, of uniting the thirteen colonies into one workable 
government which we have commemorated ever since by 
the motto “e pluribus unum ”3 on our coins; and, secondly, 
freedom for the individual and the state from abuse by 
government, domestic or foreign.

	 Although there is a built-in tension between individual 
freedom and government, successful societies can resolve 
it by their legislation and practices.  Depending in large 
part upon a nation’s political culture, such resolution 
may endure for decades or vanish quickly as the result of 
political, economic or social collapse.

*          *          *

 
​	 On the threshold of the 19th century, with the 
ratification of its Constitution and Bill of Rights, the 
young America found itself faced with numerous decisions 
as to how to employ the broad freedoms it had established.  
Like any other country, there were vexing problems 
involving currency, taxation, trade, agriculture, etc., all 
with insistent and important constituencies which could 
claim one or more freedoms in support of their positions.  
Routine stuff, perhaps; but never easy to resolve.

	 But there also were uses of freedom, not so routine, 
for, although England’s army had been removed, its 
navy continued to attack American vessels at sea to 
protect historically British trade routes and sources.  
This practice required the US to build a new navy which 
engaged the English in the War of 1812 (1812-1815) and 
then displayed the power necessary to back up the Monroe 
Doctrine (1823).  Freedom of the seas became part of our 
political culture then and has remained so ever since.

	 At this stage of Independence, another more powerful 
direction for the exercise of our freedom culture began 
to form.  With government in place, union now achieved 
and a growing commerce at home and abroad, America took 
its first steps on a century-long process of westward 
expansion.  Previous efforts to push the wilderness 
back had mostly been undertaken by individuals or small 
groups, but now, strengthened by a national identity and 
interest, those who travelled towards the setting sun 
could see themselves as part of something larger, as 

extenders of the nation’s western border, its territory 
and the nation itself — its concept, values, people, its 
destiny.  For a century, freedom and union served as 
poles of the magnet of expansion that drew millions of 
Americans across the country from the East coast to the 
West.

	 At first, where pioneers settled, there were only 
natural stopping points, then perhaps a crossing of 
trails; and later a village, a town, a county and eventually 
statehood.  But the progress from frontier to state 
capital was neither quick nor smooth, as the law and 
other aspects of our representative government took 
time, effort, money and commonality of the new community 
to be put in place.

	 Law enforcement was an informal, and sometimes 
individual, effort — so much so that Texas Judge Roy Bean 
declared himself to be “Law West of the Pecos”, hung a 
sign to that effect on the courtroom wall behind him and 
kept a Bible and revolver on the table before him as he 
heard cases.

	 The statehood process in itself became an important 
element of our political culture.  It could vary 
significantly in time depending upon local interests, 
financial resources and the social, religious and 
political mix of the area’s population.  Because there 
was no shortage of local topics to evaluate, and because 
conditions of acceptance had to be negotiated, monitored 
and enforced, securing admission to the Union could take 
years.

	 For America’s political culture, the statehood 
process was one of renewal.  It was tracked through its 
various stages of accomplishment by the local newspaper 
whose coverage was usually positive, emphasized national 
allegiance and patriotism and included historical 
material relating to the government’s founding and the 
way it worked.

	 In a little more than a century with the admission of 
AZ in 1912, the thirteen original states had added thirty-
five more, and on each occasion our political culture 
experienced and was reinforced by a state level rebirth 
of the nation offering an opportunity to blend local pride 
and promotion with national patriotism.

*          *          *

 

	 There was another circumstance so enormously 
powerful and formative of our political culture that 
even now, over a century later, most Americans fail to 
recognize its importance to our political heritage and 
development.  This extraordinary circumstance was no 
less than the free availability, if you disregard the host 
population of Native Americans, of a land mass rich in 
every necessary natural resource and with a temperate 
climate that favored settlement.
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	 This vast, open continent indelibly stamped American 
political culture and our character in many ways — some 
now evident, and some not — but for time perspective 
we must return to the 19th century and try to wear the 
shoes, take the steps and view the pioneers’ new home as 
they did.

	 Coming from a European tradition of enforced 
boundaries and limited personal property ownership, the 
sheer abundance of America’s western territory came as 
a major culture shock.  What was offered was so dazzling 
and tempting that the process of moving the nation’s 
borders to the Pacific became one of, if not the most, 
important actions of our history.

	 How do we support such a broad claim ?  First, 
abundance, except for the very few and fortunate, was not 
a meaningful aspect of social, economic and political life 
in the Europe from which our pioneers or their ancestors 
had emigrated  There, for the most part, life was hard, 
wealth scarce and labor generally provided only life’s 
necessities.  The concept of being able to amass wealth 
beyond sustenance, to acquire property ownership and to 
elevate one’s social/economic status found few believers 
and fewer achievers.

	 But there was far more than physical comfort to the 
experience of America’s extraordinary abundance.  It was 
formative beyond its gift of plenty because it translated 
into other aspects of our life and culture, perhaps 
the most important being that of opportunity.  Why ?  
Because the pioneer/settler process was one of change 
and renewal, as those who settled in one place formed a 
community that attracted further settlement and provided 
the people, animals, equipment and spirit necessary to 
take themselves and our frontier one step closer to the 
Pacific.

	 Opportunity appeared in many forms on the frontier 
— most notably that anyone who suffered an economic or 
behavioral failure could pick up whatever pieces of life 
remained and move west to the next valley, range land, 
river or forest and start over; and it was not unusual for 
new moves to include new identities.

	 And just as identities could be left behind, so too 
could other unwanted “baggage”.  As there was always 
new land and resources ahead, a throw-away culture was 
encouraged which has expressed itself in our profligate 
use of natural resources, wealth and real estate.

	

	 Abundance, because it was free to all, also translated 
into a form of equality — a real one, not the kind offered 
by political theorists.  Equality and opportunity were, of 
course, key elements in Jefferson’s politically ground 
breaking and startling DI, but there they were words on 
paper.  In practice, in the settled places or in the moving 

groups that pushed America westward, opportunity and 
equality were a reality and Jefferson’s promise was 
fulfilled.  Looking back, these two very special forms 
of freedom have served as foundational markers of our 
political culture.

	 Abundance on the American scale translated into 
other areas of our national being as well as politics.  We 
recall that the Pilgrims and other early 17th century 
colonists referred to America as “the New Eden” which 
would provide an earthly habitat and new beginning for 
the Christian promise of redeemed spiritual life.  This 
belief was lost in the colonies’ population and commercial 
growth and the intense political mood leading up to 
independence, but resurfaced in the early 19th century 
as settlers crossed the Appalachians into the Midwest.  
There again, in the New Eden Revival movement, abundance 
was seen as the keeping of the Bible's prior promise. 

	 This, however, was only a beginning.  The New Eden 
Revival, while intense, did not survive for more than 
a few decades, but its view of America as a religiously 
favored event in history found acceptance among frontier 
folk who often claimed divine favor or choice as the 
source of their effort.  The next step was to American 
Exceptionalism, which is still with us today and, again, we 
come to understand how both divine favor and American 
Exceptionalism are expressions of freedom that place 
our country above cares or concerns that have troubled 
other nations for centuries.

	 Political cultures are often and easily influenced by 
the accidents of time and place, and ours is no exception.  
What is unique, though, is how the natural abundance 
of our geography fostered a century of extension and 
settlement in ways that tied together the many strands of 
the values of our DI and the promises of our Constitution.

BIRTH AND REBIRTH

	 Where are we now ?  Did we get it all right ?  Certainly, 
not.  We ignored clear signs of dangerous consequences 
and followed false directions that resulted from our 
decisions, but because of the more flexible and responsive 
nature of our democratic system, we enjoyed a process 
of birth and rebirth that our monarchical European 
forebears lacked.  Still, birth and rebirth are painful, 
messy and sometimes difficult, or even fatal, procedures.  
The question “where are we now ?” is book-ended by two 
others, “Where did we err ?” and “What must we do to 
restore our political culture’s earlier strength and 
vibrancy ?”

	 With regard to the latter, we should recognize that 
our Founders existed in a very brief and special political 
circumstance which afforded them the opportunity to 
separate from one government and then create a new 
and different one.  Throughout their efforts they were 
challenged by the many difficulties and divisions posed by 
their goal and, at the same time, driven to success by their 

"...foundational markers of our political 

culture."
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combined sense of mission, hope, innovation and union.  
There was never a realistic possibility that our political 
culture could sustain the unique atmosphere of its birth.  
We tried, but time and technology change everything and 
in the end we became victims of our own success.  This 
may sound like an oversimplification, but it offers in 
capsule form an explanation of how our political culture 
was transformed from the well intentioned enthusiasm of 
its beginnings to the pervasive cynicism of our state and 
federal governments today.

 

*          *          *

 
​	 In the almost 250 years since our political culture 
announced its birth in the DI, its form and future have 
been in our care.  For the most part, our efforts on its 
behalf have been successful in enabling the nation to 
continue on the path of its founding, but we have also 
committed grievous errors that have left deep human and 
political scars.

	 From any perspective, slavery was such a wound — 
self-inflicted for the sake of expediency.  We watched it 
fester, grow and spread its poison until our founders’ 
beautiful political dream was shattered and their union 
nearly destroyed.  It’s still a shock to realize that we did 
this to ourselves, unseeing, as if in a trance.

	 And then there’s the after-shock — that the 
institution of the old slavery is gone, but that many of the 
moral, social, political and economic questions it raised 
are still with us in altered form under the label of our 
“race issue”, which has been present continuously for 
150 years since the Reconstruction period following the 
CW.

	 Many aspects of our political life and culture are 
different now, but one thing is not — our avoidance of 
urgent political reality via expediency will not resolve 
major issues for the obvious reason that, when postponed, 
they become subject to further pressure from the 
increasing demands of our society’s numbers, dollars, 
factions and media coverage.

	 Neither time nor space allows us to cover all the 
ways by which we have disappointed our political culture, 
but those we list below show how readily we can forego 
principle for expediency.

*          *          *

 

​		  Today, moral judgments no longer seem applicable 
to our political culture and it is routine, when they are 
made, for our politicians to dismiss or evade them.  Such 
tactics are not limited to either party, but one recent 
example stands out.

	 Shortly after Pres. Trump’s inauguration his 
newly appointed Attorney General (AG) issued a 
series of directives to the Department of Justice’s 

(DOJ) prosecutorial, investigative and enforcement 
staffs specifying important changes from the Obama 
administration’s practices in their conduct and methods 
of operation.  All these changes were consistent with and 
designed to enforce our existing immigration laws.

	 Predictably, these orders elicited a highly emotional 
response of howls of mostly moral outrage and objection 
which pilloried AG Sessions for tearing families apart, for 
mistreating helpless, but loyal, immigrants and for failing 
our obligations to honor the “human rights” of people 
from all nations to “improve their lives” by emigrating 
to the U.S. and being supported at the taxpayer’s expense.  
Again, it’s worth noting that these mostly Democratic 
objections were not based on customary immigration 
topics such as number, year, services, skills, health, etc.  
They were based on and offered in the language of moral 
indignation.

	 Contrast this reaction to that of Congressional 
Democrats in the first Obama administration when the DOJ 
under AG Eric Holder conducted a clandestine, illegal gun 
smuggling operation which employed DOJ time, personnel 
and funds to deliver weapons to Mexican drug cartels and 
in which one US agent’s life was lost.  As calls for an 
inquiry mounted, Pres. Obama sealed all the records and 
Holder resigned without facing questions or charges.

	 This was a clear legal and moral issue, with no 
criticisms or objections, however, from Democrats who 
so eagerly condemned AG Sessions.  The point of this 
comparison is not to cast the GOP in a better light than 
the Democrats, but to show that the moral path in our 
politics is one from which both parties find it easy to 
stray.

	 It wasn’t always as it is now.  In the time of our 
country’s youth our political culture asserted the values 
of civil and religious morality to which most individuals, 
communities and institutions aspired.  Today, that is no 
longer true, as that elemental unity is, like other aspects 
of our culture, riven by social, political and economic 
divisions.

	 What does our political culture now offer ?  Well, 
generally speaking, despite a few signs of encouragement, 
the view around us and ahead is a bleak one primarily 
because of our political class’ inability to recognize 
and adapt to the broad and rapid changes in our society 
brought about by the new technology, wealth and power 
of our last half century.

	 Regardless of party, our political culture is unified 
by one primal fact.  In our electoral system every position 
has a stated “sell by”, or election, date after which to 
continue in office the politician must be reelected.  
This has been true since the nation’s beginning.  What 
has changed is the way candidates campaign to secure 
reelection.

	 To meet the requirements of visibility and performance 
necessary for reelection all politicians must keep 
themselves in the public eye via TV and, more recently, 
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online viewing.  This shift to electronic messaging  has 
drastically altered campaigning.  The immediacy of the 
small town speech is gone, as candidates can be questioned 
at any place or time of day and audio or visual messages 
are instant and ubiquitous.

	 The brief “whistle stop” might have taken from 15-
30 minutes in which the candidate would have had time to 
mention a couple each of local and national issues.  Not so 
now; as media sources interview politicians in Congress, 
on the run or in studio, a new form of communications has 
emerged.  It is the sound-byte — a quick, capsule version 
of the earlier form that served “wind bag” politicians so 
well.

	 Our new technology has changed everything in 
Washington’s political life and culture.  Let’s say that a 
member of Congress has a twelve hour working day which 
has to accommodate his legislative, committee and party 
activities and which must also make time for travel, fund 
raising and media appearances.  Family, church, social and 
recreational interests also have to be served in some 
ingenious way and time, but that is not our focus.

	 We are concerned with the three basic moving parts 
of the working day — Congressional duties, fund raising 
and media coverage — which most directly determine the 
likelihood of reelection.  Among these there is little wiggle 
room.  Fund raising and media coverage in that order are 
necessities, with a good legislative record an optional 
add-on benefit, although many members of Congress have 
served multiple terms without any noticeable legislative 
impact.

	 Admittedly, Congress has eased this pressure on its 
members’ time by generously extending the periods when 
it is not in session. During these, members return to their 
home districts where they can secure local funding and 
media coverage, but unless home districts are located in 
major population and media centers, their yield for time 
and effort spent is far less than that of DC, which brings 
us to perhaps the most unpublicized and yet formidable 
element of postwar change in our political culture — the 
arrival, appeal and proliferation of corporate lobbyists.

	 As recently as the years immediately after WW II, the 
Washington lobbying office of a major US corporation 
consisted of one of its retired executives, a secretary, 
desk and phone.  The lobbyist’s function was to explain 
corporate policy and progress to the corporation’s home 
state’s senators and representatives, and to consult with 
members of key committees to which important legislation 
was assigned.  It was an informal, almost collegial, 
process in which information, not money, was exchanged.

	 It was inevitable that our super wealth and power 
of the postwar world would find ways to change our 
politics and government, and Congress was the logical 
first target.  A rising tide of law firms settled on K 
Street and their attorneys laid siege to both Houses 
of Congress.  They offered advice on their preferred 
legislative directions, entertained extensively, conducted 
research, actually wrote language for bills, provided 

introductions, outings and tickets; and they paid well, 
mostly by campaign contributions, retirement jobs and 
charitable donations, but also by other indirect methods.

	 Although the status of Congressional compensation 
had long lagged behind corporate levels, the growing 
presence in DC of lobbyists and their funds, along with 
Congress' closer contact with the corporate sector, 
aided in developing a new image of government service 
highlighted by frequent increases in compensation.  Prior 
to WW II, members might manage the expenses of their being 
in Washington when Congress was in session by sharing 
a hotel room and accepting as many social invitations as 
they received.  No more; houses, or at least year round 
apartments are pretty much the norm.

	 While the corporate sector has never been hesitant 
about expressing its preferences and having its way in 
Washington, there’s a new coziness to the present status 
with lobbyists serving as go-betweens and providing 
services/assistance welcomed by most congressional 
offices.

​	

*          *          *

	 Looking back, we find other instances of moral 
behavior inconsistent with the human and political 
principles of our DI and Constitution.  The most durable of 
these, like slavery, was the mistreatment of other humans; 
specifically, the original Native American inhabitants of 
the continent whom, over the whole of our westward 
expansion, we subjected to a relentless denial of their 
political, legal, property and constitutional rights 
that could be considered genocide today.  Such a view is 
strengthened by the fact that our efforts to extend our 
frontier westward included taking not only the native 
tribes’ lands, but also the slaughter and near extinction 
of the millions of bison that grazed on the open range and 
served as their primary food source.

	 Why and how did we allow this to happen ?  The most 
obvious answer is that 19th century WCIV’s attitudes 
regarding the treatment of animals and people were 
far different from our present ones.  That said, there 
were other lines of cultural connection that should be 
recognized.  Our process of westward expansion was based 
on taking territory occupied by others.  This, in itself, 
is a political action which our government might have 
recognized as violating our proclaimed values, but those 
values were overpowered by a nationalistic and political 
fervor that saw our move westward as an essential step 
towards our national destiny.

	 Still, in our more religious past among the daily 
dangers of the pioneers lives, when the wagons were 
circled at night, holy scripture was read and God was 
invoked, thereby building strength of spirit and mission 
for the unknown perils of tomorrow.  The natural 
challenges the settlors faced daily, as described in 
their records and the account of the Lewis and Clarke 
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expedition, are extraordinary, and it is not surprising 
that they came to see nature in its varied forms as both 
provider and obstacle.   

	

	 The new Eden communities in OH and IN found their 
pristine lands becoming encircled by other communities 
based on commerce as well as agriculture, and where life 
was moving away from their biblical model.  These new 
communities, as our pioneers moved westward, formed the 
bases from which the nation’s border moved west with 
faith in ultimate success, no matter the hardships.  The 
prize would be at the end. And so it was.

	 Probably the greatest difference between the Native 
Americans’ culture and our own has been their differing 
attitudes towards nature.  All the native tribes, living 
as they did off the land, despite their many differences, 
displayed a strong reverence for nature which they 
have maintained even as they must live in the noise and 
technology of our time.

	 Strangely, our culture’s view of nature, which began 
with the New Eden image, has taken a very different 
course.  We treat it as something to be conquered (this 
also has a Biblical origin), molded, altered in form or 
function, diverted and subject to whatever scientific or 
commercial purpose seems appropriate.

	 The Eden metaphor has been with us for 400 years.  
Originally religious, it joined our political culture and 
subsequently sent shoots out to our economic, athletic, 
educational and social cultures.  But look around.  
Where is it?  Except for occasional ads for real estate 
developments it doesn’t get much mention.  We have gone 
from New Eden to No Eden.

 

*          *          *

 

	​ Our political culture has been influenced in other 
ways by our western expansion and the sense of divine 
favor and exceptionalism that flowed from it.  These 
ways are evident in the changes in public expression of 
patriotism that have occurred in the past half century.  
Think back to the rallies of WWs I and II when crowds 
cheered the American flag and/or service men in uniform; 
and bands played romantic ballads (“There’s A Long, Long 
Trail A Winding”), spirited marches (“Over There”) and 
the songs of our Navy, Army, Marines and Air Force.

	 Now, perhaps to better suit the mood and pace of our 
technological age, audience response mostly takes the 
form of repetitive and loud chants of “We’re Number 1” 
or “USA, USA, USA”.  If this is patriotism, it is certainly 
a different form which celebrates status rather than a 
cause.  

	 Music is a way of revealing ourselves, of talking about 
our nation, our values, our people and culture.  It is a 
continuing part of our national culture and throughout 
our history until the end of WW II provided a way for the 
American people to react to the pain and joy of wartime by 
producing memorable words and music for those at home 
and at the front.  No popular music or song, however, 
has resulted from our wars from Korea to the present ! 
Culturally, it's as if our musical clock stopped in 1945. 
The silence is deafening, but even without words or music, 
it sounds a cautionary note about our culture, our wars 
and ourselves.

*          *          *

 
​		  Finally, no valid assessment of American political 
culture in our time is possible without examining the 
sources, extent and consequences of the corruption 
that is now the norm in our system of local, state and 
national government.  Whether it has come about via a 
bottom-up or top-down process is immaterial.  It is with 
us; it flourishes and will over time, like a cancer, disable 
and then destroy the representative political system and 
government proclaimed by our Founders in the DI and 
Constitution.

	 We do not refer to the pervasive, petty, individual 
corruption of politicians throughout most of the world 
who routinely extract a share of the fees or transactions 
associated with their position.  This is an accepted practice 
in many countries.  It can save time by accelerating the 
bureaucratic process; it can also cost lives by permitting 
shoddy construction projects; and it lowers the wage 
scale for government employees.  It offers both pluses 
and minuses and is so widely in use that it is hard to 
imagine any constituency that could even hope to do away 
with it.

	 No; we are now facing something in our government 
far greater in its size and impact than mere bureaucratic 
gratuities.  We are referring to the massive corruption 
that now surrounds and determines much of our 
government’s conduct and performance.

	 The reason this corruption is so fearsome is that it 
transcends the usual forms of corruption — those in 
which money or power or both, is exchanged in return 
for a specific outcome.  America’s current crisis of 
corruption includes actions by which both individuals and 
groups benefit, but it also reaches beyond them.  What 
we are witnessing in our government, and most notably in 
Congress, is the corruption of its mind and spirit.

	 It comes in many different sizes, shapes and forms — 
all with seemingly unlimited appeal and power to reward 
our elected representatives for errant thinking and for 
actions that have been directed to every aspect of our 
government and bear the prime responsibility for its 
growing decline over the past half century.

	 Political judgements frequently reflect or include 

"The prize would be at the end. And so it was."
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some degree of moral judgement — not because politicians 
are more moral than those in other pursuits, but because 
they so frequently enter the moral arena by referring 
to and promoting their legislative actions and political 
directions as being “right”.  The word, “right”, seeks 
to establish morality. These two words are so strongly 
joined by their meaning and usage that they can only 
occasionally be separated, and rarely, if ever, in the 
claims of politicians.

A BILL OF PARTICULARS
 

Our Congress is the center of the government our Founders 
formed.  It is the means by which the nation’s citizens are 
represented; it writes our legislation; and it has the sole 
right to provide funding to enact its legislation and to 
support the operation of the bureaucracy that administers 
its programs and policies.

	 Before we consider any specific actions by congress 
we must regard it as a unit designed to represent the 
people.  It has a broad range of functions and activities 
and extraordinary power to use them to create the body of 
law that is the foundation of our government and society.

	 The rationale of our Founders for granting these 
powers was that Congress would employ them for the 
nation’s benefit to conduct its government.  Although this 
purpose was subject to challenge by our two-party system, 
we hoped, as the nation grew in population, territory and 
wealth, that differences could be resolved or disguised.  
This is no longer true.

	 Congress, today, is not a unit.  It is a body of 
quarreling parts who seem obsessed by the interparty 
conflict that their position allows, but does not require.  
While differences, and the opposition they create, are 
essential elements in political bodies, and especially in 
those whose members are publicly elected, the intent of 
our Founders was that our political differences should 
lead to better national government, not obstruct it.

	

	

	 Much of our elected representatives’ energy is 
devoted to the tireless criticism and counter-criticism 
that passes for dialogue in DC.  Its real aim, sometimes 
openly stated and at others offered by coded dog-whistle 
language, is to elevate one party while deprecating the 
other.  Our Congressional dialogue is, in short, a constant 
game of “gotcha”.

	 This need to elevate, to magnify one’s benefits and 
accomplishments and to deride the opposition, carries 
over easily to the media’s coverage of the 24/7 political 
time frame.  It is there among the DC interviews, speeches, 
photo-ops, signing ceremonies, prayer breakfasts, 

banquets, news broadcasts, etc. where the elected 
representative can most frequently and economically 
make contact via media coverage with his/her local voter.  
And, as this connection must be made, the broadcast 
medium’s choice of whom to put on the air is a powerful 
one.

	 Competing for voter attention and money is as old as 
politics itself.  And, just as our instant communication 
technology has increased access to voters, so has 
the presence of the new lobbying industry on K Street 
provided access to a continuous source of funding and a 
new sense of Congress as a willing, working partner of 
America’s private sector and its royalty executive class.

	 These changes in technology in the media and in 
corporate/government relations methods succeed because 
they save time and create benefits for all.  Like many of 
the other activities that command attention from our 
representatives, they require effort and, sometimes, even 
something in return, which begs a very important question 
because, as these personal and party demands increase, 
they must detract from the effort or thought available 
to the national interest.  When will they reach the point 
when the national interest is no longer discernible ? 
And how much time remains ?  This is an ongoing process 
that displays many of the warning signs of national 
decline.  Unless reversed, our Constitutional liberties 
and protections will disappear as both the Left and Right 
battle over how to restate and reinterpret them to their 
own advantage.

*          *          *

	 Neglect is mostly casual, ‘though sometimes 
purposeful.  Usually slow and steady, it can easily 
be ignored or excused.  In government it is a form of 
malfeasance, but one of lesser scale than the many willful 
actions by Congress in recent years that put the nation’s 
safety, and even its existence, at risk.

	 Probably the most audacious of these was the theft 
during the Johnson administration of funds paid into 
the Social Security (SS) system for seniors’ retirement 
benefits.  Billions of dollars that could have earned 
interest and then been available in later life disappeared 
and were replaced by government IOUs.  This conversion 
of an earned cash asset into a government general funds 
obligation was an extraordinary betrayal of the public’s 
trust even ‘though Congress may have thought that the 
demands of Johnson’s Great Society warranted it and that 
over time it could be repaid.  

	 Members of Congress, because of its constitutional 
authority over the nation’s legislative and funding 
functions, are stewards of our government’s property 
and wealth and, especially in cases in which funds are 
held in trust, their moral duty is clear.  Sadly, equally 
clear in this matter is Congress’ failure and the decline 
in our political culture and government.

"Our Congressional dialogue is, in short, a 

constant game of “gotcha”."
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*          *          *

	 Another process, that defied the public trust on 
a grand scale, and began with the passage of the 1965 
revision of our immigration law, was Congress’ decision 
to neither fund nor enforce through other means those 
parts of the law that remained in effect, but were opposed 
by powerful, open border, commercial, social and 
ideological constituencies.

	 For a half century Congress has been faced with both 
a major moral and political dilemma, caught between 
powerful forces that wanted to enforce the law and those 
who didn’t; and regardless of which party had numerical 
control, the issue was such an emotional and divisive one 
that Congress could not muster sufficient support to 
change the law.  The result was the usual “wink and nod” 
and continuation of the flow of political donations from 
the interests who opposed enforcement.  This charade is 
now 50 years old.  In that span, how many times have we 
heard a member of Congress proclaim “We are a nation of 
laws” ?

*          *          *

	 Combining aspects of both the SS and the immigration 
issues, is the fiasco of our national debt’s steady climb 
to its present $20 trillion plus level.  If we look at our 
national debt going as far back as the 19th century, we see 
movements up and down due mostly to wars, recessions, 
etc., but the debt level other than during these unusual 
events remains in ranges that appear stable and under 
control.

	 During the Reagan administration’s “guns and 
butter” economics that significantly cut taxes and 
simultaneously raised defense spending, our debt tripled 
from somewhat less than $3 trillion to just under $8 
trillion with enormous impact on then current and future 
budgets.  This turned out to be a signal that Congress 
could not ignore.  It indicated budgets could be “busted” 
without consequence and it led to changes in Congress’ 
rules/practices which have largely done away with 
our traditional budget procedure and replaced it with 
“continuing resolutions”.

	 The direction of our debt’s current chart line, 
both actual and projected, is nearly vertical as deficits 
continue, debt mounts and our government must depend 
upon frequent debt limit increases in order to operate.  
Again, it is possible to convince oneself that Congress 
may have believed it would be possible to repay its 
borrowings, but the reality is far different, as the scale 
of our debt precludes any meaningful reduction at our 
current income/expense levels.

	 In our postwar period we have managed to transform 
ourselves from the richest nation in the world to its 
largest debtor. And yet how often do we continue to hear 
members of Congress refer to America as “the richest 
nation in the world” ?

	

	 These examples are highlights that stand out because 
their betrayal shocks our conscience and imperils our 
country.  They shock us because they put the nature of our 
corruption on naked display.  What we see is not the taking 
of small funds or favors from some minor bureaucratic 
transaction, but the much greater and constant 
corruption that attacks and destroys the institutions of 
government.  With time, but no action, comes resignation 
and then acceptance.   The original model vanishes and we 
are left only with memory — which too will vanish.

EPILOGUE

	 In government and everywhere else in our society the 
American experience is an ongoing process, encouraged 
by those who understand and honor it; and deflected or 
denied by those who don’t.

	 While our two parties create the sounds and sights of 
our nation’s political machinery in DC, their efforts do 
not reach to the next level — to create good government 
— where the nation’s interests take precedence over 
ideology.  Reducing the quality of good government to 
its basics, we see it as being representative, transparent, 
principled and effective.  Three of these are concerned 
mostly with its operation/administration; the fourth, and 
most important, “principled”, includes our Constitutional 
and moral values.

	 In the brief 90 days since our previous chapter (and 
Pres. Trump’s inauguration) we have witnessed political 
circus in Washington.  The famed Ringling Bros. Barnum 
and Bailey show may have succumbed to the technology 
and tastes of our time, but Washington is ready with its 
own clown and high wire acts:  the Director of National 
Security is fired, hires attorneys and announces he 
will seek immunity to testify before a Congressional 
Committee; the President fires the FBI director 
conducting an investigation of his campaign staff’s leaks 
and contacts; an independent counsel is appointed to lead 
a wide investigation of conflicting charges and counter 
charges; the President hires an attorney; and intelligence 
leaks temporarily shut down Anglo/US co-operation on 
the Manchester terrorist bombing investigation.

	 This is clearly not good government the tone for which, 

"...and we are left only with memory — which 

too will vanish."
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regardless of the two parties’ sniping and harassment, 
must be supported, if not set, by the White House.  Failure 
in this by previous presidents Clinton, Bush and Obama 
have contributed to our present “circus”, but it is 
Trump who now occupies the Oval Office and will set the 
standard, either intentionally or not.

	 It is early enough for the President to do away with 
the confusion that has plagued the White House until 
now.  The question to which the country needs an answer 
is whether he has the will and ability to take measured 
action.  If he doesn’t, the errors will compound to where 
they may well overshadow more successful aspects of his 
presidency.

Finis

GOP – 2020

	 JEB BUSH — We thought another step had been 
taken in Jeb Bush’s pursuit of the presidency with his 
announcement that he had joined forces with retired NY 
Yankee Derek Jeter to purchase the Miami Marlins major 
league baseball team for a price rumored to be in excess 
of a billion dollars.  According to Bush, his personal 
investment was to be the smallest in his group, but he 
would serve as the managing partner with complete 
control.
	 Such a position calls for a heavy schedule of 
appearances, announcements, photo-ops, team events 
— the full P.R. menu with the constant media attention 
that attaches to “America’s National Game”.  This 
assured celebrity would certainly be useful to Bush 
in campaigning for nomination or election and, because 
baseball is home to many Cuban, Latin and Central 
American players, the Marlin’s location in FL would 
further energize his base there.
	 Most importantly, he would enjoy a new persona; he 
could say “good bye” to the disastrous electoral images 
and results of the past and appear in the exalted form of 
a sports franchise control figure, courtesy of baseball 
fans and wealthy partners.
	 Because Bush has no baseball background as his 
father and brother did (the former having captained his 
Andover and Yale teams and “W” having been an owner 
and managing partner of a Texas team) his connection 
to the sport seems one of opportunity.  Press reports, 

when he announced his withdrawal from the Marlin bid, 
indicated that his insistence on complete authority did 
not sit well with other investors, especially in view of 
Jeter’s considerably greater knowledge and financial 
investment.
	 A late bulletin has it that Bush is no longer part of 
Jeter's effort, but has joined Tagg Romney's group. As it 
includes at least two people with recognized experience 
on the field and in the front office, Bush's insistence on 
complete control is not likely to succeed. And, as more 
offers are revealed, the rumored price has risen from 
$1.3 to $1.6 Billion. 
	 In addition to being simply a matter of political 
speculation, this attempt lays bare how deeply committed 
to sports values and identity our culture has become.

	 JOHN KASICH — Also returning from the political 
wilderness of inactivity, he has authored a new book in 
which he restates some of his 2016 oratory, announces 
that he is available for the 2020 election and will 
campaign for the GOP nomination.
	 This suggests that once again the GOP may allow 
more candidates for nomination than can be efficiently 
managed.  In our opinion there should be a maximum of 
six candidates on the prime time debate stage, and four 
would be preferable.  More on this, as nominating time 
draws closer.

ECD 6/26/17
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Mr. Ault is retired from business, a graduate of Yale University, and the author of: 
A Retail Food Study (La Roche & Co. NYC, NY 1957) which described the emergence 
and growing dominance of the supermarket in American food retailing;  eminent 
disdain: the triumph of cynicism over integrity in 21st century america.(2009) ; and 
who lost america?  can america’s democratic identity and government survive our 
ethicial, political and economic failures? (2011) The last two are available from the 
publisher, authorhouse,  (888-280-7715 or at authorhouse.com.) or online at Amazon.     

END NOTES 
1) Constitution of the USA, Preamble, September 17, 1787
2) Declaration of Independence, Philadelphia, July 4, 1776
3) “From the many, one.”

RECOMMENDED   SUMMER   READING:

Reports, when issued, of the investigations into the 

recent collision between USN destroyer, Fitzgerald, 

and 34,000 ton Philippine container cargo ship, ACX 

Crystal.




