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DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

invisible 
   

(01-12)  2012 PRIMARIES 

invisible 
   

20111028-00 

 
SteveB 

Oakland OWS Vet / Republican Candidate Update by Steven W. 
Baker / SteveB (“Injured Vet Spent Days at Work, Nights at Protest” & 
“Romney Waffles on Anti-Union Law in Ohio” & “Cain: I Don't Need to 
Know the Foreign-Policy Details” & “Perry Camp Defends Stance to 
Possibly Forgo Debates” & “Can Perry Afford to Pass on Debates?” & 
“The Perry Approach — Campaign First, Have Ideas Later”) 

20111031-00 

 
SteveB 

David Graeber of OWS / Rick Perry of Oops! by Steven W. Baker / 
SteveB (“The Man Behind Occupy Wall Street” & “Why Rick Perry Is 
Really Starting to Annoy Me” & “Skeptic Finds He Now Agrees Global 
Warming Is Real”) 

20111102-00 

 
SteveB 

Candidate Problems by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“How Tea Party 
Could Drive GOP to Disaster”) 

20111102-01 09:57 Beth The Republican Candidates 

20111102-02 10:58 Pam Re: The Republican Candidates (reply to Beth, above) 

20111103-08 11:08 Art Re: Candidate Problems (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #8) 

20111103-09 11:30 SteveG Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Art, above) 

20111103-10 11:38 Pam Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Art, above) 

20111103-11 12:02 Art Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Pam, above) 

20111103-13 12:47 SteveG Re: Candidate Problems (reply to all, above) 

20111103-15 15:35 Dale Re: Candidate Problems (reply to all, above) 

20111103-16 16:08 SteveB Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale, above) 

20111103-17 16:18 Pam Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale, above) 

20111103-18 18:15 Art Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale & Pam, above) 

20111104-08 11:09 SteveG Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale & Art, FotM Newsletter #10) 

20111110-00 

 
SteveB 

The Republican Presidential Candidates by Steven W. Baker / 
SteveB ("Cain to Address New Claim of Sexual Misconduct") 

20111109-21 16:02 SteveG “Economics: Presidential Candidates Slip on Econ 101” 

20111109-22 16:23 Pam 
Re: “Economics: Presidential Candidates Slip on Econ 101” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111110-02 09:22 SteveB Video: Rick Perry’s ‘Oops Moment’ 

20111110-03 09:23 SteveB Video: Rick Perry’s ‘Oops Moment’ (Reprise) 

20111110-16 15:47 SteveB 2012 Republican Primaries 

20111110-17 16:40 Art Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111110-18 17:22 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111114-08 11:08 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #15) 

20111114-00 

 
SteveB 

Republican Debates by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“The Date-Night 
Debate (Nov. 12. 2011)”) 

20111111-03 10:49 SteveB 
SHOCKER: Who exactly WAS Herman Cain's & the Koch Brothers' 
father???? 

20111111-06 14:33 Art 
Re: SHOCKER: Who exactly WAS Herman Cain's & the Koch Brothers' 
father???? (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111111-11 15:52 SteveB 
Re: SHOCKER: Who exactly WAS Herman Cain's & the Koch Brothers' 
father???? (reply to Art, above) 

20111111-18 18:11 SteveB Rick Perry (to all FotM Texans) 

20111111-19 19:05 Ben Re: Rick Perry (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111113-05 14:00 Pam Re: Rick Perry (reply to SteveB & Ben, above) 

20111113-01 00:07 SteveG “Cain Says God Persuaded Him to Run for President” 

20111114-20 19:37 Walt Republican Primary Debates, China, Torture, Geithner 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111114-21 20:50 Art 
Re: Republican Primary Debates, China, Torture, Geithner (reply to Walt, 
above) 

20111116-04 11:14 SteveB Re: Herman Cain on Libya (reply to Pam, above — see Corruption) 

20111116-03 11:07 SteveG Video: Herman Cain on Libya (reply to Pam, above) 

20111116-05 11:15 Art Re: Herman Cain on Libya (reply to all, above) 

20111116-07 11:42 SteveG “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” 

20111116-08 11:44 Art Re: “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111116-10 12:06 SteveG Re: “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” (reply to Art, above) 

20111116-21 13:48 Art Re: “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111116-11 12:08 Pam 2012 Republican Primaries 

20111116-12 12:15 SteveG Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to Pam, above) 

20111116-14 12:22 Art Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to Pam, above) 

20111116-16 12:29 SteveB Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111116-18 12:52 SteveG Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111116-19 12:55 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111116-22 14:00 SteveB Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to Pam, above) 

20111116-31 17:34 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111119-02 12:19 Pam “Rick Perry Doubles Down on ‘Lazy’ Ad; Slams Obama as a ‘Socialist’” 

20111122-00 

 
SteveB 

Tonight’s Republican Candidate Debate by Steven W. Baker / 
SteveB (“5 Things to Watch in Tuesday's Debate”) 

20111123-00 

 
SteveB 

Last Night’s Republican Debate by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“The 
GOP Debate: 6 Takeaways”) 

20111123-05 11:25 Art Newt Gingrich & Republican Candidates 

20111123-09 14:24 SteveB 
Re: Newt Gingrich & Republican Candidates (reply to Art, above) &“Is 
Newt as Smart as He Thinks?” 

20111129-02 10:23 SteveG “Did Drug Firms Hire Gingrich to Back Medicare Drug Benefit?” 

20111202-00 

 
SteveB 

This Is the Way They Go Down, Lying Every Step of the Way by 
Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Cain Blasts Critics for ‘Character 
Assassination’”) 

20111205-00 

 
SteveB 

The Return of Bad Newt by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“The Return of 
Bad Newt”) 

20111212-02 15:55 Pam Re: The Return of Bad Newt (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #31) 

20111202-01 12:04 Art Herman Cain & the Koch Brothers 

20111202-02 12:57 Pam Re: Herman Cain & the Koch Brothers (reply to Art, above) 

20111204-13 07:31 SteveB “Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” 

20111204-03 12:25 SteveG Re: “Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111204-07 13:11 Pam Re: “Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111210-01 07:00 SteveB “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” 

20111210-04 12:56 SteveB Re: “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” (UPDATE) 

20111210-05 13:19 Pam Re: “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” (reply to SteveB, above X2) 

20111210-13 21:07 Art Re: “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” (reply to SteveB, above X2) 

20111210-09 16:04 SteveB “Gingrich in Bull's Eye at GOP Showdown” 

20111213-06 20:40 SteveG 
“Analysis: Gingrich’s Tax Plan Would Cause Perpetual Trillion Dollar 
Deficits, Triple the Debt by 2024” 

20111215-00 

 
SteveB 

Gingrich: Our Problem Is the Work Ethic of the Poor by Steven W. 
Baker / SteveB (“Gingrich Has It Wrong About the Poor”) 

20111214-05 18:49 Pam 
Re: Gingrich: Our Problem Is the Work Ethic of the Poor (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

20111216-07 11:11 Art Michele Bachmann 

20111217-15 18:38 SteveG “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” 

20111218-02 11:27 Art Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111218-04 12:59 Pam Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111218-07 15:25 Art 
Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG & Pam, 
above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111218-08 15:26 Pam Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to Art, above) 

20111218-14 17:37 SteveG Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111218-18 19:31 Art 
Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG & Pam, 
above) 

20111218-20 20:28 SteveG Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to Art, above) 

20111218-21 20:39 Pam Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111219-02 15:19 Art 
Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #37) 

20111219-03 15:57 SteveB Worrisome Rick Perry Advertising (Wink!) 

20111219-04 16:04 SteveB Photo: Newt 3.0 

20111219-05 16:27 Art Re: Photo: Newt 3.0 (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111222-01 07:33 SteveG 
“Mitt Romney Flip-Flops on Iraq: GOP Candidate Says 'We Would Not 
Have Gone In' If We Knew There Were No Weapons of Mass 
Destruction” (to SteveM) 

20111223-02 11:14 SteveG 
“Trump Thinks African-American Vote Would Propel Him to 3rd Party 
Win” 

20111224-05 17:22 Pam Gingrich Fails to Get on Ballot in Virginia 

20111224-06 18:21 SteveB Re: Gingrich Fails to Get on Ballot in Virginia (reply to Pam, above) 

20111224-07 20:17 SteveG Re: Gingrich Fails to Get on Ballot in Virginia (reply to Pam, above) 

20111225-01 17:09 SteveG “A Conservative Christmas Carol of Scrooge, Marley, Gingrich & Romney” 

invisible 
   

(02-12)  2012 ELECTIONS 

invisible 
   

20111107-02 10:38 Pam 
Re: “2012 Race Likely to Be Tough, Maybe Brutal” (reply to SteveB, in 
category #41) 

20111108-04 20:58 SteveG “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” 

20111109-05 09:49 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #13) 

20111109-07 10:51 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111109-09 11:26 SteveB 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
Pam & SteveG, above) 

20111109-13 12:27 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
Pam & SteveB, above) 

20111109-15 14:10 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
all, above) 

20111109-23 17:18 Art 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
all, above) 

20111109-26 19:52 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
all, above) 

20111109-28 21:44 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
all, above) 

20111214-00 

 
SteveB 

The Republican Reality by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“GOP's Horse-
Race Politics”) 

invisible 
   

BARACK OBAMA 

invisible 
   

20111118-19 12:44 SteveM Fw: Remember Jan. 3, 2007 

20111118-20 12:45 SteveB Re: Remember Jan. 3, 2007 (reply to SteveM, above) 

20111123-03 10:08 DaveY Executive Orders 

20111123-04 10:35 SteveB Re: Executive Orders (reply to DaveY, above) 

20111126-03 09:33 Dick Fw: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (to SteveB) 

20111126-04 10:16 SteveB Re: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (reply to Dick, above) 

20111126-06 22:52 Dick Re: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (reply to SteveB, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111128-08 14:00 Art 
Re: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (reply to all, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

20111127-09 22:26 Dale Fw: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street 

20111127-10 22:45 SteveB Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

20111127-11 23:04 SteveG Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

20111127-12 23:25 Dale Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111127-13 23:40 SteveG Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

20111127-14 23:52 Dale Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111127-15 23:57 SteveG Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

20111128-01 09:10 Pam 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

20111128-02 09:27 Pam 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

20111128-03 09:46 SteveB 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Pam, above & 
all, FotM Newsletter #26) 

20111128-07 13:46 Art 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

20111128-11 14:13 SteveB Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Art, above) 

20111128-15 14:59 Art 
Re: “The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street” (reply to all, above) & 
“A Grim Diagnosis for Our Ailing Health Care System” 

20111128-29 23:46 Dale Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111128-30 23:59 SteveB Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

20111129-04 11:55 Pam 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

20111129-19 19:49 Art 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

20111212-03 17:50 SteveB Animation: Happy Ride 

20111213-05 Larry 16:40 Re: Happy Ride (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111216-00 

 
SteveB 

Congressional Tyranny, White House Surrender by Steven W. 
Baker / SteveB (“Congressional Tyranny, White House Surrender”) 

20111215-31 22:56 Dale Fw: Real Care vs. Photo Op's 

20111215-33 23:11 SteveBA Re: Real Care vs. Photo Op's (reply to Dale, above) 

20111215-34 23:36 SteveB Re: Real Care vs. Photo Op's (reply to Dale, above) 

20111216-02 09:48 Pam Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #36) 

20111216-03 09:51 Pam Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to SteveBA, FotM Newsletter #36) 

20111216-08 12:10 
The Grammar 
Police 

Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #36) 

20111216-09 13:25 Art 
Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to Dale & SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#36) 

20111216-11 15:17 SteveB From the FotM Archives: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! 

20111216-12 15:28 Art Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111216-20 17:23 SteveG Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111216-21 18:05 SteveB Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111216-22 18:55 Pam Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111216-25 19:30 Art Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111217-01 05:01 SteveB Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111217-04 07:14 SteveG Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111226-06 18:42 Dennis “President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” 

20111226-07 19:50 Art 
Re: “President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

20111227-01 05:39 SteveB 
Re: “President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

20111227-04 11:53 SteveB 
From the Right: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head & Is 
That Why We Can’t See His Birth Certificate?” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111227-10 18:46 Art 
Re: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111227-11 19:34 Dennis 
Re: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111227-12 19:55 SteveB 
Re: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head…” (reply to Dennis 
& Art, above) 

invisible 
   

(03)  CONSERVATIVE MIND, THE 

invisible 
   

20111109-01 08:52 MarthaH 
From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited): 'Occupy' Protesters 
Are 'Mad at the Wrong People'” 

20111109-02 09:13 SteveB 
Re: From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited)…” (reply to 
MarthaH, above) 

20111109-03 09:26 MathaH 
Re: From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited)…” (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

20111109-04 09:35 SteveB 
Re: From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited)…” (reply to 
MarthaH, above) 

20111111-01 00:31 Dale Libertarians 

20111111-04 11:04 Pam Re: Libertarians (reply to Dale, above) 

20111111-07 14:48 Art Re: Libertarians (reply to Dale, above) 

20111111-09 15:02 Pam Re: Libertarians (reply to Art & Dale, above) 

20111204-08 15:02 Pam Morality (to SteveB) 

20111204-12 17:45 SteveB Re: Morality (reply to Pam, above) 

20111206-09 15:06 SteveB “Introducing: A Tea People’s History” 

20111207-03 12:09 Dale Video: “Government Gone Wild” 

20111207-04 12:48 Pam Re: Video: “Government Gone Wild” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111210-12 19:47 Art Re: Video: “Government Gone Wild” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111208-09 15:50 SteveB A.A.A.A. 

20111211-03 12:53 SteveB Conservative? P-u-leeze! 

20111211-05 13:50 Pam Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111211-06 14:04 SteveB Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111211-08 15:39 Pam Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111211-07 14:05 SteveB Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111211-09 16:22 Pam Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111211-10 17:05 SteveB Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111215-28 19:18 Art Graphic: Communications Between Democrats & Republicans 

20111216-05 11:07 Pam 
Re: Graphic: Communications Between Democrats & Republicans (reply 
to Art, FotM Newsletter #36) 

20111216-13 16:13 Dennis Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism 

20111216-14 16:14 SteveB Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111216-23 16:59 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111216-15 16:17 Dennis Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111216-18 16:56 SteveB Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111216-24 19:12 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111216-26 20:48 SteveG Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Pam, above) 

20111217-13 04:53 SteveB 
Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Pam & SteveG, 
above) 

20111217-06 10:07 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111217-08 10:44 Jim 
Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB & Pam, 
above) 

20111217-10 15:14 Art Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Jim, above) 

20111217-11 16:10 Jim Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Art, above) 

20111217-12 16:46 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Jim, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111220-00 

 
SteveB 

Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“How Ayn Rand Seduced Generations of Young Men & Helped Make the 
U.S. into a Selfish, Greedy Nation” & “Ayn Rand Railed Against 
Government Benefits, But Grabbed Social Security & Medicare When She 
Needed Them”) 

20111220-01 09:48 Pam 
Re: Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #38) 

20111221-07 16:24 Art 
Re: Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #38 

20111221-08 16:25 SteveB Re: Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster (reply to Art, above) 

20111220-04 11:53 SteveBA ”Greedy Innkeeper or Generous Capitalist?” 

20111220-09 14:10 SteveB Re: ”Greedy Innkeeper or Generous Capitalist?” (reply to SteveBA) 

20111221-09 17:47 Pam 
"’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’: How Student Debt Changed One Woman's 
Mind on ‘Christian Charity’" 

20111221-10 18:47 SteveB Re: "’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’…” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111222-04 10:48 Beth Re: "’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’…” (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #40) 

20111227-09 18:33 SteveB “How to Argue with Right-Wing Relatives” 

20111230-03 12:00 Pam Interesting Statistics 

invisible 
   

(04)  DEMOCRATS 

invisible 
   

20111101-02 12:59 SteveG 
“Bono, Lady Gaga, Usher, Stevie Wonder - Clinton Foundation 
Celebration at the Bowl” 

20111101-07 17:09 SteveB Re: “Bono, Lady Gaga, Usher, Stevie Wonder…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111103-22 23:45 Dale ‘The Obstructionist Democratic Party’ 

20111104-04 09:52 Pam 
Re: ‘The Obstructionist Democratic Party’ (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter 
#10) 

20111104-11 13:35 Art 
Re: ‘The Obstructionist Democratic Party’ (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter 
#10) 

20111118-22 19:11 SteveG “Bill Clinton Tells DePauw Students World Too Unequal” 

20111128-04 12:06 SteveG “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” 

20111128-06 13:23 Pam 
Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111128-13 14:18 SteveB Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111128-17 15:12 SteveG Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111128-24 18:34 SteveB 
Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111128-12 14:15 Dennis 
“Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” 

20111128-14 14:47 SteveB 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111128-25 19:04 Dennis 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111128-16 15:04 Art 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to all, above) 

20111128-20 16:05 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to all, above) 

20111128-21 16:16 SteveB 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111128-22 18:27 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111128-23 18:28 SteveG Alan Grayson 

invisible 
   

(05)  LIBERAL MIND, THE 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

invisible 
   

20111028-15 17:02 Pam Quote: Freeman Dyson on Philosophy & Government 

20111109-27 19:55 SteveG Fw: Today’s 3 Hottest Progressive Videos & Graphics 

20111113-06 14:26 Pam “More Government, Please” 

20111113-08 17:10 Pam “More Government, Please” (continued) 

20111126-05 17:45 SteveG Graphic: “Democracy or Plutocracy?” 

20111127-01 14:16 SteveG Thanksgiving 

20111201-05 12:27 Pam ‘A Society That Is Fair & Safe’ 

20111201-07 12:45 Art Re: ‘A Society That Is Fair & Safe’ (reply to Pam, above) 

20111212-05 19:39 Art “Fed Bashing Gone Wild” 

20111212-09 20:30 Pam Re: “Fed Bashing Gone Wild” (reply to Art, above) 

20111220-13 17:29 SteveG “The Defining Issue: Not Government’s Size, But Who It’s For” 

20111224-01 11:53 Jim Quote: James D. Miles on Character 

20111231-06 20:29 SteveG “The 12 Most Hopeful Trends to Build on in 2012” 

invisible 
   

(06)  MISC. POLITICS / CORRESPONDENCE w/ POLITICIANS 

invisible 
   

20111028-05 10:05 Pam Politics 

20111029-18 19:43 Art Starship Troopers 
20111029-19 19:45 SteveB Re: Starship Troopers (reply to Art, above) 

20111111-08 14:49 Pam Politics 

20111113-09 17:19 Dale A Dose of Reality 

20111113-10 18:12 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

20111113-11 20:14 SteveG Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale & Pam, above) 

20111113-16 23:36 Dale Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111113-17 23:48 SteveG Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

20111114-06 10:52 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111114-09 11:09 Art Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111114-11 11:27 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111114-12 11:36 Art Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111118-01 08:36 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111118-04 09:33 Dale Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111118-05 10:00 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

20111118-10 11:06 Dale Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111118-12 11:17 SteveG Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

20111118-15 11:27 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale & SteveG, above) 

20111118-17 11:38 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

20111118-18 11:39 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

20111122-14 21:21 Jim Joke: Politicians Are Like CHRISTMAS LIGHTS 

20111128-00 

 
Pam Values = Politics by Pam McRae 

20111127-02 16:25 SteveB Re: Values = Politics (reply to Pam, above) 

20111201-29 20:44 SteveB Fw: From Sen. Jon Tester (Montana) 

20111208-03 10:56 Dale Video: How Great Leaders Inspire 

20111208-04 11:06 SteveG Re: Video: How Great Leaders Inspire (reply to Dale, above) 

20111208-10 18:49 Pam Re: Video: How Great Leaders Inspire (reply to Dale, above) 

20111213-01 09:21 GaryF Joke: The Difference Between Democratic & Republican Brains 

20111221-00 

 
SteveG & 
SteveB 

Politics: The Biggest Lies of 2011 by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“Fact Check: The Whoppers of 2011”) 

20111220-15 20:08 SteveG “Fact Check: The Whoppers of 2011” 

20111221-01 09:33 Pam 
Re: Politics: The Biggest Lies of 2011 (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#39) 

invisible 
   

(07)  REPUBLICANS 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

invisible 
   

20111025-00 

 
SteveB 

Scary Republicans by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Tea Party Hoopla 
Fades on the Hill”) 

20111025-22 10:15 Art Republican Town Hall Meeting 

20111026-01 08:53 SteveB Re: Republican Town Hall Meeting (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #3) 

20111025-11 10:26 Art Current Political View 

20111025-20 13:12 SteveB Re: Current Political View (reply to Art, above) 

20111025-21 13:43 Pam Re: Current Political View (reply to Art, above) 

20111026-09 23:04 SteveB Re: Current Political View (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #3) 

20111025-12 10:41 Art Republican Politics 

20111109-08 10:58 SteveG 
“Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on Women's 
Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona Immigration Rabble-Rouser” 

20111109-10 11:31 SteveB 
Re: “Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on 
Women's Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona Immigration Rabble-
Rouser” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111109-16 14:11 SteveG 
Re: “Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on 
Women's Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona Immigration Rabble-
Rouser” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111109-14 12:33 Pam 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to Art, 
FotM Newsletter #13) 

20111109-12 12:01 SteveB 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to Art, 
FotM Newsletter #13) 

20111109-17 14:14 SteveG 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

20111109-18 14:15 SteveG 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

20111109-24 17:56 Art 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to all, 
above) 

20111109-25 18:05 SteveB 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to Art, 
above) 

20111110-23 19:22 Art “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” 

20111111-02 10:32 Pam 
Re: “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” (reply to Art, FotM 
Newsletter #15) 

20111115-10 16:54 Art “Republicans Aren’t Closing the Deal with Voters” 

20111127-03 18:43 Art Where Is the Republican Logic? 

20111127-06 20:13 SteveB Re: Where Is the Republican Logic? (reply to Art, above) 

20111127-07 20:16 Pam Re: Where Is the Republican Logic? (reply to Art, above) 

20111127-08 21:36 SteveG Re: Where Is the Republican Logic? (reply to all, above) 

20111129-00 

 
SteveB 

Rights, Religion & Republican Politics by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“And God Said to Pat Robertson, ‘Do Not Let My Children Have a Slow 
News Day’”) 

20111129-06 13:07 Pam 
Re: Rights, Religion & Republican Politics (reply to Winston, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

20111128-18 15:23 SteveG “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” (see 20111110-23, above) 

20111129-05 12:32 Pam 
Re: “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

20111128-28 23:45 SteveG “The Girl Who Dared to Tweet About Gov. Brownback” 

20111129-03 11:31 Pam 
Re: “The Girl Who Dared to Tweet About Gov. Brownback” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #27) 

20111201-04 12:13 Art “Friendship and the GOP’s Touched Reality” 

20111201-09 14:32 Phil Fw: Donald Trump Explains Dumbocare 

20111209-02 10:54 SteveB “The Infantile Style in American Politics” 

20111209-03 11:08 Pam Re: “The Infantile Style in American Politics” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111209-04 11:33 SteveB Re: “The Infantile Style in American Politics” (reply to Pam, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111221-03 11:47 SteveB “Payroll Tax Stalemate Caps Off an Ugly First Year for Boehner” 

20111222-06 12:59 SteveG Quote: About Senator John Boehner 

20111231-00 

 
SteveB 

Republicans Kick the Year Off Right by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(HAPPY NEW YEAR!) 

20111227-02 09:52 SteveB “The Molotov Party” 

20111227-03 11:46 Art Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111227-06 14:12 Pam Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to Art, above) 

20111227-05 13:54 Dennis Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111227-07 14:17 Pam Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111227-08 15:40 Art Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to Dennis, above) 

invisible 
   

(08)  STATE / LOCAL POLITICS 

invisible 
   

(09)  THIRD PARTIES 

invisible 
   

(10)  CONSTITUTION 

invisible 
   

20111031-10 19:25 SteveG “Fourth Amendment Takes a Big Hit” 

20111031-12 19:52 Pam Re: “Fourth Amendment Takes a Big Hit” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111110-19 17:28 SteveG 
Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to all, above) & “Cigarette Makers 
Have Freedom Not to Speak” 

20111110-20 17:36 Pam 
Re: “Cigarette Makers Have Freedom Not to Speak” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111110-21 17:55 SteveG 
Re: “Cigarette Makers Have Freedom Not to Speak” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

20111116-00 

 
SteveB 

Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s 
Broken Can Be Fixed by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 

20111116-01 10:49 Pam 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

20111116-02 11:00 SteveG 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

20111116-06 11:38 Art 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

20111116-32 18:21 Pam 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

20111116-33 18:33 SteveB 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to Pam, above) 

20111124-05 18:17 SteveG 
Fw: Move to Amend Action: Abolish Corporate Personhood & Demand 
Democracy! 

20111124-07 22:26 Jim Corporate Citizenship vs. Personhood 

20111203-01 09:05 SteveB Suggested Constitutional Amendment 

20111215-30 22:00 Jim Anniversary of the Bill of Rights 

invisible 
   

(11)  CORRUPTION 

invisible 
   

20111101-05 16:25 SteveB Corruption Correlation 

20111101-06 16:34 SteveG Re: Corruption Correlation (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111103-01 09:34 Jim “How Banks Take a Big Bite Out of Government Benefits” 

20111104-05 10:10 Pam 
Re: “How Banks Take a Big Bite Out of Government Benefits” (reply to 
Jim, FotM Newsletter #10) 

20111107-03 10:55 Pam Lobbyists & Corruption 

20111107-04 11:29 SteveG Re: Lobbyists & Corruption (reply to Pam, above) 

20111110-22 18:14 Jim Corruption Solution 

20111113-14 22:42 Dale “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111113-15 23:20 SteveG 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Dale, above) 

20111114-03 10:29 Art 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111114-04 10:38 Pam 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Art, above) 

20111114-05 10:41 Art 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111114-10 11:19 Pam 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Art, above) 

20111114-13 11:42 SteveG 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111114-14 12:08 Art 
“The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA's Attempt to Put the Taxpayer on 
the Hook for Trillions of Dollars of Derivatives” 

20111114-15 12:38 SteveG Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

20111114-18 19:13 Dale Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

20111114-19 19:29 Art Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111114-23 21:23 Pam Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

20111114-29 23:55 Dale Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

20111115-05 10:30 Pam 
Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #17) 

20111115-06 10:32 Art 
Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #17) 

20111117-00 

 
SteveB 

Money & Politics by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Is Money's Deep Role 
in Politics the Root of Our Woes?”) 

20111117-03 09:59 Pam Re: Money & Politics (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #19) 

20111118-07 10:21 Pam “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” 

20111118-09 11:05 SteveB Re: “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111118-13 11:23 SteveB Re: “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111118-16 11:37 Pam Re: “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111121-11 20:29 SteveG “Bank Lobbying on Track to Hit Record High This Year” 

20111129-09 15:47 SteveG Fw: Common Cause Petition: Tell Congress to Pass the STOCK Act! 

20111129-16 19:30 SteveG Fw: The STOCK Act (from Sen. Maria Cantwell) 

20111129-21 20:13 Art Re: The STOCK Act (from Sen. Maria Cantwell) (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111129-22 21:01 SteveG Re: The STOCK Act (from Sen. Maria Cantwell) (reply to Art, above) 

20111205-05 11:24 SteveG “Prosecuting Wall Street” 

20111205-09 14:47 SteveG Fw: The Wall Street Bailouts (from Alan Grayson) 

20111205-10 15:07 Pam Re: The Wall Street Bailouts (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111205-11 15:26 Dennis 
Re: The Wall Street Bailouts (reply to SteveG, above) & “Finally, 
Someone Stands Up to Wall Street” 

20111208-05 13:16 SteveB 
“Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” (to 
Dale) 

20111209-05 12:28 Dale 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to SteveB, above) 

20111209-06 13:13 SteveB 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to Dale, above) 

20111209-08 14:10 Pam 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to Dale & SteveB, above) 

20111209-09 17:07 Art 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to Dale & Pam, above) 

20111214-02 11:47 SteveB Replay: “Obama's Biggest Mistake: Selling Out to the Bankers” 

20111217-03 07:10 SteveG 
“Bail-out Bombshell: Fed Emergency Bank Rescue Totaled $29 Trillion 
Over Three Years” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111219-14 22:45 SteveG 
“House Ethics Panel Asked to Probe Discounted Loans to Four 
Lawmakers” 

20111220-02 09:55 Pam 
Re: “House Ethics Panel Asked to Probe Discounted Loans to Four 
Lawmakers” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #38) 

invisible 
   

(12)  EDUCATION 

invisible 
   

20111111-00 

 
SteveB 

America’s Treasure: Her Public Schools & Teachers by Steven W. 
Baker / SteveB 

20111112-02 12:35 Pam Quotes: Ideological Differences, Education 

20111113-02 13:29 Art Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address 

20111113-03 13:35 SteveB 
Re: Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address (reply to 
Art, above) 

20111113-04 13:55 Pam 
Re: Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address (reply to 
Art, above) 

20111113-07 14:28 SteveG 
Re: Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address (reply to 
Art, above) 

20111114-16 15:47 Beth ‘For Profit’ Education 

20111114-17 19:02 SteveB Re: ‘For Profit’ Education (reply to Beth, above) 

20111114-22 21:20 Pam Re: ‘For Profit’ Education (reply to Beth, above) 

20111114-24 21:28 SteveG Education & Health Care 

20111116-26 15:36 Dale Home Educating Family Magazine 

20111116-28 17:05 Pam Re: Home Educating Family Magazine (reply to Dale, above) 

20111121-00 

 
SteveB 

Education in a ‘Brave New World’ by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“Newt: Fire the Janitors, Hire Kids to Clean Schools”) 

20111121-13 21:47 SteveG “Open Letter to Chancellor Linda P.B. Katehi” 

20111122-01 10:20 Pam 
Re: “Open Letter to Chancellor Linda P.B. Katehi” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #22) 

20111222-08 17:29 Tom Fw: Teaching Math in Britain Over the Years 

invisible 
   

(13)  ELECTION REFORM 

invisible 
   

20111116-09 12:04 Phil New Blood Needed in Elected Government 

20111116-13 12:20 SteveB Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to Phil, above) 

20111116-27 15:58 Phil Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111116-15 12:28 SteveG 
Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to Phil & SteveB, 
above) 

20111116-17 12:31 SteveB 
Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to Phil & SteveG, 
above) 

20111130-00 

 
SteveB 

‘Take Out the Trash’ Next November by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“Is a Record Turnover in Store for Congress?”) 

20111209-11 17:36 SteveG Fw: Update: Bernie Sanders’ Amendment to Overturn Citizens United! 

20111210-14 09:38 SteveG 
“The Real History of 'Corporate Personhood': Meet the Man to Blame for 
Corporations Having More Rights Than You” 

invisible 
   

(14)  EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

invisible 
   

20111208-06 14:33 SteveG “Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” 

20111208-07 15:23 Pam Re: “Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111208-08 15:44 SteveG Re: “Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” (reply to Pam, above) 

invisible 
   

(15)  GUNS / INSURRECTION / CRIME 

invisible 
   

20111206-06 13:16 Pam Video: “An Open Message to American Police & Military” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111206-07 13:19 SteveB 
Re: Video: “An Open Message to American Police & Military” & Ayn Rand 
(reply to Pam, above) 

20111206-08 13:39 Pam 
Re: Video: “An Open Message to American Police & Military” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111214-04 17:29 Jim 
"House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill in Bid to Avoid Obama 
Veto, But Fears Remain" 

20111215-03 14:28 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Jim, FotM 
Newsletter #35) 

20111215-04 14:36 SteveG 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-05 15:10 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111215-06 15:22 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB & 
SteveG, above) 

20111215-07 16:06 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Art & 
SteveG, above) 

20111215-08 16:07 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-09 16:12 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-11 16:30 Pam 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111215-12 16:39 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

20111215-13 16:43 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111215-14 16:48 Pam 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111215-15 16:50 Pam 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-29 19:30 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

20111215-16 16:52 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

20111215-17 16:58 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-18 16:59 Pam 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-19 17:10 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) & “The President’s Constitutional Authority to Conduct Military 
Operations Against Terrorists and Nations Supporting Them” 

20111215-20 17:11 Dennis 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111215-21 17:21 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

20111215-22 17:24 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111215-23 17:29 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111215-24 17:43 SteveG 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) & “Peak Oil Primer” 

20111215-25 17:56 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) & “White House Drops Veto Threat on Defense Bill” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111215-10 16:13 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111218-06 13:20 Pam “There Goes the Republic” 

20111219-07 19:30 Pam Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms 

20111219-08 19:35 Dennis Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Pam, above) 

20111219-09 20:28 Art Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111219-10 21:22 SteveG Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Pam, above) 

20111219-11 21:32 Pam Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111219-12 21:38 SteveG Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Pam, above) 

20111219-13 21:41 Pam Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111220-03 10:07 Pam 
Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Dennis, FotM Newsletter 
#38) 

20111223-07 18:00 Pam 
“President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” 

20111223-08 19:17 SteveG 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111223-09 19:26 Dennis 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111223-10 20:40 SteveG 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to all, above) & “The 
Defense Bill Passed. So What Does It Do?” 

20111223-11 21:39 Pam 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111224-02 12:04 SteveG 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111228-02 15:22 SteveG 
“Police Decide Gay Teen Beaten to Death, Called ‘Faggot’ Not a Hate 
Crime” 

20111228-03 19:32 Art 
Re: “Police Decide Gay Teen Beaten to Death, Called ‘Faggot’ Not a Hate 
Crime” (reply to SteveG, above) 

invisible 
   

(16)  IMMIGRATION 

invisible 
   

20111026-02 09:01 Pam “Why We Shouldn’t Be Selling the Right to Live in America” 

invisible 
   

(17)  JUDICIAL BRANCH 

invisible 
   

20111026-00 

 
Pam & 
SteveG 

Clarence Thomas Should Not Be Above the Law by Pam & SteveG 

20111115-03 10:11 SteveG “Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” 

20111115-07 10:39 Pam 
Re: “Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111115-08 12:44 SteveG 
Re: “Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111118-03 09:19 Dale “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" 

20111118-06 10:20 Pam Re: “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" (reply to Dale, above) 

20111118-08 10:56 SteveB 
Re: “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" (reply to Pam & Dale, 
above) 

20111118-11 11:09 Pam 
Re: “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" (reply to Dale & 
SteveB, above) 

invisible 
   

(18)  LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

invisible 
   

20111026-07 17:34 SteveG 
“GOP Rejects Dems Offer in 'Super Committee,' Negotiations 
'Deadlocked' Over Taxes” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111026-08 18:56 Pam 
Re: “GOP Rejects Dems Offer in 'Super Committee,' Negotiations 
'Deadlocked' Over Taxes” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111027-07 17:37 SteveG “Increasing Gloom as Super Committee Deadline Looms” 

20111027-09 20:49 SteveG Is This the Best Congress We Can Buy? 

20111027-10 22:05 SteveB Re: Is This the Best Congress We Can Buy? (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111029-05 12:31 Dale “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” 

20111029-07 12:40 Art 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-09 13:35 Dale 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Art, 
above) 

20111029-12 14:29 Pam 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-15 17:53 Dale 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

20111029-14 15:14 Pam 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111030-01 11:41 Pam 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-20 19:47 Art 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-21 19:48 Dale 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Art, 
above) 

20111107-06 22:35 SteveG Write to the Super Committee 

20111108-05 22:03 Art 
Re: Write to the Super Committee (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter 
#12) 

20111109-00 

 
Art 

Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election by Art 
(“’Do-Nothing Republican Congress’ Could Sink GOP in 2012”) 

20111111-17 17:57 SteveG 12 Days Until Super-Committee Announcement 

20111116-20 13:03 SteveG “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” 

20111116-30 17:33 Art 
Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111116-34 19:12 SteveG Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to Art, above) 

20111116-35 19:13 SteveB 
Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111116-36 19:33 SteveG 
Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111125-00 

 
SteveB 

America’s Dysfunctional Congress by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“The Wonk Who Slays Washington”) 

20111125-10 19:31 Art Super Committee 

20111126-01 05:43 SteveB Re: Super Committee (reply to Art, above) 

20111126-02 07:27 Art Re: Super Committee (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111220-14 19:32 Mark Fw: Psychology 101 

20111221-05 13:51 Ben Re: Psychology 101 (reply to Mark, FotM Newsletter #39) 

20111223-03 11:19 Anonymous What Happened Yesterday Just Before Boehner Caved? 

20111228-04 19:40 SteveG 
“10 Ultra-Rich Congresspeople Who 'Represent' Some of the Most 
Financially Screwed Districts” 

invisible 
   

(19)  MISC. GOVERNMENT / CORRESPONDENCE w/ OFFICIALS 

invisible 
   

20111124-01 16:25 Phil Fw: Socialism 

20111124-02 17:26 SteveB Re: Socialism (reply to Phil, above) 

20111124-03 17:43 Phil Re: Socialism (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111124-04 17:45 SteveB Re: Socialism (reply to Phil, above) 

20111220-16 21:09 Larry Fw: Have America's Gold Reserves Been Plundered? 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

invisible 
   

(20)  REPRODUCTION / WOMEN / LGBT 

invisible 
   

20111116-23 14:06 Pam History of Birth Control / Abortion 

20111116-24 14:22 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Pam, above) 

20111116-25 14:57 SteveG Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Pam, above) 

20111116-29 17:25 Art Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, above) 

20111116-37 19:44 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, above) 

20111116-38 19:49 Ben Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111116-39 20:02 SteveG Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, above) 

20111116-40 20:30 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111117-05 12:03 Art Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #19) 

20111117-07 12:38 Pam Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Art, above) 

20111117-08 12:45 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Pam, above) 

20111212-04 19:04 SteveB “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” 

20111212-06 20:03 Art Re: “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111212-07 20:18 Dennis 
Re: “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” (reply to SteveB & Art, 
above) 

20111212-08 20:27 Pam 
Re: “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” (reply to SteveB & Art, 
above) 

20111221-02 11:14 SteveG 
“Wisconsin Would Rather Let You Get Breast Cancer Than Go to Planned 
Parenthood” 

invisible 
   

(21)  SOCIAL SECURITY / RETIREMENT 

invisible 
   

20111103-21 22:27 Dale Video: “Old on Purpose: A Positive Aging Revolution” 

20111104-06 10:38 Art 
Re: Video: “Old on Purpose: A Positive Aging Revolution” (reply to Dale, 
FotM Newsletter #10) 

20111104-07 10:44 Pam 
Re: Video: “Old on Purpose: A Positive Aging Revolution” (reply to Dale, 
FotM Newsletter #10) 

20111106-01 00:05 Jim Fw: What Causes Arthritis? 

20111202-12 17:19 SteveG Expatiate Retirement 

20111202-13 17:35 SteveB Re: Expatiate Retirement (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111220-08 14:04 Dennis “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” 

20111220-10 14:18 Art Re: “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111220-11 15:31 SteveG Re: “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111220-12 16:28 Pam Re: “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” (reply to SteveG, above) 

invisible 
   

(22)  STATE / LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

invisible 
   

20111031-06 13:37 Pam Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice 

20111031-07 16:28 SteveG Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to Pam, above) 

20111031-08 17:13 Pam Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111031-09 18:30 SteveG Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to Pam, above) 

20111031-11 19:42 Pam Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111031-13 20:56 SteveG Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to Pam, above) 

20111106-02 06:47 SteveG “Did Indiana Miss a $7M Opportunity?” 

20111128-26 19:40 SteveG “Feds Deny Indiana's Request to Adjust New Insurance Rules” 

20111128-27 20:16 Pam 
Re: “Feds Deny Indiana's Request to Adjust New Insurance Rules” (reply 
to SteveG, above) 

20111206-12 18:19 SteveG 
“Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111206-13 19:58 Pam 
Re: “Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111207-01 10:23 Phil 
Re: “Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111207-02 11:39 Bill 
Re: “Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111230-01 09:25 SteveG “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” 

20111230-02 11:49 Pam 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111230-04 13:40 Art 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111230-06 15:02 Bill 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

20111230-07 15:30 SteveG Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to Bill, above) 

20111230-08 16:30 Art 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG & 
Bill, above) & Important Issues 

20111230-12 17:50 SteveG 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Art, above) 

20111231-05 15:32 Pam 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to SteveG & Art, above) 

20111230-09 16:32 Bill 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Pam, above) 

20111230-10 16:39 Art 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Bill, above) 

20111230-13 18:14 Pam 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Art, above) 

20111230-11 17:40 SteveG 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Art, above) 

20111231-02 11:21 SteveG “Is Limiting Number in Statehouse Pro-Safety or Anti-Protest?” 

20111231-04 13:38 Pam 
Re: “Is Limiting Number in Statehouse Pro-Safety or Anti-Protest?” 
(Reply to SteveG, above) 

invisible 
   

(23)  TAXES 

invisible 
   

20111024-08 22:56 Dale 
“'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” 

20111025-05 09:35 Pam 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #2) 

20111025-06 09:59 SteveG 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #2) 

20111025-07 10:07 SteveB 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111025-09 10:12 SteveG 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111025-10 10:36 Pam 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111027-00 

 
SteveB 

America Needs Her Middle Class Back by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“Should Minimum Wage Earners Pay a Tax Rate 460 Times Higher than 
Millionaires?” & “Why the U.S. Should Spread the Wealth”) 

20111027-04 13:56 Pam “Occupy Wall Street & the Pope Agree: It’s Time to Tax Speculators” 

20111028-20 23:33 Dale “Why the House Republicans Are Right to Oppose Tax Increases” 

20111029-10 13:42 Larry Fw: “To All My Valued Employees” 

20111101-01 09:01 Jim Bank of America to Pay No Income Taxes 

20111103-00 

 
Dale & Pam Point (Right) / Counterpoint (Left) by Dale & Pam 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111102-08 12:37 SteveB Re: Point (Right) / Counterpoint (Left) (reply to Pam & Dale, above) 

20111104-00 

 
SteveB 

Grover Norquist by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Boehner: Norquist Just 
Some 'Random Person'”) 

20111103-03 10:16 Art 
“Study: Big Corporations Use Loopholes, Dodge Taxes” & “Pepco Paid 
the Federal Taxes It Owed” 

20111103-12 12:45 SteveG “Biggest Public Firms Paid Little U.S. Tax, Study Says” 

20111107-00 

 
SteveB 

Tax the Rich and Trade by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Washington 
Pre-Occupied”) 

20111106-03 11:05 SteveG Statistics: Taxes and Public Employment 

20111106-05 12:21 Dale 
Re: Statistics: Taxes & Public Employment (reply to SteveG, above) & 
“What Do the Top 1% Really Pay in Taxes?” 

20111108-03 18:22 Jim Income & Wealth 

20111116-41 21:12 SteveG “Millionaires Ask Congress to Raise Their Taxes” 

20111117-01 09:34 Pam 
Re: “Millionaires Ask Congress to Raise Their Taxes” (reply to SteveG, 
FotM Newsletter #19) 

20111118-14 11:24 SteveG Offshore Corporate $Trillions 

20111121-08 18:19 Art Quote: Sen. Bernie Sanders on the Deficit 

20111122-05 16:10 SteveG “CNN Poll: Americans Favor Tax & Cut Debt Tack” 

20111128-10 14:05 SteveB “Spread It Around” 

20111129-10 18:06 SteveB Simple Economics & Taxes 

20111129-11 18:44 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111129-12 18:58 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

20111129-18 19:41 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111129-20 20:11 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

20111129-15 19:24 Art Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, 18:06 above) 

20111129-17 19:35 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Art, above) 

20111130-01 07:34 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #28) 

20111130-03 11:55 Larry Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #28) 

20111130-02 11:28 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111130-04 11:56 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #28) 

20111130-05 12:08 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

20111130-07 12:40 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111130-09 13:14 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

20111130-11 13:27 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111130-20 17:35 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

20111130-21 17:43 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111130-23 17:55 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

20111130-26 18:53 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111130-30 23:43 Dale Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #28) 

20111130-31 23:51 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Dale, above & all) 

20111201-02 11:35 Art Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

20111201-03 11:57 DaveY Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

20111201-06 12:45 Pam Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

20111201-32 21:47 Larry Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

20111129-13 19:12 Jim The Bush Tax Cuts 

20111129-14 19:20 SteveB Re: The Bush Tax Cuts (reply to Jim, above) 

20111201-00 

 
SteveB 

Payroll Tax Cuts by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Conviction's Lies” & 
“Obama: 'Massive Blow' if GOP Blocks Payroll Tax”) 

20111130-06 12:24 SteveB “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” 

20111130-08 13:02 SteveG Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (to all) 

20111130-10 13:18 Pam 
Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to SteveB, above 
& to Dale & GaryC) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111130-13 14:34 Pam 
Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111130-14 14:42 Art 
Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111130-15 15:46 Pam Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to all, above) 

20111130-16 16:05 Art Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111130-17 16:51 SteveG Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111130-19 17:04 SteveB “Fed Salary Freeze to Cover Payroll Tax Cut?” 

20111130-24 17:59 SteveG “The Pledge: Grover Norquist's Hold on the GOP” 

20111201-11 15:02 SteveB “End Welfare for the Wealthy” 

20111201-12 15:37 Pam Re: “End Welfare for the Wealthy” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111203-10 17:56 SteveB Replay: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” 

20111203-11 18:27 Pam Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to all) 

20111203-12 19:59 Dale 
Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

20111203-13 20:42 SteveG 
Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111203-14 20:45 Dale 
Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111203-15 22:31 Dale 
Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to all, 
above) & “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, 
Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” 

20111206-01 05:57 SteveB 
Re: THE CHALLENGE (see FotM Newsletter #31: “Getting to the Truth 
About Taxes & Public Spending”) 

20111203-16 23:17 SteveG 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111203-17 23:39 Dale 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111203-18 23:50 SteveG 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111204-01 00:54 Dale 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111204-02 06:08 SteveG 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111204-04 12:32 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111204-05 12:35 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111204-06 12:38 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111204-09 15:29 Dale 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111204-10 16:54 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111204-11 17:36 SteveB 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (FULL reply to Dale, above) 

20111206-10 17:29 Jim 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale & SteveB, FotM Newsletter #31) 

20111206-11 18:00 SteveB 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Jim, above) 

20111215-01 08:30 SteveB Replay: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” 

20111216-04 10:04 Pam 
Re: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #36) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111216-16 16:27 Art 
Re: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #36) 

20111216-10 13:26 SteveB Re: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” (reply to Art, above) 

20111217-09 13:57 Pam 
“How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — It's 
Time to Tax the Church” 

20111218-01 07:57 SteveB 
Re: “How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — 
It's Time to Tax the Church” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111218-03 12:44 Pam 
Re: “How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — 
It's Time to Tax the Church” (reply to SteveB, above) 

invisible 
   

(24)  TRADE / INT’L RELATIONS 

invisible 
   

20111104-01 07:05 SteveB “Rise of an Economic Superpower: What Does China Want?” 

invisible 
   

(25)  WAR / SECURITY 

invisible 
   

20111024-07 22:14 SteveG “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” 

20111025-01 06:26 Pam 
Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #2) 

20111025-02 06:59 SteveB Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111025-13 10:50 Pam Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111025-08 10:10 SteveG Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111123-06 11:53 Art Thanksgiving, Our Troops, Truth 

20111130-12 14:19 SteveB “Did an Illinois Water Utility Come Under a Cyberattack?” 

20111210-15 09:57 SteveG 
Video: “Howard Zinn on Obama: ‘If You Want to End Terrorism, You 
Have to Stop Being Terrorists’" 

20111221-06 16:05 SteveG “Bradley Manning & the Fog of War” 

20111225-02 21:13 SteveG “Christmas Is No Time to Talk About War & Peace” 

20111226-01 10:52 Art 
Re: “Christmas Is No Time to Talk About War & Peace” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

invisible 
   

(26)  ART / LITERATURE / WRITING / MOVIES / MUSIC 

invisible 
   

20111101-08 19:39 Jim Sci-Fi Trilogies by Robert Sawyer 

20111101-09 20:05 SteveB Re: Sci-Fi Trilogies by Robert Sawyer (reply to Jim, above) 

20111124-00 

 
SteveB 

Best Guitarist Ever! by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Rolling Stone 
Names Hendrix Best Guitarist Ever”) 

20111124-06 20:44 SteveG Music: Buffy Sainte-Marie 

20111210-06 14:05 Jim Book Recommendation: The Whole Truth by Dan Baldacci 

20111229-01 16:34 Jim Another Heinlein Memory 

invisible 
   

(27)  BUSINESS / MONEY / ECONOMICS 

invisible 
   

20111027-02 10:57 Art Do We Have a Problem? 

20111027-03 11:31 SteveB Re: Do We Have a Problem? (reply to Art, above) 

20111028-02 08:34 SteveB Fw: The Economy Is So Bad… 

20111028-12 11:47 Pam Reforming the Economy 

20111028-13 12:08 Pam Reforming the Economy Addendum 

20111028-18 22:28 Dale “Morgan Stanley Smith Barney Said to Change Broker Pay Structure” 

20111104-10 13:12 Jim Fw: Christmas 2011: Birth of a New Tradition 

20111107-05 11:51 Art “Wall Street Surges Under Obama” 

20111116-42 23:10 Dale “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111117-02 09:46 Pam 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply 
to Dale, FotM Newsletter #19) 

20111117-04 11:51 Art 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply 
to Dale, FotM Newsletter #19) 

20111117-09 13:22 Dale 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply 
to Pam & Art, above) 

20111117-10 16:00 Art 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply 
to Dale, above) 

20111117-11 17:02 Pam 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply 
to Art & Dale, above) & Microcredit 

20111118-02 09:16 SteveB Low Interest Rates & Economics 

20111120-04 17:41 SteveG “Woes for Johnson & Johnson” 

20111205-01 07:52 SteveB Replay: “The Cost of Corporate Communism” 

20111205-03 10:11 Pam Re: “The Cost of Corporate Communism” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111205-02 08:28 SteveB From the Right: “Metrics of National Decline” 

20111205-04 10:17 Pam Re: “Metrics of National Decline” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111205-12 23:13 SteveBA “Economy Improving, Stocks Cheap” 

20111210-07 15:23 Pam Some Interesting Economic Numbers 

20111210-08 15:30 SteveB Re: Some Interesting Economic Numbers (reply to Pam, above) 

20111210-10 18:06 Pam Re: Some Interesting Economic Numbers (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111210-11 18:37 SteveB “The Most Important Economic Speech of His [Obama's] Presidency” 

20111211-01 10:25 Pam 
Re: “The Most Important Economic Speech of His [Obama's] Presidency” 
(reply to SteveB, above) 

20111212-01 14:27 SteveB “Cato Unbound: Will the Real John Maynard Keynes Please Stand Up?” 

20111223-06 16:39 SteveG “Who Will Fix the U.S. Economy?” 

20111226-02 14:30 Dennis 
“Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality: Renegade Band of Economists 
Call for 'Degrowth' Economy” 

20111226-03 14:36 Pam Re: “Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality…” (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111226-05 15:18 Dennis Re: “Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality…” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111227-13 20:16 SteveBA “Was the 2011 Economy a Miracle?” 

20111227-14 20:35 SteveB Re: “Was the 2011 Economy a Miracle?” (reply to SteveBA, above) 

20111230-05 13:43 Pam 
“Our Rallying Cry Should Be, ‘We Own Wall Street and We Can Stop 
Corporate America's Worst Behavior.’” 

invisible 
   

(28)  CLASS WAR / POVERTY / RICH & POOR 

invisible 
   

20111023-10 22:44 SteveG “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” 

20111024-01 03:34 SteveB 
Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter 
#1) 

20111024-02 07:33 SteveG Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111024-03 10:55 SteveB Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111024-04 11:09 Pam Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to all, above) 

20111024-05 11:18 SteveG Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to all, above) 

20111025-03 07:08 SteveG 
Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveB, above) & 
Housing 

20111025-04 07:31 SteveB 
Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveG, above) & 
Housing 

20111025-14 10:57 SteveG Re: Housing (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111025-15 10:59 Pam Re: Housing (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111025-16 11:14 Pam Re: Housing (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111025-17 11:48 SteveG Re: Housing (reply to Pam, above) 

20111025-19 12:07 Pam Re: Housing (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111026-05 09:45 SteveG “Company Directors See Pay Skyrocket” 

20111026-06 15:23 SteveG “Alan Grayson: U.S. Is the Fifth Most Unequal Nation” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111027-01 08:54 Jim 
TED Talk: Richard Wilkinson: “How Economic Inequality Harms 
Societies” 

20111101-04 15:41 SteveG “20 Biggest CEO Pay Raises” 

20111102-11 22:10 Dale “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” 

20111103-04 10:30 Pam 
Re: “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” (reply to Dale, 
FotM Newsletter #9) 

20111106-06 12:22 Dale 
Re: “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” (reply to Pam, 
FotM Newsletter #10) & “What’s Good About America” 

20111106-07 13:04 Pam 
Re: “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” & “What’s Good 
About America” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111103-02 10:02 SteveG Fw: No Kid Hungry Quiz 

20111103-05 10:35 Pam Re: No Kid Hungry Quiz (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111103-07 11:00 SteveG Re: No Kid Hungry Quiz (reply to Pam, above) 

20111104-12 20:00 Dale “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” 

20111104-13 20:31 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111104-14 21:31 SteveG 
Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) & “Why the Rich 
Get Richer” 

20111104-15 21:39 SteveG 
Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) & “And Congress’ 
Rich Get Richer” 

20111104-16 22:07 Dale Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111104-17 22:54 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111104-18 22:58 Dale Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111105-01 12:42 SteveG 
Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) & Graphic: “U.S. 
National Debt & the Presidents Responsible for It” 

20111105-02 13:03 Pam Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111105-03 13:17 Pam Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111105-04 14:18 Art Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to all, above) 

20111105-06 19:54 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Art, above) & OWS 

20111106-04 11:24 SteveB Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” & OWS (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111106-13 18:10 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” & OWS (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111105-07 19:56 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Art, above) & Education 

20111105-05 19:37 Pam Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to all, above) 

20111108-00 

 
SteveB 

Government Can Work / Rich vs. Poor by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 
(“U.S. Wealth Gap Between Young & Old Is Widest Ever” & “Kicking the 
Commander-in-Chief”) 

20111109-20 15:13 Jim Rich & Poor 

20111114-25 22:27 Jim How Rich Are the 1%? 

20111118-00 

 
SteveB 

America Divides into ‘Two-Tiered Society’ by Steven W. Baker / 
SteveB (“Middle-Class Areas Shrink as America Divides into 'Two-Tiered 
Society' of Rich & Poor”) 

20111120-03 16:55 SteveG 
Re: “Why Occupy Wall Street Needs Michael Bloomberg” (reply to Pam, 
above) & “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” 

20111120-05 17:58 Pam 
Re: “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111120-06 18:51 SteveB 
Re: “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111122-03 13:12 SteveG “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” 

20111122-06 17:00 Pam 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111122-07 17:38 SteveG 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111122-10 18:38 SteveB 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
Pam, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111122-11 18:49 SteveG 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

20111122-12 19:05 Pam 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111123-01 09:47 Pam 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #23) 

20111128-19 15:26 SteveG 
“Woman Gets Jail for Food-Stamp Fraud; Wall Street Fraudsters Get 
Bailouts” 

20111201-10 14:46 Dennis 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #29) & “Bailed Out Banks” & “6 Shocking 
Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 

20111201-24 20:26 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Dennis, above) 

20111201-25 20:29 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Pam, above) 

20111201-26 20:33 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Art, above) 

20111201-27 20:35 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Pam & Art, above) 

20111201-28 20:37 Dennis 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Pam, above) 

20111201-30 20:46 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Dennis, above) 

20111201-31 21:43 SteveB 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection (reply to all, above) 

20111201-33 23:43 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111201-15 17:49 Jim 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

20111201-16 18:55 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

20111201-17 18:59 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

20111201-18 19:02 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

20111201-19 19:14 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

20111201-20 19:17 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

20111201-21 19:18 Ben 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim & SteveG, above) 

20111201-22 19:46 Ben 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim & SteveG, above) 

20111201-23 20:15 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

20111201-34 23:55 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

20111202-03 13:12 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #30) 

20111202-05 14:06 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Art, above) 

20111202-09 15:55 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Pam, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111202-06 14:07 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Art, above) 

20111202-15 20:24 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Pam, above) 

20111203-02 10:41 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Art, above) 

20111202-04 13:35 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

20111203-09 16:24 SteveB “The Rebirth of Social Darwinism” 

20111206-00 

 
SteveB 

The Real Divide in America by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“The Real 
Divide in America”) 

20111206-02 10:15 Pam Re: “The Real Divide in America” 

20111219-00 

 
SteveB 

Where Almighty ‘Free Enterprise’ Has Failed by Steven W. Baker / 
SteveB 

20111218-10 15:53 Pam Re: Where Almighty ‘Free Enterprise’ Has Failed (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111217-14 18:06 Pam Video: "Robert Reich Puts an Offer on the Table for President Obama” 

20111218-05 13:09 Pam “Banana Republicans’ Assault on Democracy” 

20111222-00 

 
SteveB 

Bankers Join Billionaires to Debunk ‘Imbecile’ Attack on Top 
1% by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Bankers Join Billionaires to Debunk 
‘Imbecile’ Attack on Top 1%” & “One Percent to 99: Stop Picking on Us”) 

20111222-10 22:42 SteveG Fw: Privatizing Money (from Alan Grayson) 

20111223-01 09:20 Pam 
Re: Alan Grayson, Privatizing Money (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter 
#41) 

invisible 
   

(29)  DAILY PHOTOS / PHOTOGRAPHY 

invisible 
   

20111127-04 19:22 Art Photo: Man’s Best Friend(s) X5 

20111127-05 19:23 SteveB Re: Photo: Man’s Best friend(s) X5 (reply to Art, above) 

20111230-16 23:55 Dennis Dennis Cox Travel Portfolio—Best of 2010 & 2011 

invisible 
   

(30)  ENERGY / TRANSPORTATION / WATER 

invisible 
   

20111027-05 16:02 SteveB Energy Saving Cooking 

20111027-06 17:20 SteveG Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111027-08 18:30 Art Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to SteveB & SteveG, above) 

20111028-01 06:21 Pam Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #5) 

20111028-03 09:27 SteveB Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to Pam, above) 

20111028-06 10:06 SteveG Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to all, above) 

20111028-14 12:25 Art Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to all, above) 

20111030-02 17:44 SteveBA “Electric Vehicle, Lithium-Ion Battery Investing for Imbeciles” 

20111205-06 SteveG 11:30 “Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” 

20111205-07 11:48 Pam Re: “Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111205-08 11:55 SteveG Re: “Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111215-26 18:24 SteveB An Electric Indianapolis 500 

20111218-09 15:48 Mark “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” 

20111218-11 16:15 Pam Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

20111218-12 16:27 SteveB Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

20111218-13 16:38 Dennis Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

20111218-16 19:23 Art Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

20111218-22 20:42 Pam Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Art, above) 

20111218-19 20:05 SteveB Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to all, above) 

20111218-17 19:24 SteveG 
Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Art & Mark, 
above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111218-23 20:44 Pam Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111218-24 20:54 SteveB Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111219-01 12:04 SteveG “Congress Blocks Light Bulb Efficiency Standards with Spending Bill” 

invisible 
   

(31)  FOOD / DRINK 

invisible 
   

(32)  FRIENDS OF THE MIDDLE 

invisible 
   

20111024-00 

 
SteveB Friends of the Middle: Who We Are by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 

20111120-07 18:59 SteveB Where Are You? (to Dennis) 

20111120-08 19:02 Dennis Re: Where Are You? (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111120-09 19:35 SteveB Re: Where Are You? (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111120-10 19:44 Dennis Re: Where Are You? (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111120-11 20:15 Ann Photo: Two Guys You Know 

20111121-01 09:53 DaveY FotM Newsletter 

20111121-02 10:05 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter (reply to DaveY, above) 

20111121-03 11:23 Pam 
Re: “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” (reply to 
SteveB, FotM Newsletter #21) 

20111121-04 11:38 SteveB Re: FotM (reply to Pam, above) 

20111121-05 12:30 Pam Re: FotM (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111121-06 13:25 SteveB FotM & Holidays in the Third World (to Pam, above) 

20111121-07 17:41 Pam FotM & Holidays in the Third World (to Pam, above) 

20111122-04 13:12 SteveG Friends of the Middle 

20111122-13 21:10 SteveB Re: Friends of the Middle (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111125-01 09:16 Marty Friends of the Middle, Immigration, Republicans 

20111125-02 10:43 SteveB FotM Newsletter to Congress 

20111125-03 10:44 Art Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111125-04 11:29 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress (reply to Art, above) 

20111125-05 11:36 Pam Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress 

20111125-06 12:00 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress (reply to Pam, above) 

20111125-09 19:01 Art Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress  & Everyone (reply to all, above) 

20111125-07 12:35 SteveG Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress  & Everyone (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111125-08 12:38 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress  & Everyone (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111128-09 14:05 SteveB Friends of the Middle — Adversaries 

20111128-05 12:13 Pam Re: Friends of the Middle — Adversaries (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111201-01 07:00 SteveB Thanks! 

20111223-00 

 
SteveB 

Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year to All! by Steven W. Baker 
/ SteveB 

invisible 
   

(33)  FUN / DIVERSION 

invisible 
   

20111103-19 19:20 SteveG Chinese Astrology 

20111103-20 19:25 SteveB Re: Chinese Astrology (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111104-02 08:49 Jim Re: Chinese Astrology (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #10) 

20111104-03 09:47 SteveB Re: Chinese Astrology (reply to Jim, above) 

20111207-05 13:16 Dale Videos: Humorous 

20111207-06 14:08 Pam Re: Videos: Humorous (reply to Dale, above) 

20111207-07 16:39 Dennis Re: Videos: Humorous (reply to Pam, above) 

20111207-08 16:54 Phil Re: Videos: Humorous (reply to Pam & Dennis, above) 

20111222-02 07:44 SteveB Video: Cat Soothes Crying Baby 

20111222-03 10:36 Larry Re: Video: Cat Soothes Crying Baby (reply to SteveB, above) 

invisible 
   

(34)  HEALTH CARE / HEALTH / MEDICINE 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

invisible 
   

20111026-10 23:15 SteveB Obamacare & Business Uncertainty 

20111028-17 22:12 Dale “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law: Poll” 

20111028-19 23:20 SteveG 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-01 00:06 Dale 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111029-02 11:03 Pam 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-13 14:52 Pam 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-04 12:22 Art 
Re: “Why the House Republicans Are Right to Oppose Tax Increases” 
(reply to Dale, above) 

20111029-03 11:49 SteveG 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111029-06 12:32 Art 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to all, 
above) 

20111029-08 13:20 Dale 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Art, 
above) 

20111029-16 18:12 SteveG 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-17 19:30 Art 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

20111029-22 23:31 Dale 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Art, 
above) 

20111101-03 13:57 SteveG “Obama Acts to Reduce Prescription-Drug Shortages” 

20111109-06 10:49 SteveG “Health Law Probably Safe as (Another) Conservative Jurist Affirms” 

20111109-11 11:37 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111109-29 22:35 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111109-30 23:05 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111110-04 10:17 Pam 
Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#14) 

20111110-05 11:02 Art Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111110-06 11:51 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111110-07 12:07 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Art & SteveG, above) 

20111110-08 12:11 Art Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111110-11 12:46 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Art, above) 

20111110-09 12:23 Art Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam & SteveG, above) 

20111110-10 12:44 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Art, above) 

20111110-12 12:51 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111110-13 12:59 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111110-14 15:30 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to all, above) 

20111110-15 15:33 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111113-12 22:03 Dale Obamacare Exposed 

20111113-13 22:29 SteveG Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, above) 

20111114-01 10:27 Pam Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111114-02 10:28 Pam Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111114-07 10:55 Art Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

20111212-00 

 
SteveB America’s Healthcare Disaster by Steven W. Baker / SteveB 

20111210-02 09:47 Pam Re: America’s Healthcare Disaster (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111221-11 23:21 SteveG Fw: Important Legislative Update on Medicare’s SGR 

20111224-03 12:20 SteveG “Mentally Ill Flood ER as States Cut Services” 

20111226-04 14:49 Pam 
Re: “Mentally Ill Flood ER as States Cut Services” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

invisible 
   

(35)  HISTORY 

invisible 
   

20111108-02 17:12 Jim Jared Diamond 

invisible 
   

(36)  JOBS / LABOR 

invisible 
   

20111108-01 11:49 Pam The Protestant Work Ethic 

20111111-10 15:07 Pam 
“Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When 
Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” 

20111111-15 17:12 SteveB 
Re: “Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When 
Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111111-16 17:19 Pam 
Re: “Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When 
Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111114-26 22:50 SteveG Fw: Letter from an Employer 

20111114-27 23:33 
SteveG & 
Fred 

Fw: Letter from an Employer (Part 2) 

20111114-28 23:45 SteveB Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111115-01 09:51 Pam Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #17) 

20111115-02 10:09 SteveG Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to Pam, above) 

20111115-04 10:29 Pam Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111115-09 16:06 Art Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111117-06 12:35 Pam The World of Work 

20111117-12 18:34 SteveB My Jobs Plan 

20111117-13 18:56 Art Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111117-14 19:33 SteveG Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111117-15 19:45 SteveB Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to Art & SteveG, above) 

20111117-16 20:41 Pam Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111117-17 20:43 Pam Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to all, above) 

20111117-18 20:45 SteveB Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to Pam, above) 

20111118-21 15:16 Art Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #20) 

20111129-08 15:22 SteveB “Restore the Basic Bargain” 

20111130-25 18:39 Dennis “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” 

20111130-27 23:19 Dale 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to 
Dennis, above) 

20111130-28 23:36 SteveG 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to 
Dale, above) 

20111130-29 23:40 SteveB 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to Dale 
& SteveG, above) 

20111203-06 12:28 SteveG Fw: From Alan Grayson: "Labor is the Superior of Capital" 

20111209-10 17:08 Dennis “Made in America—Again!” 

20111210-03 10:00 Pam Re: “Made in America—Again!” (reply to Dennis, above) 

20111211-02 11:49 SteveB “GOP Shows It Doesn't Care About U.S. Consumers” 

20111211-04 13:45 Pam 
Re: “GOP Shows It Doesn't Care About U.S. Consumers” (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

20111213-02 10:12 Dale “How to Create 6 Million Jobs with a Few Changes: Milken Economist” 

20111213-03 11:32 Pam Re: “How to Create 6 Million Jobs…” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111213-04 14:37 Art Re: “How to Create 6 Million Jobs…” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111223-12 21:14 SteveG “NLRB Could Be Shut Down in New Year” 

20111230-14 23:42 SteveG Video: from Capitalism: A Love Story, “Flint Sit-Down Strike” 

20111231-01 10:20 Pam 
Re: Video: from Capitalism: A Love Story, “Flint Sit-Down Strike” (reply 
to SteveG, above) 

invisible 
   



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

(37)  LIFE / PHILOSOPHY / SPIRITUALITY 

invisible 
   

20111101-00 

 
SteveB 

Love Life! / Steve Jobs by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Steve Jobs’ 
Final Words Shared in Sister’s Eulogy”) 

20111220-05 13:08 SteveG “Prayer Changes Your Brain in 4 Astonishing Ways” 

20111220-06 13:33 Pam 
Re: “Prayer Changes Your Brain in 4 Astonishing Ways” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

invisible 
   

(38)  MEDIA / NEWS MEDIA 

invisible 
   

20111025-23 20:47 SteveG 
Videos: “Bill O’Reilly Admits That Fox News Is Waging a War Against 
Occupy Wall Street” & “Sign of the Times - Arrests in the WI Assembly 
Gallery; 10 Cops, Really? (Part 2)” 

20111026-03 09:02 Pam Right Wing Media 

20111026-04 09:09 Pam Son of ‘Right Wing Media’ (above) 

20111029-11 13:46 Larry Fw: Snopes.com Exposed 

20111207-09 15:17 Phil Fw: Medal of Honor Recipient Ed Freeman 

20111216-06 11:10 Pam Loss: Christopher Hitchins 

20111216-17 16:47 Art “Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors” 

20111216-19 17:20 SteveB Re: “Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors” (reply to Art, above) 

20111217-05 07:41 SteveB Replay: The Truth About News Media 

20111217-16 08:47 MarthaH Re: The Truth About News Media (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111220-07 13:48 Pam “Christopher Hitchens: A Salute to Intellectual Honesty” 

20111222-05 11:43 SteveB Fw: The Battle to Stop Internet Censorship (from MoveOn) 

invisible 
   

(39)  MISC. REALITY 

invisible 
   

(40)  OCCUPY WALL ST. 

invisible 
   

20111023-01 05:35 SteveB “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” 

20111023-02 06:18 Charis 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111023-03 07:27 SteveB 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to Charis, 
above) 

20111023-04 08:05 Charis 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111023-05 11:45 SteveB 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to Charis, 
above) 

20111023-06 15:11 Pam 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111023-07 19:23 SteveG 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111023-08 21:37 Art 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111024-06 15:49 SteveG FotM & OWS 

20111028-16 21:20 SteveG “How Occupy Has Shifted the National Debate” 

20111101-10 21:21 Dale “New Stock Index Lets You Invest in Occupy Wall Street” 

20111102-03 11:04 Pam 
Re: “New Stock Index Lets You Invest in Occupy Wall Street” (reply to 
Dale, FotM Newsletter #8) 

20111119-03 12:20 SteveG 
“Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine Occupy Wall 
Street” 

20111119-04 13:19 Pam 
Re: “Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine OWS” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111119-05 13:47 SteveG 
Re: “Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine OWS” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

20111119-06 15:04 Pam 
Re: “Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine OWS” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111119-07 20:53 SteveG Video: “Why Occupy Wall Street Needs Michael Bloomberg” 

20111120-02 14:31 Pam 
Re: “Why Occupy Wall Street Needs Michael Bloomberg” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

20111122-15 23:12 SteveG “FBI Claims It Does Not Have Any Documents on Occupy Wall Street” 

20111122-16 23:57 SteveG 
“Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from 
Michael Moore” 

20111123-02 09:56 Pam 
Re: “Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from 
Michael Moore” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #23) 

20111123-07 12:12 SteveG 
Re: “Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from 
Michael Moore” (reply to Pam, above) 

20111204-14 21:14 SteveG OWS 

20111204-15 22:18 Pam Re: OWS (reply to SteveG, above) 

invisible 
   

(41)  PETITIONS / ACTIONS / CAUSES 

invisible 
   

20111023-09 22:14 SteveG Fw: UUSC Action: Support the Occupy Movement! 

20111025-18 11:58 SteveG Fw: UUSC Action: Tell Hersey to End Child Labor! 

20111031-01 11:42 SteveG 
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! 

20111031-02 11:45 SteveB 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111031-03 11:58 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111031-04 12:19 Pam 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111031-05 13:07 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111031-14 21:56 Dale 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111031-15 22:59 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, above) 

20111101-11 22:05 SteveB 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #7) 

20111103-06 10:56 Art 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #7) 

20111103-14 13:25 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Art, above) 

20111106-08 13:42 Dale 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #10) 

20111106-09 15:56 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, above) 

20111106-10 16:12 Pam 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111106-11 16:48 Art 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111106-12 18:05 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111107-01 08:21 SteveB 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #11) & “2012 Race Likely to Be 
Tough, Maybe Brutal” 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111109-19 14:18 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Tell Congress to Stop Scapegoating Clean Air 
Standards! 

20111119-01 00:41 SteveG 
Fw: Sherrod Brown Petition: Tell Democrats to Stand-Up for Progressive 
Principles! 

20111120-01 13:48 SteveB 
Fw: MoveOn Action: Share the OWS 230 Mile Walk from NYC to 
Washington, DC! 

20111121-10 20:10 SteveG Fw: MoveOn Petition: Tell Congress to Be Fair with Health Care! 

20111122-02 13:09 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Help Stop Toxic Coal Ash Spills! 

20111122-08 18:25 SteveG Fw: USAction Petition: Stop Funding the F-35 Now! 

20111122-09 18:28 SteveG Fw: MoveOn Action: “Top 5 FOX Myths to Debunk This Thanksgiving” 

20111129-01 10:22 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stop TransCanada’s Pipeline Land Grab! 

20111129-07 13:08 SteveB Fw: MoveOn Petition: Say ‘No’ to Internet Censorship! 

20111130-18 16:56 SteveG Fw: SignOn.org Action: Start Your Own Petition! 

20111130-22 17:48 SteveG Fw: FreePress Petition: End the Big Broadcast Swindle! 

20111201-08 13:34 Art Fw: CREDO Action Petition: End Bush Tax Cuts for the Rich! 

20111201-13 16:30 Art Fw: MoveOn Action: Spread Our Video on Marriage Equality! 

20111201-14 17:25 SteveG Fw: The Other 98% Action: Tell Clarence Thomas to Recuse Himself! 

20111216-01 09:41 Pam 
Re: The Other 98% Petition: Clarence Thomas Should Recluse Himself! 
(reply to Dale & SteveG, FotM Newsletter #36) 

20111202-07 14:09 SteveG Fw: MoveOn’s “The Daily Share” (OWS & Graphics) 

20111202-08 14:40 SteveG Fw: EDF Petition: Stand Up for Cleaner Air! 

20111202-10 16:58 SteveG Fw: DNC Action: Help Protect Voters’ Rights! 

20111202-11 17:12 Pam Re: DNC Action: Help Protect Voters’ Rights! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111202-14 17:37 SteveG Fw: PCAF Action: Help Save Public Financing of Election! 

20111203-05 12:16 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stop the Keystone XL Pipeline! 

20111207-10 17:06 SteveG 
Fw: UUSC Action: Urge Your Senators to Support the Water for the Poor 
Act! 

20111209-01 10:04 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Support Bernie Sanders’ Amendment to Overturn 
Citizens United! 

20111209-07 13:50 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Oppose Internet Censorship! 

20111211-11 22:21 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Help Imprisoned Afghan Women Claim Their Rights! 

20111213-07 21:07 SteveG 
Fw: DCCC Petition: Stop Holding the Payroll Tax Cut Hostage to Tea 
Party Demands! 

20111214-01 10:53 Art 
Re: DCCC Petition: Stop Holding the Payroll Tax Cut Hostage to Tea 
Party Demands! (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #34) 

20111214-03 13:26 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action: Tell Lowe’s Not to Discriminate Against Muslims! 

20111215-02 12:38 SteveG Fw: EDF Petition: Urge Congressional Action on the RESTORE Act! 

20111215-27 19:08 SteveG 
Fw: The Other 98% Petition: It’s Time for Clarence Thomas to Recuse 
Himself! 

20111215-32 23:08 Dale 
Re: The Other 98% Petition: It’s Time for Clarence Thomas to Recuse 
Himself! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111215-35 SteveG 23:43 
Re: The Other 98% Petition: It’s Time for Clarence Thomas to Recuse 
Himself! (reply to Dale, above) 

20111216-27 20:53 SteveG 
Fw: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! 

20111216-28 21:07 Pam 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111216-29 21:32 SteveG 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to Pam, above) 

20111216-30 21:40 Pam 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111217-02 05:44 SteveB 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveG & Pam, above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111217-07 10:13 Pam 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111218-15 17:49 SteveG 
Fw: Sierra Club Action: Tell the White House: Put Our Health First, End 
Mountaintop Removal Coal Mining! 

20111221-04 13:26 SteveG Fw: MoveOn Petition: Make Publix Stop Using Styrofoam Packaging! 

20111222-07 17:29 SteveG Fw: DCCC Petition: Tell Sen. Boehner to Stop the Payroll Tax Hike! 

20111222-09 19:16 Cândida Fw: Petition Site: Stop the Abuse of Homeless Pets in Russia! 

20111223-04 12:50 SteveG 
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Tell President Obama to Stop the Keystone 
XL Pipeline! 

20111223-05 14:58 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Tell President Obama to Support Increased Fuel 
Efficiency for Cars! 

20111224-04 15:12 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Stop Organ Trafficking in Egypt! 

20111228-01 11:42 SteveB Fw: MoveOn Petition: Recall Florida Governor Rick Scott! 

20111228-05 23:39 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Improve ‘No Child Left behind’! 

20111230-15 23:45 SteveG Fw: The Occupied Amendment Petition 

20111231-03 11:53 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Don't Let Congress Cut Funding for Child Survival 
and Maternal Health! 

invisible 
   

(42)  SCIENCE / TECHNOLOGY 

invisible 
   

20111028-04 09:49 SteveB Fw: Lawns 

20111028-07 10:15 Pam Re: Lawns (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111028-08 10:39 SteveB Re: Lawns (reply to Pam, above) & “Perfect Suburban Lawn” 

20111028-09 10:40 SteveG Re: Lawns (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111028-10 10:44 SteveB Re: Lawns (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111028-11 11:16 SteveG Re: Lawns (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111102-04 11:07 Ben “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” 

20111102-05 11:42 SteveB Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to Ben, above) 

20111102-06 12:01 Pam Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111102-07 12:02 Ben Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111102-09 12:49 SteveB Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to Ben, above) 

20111102-10 14:59 Ben Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111206-03 11:27 Pam Martin Scorsese & 3D Media 

20111206-04 11:30 SteveB Re: Martin Scorsese & 3D Media (reply to Pam, above) 

20111206-05 11:48 Pam Re: Martin Scorsese & 3D Media (reply to SteveB, above) 

20111207-11 19:34 SteveG “Marching Off the Cliff” 

20111207-12 20:56 Dale Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” (reply to SteveG, above) 

20111207-13 20:59 SteveG Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111208-02 10:18 Pam Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” (reply to Dale, above) 

20111208-01 06:35 SteveB Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” & THE CHALLENGE (reply to Dale, above) 

20111219-06 16:50 Art 
“8 Stories Buried by the Corporate Media That You Need to Know About” 
(incl. “Our Planet Saw the Largest Increase in Carbon Emissions Since 
the Industrial Revolution”) 

invisible 
   

(43)  U.S.A., THE 

invisible 
   

20111110-01 08:04 Ann Fw: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ 

20111111-05 11:11 Pam 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to Ann, 
FotM Newsletter #15) 

20111111-12 15:59 Art 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to Ann, 
FotM Newsletter #15) 

20111111-13 16:31 SteveB 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to Art, 
above) 



DATE-ID TIME FROM SUBJECT/TITLE 

20111111-14 16:34 Art 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

20111112-01 00:15 Jim Hoosiers 

invisible 
   

(44)  WORLD, THE 

invisible 
   

20111104-09 11:44 Art Photos: “Japan Marks 6 Months Since Earthquake, Tsunami & Meltdown” 

20111115-00 

 
SteveB 

The European Financial Crisis by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“65% 
Chance of Banking Crisis by End November: Think Tank” & “Is Italy 
Beyond Saving?” & “Will It Be 'Arrivederci' for Euro?”) 

20111121-09 18:42 Art “2021: The New Europe” 

20111121-12 20:35 Pam Re: “2021: The New Europe” (reply to Art, above) 

20111123-08 13:47 SteveG “Egyptian Military Using Nerve Gas on Protesters” 

20111203-03 10:47 SteveBA “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” 

20111203-04 11:44 SteveB 
Re: “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” (reply to SteveBA, 
above) 

20111203-07 15:07 Dennis 
Re: “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” (reply to SteveBA, 
above) 

20111203-08 15:19 SteveB 
Re: “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” (reply to SteveBA 
& Dennis, above) & “Schnitts-Krieg in Europe: Germany's Plan for Euro 
Domination” 

 
  



 

FRIENDS OF THE M IDDLE 

Newsletter #1 — OCT. 24, 2011 
 

 
 

Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org    FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 

 
 
INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Friends of the Middle: Who We Are 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Oct. 24, 2011) 
 
 
Welcome to our first “official” publication! This is part of our effort to expand, while reducing the number of emails 
in your inbox. Starting with this first issue, all the fascinating discussions will appear, daily, in this one email 
publication. Normally (starting tomorrow) our provocative and informative daily op-ed article will appear here, in 
place of this introduction. Further below, you will find yesterday’s piece, along with the comments and replies of 
group members. This will be our usual daily pattern, but this first issue requires some introduction. 
 
Soon, almost all of our past and all of our ongoing and future discourse will appear on: 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org. 
 
Who We Are 
 
In early 2007, a lively online political discussion developed among myself and several of my friends. The subject 
was the candidates, political parties, and how the differing approaches might help solve America’s problems. Some 
of us were Republicans, some Democrats, some more independent. What we shared was a concern about the state 
and future of America and a passion to learn the truth, wherever that might lead us. 
 
That tradition has continued and grown to the point where we have outgrown simple emails. Hence, our new, more 
official organization, newsletter, and website. Many of our current group members have some tie to Indiana. Some 
of us are from there, like myself, some of us live there, and some of us went to college there. For some of them, all 
three apply. What is important to us is that we are a diverse group of Americans seeking a brighter tomorrow for 
our beloved, oft-maligned, and troubled nation. 
 
As the group grows, now that we have a more assured path for growth, this sort of Indiana center will probably 
become lost. But I hope that practical, friendly, open, Hoosier way of dealing with the world will continue and 
flourish. 
 
We don’t believe one person, or one group, or one political party or philosophy has all the answers. We believe all 
of us have a lot to learn by sharing information and ideas, so that each of us can reach our own, informed 
conclusions. We reject radicalism on both ends of the spectrum and deplore the current movement in American 
politics toward non-communication, non-consensus, and non-functionality. We seek common ground and 
agreement. We seek practical, reasonable, working solutions that do not pit class against class. While we are not 
afraid to be led by the facts in unusual directions in order to find creative answers, in general, we prefer tweeks to 
revolutionary turnabouts. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/


We are most focused on seeking to restore the American Dream as a real possibility for as many of our countrymen 
as possible. 
 
Our Concerns (in no particular order) 
 
Several subjects, out of the entire political, economic, and social spectrum, have gained particular prominence in 
our ongoing discussions. While we try to place as few constraints as possible on group activities, these are the 
subjects that appear to be near and dear to current group members: 
 

1. The 2012 primaries, elections, and candidates 
2. Education (at all levels) 
3. Taxes 
4. Jobs—their loss & how to regain them 
5. Campaign finance reform 
6. Un-electing all members of Congress in 
7. "Free" trade 
8. The influence of big money on politics 
9. Lobbying & lobbyists 
10. Term limits 
11. Amending the Constitution 
12. Government regulations 
13. Third party possibilities 
14. Present and recent Administrations 
15. Affordable healthcare (incl. insurance, rising costs, socialization, Medicare, PPACA) 
16. Social Security & retirement in general 
17. Class vs. class in America 
18. Energy 
19. Global warming 
20. Immigration, legal and illegal 
21. War, the wars, veterans affairs 
22. Deficit spending and budget cuts 
23. Welfare 
24. Capitalism 
25. American small business 
26. World markets, the housing bubble, and bailout 
27. China, Europe, etc. 
28. 2012 voting and election issues 

 
Express Your Two Cents Worth 
 
We cordially invite your replies and comments to anything you see written hear. The simplest method is to simply 
reply to this email. In the future, you will have the option of subscribing, commenting, etc., from the website. 
 
We hope that as many members as possible will take advantage of the opportunities presented to speak their 
minds. This could be in the form of a reply, comment, or question or you could write a lead op-ed article of your 
own for publication. Many of our members prefer to simply read. We love them equally!  

 
For your comments or writing to be published, we need you to choose a user name. If you wish to write a reply to a 
specific group member (by user name), let us know so we can group threads together. 
 
Whenever you quote another writer or article, please cite your source or we will not be able to use the quote 
because of possible copyright infringement. 
 
Everything submitted by members will be published the following day (with the possible exception of personal 
attacks or indecency, those take a while longer, haha). It’s OK to insult public figures or philosophies or 



organizations (they’re people too, right?), but not individuals in the group or other private citizens. The price of 
fame is that public figures are fair game. Definitely politicians! 
 
We do not share email addresses except in the one case where two group members notify us that they wish to 
communicate with each other external to the group. 
 
 
 

20111023-01 05:35 SteveB “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” 

 
The subject of the article below—8000 homeless vets in LA, alone—makes me very angry. At least maybe they are 
finally doing something about it (a new VA project), but funds will probably be cut after the Super Committee 
deadlocks, the US suffers further credit rating cuts, and, as I understand it, across the board cuts will be made to 
"discretionary spending”. 
 
I know Bill Gates does a lot, and so do many other of the now famous 1%, but despite their increases in wealth, 
they don't seem to be taking care of these problems, even though most of them seem to support the wars, or at 
least did support them. I don't necessarily blame these folks, though. It just isn't getting done. A lot of us help the 
veterans and veterans organizations, especially we veterans, I hope. But it must not be nearly enough. Right? If not 
now, when? The rich are richer and the poor are poorer and need help more than at other times. Taxes are low. 
Why not now? We help even our enemies, like Pakistan? 
 
I know the problems are big, but we are told we can cut all this money for the poor and charitable donations will 
pick up the slack. It doesn't seem to be happening and I, myself, wouldn't expect it to. This is, unfortunately, the 
legitimate role of the government and it is not fulfilling its obligations to its own most cherished. 
 
But, I don't know, maybe the plight of these veterans is their own fault. What's wrong with them that they can't just 
try harder? Why don't they get off their lazy butts and look for jobs? Maybe they'd be better off if they paid more 
taxes? Why don't they fulfill their mysterious responsibility to society? I rest my case. 
 
More lies: Michelle Bachmann (paraphrase), "My NH campaign staff has not resigned en masse. The other 
candidates are spreading false rumors to try to destroy me." The truth: it looks like all 5 quit and at some have 
gone to work for other campaigns. The chief said he called the national organization at least the day before the 
above response she gave to a questioning reporter. Even if she and her staff didn't lie, how could they be so 
ignorant as to what was going on in their own campaign? How can a person like this be POTUS? 
 
 
“LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” by Dr. Sanjay Gupta and Caleb Hellerman, CNN 
 
Oct. 22, 2011, (http://edition.cnn.com/2011/10/22/health/homeless-veterans/index.html?npt=NP1) 
 
(Los Angeles) The connection seems obvious: nearly 400 acres of land set aside to house veterans and thousands 
of veterans who need a place to call home. 
 
But Los Angeles' estimated 8,000 homeless vets have been barred from living at the sprawling campus for decades. 
The West Los Angeles property — some of the most valuable in the nation — was donated in 1888 to "establish, 
construct and permanently maintain" a branch of a national home for veterans, according to the original deed. 
 
And for nearly a century, that's what happened: permanent veterans facilities sprang up, including a post office, a 
trolley system and housing for as many as 4,000 vets, said American Civil Liberties Union lawyer Mark Rosenbaum. 
 
But "beginning with the Vietnam War era, vets were kicked out," said Rosenbaum, who's leading a class-action suit 
over the property against the Department of Veterans Affairs. 
 
Now, a generation after Vietnam, the facility's abandoned buildings are off limits to the veterans they were intended 
to serve. 

http://edition.cnn.com/2011/10/22/health/homeless-veterans/index.html?npt=NP1


 

 
 
"It's a shame," said Carolina Barrie, a descendant of the heiress who donated the land. Veterans should be "given 
every single opportunity to rehab their lives — and if they have no place to live, a place to live." 
 
The VA saw fit to lease parts of the property to several businesses. In September, the VA canceled three leases 
after rising criticism. But other entities remain on the property including a public golf course, a college baseball 
stadium, a theater and practice fields for the exclusive private Brentwood School. 
 
CNN's initial requests to the VA for its side of the lawsuit were referred to the Justice Department, which said it 
wouldn't comment while the case is still pending. 
 
Vet: “I just wanted to die or go to prison.” 
 
Iraq war veteran Robert Rissman, 22, isn't part of the lawsuit, but he has spent years battling addiction, post-
traumatic-stress disorder and homelessness. 
 
As an 18-year-old high school senior, Rissman signed up with the Army intending to "go to college and make 
something of myself," he said. "And the Army said they'd pay for it." 
 
He was deployed to Iraq for a year as part of a quick response unit that saw constant action. Upon his return to 
Colorado's Fort Carson, Rissman was diagnosed with PTSD. Nightmares and paranoia haunted him. 
 
It got worse. According to Army papers, he once spent a day drinking and sitting on his bed pointing with the barrel 
of an illegal sawed-off shotgun in his mouth. "I just wanted to die or go to prison," he said. "And that was where I 
was headed and I knew that was where I was going and I was OK with that." 
 
After leaving the Army, Rissman ended up homeless in Arizona and later Los Angeles, where he "was doing a lot of 
methamphetamines" and "smoking a lot of dope." 
 
Study: PTSD signals long-term health problems. 
 
Accurate figures are hard to come by, but the VA in its most recent report estimates about 107,000 veterans find 
themselves homeless on any given night. Mental illness plagues 45% of homeless vets and 70% suffer from some 
kind of substance abuse, according to the VA. 
 
Washington has OK'd $35.5 million to renovate various buildings on the campus including "Building 209 for housing 
facilities for homeless veterans," according to a bill signed by President Obama this month. 
 



The facility would provide vets with 70 permanent housing units, far short of the living space needed to house LA's 
homeless vets. 
 
The VA has launched an aggressive national plan with an ambitious goal: eliminating homelessness among veterans 
by 2015. 
 
Under the joint program with the Department of Housing and Urban Development, homeless veterans get federal 
vouchers to help them pay rent. 
 
This summer the VA granted nearly $60 million to nonprofit groups that help veterans, including more than $7 
million to aid an estimated 1,800 vets in California. The money aims to prevent veterans and their families from 
slipping into homelessness by helping with basic expenses such as rent, utilities security deposits and moving costs. 
 
Occupy the park? 
 
Ron Kovic, whose story was made famous in the 1989 Tom Cruise film "Born on the Fourth of July," said the $35.5 
million isn't enough. 
 
Paralyzed in the Vietnam War, the former Marine has been working to improve VA treatment of returning troops 
since his own homecoming in the late 1960s. 
 
Kovic is calling for an occupation protest of the West LA property, not unlike the current Occupy Wall Street 
movement. 
 
"If that land was given to veterans and if we were able to put at least a small percentage of what we're spending 
on these wars in Iraq and Afghanistan toward building a facility for homeless and disabled veterans," Kovic told 
CNN, "I think it would be one of the most honorable things we could do as citizens and one of the most honorable 
things that the VA could do to make up for the mistakes of the past." 
 
U.S. Sen. Dianne Feinstein of California, told CNN via an email statement that she's concerned about the rising 
number of homeless vets in Los Angeles and believes that "updated and new facilities are needed at the West LA 
VA ." 
 
"I intend keep working to make sure that Congress doesn't stop" with the latest improvements, she said. VA 
Secretary Eric Shinseki "has told me he is committed to renovating two additional buildings on the campus, and we 
intend to hold him and the administration to that commitment." 
 
Meanwhile, VA attorneys have asked a federal judge to throw the ACLU lawsuit out of court. 
 
"In fact, according to Rosenbaum the Justice Department attorney said, 'We don't believe that the VA has any 
authority or any responsibility to provide housing." 
 
But Dr. Dean Norman, chief of staff of Los Angeles' VA health care system seemed to contradict that. "I think we 
have the resources with the community to end homelessness for veterans in Los Angeles," Norman said. 
 
Norman said new housing is being created for homeless vets and those who need help should call 1-877-4AIDVET 
(1-877-424-3838) to start the process that will put them in safe housing. 
 
As for Rissman, he's currently living at a halfway house in hopes of leaving his homeless life behind. He thinks the 
West Los Angeles property could help many more homeless vets win their personal battles. "It would get a number 
of people in off the street and get them doing what they need to be doing to get their life together," said Rissman. 
 
Meanwhile, the judge has refused to throw out the case and has appointed a mediator to try and resolve the 
situation beginning this week. 
 
"I promise you that these gates will be open," said Rosenbaum. "We will win this case." 



 
(CNN's Danielle Dellorto, Thom Patterson, and Curt Merrill contributed to this report.) 
 
 

20111023-02 06:18 Charis 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
I think vets have a special place in our society. They are upstanding citizens who put their lives on the line for us 
and make sacrifices (along with their families) for us in manners unlike any others. They secure for our country 
what no one else can - our freedom. In my book, freedom is so priceless we cannot even put a true dollar value on 
it so I personally have trouble relating this subject to others we've discussed concerning taxes, jobs and 
responsibility. The way I see it, they've more than paid any dues our society could possibly expect from them. I'm 
personally upset that Obama has decided their benefits should be slashed and I'm pissed off that Congress is voting 
on that now. I think this kind of sarcasm is unnecessary. 
 
But, I don't know, maybe the plight of these veterans is their own fault. What's wrong with them that they can't just 
try harder? Why don't they get off their lazy butts and look for jobs? Maybe they'd be better off if they paid more 
taxes? Why don't they fulfill their mysterious responsibility to society? I rest my case. 
 
 

20111023-03 07:27 SteveB 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to Charis, 
above) 

 
You are probably right about the sarcasm. I guess I just don't know any better way to express my frustration at 
how things are going in our country. 
 
And, the entire time this forum has been in existence, though I and others on the left have repeatedly offered real 
criticism of the left, its politicians, and even its policies and goals, I have yet to hear one person from the right (I 
consider you to be firmly from the middle, Charis. I think you see both sides.) admit that there is a part of society 
that we the people, via the hated government, owes an obligation to. 
 
If not these vets, then I guess no human in dire straits should ever be helped. Right? Sure would be cheaper 
government. 
 
But maybe with such an admission of an actual responsibility, we could move the discussion forward to the plight of 
the middle class, the jobless, etc. But, of course, that is why the admission is not made, right? It might be a 
slippery slope down the path to spending their tax dollars on helping people who need it. 
 
Maybe a little of the dreaded "redistribution of wealth" might be necessary!!! OMG! 
 
I haven't even heard any Republican admit any kind of equality as even a goal. I find that so extreme. 
 
Does it ever happen in America that people need and deserve help (even from the government)? I think this article 
points to an answer. 
 
 

20111023-04 08:05 Charis 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
I guess I don't understand why people hate the government so much. It's not like Americans live under a 
dictatorship. The people in our "hated government" are there because Americans put them there. 
 
I don't believe that just because someone is poor they should be given everything. I'm more of a "teach to fish" 
rather than a "give them a free fish" kind of person. As to vets, they've done and sacrificed more than anyone else. 
They've done their duty. Should they be given a free ride for the rest of their lives? No, I don't think so. But are 
they in a league all of their own? Definitely. Like police and firefighters. A league no one else comes near to. 



Anyone willing to give their LIFE for us is. You simply CANNOT give more to someone than your LIFE. You simply 
can't compare that to anything else Steve. 
 
 

20111023-05 11:45 SteveB 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to Charis, 
above) 

 
I don't think hardly anybody gets a real "free ride" from the government. I don't think any of us want that for 
anyone. Of course we want to make productive citizens of anyone we can. Unfortunately, some people are mentally 
deficient or have serious mental problems and can't be productive, or not very. 
 
We take the middle way here. Should people get a "free ride"? No one here has ever said that. Are there people we 
must help? Surely! But I'm having a devil of a time getting that admitted. I don't understand how we cannot all be 
on the same page on this one issue to help those "willing to give their LIFE for us."  
 
These vets were good enough for the Army, though. But the right doesn't not seem to think they are deserving. 
The left does, but has a lot of trouble getting the funding passed. Same old story. 
 
Of course we're not talking about everyone, or those who can but don't (largely eliminated from the rolls in the 
1990's, so why the big deal now?). But we are talking about real people who really exist. Don't we owe them 
something? Can't it be admitted government has a place in this? No alternative is working, as I pointed out 
yesterday. 
 
I use "hated government" satirically because Republicans don't seem to think the government has a place in these 
matters that involve redistribution of wealth. I disagree. I don't hate the government myself. I just hate corruption 
and greed. 
 
 

20111023-06 15:11 Pam 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
Well said.  I don't see how anyone can argue with this either. 
 
 

20111023-07 19:23 SteveG 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
We have never really taken care of vets.  Vietnam vets did have the opportunity for Project Transition to gain 
civilian occupation skills before they were discharged - I used that for 4 months to take graduate classes - only time 
I went to the army during that time weas to get paid.  Shell shock wasn't really treated after WWII.  GI bill issues 
for education have been a long standing problem.  During WWI they did start rehabilitation for wounded vets - 
mainly to get them back to combat.  Reagan cut funding for services to the mentally ill and substance abusers 
creating a whole new class of homeless. 
 
There was a good news piece on a doctor and a small team that walks the streets providing medical treatment and 
assistance to the homeless… 
 
 

20111023-08 21:37 Art 
Re: “LA Vets Demand Housing at Giant VA Campus” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
For it's Tommy this, an' Tommy that, an' "Chuck him out, the brute!" 
But it's "Saviour of 'is country" when the guns begin to shoot; 
An' it's Tommy this, an' Tommy that, an' anything you please; 
An' Tommy ain't a bloomin' fool — you bet that Tommy sees! 
 



“All that is necessary for the triumph of evil is that good men do nothing.” —Edmund Burke 
 
 

20111023-09 22:14 SteveG Fw: UUSC Action: Support the Occupy Movement! 

 
from UUSC: 
 
Open Letter of Support for the Occupy Movement 
 
I stand with people around the country and the world who are calling for economic justice. 
 
My values affirm that each person has inherent worth and dignity; that justice, equity, and compassion should be 
the guiding principles for human relationships; and that all people deserve access to the democratic process. 
 
My recognition of the inherent worth of every person compels me to speak out against policies that privilege the 
demands of corporations over the human rights of people. I support the Occupy movement in its affirmation that 
protecting workers’ rights and ensuring that basic human needs are met must take precedence. All people have a 
fundamental right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of themselves and their families. 
 
I also join the Occupy movement in decrying the wealth disparity that leaves millions struggling for economic 
security. Policies and legislation that promote economic marginalization are morally unacceptable. Everyone is 
entitled to a government that recognizes and promotes basic economic rights. Justice, equity, and compassion 
should be foremost in our government’s decision making. 
 
Economic oppression is not only a violation of fundamental human rights, it is also a blow to democracy. When 
economic power is concentrated in the hands of a few and when corporations are awarded the same status as 
actual human beings, the democratic process is fundamentally compromised. Basic fairness requires that all people 
have equal opportunity to participate in political debate and to be represented in government. 
 
I envision a powerful and radically inclusive movement for economic justice. I recognize economic justice as a right 
that is due to all people, regardless of race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, language, religion, political or 
other opinion, immigration status, national or social origin, property, birth, or other status or distinction. 
 
I sign this letter as an expression of gratitude to all who are working for economic justice in the United States and 
around the world, as an affirmation of my hope for fair and compassionate economic reforms, and as a renewal of 
my commitment to help make it so. 
 

http://actnow.uusc.org/site/PageNavigator/occupy_open_letter.html 
 
 

20111023-10 22:44 SteveG “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” 

 
“FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” by the Franklin D. Roosevelt American Heritage Center 
 
date unknown, (http://www.fdrheritage.org/bill_of_rights.htm) 
 
On January 11, 1944, in the midst of World War II, President Roosevelt spoke forcefully and eloquently about the 
greater meaning and higher purpose of American security in a post-war America. The principles and ideas conveyed 
by FDR's words matter as much now as they did over sixty years ago, and the Franklin D. Roosevelt American 
Heritage Center is proud to reprint a selection of FDR's vision for the security and economic liberty of the American 
people in war and peace.  
 
“The Economic Bill of Rights” 
 
Excerpt from President Roosevelt's January 11, 1944 message to the Congress of the United States on the State of 
the Union 

http://actnow.uusc.org/site/PageNavigator/occupy_open_letter.html
http://www.fdrheritage.org/bill_of_rights.htm


 
It is our duty now to begin to lay the plans and determine the strategy for the winning of a lasting peace and the 
establishment of an American standard of living higher than ever before known. We cannot be content, no matter 
how high that general standard of living may be, if some fraction of our people—whether it be one-third or one-fifth 
or one-tenth—is ill-fed, ill-clothed, ill-housed, and insecure. 
 
This Republic had its beginning, and grew to its present strength, under the protection of certain inalienable political 
rights—among them the right of free speech, free press, free worship, trial by jury, freedom from unreasonable 
searches and seizures. They were our rights to life and liberty. 
 
As our nation has grown in size and stature, however—as our industrial economy expanded—these political rights 
proved inadequate to assure us equality in the pursuit of happiness. 
 
We have come to a clear realization of the fact that true individual freedom cannot exist without economic security 
and independence. “Necessitous men are not free men.” People who are hungry and out of a job are the stuff of 
which dictatorships are made. 
 
In our day these economic truths have become accepted as self-evident. We have accepted, so to speak, a second 
Bill of Rights under which a new basis of security and prosperity can be established for all—regardless of station, 
race, or creed. 
 
Among these are: 
 

• The right to a useful and remunerative job in the industries or shops or farms or mines of the nation; 
 
• The right to earn enough to provide adequate food and clothing and recreation; 
 
• The right of every farmer to raise and sell his products at a return which will give him and his family a 
decent living; 
 
• The right of every businessman, large and small, to trade in an atmosphere of freedom from unfair 
competition and domination by monopolies at home or abroad; 
 
• The right of every family to a decent home; 
 
• The right to adequate medical care and the opportunity to achieve and enjoy good health; 
 
• The right to adequate protection from the economic fears of old age, sickness, accident, and 
unemployment; 
 
• The right to a good education. 

 
All of these rights spell security. And after this war is won we must be prepared to move forward, in the 
implementation of these rights, to new goals of human happiness and well-being. 
 
America’s own rightful place in the world depends in large part upon how fully these and similar rights have been 
carried into practice for our citizens. 
 
Sources: 
 
The Public Papers & Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt (Samuel Rosenman, ed.), Vol XIII (NY: Harper, 1950), 40-
42. 
 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 



 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Scary Republicans 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Oct. 25, 2011) 
 
 
I have two questions today, my friends: 
 
1. Can someone please tell me how Republicans think they will not be destroyed in the election, 
campaigning on positions they know to be vastly unpopular? 
 
Then there’s the little potential problem that Ron Paul (he keeps mumbling about it) and/or the Tea Party may end-
up running against them if Mitt is nominated, and how will he not be nominated? All the other candidates seem to 
scare even the Republicans! 
 
(This is why many people don’t want a third party from the left running against Democrats, though it might serve 
them right. Remember the “Ralph Nader” effect.) 
 
Maybe the "big lie" will work once again, but I have my doubts. Instead of quoting some expert, let me present to 
you the thoughts of the common man, Citizen "Backhouse" replying on an MSNBC blog 
(http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/10/24/8465193-first-thoughts-tax-pressure): 
 

Senator Sessions (R Alabama) along with the rest of the extremely affluent GOP Senators in Congress, 
voted No to the American Jobs Act twice. They would not even allow it to come up for debate. 
 
100% of GOP Senators had the unprecedented gall to vote No to millions of jobs after running 
on 'Jobs' last November. They voted against creating jobs for hundreds of thousands of 
teachers for our children's schools, firefighters and police, veterans jobs and tax cuts for small 
businesses to expand and hire. 
 
(I have the photo of Leader McConnell (R, KY) smiling and doing the 'thumbs up sign".) 
 
Meanwhile GOP Senator Jeff Sessions says we cannot afford to feed the hungry with food 
stamps. Recovering from such a catastrophic recession means the numbers of folks who need 
food support have increased dramatically. And right now in Mr. Session's state, one in five 
Alabamans are using Food Stamps to get by. 
 
Taking food out of our mouths will cut money necessary to boost the economy. It will also starve our 
families.  

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/10/24/8465193-first-thoughts-tax-pressure


If we allow GOP to cut food stamps, lay people off and refuse to create jobs for millions of Americans, we 
are dooming our children and seniors. 
 
Meanwhile Koch Brothers are busy forecasting "the shadow of threats to loom" if government tries to 
prevent layoffs or create jobs to help the Economy. This multi-billion operation grows their profits 
exponentially while laying off thousands of employees. Koch Oil & Chemical operates in 60 countries 
including Iran, even as they deploy their political arm ~ Americans for Prosperity and the Cut Spending Now 
Tour ~ to intimidate those who try to lift up the United States economy. 
 
[This conclusion may be a little extreme, but you get the point. The next paragraph points to the GOP's 
problem. –SteveB] 
 
For the majority of Americans, GOP has or will gain no merit by repealing healthcare, repealing 
financial reforms, blocking consumer protections, refusing revenues, cutting education and 
shifting those monies to wealthy corporations, holding unemployment benefits and middle 
class tax cuts hostage, ending environmental protections (clean air, water, safe food, 
medications), blocking job creation while firing hundreds of thousands of government workers 
that we need. So far, 600,000 government employees have been laid off. 
 
[I would also add threatening (at least) the vastly popular Social Security and Medicare to the list. –SteveB] 
 
President Obama's American Jobs Act is assessed to create 1.9 million jobs and lift up our GDP by 2 points. 
 
What more evidence does anyone in their right mind need to completely understand what is going on in the 
Halls of GOP power? 
 
http://thinkprogress.org/economy/2011/10/20/349131/jeff-sessions-food-stamps-out-of-control/ 
 
http://www.americansforprosperity.org/101111-obama%E2%80%99s-%E2%80%9Cjob%E2%80%99s-
bill%E2%80%9D-packed-dangerous-protectionism 

 
 
2. Does anybody but me find this fact troubling? In the midst of what has been construed to be a 
national crisis, half the government is out campaigning instead of doing what we pay them to do. And 
the election is more than a year away! This is what I mean: 
 
(I like the way they gave Michele an article number with lots of 6's in it!) 
 
 
“Tea Party Hoopla Fades on the Hill” by Manu Raju and Seung Min Kim, Politico 
 
Oct. 23, 2011, ((http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/66669.html) 
 
Freshman Sen. Mike Lee promised a room packed with conservative activists at the inaugural meeting of the Senate 
Tea Party Caucus that his new group would allow “you and other Constitution-loving, freedom-embracing 
Americans” to communicate directly with senators. 
 
That meeting was in January — and the caucus has done hardly anything since. 
 
“It’s only been nine months,” the Utah Republican said last week when asked about the apparent lack of action. 
 
On both sides of the Capitol, efforts by conservative lawmakers to harness the energy of the right-wing movement 
into an organized group on Capitol Hill have gone dormant as members get sidetracked with pursuing their own 
agendas and as freshman members realize that organizing caucuses can be a fruitless and time-consuming 
endeavor — especially in the Senate. 
 

http://thinkprogress.org/economy/2011/10/20/349131/jeff-sessions-food-stamps-out-of-control/
http://www.americansforprosperity.org/101111-obama%E2%80%99s-%E2%80%9Cjob%E2%80%99s-bill%E2%80%9D-packed-dangerous-protectionism
http://www.americansforprosperity.org/101111-obama%E2%80%99s-%E2%80%9Cjob%E2%80%99s-bill%E2%80%9D-packed-dangerous-protectionism
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/66669.html


Illinois Sen. Mark Kirk, a freshman Republican who served nearly a decade in the House, said there was a lack of 
enthusiasm in the Senate’s 47-member GOP conference for organizing a Tea Party Caucus. 
 
“On top of that, any caucus is tough,” Kirk said, pointing to the institutional hurdles in a body where the power 
granted to each senator often makes such groups unnecessary. 
 
On the House side, the Tea Party Caucus has been similarly quiet. The last meeting of the 60-member group 
occurred in early June, several months after its previous meeting in late February. The group was launched in July 
2010 by Rep. Michele Bachmann (R-Minn.) to “ensure the voices of the people are carried through the halls of 
Congress.” 
 
But “the people” haven’t been able to communicate much with this group since Bachmann turned her attention to 
the presidential campaign trail. Before returning to Washington on Oct. 12, to vote on free-trade agreements, 
Bachmann had not voted since Aug. 1, when she voted against the debt ceiling agreement. She missed nearly half 
of all votes in July. 
 
Iowa Rep. Steve King — a tea party favorite, himself, and close friend of Bachmann — acknowledged that he hasn’t 
heard a peep out of the House Tea Party Caucus in the past few months. 
 
“The reason for that is Michele Bachmann leads the Tea Party Caucus, and she’s almost 100 percent campaigning 
for president right now,” King said in a phone interview. But he argued the group carried clout in the House and 
said it would continue to function whether Bachmann is in Washington or in Iowa. 
 
Members of the House often organize into caucuses to have a greater voice in floor debates and to extract 
concessions out of their party’s leadership. But in the House, there already is an established caucus of conservatives 
— the Republican Study Committee, which boasts a roster of more than 170. And in the Senate, there’s the 
conservative Steering Committee that has a hired staff that promotes policy ideas. 
 
“I didn’t want to have to be in a caucus within a caucus,” said Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), a tea party favorite who is 
a Steering Committee member but declined to join the tea party group. 
 
Critics say both the House and the Senate Tea Party caucuses are simply designed to allow lawmakers to attach 
their names to them so they can point to their work on behalf of the grass-roots movement when they speak with 
voters back home. The lack of activity, they say, confirms that suspicion. 
 
But Bachmann spokeswoman Becky Rogness defended the group’s work, saying the congresswoman was still 
getting public input without formal meetings and that the House Tea Party Caucus was overhauling its website to 
more directly communicate between lawmakers and the public. And she pointed to two events Bachmann and the 
caucus hosted dubbed Constitutional Seminars, including one featuring Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia. 
 
“A number of caucuses never meet,” she said. “The Tea Party Caucus still strives to meet occasionally and keep its 
members informed.” 
 
The Senate group was formed in the aftermath of the 2010 election cycle that ushered in 15 new Republicans, 
several of whom won because of support from the movement for small government. 
 
Kentucky Sen. Rand Paul, who wholeheartedly embraced the movement in his first run at elected office last year, 
immediately wanted to start a caucus in the aftermath of his November victory. And that was quickly embraced by 
Lee and Sen. Jim DeMint, the conservative South Carolinian who also is chairman of the Steering Committee. 
 
But the membership roster remained thin — only Kansas Sen. Jerry Moran formally joined the group later. 
 
“I did go to that first meeting, and maybe there’s been another meeting?” Moran said. “I have not been back. If 
there has been one, I haven’t been there since.” 
 
Asked whether he’s spoken with anyone about the caucus lately, Moran said: “No.” 



 
In interviews, Paul, DeMint and Lee all downplayed the lack of meetings, saying they “constantly” speak with one 
another about legislative strategy on the floor. Moreover, the three men remain largely united in their votes on the 
floor, voting in the minority of the minority on a range of issues, including against bipartisan deals to raise the debt 
ceiling, keeping the government funded and ending the practice of secret holds on legislation. 
 
Paul took his legislative hijinks to a new level last week when he invoked a rarely used procedural weapon to 
prevent legislative committees from meeting for more than two hours when the Senate’s in session — as a way to 
prevent a panel from voting on a bill to overhaul the No Child Left Behind law. 
 
“He’s a whole mess of contradictions,” Sen. Tom Harkin (D-Iowa) angrily said about Paul. 
 
Paul pointed to his heavy legislative portfolio as one reason why the Tea Party Caucus hasn’t met more, including 
his aggressive effort to slow passage of the far-reaching education bill that he said needed more debate. 
 
“Now that you’ve reminded me, maybe that is something we need to work on,” Paul said of the Tea Party Caucus. 
 
While he didn’t single out any of the group’s other co-founders, he said another reason for not having another 
session was “mainly because I don’t think I was in charge of the second meeting.” 
 
DeMint noted that it was “really Rand and Mike [who] had been leading that” group, though he said the three men 
each continue their regular outreach to tea party activists and work together “all the time.” 
 
“We don’t need a name of a Tea Party Caucus necessarily,” DeMint said, in citing their collaboration. “But I think 
part of that is just to communicate to people on the outside that it wasn’t just about that election. We’re going to 
work together to try to grow our numbers and get things done.” 
 
Some GOP senators say incoming freshmen may have had the wrong impression that their leadership would not 
listen to their concerns and have since learned that they can force change by working from within the conference, 
rather than through an outside group. 
 
“I think they’re finding an opportunity to contribute, to offer legislation, to push their ideas,” said Sen. Mike Johanns 
(R-Neb.). “I think they’re finding their place.” 
 
Indeed, some of the group’s members argue that the Tea Party Caucus in the House exerted much influence during 
this summer’s prolonged debt ceiling debate, in particular over the passage of the Cut, Cap and Balance legislation 
in the House. 
 
King, the Iowa congressman, also argued that the group’s influence helped scuttle the so-called grand bargain debt 
ceiling deal privately attempted by Speaker John Boehner and President Barack Obama. 
 
“That was clearly the tea party’s impact on the Republican Conference,” he said. 
 
In the Senate, Lee said he’s “sure we’ll meet from time to time on something we call the Tea Party Caucus.” 
 
© 2011 POLITICO LLC 
 
 
 

20111024-01 03:34 SteveB Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #1) 

 
Good 'ole FDR. Now there was a good socialist President. :-) 
 
I wish these things were rights, but I guess they aren't because we can't afford them any more. 
 



It's strange that during the depths of the Great Depression, they were able to imagine that we, as a nation, could 
fulfill our collective dreams. Now, in the midst of the great lies, dreams are destroyed and lie strewn across the 
jobless landscape. We don't even have the will to dream any more. 
 
Geez! I'd give a prize to anyone who can put it more dramatically than that. 
 
 

20111024-02 07:33 SteveG Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
If they become our priorities they are achievable, but as we know none of these issues are really our country’s 
priorities in 2011.  As a nation you are right, we do not dream anymore. 
 
 

20111024-03 10:55 SteveB Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Yes, we went to the moon didn't we? Now we're hitching rides on Virgin and the Chinese will own the moon. 
 
Things are so much more difficult after you have given away your manufacturing base. Only three things actually 
create real wealth in a given society: 
 

1. mining, drilling, etc. (w/ some other energy production—atomic, solar, wind, etc.) 
2. farming 
3. manufacturing 

 
Notice that importing, banking, engineering, medicine, lawyering, teaching, cooking, and many other worthy 
professions don't make the list. All fields except the three listed simply move money around, usually from the 
bottom to the top, more seldom the other way around. 
 

1. mining — is declining in our country and that's the way most of us want it for now 
2. farming — is stationary or declining, though I think we want it reversed 
3. manufacturing — because of #1 & #2 not performing that well, losing any of #3 really hurts, and we've 

lost mucho! 
 
 

20111024-04 11:09 Pam Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to all, above) 

 
This is so simple and obvious, but I never thought of creating wealth this way. I guess that's why they had to invent 
derivatives and the like, and they couldn't sell them to actual people, because who in their right mind would have 
bought them. It HAD to be an inside job. Wow. 
 
 

20111024-05 11:18 SteveG Re: “FDR’s Economic Bill of Rights” (reply to all, above) 

 
Farming – the government subsidizes; corn we use to feed fish, beef, and whatever other animal will eat it; corn we 
use for fuel; milk we subsidize and then the government buys the surplus and forms powdered milk and then gives 
it to 3rd world countries or stores it.; tobacco we subsidize and then spend billions to test the ramifications of long 
term use, to find cures for cancers, to advertise against tobacco use. 
 
There are some glimmers in manufacturing – Gary, Indiana has a restart of the steel industry going on.  Hershey is 
miss using foreign students into indentured servitude to package their candies – that is not a glimmer but a side 
note. 
 
I have noted in several communities that manufacturing left, good paying jobs.  In a few years retail and 
restaurants came.  A few years later low paying manufacturing jobs returned.  They would lease their buildings for 
10 years or so and most would move communities after that – tax abatements, training incentives, lower wages, 
etc. 



 
 

20111024-06 15:49 SteveG FotM & OWS 

 
If we or anyone of the group is serious about looking at/doing something concrete on the 1-28 issues, it would 
seem that being involved with Occupy Wall Street would help in that process. 
 
 

20111024-07 22:14 SteveG “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” 

 
“Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” by the ACLU 
 
Oct. 24, 2011, (http://www.aclu.org/national-security/surveillance-under-patriot-act) 
 
Hastily passed 45 days after 9/11 in the name of national security, the Patriot Act was the first of many changes to 
surveillance laws that made it easier for the government to spy on ordinary Americans by expanding the authority 
to monitor phone and email communications, collect bank and credit reporting records, and track the activity of 
innocent Americans on the Internet. While most Americans think it was created to catch terrorists, the Patriot Act 
actually turns regular citizens into suspects. 
 
Continue… 
 
 

20111024-08 22:56 Dale 
“'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” 

 
Those who love to stick it to "The Man" should be pleased with this.  Taking money from someone else always 
makes it better, doesn't it? 
 
I hope no one has friends or relatives in the business of making or selling luxury items.  Good-bye travel and resort 
jobs. 
 
 
“'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of Balancing the Budget” by Robert N. Gordon, 
Investment News 
 
Oct. 23, 2011, 
(http://www.investmentnews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20111023/REG/310239960&dailycount=3&issuedate=
20111024, free registration required) 
 
(Top marginal tax rates may skyrocket.) 
 
The latest news from Washington isn't good. The political winds have shifted and “millionaires” now are expected to 
shoulder much of the burden of balancing the budget. The recently proposed 5.6% surtax on those with the highest 
income, added to the other scheduled changes in tax rates, would make for a substantial increase in the top 
marginal rate. For those with long-term gains, the tax rate could almost double from today's 15% rate.  
 
Some tax increases are small but meaningful. 
 
Starting in January 2013, the 3.8% Medicare tax will apply to investment income. Until then, that tax will be levied 
only on salary income. 
 
As a result — even with no other rate changes — the tax on short-term gains will increase by 10.8% and the tax on 
long-term gains by 25%. 
 
If the Bush tax cuts are allowed to expire, the tax on short-term gains will revert to 39.6% in 2013. 

http://www.aclu.org/national-security/surveillance-under-patriot-act
http://www.aclu.org/national-security/surveillance-under-patriot-act
http://www.investmentnews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20111023/REG/310239960&dailycount=3&issuedate=20111024
http://www.investmentnews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20111023/REG/310239960&dailycount=3&issuedate=20111024


 
When you add the Medicare tax, the top short-term-gain rate becomes 43.4%. If the “millionaires'” tax of 5.6% is 
enacted, the top federal tax rate will be as high as 49% — 40% higher than the current 35% rate. 
 
The effect of expiration of the Bush tax cuts on long-term gains would be even more dramatic. If the cuts expire, 
the tax on long-term gains will revert to 20% in 2013. 
 
Add in the Medicare tax, and the maximum long-term-gain rate becomes 23.8%. Add the 5.6% millionaires' tax, 
and the top long-term gain rate reaches 29.4%, almost double the current 15% rate. 
 
On the other side of the ledger, there is a proposal to limit the value of deductions to the equivalent of 28 cents on 
the dollar. The interactions of these changes would render leveraged investing much less attractive than under 
today's tax law. 
 
Currently, if an investor uses a margin account and breaks even, pretax, he or she also breaks even after taxes, 
because profits and expenses are taxed at the same rates. 
 
As a gap develops between the tax rate on profits and the tax rate on interest deductions, after-tax returns drop. In 
fact, a pretax return can turn into an after-tax loss. 
 
Currently, for example, a client who incurs $100 of interest cost to produce $100 of short-term gain breaks even on 
both a pre- and post-tax basis. 
 
Under the president's proposal to limit the value of deductions to 28%, the same investor would lose $7. The 
investor would lose $10.80 once the 3.8% Medicare tax kicked in, and $21 if the Bush tax cuts expired and the 
millionaires' tax were enacted. 
 
If the same investor created $110 of short-term gains and spent $100 on interest, he or she would be making $10 
pretax but wind up losing money after taxes under every possible future scenario. 
 
Another way to look at the effect of new tax rates is to consider the rate of return an investor would need in order 
to equal his or her after-tax borrowing costs. Today, if an investor is able to capture a return equal to borrowing 
costs, he or she will break even in terms of federal levies, although state taxes can add another level of complexity. 
 
Once the Medicare tax kicks in, and if the Bush tax cuts are allowed to expire, investors would need to make $127 
in profits for every $1 in interest costs just to break even after taxes. If the highest marginal tax rate rises to 49% 
and interest is limited like other deductions, investors must earn 141% of their borrowing costs to break even after 
taxes. 
 
That is quite a steep hurdle. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 



Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Clarence Thomas Should Not Be Above the Law 
 
 
(posted by Pam McRae, Oct. 26, 2011) 
 
 
I am appalled by Clarence Thomas and have been ever since he was appointed to the Supreme Court.  He's the 
"silent but deadly" judge.  Despite the evidence, I doubt this petition for an investigation will go anywhere.  Can you 
imagine the uproar if a Supreme Court Justice were hauled into court, or even sanctioned?  I don't know what 
should be done about his financial shenanigans, but I'd hate to see the country thrown into even more disarray 
than it already is, to say nothing of the charges of racism that would undoubtedly arise.  I guess I'd say, publish the 
facts and let them speak for themselves.  And hope the next appointees to the Court are honest and beyond 
ideology. 
 
 
(posted by SteveG, Oct. 26, 2011) 
 
from CREDO Action: 
 
Clarence Thomas is not above the law. One of the bedrock principles of democracy is that nobody is above the law 
— not even Supreme Court justices like Clarence Thomas. 
 
Thomas has flouted the law for years by failing to disclose his wife's substantial income despite being legally 
required to report it. 
 
That is why U.S. Representative Louise Slaughter is demanding that the Judicial Conference, an administrative arm 
of the court, uphold the Ethics in Government Act by referring Thomas' apparent misdeeds to the Attorney General 
for further investigation. 
 
Rep. Slaughter has written a letter to Chief Justice John Roberts, who is the presiding officer of the Judicial 
Conference, about this, and she has invited Americans to add their voice by co-signing the letter (which you can 
read below). 
 
It's inconceivable that a Supreme Court justice like Clarence Thomas would be unable to understand how to fill out 
the simple disclosure forms. And now information has come out showing Thomas accurately filled out the form for 
years before abruptly failing to do so. 
 
Failure to disclose is a serious breach of the law, and the Ethics in Government Act requires the U.S. Judicial 
Conference to refer any judge to the Attorney General whom the Conference "has reasonable cause to believe has 
willfully failed to file a report or has willfully falsified or willfully failed to file information required to be reported."1 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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We need to make sure Chief Justice Roberts knows the eyes of Congress and the American people are on him, and 
we need to raise our voices and demand he take action. 
 
Co-sign Rep. Slaughter's letter demanding action on Clarence Thomas. Click here to automatically sign the petition. 
(http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/slaughter_letter/) 
 
 
Here's the text of Rep. Slaughter's letter: 
 

Dear Mr. Chief Justice: 
 
We write you today in your capacity as Presiding Officer of the Judicial Conference. We call your attention to 
the letter sent to the Conference by members of the House of Representatives on September 29, 2011, 
requesting an investigation of possible violations by Justice Clarence Thomas of the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1978. 
 
Evidence that Justice Thomas failed for 13 years to accurately disclose his wife's employment has been 
submitted to the Conference and we believe the Conference is required by law to refer the matter to the 
Department of Justice for further investigation. 
 
In January, Common Cause and Alliance for Justice alerted the Judicial Conference to Justice Thomas's 
repeated failure to make accurate financial disclosures as required under the Ethics Act. Justice Thomas 
then amended 21 years of his financial disclosure forms, explaining that he had, "misunderstood the 
reporting instructions." 
 
Since we sent our September 29 letter, important new information concerning this matter has come to our 
attention. Disclosure forms obtained by Common Cause and Alliance for Justice show that Justice Thomas 
accurately filed his financial disclosure forms, including his wife's employment, for as many as 10 years 
beginning in 1987 when he was Chair of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 
 
Justice Thomas continued to file accurate disclosure forms concerning his wife's employment when he was a 
judge on the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. He also accurately filed his financial 
disclosure forms regarding his wife's employment for the first five years he was a Justice of the Supreme 
Court. 
 
In 1997 however, Justice Thomas stopped disclosing his wife's employment on his annual form, instead 
marking the box labeled "NONE," to indicate his wife had no employment that year. Other public documents 
show that Justice Thomas's wife was employed in 1997 by the Office of the U.S. House Majority Leader. 
 
Justice Thomas continued to omit his wife's employment from his disclosures for the next 12 years, marking 
the "NONE" box on his annual forms. Other publicly available documents indicate that Justice Thomas's wife 
did have employment in every one of those twelve years. Her employers included the Office of the U.S. 
House Majority Leader, the Heritage Foundation and Hillsdale College. 
 
Documents obtained by Common Cause and Alliance for Justice show that Justice Thomas's wife earned 
over $1.6 million from these sources. We understand that Justice Thomas is not required to disclose those 
earnings but we include the number here to show that his wife's earnings were very substantial and that 
their omission is unlikely to have been a mere oversight. 
 
It is very difficult for Justice Thomas to make a credible argument that he understood the filing instructions 
for ten years but then misunderstood them for the next thirteen years. 
 
Section 104(b) of the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 requires the Judicial Conference to refer to the 
Attorney General any judge whom the Conference "has reasonable cause to believe has willfully falsified or 
willfully failed to file information required to be reported." 

http://act.credoaction.com/r/?r=231690&id=29333-3891339-BHh6Enx&t=7
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/slaughter_letter/


 
We believe these facts easily establish reasonable cause, and as a result the Judicial Conference must refer 
this matter to the Attorney General for further investigation. 
 
Sincerely, Louise Slaughter 

 
1"Clarence Thomas Should Be Investigated For Nondisclosure, Democratic Lawmakers Say," Jennifer Bendery, 
Huffington Post, September 29, 2011. 
 
 
 

20111025-01 06:26 Pam 
Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter 
#2) 

 
Every time I write something here, I am aware that if the U.S. ever had a right-wing coup, my words would get me 
in a heap of trouble.  I find it incredible that I would ever think that, but I have to say, I do.  Something just 
occurred to me.  My husband and I like to watch "crime" programs on TV—like “Law & Order”, “Castle”, “Prime 
Suspect”.  The police in those shows are always getting into suspects' "financials," phone records, emails, and even 
track them with GPS.  All this is to catch the bad guys, who are, of course, always dangerous, murderous, evil 
people.  I wonder if all these shows somehow inure us to the kinds of government activity described in Steve's 
attachment.  I never watched "24", but I understand it showed torture in a positive light.  I think Americans are 
being brainwashed without being aware of it.  What we see as entertainment is actually a not-so-subtle message 
about the government's right/ability to abuse our privacy.  I hope this doesn't come off as a wacko conspiracy 
theory, because I promise you I am not a wacko.  (Well, not too much.)  Does anyone else think there's anything to 
my theory? 
 
 

20111025-02 06:59 SteveB Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
But I’m not going to give-up my right to free speech in America nor in Bolivia just because I could be jailed and 
tortured. If they don’t like what I say, they can come and get me. 
 
Yet, for the future, I worry. Maybe Pam has something here. She’s read Marshall McLuhan (another Canadian, not 
that Pam is, but we often marvel at how many prominent Canadians there are for such a small country). 
 
I firmly believe that commercial advertising, especially on television, where we are bombarded with ads for 
thousands and thousands of hours of our lives, starting very young, has a great deal to do with the Greed problem 
we are experiencing in America. When we are told that we must have more and more things to be happy, it has to 
be very difficult mentally not to internalize that somehow. “Ah… [I would now think as a little boy] I don’t want to 
be the Lightning Kid any more… [that’s who I “really” was in my imagination, my Mom even embroidered a special 
handkerchief for me that I still have] I want to be rich.” Not productive in some way, not moral, not out to save the 
world or damsels in distress (my personal favorite), he wants a Ferrari! 
 
So, though I don’t see a true conspiracy either, the invasions of privacy we see, though not often exactly condoned 
on TV and in the movies, could have an effect. Regardless, for some reason, people, even the Tea Party, don’t 
seem to mind more and more government intrusion into our private lives. Where is the outcry? 
 
You do understand one of the problems, though? And this is why I say working to amend the Constitution could 
open up a bag of worms—it needs lots of changes—THE RIGHT TO PRIVACY IS LITERALLY NOT IN THE 
CONSTITUTION! 
 
This is all I can figure: We have a lot of Americans who are like Mr. Perry (including me), who love their guns and 
the Second Amendment, but don’t cotton to the First (and I am certainly not one of this second group). 
 
 

20111025-13 10:50 Pam Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveB, above) 



 
I can't help thinking about totalitarian systems where not only every word is monitored, every thought is suspect.  
Fortunately, I think we've seen the last of Stalinists and Hitlerites;  their tactics look heavy-handed (to say the least) 
and unsophisticated compared to what is possible today.  We face something far more subtle and incremental, I 
fear.  I think Steve B. is right about how advertising brainwashes us from day one.  I see it in my 6-yr old grandson.  
He WANTS, with a capital WANTS.  I saw a little boy on the news last night who races little cars (child-size) to raise 
money for kids with cancer.  I was quite touched by that.  We have a population of two-year olds, whose mantra is 
"me, me, me."  And those with the most seem most tenacious in holding on to their goodies.  I shouldn't slam the 
rich.  The rich are people too; I've known a lot of rich kids (at DePauw) who were terrific people.  A lot of them 
were Republicans too.  The thing is, we think in terms of Us and Them.  Hemingway said, "The rich are different 
from you and me."  In America, I think that's true. 
 
We don't have as much of a class system as Britain (there is a fantastic article in this week's Harper's magazine 
about Britain giving away the "family silver."  It's aimed at the Brits, but it applies equally to us.  I tried to get a 
link, but I couldn't.  You'll have to buy it or go to the library.  It's worth the effort.) but we all know there is a fair 
degree of suspicion among the classes in this country.  The rich don't trust the poor—did you see where Eric Cantor 
cancelled a speech when he found out 300 seats were open to the public?  Brilliant move, Eric.)—and vice versa.  
De Toqueville said that one of the faults of democracy is envy.  I can't argue with that.  You have more than I do, 
ergo, I hate you.  I have more than you do, ergo I'm better than you.  Maybe that's the price we pay for social 
mobility.  In the Middle Ages people believed they were born into their station in life and didn't chafe against it. 
 
But back to Big Brother.  The Middle Ages had the Inquisition.  We have the Patriot Act.  We may be softer around 
the edges, but the underlying impulse is the same.  That's why we have to keep speaking out.  When we can no 
longer speak truth to power, when we can no longer mock our leaders, that will be a darker day than any of us can 
imagine. 
 
 

20111025-08 10:10 SteveG Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Brainwashed is a good word.  If you spin it into our safety depends on it, our national security, people tend to roll 
over and give up anything.  Our worst enemy is us. 
 
 

20111025-03 07:08 SteveG 
Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveB, above) & 
Housing 

 
I have owned one gun, a single shot 22 made in the 30’s – it was my Dad’s.  See no reason to own a gun.  Do own 
a mouth and it has been busy and will continue so.  There does seem to be a movement toward minimalism in 
living, downsizing.  We downsized from a 4 bedroom house to a 2 bedroom apartment – it is like us, old and 
comfortable.  Moved here with what was in the car, if it didn’t fit in the Impala, it didn’t make it to Washington.  
Stuff is stuff. 
 
We are the ones that allow the invasion of privacy – basically we said OK and we still say OK even though we have 
no idea who is listening/looking at what you are doing.  Same with Citizens United.  Apathetically we sit on the side 
lines and let the government do what they want. 
 
 

20111025-04 07:31 SteveB 
Re: “Surveillance Under the Patriot Act” (reply to SteveG, above) & 
Housing 

 
I know exactly what you mean. Our apartment here is about 750 sq.ft. and we love it more than Marci's big house 
in the country, which we have rented and may sell. It helps a lot that we're in the heart of the city and can walk to 
almost anything, otherwise we take a $1 taxi ride. 
 
Have you seen the stuff on the internet, since Katrina and with Tokyo being so crowded, about the "tiny house" 
movement? Google it. Some of them are so cool, and some of them are tree houses. I like the Scandinavian 



designs, have you seen those, Gary? Some have maybe 100 sq.ft. A little small for me, but I think Marci and I could 
do with 500. 
 
I'm working on a long poem right now about exactly this subject—what are the things we really need and what 
does it take to be comfortable. Surprisingly little. Most of my stuff is sitting in my storage area in Lafayette, IN, and 
most of it will stay there forever...well, maybe not that long. The things we own own us, they destroy the world, 
and we don't need them. 
 
But, you know, I do truly love very many of them! I did get to drive a new Ferrari once. And this is, after all, the 
times in the history of man here on Earth that I call "the crown of the crown of creation", to paraphrase Gracie. 
 
We are placed here now, are we not, to enjoy it...and maybe to save it...but we sure hope not...because we are so 
obviously not the Greatest Generation. We are the Greedy Generation, are we not? And I admit to my part! I'm 
guilty! Brainwashed by television (and that ain't a lie!). "Bring me my slippers, joven!" 
 
 

20111025-14 10:57 SteveG Re: Housing (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I like the homes made of storage containers – link/stack 2 or 3 together and you have it made.  7-800 square feet 
is enough for 2 people – utility costs are low too.  Agree also on the Scandinavian designs.  2 pubs, a Thai 
restaurant, a pizza place, gas station, a Mexican restaurant, and place to get your hair cut are all within 2 blocks – a 
mile or so to grocery and drug stores.  No cable, no satellite TV – rabbit ears and internet.  Not a bad deal.  
Priorities are the simple life – living totally off social security and saving money too.  Go figure  Took all investments 
out of stock market and looking to stuff a mattress to stay away from the banks – maybe a credit union. 
 
 

20111025-15 10:59 Pam Re: Housing (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
We live in a small house too.  Some Greensboro neighborhoods (newer ones) are full of McMansions.  They are big 
enough to be an embassy for a small country.  Unless you have eleven children, why would you need all that 
space?  I hear what you're saying about our stuff owning us; maybe it does.  But I agree with you in that I love my 
stuff—a lot.  We have a lot of art; my husband collects American Art pottery and old books with designer covers.  
Some friends gave us a huge flat-screen TV, and we love it.  I think it's a matter of proportion, taste, and 
discretion.  I've never bought into the Buddhist idea that we should all let go of everything and want nothing.  
That's just not human.  William Morris (Arts and Crafts Movement & socialist in late 19th c.) said, "You should have 
nothing in your house that you do not know to be useful or beautiful."  (The double negatives were his, if I've got 
this quote close to right.)  I think those are words to live by. 
 
 

20111025-16 11:14 Pam Re: Housing (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Credit Unions are great.  Our State Employees Credit Union is wonderful.  Yeah, the Scandanavians seem to have 
figured out a lot of stuff.  I love their sense of design and their social structure.  I also think neighborhoods should 
be like Steve G.'s, with the places you need within walking distance.  The city planners who put the suburbs miles 
away from supermarkets and designated neighborhoods for single-use purposes did us a great disfavor.  We too 
have a bar, three restaurants, and a grocery store within walking distance.  Another nice thing about that is that is 
draws the neighborhood together.  Every time you go to one of these places, you see people you know.  Neighbors 
become friends, and we all have a sense of mutual identity—in a good way.  I had some friends (very rich) who 
wanted to buy a house in a neighborhood where their kids could play with neighbor kids.  They bought a 
humongous house in one of those fancy new areas, where they knew lots of kids lived.  Once they moved in, they 
discovered that they never saw those kids.  The immaculately landscaped lawns were never disturbed by children 
building forts or playing tag.  The children were all off at their ballet lessons or soccer practice.  (I'm not against 
those activities at all; I am against over-scheduling kids.)  My hunch is that in neighborhoods like that neighbors 
don't even know each other.  Everyone has their own little castle.  Am I being prejudiced? 
 
 



20111025-17 11:48 SteveG Re: Housing (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Not at all – most of us grew up in neighborhoods – I know I did – neighborhood grocery store – when we were in 
Terre Haute within 3 blocks there was everything from grocery, drug store, restaurants, church, banks, park, x 
rated movie that changed to a family movie house, hardware store, dime store – great place. 
 
 

20111025-19 12:07 Pam Re: Housing (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Sometimes less really is more.  Our little neighborhood is teeming with kids—and dogs.  The young ones all go to 
the same school, then they see each other after school and on the weekends too.  It makes me so happy to watch 
my grandsons grow up in this neighborhood.  They have so much fun!  I know a lot of us grew up that way and 
treasure the memories.  Alas, my own kids didn't live in a neighborhood like that.  I've always regretted that, but I 
think Saskia appreciates what they have even more.  At least, that's what she tells me. 
 
I have a question.  I read an article yesterday about how the military (Pentagon) spends money.  It described an 
IED defuser who worked basically with string and a can opener.  (Not really, but close.)  The gov't. has spend 
billions trying to come up with technology to combat these things, and none of them has worked worth squat.  This 
one guy was able to defuse many, many bombs, just by being good at it.  It was an interesting article, all about 
drones and who qualifies as a combatant.  Here's my question(s).  Do we really spend too much (or not enough) on 
defense, and do we spend that money in the right way?  Are there other interests than efficiency and cost-
effectiveness that influence the way things get done?  If so, what can the ordinary person do about it? 
 
 

20111025-18 11:58 SteveG Fw: UUSC Action: Tell Hersey to End Child Labor! 

 
From UUSC: 
 
https://secure2.convio.net/uusc/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=274&AddInterest=102
3&JServSessionIdr004=roffo03tb2.app210a 
 
 

20111025-05 09:35 Pam 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #2) 

 
Cinders and ashes!  The rich might have to pay more taxes!?  Back when the tax rate on the wealthy was 70%, we 
had a robust economy.  Will the top earners really "lose" money, or will they just make somewhat less?  Will the 
wealthy really stop taking vacations in the Keys if their taxes go up?  I doubt it.  But even if there is some 
readjustment in the luxury business, haven't we already seen a severe readjustment in lots of other businesses, 
schools, hospitals, clinics, social programs?  I find the alarm expressed in this article a slap in the face of teachers, 
nurses, fire fighters, social workers, and ordinary folks who count every penny.  An out-of-work factory worker has 
a lot more right to complain than an investor who has enough money to play around with. 
 
 

20111025-06 09:59 SteveG 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #2) 

 
Usually the tax rates of 70% were placed on earnings above $500,000 or so.  One can also see historically that the 
rate was 90% at one time. 
 
 

20111025-07 10:07 SteveB 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
And, as GaryC could tell us, there are a universe of loopholes… 
 

https://secure2.convio.net/uusc/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=274&AddInterest=1023&JServSessionIdr004=roffo03tb2.app210a
https://secure2.convio.net/uusc/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=274&AddInterest=1023&JServSessionIdr004=roffo03tb2.app210a


 

20111025-09 10:12 SteveG 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Aw, the devil is in the loopholes.  The rich, the corporations have a bevy of lawyers/accountants to find the 
loopholes. 
 
 

20111025-10 10:36 Pam 
Re: “'Millionaires' Are Now Expected to Shoulder Much of the Burden of 
Balancing the Budget” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
How many loopholes does the average taxpayer get? 
 
 

20111025-22 10:15 Art Republican Town Hall Meeting 

 
Better to work from the inside. Last night I got invited to a local Republican town hall. Love to hear what they say 
and ask good questions at the right moment. They hate it.  It is why Cantor canceled his speech as Wharton.  
 
Not sure about the third party,  but what we do need is a resurgence of honestly in politics.  Think the problem is 
the fundamental nature of the business is so slimy,  no good person wants to get involved. Do we really think Perry, 
Bachman and Cain are the best America has to offer? I mean,  really now. 
 
As for Singapore,  I have been going in and out of there for 40 years.  They have nothing except the people and 
they are probably one of the most prosperous societies on earth. Lesson to be learned there.  
 
Of course, it is the death penalty to chew gum on the street, so I supposed there are some prices to be paid. 
 
I'll try to comment on Pam's Defense spending issue tomorrow.  Complicated. Golf early so later in the day. 
 
Do you have this on Ricky's Texas?? 
 

#1 in the Emission of Ozone Causing Air Pollution Chemicals 
#1 in Toxic Chemical releases into the Air 
#1 in use of Deep Well Injectors as method of Waste Disposal 
#1 in counties listed in top 20 of Emitting Cancer Causing Chemicals 
#1 in Total Number of Hazardous Waste Incinerators 
#1 in Environmental Justice Title 6 complaints 
#1 in production of Cancer causing Benzene & Vinyl Chloride 
#1 Largest Sludge Dump in Country 

 
Perry grew up a Democrat. He was elected a state rep as a Democrat & supported Al Gore for president ,,,,In 1988. 
In 1989, he joined the GOP. Elected Lt Governor in 1999, he became governor when Bush resigned to run for 
president. That year, the state debt was $13.4 billion, By 2010, it was $37.8 billion, an 281% increase. Texas state 
debt grew at a faster rate than the federal debt. 
 
 

20111025-23 20:47 SteveG 
Videos: “Bill O’Reilly Admits That Fox News Is Waging a War Against 
Occupy Wall Street” & “Sign of the Times - Arrests in the WI Assembly 
Gallery; 10 Cops, Really? (Part 2)” 

 
“Bill O’Reilly Admits That Fox News Is Waging a War Against Occupy Wall Street” by Politicus 
 
Oct. 21, 2011, (http://www.politicususa.com/en/bill-oreilly-fox-ows) 
 
 

http://www.politicususa.com/en/bill-oreilly-fox-ows


Video: “Sign of the Times - Arrests in the WI Assembly Gallery; 10 Cops, Really? (Part 2)” 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SCx-3VoT9JE&feature=share. 
 
 

20111025-11 10:26 Art Current Political View 

 
I think the Republicans, and I am one,  have been doing nothing but politicking since Dec., 2010.  They certainly 
haven't been seriously trying to govern.  Anything that might help the country and thus make the president look 
good by connection, they have automatically opposed, period. 
  
As for the President, he has had his hands tied so completely, that I think he has largely given up trying to work 
with the opposition, which unfortunately leaves us going nowhere. 
 
One other thing. I am on Speaker Bonehead's mailing list.  I keep asking what is the Republican jobs plan, but all I 
get back is bills (doomed to failure I hope), to cancel worker safety standards in the mining industry, allow more 
pollution, and more tax breaks for the super rich, all of which will supposedly create more jobs.  The connection of 
these actions to jobs is more of the "hope" school of planning. 
 
Finally I missed the last discussion but whoever said mining, farming and manufacturing are the only things that 
create wealth.  Ever been to Singapore? 
 
 

20111025-20 13:12 SteveB Re: Current Political View (reply to Art, above) 

 
I think that stuff in Singapore just moves the money around, doesn’t it? 
 
I’ve been on an Obama list since, like, 2008…I keep writing stuff, but almost never even get a computer to answer. 
Responsive government at its best. Reminds me of Microsoft. 
 
 

20111025-21 13:43 Pam Re: Current Political View (reply to Art, above) 

 
A question for Art: why are you still a Republican?  As they say, this does not compute.  I've been a lifelong 
Democrat, but I'm reconsidering my options.  Never thought I'd go for a third party, but I just might.  And not a 
Ralph Nader party of 16 true believers.  (Though I like everything Nader says.)  I mean a third party made up of 
millions of Americans who are fed up with this ramshackle mess we call a government.  (Hyperbole, but what the 
he--.) 
 
 

20111025-12 10:41 Art Republican Politics 

 
Seen this?  Admittedly from the DCCC so perhaps a wee bit prejudiced. 
 
The minute House Majority Leader Cantor learned that his speech at the Wharton School of Business about 
America’s growing income disparity would be open to the public, he canceled it. 
 
A Cantor aide previewed the speech, saying, “The speech will zero in on how Washington could […] make sure the 
people at the top stay there.” 
 
Like so many of his fellow Republicans, Cantor just doesn’t get it. He continues to push Tea Party Republican 
policies that protect Big Oil and the people at the top while blocking programs to create middle class jobs and help 
small business. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SCx-3VoT9JE&feature=share


—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

America Needs Her Middle Class Back 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Oct. 27, 2011, thanks to Pam for the charts) 
 
 
Imagine for a moment a utopian America. No, not a socialist utopia! Not a Republican utopian. [Please note: 2011 
dollars are used below.] 
 
Private enterprise large and small flourishes. Foreign investors flock to our shores for a piece of the pie. Rich and 
poor alike are happy paying taxes. The federal government runs no deficits because fewer demands are placed on 
it. There are almost more jobs than can be filled. Rich and "poor" are happy to pay taxes [perhaps a stretch], 
because they know they are necessary and fair. They don't whine all the time about paying taxes. 
 
What would it take? If we knew we'd do it, wouldn't we? 
 
What if the minimum wage was something like $30 to $50 per hour? Someone fresh out of college would make 
$100/hour. 
 
Our manufactured goods would be way too expensive for export. Cheap imports would bankrupt our businesses, so 
we'd have to protect them with tariffs on almost all foreign manufactured goods. We wouldn't try to save the world, 
exporting our dollars everywhere. We would make what we need. 
 
Want to know something? This utopia existed! Right here! In the good ole US of A., from about sometime in the 
1950's through sometime in the 70's, though Viet Nam seemed to signal the end was near. 
 
True, workers didn't make $30 to $50 per hour, but they might as well have made that much when we compare 
those hourly wages to wages in China, Mexico, or even Japan at that time. There were tariffs on imported goods to 
protect American wages. Floods of additional workers were not crossing our borders. 
 
But someone [Reagan and his controllers?] had a great idea. Let's have "free trade" and take down the barriers. 
Let's deregulate all markets, bust the unions, lower taxes until we are broke, and let our businesses have their way 
with the world. 
 
This is what we did and we have been in decline as a nation ever since. Why did we do something so stupid? Who 
benefited? Not the American middle class, as was promised. Our politicians passed the laws that made it all 
possible. So their biggest campaign contributors could make more money and shelter more of it from taxes. 
 
Now, I'm not against tax breaks for business. I'm not against CEO's making a lot of money (though a lot less than 
presently). But both taxes and compensation, for the good of the country and the economy, have to be tied firmly 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com


to performance. In the case of business, the performance has to be to benefit America by creating jobs, paying 
taxes, and, perhaps, fulfilling a public need, such as mining lithium, to give an impossible example. Tax breaks for 
farmers are a similar example. 
 
We lost our manufacturing base slowly. So slowly hardly anyone noticed. We woke up one day, and the utopia was 
gone. Stolen from us all--poor and rich. We can get it back, but it will take a long time. 
 
 
Another subject near and dear to our hearts--taxes! I have to admit that we've probably beaten this issue to death, 
but I wanted to present one more article. The facts are all here for anybody to understand: taxes must be raised on 
the richest Americans! 
 
 
from “Should Minimum Wage Earners Pay a Tax Rate 460 Times Higher than Millionaires?” by Kyle Linzer, 
NationofChange 
 
Oct. 26, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/cain-s-plan-minimum-wage-earners-pay-460-times-more-taxes-
millionaires-1319649531) [this article contains at least one error.] 
 
So spending the same amount of money and taxed at the same rate (a flat or sales tax) someone making minimum 
wage pays an effective rate of 25%, the average American pays an effective rate of 1.5%, and someone making 
$1,000,000 per year pays an effective rate of .055%. 
 
Minimum wage earner with flat tax: 
 

 
  

http://www.nationofchange.org/cain-s-plan-minimum-wage-earners-pay-460-times-more-taxes-millionaires-1319649531
http://www.nationofchange.org/cain-s-plan-minimum-wage-earners-pay-460-times-more-taxes-millionaires-1319649531


Average wage earner with flat tax: 
 

 
 
Person making $1,000,000/year: 
 

 
 
 
And my second exhibit today: 
 
 
“Why the U.S. Should Spread the Wealth” by Mark Thoma, The Fiscal Times 
 
Oct. 13, 2011, (http://money.msn.com/investing/why-us-should-spread-the-wealth-fiscaltimes.aspx?GT1=33002) 
 
(America sacrificed equity for the false promise of efficiency and growth, and society is now more unequal than at 
any time since the early part of the last century.) 
 
Many economists worry that making societies more equal through income redistribution or other means reduces 
economic growth. 
 
This big trade-off between equality and efficiency, which is supported by comparisons of capitalist and socialist 
countries, implies that there's a limit to how much redistribution a society should pursue. At some point, the trade-

http://money.msn.com/investing/why-us-should-spread-the-wealth-fiscaltimes.aspx?GT1=33002


off of more equality for less output -- which worsens as we push toward more and more equality -- becomes 
intolerable. 
 
However, while the trade-off is quite unfavorable as we push to extremes, recent experience suggests there is a 
wide region where the trade-off is hard to detect. Thus, worries about this trade-off appear to be overblown. 
 
For example, the Bush tax cuts were justified, in part, by the assertion that equity had overshadowed efficiency in 
tax policy. Taxes on the wealthy, and the inefficiencies that come with them, were much too high, it was argued, 
and lowering taxes would cause output to go up enough to lift all boats substantially. 
 
Accordingly, the lower end of the income distribution would fare much better after income trickled down than it 
would under redistributive policy. 
 
The economy did grow after the Bush tax cuts, but the rate of growth was unremarkable, especially for jobs, and 
there's little evidence that they caused large increases in output growth, as promised. 
 
In fact, there's little evidence that the Bush tax cuts had any effect at all. The trade-off simply wasn't there. 
 
And the tax cuts at the upper end of the income distribution did nothing to correct for the fact that although worker 
productivity was rising, wages remained flat -- a problem that began in the mid-1970s. 
 
This was an indication that something was amiss in the mechanism that distributes income to different members of 
society. Workers were helping to increase the size of the pie, but income did not trickle down, and their share of the 
pie was no larger than before. 
 
This is not the only way in which the distribution of income has become disconnected from productivity. While some 
argue that those at the top of the income distribution earn every cent they receive, and hence deserve to keep all 
of it, there is plenty of evidence that the compensation of financial executives, CEOs of major corporations and 
others at the top of the pyramid far exceeds the value of what they contribute to society. 
 
That holds true even without the 2008-09 financial crisis, but how, exactly, can we justify the extraordinarily high 
income of this group when the result of their actions was to ruin the economy? 
 
If those at the top of the income distribution receive far more than the value of what they create, and those at 
lower income levels receive less, then one way to correct this is to increase taxes at the upper end of the income 
distribution and use the proceeds to protect important social programs that benefit working-class households, 
programs that are currently threatened by budget deficits. 
 
This would help to rectify the maldistribution of income that is preventing workers from realizing their share of the 
gains from economic growth. 
 
And there is another reason why taxes on the wealthy should go up. Someone has to pay taxes, and the question is 
how to distribute the burden among taxpayers. Many believe, and I am one of them, that progressive taxes are the 
most equitable way to do this. In particular, the guiding principle is that the last dollar of taxes paid should cause 
the same amount of sacrifice for rich and poor alike. 
 
There has been an attempt to make it appear that taxes are mostly paid by the wealthy; the deceptive claim that 
half of the people pay no taxes is part of this. But taxes are less progressive than before the Bush tax cuts, and 
when all taxes at all levels of government are taken into account, "the U.S. tax system just barely qualifies as 
progressive," according to a 2010 report from Citizens for Tax Justice. 
 
We face a choice between cutting key benefits for the middle class and creating an ever more unequal society, or 
raising taxes on the wealthy to preserve the social programs that lower-income households rely upon. 
 



We hear that raising taxes is unfair and that tax increases will harm economic growth. But there's nothing unfair 
about correcting the maldistribution of income that we've seen in recent decades, or about making sure the burden 
from paying taxes is more equitable than it is now. 
 
And there's no reason to fear that economic growth will be lower if taxes are increased. Cutting taxes on the 
wealthy during the Bush years didn't stimulate growth, and raising taxes back to the levels we've had in the past -- 
when growth was quite robust -- won't have much of an effect either. 
 
 
 

20111026-01 08:53 SteveB Re: Republican Town Hall Meeting (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #3) 

 
In regards to Art’s list of Mr. Perry’s accomplishments maybe the term from the 60’s of Tricky Dick should be 
changed to Tricky Rick.  His unemployment or employment record is not good either once you start looking at the 
details – take away federal stimulus money used to hire people, the growth of the state government, add in the 
facts of the lowest or second lowest average wage of any state, the lowest number of employees covered by 
medical insurance and the mess gets bigger.  What real job growth there is relates back to the oil industry.  My 
guess is there is a little money being exchanged there. 
 
 

20111026-02 09:01 Pam “Why We Shouldn’t Be Selling the Right to Live in America” 

 
“Why We Shouldn’t Be Selling the Right to Live in America” by Robert Reich, NationofChange 
 
Oct, 25, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/why-we-shouldn-t-be-selling-right-live-america-1319549074) 
 
America is having a fire sale. Why not sell wealthy foreigners the right to live here, too? 
  
That’s the notion behind a bill introduced last week by Republican Senator Mike Lee of Utah and Democrat Senator 
Charles Schumer of New York: Stoke demand for American homes by allowing foreign nationals to buy them. In 
return, give foreigners the right to live here (although not work here). 
  
The price? At least $500,000 cash. It could be one piece of real estate costing $500,000 or more, or several, of one 
would have to be worth at least $250,000. 
  
Presumably, this would help homeowners by boosting demand. “This is a way to create more demand without 
costing the federal government a nickel,” Schumer told the Wall Street Journal. 
 
Continue reading at NationOfChange… 
 
 

20111026-03 09:02 Pam Right Wing Media 

 
How does it go? -- First they came for the teachers, and I did nothing.  Then they came for the lawyers, and I did 
nothing.  Then they came for me, and it was too late. -- I know that's not it exactly, but you know what I mean.   
 
Bill O'Reilly is such a blowhard.  Don't you just love the way he throws numbers around?  First, it's 90% who 
disagree with OWS.  Then it's 37%.  I simply cannot fathom how Fox mouthpieces can spew this stuff out day after 
day.  Like the lady said, What world are [they living] in?  We've got our own new versions of Billy Sunday or Elmer 
Gantry--charlatans who inflame the people who are most credulous.  I ask myself why they do it?  Can they 
possibly believe what they're saying?  Gretchen What's-her-name on Fox News went to Stanford, for Pete's sake.  
Oh yeah.  Money.  Of course. 
 
 

20111026-04 09:09 Pam Son of ‘Right Wing Media’ (above) 

 

http://www.nationofchange.org/why-we-shouldn-t-be-selling-right-live-america-1319549074
http://www.nationofchange.org/why-we-shouldn-t-be-selling-right-live-america-1319549074


A follow-up to my own follow-up: Maybe the best way to get at the tricksters and liars in politics and the media (I 
was Sooooo tempted to start name-calling) is to publicly shame them.  Jon Stewart and Stephen Colbert do a good 
job, but we need more voices calling these people out.  Good for you, Art, for asking uncomfortable questions.  It is 
essential that our movement (for lack of a better word) exercise good manners, like those folks in WI.  Our restraint 
plus the facts make eloquent statements.  We must keep grinding away at the idiots. 
 
 

20111026-05 09:45 SteveG “Company Directors See Pay Skyrocket” 

 
“Company Directors See Pay Skyrocket” by Gary Strauss, USA Today 
 
Oct. 26, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/money/companies/management/story/2011-10-25/director-
compensation-rising/50918332/1?loc=interstitialskip) 
 
 

20111026-06 15:23 SteveG “Alan Grayson: U.S. Is the Fifth Most Unequal Nation” 

 
“Alan Grayson: U.S. Is the Fifth Most Unequal Nation” from 'The Rachel Maddow Show' for Monday, October 19, 
2009 
 
(http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/33396815/ns/msnbc_tv-rachel_maddow_show/t/rachel-maddow-show-monday-
october/) 
 
After Alan Grayson’s inspiring appearance on “Real Time” with Bill Maher, drawing the first standing ovation for a 
guest in the history of that show and then 500,000 views on YouTube, Grayson followed it up with an interview 
with Rachel Maddow on MSNBC last week. Here is how it went: 
 
MADDOW: “Joining us tonight for the interview is former Congressman Alan Grayson of Florida. Mr. Grayson 
represented Florida`s Eighth District from 2009 to 2011. Congressman Grayson, thanks very much for being with 
us. It`s nice to see you again. 
 
GRAYSON: Thank you. 
 
MADDOW: You have and have always had a knack for saying things in a way that connects with people. 
Sometimes you upset your critics, but you definitely always enthuse your supporters. The "Occupy Wall Street" 
protests also seem to be connecting with people despite a campaign on the right to portray them as scary. What do 
you think is resonating so much here? 
 
GRAYSON: I think that they have their eyes open, and more and more people are seeing the scales fall from their 
eyes as well. The "Occupy Wall Street" people are saying, first, that there`s no accountability on Wall Street. They 
wrecked our economy. Years ago, they took a healthy economy and they gave us 9 percent, 10 percent or more 
unemployment. And they destroyed 20 percent of our national wealth in the course of just 18 months, from the 
middle of 2007 to the end of 2008. They destroyed 20 percent of our national wealth accumulated over the course 
of two centuries, and nobody`s been prosecuted for it. Nobody`s been indicted. Nobody`s been convicted. So, first, 
there`s no accountability. 
 
The second thing is that they`ve created a system that is enormously unequal. And the result of that is people are 
struggling to find a job to pay their bills, to pay their rent, to pay their credit card bills. According to Wikipedia, 
there are only five countries in the entire planet that are more unequal than the United States, in the distribution of 
our wealth. That`s a system that Wall Street created, that Wall Street maintains, and that Wall Street enforces. 
 
And the way that they enforce it is the third gripe. The third gripe is Wall Street controls and dominates our political 
system. One party is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Wall Street, and the other party caters to Wall Street all too 
much. So, people got into the situation right now where they feel that the system is completely unresponsive, and 
they`re driven deeper and deeper into debt and misery. 
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MADDOW: With a movement with that kind of message, how do you think it ends up playing out and affecting 
American politics more broadly? Not even necessarily in strict electoral terms. But how does it change the framing 
of issues. I mean, the right is trying to denounce the existence of protests at all as mobs and social unrest. Glenn 
Beck today ranting that people are going to be dragged from their homes and killed in the streets. The kinder, 
softer version of that on the right is to say that the protesters are motivated by class envy and class resentment, 
dividing the nation. The right is reacting to this in slightly hysterical terms. That implies to me that people have a 
message here that the right is worried about. 
 
GRAYSON: Well, I think that Glenn Beck is right. It`s only a matter of time before they do take him away -- but 
not the way that he means -- you know, in a straitjacket. That`s how they`ll take him away. That much is obvious. 
 
But fundamentally, ask yourself what do people want? Solutions to their problems. And what is either side offering 
in the next election? People don`t see any solutions to their problems. 
 
You know, as I said earlier, there are 24 million people in this country who can`t find full-time work. There are 50 
million people in this country who can`t even see a doctor when they`re sick. They want to know what`s being 
done about this. What is going to help them in their ordinary, everyday lives. They`re desperate for solutions to 
those problems. 
 
The Right certainly isn`t offering any. You heard Herman Cain. His answer is: get a job. Well, it`s not that easy. 
You know, if one person is out of work, maybe that one person can find a job. But if 24 million people are out of 
work, that`s just not possible. 
 
The economy has been grossly mismanaged by Wall Street and by others. And people see that Wall Street is 
running our economic policy. That Big Oil is determining our energy policy, and that the military- industrial complex 
is determining our foreign policy and miring us in these endless, costly wars. 
 
People are just fed up. So, what do they do? What`s left to do? What is the one thing you can still do as a human 
being? You can go someplace. You can go someplace, and in this world of the Internet, you can show yourself. And 
that`s what the people on ‘Occupy Wall Street’ are doing. They`re doing the one last human thing left. They’re 
going somewhere. 
 
 
After the Maddow interview, Politifact contacted Grayson, and asked him to prove the statement that the United 
States has the fifth most unequal distribution of wealth in the world. Which Grayson did, adding: "there is 
overwhelming, staggering inequality in America, however it is measured, and that inequality substantially exceeds 
the inequality in many other countries. That is not merely ‘True’ but ‘Profoundly True’ and ‘Largely Ignored.’” 
Politifact then rated Grayson’s statement as “True.” 
 
 

20111026-07 17:34 SteveG 
“GOP Rejects Dems Offer in 'Super Committee,' Negotiations 
'Deadlocked' Over Taxes” 

 
From SteveG (5:34 pm) 
 
“GOP Rejects Dems Offer in 'Super Committee,' Negotiations 'Deadlocked' Over Taxes” by Kate Bolduan, Deirdre 
Walsh and Ted Barrett, CNN 
 
Oct. 26, 2011, (http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/10/26/gop-rejects-dems-offer-in-super-committee-
negotiations-deadlocked-over-taxes/?hpt=hp_t2) 
 
 

20111026-08 18:56 Pam 
Re: “GOP Rejects Dems Offer in 'Super Committee,' Negotiations 
'Deadlocked' Over Taxes” (reply to SteveG, above) 
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The idea that Republican politicians would sign a pledge presented to them by Grover Norquist is so appalling it 
leaves me speechless.  I will not be at all surprised if the super-committee fails.  I veer all over the place; one 
minute I think OWS and progressives will make a positive difference, the next I fear the regressive Republicans, 
including the Supreme Court, Wall Street, the banks, and the big corporations have such a stranglehold on the 
country that we'll never break free. 
 
 

20111026-09 23:04 SteveB Re: Current Political View (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #3) 

 
Ah, I see what you mean about Singapore. Still just shuffling money around, they just end up ahead. We do a lot of 
that kind of thing here—movies, banking, markets, etc.—but our way of doing it ships money out of the country, 
their way of doing it brings money into their country. 
 
NO! I don’t want Rick’s Texas. I don’t want Rick. He needs to research Obama’s birth certificate a little more. LOL! 
 
 

20111026-10 23:15 SteveB Obamacare & Business Uncertainty 

 
Funny how business thinks Obamacare produces so much uncertainty that business can hardly function. They can’t 
stand uncertaintly in the marketplace and in their businesses climate, right? Makes sense. 
 
Yet they don’t seem to find any uncertain business climate in the titanic changes and dislocations in the tax and 
economic structure of this country that would be necessary to implement any of the Republican flat tax frauds. 
 
Just thought I’d point that interesting little fact out… 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Oakland OWS Vet / Republican Candidate Update 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Oct. 28, 2011) 
 
 
Some days, I have noticed, the news of the day provides just about everything that needs to be said about a 
subject…except, of course, what all of us think about it. Today is such a day, so I will mainly get out of the way 
today and let the news tell the story. 
 
I only wish to comment about Scott Olsen, the young man who received a skull fracture at an Occupy Wall Street 
rally in Oakland, CA. Now, I don’t know the details of what happened. I don’t blame Scott. I don’t blame the police. 
These kinds of tragedies are what can happen when people must fight in the streets to be free. What a shame our 
political system has stopped functioning because one entire party refuses to talk or think. 
 
Regardless, I love this young man! 
 
"He felt you shouldn't wait until something is affecting you to get out and do something about it," a friend said. 
 
He’s a hero to me, if not to all Americans, as he should be. 
 
 
1. “Injured Vet Spent Days at Work, Nights at Protest” by MSNBC/AP/Reuters 
 
Oct. 28, 2011, (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45071048/ns/us_news/t/injured-vet-spent-days-work-nights-
protest/#.UAmaObRYuRQ) 
 
(Olsen suffered a fractured skull in clash between police, demonstrators in Oakland.) 
 
(OAKLAND, Calif.) The Iraq War veteran injured during a clash between police and anti-Wall Street protesters this 
week wasn't taking part in the demonstrations out of economic need. 
 
The 24-year-old Scott Olsen makes a good living as a network engineer and has a nice apartment overlooking San 
Francisco Bay. And yet, his friends say, he felt so strongly about economic inequality in the United States that he 
fought for overseas that he slept at a protest camp after work. 
 
"He felt you shouldn't wait until something is affecting you to get out and do something about it," said friend and 
roommate Keith Shannon, who served with Olsen in Iraq. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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It was that feeling that drew him to Oakland on Tuesday night, when the clashes broke out and Olsen's skull was 
fractured. Fellow veterans said Olsen was struck in the head by a projectile fired by police, although the exact 
object and who might have been responsible for the injury have not been definitively established. 
 
Rallying cry 
 
Now, even as officials investigate exactly where the projectile came from, Olsen has become a rallying cry for the 
Occupy Wall Street demonstrators across the nation, with Twitter users and protest websites declaring, "We are all 
Scott Olsen." 
 
In Las Vegas, a few dozen protesters held a vigil for him. A handful of police officers attended, and protesters 
invited them back for a potluck dinner Thursday night. 
 
"We renewed our vow of nonviolence," organizer Sebring Frehner said. 
 
Another round of vigils were organized for Thursday night, including one in Oakland. 
 
Oakland organizers said they would stage a general strike over what a spokeswoman called the "brutal and vicious" 
treatment of protesters, including the former Marine.  
 
Elsewhere across the United States, officials took steps to close some of the protest camps that have sprung up in 
opposition to growing economic inequality. 
 
In Nashville, Tenn., officials imposed a curfew, saying conditions at a camp at the state Capitol were worsening. In 
Providence, R.I., officials told protesters they were violating multiple city laws by camping overnight at a park. 
 
The group Iraq Veterans Against the War blamed police for Olsen's injury. Oakland Police Chief Howard Jordan said 
officials will investigate whether officers used excessive force. He did not return calls seeking comment Thursday. 
 
Police have said they responded with tear gas and bean bag rounds only when protesters began throwing bottles 
and other items at them. 
 
 
2. “Romney Waffles on Anti-Union Law in Ohio” by Philip Elliott, AP/MSNBC 
 
Oct. 26, 2011, (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45050553/ns/politics-decision_2012/) 
 
(FAIRFAX, Va.) A day after he refused to endorse an Ohio ballot measure that limits public employee union rights, 
Republican presidential hopeful Mitt Romney said Wednesday that he is "110 percent" behind the effort. 
 
 
3. “Cain: I Don't Need to Know the Foreign-Policy Details” by Andrew Rafferty, NBC 
 
Oct. 27, 2011, (http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/10/27/8508055-cain-i-dont-need-to-know-the-foreign-
policy-details) 
 
(CORPUS CHRISTI, Tx.) Former businessman turned presidential frontrunner Herman Cain continued his attempts 
to calm voters concerns over his lack of foreign policy experience during a campaign stop here Wednesday night. 
 
“Relative to foreign policy, I don’t need to know the details of every one of the issues we face.”  
 
"We’ve got plenty of experts who can fill in the details,” Cain said at dinner held by the Nueces County Republican 
Women. 
 
 
4. “Perry Camp Defends Stance to Possibly Forgo Debates” by Carrie Dann, NBC 
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Oct. 27, 2011, (http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/10/27/8511570-perry-camp-defends-stance-to-
possibly-forgo-debates) 
 
Rick Perry spokesman Ray Sullivan set off a flurry of punditry yesterday when he said on CNN that the campaign 
may skip some of the upcoming debates in favor of retail politicking. 
 
Here's what Sullivan told NBC News today in defense of the campaign's decision to consider skipping future 
debates: 
 
"We are committed to CNBC Nov 9th. We haven't declined any to date. There have been eight GOP primary debates 
to date, with 16 more scheduled over the next 12 weeks. We need to determine on a case-by-case basis whether 
and how these fit into our schedule given the pressing need to meet actual voters in Iowa, New Hampshire, South 
Carolina, Florida and other early voting states." 
 
He didn't answer specific questions about what criteria would need to be met to participate in a given debate. But 
asked to respond to critics who say this strategy essentially avoids rather than confronts an obvious weakness for 
the candidate, Sullivan said: 
 
"We have done five debates and will do more. We have had tough questions at the debates and will at future 
debates. The voters and media of Iowa, NH, SC and FL ask tough questions too and we need time to campaign on 
the ground in those early primary states." 
 
The campaign has been frustrated with the intense schedule of debates to date — a venue in which their candidate 
has notably underperformed. Aides are fond of noting how much practice other candidates — including Mitt Romney 
and, even, Ron Paul — have had in past presidential debates compared to Perry, who largely avoided debating his 
opponents in past races. 
 
 
5. “Can Perry Afford to Pass on Debates?” by Martina Stewart, CNN 
 
Oct. 27, 2011, (http://us.cnn.com/2011/10/27/politics/perry-debates/index.html) 
 
"(T)hese debates are set up for nothing more than to tear down the candidates. It's pretty hard to be 
able to sit and lay out your ideas and your concepts with a one-minute response," Texas Gov. Rick Perry 
said earlier this week. 
 
Editor's note: Gloria Borger is CNN's chief political analyst, appearing regularly on shows such as "AC360," "The 
Situation Room," "John King USA" and "State of the Union." 
 
(WASHINGTON) Call me crazy, but I recall when presidential candidates ran for the high office because they had 
things to say. The notion went like this: I have ideas that I think will be great for the country. I have thought about 
them, vetted them with experts, spoken about them throughout my career. I have refined them, many times, even 
changed some. And now I think it's time to run for the presidency, armed with those ideas to present to the nation. 
 
So imagine my surprise when, at a recent debate, Texas Gov. Rick Perry turned to Mitt Romney and, with a certain 
amount of disdain, sniffed, "Mitt has had six years to be working on a plan. I have been in this for about eight 
weeks." In other words, I'll get back to you. 
 
 
“The Perry Approach — Campaign First, Have Ideas Later” by Gloria Borger, CNN 
 
Oct. 27, 2011, (http://us.cnn.com/2011/10/27/opinion/borger-perry-ideas-campaign/index.html) 
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So, is it really a bad thing that Romney spent years working on ideas — changing some, obviously — to prepare for 
another presidential run? Or is it actually worse that Perry first had a team of consultants and strategists, and then 
got to work on the ideas part of the program? 
 
Ronald Reagan didn't have to cram a belief system into a new 10-point plan to save the country, 
because he knew what he believed — and refined and road-tested his plans — before he ran. Neither 
did Bill Clinton, who did have a 'Putting People First' plan, which contained ideas on welfare reform 
and education that he had spoken about for years. Both men had beliefs — and of course, ambition — 
before they had presidential campaigns. How quaint. 
 
 
 

20111027-01 08:54 Jim TED Talk: Richard Wilkinson: “How Economic Inequality Harms Societies” 

 
For those of you who are not familiar with TED.com it is a forum that invites (mostly) academics who have done 
interesting research to share it with an audience and, through recorded archives, with the whole internet. 
 
This talk (http://www.ted.com/talks/richard_wilkinson.html) is about a study of the effects on the society/quality of 
life on a disparity in income that gives a number to an area that reflect the ratio of the income of the top 20% 
compared to the bottom 20% which is little different that the 1%/99%. 
 
He does it for countries and for the states of the United States and provinces of Canada. 
 
There are a lot of other neat talks on TED and if I am not careful I end up spending a lot of time browsing and 
letting one topic lead to another. 
 
 

20111027-02 10:57 Art Do We Have a Problem? 

 
A few days ago I asked some questions in trying to get to the bottom of how seemingly reasonable and bright 
people can disagree so vehemently on the political issues of the day. Below are some stats I pulled from an e-mail 
that I think are pretty accurate. Assuming for the minute that they are, it is not a matter for argument, but rather a 
matter of, do these statistics indicate a problem in the USA? 
 
If they do not, discussion over for those folks at least. If they do, then the next discussion I guess is to frame a 
description of the problem. From there we could go on to discuss how to solve the problem. 
 
So, do we have a problem? 
 

• From 1948 until 2007, the average duration of unemployment was 13.5 weeks. Today, it's 40.5 weeks. 
 
• In 1952, corporate taxes were 6.1% of GDP, and employment taxes were 1.8% of GDP. In 2009, 
corporate taxes were 1% of GDP, and employment taxes were 6.3% of GDP. 
 
• Tax evasion has added $3 trillion to the national debt over the past decade. 
 
• Health care for an average family now runs $19,393 a year. It was about half that much in 2002. 
 
• California will spend $5.7 billion on its public universities this year, and $9.6 billion on prisons. 
 
• 5.5 million Americans are unemployed and not receiving unemployment benefits. Last year, that number 
was 1.4 million. 
 
• The U.S. government provides health care for a minority of its population (elderly and poor) at a greater 
cost per citizen than many European countries spend on universal coverage. 
 

http://www.ted.com/talks/richard_wilkinson.html


• The percentage of Americans covered by health insurance fell from 86.9% to 83.7% in 2000-2010. It has 
declined in eight of the past 10 years. 
 
• CEOs of S&P 500 companies are entitled to receive an average of $22 million upon being fired.  
 
• One percent of households captured 52% of all income gains from 1993-2008. 
 
• Just 400 people earned 10% of all capital gains in 2007. Between 2000 and 2007, the top 400 taxpayers 
captured ~2% of all growth. 
 
• Cash flow among S&P 500 companies set a new record last year - $1.2 trillion. 

 
 

20111027-03 11:31 SteveB Re: Do We Have a Problem? (reply to Art, above) 

 
Well, I think we have a problem, but, you are right, we don’t seem to be able to get anyone from the right to admit 
this or anything else. I too sincerely wonder why. Maybe one of them will answer your question. 
 
 

20111027-04 13:56 Pam “Occupy Wall Street & the Pope Agree: It’s Time to Tax Speculators” 

 
“Occupy Wall Street and the Pope Agree: It’s Time to Tax Speculators” by John Nichols, The Nation/NationofChange 
 
Oct. 27, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/occupy-wall-street-and-pope-agree-it-s-time-tax-speculators-
1319723776) 
 
The Catholic Church has for many years raised objections to the patterns of globalization, concentration of wealth 
and economic equality that have encouraged the massive redistribution of wealth upward that has made the rich 
richer, the poor poorer and the middle class more vulnerable than at any time in generations. 
 
And, now, as the Occupy Wall Street movement raises the issue of economic inequality, the church is stepping up 
with a proposal to begin to address the extreme injustice of a system that taxes working people for necessities but 
allows speculators to avoid even the most basic responsibilities. 
 
On the eve of the G-20 leaders, the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace has endorsed a series of reforms to the 
global economic financial and monetary systems that features as its centerpiece the development of a financial 
transactions tax. 
 
From the note on financial reform from the Pontifical Council: 
 

Specific attention should be paid to the reform of the international monetary system and, in particular, the 
commitment to create some form of global monetary management, something that is already implicit in the 
Statutes of the International Monetary Fund. It is obvious that to some extent this is equivalent to putting 
the existing exchange systems up for discussion in order to find effective means of coordination and 
supervision. This process must also involve the emerging and developing countries in defining the stages of 
a gradual adaptation of the existing instruments. In fact, one can see an emerging requirement for a body 
that will carry out the functions of a kind of “central world bank” that regulates the flow and system of 
monetary exchanges similar to the national central banks. The underlying logic of peace, coordination and 
common vision which led to the Bretton Woods Agreements needs to be dusted off in order to provide 
adequate answers to the current questions. On the regional level, this process could begin by strengthening 
the existing institutions, such as the European Central Bank. However, this would require not only a 
reflection on the economic and financial level, but also and first of all on the political level, so as to create 
the set of public institutions that will guarantee the unity and consistency of the common decisions. 
 
These measures ought to be conceived of as some of the first steps in view of a public Authority with 
universal jurisdiction; as a first stage in a longer effort by the global community to steer its institutions 
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towards achieving the common good. Other stages will have to follow in which the dynamics familiar to us 
may become more marked, but they may also be accompanied by changes which would be useless to try to 
predict today. In this process, the primacy of the spiritual and of ethics needs to be restored and, with 
them, the primacy of politics—which is responsible for the common good—over the economy and finance. 
These latter need to be brought back within the boundaries of their real vocation and function, including 
their social function, in consideration of their obvious responsibilities to society, in order to nourish markets 
and financial institutions which are really at the service of the person, which are capable of responding to 
the needs of the common good and universal brotherhood, and which transcend all forms of economist 
stagnation and performative mercantilism. 
  
On the basis of this sort of ethical approach, it seems advisable to reflect, for example, on: a) taxation 
measures on financial transactions through fair but modulated rates with charges proportionate to the 
complexity of the operations, especially those made on the “secondary” market. Such taxation would be 
very useful in promoting global development and sustainability according to the principles of social justice 
and solidarity. It could also contribute to the creation of a world reserve fund to support the economies of 
the countries hit by crisis as well as the recovery of their monetary and financial system… 

 
The G-20 gathering in Cannes November 3 and 4 is expected to discuss a financial speculation tax, with strong 
encouragement from French President Nicolas Sarkozy and German Chancellor Angela Merkel—whosays, “We must 
ensure that financial market actors share in the costs of fighting the crisis. I will push for this until it happens, at 
least in Europe, even better worldwide. 
 
Sarkozy and Merkel have work to do; there is opposition within the G-20 even to an exceptionally modest 0.1-
percent speculation tax. That opposition is coming from the United States and Canada, in particular. But there will 
also be pressure for the tax from outside the G-20, as unions from around the world rally at Cannes to agitate for 
the proposal. 
 
The culture-jammers at Adbusters, who issued the “Occupy Wall Street” call, are calling on activists worldwide to 
rally October 29 for a “Robin Hood Tax” on all financial transactions and currency trades. National People’s Action 
(NPA), which refers to the financial transactions tax as a “take from the rich and give to the poor” initiative, is 
urging Americans to join October 29 rallies to “Rise Up and Fight for the Robin Hood Tax.” 
 
Arguing that “Wall Street and Big Banks must pay their share for our economic recovery,” NPA says that a financial 
speculation tax “would tax short term and often speculative activity—the sort of thing that helped create the crisis—
and generate billions of dollars of revenue. For ordinary investors, the cost would barely be noticeable, but for Wall 
Street traders’ activities, it is estimated that such a tax could generate up to $150 billion a year.” 
 
U.S. unions, especially National Nurses United (NNU), are in the thick of the initiative. NNU has been working 
closely with international unions to encourage global campaigning on behalf of the tax. But it is also working 
domestically to promote a U.S. version 
 
On Thursday, Congressman Peter DeFazio, D-Oregon, and U.S. Senator Tom Harkin, D-Iowa, both long-time 
supporters of taxes on speculators, will introduce legislation that would impose a modest tax—less than the 0.1-
percent tax proposed in Europe—on financial transactions. The Harkin-DeFazio proposal, though small in scope and 
narrowly focused on specific types of transactions, would raise tens of billions of dollars that could be used to 
address budget shortfalls and domestic needs. 
 
The Harkin-DeFazio plan would, as well, place a bit of the tax burden on those most able to pay. 
 
“This is an absolutely essential step to address the 99 percent problem,” said Damon Silvers, director of policy at 
the AFL-CIO, referring to the Occupy Wall Street claim that the movement represents the 99 percent of Americans 
whose economic prospects are limited by the 1 percent who control most of the nation’s wealth. 
 
“The financial sector in the United States and worldwide is profoundly undertaxed,” Silvers said. “Inherently, any tax 
on the financial system is a progressive tax.” 
 



The linkage between the Occupy Wall Street agitation and the push for a financial transactions tax is being made by 
several groups that were early and enthusiastic supporters of the protest movement. 
 
National Nurses United, which has launched a “Tax Wall Street” campaign, will rally on the doorstep of the U.S. 
Treasury Department November 3, calling on Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner and the Obama administration 
“to end lobbying efforts at home and abroad against a Wall Street tax.” 
 
“It is long past time for Secretary Geithner and President Obama to get on board with other world leaders in 
supporting this common sense approach to raise badly needed revenues to help fund the critical programs we need 
to revive the U.S. and other global economies,” says NNU executive director Rose Ann DeMoro. 
 
Along with the NNU; the AFL-CIO; the Service Employees union; the American Federation of State, County and 
Municipal Employees; the National Education Association; Demos; Rebuild the Dream; National Peoples Action; and 
Americans for Financial Reform are signing on with BanksterUSA’s petition to members of Congress with a simple 
message: 
 

The deficit issue that we face today was in large part created by the world financial crisis, a crisis caused by 
Wall Street speculation. Now it’s time to call upon Wall Street to start paying its fair share to help us out of 
the hole they dug. 
 
A small tax on financial market transactions has the potential to raise significant revenue and simultaneously 
limit reckless short-term speculation that can threaten financial stability. We are writing to ask you to 
support such a tax, and to request that it be part of any new budget plan. 
 
Financial transaction taxes have a long track record both in the United States and globally. The United 
States had a transfer tax from 1914 to 1966. The UK levies a transaction tax on stock transfers and has 
done so for many years. The European Union is on the verge of approving a small transaction tax, including 
ten cents per $100 on stock transactions. The tiny transaction tax they are working on is estimated to raise 
over $70 billion annually. A similar transaction tax in the United States would raise even more money, as our 
financial markets are larger. 
 
We join over 1,000 economists who recently signed an open letter advocating a financial speculation tax as 
“technically feasible” and “morally right.” 

 
Technically feasible. 
  
Morally right. 
 
And necessary if we are ever going to get serious about raising the revenues that are needed—from the people who 
need to pay. 
 
 

20111027-05 16:02 SteveB Energy Saving Cooking 

 
SteveG, we were talking about conservation the other day, in the vein of “tiny houses”.  Today I had an idea that 
was new to me and wanted to see if anybody else has heard of anything like this. 
 
Now, my Dad was an energy conserver! I swear he followed everybody around the house just to turn off the lights, 
but that may be an exaggeration. When we bought them their first microwave and VCR years ago, they kept both 
unplugged except when in use, because they didn’t want the displays using electricity all the time. I can remember 
burning coal in our furnace when I was  a little kid. 
 
But my Dad never thought of this one. 
 
Marci is working on a case now, so, before she came home for lunch today, I wanted to boil a few potatoes to have 
with some other stuff already in the fridge. But I was working and it was really too early…so I hit upon a plan in the 



same way the Koran came to Mohammed, only a little smaller…maybe more like the way God told several of the 
Republican candidates that they must run. I guess that would be better than being told to build a boat. 
 
I brought the potatoes to a heavy boil (with the lid on), then TURNED OFF THE GAS AND LEFT IT OFF! I left the lid 
on and decided I would wait 40 minutes—2X the usual 20 if the gas were on all the time, pretty much full bore. 
 
40 minutes later, Marci got home. The potatoes were still hot and perfectly cooked. 
 
Now this wouldn’t work with everything. And maybe it wouldn’t work if ambient temperature were cold—which it 
sure isn’t here. But people boil a lot of potatoes, eggs, and vegetables. If everybody cooked like this in the whole 
civilized world, it could save a lot of energy. 
 
What do you think? Old idea? Anybody ever hear of such a technique? 
 
Of course, I also had the stupid idea of bringing water to Texas from the Mississippi in a huge pipeline, like I now 
read China is going to build for one of their own God-forsaken dry places like Texas. 
 
 

20111027-06 17:20 SteveG Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
That is the exact process we use for boiling eggs and the process for corn on the cob.  Never thought of it for other 
foods. 
 
I had an aunt – this was back in the 50’s – that always told everyone that they needed to unplug everything that 
wasn’t being used, even if there was not a lit display.  Her kids, now in their 70’s and one in the mid 60’s use to 
laugh at her. She contended that the electricity was continuous to the appliance and would run up your electric bill. 
 
I have also heard at some point we will be selling the Middle East barrels of water from the Great Lakes for $100 a 
barrel. 
 
 

20111027-08 18:30 Art Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to SteveB & SteveG, above) 

 
Watch out where the water goes.  Look what has happened to the Aral Sea. 
 
 

20111027-07 17:37 SteveG “Increasing Gloom as Super Committee Deadline Looms” 

 
Question: In regards to the U.S. deficit and the paralysis in Washington toward resolving the issues and relying on a 
“Super Committee” to get us out, could the group of us come to an agreement on an appropriate process resolving 
the debt issues?  If this group is too progressive or conservative leaning, add the appropriate number of the other & 
could we resolve the issues before the super committee??? 
 
 
“Increasing Gloom as Super Committee Deadline Looms” by Wolf Blitzer, CNN 
 
Oct. 27, 2011, (http://situationroom.blogs.cnn.com/2011/10/27/blitzer’s-blog-increasing-gloom-as-super-
committee-deadline-looms/?hpt=hp_t2) 
 
It was sort of lost in the headlines, but Democratic members of the so-called super committee proposed some 
major changes in Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid spending – something Democrats in general strongly 
oppose. 
 
As part of their effort to revive the failed Barack Obama-John Boehner budget negotiations of earlier this year, the 
super committee Democrats put forward a $3 trillion package in deficit reduction over the next 10 years. 
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That package included about $1.2 trillion in tax increases – a nonstarter as far as the Republicans are concerned. 
They oppose any tax hikes and have made it clear during the past 24 hours that they reject this latest Democratic 
offer. 
 
Also included in this week’s Democratic plan were some other ideas that President Obama put forward in April just 
before his talks with Boehner collapsed. 
 
At the time, Obama proposed saving at least $200 billion in Medicare over 10 years and another $100 billion in 
Medicaid. The president also proposed changing the way the government considers annual entitlement cost-of-living 
increases, which would have amounted to smaller Social Security checks. And finally, Obama was open to the 
possibility of increasing Medicare eligibility from age 65 to 67. 
 
Democratic members of the super committee say they did not support increasing the Medicare eligibility age in their 
latest offer to the Republicans. 
 
What they do say, though, is that any cuts in Social Security, Medicare or Medicaid spending would have to be 
balanced by at least some tax increases on the rich. That would be necessary to mollify the Democratic base, which 
opposes tinkering with entitlement spending for seniors, the poor and the middle class. 
 
The six Democratic and six Republican members of the committee have until November 23 to come up with a plan 
to cut at least $1.2 trillion over ten years. Congress would then have until December 23 to approve the plan. If that 
doesn’t happen, across the board budget cuts would be triggered, including domestic and Pentagon spending. 
 
I haven’t given up hope yet on a deal among the 12 members of the panel, but I am becoming increasingly gloomy. 
 
 

20111027-09 20:49 SteveG Is This the Best Congress We Can Buy? 

 
Congressional approval rating at 8% and scheduled to be in session 109 days in 2012.  Best we can buy? 
 
 

20111027-10 22:05 SteveB Re: Is This the Best Congress We Can Buy? (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
These are amazingly bad numbers. Maybe some kind of revolution is in order. I know I am about completely fed 
up! 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 



Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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David Graeber of OWS / Rick Perry of Oops! 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Oct. 31, 2011) 
 
 
The group has been busy thinking and writing passionately this past weekend (thank you, all!), which doesn't leave 
me much room to editorialize here today. Gee, I hope that wasn't the plan! Anyway, please allow me get right to 
the heart of the matter. 
 
Today, learn more about: 1) The man behind the Occupy Wall Street  movement; 2) Why Rick Perry is toast; 3) 
How the Republicans have been wrong about global warming. 
 
 
“The Man Behind Occupy Wall Street” by Seth Fiegerman, MainStreet 
 
Oct. 28, 2011, (http://money.msn.com/top-stocks/post.aspx?post=34cc0783-f824-4831-b002-493cfab7c7ba) 
 
(Forget the labor unions. A University of London anarchist anthropologist is the force behind the protest 
movement.) 
 
When he’s not busy brainstorming how to tear apart and rebuild America’s democratic system, David Graeber 
prefers to think about simpler things, like why we still don’t have flying cars. 
 
Graeber, a professor at the University of London and a widely respected anthropologist, has achieved a new level of 
fame in recent weeks for his early influence on the Occupy Wall Street protests that began in New York City and 
have since spread around the world. The Wall Street Journal declared Graeber to be “the single academic who has 
done the most to shape the nascent movement,” while Bloomberg Businessweek declared him to be the “anti-
leader” of Occupy Wall Street who generally abstains from the limelight even as his writings, including a new book 
on the history of debt and the influence of money, serve as an “intellectual frame” for the protesters. 
 
Indeed, when MainStreet managed to reach Graeber by phone, his focus was light-years away from the protests, as 
he was busy working on an article about his disappointment that the world doesn’t yet have technology like flying 
cars, robots and other futuristic technology that one might have hoped would exist by the 21st century. As Graeber 
puts it, “I have arrived at a point where I can write about whatever I want.” 
 
Flying cars probably aren’t the future that protesters are marching for around the world, but then again few can say 
for sure precisely what the demands of each protester in Manhattan and Oakland and Rome actually are, not even 
Graeber, who is based in London and shuttles between protests on a fairly regular basis. 
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“I’m really a conduit, it’s not my ideas,” he says before going on to explain just how much his ideas are engrained 
in the movement. Graeber, a long-time anarchist, joined the protests in the very beginning on a whim and quickly 
set it on a new course to make government less corrupt. 
 
If there is an endgame to the protests, he says it’s to “delegitimize” the current political system in order to make 
way for the kind of radical change that would create a more open and fair democracy unshackled by the interests of 
big money. Still, to imply the protest is a means to an end misses much of what Graeber considers to be the big 
point of the movement today. 
 
“I think that our political structures are corrupt and we need to really think about what a democratic society would 
be like. People are learning how to do it now,” Graeber says. “This is more than a protest, it’s a camp to debate an 
alternative civilization.” 
 
In this interview, Graeber tells MainStreet how he overhauled the message of Occupy Wall Street, why he wants to 
keep the list of demands as broad as possible and what he would say to those politicians who want to use the 
protests to their advantage. 
 
MainStreet: How did you first get involved in the Occupy Wall Street movement? 
 
Graeber: I happened to be in the right place at the right time. There was a meeting on Aug. 2 for a general 
assembly to plan the Occupy Wall Street action based on an idea thrown out by Adbusters. Me and some friends 
showed up at this movement and sure enough there was a workers rally and we thought it was stupid. We said, 
‘Let’s not play along, let’s see if we can have a real general assembly.’ So we started tapping people on the 
shoulder asking if they wanted to do a real general assembly and my friend jumped on stage saying we need to 
have a real general assembly and they chased her off. There was a tug-of-war, eventually we formed a circle, but it 
was back and forth and finally after a couple hours we managed to bring everyone away from their meeting into 
our meeting. 
 
At that point, we decided on working by consensus process and we formed working groups and we decided to meet 
regularly afterwards. Then a couple days later we came up with the idea to call ourselves the 99% movement. I 
remember being the first to suggest this and was definitely the first to put it out on a list, though it was probably 
floating around at the time. That was really my key involvement. 
 
MS: What was the movement like before you took control of it that day in terms of its goals and strategy? 
 
Graeber: I think the coalition showed up on Aug. 2 and said they would do a rally  
 
and then show up on Wall Street with a list of demands that were total boiler plate — a massive jobs program, an 
end to oppression, money for us not for whatever. They were nice people, but it wasn’t very radical, just the usual 
demands. 
 
Adbusters, when they originally threw the idea out there, they were basically marketing guys who changed sides. 
They thought like marketers and one of their schticks was to come up with one single demand. That makes perfect 
sense from a marketing perspective, but it doesn’t make sense from an organizing perspective. You need to 
organize people around a list of grievances. 
 
MS: Obviously, many have criticized the movement for not putting out a single demand or list of demands. If the 
incentive to keep it vague was to make it easier for people to join the movement, why not make the message more 
specific now that the protests have gained steam? 
 
Graeber: We don’t want to give up the broad-based appeal. I do think every Occupy group has brainstorming 
groups coming up with this stuff, so there is a very long process of how we are going to come up with alternative 
visions democratically. That’s being done. But people have been trying to put out demands and protest since the 
2008 collapse and no one shows up. We say the system is f—-ed and suddenly we get hundreds of thousands of 
people. 
 



I think that people are much more interested in radical change. People really don’t like the way things are arranged 
now. Yes, they have to actually get food for their children and that’s a priority and if there is an immediate 
[political] measure that can do that then they want it, but there is an anger at the way things are structured. It’s 
not a matter of how far people want to go as it is how far people think they can go. 
 
MS: Given that, is there any issue you think the Occupy Wall Street protesters should avoid talking about, or is 
everything fair game? 
 
Graeber: Antisemitic banking conspiracies and pretty much anything that’s racist or sexist. Basic human decency 
applies. There are certain times that people say something that is offensive and people start repeating it in the 
human microphone. But we have working groups on anything else, where you can discuss monetary reform, where 
you can discuss transgender issues. It’s a community with all sorts of concerns. 
 
MS: You seem to have a clearer sense of the purpose of these protests than most and you’re certainly credited 
enough as being the architect behind them, so why not take charge of the movement more? 
 
Graeber: I didn’t want to do press stuff in the beginning because I was involved with promoting my book, Debt: 
The First 5,000 Years, and it seemed like a conflict of interest. We didn’t have demands, and I had this book about 
debt, and I didn’t want to make it seem like that’s what we were pushing for. But I did do a lot of work with 
facilitation — facilitating the first really long meeting at Tompkins Square Park, working with the outreach 
committee, getting together a training group for legal and medical training. 
 
MS: And what about now? Clearly you are willing to do more media appearances, why not take your place as the 
face of the movement? 
 
Graeber: I think the movement has many faces and that’s as it should be. Sure, I’ll be one of them, but when 
people ask, ‘Was I one of the creators of OWS?’ I say, ‘Yeah, me and 100 other people.’ It’s the same with being a 
spokesman. I don’t think I’m in any kind of privileged position. The last time I was in Zuccotti Park was 10 days 
ago, though I was in Austin [Texas] just a few days ago. 
 
MS: Does it bother you, then, to see celebrities like Michael Moore and Cornel West appear front and center at 
many of the rallies, garnering much of the media attention? 
 
Graeber: I don’t think it’s a problem that Michael Moore comes at all and I don’t think that he has tried to become 
the face of the movement, but I do think if someone or some organization like MoveOn.org does try to become the 
face of it, that’s a problem. I think these people are not trying to take advantage, they are trying to help, and I 
think it did help. NPR didn’t cover this at all for the first two weeks and someone asked them why not and they said 
we would need to have tens of thousands of people, or we’d need to have more violence or we’d need to have 
celebrities. 
 
MS: Was it really that hard to find a way to get exposure early on? 
 
Graeber: We were in a trap because we knew that if you want media attention, you’d have to break some 
windows, but none of us wanted to endanger people or engage in violence. We all decided that would not be an 
appropriate tactic, but we knew the media would not cover us if we didn’t. Then the NYPD obliged. 
 
MS: You’re referring to the scuffles between cops and protesters, I assume. Do you think the protesters did 
anything to incite those incidents or was it entirely the fault of the cops? 
 
Graeber: The NYPD was absolutely given orders to intimidate people through random force. The very first day, 
four people were arrested for chanting in front of a bank. Another time, two people were arrested for writing with 
chalk on the sidewalk. 
 
MS: Going forward, are you concerned that Democrats — or politicians in general — will make an effort to take 
over the movement and use it for their own advantage? 
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Graeber: I’m willing to believe that the Tea Party wasn’t just Astroturf in the beginning, that it eventually got 
subsumed by Republicans. We won’t let that happen. But I’ll put it this way: If Nancy Pelosi is suddenly inspired to 
put out a call for a debt jubilee, that would be great. Nobody is going to say that’s bad because it’s backed by a 
government we consider to be illegitimate. That won’t change our long-term visions. As long as you are on the 
same path, what we are really arguing for is what’s possible so there’s no reason we can’t work together. 
 
MS: And what exactly is that path you and the other protesters are working towards? 
 
Graeber: That path is one towards autonomous organization. What this movement is about is that even the 
democratic institutions we do have now have been corrupted by big money, and in the same way our movement 
would be corrupted if we were subsumed into that same political system. We have to maintain the integrity of this 
experiment. 
 
 
“Why Rick Perry Is Really Starting to Annoy Me” by James Carville, CNN 
 
Oct. 28, 2011, (www.cnn.com/2011/10/28/opinion/carville-rick-perry/index.html) 
 
(Editor's note: James Carville is a Democratic strategist who serves as a political contributor for CNN, appearing 
frequently on CNN's "The Situation Room" as well as other programs on all CNN networks. Carville remains active in 
Democratic politics and is a party fundraiser.) 
 
(Why Rick Perry's presidential bid is toast.) 
 
When Rick Perry announced he was running for president back on August 13, to tell you the truth I got a little 
excited. 
 
Now I know what you're thinking — James you are a big Democrat, why on earth would you be excited about Perry 
running for president? And as Ricky used to tell Lucy — I got some 'splainin to do. 
 
This was my thinking: Perry would get in and he would be a major force. After all he was governor of the state of 
Texas, great hair, been around politics for a while. 
 
He was the bona fide conservative complete with a pedigree to take on Romney. A giant fight to the death would 
ensue and they would bludgeon each other half to death — you get the picture. 
 
Honestly, I enjoy nothing more than two Republicans going after each other. Secondly, when politics is interesting it 
is actually good for me. In case you haven't noticed, I'm a cable television commentator — the more interesting the 
campaign, the more coverage, the more I'm on TV — you get the drift. 
 
Also, as some of you may be aware of, I've been known to give a speech or two in return for remuneration. The 
people that plan these sorts of things generally hire more political speakers when politics is interesting and in turn 
I'll make more money and then John Boehner and Eric Cantor will start referring to me as a job creator. 
 
With the way things are shaping up now, the event planners might be more inclined to take a motivational speaker, 
a magician, or a square dance troop. Hey Rick — you are costing me airtime and money. 
 
Third, there is a dirty little secret about political people that I'm going to share with you. These political people 
include operatives, politicians, volunteers, bloviators, journalists, pundits, columnists, staffers — we actually like 
politics and campaigns. 
 
Maybe you, like me, are a baseball fan. If you are, you want seven games because you actually like baseball. The 
same goes for politics — if you really love it, you hope for a good race that goes on and you enjoy watching people 
who are skilled at doing this. 
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It is literally painful to watch Rick Perry as a candidate. The case could be made that Rick Perry is the worst debater 
to ever run for president. 
 
As far as I know he can't even give a good speech. His appearance before the uber-right-winged Values Voters 
Summit was universally trashed. 
 
Not only can he not give an interview, he can't even roll out his stupid flat tax plan. He steps all over it by saying, 
"Oh by the way, it's optional anyway." He has managed to couple the flat tax with the IRS bureaucracy in one 
sentence. Way to go Rick. 
 
I'll be blunt with all you Perry supporters, it's time to butter your guy because he's toast. Every day it's a new dumb 
thing. From birtherism, to convoluted tax policy, to inarticulate attacks, to woeful ignorance and even stupidity on 
foreign policy (Pakistani country? Please), to placing his wife under such stress that she is lashing out at everything 
around her. 
 
Not only is Rick Perry utterly incapable of running for president, he can't run his state, and in fact can't meet the 
basic requirement for any politician — he can't even run his mouth. 
 
As if he hasn't made a big enough fool of himself, he decides to go out and have lunch with Donald Trump and falls 
for the birther strategy. Good God, can this guy do anything? I guess I should be fair to him, he has shown that he 
can get the same people he gave contracts to as governor of Texas to contribute to his campaign. Wow, what an 
achievement. 
 
To tell you the truth, it's gotten so bad people in Louisiana are actually starting to make Texas jokes. 
 
If this thing gets any worse the people in Mississippi will be making Texas jokes — then you've really hit rock 
bottom. 
 
Rick, you have managed to embarrass yourself and irritate the hell out of me. So I guess you are good at 
something after all. 
 
PS: See where the media is reporting that Perry is "retooling" his campaign. I think their problem is with the Indian, 
not the arrow. 
 
 
“Skeptic Finds He Now Agrees Global Warming Is Real” by Seth Borenstein, AP 
 
Oct. 30, 2011, (http://news.yahoo.com/skeptic-finds-now-agrees-global-warming-real-142616605.html) 
 
(WASHINGTON) A prominent physicist and skeptic of global warming spent two years trying to find out if 
mainstream climate scientists were wrong. In the end, he determined they were right: Temperatures really are 
rising rapidly. 
 
The study of the world's surface temperatures by Richard Muller was partially bankrolled by a foundation connected 
to global warming deniers. He pursued long-held skeptic theories in analyzing the data. He was spurred to action 
because of "Climategate," a British scandal involving hacked emails of scientists. 
 
Yet he found that the land is 1.6 degrees Fahrenheit (1 degree Celsius) warmer than in the 1950s. Those numbers 
from Muller, who works at the University of California, Berkeley, and Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, match those 
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and NASA. 
 
He said he went even further back, studying readings from Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson. His ultimate 
finding of a warming world, to be presented at a conference Monday, is no different from what mainstream climate 
scientists have been saying for decades. 
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What's different, and why everyone from opinion columnists to cable TV 's satirical"The Daily Show" is paying 
attention is who is behind the study. 
 
One-quarter of the $600,000 to do the research came from the Charles Koch Foundation, whose founder is a major 
funder of skeptic groups and the conservative tea party movement. The Koch brothers, Charles and David, run a 
large privately held company involved in oil and other industries, producing sizable greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Muller's research team carefully examined two chief criticisms by skeptics. One is that weather stations are 
unreliable; the other is that cities, which create heat islands, were skewing the temperature analysis. 
 
"The skeptics raised valid points and everybody should have been a skeptic two years ago," Muller said in a 
telephone interview. "And now we have confidence that the temperature rise that had previously been reported had 
been done without bias." 
 
Muller said that he came into the study "with a proper skepticism," something scientists "should always have. I was 
somewhat bothered by the fact that there was not enough skepticism" before. 
 
There is no reason now to be a skeptic about steadily increasing temperatures, Muller wrote recently in The Wall 
Street Journal's editorial pages, a place friendly to climate change skeptics. Muller did not address in his research 
the cause of global warming. The overwhelming majority of climate scientists say it's man-made from the burning 
of fossil fuels such as coal and oil. Nor did his study look at ocean warming, future warming and how much of a 
threat to mankind climate change might be. 
 
Still, Muller said it makes sense to reduce the carbon dioxide created by fossil fuels. 
 
"Greenhouse gases could have a disastrous impact on the world," he said. Still, he contends that threat is not as 
proven as the Nobel Prize-winning Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change says it is. 
 
On Monday, Muller was taking his results — four separate papers that are not yet published or peer-reviewed, but 
will be, he says — to a conference in Santa Fe, New Mexico, expected to include many prominent skeptics as well 
as mainstream scientists. 
 
"Of course he'll be welcome," said Petr Chylek of Los Alamos National Lab, a noted skeptic and the conference 
organizer. "The purpose of our conference is to bring people with different views on climate together, so they can 
talk and clarify things." 
 
Shawn Lawrence Otto, author of the book Fool Me Twice that criticizes science skeptics, said Muller should expect 
to be harshly treated by global warming deniers. "Now he's considered a traitor. For the skeptic community, this 
isn't about data or fact. It's about team sports. He's been traded to the Indians. He's playing for the wrong team 
now." 
 
Muller's study found that skeptics' concerns about poor weather station quality didn't skew the results of his analysis 
because temperature increases rose similarly in reliable and unreliable weather stations. He also found that while 
there is an urban heat island effect making cities warmer, rural areas, which are more abundant, are warming, too. 
 
Among many climate scientists, the reaction was somewhat of a yawn. 
 
"After lots of work he found exactly what was already known and accepted in the climate community," said Jerry 
North, a Texas A&M University atmospheric sciences professor who headed a National Academy of Sciences climate 
science review in 2006. "I am hoping their study will have a positive impact. But some folks will never change." 
 
Chris Field, a Carnegie Institution scientist who is chief author of an upcoming intergovernmental climate change 
report, said Muller's study "may help the world's citizens focus less on whether climate change is real and more on 
smart options for addressing it." 
 



Some of the most noted scientific skeptics are no longer saying the world isn't warming. Instead, they question how 
much of it is man-made, view it as less a threat and argue it's too expensive to do something about, Otto said. 
 
Skeptical MIT scientist Richard Lindzen said it is a fact and nothing new that global average temperatures have 
been rising since 1950, as Muller shows. "It's hard to see how any serious scientist (skeptical, denier or believer — 
frequently depending on the exact question) will view it otherwise," he wrote in an email. 
 
In a brief email statement, the Koch Foundation noted that Muller's team didn't examine ocean temperature or the 
cause of warming and said it will continue to fund such research. "The project is ongoing and entering peer review, 
and we're proud to support this strong, transparent research," said foundation spokeswoman Tonya Mullins. 
 
The Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature site: http://www.berkeleyearth.org/index.php. 
 
Santa Fe climate conference: http://bit.ly/rQknVi. 
 
 
 

20111028-02 08:34 SteveB Fw: The Economy Is So Bad… 

 
[Source of original email is unknown. –SteveB] 
 
The economy is so bad that: I received a pre-declined credit card in the mail. CEO's are now playing miniature golf. 
Exxon-Mobil laid off 25 Congressmen. Angelina Jolie adopted a child from America. Motel Six won't leave the light 
on anymore. A picture is now only worth 200 words. They renamed Wall Street "WalMart Street". Finally, I called 
the Suicide Hotline. I got a call center in Pakistan and when I told them I was suicidal, they got all excited, and 
asked if I could drive a truck. 
 
 

20111028-01 06:21 Pam Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #5) 

 
What happened to the Aral Sea?  I assume it went dry or something. 
 
 

20111028-03 09:27 SteveB Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Ya, I think they mainly sucked it out. But the mighty Mississippi? All that good water is just going to waste in the 
ocean. We'll leave the Great Lakes alone for now (except for maybe Lake Ontario). 
 
But, seriously, this water thing is right up there behind energy, resource-wise. I think we're going to need to move 
a lot of water around, but it's another one of those "not in my backyard" issues (at least, for the source). 
 
 

20111028-06 10:06 SteveG Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to all, above) 

 
It is kind of interesting out here.  Over the years they have made a lot of damns on various rivers to make 
electricity.  Now windmills are all over the place.  Some Indian Nations are getting the courts to make some of the 
dams to be dismantled as they interfere with treaties giving the Native Americans fishing rights.  Water is a major 
issue, just ask Texas.  There has been some talk also of building a pipeline to move some of the Great Lake water 
to the southwest. 
 
 

20111028-14 12:25 Art Re: Energy Saving Cooking (reply to all, above) 

 
Longer story (Nat. Geo, Smithsonian, others have great articles)  but excessive draw off for irrigation of the rivers 
feeding water to the Aral Sea has resulted in , yes, it drying up.  Almost unbelievable but shows you what tinkering 
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by man can do in incredibly short time.  This for those who don't believe man is having any impact on global 
climate.  It's all right there in living color. 
 
 

20111028-05 10:05 Pam Politics 

 
Several things: 
 
"Houston, we have a problem."  We all know what it is.  Except some of us.  I heard Andrew Napolitano on the 
Daily Show say some amazing things.  He's written a book—"It's Dangerous to be Right When the Government is 
Wrong"—in which he apparently defends all things Libertarian.  To him government is the big bad wolf, just waiting 
to rip our freedoms out of our hard-working little hands.  But this is what really gets me: Jon Stewart asked him 
what society should do about the "losers."  Napolitano said the free market should sort out the winners and losers, 
and govt. doesn't have an obligation to bail out the losers.  He said people fail sometimes, and they should just get 
up and try again.  Jon S. said that sounded pretty Darwinian, and I certainly agree.  For one thing, we're not all 
either winners or losers; most of us are a mixture of the two, but some are unfortunately shut out from the 
possibility of success (whatever that is) by circumstance, mental ability, physical ability, bad luck,  or unfortunate 
choices that seemed right at the time (buying a house in the expectation that it would increase in value).  I guess 
we're supposed to kick these folks to the curb and blame them for their own troubles. 
 
When I try to boil down the political differences among Americans to the simplest positions, I come up with: those 
who believe every individual is responsible for his own destiny, with no help from society, vs. those who believe we 
are all part of a larger community and have a social contract with each other to create a society that is beneficial to 
everyone.  That doesn't mean everyone should be equal in income or anything else, but it does mean that every 
citizen should be able to expect certain basic supports from that society, health care, education, and security among 
them.  We help each other, or we go it alone. 
 
So how do we convince those who privilege the individual above all else that "of the people, by the people, and for 
the people" means we are all included, not just the Donald Trumps and Michael Jordans? 
 
Elizabeth Warren is right (she is SO right) when she says no one gets to the top by himself.  (I sure do hope she 
gets elected to the Senate.)  Those of us who lean toward communitarianism (NOT socialism) think about the many 
people in need; those whose hero is Ayn Rand worry more about the comparatively few cheats who game the 
system.  Some of us view people with compassion, some with suspicion.  How do we bridge the gap between them? 
 
I like Art and SteveG's challenge to come up with our own solution to the budget crisis.  I'm no economist, so I'll 
have to rely on common sense (my own, for what it's worth), as will we all, I guess.  But we can't do any worse 
than Congress already has. 
 
I saw the footage of the Iraq vet getting hit in the head.  And I definitely saw the police lob tear gas and little 
bombs at the people trying to help him.  OWS needs to get the police on their side.  When they start bringing in the 
National Guard from other parts of the country, we'll know we're in big trouble.  That's what they did in Beijing at 
Tiannamen Square.  Troops from the countryside were brought in from rural areas to police the city.  The rural 
troops were suspicious of city folk to begin with, and they were all strangers to each other as well.  Local police 
might have had a different view of things. 
 
Americans have the right to peaceable assembly, and that's that.  Fox News is trying to convince the nation that 
OWS is losing sympathy.  One of the things I find most disturbing these days is the popularity of Fox News.  Its 
audience is being brainwashed.  I live in the South, so I feel the conservatism that fuels the Right.  Scary. 
 
I know Fox has a huge audience, but we shouldn't forget that "majority rules" is not necessarily the way to arrive at 
the right conclusions.  There is something called the "tyranny of the majority" too. 
 
 

20111028-04 09:49 SteveB Fw: Lawns 

 



[Source of original email is unknown. –SteveB] 
 
GOD said: "Frank, you know all about gardens and nature. What in the world is going on down there on the planet? 
What happened to the dandelions, violets, milkweeds and stuff I started eons ago? I had a perfect no-maintenance 
garden plan. Those plants grow in any type of soil, withstand drought and multiply with abandon. The nectar from 
the long-lasting blossoms attracts butterflies, honey bees and flocks of songbirds. I expected to see a vast garden 
of colors by now. But, all I see are these green rectangles.." 
 
ST. FRANCIS: It's the tribes that settled there, Lord. The Suburbanites. They started calling your flowers 'weeds' 
and went to great lengths to kill them and replace them with grass. 
 
GOD: Grass? But, it's so boring. It's not colorful. It doesn't attract butterflies, birds and bees; only grubs and sod 
worms. It's sensitive to temperatures. Do these Suburbanites really want all that grass growing there? 
 
ST. FRANCIS: Apparently so, Lord. They go to great pains to grow it and keep it green. They begin each spring by 
fertilizing grass and poisoning any other plant that crops up in the lawn. 
 
GOD: The spring rains and warm weather probably make grass grow really fast. That must make the Suburbanites 
happy. 
 
ST. FRANCIS: Apparently not, Lord. As soon as it grows a little, they cut it—sometimes twice a week. 
 
GOD: They cut it? Do they then bale it like hay? 
 
ST. FRANCIS: Not exactly, Lord. Most of them rake it up and put it in bags. 
 
GOD: They bag it? Why? Is it a cash crop? Do they sell it? 
 
ST. FRANCIS: No, Sir, just the opposite. They pay to throw it away. 
 
GOD: Now, let me get this straight. They fertilize grass so it will grow. And, when it does grow, they cut it off and 
pay to throw it away? 
 
ST. FRANCIS: Yes, Sir. 
 
GOD: These Suburbanites must be relieved in the summer when we cut back on the rain and turn up the heat. 
That surely slows the growth and saves them a lot of work. 
 
ST. FRANCIS: You aren't going to believe this, Lord. When the grass stops growing so fast, they drag out hoses 
and pay more money to water it, so they can continue to mow it and pay to get rid of it. 
 
GOD: What nonsense. At least they kept some of the trees. That was a sheer stroke of genius, if I do say so 
myself. The trees grow leaves in the spring to provide beauty and shade in the summer. In the autumn, they fall to 
the ground and form a natural blanket to keep moisture in the soil and protect the trees and bushes. It's a natural 
cycle of life. 
 
ST. FRANCIS: You better sit down, Lord. The Suburbanites have drawn a new circle. As soon as the leaves fall, 
they rake them into great piles and pay to have them hauled away. 
 
GOD: No! What do they do to protect the shrub and tree roots in the winter to keep the soil moist and loose? 
 
ST. FRANCIS: After throwing away the leaves, they go out and buy something which they call mulch. They haul it 
home and spread it around in place of the leaves. 
 
GOD: And where do they get this mulch? 
 



ST. FRANCIS: They cut down trees and grind them up. 
 
GOD: Enough! I don't want to think about this anymore. St. Catherine, you're in charge of the arts. What movie 
have you got for us tonight? 
 
ST. CATHERINE: Dumb and Dumber, Lord. It's a story about... 
 
GOD: Never mind... I think I just heard the whole story from St. Francis... 
 
 

20111028-07 10:15 Pam Re: Lawns (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I love this.  I have no grass left in my front yard, and I'm working on eliminating it in the back yard too.  I have 
shrubs and flowers, and I do spread pine needles over the bare spots, and it looks really nice, if I do say so myself.  
I have noticed that more people are getting rid of grass and going "natural."  No Chemlawn for me.  :-)  You can 
tell a lot about a society by the sort of landscaping it goes in for. 
 
 

20111028-08 10:39 SteveB Re: Lawns (reply to Pam, above) & “Perfect Suburban Lawn” 

 
My Dad had this huge yard that I and my two brothers always had to mow. We were well paid—my father was a 
very fair man—but it was a big job. I always told him he should blacktop all of it and paint it green. I can remember 
not being able to grasp that this might be kind of expensive...at least he never paved it. 
 
Now that I think about it, maybe this isn't as good as making it into prairie, or some of the things you can do in 
Florida, or just killing all the stuff like Pam is doing! :-) 
 
 

Perfect Suburban Lawn 
 
It started even before you moved in 
When they were building your new house 
And cut down the 100-year-old oaks 
To keep the leaves out of your lawn. 
 
Now when the bright dying leaves 
From my trees enter your domain 
You blow them into my yard 
With your noisy gadget. 
 
In the singing spring 
How you must hate my dandelions 
And their delicate seeds which you poison 
To achieve your unmarred grassy perfection. 
 
I don’t even know your name, neighbor 
Your only contact with me is to complain 
About teenagers parking or partying 
A beer can or two errantly tossed. 
 
Anal retentive obsessive compulsive 
Do you even talk to your children? 
I see you mow and rake and spray 
Then leave in your golf cart alone. 
 
Your young daughter 



Loves to come to my house 
Knocking on the front door 
Sometimes buck naked, neighbor. 
 
Do your children know your name? 
Is your bitch wife kept satisfied? 
Do you ever let them so much as step 
On your perfect suburban lawn? 
 
©2000 Steven W. Baker 

 
 

20111028-09 10:40 SteveG Re: Lawns (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Dandelion wine is pretty good, easy to make.  Fried dandelion blossoms aren’t bad either.  Grass wine, no, don’t 
think so, at least not that type of grass. 
 
 

20111028-10 10:44 SteveB Re: Lawns (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Have the feds started eliminating the medical grass yet in Washington, like I guess they are in California? 
 
Montana is very liberal with that too, though very, very conservative otherwise. They prescribe it for, now can you 
believe this, pain! That is such a joke, but hey, if it works...but I guess maybe not much longer. 
 
I don't know why the feds don't just legalize the stuff and make a bunch of tax money...leave people alone...get a 
lot of these millions we're supporting in prisons out of there. 
 
 

20111028-11 11:16 SteveG Re: Lawns (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Medical marijuana is here and pain is one of the reasons it is prescribed.  It seems to be community by community 
and the script allows you to grow a certain number of plants.  Periodically the feds come around and tear up the 
plants and arrest the people, but as far as I can tell there is no jail time.  There also seem to be several commercial 
growers spread through the vineyards and through the national forests.  One field had over 10,000 plants. 
 
 

20111028-12 11:47 Pam Reforming the Economy 

 
I just read an article in the New York Review of Books by Jef Maddrick and Frank Portnoy about the desirability of 
prosecuting at least some of the bankers responsible for our economic collapse.  Here's how they conclude: 
 

...if investing institutions and individuals come to believe that bankers cannot be trusted, the underpinnings 
of the market will be eroded.  Without solid, well-functioning markets, the economy cannot adequately and 
efficiently allocate capital to high-valued uses and create jobs.  Lack of ethics and corrupt behavior will 
channel the nation's resources to uses that are wasteful and unproductive, as they arguably have for several 
decades now as too many unethical practices have gone unchallenged. 

 
After the Great Depression, things were shaken up.  FDIC came in; banks were split up according to function, and I 
don't know what else.  Steps were taken.  We need to take steps now to restore people's confidence, steps that I'm 
sure will not please Wall Street, the big banks, or the lobbyists.  One thing I've thought about is the way ALL of us 
are exposed to the vagaries of the market, through pension funds if nothing else.  Didn't it used to be that you 
could save your money, put it in the bank where it would earn a set amount of interest and be safe?  People would 
save up for things and know their money would be there when they needed it.  People who wanted to take risks 
and possibly make more were free to do so, but they didn't affect the savers.  I am a saver.  I am not rich—duh—
but I like to know that what I have is what I have.  Nowadays we're told we have to invest if we have any hope of a 



comfortable retirement.  People are told to invest, as if it were a prudent, safe thing to do.  Remember those 
grainy, old-timey ads for E. F. Hutton or whatever it was?  I know business needs capital, but does it really need to 
come from some little old lady's nest egg in Florida? 
 
Here's what I'd do first.  Split the banks—like they used to be.  Let the investment banks go off on their own, and 
let regular banks be safe places for deposits and savings.  Speculation is a fever; it's contagious,  so we need to 
isolate it.  Second, tax all financial transactions and eliminate those automatic, computer-generated activities that 
make the market bounce around all over the place.  All this volatility makes me seasick.  My husband's portfolio 
goes up and down like a roller coaster.  Third, force, or strongly encourage, corporations with huge reserves to 
invest a certain percentage of that money in something that contributes to social well-being, like sustainable 
energy, education, job training programs, etc.  Fourth, tighten up the laws that permit corporations to "hide" money 
off-shore and force them to pay the taxes they owe by eliminating some of the more ridiculous loopholes.  Fifth, 
massive campaign finance reform.  Limit spending by ALL candidates to a reasonable amount.  Allow campaigning 
for ONLY two months before elections.  How you'd get around the internet on that one, I don't know, but TV, radio, 
and print could be controlled.  OK, so there's my plan.  It's your turn. :-) 
 
 

20111028-13 12:08 Pam Reforming the Economy Addendum 

 
But I just thought of one more thing.  I laid out five specific things I would do if I were in government—or try to do.  
I can negotiate them, argue them, explain them, but until someone changes my mind, those are my ideas (gleaned 
from others, of course).  When Obama was campaigning last time, he promised specific things: close Guantanamo.  
What else? 
 
Now when candidates run for office, they go to great lengths (just look at Romney!) to weasle their way around 
specifics.  They work very hard at not saying anything, so as to seduce the most possible voters.  Once they're in 
office, they do what they had in mind all along.  What we are left with is a choice among candidates, not among 
policies.  This 9-9-9 and 20% crap is a feeble effort to appear to be saying something specific, but it's obviously a 
bone thrown to the Republican base.  We vote according to how well a candidate speaks or looks or makes jokes or 
plays the saxophone.  We vote for "hope" or "change" or an "outsider" or "values."  None of those terms means 
anything in the context of actual policies about specific things.  One thing OWS could do, now that it has the world's 
attention, is ask some pointed questions of the candidates, publicize those questions, and see what happens.  Will 
the American people demand answers? 
 
 

20111028-15 17:02 Pam Quote: Freeman Dyson on Philosophy & Government 

 
From the New York Review of Books, Nov. 10, 2011: 
 

The perennial problem of government is not to choose the best rulers, but to hold bad rulers responsible for 
their failures....Bad philosophers try to improve the human condition by telling the world how to behave.  
They deceive themselves, imagining that the world will dance to their tune.  Good philosophers improve the 
human condition by asking questions and correcting errors.  The method of good philosophy is to explain 
and understand how the world behaves, not to prescribe. —Freeman Dyson 

 
 

20111028-16 21:20 SteveG “How Occupy Has Shifted the National Debate” 

 
“How Occupy Has Shifted the National Debate” by Cory Doctorow, BoingBing 
 
Oct 28, 2011, (http://boingboing.net/2011/10/28/how-occupy-has-shifted-the-national-debate.html) 
 
 

http://boingboing.net/author/cory_doctorow_1
http://boingboing.net/2011/10/28/how-occupy-has-shifted-the-national-debate.html


 
 

Prior to Occupy Wall Street, the dominant narrative in US politics was about debt and deficit reduction, and the 
attendant austerity measures that entailed. A study of keywords from network newscasts shows that the national 
policy discussion has shifted in the wake of the Occupy demonstrations, with an increased emphasis on 
unemployment and fairness (this shift is also visible in print media).  
 
The debt/deficit discussion was fueled by organizations like Peterson’s Fiscal Times, funded by hyper-rich individuals 
to promote an economic ideology grounded in cuts to social programs. 
 
This sea-change can’t be attributed only to the Occupy movement – it also correlates with the White House’s “pivot” 
toward jobs and the economy – but there is no doubt that Occupy Wall Street has played a major role in bringing 
attention to the plight of working America. Even House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Va., acknowledged the 
occupiers’ grievances when his office announced that he would be giving an address “about income disparity and 
how Republicans believe the government could help fix it.” One would be naïve to believe Cantor would ever 
support such measures, but it nonetheless marked a dramatic departure from the GOP’s usual class-war stance. 
(Cantor later canceled the speech when he learned he would be greeted by protesters.) 
 
 

20111028-17 22:12 Dale “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law: Poll” 

 
Please add this to the blog.  When exposed to rational scrutiny, the legislation is fatally flawed and Americans are 
registering increasing distaste for Obamacare. 
 
If the Democrats would have allowed discussion and debate, maybe this wouldn't have happened...wasted time, 
wasted money and bad law.  Instead, they refused to allow any Republican participation, refused to permit any 
amendments to even be offered.  They blocked out alternative views and then blamed the Republicans for not 
rolling over and voting for a bad bill. 
 
 
“U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law: Poll” by Alina Selyukh, TownHall 
 
Reuters | Oct 28, 2011, (http://townhall.com/news/politics-
elections/2011/10/28/us_support_waning_for_obama_healthcare_law_poll) 
 
Americans' opinion of President Barack Obama's healthcare reform in October reached its lowest point since the law 
passed in March 2010, according to a monthly poll by the non-profit, non-partisan Kaiser Family Foundation. 

http://townhall.com/news/politics-elections/2011/10/28/us_support_waning_for_obama_healthcare_law_poll
http://townhall.com/news/politics-elections/2011/10/28/us_support_waning_for_obama_healthcare_law_poll


 
The view of the law has been roughly evenly split since its passage, but in October 51 percent said they had an 
unfavorable opinion, while 34 percent said their opinion was favorable, poll results released on Friday showed. 
 
In September, the split was 43 percent to 41 percent. And October's gap is closest to the one the poll tracked in 
July 2010, when the division was 50 percent to 35 percent. 
 
The gap widened largely because the law appeared to be falling out of favor with Democrats, whose support 
dropped to its lowest point of 52 percent from 65 percent in September. 
 
Although Democrats were still much likelier to view the law favorably than Republicans or independents, the 
percentage of Democrats who said they and their families were better off under the healthcare law dropped 
significantly to 27 percent in October from 43 percent in September. 
 
As Republican candidates are gearing up in the effort to unseat Obama in 2012, the healthcare law has become one 
of the major sticking points and Mitt Romney's campaign has fielded shots at his own healthcare law in 
Massachusetts that, his opponents argue, closely mirrors Obama's. 
 
The Kaiser poll in October found that almost three-quarters of Americans and about 70 percent of likely Republican 
primary voters didn't know enough about former Massachusetts Governor Romney's law to form an opinion about it, 
judge its effectiveness or compare it to Obama's. 
 
The Kaiser Health Tracking Poll surveyed a nationally representative random sample of 1,223 Americans 18 and 
older between October 13 and 18 through telephone interviews. 
 
 

20111028-19 23:20 SteveG 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
How many people can really say they understand the new medical insurance law?  How many can really understand 
their own current coverage?  Even with the new law we have a minimum of 50 different state laws the determine 
for each state how insurance companies operate within their boundaries – I am uncertain if there is a separate set 
of laws that cover Washington, D.C.  I have been 10 months fighting with one insurance company and one provider 
to get two claims processed correctly.  The provider states there are too many insurance plans for them to  keep 
track of and after a certain point refuses to work on the claims.  The insurance company subcontracted with 
another insurance company to cover my claims because the insurance originated in Indiana and I moved to 
Washington State.  One claim was finally resolved after 2 appeals and the 2nd is in the process of the first appeal – 
all because of confusion and misunderstandings of the process of getting claims paid properly.  Until there is a 
single payer system and lobbying is removed from the insurance legislation all of us are at risk in our medical 
coverage. 
 
 

20111029-01 00:06 Dale 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Your opening statement says it all.  The disgraceful way the legislation was introduced and rammed through, 
without virtually any of the lawmakers understanding what was in the bill and the ramifications...very sad.  THIS 
behavior is what earns Congress low marks with the public and created much of the rancor between parties. 
 
There are barrels of (liberal) ink being spent on trying to spin that the GOP is obstructionist.  There are good 
reasons for stopping bad laws from being passed.  Many of us are happy that failed Obama policy is not being 
perpetuated.   
  
As much as the Freshman Tea Party advocates are castigated, they are responsible for one very important 
improvement — the elimination of Earmarks.  I haven't seen much appreciation being offered up, but this is exactly 



the kind of reform most of you have advocated.  How about acknowledging that it hadn't happened and wouldn't 
have happened without the Tea Party forcing acceptance by the Old Guard of both parties. 
 
It's time to suck it up and admit it. 
 
 

20111029-02 11:03 Pam 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
I have read that OWS is making overtures to the Tea Party.  Both are disgruntled with the status quo.  Politics 
makes strange bedfellows, eh?  If the Tea Party put the kaibosh on earmarks, good for them.  We don't hate them 
for their GOOD ideas.  There's plenty else to object to. 
 
Dale, you've raised two important issues, and—wouldn't you know?— I'd like to respond.  I agree that the whole 
health care debate in this country has been mangled since the 90s and Hillary's leaving doctors out of the closed-
door discussions.  Obama moved in the right direction and enacted some good policies: youth stay on parents' plan 
until age 26, and so on.  But, much as I follow this issue, I have never had a clear picture of what Obamacare does 
exactly.  There's talk of various ways of getting insurance, but no suggestion of eliminating the plethora of 
insurance companies that choke the present system.  The truth is, there are too many layers and too much 
paperwork.  A single payer would eliminate all of that.  I wrote in an earlier post that my idea would be to divide 
the country up into manageable quadrants with each in charge of administering its own plan, consistent with all the 
other quadrants.  I'd even go so far as to put doctors on salary and ease the pressure to see more patients and 
prescribe more tests than are reasonable.  Give them a good salary (in Canada most doctors earn about as much as 
a tenured college professor), give them bonuses somehow, but let them be doctors, not businessmen.  I would 
really like to hear what doctors themselves have to say.  Howard Dean is the only one who comes to mind who has 
spoken out in a big way.  I'd like to ask them what they need to do the job they want to do.  Is it more equipment, 
more access to big hospitals, more time to spend with patients?  I've only looked at this from a patient's point of 
view, and from where I stand there is a lot to be desired, mostly in regards to insurance. 
 
I don't believe anyone can deny that the Republicans have been obstructionist.  Just ask Mitch McConnell.  If 
Obama suggests it, the Republicans shoot it down, even when they've supported it in the past—whatever that 
might be.  You can all think of examples.  But let's set that aside and stop the "he said" "she said."  What kind of 
system would be best?  One that brings down costs (greatly reduce bureaucracy and the endless paperwork), 
emphasizes preventive care and wellness, provides universal coverage, and offers a predictable salary structure for 
physicians that doesn't overburden doctors.  I've never understood HMOs, but everything I've heard about them 
has been bad.  The three programs that do seem to work are Kaiser Permanente in California, the Cleveland Clinic 
in Ohio, and the Mayo Clinic in Minnesota.  One could perhaps include the Barnes Clinic in St. Louis and the one in 
Texas—starts with an A (Anderson?)  Let's look at Sweden, Canada, France.  For all our Europhobia, we could learn 
something from them.  They went one way after WW II, we went another.  I'd rather be old and sick in Holland 
than here.  I'm not advocating "socialized medicine," whatever that is, but we need something a heck of a lot 
simpler, more inclusive, and more efficient than what we have now. 
 
Some organizations work well, some don't.  The Guggenheim Foundation, for example, functions professionally and 
smoothly.  Steve G's insurance companies obviously do not.  We need good people in charge, good rules and 
regulations, and patients given priority.  Insurance companies are out to make money.  That's a huge problem right 
there.  Poor Obama keeps trying to make incremental changes, which only confuses people and makes things more 
complicated.  Here's an idea.  How about having various groups (political parties, doctors, patients, the AARP) 
propose their own health plan to the American people, then have a referendum on which policy most people like 
better.  Plans without epithets applied (socialist, job killer, death panels), simply plans that the ordinary Joe can 
wrap his head around.  Does anyone at all believe anyone would vote for our present system—except the insurance 
companies?  If Obamacare is losing public support, it's because it hasn't been explained clearly and simply enough 
and, most importantly, sold to the American people.  More people know what's in Budweiser than in Obamacare. 
 
I'll respond to Dale's other argument in a separate post. 
 
 



20111029-13 14:52 Pam 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
Well, Dale, after disagreeing with a bunch of what you have to say, I find myself agreeing with just about 
everything you say here.  We do need to scrap the Rube Goldberg contraption we call health care and design a 
new, sleek, efficient, fair system that pays doctors fairly, treats all patients equally (i.e., covers ALL), and drastically 
cuts down on paperwork and bureaucracy.  I don't see health insurance companies as they work today having a 
place in this new system.  We need to cut out the middle-men and get insurance  co. employees out of the business 
of making decisions in place of doctors.  Single-payer.  Maybe if I say it often enough, it will sink in. 
 
I never used to support term limits, because I thought politicians should be "professionals."  I have changed my 
mind.  (It is possible to change one's mind.  I have changed mine on a number of issues.)  Back in ancient Greece, 
every citizen (adult, free male) was required to serve in the government.  They were chosen by lot and served for 
one year.  I believe the generals served longer, but I'm hazy on that.  Of course, all those men had nothing to do 
but make sure their slaves were doing their jobs and sit around all day discussing everything under the sun.  I'm 
not saying we should do anything like that.  But I do think a "citizen" government would be preferable to the 
professionals we have now, whose main goal in life is to be re-elected.  Four years for Pres. with a possibility of four 
more is OK.  The House and Senate could be, say, three to five years, then over and out.  I don't know how I'd 
organize it, but I have come to see that term limits just might be a good thing.  You don't have to be a Senator to 
have influence.  Just look at Robert Reich or Andrew Sullivan or David Brooks.  They have influence AND they 
speak/write in a way that is straightforward and unambiguous—unlike our mealy-mouthed politicians.  Let people 
go into government to serve—like joining the Peace Corps—not to enrich themselves with wealth and power. 
 
 

20111029-04 12:22 Art 
Re: “Why the House Republicans Are Right to Oppose Tax Increases” 
(reply to Dale, above) 

 
You need to read legislative proposals from the tea talkers more carefully.  They eliminated the use of the word 
earmarks, not the earmarks. Somewhere I have a few good examples of the new tea talkers earmarks.  Same old 
game, just a new name. 
 
 

20111029-03 11:49 SteveG 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to all, 
above) 

 
I also questioned how many people really understand their current insurance policy, which most do not.  They do 
understand what it costs them per month or pay period, but beyond that very little is understood.  Even 
membership representatives of insurance companies understand very little of the insurance coverage.  I say this 
after having a dozen or so conversations with insurance companies over the past few months.  Further, providers of 
medical services have little understanding or patience to understand medical insurance.  Unless one deals with it 
day in day out over an extended period of time insurance is exceptionally difficult to understand.  The typical 
insurance company operates with an average of 15% administrative costs, which is not bad.  But compare that to 
the administrative costs of  a single payer system of 2% - Medicare.  Again, as long as there are 50 different rules 
of insurance, the extreme profit motive, and the money lobbyists throw out there all remain the same. 
 
It is time to cease the 9% congressional approval rating and start working toward solving the problems at hand by 
developing consensus building. 
 
 

20111029-06 12:32 Art 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to all, 
above) 

 
E-mail below I sent a few months ago and this is the one that really pushed me over the edge.  For all the 
whacking at the current administration's health care plan (and the President has said all along it needs more work), 
the fact is that, as a supposed member of the developed world, we are a disgrace when it come to health care. The 



facts are all there if you want more,  but the current system is a disaster and the real kicker is it also costs a lot 
more.  Would thing even right wingers would cringe at that. 
 
 
One of the things about being retired is that you have time to actually read and pour over some of the political 
things that are ongoing. I try not to be too boorish but some things just really get to me.  
  
Read today that our new House Majority Leader, Congressman Bonehead, stated in a speech, as he goes off to fix 
Obamacare, that the USA has the best health care in the world, 
 
I cannot believe that any even remotely thinking political leader can say that in view of the facts.  This is well 
documented from many sources but among them the CIA World Factbook. In point of fact we are 49th in the world 
in life expectancy, just a few points ahead of Lybia, God help us. Even worse in infant mortality, those that die in 
the first year, we are behind Cuba not to mention all the rest of the modern industrial world. The United states is 19 
out of 19 in "avoidable mortality", in other words things that could be fixed.  
  
Finally and this is the real kicker, we spend 17% of our GDP on healthcare, European nations spend about 8%,  yet 
in virtually every category,  their citizens are much healthier. 
 
What worries me is, if Bonehead goes after healthcare really believing ours is the best in the world , what possible 
good can come out of starting from that kind of flawed logic?  Oh, there is one other thing, if you are very rich, 
medical care in the USA is no so bad. Maybe Bonehead has a more restricted constituency in mind. 
 
 

20111029-08 13:20 Dale 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
Not to reduce your passionate and well founded writing to just the comment below, I agree with this sentence.  It 
seemed for a brief moment when the subject of health care reform first was introduced, there was some 
constructive discourse.  Unfortunately, it broke down into two battling camps and a "winner, loser" environment.  
(Notice no finger pointing here.) 
 
If there is genuine interest in developing a policy and approach that the country can rally around, albeit not 
everyone, but at least most people, I believe it will come about by throwing out the controversial law that was 
passed and restarting.  I would like to see open discussion of a variety of options with the goal of having HEALTH 
CARE SYSTEM reform, not just insurance reform.  This would include reforming legal, pharmaceutical, physician 
delivery, insurance and the whole system, so that the "right" goals are given priority and rewarded.  I also don't 
think it needs to be in a single, all-encompassing bill, but could be introduced and passed in parts. 
 
I find myself in the massive group of people who don't understand the nuances of health care reform, find the 
complexity overwhelming and just don't have the time to tackle studying it in depth. 
 
Like everyone else in this forum, I am really tired of dealing with people (in Congress) who are consumed with 
taking credit or handing out blame.  I admire and support those who have strong values and I accept that there are 
opposing opinions......I just can't handle the attitude or posture that leads elected officials to ACT more on how it 
will affect their own personal well being instead of the benefit of the people who elected them.  I find myself 
distrustful of both the Republican and Democratic Congressmen/women, including Obama, who I know are in 
constant campaign mode.  I feel like I have to read between the lines on every speech, every issue they choose to 
support or decry and every vote they cast.  Maybe this is why I favor term limits so much.  If being an elected 
official were a limited, public service function and not a career, my hope is that most/some of this conflict would be 
reduced. 
 
 

20111029-16 18:12 SteveG 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to 
Dale, above)  

 



Tort reform, election reform , election finance reform, term limits, health care system reform, insurance reform, etc.  
All great ideas that have been parts of some rhetoric or another by Democrats and Republicans for 60 some years.  
It all isn’t going to happen, no matter how long we discuss it as long as our government is for sale to the highest 
bidding lobbyist.  That isn’t going to change in the near future either. 
 
 

20111029-17 19:30 Art 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Dale, 
above)  

 
Dale, Hard to argue with your train of logic. 
  
Then it comes to fourth grade finger pointed :"He hit me first!!!".  We do know that Cantor and his thugs took the 
position after the 2008 elections to not cooperate with anything coming from the President's office. That's 
documented. We also know Slimy McConnell made his infamous statement after 2010 " His primary goal was to 
make President Obama a one term president".  So with that documented evidence at hand, I would say that, even 
if some olive branches were extended initially,  the republics pretty much became the party on "No" early on. 
 
When I was a young Armor Lieutenant in Vietnam I was taught, 'If you get caught in an ambush, do something, 
even if it's wrong'.  In other words the worst thing you can do is sit there being paralyzed.  Health care reform is 
one of the things this nation desperately needs in my opinion.  Our system plagued by greed and corruption,  is 
ridiculous.   Moreover we have great examples all over the world of health programs that really work. By the way 
there were a number of bills out there to help the economy but I think everyone underestimated the magnitude of 
the problem It took FDR 10 years and many think WWII to get us out of the last depression caused by, oh my, wall 
street greed with margin buying. 
 
So, my take is better the bill which I repeat, the President has said needs more work,  than nothing.  I think it 
desperately needs tort reform too, but unlike the republics who sign life binding pledges  and generally act like 
zombies in many ways,  the Democrats are a more fractious lot. Many of them did politic to stick in stupid things - 
remember that bozo from Kansas?  So I agree many of Dems are pretty slimy too but right now I'm forced to chose 
my poison. 
 
What’s the fix?  Do you really think the Republics have anything positive in mind? 
 
 

20111029-22 23:31 Dale 
Re: “U.S. Support Waning for Obama Health Care Law…” (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
I am distracted by the name calling but I will try to pay attention to the points you are making. Respectfully, Dale 
 
 

20111028-18 22:28 Dale “Morgan Stanley Smith Barney Said to Change Broker Pay Structure” 

 
If you really want to be fired up about Occupy Wall Street, read this.  Brokers are salespeople, not fiduciaries.  Their 
interests are in their own income and their company's profits.  If their clients happen to make money too, that's OK.  
Keep this in mind as you get the figures on how much they make. 
 
 
“Morgan Stanley Smith Barney Said to Change Broker Pay Structure” by Michael J. Moore, Businessweek 
 
Oct. 25, 2011, (http://www.businessweek.com/news/2011-10-25/morgan-stanley-smith-barney-said-to-change-
broker-pay-structure.html) 
 
Morgan Stanley Smith Barney, the world’s largest brokerage, plans to adjust its compensation structure to boost 
profitability, according to a person familiar with the discussions. 
 

http://www.businessweek.com/news/2011-10-25/morgan-stanley-smith-barney-said-to-change-broker-pay-structure.html
http://www.businessweek.com/news/2011-10-25/morgan-stanley-smith-barney-said-to-change-broker-pay-structure.html


The new pay policies are set to go into effect in 2012, said the person, who declined to be identified because 
compensation decisions aren’t public. The New York-based firm is raising the minimum amount of revenue a broker 
must generate to avoid pay cuts to $300,000 from $250,000, the person said. 
 
The plan includes bonuses aimed at giving financial advisers more incentives to bring in new clients and increase 
lending to customers. The changes may bring down the division’s compensation ratio as President Greg Fleming 
seeks to achieve Chief Executive Officer James Gorman’s goal of a pretax profit margin of more than 20 percent at 
the unit. 
 
“Greg Fleming is very focused on expense discipline, expense management,” Morgan Stanley Chief Financial Officer 
Ruth Porat said on a conference call last week. “What he’s focused on is reducing the lower productivity FAs and 
that brings with it some incremental cost savings as well.” 
 
Compensation costs amounted to 62 percent of the global wealth management division’s net revenue in the first 
nine months of the year, down from 63 percent in the same period of 2010. 
 
Brokers who produce less than $300,000 will receive a payout of 20 percent of that revenue, instead of 32 percent 
or 34 percent, the person said. The average annualized revenue per adviser in the third quarter was $747,000. The 
firm is also changing the makeup and vesting schedule of bonuses for employees who have been with the firm a 
minimum of five years. 
 
Reuters reported the pay changes earlier today. 
 
Financial advisers’ bonuses based on revenue production will be reduced by 1 percentage point across the board, 
the person said. Brokers can earn as much as $442,500 under new bonuses that pay as much as 0.40 percentage 
point on new client assets and 0.50 percentage point on new mortgages and other loans sold to customers, 
according to the person. 
 
Morgan Stanley bought a controlling interest in the joint venture two years ago and has the option to buy the 
business outright from Citigroup Inc. over the next three years. The division, which Fleming took over in January, 
had 17,291 advisers and $1.56 trillion in client assets as of Sept. 30. 
 
The brokerage will operate with a “mid-teens” pretax margin by the first half of 2013 “irrespective of the market,” 
Fleming, 48, said today in an interview on Bloomberg Television with Erik Schatzker. Rising equity markets and 
higher interest rates may push the margin to 20 percent, he said. 
 
 

20111028-20 23:33 Dale “Why the House Republicans Are Right to Oppose Tax Increases” 

 
Chew on this for a while.  I suppose all the liberal sites didn't mention these statistics.  You want facts...you want 
numbers....there is more to the story than the one spin coming from a liberal news mill. 
 
 
“Why the House Republicans Are Right to Oppose Tax Increases” by D.J. McGuire, BearingDrift 
 
July 18, 2011, (http://bearingdrift.com/2011/07/18/why-the-house-republicans-are-right-to-oppose-tax-increases/) 
 
As the latest attempt to resolve the debt-ceiling issue careens toward its conclusion, the pundits, experts, et al are 
lamenting the refusal of the Republican majority in the House of Representatives to accept tax increases as part of 
any debt-ceiling/deficit-reduction deal. The arguments aimed at the GOP have only two problems: history and 
economics. 
 
Yes, that’s harsh, but it’s also true. Here’s why: 
 
History: This may surprise folks, but permanent tax increases after World War II are actually less than three 
decades old. Much of the 1940, 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s involved tax reductions, tax shifts, and a slew of 

http://bearingdrift.com/2011/07/18/why-the-house-republicans-are-right-to-oppose-tax-increases/


temporary tax increases. The first structural tax increase since FDR came from none other than Ronald Reagan in 
1982. Eight years later, George H. W. Bush agreed to another one. The last of the three came courtesy of Bill 
Clinton in 1993 (only one, Reagan, dealt with a split Congress, the other two had Congresses wholly controlled by 
the Democrats). 
 
Reagan and Bush’s tax increases are repeatedly cited as the hallmarks of bipartisanship, reason, and common 
sense. The deficits of the time paled in comparison to our current trillion-dollar-figures (our budget didn’t hit 1T 
until 1987), but they were considered big back then, and Reagan himself – followed by his VP and anointed heir – 
swallowed hard and accepted some tax increases in order to reduce the deficit. That’s the story everyone sees, 
reads, and hears. 
 
Here’s the part they missed: within three years of each tax hike, the deficit rose to record levels. Funny how that 
epilogue gets cut from the story. 
 
The 1993 tax hike, meanwhile extended the post-recession “slowth” (think what we’re experiencing now) for 
another three years. Only by 1996 did the economy recover to a pre-recession state. The next year, Clinton and the 
Republican Congress agreed to the second of four major tax cuts in thirty years (1981, 2001, and 2003 being the 
other three) and the only one to be accompanied by spending cuts. The next four years saw the only federal budget 
surpluses in four decades. 
 
So how did tax increase lead to record deficits two out of three times while a tax cut preceded a surplus boomlet? 
That goes to the economics. First off, we need to realize the importance the economy has on tax revenue. I did a 
quick regression on revenue and economic growth since Fiscal Year 1983 (when Reagan’s tax hike took effect), and 
I found that for each % of GDP growth in Year X, revenue rose 0.38% of GDP in Year X+1. That means a policy 
that reduces GDP growth by a 1% would in the current economy cost Washington $759 billion in revenue over the 
next ten years. So clearly, the economy has a tremendous effect on the federal revenues. 
 
The question becomes how best to go forward from there. In the Old Keynesian model, tax increases are always 
better than spending cuts, because the tax multiplier is by theory lower than the government spending multiplier. 
However, those multipliers are coming into serious question these days. Numerous economists are putting the 
“multiplier” at less than 1 (making it an actual divider) and some even have it at zero. Thus, spending hikes have 
been found to be less effective – and spending cuts less damaging – than previously believed. 
 
Meanwhile, on the tax side of the ledger, the supply-side revolution has forced economists to see both sides of the 
agreggate economy (instead of relentlessly focusing on demand, as Keynesians do). Tax reductions done properly 
can increase capital, and thus grow the economy without inflationary pressures by increasing aggregate supply. 
Thus any effect on aggregate demand that comes from spending reductions is counter by demand and supply 
increases from the tax cuts. Thus the economy can grow while government shrinks and the budget balance is 
initially unaffected, and the resulting growth can lead to increased revenue. 
 
In certain cases, that increased revenue could cover some spending increases, or even the initial lost revenue from 
the tax cuts (thus was born the tax-cuts-pay-for-themselves argument, which was meant only for certain tax rate 
reductions by themselves, but ended up being used to hide spending hikes along with tax reductions). 
 
Unfortunately, only once was this tax-and-spending-cut model adopted: in 1997. That surpluses followed for four 
years should have made its superiority clear. Sadly, it did not. 
 
In fact, the lack of spending cuts is the where history and economics come together to explain why opposing tax 
increases now is the right idea – the spending cuts promised in 1982 and 1990 never materialized, while the 
reductions for 1993 were replaced in 1995 by the Republican Congress’ own plans to balance the budget and the 
eventual 1997 deal. 
 
So, to recap, tax increases have been tried three times in 30 years: twice, they led to broken spending-cut promises 
and record deficits, and the third set of reductions were scrapped by a new Congress (albeit in favor of other cuts). 
Meanwhile the tax cuts of 1981 were followed by the 1982 hike, and the 2001-3 set of reductions came with 
massive spending hikes that at the time were records. 



 
The one time spending reductions without tax increases were enacted, they actually came to fruition and led to our 
only budget surpluses since 1970. That should be the lesson learned today. Unfortunately, it appears that, for now, 
only the House Republicans have learned it. 
 
 

20111029-05 12:31 Dale “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” 

 
These are not my words, but I would ask that you give them serious consideration.  They come from a "moderate" 
website, one given to looking at both sides of the argument. But for the threat to the debt ceiling, the need for 
budget cutting and entitlement reform would not even be in the political debate at all. 
 
 
“The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” by Logan Penza, The Moderate Voice 
 
Aug. 9, 2011, (http://themoderatevoice.com/119194/the-case-in-favor-of-the-tea-party-budget-tactics/) 
 
Keith Hennessey injects something that has been missing from the debate over the debt ceiling negotiations and 
their aftermath — the argument in favor of the “Tea Party’s” tactics.  I don’t agree with all of it, but it is far better 
than the common practice of just assuming stupidity and/or evil as the explanation for every policy disagreement. 
  
Particularly strong is Hennessey’s “necessary” segment, where he argues that but for the threat to the debt ceiling, 
the need for budget cutting and entitlement reform would not even be in the political debate at all. 
 

The President’s key implicit and false assumption is that deficit reduction would have been enacted without 
this legislative threat. He argues that, since both sides agree on the need to reduce the deficit, the threat 
was unnecessary. 
 
Let’s review recent history: 
 

1. In January the President’s State of the Union address focused on increasing government 
“investment.” 

2. The President offered his second budget speech only after House Republicans passed the Ryan 
budget. He claimed to match Republicans’ $4 T of deficit reduction, but later conceded that 
he was proposing $2.7 T over the same timeframe. He still has not provided scorable policy 
specifics. 

3. The Senate Democratic majority never began the budget process, providing no venue for 
negotiations with the House Republicans. 

4. The President began his negotiations with the Speaker only after Republican leaders made clear 
that a debt limit increase must be accompanied by equal or greater spending cuts. 

 
Had Congressional Republicans not taken a clean debt limit increase hostage, there is no way Washington 
would have [promised to] cut [future] discretionary spending as much as it just did. 
 
The legislative threat was necessary to achieve spending cuts and deficit reduction. 

 
The fact is that congressional Democrats have, ever since seizing control of Congress in 2007, avoided using the 
budget process in favor of ad hoc continuing resolutions and special budget bills.  As a result, those who are 
concerned about the runaway fiscal train have been systematically denied any tools to even have that debate at all 
without resorting the extraordinary measures like the debt ceiling. 
 
Maybe the debt ceiling was the wrong vehicle for that debate, but congressional Democrats made it so it was the 
only vehicle in the garage at all." 
 
 

http://themoderatevoice.com/119194/the-case-in-favor-of-the-tea-party-budget-tactics/


20111029-07 12:40 Art 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
Not sure I can buy this logic. The fact is the Administration was/is facing an economic crises of epic proportions. 
Main focus has been and should be on righting the economy and getting folks back to work. The real fact also is the 
President offered one heck of a deal this past summer of 3 dollars in cuts for 1 dollar of taxing the super rich. If the 
republics really cared about the country and the economy they would have agreed but that would have made the 
President look good and they can't have that. 
 
Then to have the tea types challenge the debt ceiling to fund programs already approved by Congress was the 
height of irresponsibility. 
 
 

20111029-09 13:35 Dale 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
Art, you have dangled a hook that is too hard to pass up. 
 
One could argue that the height of irresponsibility was to put the needs of the public behind the self-interest of the 
Democratic elected officials.  Instead of immediately focusing on "...an economic crisis of epic proportions", the 
President and both houses run by the Democratic party chose to go for the glory of what they mistakenly thought 
would be a legacy creating bill, resulting in government take-over of health care.  The image of FDR-like fame was 
what they sought, while the economy went further into the tank.  Well they created a "New Deal" alright.  A New 
Deal of massive unemployment, deficits to be paid by future generations and a totally stagnant business sector.  
That's either irresponsibility or incompetence.  Or both. 
 
 

20111029-12 14:29 Pam 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
The Democrats "seized" Congress?  I thought it was called, "being elected." 
 
 

20111029-15 17:53 Dale 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

 
“Not my words.” The voters made a mistake and now recognize it. In a sense, they did "seize" control once they 
were elected and shut out discussion of opposing views. That was his point. 
 
 

20111029-14 15:14 Pam 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
I wonder why FDR enjoys such fame?  Oh, I know.  He instituted Social Security, income tax, the WPA, the CCC, 
restored the nation's confidence, and probably saved us from revolution.  There has to be a balance of power 
between business and government.  I have yet to see a time when our government had too much power (show me 
evidence and I'll concede this point, but only if you go back before the Bush years), but when business rules, we 
have had massive social disruption, unemployment, unfair wealth distribution, and depressions.  We've seen anti-
trust laws enacted and an end to monopolies and unfair competition.  We've seen the FDA, the FAA, the 
Environmental Protection Act, the FDIC, Food Stamps, WIC programs, school lunch programs, and more.  None of 
those was the doing of business interests.  Show me an example of an altruistic act undertaken by business that 
was voluntary.  I don't trust the government we have now (and have had for a decade), but I trust the idea of 
democratic government.  I don't trust the profit motive.  I know that the desire for profit leads to research and 
development, and that's a good thing.  But when big business and finance are as unregulated and monolithic as 
they are today, I see nothing good coming out of it. 
 



 

20111030-01 11:41 Pam 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
I assumed you quoted it because you agreed with it.  Isn't it funny how the Democrats blame the Republicans for 
obstruction, and the Republicans do the same with the Democrats.  I'll go on the record, saying the Republicans are 
worse, but let's agree (OK?) that all of Washington is a bunch of snarling vipers.  I think the reason the Democratic 
Congress suffered such a "shellacking" is because people were fed up with government in general.  The truth is the 
country has not been better off now that the Republicans are in.  People are still angry.  My guess (hope) is that the 
current crop will, well, come a cropper.  I am always amazed when people vote against their own best interests.  
The rich never do, but the lower-income folks often vote in ways that don't make sense—from THEIR point of view.  
Propaganda is alive and well. 
 
 

20111029-20 19:47 Art 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
Come on Dale.  And this batch of republicans haven't done that?  Bonehead's statement that tax increases are not 
to be discussed is evidence enough. What kind of deficit discussion is that? 
 
 

20111029-21 19:48 Dale 
Re: “The Case in Favor of the ‘Tea Party’ Budget Tactics” (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
Touché. Both parties and their respective leaders have used the same lame tactics. 
 
 

20111029-10 13:42 Larry Fw: “To All My Valued Employees” 

 
This came from an old friend and classmate of mine. I googled the company and the man who wrote this……. 
 
 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
“Michael A. Crowley, PE is the owner of  Crowley & Associates, Inc. and was President and an owner of Crowley, 
Crisp & Associates, Inc. and Michael A. Crowley, PC.  As President of Crowley & Associates, Inc., Mike is a lead 
designer of water supply, treatment and storage projects, regional sewage lift station design, and residential and 
commercial site development projects and is responsible for the management of the firm.  Mike’s industry 
background includes over 20 years experience in the civil engineering field inclusive of executive level 
responsibilities in Marketing and Project Management.  Prior to founding Michael A. Crowley, PC, Mike held positions 
with several engineering firms in North Carolina and Maine.  Mike holds a B.S. Degree in Civil Engineering from 
University of Maine and a Master of Business Administration from Boston College.  Mike is a member of the 
American Water Works Association (AWWA) and holds professional registrations in North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Virginia, Maryland, Arkansas, Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, Indiana, Maine, Tennessee, Australia, and Trinidad & 
Tobago, West Indies.  Mike is a native of  Norridgewock, Maine.  The Crowley family resides in Wake Forest.” 
[http://www.crowley-crisp.com/Principals/tabid/55/Default.aspx, —SteveB] 
 
 
To All My Valued Employees, 
 
There have been some rumblings around the office about the future of this company, and more specifically, your 
job. As you know, the economy has changed for the worse and presents many challenges. However, the good news 
is this: The economy doesn't pose a threat to your job. 
 

http://www.crowley-crisp.com/Principals/tabid/55/Default.aspx


What does threaten your job however, is the changing political landscape in this country. Of course, as your 
employer, I am forbidden to tell you whom to vote for - it is against the law to discriminate based on political 
affiliation, race, creed, religion, etc. 
 
Please vote for who you think will serve your interests the best. However, let me tell you some little tidbits of fact 
which might help you decide what is in your best interest. First, while it is easy to spew rhetoric that casts 
employers against employees, you have to understand that for every business owner there is a back story. 
 
This back story is often neglected and overshadowed by what you see and hear.  Sure, you see me park my 
Mercedes outside.  You saw my big home at last years Christmas party. I'm sure all these flashy icons of luxury 
conjure up some idealized thoughts about my life. However, what you don't see is the back story. 
 
I started this company 12 years ago. At that time, I lived in a 300 square foot studio apartment for 3 years. My 
entire living space was converted into an office so I could put forth 100% effort into building a company, which by 
the way, would eventually employ you. 
 
My diet consisted of Ramen Pride noodles because every dollar I spent went back into this company. I drove a rusty 
Toyota Corolla with a defective transmission. I didn't have time to date. Often times, I stayed home on weekends, 
while my friends went out drinking and partying. In fact, I was married to my business — hard work, discipline, and 
sacrifice. 
  
Meanwhile, my friends got jobs. They worked 40 hours a week and made a modest $50K a year and spent every 
dime they earned. They drove flashy cars and lived in expensive homes and wore fancy designer clothes.  Instead 
of hitting Nordstrom's for the latest hot fashion item, I was trolling through the Goodwill store extracting any 
clothing item that didn't look like it was birthed in the 70's. 
 
My friends refinanced their mortgages and lived a life of luxury. I, however, did not. I put my time, my money, and 
my life into a business —- with a vision that eventually, some day, I too, will be able to afford these luxuries my 
friends supposedly had. 
 
So, while you physically arrive at the office at 9 am, mentally check in at about noon, and then leave at 5 pm, I 
don't. There is no "off" button for me. When you leave the office, you are done and you have a weekend all to 
yourself.  I unfortunately do not have the freedom.  I eat, ****, and breathe this company every minute of the day. 
There is no rest. There is no weekend. There is no happy hour. Every day this business is attached to me like a 1 
day old baby. 
 
You, of course, only see the fruits of that garden — the nice house, the Mercedes, the vacations... You never realize 
the back story and the sacrifices I've made. Now, the economy is falling apart and I, the guy that made all the right 
decisions and saved his money, have to bail out all the people who didn't. 
 
The people that overspent their paychecks suddenly feel entitled to the same luxuries that I earned and sacrificed a 
decade of my life for.  Yes, business ownership has its benefits but the price I've paid is steep and not without 
wounds. Unfortunately, the cost of running this business, and employing you, is starting to eclipse the threshold of 
marginal benefit and let me tell you why: 
 
I am being taxed to death and the government thinks I don't pay enough. I have state taxes. Federal taxes. 
Property taxes. Sales and use taxes. Payroll taxes. Workers compensation taxes. Unemployment taxes. Taxes on 
taxes. I have to hire a tax man to manage all these taxes and then guess what?   I have to pay taxes for employing 
him. Government mandates and regulations and all the accounting that goes with it, now occupy most of my time. 
On Oct 15th, I wrote a check to the US Treasury for $288,000 for quarterly taxes.  You know what my "stimulus" 
check was? Zero. Nada. Zilch. 
 
The question I have is this: Who is stimulating the economy? Me, the guy who has provided 14 people good paying 
jobs and serves over 2,200,000 people per year with a flourishing business? Or, the single mother sitting at home 
pregnant with her fourth child waiting for her next welfare check? 
 



Obviously, government feels the latter is the economic stimulus of this country. The fact is, if I deducted (Read: 
Stole) 50% of your paycheck you'd quit and you wouldn't work here. I mean, why should you? That's nuts. Who 
wants to get rewarded only 50% of their hard work? Well, I agree which is why your job is in jeopardy. Here is 
what many of you don't understand .. to stimulate the economy you need to stimulate what runs the economy. Had 
suddenly government mandated to me that I didn't need to pay taxes, guess what?   Instead of depositing that 
$288,000 into the Washington black-hole, I would have spent it, hired more employees, and generated substantial 
economic growth. My employees would have enjoyed the wealth of that tax cut in the form of promotions and 
better salaries. But you can forget it now. 
 
When you have a comatose man on the verge of death, you don't defibrillate and shock his thumb thinking that will 
bring him back to life, do you? Or, do you defibrillate his heart?   Business is at the heart of America and always has 
been. To restart it, you must stimulate it, not kill it. Suddenly, the power brokers in Washington believe the mud of 
America are the essential drivers of the American economic engine. 
 
Nothing could be further from the truth and this is the type of change you can keep. So where am I going with all 
this? It's quite simple. If any new taxes are levied on me, or my company, my reaction will be swift and simple. I 
fire you. I fire your co-workers.   You can then plead with the government to pay for your mortgage, your SUV, and 
your child's future. Frankly, it isn't my problem any more. Then, I will close this company down, move to another 
country, and retire. 
 
You see, I'm done. I'm done with a country that penalizes the productive and gives to the unproductive. My 
motivation to work and to provide jobs will be destroyed, and with it, will be my citizenship. 
 
While tax cuts to 95% of America sounds great on paper, don't forget the back story: If there is no job, there is no 
income to tax. A tax cut on zero dollars is zero. So, when you make decision to vote, ask yourself, who understands 
the economics of business ownership and who doesn't?  Whose policies will endanger your job? Answer those 
questions and you should know who might be the one capable of saving your job. While the media wants to tell you 
"It's the economy Stupid" I'm telling you it isn't. 
 
If you lose your job, it won't be at the hands of the economy; it will be at the hands of a political hurricane that 
swept through this country, steamrolled the Constitution, and will have changed its landscape forever. If that 
happens, you can find me in the South Caribbean sitting on a beach, retired, and with no employees to worry 
about. 
 
Signed, Your boss, Michael A. Crowley, PE , Crowley, Crisp & Associates, Inc., Professional Engineers, 1906 South 
Main Street, Suite 122, Wake Forest, NC 27587, Phone: 919.562.8860 x22, Fax: 919.562.8872 
 
 

20111029-11 13:46 Larry Fw: Snopes.com Exposed 

 
[Source of original email unknown. – SteveB] 
 
For all who use Snopes and believe them honest: SNOPES EXPOSED 
 
I heard years ago that Snopes was a left-wing operation and found it odd that there was absolutely nothing 
negative to be found about Obama when he was running for President. I should have known that George Sorros 
was behind them too. 
 
Most of us have gone to Snopes for verify information that we were not sure about. Now, come to find out, Snopes 
is not the paragon of truth we thought it was. I just eliminated them as a source of honesty and integrity. 
 
Please read and pass on to your email friends. 
 
Snopes is heavily financed by George Soros, a huge financial supporter of Obama! 
 



In our Search for the truth department, we find what I have suspected on many occasions. I went to Snopes to 
check this out and they said it was false and there were no such dockets so I Googled the Supreme Court, typed in 
Obama-Kagan, and guess what? Yep you got it.Snopes lied. Everyone of those dockets are there. So Here is what I 
wrote Snopes: 
 
Referencing the article about Elena Kagan and Barak Obama dockets: The information you have posted stating that 
there were no such cases as claimed and the examples you gave are blatantly false. I went directly to the Supreme 
Courts website, typed in Obama Kagan and immediately came up with all of the dockets that the article made 
reference to.. I have long suspected that you really slant things but this revelation is really shocking. You exist 
behind a veil of half truths and distorted facts. 
 
Hoping you will be honest and forthcoming in the future is probably expecting too much. That being said, if you 
really didn't know THIS then your investigative reporting is a sham. 
 
Kagan was representing Obama in all the petitions to prove his citizenship.Now she may help rule on them. Folks, 
this is really ugly. Chicago Politics; and the beat goes on and on and on... 
 
Once again the US Senate sold us out! Well, someone figured out why Obama nominated Elana Kagan for the 
Supreme Court.... Pull up the Supreme Courts website, go to the docket and search for Obama. Kagan was the 
Solicitor General for all the suits against him filed with the Supreme Court to show proof of natural born citizenship. 
He owed her big time. All of the requests were denied of course. They were never heard!  
 
It just keeps getting deeper and deeper, doesn't it? The American people mean nothing any longer. It all comes 
down to payback time for those who compromised themselves to elect someone that really has no true right to 
even be there. 
 
Here are some websites of the Supreme Court Docket: When you look up some of these hearings and guess what?? 
Elana Kagan is the attorney representing Obama!!! 
 
Check out these examples: 

 
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-8857.htm 
 
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-8857.htm 
 
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-6790.htm 
 
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search..aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-6790.htm 
 
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-724.htm 
 
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-724.htm 

 
If you are not interested in justice or in truth delete this. However, If you hold sacred the freedoms granted to you 
by the U.S. Constitution By all means, please PASS IT ON. 
 
 

20111029-18 19:43 Art Starship Troopers 
 
Ever read Starship Troopers by Heinlein?  The movie was just silly and the book only slightly less so, but the 
political premise is a planet that got tired of stupid politicians after one war to many, and took over.  Only those 
who served could vote and they made it very difficult to serve. You had to really want it.   Concept was that anyone 
who went through the Hell of service would probably care about who got elected. They were citizens.  Everyone 
else could practice business etc but not vote. 
 
Nice. 

http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-8857.htm
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-8857.htm
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-6790.htm
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search..aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-6790.htm
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-724.htm
http://www.supremecourt.gov/Search.aspx?FileName=/docketfiles/09-724.htm


 
 

20111029-19 19:45 SteveB Re: Starship Troopers (reply to Art, above) 

 
I too like some of the governmental elements found in sci-fi! In Asimov’s Foundation trilogy, set far, far in the 
future, men learned, apparently, the lesson of our Founding Fathers, that the best government is the one that can 
function the least. 
 
In Ringworld, by Larry Niven, a far future, incredibly advanced civilization was based on a super-conducting plastic. 
It allowed huge amounts of energy to be expended on things like floating anti-gravity buildings, etc. The problem 
was, though, that in their space travels, some ship brought back an alien bactieria that loved to eat the 
superconducting plastic. End of far future, incredibly advanced civilization. 
 
 

20111030-02 17:44 SteveBA “Electric Vehicle, Lithium-Ion Battery Investing for Imbeciles” 

 
Here is an interesting article about the electric cars and the lack of economical feasilbilty note the peter principle 
reference. Again it illustrates the Obama misguided moves into green energy. 
 
 
“Electric Vehicle, Lithium-Ion Battery Investing for Imbeciles” by John Petersen, Seeking Alpha 
 
Oct. 30, 2011, (http://seekingalpha.com/article/303460-electric-vehicle-lithium-ion-battery-investing-for-
imbeciles?ifp=0&source=email_authors_alerts) 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Love Life! / Steve Jobs 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 1, 2011) 
 
 
We went to a party recently with friends and hadn't met a lot of the other people until that night. At one point, our 
host,  a man from Colombian, told my wife and I a very interesting story. Ten years ago, he was kidnapped by 
FARC guerrillas, tortured, and held in the jungle for two month. Finally, someone (the government? his family?) 
paid $1.5 million and he was released. 
 
But he didn't tell the story simply to relay those facts. What he was passionate about was the effect the incident 
had on his life. He said, as bad as it was, the kidnapping was the best thing that ever happened to him. It taught 
him to appreciate life and what he has. More than anything, he said, it taught him how very important and under-
appreciated are our family and friends and the little time we have together. He said the painful incident was the 
greatest gift he could have been given, because it made him truly understand life and death, and now he was more 
than OK with both, where he had not been before. 
 
As I watched him, his wife, and two young adult children going around the party, being the perfect, caring, happy 
hosts to 80 guests, I knew that he was as good as his word, and that he had taken the time and trouble, with 
people he hadn't known until that night, to give us the special gift of his story. 
 
You will never go wrong in this life to take your death as an advisor...even though you already know the advice—
LIVE! 
 
Everything else, believe it or not, has been designed to take care of itself. You don’t need to worry about it. 
 
LIVE! 
 
 
“Steve Jobs’ Final Words Shared in Sister’s Eulogy” by Kevin Dolak, ABC News 
 
Oct. 31, 2011, (http://gma.yahoo.com/blogs/abc-blogs/steve-jobs-final-words-shared-sister-eulogy-
060321674.html) 
 
Steve Jobs’ sister Mona Simpson shared in the eulogy she delivered at the late Apple CEO‘s memorial service that 
his surprising final words from his deathbed were, “Oh wow, oh wow, oh wow.” 
 
In the eulogy, which was printed in The New York Times on Sunday, Simpson describes Jobs’ final days and 
moments in a Palo Alto hospital, which was spent surrounded by family as his breathing gradually became shorter. 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://gma.yahoo.com/blogs/abc-blogs/steve-jobs-final-words-shared-sister-eulogy-060321674.html
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His breath, she said, “indicated an arduous journey, some steep path...” 
 
Delivered at the October 16 service for Jobs at Stanford Memorial Church, Simpson, an accomplished novelist, 
began by describing her initial meeting of her brother for the first time when she was in her mid-20s. Simpson was 
born in 1957, two years after Jobs, who was given up for adoption as an infant. 
 
“Even as a feminist, my whole life I’d been waiting for a man to love, who could love me. For decades, I’d thought 
that man would be my father. When I was 25, I met that man and he was my brother,” Simpson said. 
 
Simpson went on to describe her strong relationship with the man now know for revolutionizing the computer 
world, while explaining Jobs’ work ethic and capacity for love — particularly for his wife Laurene and as a doting 
father to their three children. 
 
“Steve was like a girl in the amount of time he spent talking about love. Love was his supreme virtue, his god of 
gods. He tracked and worried about the romantic lives of the people working with him,” she said. 
 
In describing his illness from pancreatic cancer, which Jobs was diagnosed with in October 2003, Simpson paints a 
picture of Jobs as an enduring, “intensely emotional man.” 
 
She concluded her eulogy by sharing Jobs’ final moments, which were spent staring lovingly at his family, and his 
final three monosyllabic words as he stared into the distance past their shoulders: OH WOW. OH WOW. OH WOW. 
 
Simpson is currently a professor of English at the University of California, Los Angeles and was a finalist for the 
PEN/Faulkner Award. She has written five novels, and won the Whiting Prize for her debut, Anywhere But Here. 
 
 
 

20111031-01 11:42 SteveG 
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! 

 
Tell Harry Reid and the Democratic senators on the Super Committee: Absolutely no cuts to Medicare, Medicaid or 
Social Security benefits: 
 
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/supercommittee_mms/?r=231765&id=29670-3891339-JJRRGLx. 
 
It's official: There's now a bipartisan consensus on the Super Committee to cut Medicare and Social Security 
benefits. 
 
The Republicans have a longstanding desire to dismantle Medicaid, Medicare and Social Security. But according to 
recent news reports, a majority of Democrats on the Super Committee just proposed their own plan to reduce the 
deficit that included slashing Medicare benefits by $200 billion1 and dramatically reducing future Social Security 
benefits.2 
 
It's hard to image how the Democrats on the Super Committee could be any more out-of-touch or wrongheaded. 
 
In the face of massive unemployment, rampant foreclosures, a sputtering economy and widespread anger that the 
country is systematically prioritizing the needs of the ultra-rich and wealthy corporations over the needs of the other 
99% of us, the Democrats who support this plan think the best thing to do is make it harder and more expensive 
for seniors and the less fortunate to get medical care or pay for their basic living expenses. 
 
We need to make sure Democrats understand that rather than supporting benefit cuts, it would be better if the 
automatic cuts specified in the legislation that created the Super Committee are triggered. But we have an uphill 
fight. 
 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/supercommittee_mms/?r=231765&id=29670-3891339-JJRRGLx


Reportedly, the benefit cuts plan proposed by the Democrats on the Super Committee had been agreed to by 
President Obama in negotiations with John Boehner over raising the debt ceiling. 
 
This means we can't rely on President Obama vetoing a bad deficit reduction bill that makes it out of the Super 
Committee and passes Congress. 
 
It also means the best way to stop a bad deal is to build so much political pressure at the outset that it never gets 
off the ground. 
 
The Democrats' plan was rejected by the Republicans because it included some tax increases. But the proposal 
demonstrates an alarming willingness to cave on core economic issues despite the vital role Medicare, Medicaid and 
Social Security play in our society and the widespread unpopularity of benefit cuts to these programs. 
 
And recent history has shown us how Democrats intent on cutting a deal with Republicans will move from a bad 
deal to one that's worse. 
 
It's more important than ever that we speak out and draw a line in the sand on benefit cuts to Medicare, Medicare 
and Social Security. We can't wait until a bad deal is cut in the Super Committee. We need to speak out now. 
 
Current Campaigns: http://www.credoaction.com/?r=11&id=29670-3891339-JJRRGLx 
 
Matt Lockshin, Campaign Manager 
 
1"Medicare Eligibility Age Increase Not Part Of Dems' Super Committee Presentation," Sam Stein, Huffington Post, 
Oct. 26, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/10/26/medicare-eligibility-age-
_n_1033097.html?ncid=edlinkusaolp00000008. 
 
2"Read the Dems' 'Super Committee' Proposal," RJ Eskow," Huffington Post, Oct. 28, 2011, 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rj-eskow/disabled-kids-and-the-dow_b_1034181.html. 
 
 

20111031-02 11:45 SteveB 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Ah…Congress wants to sell us down the river again! 
 
 

20111031-03 11:58 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
In Washington State, there is a 2 billion dollar budget shortfall, 8.2% sales tax, no income tax.  The governor has 
proposed cutting all Medicaid funding of medications (developmentally disabled, some chronic mentally ill, and 
some poor elderly depend on Medicaid for medications); cut 16% in higher education; poor school districts to have 
their funding cut by 50%.  There are a few more cuts, but these are the ones that stand out. 
 
Central Washington University through the Board of Regents is offering the current university president a $500,000 
bonus if he stays for five years.  The thinking is that is what “big corporations” do. 
 
To cut education makes no sense to me – that is our future. 
 
To cut funding to poor schools makes no sense – especially 50%.  Most of the poor school districts have a high 
concentration of Latinos and Native American. 
 
To cut the medications for the elderly, chronically mentally ill, and to the developmentally disabled  seems 
heartless. 
 

http://www.credoaction.com/?r=11&id=29670-3891339-JJRRGLx
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/10/26/medicare-eligibility-age-_n_1033097.html?ncid=edlinkusaolp00000008
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http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rj-eskow/disabled-kids-and-the-dow_b_1034181.html


Please point out the shortfalls in my thinking. 
 
 

20111031-04 12:19 Pam 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
You are absolutely right, SteveG.  This just goes to show how deep the problem goes.  $500,000 to a university 
president is absurd, but that's what they're all making now.  Coaches at big football schools, even assistant 
coaches, can make a million or more.  It is unconscionable for those high earners to make that much money when 
middle-class and poor families are struggling to send their kids to college.   People keep screaming, taking to the 
streets, and signing petitions, but nothing seems to be changing.  I don't believe Eric Cantor for one minute when 
he says he can understand where OWS is coming from.  He may say it, but he hates it.  I wish someone would 
explain to my why Republicans have had as their mission for decades the elimination of Social Security, Medicare, 
and all the other social programs so many depend on.  I know they want to shrink government, but why?  If it's not 
so they can get richer, then what is it?  And why do they think it's necessary to shrink government but not 
corporations and banks?  Dale? GaryC? 
 
 

20111031-05 13:07 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Government size – number of federal employees as compared to the population – is the smallest it has been in 
decades.  Fiscal conservatism I understand, but not on the backs of the chronically mentally ill, the elderly, the 
developmentally disabled.  At the start of WW II we were 16th in military spending and now we outspend the 
totality of the next 8 or so countries.  As others have stated we are 46th in infant mortality, 49th in health care 
measurements, and 1st in health care expenditures.  We do not get our money’s worth. 
 
 

20111031-14 21:56 Dale 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
How about, let's break down your comments into components. 
 
Just like there are all kinds of Democrats with varying degrees of opinions about a variety of topics, Republicans are 
not a monolith who all have the same "mission."  If it helps anyone to get fired up by lumping all Republicans 
together, have at it, but that's neither accurate or productive.....except to further partisanship. 
 
I believe most Republicans hold out that Social Security and Medicare are useful concepts and should be a part of 
our government and society.  I also believe that most Republicans and Independents are concerned with the 
fundamental insolvency of the programs as now structured and are moving towards the conclusion that structural 
changes are needed.  That's my opinion, which will probably be tested at the polls soon.  In the last election 
American voters resoundingly chose smaller government, not larger.  No doubt some of you will try to rationalize 
away the facts, but the mass outing of Democratic politicians speaks for itself. 
 
Big government requires money to run.  It takes money from people who are working to earn it, then it inefficiently 
messes with that money and gives back less of it in the way of benefits.  The more government programs, the more 
government employees, the more waste and who pays for it?  Taxpayers.  Now, if you are one of the 50% who 
don't pay taxes, what do you care?  Why not agree with that new government handout, whether it's for you or 
someone else....after all, it's not costing you anything.  This is a perverse machine that takes money from the most 
productive earners, gives it to government employees, people who choose not to work, and finally, the legitimate 
needy.  (I am not implying government employees are bad people or poor employees.  I am saying that there are 
inherent inefficiencies and the bigger the government gets, the more they show up.) 
 
In a weak moment, SteveB said he believes everyone should pay some taxes, even if it is only a token amount.  Of 
course, in saying that he agrees that taxes will automatically go up for lower income earners.  (We are assuming 
here that those don't earn anything will not pay any taxes.)  There has been the knee-jerk objection to 9-9-9.  



Accompanied by wailing and hand wringing, opponents to broadening the tax base say, "not so fast, this will 
increase taxes on the lower income earners."   Duh.  Economists and even the Democratic leadership admits that 
simply raising taxes on "the rich" will not be enough to stem the rise in the deficit. 
 
Just for once, I'd like to see some constructive conversation from the liberal side on how we increase the size of the 
economic pie, instead of how we divvy up the existing one. 
 
Now for another revelation.  85% of companies are taxed at the "individual" rate.  When tax rates for "the rich" are 
increased, it increases company taxes too.  When the most important objective today is jobs, do you want to 
encourage the engine that creates jobs or dissect it?  This is one more way that the current tax code is screwed up.  
Republicans, Democrats, liberals, conservatives, libertarians, socialists, unionists and all other "-ism's" will have their 
own opinion on how taxes should be assessed, but what we've got now isn't the optimum and needs reform. 
 
Finally, big banks, banking regulation, and bank enforcement are not serving the public very well.  This situation is 
not good for Republicans or Democrats; however, both parties seem incapable of either agreeing on or coming up 
with solutions.  There are mid and small banks and a growing use of credit unions, so lending doesn't have to stop 
for individuals or smaller businesses, but it has.  I don't believe the answer is necessarily to "shrink" corporations or 
banks, but to find ways to enable and control them so they run properly.  Actually, to be competitive in world 
markets, we need big banks and big corporations.  We just don't need big leeches...meaning the overpaid 
managements or the unethical practices. 
 
Happy Halloween! 
 
 

20111031-15 22:59 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Could someone please define big government?  The information I see indicates the number of federal employees as 
compared to the population is smaller.  Social Security investment return was diverted during the Johnson 
administration to the general operating fund rather than remaining in the Social Security fund.  Democrats, 
Republicans, liberals, conservatives – it doesn’t matter.  All of us to one degree or another are in the same pickle. 
 
Big government, small government it doesn’t matter – it all takes money to run.  It all depends on definitions.  A 
good accountant can make dollars and decimal points say anything they want.  A politician is the same. 
 
Corporate loopholes need to be closed, only then can one start determining what the corporate tax rate should be.  
Companies move locations on a regular basis depending on the tax Abatements, training incentives, economic 
development funds, etc. that are made available by communities, counties, states, and countries.  It is all based on 
the economic stimulates offered. 
 
Can we agree that loophole closing would be the first step in increasing the economic pie?  If not, then what is the 
suggestion? 
 
 

20111031-06 13:37 Pam Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice 

 
I tried to post a couple of articles from NationofChange yesterday, but I didn't do it right, so let me summarize one 
of them.  It was about the privatization of prisons and the lobbying efforts the prison business exerts to criminalize 
more things and lengthen prison terms, all so these private prisons can make more money.  This hasn't been going 
on all that long, just the last 20 years or so.  Before that prisons were run by the government.  America imprisons 
more people that any other nation.  We have 5% of the world's population and 25% of its inmates.   There are 
more black men in prison than in college.  The vast majority are in prison for drug crimes, and most of those are for 
possession of marajuana.  In California, the prison lobby worked to get three-strikes-and-you're-out passed, so that 
anyone with three convictions, even for something minor, gets sent away for 25 to life.  Here is just one more 
example of how a private business has found a way to enrich itself, with the collusion of politicians. 
 



The more I think about it, the more I believe a great American flaw is our love of money.  It seems to eclipse all 
other values—at least for enough of us to make it an identifiably American trait.  I'm not opposed to people having 
lots of money, but when accumulating simply in order to have more of what you already have enough of becomes 
paramount, then something is wrong.  (That was a horrible sentence.)  I don't want to set limits or interfere too 
much with the market, and I recognize the need for capital.  My point is that it's our ATTITUDE that is wrong-
headed.  It's so deeply ingrained in our culture I don't have much hope that it will change, but attitudes can change 
sometimes: smoking is no longer an accepted fact of life.  But so long as Donald Trump is the avatar of success and 
top athletes make more than neurosurgeons, we will remain a silly, shallow people.  (I exclude all of us, of course.  
WE know better.  Right?) 
 
 

20111031-07 16:28 SteveG Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Agree wholeheartedly.  Yakima County lost a 9 million/year contract for prisoners and has to lay off 76 jail 
employees.  Major business.  I know people in Indiana sentenced to 6 years for a drug offense, felony, and end up 
spending 2 years in the county jail – the state pays pretty well to local jails.  Often times folks are offered to 
commute their sentences if they become an undercover snitch.  Money grubbing is everywhere. 
 
 

20111031-08 17:13 Pam Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I watched the TED talk about how income disparity hurts everyone.  It opened my eyes even more than they were 
already.  When I hear people talk about class warfare and envy, I know that's really code for "I've got mine; you 
get yours, Jack."  You either live by selfishness or by compassion.  It's as simple as that.  If you admire Ayn Rand, 
you're in the selfish camp.  If you like George Eliot or Abraham Verghese, you likely are compassionate.  Do 
compassionate people really want to cut funding for the developmentally disabled, the poor elderly, the chronically 
mentally ill? 
 
My daughter works with families that have a developmentally disabled, mentally ill child.  DD, or double diagnosis, 
they're called.  The funding for the agency she works for is being cut, and she will likely lose her job in a few 
months.  She's worked there for ten years.  Some of her families have been with her from the beginning.  What will 
they do when Saskia leaves, and no one takes her place?  Her whole division of case managers is being eliminated.  
This sort of thing is going on all over the country, in schools, in hospitals, in agencies that serve people in need, in 
police departments, and on and on.  I know you all know this, but why, why, why do politicians never emphasize 
the harm the cuts will do?  All they can talk about is money, money, money. 
 
 

20111031-09 18:30 SteveG Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Reagan gave us ketchup as a vegetable and cut funding for mental hospitals creating a new class of homeless. 
 
I worked for 40 years with developmentally disabled, mentally ill, and welfare recipients to become employed and 
to live in their community.  The programs more than pay for themselves in return on investment.  When a person is 
taken out of a state hospital to live in the community the cost may decline from $400 a day to $200 a day – 
numbers may vary according to state, but it definitely is cheaper.  Assistance in getting employment – costs are 
more than covered by the return in tax revenue. 
 
 

20111031-11 19:42 Pam Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
My daughter has a friend—a woman I went to grad school with, actually—who has a rare form of muscular 
dystrophy.  They thought she'd live two years.  She's over 50 now.  She is severely disabled, severely, but she lives 
at home with around-the-clock caregivers.  The state wants to put her in a nursing home, which would cost about 
twice as much as if she remains in her home.  She has a varied life with lots of friends, none of which would be 
available to her in an institution. 
 



On the other hand, turning mentally ill patients loose to fend for themselves or rely on inadequate community 
resources is nothing less than cruel.  All to save money?  Bullsh*t. 
 
 

20111031-13 20:56 SteveG Re: Privatization of Prisons / Greed & Avarice (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Life, Liberty, and Pursuit of Happiness.  Quality of life.  Compassion, community, employees, our neighbors.  I 
remember in elementary school I would go to Eiteljorge’s Barber Shop for a haircut – a dad, two sons, and another 
guy.  Once in a while Buster would come in – this was in the 50’s.  Buster would be dirty & smelly – they would 
send him to the back – he would shower, change clothes, and come back out front.  A shave, haircut, some jokes, 
some ribbing, some laughing and then Buster would go on his way.  In their own way taking care of some of 
Buster’s needs, but not all by a long shot. 
 
On the other side of town I would see Slappy slowly walking around in the spring, summer, and fall – odd jobs here 
and there, a bottle of wine more regular than not, gone to Putnamville for the winter.  If it gets too cold out a brick 
through a window would get you three meals and a bed. 
 
Same town in 2011 a homeless shelter closes from lack of funding – back to the streets, back up 60 years. 
 
 

20111031-10 19:25 SteveG “Fourth Amendment Takes a Big Hit” 

 
“Fourth Amendment Takes a Big Hit” by Leonard Pitts, Jr., The National Memo 
 
Oct. 30, 2011, (http://www.nationalmemo.com/content/fourth-amendment-takes-big-hit) 
 
“The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches 
and seizures, shall not be violated…” — Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States 
 
Just in case you forgot. 
 
There has been, after all, an appalling amount of forgetting where that amendment is concerned. And New York 
City has become the epicenter of the amnesia. Yes, the “stop and frisk” policy of questioning and searching people 
a cop finds suspicious is used elsewhere as well. But it is in the big, bruised apple that the issue now comes to a 
head. 
 
Federal agents recently arrested a New York City cop on charges of violating the civil rights of an African-American 
man. Officer Michael Daragjati allegedly stopped the man in April and threw him against a parked van to search 
him. No drugs or weapons were found, but Daragjati reportedly became angry the man questioned his rough 
treatment and requested the officer’s name and badge number. So Daragjati ran him in on a charge of resisting 
arrest. Later, talking on the phone to a friend, he bragged that he had “fried another n—-r” and that it was “no big 
deal.” This was overheard by the feds, who had him under surveillance in a separate investigation. 
 
Continue reading at The National Memo… 
 
 

20111031-12 19:52 Pam Re: “Fourth Amendment Takes a Big Hit” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I have an adopted Black-Vietnamese son.  There is a county in North Carolina that is famous (notorious) for 
stopping Blacks disproportionately to Whites.  When my son comes to visit, he is invariably stopped.  He was not 
speeding, did not have drugs, was, in fact, with his very respectable girlfriend.  I would be devastated if that 
happened to me.  Why would it be any different for any other innocent person?  There are statistics, and then there 
are stories, which speak volumes. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Candidate Problems 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 2, 2011) 
 
 
Today I’m thinking about the Republican presidential candidates a little bit. What a bunch of problems these people 
have! I can’t figure out why any of them really wants to put himself through the process of performing a reality 
soap opera in front of the entire world. I can’t help but get embarrassed for them—a most uncomfortable feeling—
even though I can’t identify philosophically with any of them, except maybe Mitt, because how can you not find 
something to agree with in all those shifting stances based on what he perceives the public wants. 
 
We should learn a lesson from all this. The hunger for power is incredibly immense in a politician and must be 
controlled! Just like any other powerful force of nature, we must find ways to control and channel lust for power 
and greed. 
 
 
“How Tea Party Could Drive GOP to Disaster” by David Frum , CNN 
 
Oct. 31, 2011. (http://www.cnn.com/2011/10/31/opinion/frum-republican-tea-party-
scenarios/index.html?hpt=po_r1) 
 
(Editor's note: David Frum, a CNN contributor, was a special assistant to President George W. Bush from 2001 to 
2002. He is the author of six books, including Comeback: Conservatism That Can Win Again and is the editor of 
FrumForum.) 
 
(WASHINGTON) A new CNN poll finds that about half of Republicans sympathize with the tea party movement. The 
other half either remain aloof or (5%) even express hostility. 
 
That second group of Republicans has received remarkably little media attention this cycle. Yet their man — Mitt 
Romney — has held steady in first or second place for the past three years. Meanwhile tea party Republicans have 
bounced from Sarah Palin to Donald Trump to Michele Bachmann to Rick Perry to (now) Herman Cain, transfixing 
the media every time they lose faith in one messiah and search for another. 
 
Yet sooner or later, the tea party Republicans must converge on a single choice. When they do, they will present 
the non-tea party Republicans with a troubling menu of possibilities. 
 
Possibility 1: Romney is nominated, Romney is elected. 
 

Romney's political gaffe or tactic? 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
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From the point of view of non-tea party Republicans, this is the ideal outcome of the 2012 election. Yet it is 
also an outcome that looks worryingly out of reach. As we enter the final 12 months of the election 
countdown, Romney still cannot rise above 30% support in his own party. Worse, while it's easy to imagine 
(say) Herman Cain's voters shifting to Rick Perry or vice versa, it is very hard to imagine where Mitt Romney 
will find the additional Republican votes he needs. 

 
Possibility 2: Romney is nominated, Romney loses. 
 

For non-tea party Republicans, this second outcome opens all kinds of ugly, ominous possibilities. If 
candidate Romney loses, tea party Republicans will claim that the GOP lost because it failed to nominate a 
"true conservative." That claim may fly in the face of political math (how would a more extreme candidate 
win more votes?), but it will pack a lot of emotional punch. Intense partisans are always ready to believe 
that the way to win is to be more intense and more partisan. Back-to-back losses under John McCain in 
2008 and Mitt Romney in 2012 will open the way to an ultra-conservative nominee in 2016 — and a true 
party debacle. 

 
Possibility 3: A tea party Republican is nominated and loses. 
 

From the point of view of a non-tea party Republican, the third possibility is the most tragic waste. A 
winnable election will be thrown away on an ideological adventure. Yet within the disaster might lurk a silver 
lining. At least the GOP will get the ideological adventure out of its system. For three years, Republican 
activists have lived in a fantasy world in which fringe characters like Sarah Palin and Herman Cain somehow 
"speak for the common sense of the common people." It seems incredible that anybody could believe such 
a thing. It seems crazy that anyone would actually need a presidential election to disabuse them of such 
notions. But as Benjamin Franklin said: "Experience is a hard teacher, but fools will have no other." 

 
Possibility 4: A tea party Republican is nominated and wins. 
 

This possibility has to be reckoned the most unlikely. But it cannot be excluded as utterly impossible, on two 
conditions: If the U.S. economy continues as weak and sick as it is today, and if tea party Republicans 
revert from the utterly unelectable Herman Cain to Rick Perry, who as governor of Texas possesses at least 
the paper qualifications for the presidency. Then - who knows? - anything might happen. Perry would be a 
much weaker candidate than Romney, but if the voters are determined to fire the incumbent, then even a 
weak challenger can prevail. (See Barack Hussein Obama, 2008 candidacy of.) In which case, not only tea 
party Republicans but all Republicans and all Americans will confront the problem: what next? 

 
The tea party stands for a series of propositions that don't meet the reality test: that deficits matter more than jobs, 
that cutting deficits and tightening credit will accelerate economic growth, that high taxes and over-regulation are 
the most important reasons that growth has not revived, and that America still offers the world's best opportunity 
for the poor to rise. Tea party plans call for a radical shift in the burden of taxation from the rich to the poor — and 
promise big reductions in government spending without touching any of the benefits of current retirees. 
 
If put into practice, the tea party platform is a formula for political and economic crisis. 
 
Fortunately, it remains a long-shot outcome. If you're betting the odds, you want to put your money on possibility 
three. As for possibility one — that's just good government. And nobody seems to get much excited about that 
these days. 
 
(The opinions expressed in this commentary are solely those of David Frum.) 
 
© 2011 Cable News Network. Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. 
  



20111101-01 09:01 Jim Bank of America to Pay No Income Taxes 

 
I see where Bank of America reported $6 billion in profit for the last quarter, which is okay if they earned it 
honestly, but the news article also said this is money on which they will pay NO TAXES.   That part I do not 
understand. 
 
 

20111101-02 12:59 SteveG 
“Bono, Lady Gaga, Usher, Stevie Wonder - Clinton Foundation 
Celebration at the Bowl” 

 
“Bono, Lady Gaga, Usher, Stevie Wonder - Clinton Foundation Celebration at the Bowl” by Ben Westhoff, West 
Coast Sound 
 
Oct. 16 2011, (http://blogs.laweekly.com/westcoastsound/2011/10/bono_lady_gaga_usher_stevie_wo.php) 
 
http://www.clintonfoundation.org/?utm_source=103111enews&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=103111enews 
 
 

20111101-07 17:09 SteveB Re: “Bono, Lady Gaga, Usher, Stevie Wonder…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
That was a hell of a concert! I wonder if they do that every year, or if they’re going to? Bill may be a dirty old man, 
but he rocks! 
 
 

20111101-03 13:57 SteveG “Obama Acts to Reduce Prescription-Drug Shortages” 

 
A bill to rectify this situation has been in Congress since February and still no action.  Don’t care?  Lobbyist?  What 
is going on with this? 
 
 
“Obama Acts to Reduce Prescription-Drug Shortages” by Nanci Hellmich, USA Today 
 
Nov. 1, 2011, (http://yourlife.usatoday.com/health/healthcare/story/2011-11-01/Obama-acts-to-reduce-
prescription-drug-shortages/51023354/1) 
 
 

20111101-04 15:41 SteveG “20 Biggest CEO Pay Raises” 

 
Take a look at the slide show.  Fair wages? 
 
 
“20 Biggest CEO Pay Raises” by CNN/Money 
 
Nov. 1, 2011, (http://money.cnn.com/galleries/2011/news/companies/1109/gallery.pay_raise/?hpt=hp_t2) 
 
(Viacom's chief executive Philippe Dauman enjoyed a whopping $50.5 million raise last year. What other top execs 
saw their pay jump tremendously in 2010?) 
 
 

20111101-05 16:25 SteveB Corruption Correlation 

 
I was thinking…I know, always dangerous… 
 
But what if there were proof positive that almost every member of Congress is corrupt? Would that be enough to 
provide the impetus for ”real change”? 
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Here’s my theory: There is an incredibly strong correlation between the amount of money a politician takes from 
any given campaign donor or group of donors and the amount of favoritism shown to those same donors. This 
could take the form of bill sponsorship, votes, favors, even speeches—any overt, discoverable actions. 
 
Here’s my plan: some energetic young graduate student required! Maybe a small team paid for by a PAC? Haha. 
But, seriously, with computer analysis, wouldn’t it be doable? Our group here has gathered quite a few statistics 
that point in the direction of this “corruption correlation”. 
 
They’re in the archive I’m currently editing of all past emails going back to 2007. I’ve got it down to about 2000 
pages now, but I’m not sure it will go much lower. There will be two volumes divided by date. I’m thinking about 
providing links from the FotM Newsletter and the website to both volumes, as well as past issues, and the actual 
blog. Any of you in the archive, even though only user names are given, will be given a chance to retract (or 
possibly edit) anything you wrote (just in case). I’ll keep you posted. 
 
 

20111101-06 16:34 SteveG Re: Corruption Correlation (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
No wonder you are residing in Bolivia.  Just kidding. 
 
 

20111101-08 19:39 Jim Sci-Fi Trilogies by Robert Sawyer 

 
A few people on this list have admitted that they have changed their minds about some things.  Bless you for that. 
 
Some of these people who get elected with their opinions set in concrete and firm statements that they will never 
change are saying that they cannot learn anything new and that they cannot adjust to new information and 
changing realities…"my mind is made up,  don't confuse me with facts!" 
 
For those of you who like thought-provoking science fiction I would recommend two fairly recent trilogies by Robert 
Sawyer. www.wake,  www.watch, and www.wonder are about the internet developing intelligence and self-
awareness.  In the third one the government of China did a bunch of harsh things like wiping out every living thing 
in an area where a really bad virus was starting and then trying to isolate their people from contact with the rest of 
the web.  Eventually the Webmind confronted the Chinese leaders and convinced them to abdicate and created a 
way every Chinese could vote by cell phone on governance.  A lot of other interesting ideas floating around, like 
why the US government was trying to kill this artificial intelligence, because they could not control it. 
 
The second series is called Hominid, Human and Hybrid for the three titles.   It involves a contact made between 
our version of Earth and one which is inhabited by Neanderthals   which are both at high technical levels but very 
different worlds.  The Neanderthal never developed agriculture and continued as a hunter-gatherer based economy.  
After they found out about us, they blamed agriculture for a lot of our bad behavior—like slavery and wars.  But 
they have limited world population to about 185 million instead of 7 billion and have a very different method of birth 
control. There are a number of readers who may be upset by the fact that they do not have religion and that their 
society is bisexual.  Again, there is an American who plots to wipe-out the Neanderthals so we could expand into 
the world that they have kept clean and green. 
 
Both series have a lot of great ideas floating around in them. 
 
[Makes me think of the way American corporations are chomping at the bit to get back into Cuba, which remains 
pretty much the way Castro found it in the ‘50’s…”kept clean and green”, just waiting to be despoiled. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111101-09 20:05 SteveB Re: Sci-Fi Trilogies by Robert Sawyer (reply to Jim, above) 

 
Now I have a lot of reading to do! And it all sounds very cool. I wonder if Ben knows about all this stuff? Are you 
reading, Ban? Let me know. 
 

http://www.wake/
http://www.watch/
http://www.wonder/


Thank you for the references, Jim. It’s interesting how enlightening it can be to look at this little planet from a 
future perspective…from a distance… 
 
 

20111101-10 21:21 Dale “New Stock Index Lets You Invest in Occupy Wall Street” 

 
“New Stock Index Lets You Invest in Occupy Wall Street” by Jeff Benjamin, Investment News 
 
Nov. 1, 2011 1:15 pm ET, (http://www.investmentnews.com/article/20111101/FREE/111109996) 
 
(Limited to companies that have drawn the ire of protestors.) 
 
In perhaps the ultimate example of irony, the Occupy Wall Street movement now has its own stock index. Created 
by Minyanville Media Inc. columnist Michael Comeau, the tidy collection of eight stocks is designed to represent the 
kinds of corporate villains that have sent so many protestors into the streets. 
 
“We're not making any calls one way or the other; we just want to see what happens” with the stocks in the index, 
Mr. Comeau said. 
 
The list of companies was compiled by Mr. Comeau and his colleagues following research of the protests that 
included interviews with protestors, and the reading of blogs and other news reports on the subject. 
 
The complete index includes BP PLC (BP), General Electric Co. (GE), The Goldman Sachs Group Inc. (GS), JPMorgan 
Chase & Co. (JPM), Lockheed Martin Corp. (LMT), News Corp. (NWSA), SLM Corp. (SLM) and Wal-Mart Stores Inc. 
(WMT). 
 
Each company was added to the index for a reason related to what Mr. Comeau learned from the protestors.  
 
“JPMorgan and Goldman Sachs were the biggest targets because they created mortgage-backed securities that 
were designed to fail,” he said. 
 
General Electric, he explained, is considered a corporate tax dodger. 
 
Wal-Mart is on the list because it has long been opposed to organized labor, which joined the movement shortly 
after it began. 
 
News Corp., which owns and operates Fox News, was included “because we saw a lot of anti-Fox signs.” 
 
“They're really not buying the whole fair-and-balanced stuff,” Mr. Comeau added. 
 
When asked why he thought the protestors have not also included the bailed-out American automakers General 
Motors and Chrysler Corp. as targets, Mr. Comeau said, “Those companies are in Detroit and they employ blue-
collar workers.” 
 
“It's easier to visualize an auto industry worker in trouble,” he added. “But nobody really cares if a bunch of bankers 
lose their jobs.” 
 
Mr. Comeau, who said he developed the index not as a statement of his own but to reflect the sentiment that he is 
observing, acknowledged the absence of a centralized theme among the protestors. 
 
“The whole thing is an expression of the fact that people see uncertainty about the future and they don't see any 
solutions,” he said. “Everybody is showing up with whatever causes they're angry about.” 
 
As far as why such an eclectic list of issues is being protested in lower Manhattan, Mr. Comeau surmised: “Occupy 
Wall Street is an easy and memorable name, but it is almost a branding failure because most of the financial 
companies moved out of that area a long time ago.” 

http://www.investmentnews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/personalia?ID=JBENJAMIN
http://www.investmentnews.com/article/20111101/FREE/111109996


 
Of the stocks making up the OWS index, News Corp. has performed the best so far this year, up 15.12% from the 
start of the year, and Goldman Sachs has done the worst, down 38.36%. 
 
That compares with a 3.15% drop in the S&P 500 over the same period. 
 
 

20111101-11 22:05 SteveB 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #7) 

 
You talk about the inefficiencies of government, but, in my opinion, these are not our problem. It has been well 
established that government, without the need to siphon off profits, can often deliver services more efficiently than 
the private sector. As if efficiency were all that counts, which it is not. 
 
I believe we are all the victims here of politicians seeking to privatize, so they can divert big contracts to their 
cronies. This has been the pattern in the past. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
 
  

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com


 

FRIENDS OF THE M IDDLE 

Newsletter #9 — NOV. 3, 2011 
 

 
 

Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org    FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 

 
 
INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Point (Right) / Counterpoint (Left) 
 
 
(posted by Dale & Pam, Nov. 3, 2011) 
 
 
I love a good debate. Since we don’t seem to be able to get a competent debate from the Republican candidates, 
maybe our own group members can show them how it’s done. Move over Herman and Michele! 
 
 
POINT (reprinted from Dale, 11/1/11) 
 

Pam: I wish someone would explain to my why Republicans have had as their mission for decades the 
elimination of Social Security, Medicare, and all the other social programs so many depend on.  I know they 
want to shrink government, but why?  If it's not so they can get richer, then what is it?  And why do they 
think it's necessary to shrink government but not corporations and banks? 

 
 
Pam, how about, let's break down your comments into components. 
 
Just like there are all kinds of Democrats with varying degrees of opinions about a variety of topics, Republicans are 
not a monolith who all have the same "mission."  If it helps anyone to get fired up by lumping all Republicans 
together, have at it, but that's neither accurate nor productive.....except to further partisanship.   
  
I believe most Republicans hold out that Social Security and Medicare are useful concepts and should be a part of 
our government and society.  I also believe that most Republicans and Independents are concerned with the 
fundamental insolvency of the programs as now structured and are moving towards the conclusion that structural 
changes are needed.  That's my opinion, which will probably be tested at the polls soon.  In the last election 
American voters resoundingly chose smaller government, not larger.  No doubt some of you will try to rationalize 
away the facts, but the mass outing of Democratic politicians speaks for itself. 
 
Big government requires money to run.  It takes money from people who are working to earn it, then it inefficiently 
messes with that money and gives back less of it in the way of benefits.  The more government programs, the more 
government employees, the more waste and who pays for it?  Taxpayers.  Now, if you are one of the 50% who 
don't pay taxes, what do you care?  Why not agree with that new government handout, whether it's for you or 
someone else....after all, it's not costing you anything.  This is a perverse machine that takes money from the most 
productive earners, gives it to government employees, people who choose not to work, and finally, the legitimate 
needy.  (I am not implying government employees are bad people or poor employees.  I am saying that there are 
inherent inefficiencies and the bigger the government gets, the more they show up.)   
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In a weak moment, SteveB said he believes everyone should pay some taxes, even if it is only a token amount.  Of 
course, in saying that he agrees that taxes will automatically go up for lower income earners.  (We are assuming 
here that those don't earn anything will not pay any taxes.)  There has been the knee-jerk objection to 9-9-9.  
Accompanied by wailing and hand wringing, opponents to broadening the tax base say, "not so fast, this will 
increase taxes on the lower income earners."   Duh.  Economists and even the Democratic leadership admits that 
simply raising taxes on "the rich" will not be enough to stem the rise in the deficit. 
 
Just for once, I'd like to see some constructive conversation from the liberal side on how we increase the size of the 
economic pie, instead of how we divvy up the existing one. 
 
Now for another revelation.  85% of companies are taxed at the "individual" rate.  When tax rates for "the rich" are 
increased, it increases company taxes too.  When the most important objective today is jobs, do you want to 
encourage the engine that creates jobs or dissect it?  This is one more way that the current tax code is screwed up.  
Republicans, Democrats, liberals, conservatives, libertarians, socialists, unionists and all other "-ism's" will have their 
own opinion on how taxes should be assessed, but what we've got now isn't the optimum and needs reform. 
 
Finally, big banks, banking regulation, and bank enforcement are not serving the public very well.  This situation is 
not good for Republicans or Democrats; however, both parties seem incapable of either agreeing on or coming up 
with solutions.  There are mid and small banks and a growing use of credit unions, so lending doesn't have to stop 
for individuals or smaller businesses, but it has.  I don't believe the answer is necessarily to "shrink" corporations or 
banks, but to find ways to enable and control them so they run properly.  Actually, to be competitive in world 
markets, we need big banks and big corporations.  We just don't need big leeches...meaning the overpaid 
managements or the unethical practices. 
 
 
COUNTERPOINT (from Pam, 11/3/11) 
 
Dale, how about let's break down your response to my arguments and consider them one by one? 
 
First, don't you think accusing me (I don't take this personally) of lumping all Republicans together is a bit like the 
pot calling the kettle black?  I seem to remember you saying something derogatory about "you liberals" in one of 
your posts.  Of course, there is a variety of opinions on both sides, but unless we can generalize, we will get 
bogged down in exceptions and lose sight of the big differences that separate us.  Republicans tend to distrust 
government, Democrats look at its potential to do good.  "Government is the problem" has been a rallying cry for 
Republicans ever since Reagan. 
 
What would smaller government look like anyway?  I know Repubs want to get rid of OSHA, the EPA, and other 
agencies that protect people.  Is that what you mean? 
 
Second, the mass outing of Democrats in the last election you claim is proof the people want smaller government, 
whatever that means.  I would suggest it was a cry of discontent with Congress, expressed in the only way people 
have to express it (Repub. or Dem.) by voting.  I also credit the Tea Party with stirring up and inflaming the very 
people who stand to lose the most under a Republican administration.  There's a scene in Shakespeare's "Julius 
Caesar" (I know I've alluded to this before.) where Mark Antony (I think it's he; it's been a while since I read it.) 
addresses the crowd.  At first he persuades everyone to cheer for one point of view, then he changes direction and 
within seconds has them cheering for its direct opposite.  People form herds, and it's possible to lead them without 
their even realizing it. 
 
Third, you say that more government means more employees, and who pays?  Yes, taxpayers.  Then you lump 
these government workers with the lazy and the needy.  I see evidence everywhere of the unemployed searching 
desperately for work.  Please show me at least one instance of someone too lazy to work who is living on the 
government's dime.  Who are these lazy layabouts?  Where are they?  The vast inequality of income distribution in 
this country is not only unfair; it is dangerous.  Repubs. carry on about how the rich earned their success and 
should be allowed to keep its proceeds.  How we should be grateful to them for creating jobs.  What jobs?  In what 
way does firing 50,000 Postal workers lessen the unemployment crisis?  Gov't. expenditures "saved" will then have 
to go to unemployment insurance (which workers pay into; it's not charity).  Oh, I forgot.  Congress can put limits 



on how long a person can collect, whatever his circumstances.  Remember the Robber Barons?  They have risen 
again. 
 
Fourth, 9-9-9.  I don't think even Herman Cain understands it.  When asked probing questions about it, he refers to 
"a committee of economists" that came up with it.  Then he claims state sales tax and federal sales tax are "apples 
and oranges."  No.  They're both money that comes out of your pocket.  And if you're poor or middle-class, a 
greater percentage of your income is taken than is ripped from the "innocent" hands of the wealthy.  I had a rich 
friend once, years ago when our kids were little, who didn't even know how much a loaf of bread or a box of 
diapers cost.  She didn't need to. 
 
Fifth, you say that raising the taxes on the rich isn't enough, by which I gather you mean taxing the rich is no 
solution at all.  Maybe it's not enough all by itself, but it would produce more revenue that could be used to pay 
teachers, the police, the firefighters, etc. etc.  A small rate hike on income above a certain level ($5 mil, $10 mil?) 
would not make a dent in corporate earnings.  Most small businesses make nowhere near that and would not be 
affected. 
 
Six, the people are again voting with their feet by moving their money into credit unions.  I support that 
wholeheartedly.  It's only common sense to bank where the fees are low or non-existent.  I see that some of the 
big banks are scaling back their fee increases.  That's the invisible hand of the market for you. 
 
Finally, you say you disapprove of the gross overpayment of corporate executives and hedge fund managers and 
the unethical behavior that has been so disastrous for us all.  I agree with you there.  We do need reform and 
better regulation.  What we do not need is a continuation of the status quo, the loopholes and inequities that give 
entities with lots of money the opportunity to rake in even more.  We need not equality, but fairness.  Elizabeth 
Warren is right.  Those who succeed wildly have an obligation to give back.  Many rich individuals do—Bill Gates, 
Bill Clinton and many others.  Aren't corporations people now?  Let them act with some humanity then.  I see 
commercials on TV about how environmentally friendly fracking or coal mining are, but I don't believe them.  Not 
when BP hemorrhages oil or rivers catch on fire.  Not when lumber companies clear cut old-growth forests (or new-
growth, come to that).  Not when drug companies use illiterate Africans to test their drugs on.  I may sound like I'm 
bashing corporations; I'm not.  I'm just pointing out some of the injustices that the lust for power and money can 
lead to.  Equal opportunity means more than running from the same starting line, which no one does anyway.  
That's like telling an amputee it's his fault for not winning the pole vaulting competition.  Life is not fair, buddy.  
Suck it up.  Quit whining. 
 
You are welcome to show me (try to) the error of my ways. 
 
 
 

20111102-08 12:37 SteveB Re: Point (Right) / Counterpoint (Left) (reply to Pam & Dale, above) 

 
Believe me! The two of you (Dale and Pam) are so much better than the Republican candidates at debating, it’s not 
even funny (as we used to say in Greencastle). 
 
I really like the way the issues have narrowed to very specific things. 
 
I bet SteveG could put numbers to some of these points, based on what I’ve been reading in the group archives. 
How about it, SteveG? 
 
I know for sure that the attempt to streamline the post office and/or put it out of business are complete BS. The 
USPS is doing fine, thank you, even with UPS and the internet and text messaging. Their problem, just as in the 
case of Social Security, is that the government has been stealing billions from them. The proof is in our Friends of 
the Middle archives. 
 
Government can be very efficient and do wonderful things. I think we need to face that fact, just as we must face 
the fact that government must be efficiently monitored by professionals to ensure things stay on track. Just as in 
business. No different. 



 
We’ve all seen well managed companies, where the top is aware of and in control of all aspects down to the 
bottom. This creates efficiencies. It can happen in government too. We have all seen poorly managed companies, 
where the top doesn’t know or care to know of or regulate the layers of the company. Government can operate this 
way too, especially where the laws under which various agencies operate are crippled by special interests into self-
serving, convoluted forms. Taxes? Healthcare? Education? Agriculture? FDA? USDA? Security? Banking and Financial 
System regulation? All crippled. All seemingly on purpose because the laws which form the very foundation for all of 
these activities have been corrupted by special interests. 
 
And then Republicans preach about how government must be dismantled because it can’t do anything right, except, 
I guess, make them rich. ;-) 
 
It is amazing to me that government is as efficient as it is! 
 
Efficient government is also crippled by buddy-buddy contracts and revolving doors for industry/lobbying/regulation, 
with both parties being culprits, but this is one of the areas where Republicans have staked their claim in the name 
of helping “free” enterprise, have they not? 
 
Just thought I’d mention that. 
 
Maybe the cause of the problems is not bad government, or big government, or even inefficient 
government…maybe it’s corrupt government! 
 
 
(I’ve been wanting to take a more active part in all the discussions, but am happy and feel I’m doing my part with 
the publishing. I think you’ll see, in a month or so, that we’ve all, together, produced a truly valuable resource, no 
matter which side of the river you pitch your tent on.) 
 
 

20111102-01 09:57 Beth The Republican Candidates 

 
The unmitigated hubris of Herman Cain, Michele Bachmann, and Rick Perry, who are absolutely unqualified to be 
the president is appalling.  I am so grateful they are all flaming out. 
 
 

20111102-02 10:58 Pam Re: The Republican Candidates (reply to Beth, above) 

 
I love what Ben Franklin says about fool's learning only from experience.  Sometimes not even that.  I agree with 
Steve that all the Republican candidates are embarrassing, except for maybe John Huntsman.  When did you last 
hear his name?  Cain, Perry, and Bachman are a joke—collectively and separately, they're a joke.  Mitt Romney has 
the looks and the money—two very important qualifications for high office, I'm sure you'll all agree.  Sadly, neither 
he nor anyone else knows what he truly believes.  What we do know is that he's a political coward, who won't tout 
his successes and waffles on issues like abortion.  The wind blows right through him.  In a way, I find this all very 
entertaining.  Perry's speech in NH was hilarious, you must admit.  What a doofus.  And poor old Herman.  Talk 
about being out of your depth!  Success has gone to his head, and it ain't pretty.  
 
I look at all the Republican shenanigans as a side-show to the big event, which is a global crisis that is like nothing 
I've ever seen.  OWS gives me hope, but where is all that money coming from?  Maybe it all goes for food, which is 
fine.  But somehow I think they have more than enough for that.  It's crossed my mind that perhaps someone is 
trying to sabotage them with—money. 
 
 

20111102-03 11:04 Pam 
Re: “New Stock Index Lets You Invest in Occupy Wall Street” (reply to 
Dale, FotM Newsletter #8) 

 
Once again, money is the standard. 



 
 

20111102-04 11:07 Ben “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” 

 
I predict a big run on ammo and assault rifles.  (Not really: I doubt anyone pays attention, and fewer understand...) 
 
INSIDE the moon's orbit is pretty alarmingly close, though.  And we are a strong gravitational well. 
 
400 meters.  Definitely would have a significant impact, at 20 miles per second, or whatever. 
 
 
“Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” by John Matson, Scientific American 
 
Nov. 1, 2011, (http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=asteroid-plans-close-earth-flyby-11-11-
01) 
 
(On November 8th an asteroid will pass Earth within the moon's orbit, offering a rare opportunity for study.) 
 
Read more at Scientific American… 
 
 

20111102-05 11:42 SteveB Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to Ben, above) 

 
Maybe…what would it be?…surely not…SPLAT!? But…? 
 
(There are some sci-fi nuggets in today’s “Friends of the Middle” newsletter #8…) 
 
Hopefully this asteroid thingee won’t hit, so you nuts with your guns won’t come out of the woodwork. LOL. Just 
kidding, of course, you know I like my explosives as well as the next guy, probably more, right? You’d better watch 
out for me if I’m in the laboratory or not out of ammo. 
 
Anyway…here’s what I have to say about this object hitting the Earth: 
 

What a damn shame it would be…here at the crown of the crown of creation…when everything is really 
going quite well considering how damned stupid and stubborn we are…and I, for one, am enjoying the hell 
out of it, owning all my own time…a slave to no one…no responsibilities…comfortable…married to a 
beautiful, intelligent woman who is so damned crazy she’s crazy about me…my daughters and grandkids are 
indeed something to behold and to be proud of (which I am!)… 
 
…and then this damned, frickin’ asteroid is gonna hit? And what if I happen to be inside the moon’s orbit at 
the time? That would truly be bad, dude! 

 
 

20111102-06 12:01 Pam Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
You jest, but the scary thing is, it could happen.  The big smash, I mean.  It's happened before.  Just ask the 
dinosaurs.  I know the government (yes, that dreaded beast) has its eye on what's floating around out there in the 
cosmos and will shoot down anything too big to land safely, but who knows what might happen one day.  Part of 
being human, alas, is the capacity for worry.  Evolution did not slight me there. 
 
 

20111102-07 12:02 Ben Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Yeah. 
 
All of that. 

http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=asteroid-plans-close-earth-flyby-11-11-01
http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=asteroid-plans-close-earth-flyby-11-11-01
http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=asteroid-plans-close-earth-flyby-11-11-01


 
'course, it would affect The Impossible among your goals: we would likely have a completely new slate of 
politicians, all at the same time.  (Emphasis: "all"...) 
 
Think I'm gonna go home and load a bunch of .223 tonight, and start hiding loaded guns around the house...Right. 
 
 

20111102-09 12:49 SteveB Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to Ben, above) 

 
“A completely new slate of politicians”? That would almost be worth it! 
 
I would feel better, though, if you would not refer to that particular goal as “The Impossible”, because it is, as you 
know, dear to my heart. Campaign Finance Reform & honest politicians? Now, that goal is probably the “Really 
Impossible” one, shy of open rebellion. 
 
Don’t shoot yourself, hot dog! 
 
 

20111102-10 14:59 Ben Re: “Asteroid Plans Close Earth Flyby” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I am not taking myself seriously.  To anticipate doom is to invite it.  Not me. 
 
On the other hand, I know exactly where all those guns are, and could have all at hand in a minute or less. 
 
 

20111102-11 22:10 Dale “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” 
 
This should send some of you into frenzy.  Get all incensed.  Go into a rant.  But, don't shoot the messenger. 
 
 
“Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” by Marlene Y. Satter, AdvisorOne 
 
Nov. 2, 2011, (http://www.advisorone.com/2011/11/02/top-8-most-overpaid-ceos-of-public-
companies?utm_source=dailywire110211&utm_medium=enewsletter&utm_campaign=dailywire&page=2) 
 
(When compared with their companies’ performance, these guys fall short.) 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 

http://www.advisorone.com/2011/11/02/top-8-most-overpaid-ceos-of-public-companies?utm_source=dailywire110211&utm_medium=enewsletter&utm_campaign=dailywire&page=2
http://www.advisorone.com/2011/11/02/top-8-most-overpaid-ceos-of-public-companies?utm_source=dailywire110211&utm_medium=enewsletter&utm_campaign=dailywire&page=2


Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Grover Norquist 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 4, 2011) 
 
 
I say Grover Norquist should come out of the closet and run for President. Needed: Some scrutiny here, please! 
This nerd is running our country! 
 
 
“Boehner: Norquist Just Some 'Random Person'” by Luke Russert, NBC 
 
Nov. 3, 2011, (http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/03/8617359-boehner-norquist-just-some-random-
person) 
 
House Speaker John Boehner dismissed Grover Norquist as a "random" person on Thursday despite a week's worth 
of frequent references to the antitax activist on Capitol Hill. 
 
The name of Norquist, the Americans for Tax Reform president, has been on the lips of just about every political 
figure who's expressed frustration at his influence over Republicans, and their unflinching resistance to tax hikes in 
any form. 
 
The reason is Norquist's "Taxpayer Protection Pledge," the manifesto Norquist first drafted in 1986 which opposes 
increases in taxes. Boehner and another 235 House members have signed the pledge, as have 41 senators. The 
vast majority of signatories are Republicans, and only six Republicans in each chamber haven't signed the pledge. 
(All of the GOP's presidential candidates but Jon Huntsman have also signed.) 
 
But today, when asked by NBC News about Norquist's sway over the GOP conference, Boehner downplayed the 
relationship. 
 

“We are doing everything we are doing to get our economy back to work. It's not often I'm asked about 
some random person in America," the Speaker said of Norquist. 

 
NBC News: Random person? 
 

Our focus is about creating jobs, not talking about somebody's personality. 
 
NBC News: What he stands for, is that a positive influence in your conference? 
 

What he stands for??? 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/03/8617359-boehner-norquist-just-some-random-person
http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/03/8617359-boehner-norquist-just-some-random-person


 
NBC News: Yes, his no tax hikes under any circumstances pledge, is that positive for your conference? 
 

Listen, our conference is opposed to tax hikes because we believe tax hikes will hurt our economy and put 
Americans out of work. 

 
Boehner’s reference to Norquist as a “random person” struck many on Capitol Hill as odd; privately, GOP aides will 
often discuss Norquist’s influence on GOP politics and admit its significance. 
 
The test of Norquist's sway, though, will come in the next few weeks, when the bipartisan, bicameral 
supercommittee is set to make its recommendations as to how to achieve as much as $1.5 trillion in deficit 
reduction. Republican members of the panel are under pressure to agree to new revenues through tax reform, a 
prospect which Norquist has already decried. 
 
Democrats and even some Republicans feel he has undue influence on deficit discussions because Republicans 
worry if they support any type of tax increase, Norquist’s group will attack them come election season. 
 
Already, proponents of those kinds of reforms have begun to test the fealty of the GOP to Norquist. 
 
Alan Simpson, the former Republican Senator from Wyoming and former co-chairman of the president’s fiscal 
commission said, “If Grover Norquist is now the most powerful man in America, he should run for president. There's 
no question about his power. And let me tell you, he has people enthralled. That's a terrible phrase. Lincoln used it. 
It means your mind has been captured. You're in bondage with a soul.” 
 
Yesterday on the floor of the U.S. Senate, Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-NV) said of Norquist’s influence on 
Republicans: “They are in a thrall — they're in submission to a man whose singular focus keeping taxes low for 
wealthy, they fear his political retribution.” 
 
That was the second shot Reid had taken at Norquist. Earlier in the week, he said: "My Republican friends, these 
poor folks, are being led like puppets by Grover Norquist ... They’re giving speeches that we should compromise on 
our deficit, but never do they compromise on Grover Norquist. He is their leader.” 
 
 
 

20111103-01 09:34 Jim “How Banks Take a Big Bite Out of Government Benefits” 

 
Many, many people seem concerned about the cost of welfare of various kinds. 
 
Then we read the article below and find that by arranging welfare benefits to be paid through prepaid debit cards 
the big banks are raking off a lot of the money that we think is going to the needy. 
 
And even when we revert to food stamps (the old-fashioned way), the big banks still get paid like the $50 million 
Florida paid a bank to administer it. 
 
I guess one way governments have cut their own payrolls is by outsourcing the role to banks and big businesses 
who not only pay people to do the job but make a profit doing it.  Surely hiring people directly and not paying the 
overhead of the banks would save us money and get the benefits to the right people. 
 
The same argument should hold for for-profit prisons looking for more Americans to incarcerate. 
 
 
“How Banks Take a Big Bite Out of Government Benefits” by Bryce Covert, The National Memo 
 
Nov. 2, 2011, (http://www.nationalmemo.com/article/how-banks-take-big-bite-out-government-benefits) 
 

http://www.nationalmemo.com/article/how-banks-take-big-bite-out-government-benefits


Consumers witnessed a victory this week when Bank of America backed off its threat to institute a $5 fee 
for using a debit card, following a public outcry that led most of the other big banks to foreswear similar 
moves. But not everyone has been spared debit card fees. As Janell Ross pointed out at The Huffington Post 
yesterday, banks are making nice profits from doling out government benefits through prepaid debit cards. 
 
It’s obvious that in a sour economy like ours, usage of programs like unemployment benefits, food stamps, 
and cash assistance will skyrocket. It used to be that most of these programs distributed actual money to 
beneficiaries. Food stamps were quite literally stamps. These days, however, things have been ‘modernized’ 
so that many benefits come through prepaid debit cards administered by banks like JP Morgan, Bank of 
America, and other behemoths. 

 
Read more at The National Memo… 
 
 

20111103-02 10:02 SteveG Fw: No Kid Hungry Quiz 

 
From Share Our Strength: 
 
You’ve probably heard the stats — like the fact that 1 in 5 U.S. kids faced hunger in 2010 — but do you really know 
about childhood hunger in America? We want to make sure that you do. Or at least arm you with the knowledge 
you need to be a strong advocate for No Kid Hungry. 
 

http://nokidhungry.org/ 
 
The sad truth is that childhood hunger continues to impact communities across the country — including yours. 
Because families and children are often silent about their struggles with hunger, it remains a misunderstood crisis 
that gets less attention than it deserves. 
 
See what you know about childhood hunger by taking—and sharing—the No Kid Hungry quiz: 
 
http://join.strength.org/site/Survey?ACTION_REQUIRED=URI_ACTION_USER_REQUESTS&SURVEY_ID=5080. 
 
Fortunately, some of our biggest supporters are teachers. Share Our Strength’s annual survey of American teachers 
provides a unique and important perspective on childhood hunger, and, this year, the numbers tell a sobering story 
about kids struggling — sometimes unsuccessfully — to gain access to the healthy meals they need to grow and 
thrive. 
 
To make sure we can carry our message far and wide, we created the No Kid Hungry quiz. In less than 
five minutes, you can test your knowledge of childhood hunger in America and challenge your friends and family to 
take the quiz as well. 
 
A quiz might seem trivial to you, but we’ll never win this fight if people don’t understand the devastating impact of 
hunger on children in America. Bringing more supporters to the No Kid Hungry Campaign is critical. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, Clay Dunn, Online Community Director, Share Our Strength 
 
 

20111103-05 10:35 Pam Re: No Kid Hungry Quiz (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
My grandson's elementary school collects food and clothes for needy kids who attend, and there are quite a few.  
On Fridays, teachers fill backpacks with food, so the children will have something to eat over the weekend.  It is 
absolutely unacceptable for any child to go hungry in this country, but there will be more and more hungry kids, 
sick kids, cold and shivery kids, when the budget cuts the Republicans insist on take effect. 
 
 

20111103-07 11:00 SteveG Re: No Kid Hungry Quiz (reply to Pam, above) 
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Yakima County is one of the poorest counties in Washington.  Large Native American and Latino population, mostly 
agriculture (apples, grapes, hops, peaches, nectarines, pears,  potatoes – 55 vineyards – plus illegal post farms).  
Because it is poor the state has considered merging it with another county.  Currently to rectify the state budget 
there is talk of reducing educational spending by 50% to poor counties.  Hunger is a constant battle, especially in 
outlying communities. 
 
 

20111103-03 10:16 Art 
“Study: Big Corporations Use Loopholes, Dodge Taxes” & “Pepco Paid the 
Federal Taxes It Owed” 

 
Good article in the Post Business section today (attached) on companies that pay little or no taxes.  Kind of makes a 
sham out of that argument about how our poor corporations are so over-taxed compared to everyone else in the 
world. 
 
 
“Study: Big Corporations Use Loopholes, Dodge Taxes” by Jia Lynn Yang, The Washington Post 
 
Nov. 3, 2011, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/big-corporations-use-loopholes-dodge-taxes-
study/2011/11/02/gIQAIalngM_story.html) 
 
Many of this country’s biggest companies paid no federal taxes — or even made money through credits and refunds 
from the government — over the past three years by using an array of loopholes and tax breaks, according to a 
report released Thursday. 
 
The authors examined the finances of 280 corporations from 2008 through 2010 and found that 30 paid zero taxes 
or used loopholes to wind up with negative tax rates. Local utility Pepco Holdings paid the lowest rate of all the 
firms investigated, clocking in at nearly minus 58 percent. 
 
According to the 2011 Fortune 500 list, these firms are the nation’s biggest, not paying corporate taxes: 
 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/big-corporations-use-loopholes-dodge-taxes-study/2011/11/02/gIQAIalngM_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/big-corporations-use-loopholes-dodge-taxes-study/2011/11/02/gIQAIalngM_story.html


 
 
Under the federal tax code, corporations are supposed to pay 35 percent of their profits in taxes. But the study 
found many of the companies used legal tax breaks that allowed them to pay lower rates than ordinary Americans. 
 
The report, compiled by the nonprofit groups Citizens for Tax Justice and the Institute on Taxation and Economic 
Policy, was published as corporations and White House officials have pushed for a reform of the corporate tax code. 
Powerful business lobbying groups, including the Business Roundtable, have said they want lawmakers to lower the 
overall 35 percent tax rate in exchange for closing some loopholes. These lobbyists frequently cite this rate when 
arguing that U.S. firms pay more than their foreign competitors. 
 
Some corporations pushed back at the report, saying it relied on fuzzy accounting. 
 
The “findings in this and other recent reports have been more politically motivated than truthful,” said Robert 
Varettoni, a spokesman for Verizon, which was cited in the report for having a negative 3 percent rate from 2008 
through 2010. “The fact is, Verizon fully complies with all tax laws and pays its fair share of taxes.” 
 
The report said that 71 of the companies paid an effective rate of more than 30 percent over the three years. But 
roughly an equal number paid less than 10 percent. 
 
The range between industries is wide. Retail and health-care companies, in particular, tend to pay more in taxes. 
These firms usually have less intellectual property that can be shifted overseas to take advantage of other countries’ 
lower tax rates. The report found they paid an effective rate of 30 percent over the three years. 
 
By contrast, tech companies and manufacturers, including General Electric, paid far less. GE, for instance, paid a 
rate of minus 45 percent, the report said. 



 
“The report is inaccurate and distorted,” the company said in a statement. “GE paid billions of dollars in taxes in the 
United States over the last decade, and we expect our overall tax rate will be approximately 30 percent in 2011. We 
believe the U.S. tax system needs to be reformed to close all loopholes, to lower the corporate rate and to provide a 
territorial system like every other major country in the world.” 
 
The report also noted that defense contractors paid notably low rates, averaging about 15 percent. 
 
Gas and electric utilities also tend to pay less. Last year, Pepco Holdings made $229 million in pretax profits, the 
study said, and claimed $270 million in federal tax credits, making the company’s tax rate about minus 118 percent. 
 
Bob McIntyre, a co-author of the study and director of the Center for Tax Justice, said it was hard to tell from 
Pepco’s annual financial filings exactly how it managed to lower its taxes by so much. But it appeared that much of 
the savings came from “accelerated depreciation,” a tax rule that allows companies to write off their capital 
investments faster than they wear out. Companies then deduct from their taxable income the falling value of these 
investments. 
 
Pepco, which has raised the ire of local residents over sustained power outages, did not quibble with any of the 
specific numbers from the report. But the company said in a statement that it “pays all its required taxes . . . in all 
the taxing jurisdictions within which it operates. . . . [Pepco] takes seriously its responsibility to adhere to legal tax 
requirements and its fiduciary responsibility to its customers and shareholders to minimize costs where possible.” 
 
The report said that many other companies took advantage of tax breaks that favor certain industries, including 
drilling for oil and gas, making video games, building NASCAR racetracks, producing ethanol, and making movies. 
 
Combined, the companies examined earned almost $1.4 trillion in pretax profits, according to the study. As a group, 
however, the firms claimed $223 billion in subsidies, with Wells Fargo, AT&T and Verizon topping the list. 
 
“Wells Fargo is a responsible corporate citizen,” said a company spokesperson, “and we believe we have fulfilled all 
tax obligations to federal, state and local communities where we serve our customers.” 
 
AT&T did not respond to requests for comment. 
 
“We were way overdue for corporate tax reform a decade ago at the least, and nothing has happened in Congress,” 
McIntyre said. He said the report “shows how the power of these companies has grown over time.” 
 
 
[Added July 22, 2012. –SteveB] 
 
“Pepco Paid the Federal Taxes It Owed” Letter to the Editor of the The Washington Post from Anthony Kamerick, 
CFO of Pepco Holdings 
 
Nov. 7, 2011, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/pepco-paid-the-federal-taxes-it-
owed/2011/11/05/gIQA8YnbwM_story.html 
 
Regarding the Nov. 3 news story “Study: Big Corporations Use Loopholes, Dodge Taxes”: 
 
Those who have filed an individual tax return know one thing: The U.S. tax code is complicated. It is more 
complicated when a corporate tax return is filed. 
 
Changes to the tax code are often driven by policy objectives. The mortgage interest deduction reduces taxes a 
homeowner pays and is designed to encourage homeownership. 
 
During this economic downturn, policy objectives were developed to encourage economic investment and create 
jobs. One action was to allow greater accelerated depreciation on new capital investments. Policymakers wanted to 
give companies incentives to invest and create jobs. In support of this objective, a company could deduct 50 
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percent of an investment in year one, lowering its federal taxable income and reducing the amount of taxes owed. 
These policy objectives are economic incentives, not “loopholes.” 
 
Over the three years noted in the article, Pepco Holdings made approximately $2 billion worth of capital 
investments inits infrastructure, which improved reliability. More than 50 percent was allowable as a current 
deduction against taxable income. By contrast, the company reported financial pre-tax earnings of approximately 
$690 million over this period. The accelerated depreciation of Pepco Holdings’ capital investments and significant 
contributions the company made to the employee pension plan are the primary reasons for the negative tax rate 
computed in the study. 
 
While accelerated depreciation reduced Pepco’s federal income taxes, the company paid many other taxes. Between 
2008 and 2010, it paid approximately $1.2 billion in real estate taxes, payroll taxes, personal property taxes, 
delivery taxes, use taxes and gross receipts tax. We are committed to supporting and investing in the communities 
we serve, and that includes paying the taxes we owe in accordance with all rules and regulations. 
 
 

20111103-04 10:30 Pam 
Re: “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #9) 

 
You know we won't shoot the messenger for this one.  Thanks for some specifics to shore up "those liberals" and 
their grievances.  This is why people are in the streets.  I don't know if we're there yet; we may be close; but pretty 
soon it's going to be very uncool to be against OWS.  Just as it's very uncool to be racist today.  Sure, some people 
are, but they keep it to themselves pretty much.  When I was growing up, the barber shops in my small town were 
segregated, that is, no barber (black or white) would cut an African-American's hair.  Black students from DePauw 
had to go to Terre Haute to get a haircut, even though there was a black barber in the student union.  When some 
"hotheads" tried to integrate the barber shops, there was an awful hue and cry.  My own parents were split on the 
issue.  Our church had a petition to integrate, and one Sunday my dad signed for both him and my mother.  She 
was furious.  She would never have been unkind to an African-American, but when my sorority rushed an African-
American girl, she begged me not to ask to room with her.  That made me furious.  My own dear grandmother 
thought slavery was a good idea; she also thought Lincoln was highly over-rated.  My point is, it was OK to be racist 
50 years ago.  It wasn't nice to be mean, but it was more than OK to support segregation. 
 
I think the same thing is going to happen with wealth.  Soon it will be uncool to be too rich, certainly to be 
ostentatious about it.  Donald Trump is today's George Wallace.  These overpaid CEOs are yesterday's southern 
sheriffs.  The growing gap between rich and poor is unsustainable.  Gated communities, ID cards, jerrymandering: 
they won't be enough to prevail against something that is so patently unfair.  For years I've been asking why people 
weren't taking to the streets.  Now they are, and it's a sign of just how bad things are.  Even the Oakland police 
won't stop it.  Stop what, you ask?  The lopsided distribution of wealth in this country, that's what.  Fifty years ago, 
it was, "Blacks and whites shouldn't marry.  It's not fair to the children."  Now we have a mixed-race President.  
The economic structure in this country has simply got to change.  The rich will still get rich, just not disgustingly so.  
We could begin by starting at the top and, instead of firing workers, reduce the salaries and perks of the highest 
executives.   
 
This used to be the land of opportunity.  People from all over the world wanted to come here.  Now young people 
talk about moving to New Zealand or Scandinavia.  Teachers get jobs in Yemen, and opera singers sign on with 
Chinese opera companies.  Better to feed your kids in the desert than stand in a picket line in Wisconsin.  We weep 
and wail about illegal immigration, but what really bugs Americans is that so many of those illegals are "lower 
class," not to put too fine a point on it.  If you're a doctor or an engineer, we'll find a place for you.  I don't want to 
expel all the talent that has come here.  I am very grateful to my Indian doctor.  But let's find a way to deal with 
illegal immigration in a humane way.  Mexican migrants really do take the jobs Americans won't.  That says more 
about us than it does about them.  We call them law-breakers.  If I were a poor Mexican with no education and a 
family to support, I'd be a lawbreaker too.  I suppose Jews were "law-breakers" when they tried to come to 
America in 1940 (or thereabouts) and were turned away.  Whose side are you on now on that issue? 
 
Historically, people have always migrated.  When drought hits, it's only natural to move on to where the water is.  
Now, with artificially imposed borders, in Africa, say, this natural migration is halted, and people begin starving.  



This is the African "solution."  When we hit a desert, we pipe in water to make it fertile.  Easy peasy.  Who was it—
Steve?—who said water would be the next scarce resource?  I agree.  Global warming will only make things worse. 
 
Well, there, I've managed to touch on three separate issues without drawing breath.  You may now have at it. 
 
(Was this enough of a rant, or should I fulminate a bit more?) 
 
 

20111103-06 10:56 Art 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #7) 

 
Good thoughtful review, in my opinion.  As we all know, it is a very complex subject and hard to capture with any 
degree of accuracy in any short summary.  Just a couple of points: 
 
You have alluded previously to the results of the 2010 elections as perhaps some mandate of the American people.  
In 2008 the Democrats won both the House and Senate as well as the Presidency.  That too was a sort of mandate, 
but as we see,  'mandates' don't often last very long.  I read somewhere that the actual number of voters who 
voted for the conservative republicans in 2010 was less than (1 million??). That seems low but, even if it was less 
than 10 million,  that is still hardly any mandate for a nations of 350 million. 
 
So, we will await the 2012 elections and see how far this " republican mandate" actually goes but in the meantime 
we need to start getting something done.  I did see today that the House has passed a hard fought bill on keeping 
"In God we Trust" on coins or something and I understand they are also deeply embroiled over the approval of a 
baseball commemorative coin, but that's about it for the republican House to date. Not many jobs will be created by 
either of those bills me thinks. 
 
Secondly, soldiers are government employees.  However, and I know none of this is easy, Our DoD is far and away 
the biggest in the world so maybe your general thesis is on track.  Two good articles in the Washington Post today 
on how much in taxes some corporations really do pay and a second on defense spending over the past few years. 
Very interesting. 
 
Lastly,  lost in all the Cain brouhaha on his maybe little sexual adventures, did I read that he thinks China is trying 
to acquire nuclear weapons and that he has never heard of the neo conservative movement? 
 
 

20111103-14 13:25 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Art, above) 

 
http://view.exacttarget.com/?j=fe6115737667067a771d&m=fe6b15707660057f7010&ls 
 
 

20111103-08 11:08 Art Re: Candidate Problems (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #8) 

 
Like your options trail.  While it seems inconceivable to me that someone like Perry or Bachman could become 
president of the United States, you only have to look at the fall of the Roman Republic or Empire or Athens to just 
name a few,  to see how a State can drive itself into the ground. Even though a country like ours has enormous 
inertia, I am not sure we could survive 4 years of such stupidity. 
 
 

20111103-09 11:30 SteveG Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Art, above) 

 
Yes, Herm said China was thinking about getting nuclear weapons and that he had never heard of neo-
conservatism.  He also said he did not know anything about illegal contributions to his campaign.  He later clarified 
his comments about China and nuclear weapons. 
 
Good old boys certainly do get a lot of publicity.  Look at the clips of Rick Perry from last Friday. 

http://view.exacttarget.com/?j=fe6115737667067a771d&m=fe6b15707660057f7010&ls


 
 

20111103-10 11:38 Pam Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Art, above) 

 
I just tried to send you all Nation of Change, a compendium of op-ed pieces that comes out every day.  If you don't 
want it, you know what to do.  I know it gets my juices flowing and I'm guessing it will do the same for you. 
 

http://www.nationofchange.org/ 
 
I also love how Herm answered the question about sexual harassment: Outside of the Restaurant Assoc., no.  
Inside jobs apparently are OK.  Did he or didn't he?  You know, I really don't care, except for the fact that I'm glad 
he's on the hot seat.  Sexual crimes are no joke, but up to a point a woman ought to be able to deal with a certain 
amount of innuendo.  The difficulty is knowing where that point is; it would be different for different women.  I 
have very mixed feelings on this issue. Of course, it's true that some men are just dolts. (Present company 
excepted.) :-) 
 
 

20111103-11 12:02 Art Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Like I said he's thought he was really just on a book selling tour. He is totally unprepared and not in any way 
capable of governing the country.  What should worry us is why so many people currently think he is the savior. 
 
 

20111103-13 12:47 SteveG Re: Candidate Problems (reply to all, above) 

 
Who of the current GOP applicants are really ready to run a country?  Huntsman, Romney, Perry, Cain, Michele, 
Paul etc.  To me, Huntsman makes the most sense, but he has little chance at this point. 
 
 

20111103-15 15:35 Dale Re: Candidate Problems (reply to all, above) 

 
To my blog friends and especially Pam, thanks for taking my comments seriously and for the great exchange we are 
having.  I owe a response on previous topics and hopefully this weekend I'll have the time to do a responsible job 
of reply. 
 
The election is a long ways off, but for our economy it can't come fast enough.  I fear that not much will get done 
until we know who is leading/resisting the charge next. 
 
As it relates to candidates, the only thing we are sure of is that the current President was totally unprepared and 
has proved it.  He survived a primary season with spin, lots of money and a free pass from the press.  Actually that 
is not quite fair.  He is a good entertainer and no one has dug up any dirt on him.  Had he gone into a private 
career of motivational speech giving, he and America would be better off.  Instead, he stuck with motivational 
speech giving as a President and we aren't better off. 
 
It hasn't served the public that his lack of experience got a free ride.  He has no idea how to create jobs, he has no 
understanding of private enterprise except as an intellectual exercise, his priorities were wrong until he was slapped 
aside the head in the last elections, his foreign policy approach of "apologize and everyone will come to love you" 
has resulted in ridicule around the globe and now he is back doing what he does best...trying to get elected.  The 
speech-giver-in-chief has been exposed, but I suppose there will be those who vote for him again.  I don't think it 
will be the Independents whose hopes he stirred and then let down. 
 
I've been waiting to see how long it would take for the group think about Herman Cain to step up.  How many of 
you voted for Bill Clinton?  Now there is a model of morality to be proud of.  Cain has unproven allegations and 
some 'splainin' to do ... Clinton flat out lied.  There is no need to go over the mockery he made of himself and the 
office.  Let me ask, would you vote for Clinton again, if he could run?  If so, please don't be a hypocrite and bash 
Cain about the sexual harassment feeding frenzy now running in the press. 

http://www.nationofchange.org/


 
I don't know enough about Cain to make an informed decision about whether he would make a good President or 
not, but he has at least done something with his life that Obama never did before finding himself in office.  Cain has 
managed others, had direct responsibility for achieving results within a defined time, done it in an open and 
competitive arena and done it well.  He showed courage in making tough decisions, the ability to appoint other 
good managers/counselors and leadership in rallying his employees.  Obama had ZERO experience and ZERO 
accountability before he ran for public office.  Even when elected to the Senate, what did he produce of 
significance?  I get it, if you don't agree with Cain's positions, but please, don't be hypocritical when it comes to 
who has or doesn't have experience and demonstrated leadership capability. 
 
 

20111103-16 16:08 SteveB Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale, above) 

 
I know exactly what you mean about “can’t come fast enough”. Deliberation, debate, and deep thinking are great, 
but whether leading a country or a company, sometimes decisive leadership is enough to win the day. A lot of us 
have seen that happen. 
 
Sometimes I wish we had a parliamentary system like Greece where, like, in this terrible time for them, a change 
and consensus can happen more quickly. But I worry about the lack of stability there, and wish the PM could have 
just been strong, though I can understand him wanting to cover his ass and to get all sides to buy into the tough 
solutions. 
 
This certainly seems to be where we’re headed if we don’t act quickly. Though it must be remembered that the fed 
can always, and will, print money in a pinch. That’s what Greece hasn’t been able to do. 
 
But when this happens, and it seems inevitable, there are many people who will be hurt. Everyone needs to be 
thinking about how they might best position themselves in times of high inflation. But the financial guys, Dale and 
SteveBA and others of you know more about that. 
 
I know I’m a little off the point...and I’ll have more to say later too… 
 
 

20111103-17 16:18 Pam Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale, above) 

 
To be clear, as politicians like to say, I do not not support Herman Cain because of his alleged awkward flirting.  Is 
there a man alive who hasn't committed a faux pas that could come back to bite him?  If so, then I'm sorry for the 
blandness of your life.  Non-consensual flirting?  Is there a woman alive who hasn't had to parry some unwelcome 
comments or suggestions?  It goes with the territory of being human.  Gross indecency, assault, stalking—that's 
what should get you in trouble.  I can't stand Clarence Thomas, but I think the feminist lobby did a job on him. 
 
The reasons I don't support Cain are many: he's vehemently against abortion, he thinks homosexuality is a sin, 
everything he sort of knows about foreign policy he's had to study up on in the past few months.  Yes, and he lies.  
Didn't remember a settlement?  Oh yeah, maybe there WAS an agreement.  Give me a break.  I give him props for 
being a good businessman, but that doesn't qualify him to be President.  At least Romney has been a governor.  
Cain's 9-9-9 is ridiculous on its face, and he can't, apparently, see that adding a federal sales tax to the state sales 
tax adds up to a huge tax increase for the poor.  (Nowadays, when I say "poor" I include the middle class.) 
 
I am a lifelong Democrat who was thrilled when Obama was elected.  I rejoiced with the rest of the country when it 
looked as if racism had suffered a mortal blow.  It saddens me that I have to agree, at least partially, with Dale that 
his performance has been less than stellar.  I think his problem may be that he's too nice, too thoughtful, perhaps 
even too intelligent.  He seems to lack the killer instinct—desirable in a husband or a friend, maybe not so desirable 
in a head of state.  I do think he's done a decent job in foreign affairs, and he should get credit for doing what Bush 
promised to do but never did.  Foreign policy may be more like a chess game, and my guess is that Obama is pretty 
good at it.  The economy would have sunk any President's ship.  When you think how long it took to bring us down, 
why do we expect a miraculous turn-around in a mere couple of years?  Obama has tried mightily to introduce 



legislation to ease joblessness, improve health care, and create jobs, but Republicans have thwarted him at every 
turn.  Maybe his leadership has been spongy, but look at what he has had to put up with. 
 
The polarization of our country is, as Tom Brokaw points out, worse than it's been in living memory.  It's one thing 
to have a loyal opposition to point out mistakes and errors; it's quite another to cross your arms, stick your lip out, 
and refuse to budge.  I would like to see a lot more information on each member of Congress so I could sort out 
the good guys, if there are any, from the intransigents who would rather be elected or re-elected than win the 
lottery.  What a lust for power there is at the top!  The Democrats have made concessions about spending cuts.  
Why can't the Republicans make some concessions about taxes and regulations?  I don't know where the 
Independents will go, but I do know that a lot of people who used to call themselves Democrats or Republicans 
now think of themselves as Independents.  I'm one of them.  I see Obama as the lesser of two evils.  At least he 
wants the same things I do, whether he can deliver or not.  All, and I mean all, the Republican candidates frighten 
the bejeebers out of me.  Huntsman seems kind of nice, and he has a good sense of humor, but he's one of them 
just the same. 
 
I love this conversation too, Dale.  And I'm grateful for strong arguments from the "other side."  I've said it before, 
and I'll say it again, dogma is dangerous.  My Party, right or wrong, is an abrogation of responsibility.  I'm 
beginning to understand, I think, where you're coming from, Dale.  You're obviously no fool.  But there is no way I 
could vote for any of the candidates on the Right for President.  I hold out hope for 2016.  It's a little scary to think 
what the world might be like then.  Oh, yes, I wholeheartedly support OWS.  (See my earlier posts.) 
 
 

20111103-18 18:15 Art Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale & Pam, above) 

 
Just like to add, President Obama has one thing that with the possible exception of Huntsman none of the current 
republican presidential candidates has any discernible measure of,  and that is, he is really intelligent.  Dale 
obviously sees him condemned to failure from the start, but I don't see it that way.  His handling of foreign policy 
has been exceptional and Libya in particular brilliant. Didn't cost us a single life and just pennies compared to Iraq 
and Afghanistan.  I have a lot of pretty senior foreign contacts and the statement "he is ridiculed across the world" 
could not be further from the truth.  Of course, after Bush, who was widely ridiculed for the phony cowboy he was 
by every foreign individual I know, President Obama had an easy mark to improve upon. Also remember it is 
President Obama who got the real villain, Bin Laden.  We're doing just fine on the foreign policy side. 
 
As for domestic policy and the economy, I'm not sure McCain/Palin would have done any better.  Look at the 
republican's so called jobs plans now - allow more pollution and lower workers safety standards and I guess pray?? 
Near as I can tell that is all they have to offer. They are in intense negotiations about a commemorative baseball 
coin I believe, so perhaps there is still hope. 
 
The fact is the nation is caught in a world-wide economic crises, some of our own making and much caused 
because we have been economically asleep at the switch for many, many years, and we are ill positioned to 
accommodate what is happening. Until we make some major adjustments we are not going to dig ourselves out of 
this hole. 
 
Finally, and this may be the worst part,  the Republicans took the position since the President was elected to 
sabotage everything he tries to do.  They admit it and have demonstrated it over and over again. It is the absolute 
worst example of politics taking precedence over everything.  Where he may have been slow is recognizing this and 
going after them immediately, instead of naively trying to work with them. He recognizes it now.  The real danger 
here is now the Democrats see a way to operate if you are the minority and who can blame them from taking the 
same approach if the republicans win the next election. 
 
By the way agree with Dale about Clinton.  He lied and should have resigned, so should Cain. I don't think Cain 
really wants it in any case and was probably looking for a way out.  This will give it to him. He'll spin it as noble for 
the good of the party etc. 
 
 

20111103-12 12:45 SteveG “Biggest Public Firms Paid Little U.S. Tax, Study Says” 



 
“Biggest Public Firms Paid Little U.S. Tax, Study Says” by David Kocieniewski, New York Times 
 
Nov. 3, 2011, (http://www.nytimes.com/2011/11/03/business/280-big-public-firms-paid-little-us-tax-study-
finds.html) 
 
Warren E. Buffett, take note. It is not just a few wealthy individuals paying unusually low taxes to the federal 
government. Corporate America is not far behind. 
 
A comprehensive study released on Thursday found that 280 of the biggest publicly traded American companies 
faced federal income tax bills equal to 18.5 percent of their profits during the last three years — little more than 
half the official corporate rate of 35 percent and lower than their competitors in many industrialized countries. 
 
A study said Boeing was among American firms that had no federal tax liability for three years. 
 
Mr. Buffett, the billionaire investor, has said that the tax code is unfair, allowing him to pay just 17 percent in 
federal taxes last year, about half the percentage his secretary paid. 
 
The corporate study, prepared by the left-leaning advocacy group Citizens for Tax Justice, examined the regulatory 
filings of the companies to compute each year’s current federal taxes. Some of the companies disputed the findings, 
saying that the study understated their tax payments by omitting deferred taxes that they may pay in future years. 
 
Using information from the companies’ own corporate filings, however, the study concluded that a quarter of the 
280 corporations owed less than 10 percent of profits in federal income taxes and 30 companies had no federal tax 
liability for the entire three-year period. 
 
The report is being released as corporations are pushing for a cut in their official tax rate, saying the current system 
puts American companies at a disadvantage with competitors abroad and encourages them to shift jobs and 
investments overseas. 
 
The Congressional supercommittee charged with cutting the budget deficit is also considering proposals to revamp 
the tax system, simplifying the corporate structure and possibly lowering corporate rates. 
 
The study said that the shelters and loopholes in the current tax system rewarded companies that aggressively 
avoided taxes at the expense of those that did not. A quarter of the companies in the study had a federal tax bill of 
35 percent of their profits, while a similar number had an effective rate of less than 10 percent. 
 
“Companies that are paying their fair share ought to demand that the tax-dodging companies pay their fair share 
too,” said Robert S. McIntyre, the author of study. “So should the public, which is subsidizing them in terms of 
increased federal debt.” 
 
The report is based on data gleaned from the companies’ regulatory filings, which can be different from their 
corporate tax returns. Even in a year when a company claims an overall tax benefit, it may pay some cash taxes 
while accumulating credits that can be redeemed in future years. But because most corporations do not release 
their tax returns, these corporate regulatory filings offer the best publicly available gauge of what companies pay 
and what strategies they use to reduce their tax bills. 
 
Among the companies that the study said escaped a liability for all three years were Boeing and Ryder System, 
whose chief financial officer, Art A. Garcia, said the company had benefited from the additional depreciation 
intended to stimulate the economy. 
 
Boeing officials said they, too, had paid  some federal taxes, but would not say how much. They said they had 
lowered their rate by taking advantage of tax breaks intended to encourage hiring. Chaz Bickers, a company 
spokesman, said Boeing hired 9,000 American workers this year. 
 

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/11/03/business/280-big-public-firms-paid-little-us-tax-study-finds.html
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Also on the list was General Electric, which has come under close scrutiny since The New York Times reported 
earlier this year that the company had recorded $5.1 billion in American profits in 2010, but claimed a federal 
income tax benefit of $3.2 billion in its regulatory filing. 
 
“The report is inaccurate and distorted,” said Kenneth Juarez, a G.E. spokesman. He said G.E. paid “billions of 
dollars in taxes in the United States over the last decade,” but would not say what part was federal income taxes. 
 
The company that recorded the biggest reduction in taxes was Wells Fargo Bank, which is a large holding of Mr. 
Buffett’s company, Berkshire Hathaway. The banking company reported a total of $49 billion in profits in 2008 
through 2010, yet received a tax benefit of $651 million. Ancel Martinez, a spokesman for Wells Fargo, said much of 
the tax savings came from write-offs obtained after its 2008 purchase of Wachovia, which incurred big losses during 
the financial crisis. 
 
American corporations are paying a smaller share of taxes than in previous decades. They paid a total of $191 
billion in federal income taxes in 2010, the Internal Revenue Service said, representing about 1.3 percent of the 
nation’s gross domestic product. That is down from about 6 percent during the 1950s (although some of the decline 
is because a smaller percentage of businesses now file as corporations). 
 
Despite the decline in corporate tax rates since then, business advocates say the nation needs to lower its top rate 
further to encourage hiring and investment. Grover Norquist, head of Americans for Tax Reform, said that the 
United States system was not competitive because it taxed income earned around the world, instead of just in this 
country. 
 
“There are still Bolsheviks who recognize that we need to bring the rates down,” he said. 
 
But the Citizens for Tax Justice study found that two-thirds of  the American companies with significant profits 
overseas actually paid more in taxes to foreign governments than they did in the United States. Rather than 
lowering the corporate rate more, the study said, the federal government should end the subsidies and shelters that 
favor companies that game the system. 
 
“Closing the loopholes will have real benefits, including a fairer tax system, reduced federal budget deficits and 
more resources to improve our roads, bridges and school — things that are really important for economic 
development here in the United States," the report said. 
 
 

20111103-19 19:20 SteveG Fw: Chinese Astrology 

 
An interesting piece of information… 
 
 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Chinese numerology and Feng Shui for 2011 
 
This year we are going to  experience four unusual dates: 1/1/11, 1/11/11, 11/1/11, 11/11/11, and  that's not all; 
Take the last two digits of the year you were born and the age you will be this year and the result will add up to 
111 for everyone!!!! This is the year of MONEY. Also, this year, October will have 5 Sundays, 5 Mondays & 5 
Saturdays. 
 
This happens only once every 823 years. These particular years are known as Moneybag years. The  proverb goes 
that if you send this to eight good friends, money will  appear in the next four days, as is explained in the Chinese 
feng shui. 
 
Those who don't continue the chain, won't receive. It's a mystery, but it's worth a try. Good luck to you. This only 
happens once in 823 years. 
 



 

20111103-20 19:25 SteveB Re: Chinese Astrology (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I’m a rooster. My wife’s a pig and is really into the Chinese horoscope, sort of… 
 
 

20111103-21 22:27 Dale Video: “Old on Purpose: A Positive Aging Revolution” 

 
My friends, I want to step away from the sparring for moment and share a very interesting video clip.  This is the 
first part, a trailer if you will, of a video project in the making.  It's about the power in aging, if we are able to 
recognize and exploit it.  It is only about 5 minutes and well worth the look. I hope you enjoy it! 
 
http://www.linkedin.com/news?viewArticle=&articleID=744310967&gid=707477&type=member&item=68849810&
articleURL=http%3A%2F%2Fagingfilms%2Eorg%2F&urlhash=HsA8&goback=%2Egde_707477_member_68849810 
 
 

20111103-22 23:45 Dale ‘The Obstructionist Democratic Party’ 

 
OK, back to partisan politics.  Here are the bills passed by the (Republican controlled) Congress which the 
(Democratic controlled) Senate has refused to take up.  The obstructionist Democratic Party is keeping jobs from 
being created by blocking these bills from consideration.  They won't even allow them to be brought to the floor for 
discussion.  Has the press reported on these?  Nope. 
 
They are too busy promoting the idea that (only) Republicans are obstructionist, covering OWS, which is shutting 
down the shipping docks of Oakland (that's really constructive), and knocking Republican presidential candidates. 
  
I'm sure that some of you will want to respond that you disagree with all of these bills, that they don't meet your 
test of usefulness, etc.  Does the fact that you disagree with them justify keeping them from coming up for 
debate/vote?  If your answer is yes, then you shouldn't complain when the Democratically sponsored measures get 
the same treatment. 
  
There is no monopoly on obstruction in Washington. 
 

http://majorityleader.gov/Jobs/ 
 
http://majorityleader.gov/JobsTracker/ 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 

http://www.linkedin.com/news?viewArticle=&articleID=744310967&gid=707477&type=member&item=68849810&articleURL=http%3A%2F%2Fagingfilms%2Eorg%2F&urlhash=HsA8&goback=%2Egde_707477_member_68849810
http://www.linkedin.com/news?viewArticle=&articleID=744310967&gid=707477&type=member&item=68849810&articleURL=http%3A%2F%2Fagingfilms%2Eorg%2F&urlhash=HsA8&goback=%2Egde_707477_member_68849810
http://majorityleader.gov/Jobs/
http://majorityleader.gov/JobsTracker/


Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Tax the Rich and Trade 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 7, 2011) 
 
 
I have really been enjoying the political discussions going on over the weekend. If any of our readers would like to 
join these “live”, more real-time discussions, and don’t mind lots of email, just send me your request marked “live” 
and I’ll get you included in our “contributors’ list”. Either way, we want to hear your opinions! 
 
I think we have all learned a lot from the “rich getting richer” and “tax the rich” posts. Please allow me to 
summarize my thinking at this point and let’s see if we have arrived at any points of agreement. 
 
In some ways, this group has been exactly like the present Congress. We have had a faction that could not bring 
itself to allow tax increases on the table, especially any proposals to allow the Bush tax cuts to come to a timely 
end. There were attempts to prove that the rich aren’t so rich after all, that they pay too much tax, that the 
government must pay lower taxes to encourage job creation, that taxes must be increased on the middle class and 
poor and federal social programs cut. But the Bush era proved beyond the shadow of a doubt how beneficial such 
low tax rates are to society. We suffered a disaster, remember? The evidence presented was, frankly, rather 
overwhelming, including evidence that, when the rich have too much money, they speculate and create 
bubbles…perhaps such as those we have seen and those that are still to come, like the student loan bubble. 
 
But more important than the mountain of statistics pointing to the decline of the American middle and poor classes 
is the mountain of historical data that exists in my mind and all of your minds, if you were born any time prior to, 
say, 1950. The middle class (and I’m talking about a missing part of the middle class in 2011) in my little Indiana 
town in the 1950’s-1970’s worked in the barbershops and shoe stores and the hardware. Quite a few of them 
worked in factories—with and without unions. These folks didn’t live like Mr. Barnaby, who owned the now long-
extinct sawmill, but they lived in OK houses, drove OK cars, sent their kids to college, retired, and their wives 
probably never had to work. The folks never even broke a sweat or had to open one college text. This was common 
then. Now it is non-existent. Now my hometown depends once again on agriculture and the university. The jobs we 
knew and the people we knew, much of the class of people we knew, are gone. That is how far we’ve declined. It is 
there in front of you in your own memory. 
 
Something is very wrong in America. We all sense it. And the blame cannot be placed exclusively at the feet of the 
of either party—the blame is ours, my friends. Let’s hope we can make-up for lost time somehow. 
 
I hope, amid all our continuing discussions, that we have been able to pass our dinosaur of a Congress and make 
progress on this one matter of taxes. Can we all agree now that, at least, tax increases for the rich are on the 
table? Since they’ve been talked about so much (proving they are on the table), maybe we can all agree that they 
should be talked about? This would be progress. 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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I believe there was an initial over-reaction by each side to the other. No one in our group is a “communist” or a 
“socialist” simply for wanting to return to a tax structure that seems to have brought us more prosperity in the past 
as a nation. And as Pam has said, hey, no one is happier that the rich are rich than I am. I want to see more 
successful people rising from all levels, not less. 
 
But, to me, it’s a time in history to remember what JFK said, “Ask not….” We have a lot of problems. The 
Republicans are telling us that our deficits are a huge problem. As much as I hate to admit it, I believe they have a 
point. It seems certain that social programs will be cut. The middle class and poor have already taken a giant hit, 
especially when it comes to jobs. More pain and suffering are on the way—not as bad as Greece, but in that 
direction, and hopefully, not so drastic as to curtail the current expansion, which is happening despite the fervent 
prayers and efforts of half our government. 
 
In this climate, no one wants to hear the millionaires say they will fight higher taxes to the death, while demanding 
more taxes on the poor and less services. Warren Buffett has done the right thing by saying he should be taxed 
more, and others should join him. I ain’t that rich, but I expect to pay more taxes. So what? I have benefited 
greatly from the low taxes since Reagan. I’ll pay a little more. I see it as my patriotic duty in these times. But, just 
as our members from the right have insisted, for tax increases to be fair, government must be run more efficiently, 
and nothing is more efficient than peace and stability. 
 
As to our BIG domestic problems—jobs, trade, energy, immigration, healthcare, housing, and corruption—no one on 
the national political stage at this time appears to have concrete proposals, let alone solutions. Obama is making it 
look like he is doing everything possible on the jobs front (not much) and that bodes well for him in 2012. His poll 
numbers have been improving, and people increasingly see the Republicans as obstructionist. None of this helps 
anyone, rich or poor. 
 
The Republicans are right about at least one thing—government jobs are not the long-term solution to our 
economic problems, though we sure could use some in the short run. We must find a way to do what China has 
done to reestablish our lost manufacturing base and encourage more investment in America. We took time to 
crumble, we will take time to mend. 
 
As a small side point, especially for Dale, I don’t buy that argument that Obama, Obamacare, and Obamacracy are 
creating so much uncertainty for business that it’s hurting the economy. I find business to be much the same 
throughout the world. It operates on the same, simple, basic principles. Business is absolutely booming here in 
Santa Cruz, yet you couldn’t ask for a more uncertain business climate. We have a communist president who 
controls the legislature and wrote his own constitution. He likes to throw foreign investment out and nationalize 
businesses. Yet there is a business explosion going on. 
 
I say something other than uncertainty is affecting American business, though your point is well taken that it is a 
worthy goal to minimize uncertainty for businesses. I’m behind that 100%. I wonder why talk of 9-9-9 and flat 
taxes and radical changes like that don’t cause any uncertainty? Only because they come from the Republicans? 
 
Meanwhile, this is the present day (Nov. 7, 2011) reality that has nothing (or everything?) to do with any dogma 
(see article, below) 
 
In lieu of any Republican or Democratic initiative worth a grain of salt, I have a concrete proposal to raise revenue, 
add jobs, and help the deficit: 
 
We should immediately impose a national 10% sales tax on all imported goods. Foreign (only) 
“luxury” goods should enjoy a 15% to 20% tax.  
 
Any company that wants to avoid this tax is free to build factories in America. Trade war? What do we care? We’re 
on the short end of every stick now, why not stick up for ourselves? Along with this, we need a serious “Buy 
American” program. It will take a while (face it, anything will!), but this plan could become a job creating steam 
roller. NAFTA would have to stay for now, perhaps. If it benefits us, we keep it. If not, we toss it as soon as 



possible. (After all, why would a nation’s government do something to the detriment of its own citizens?) Same with 
other one-sided America-always-loses trade agreements. We boss or we toss. Any thoughts? 
 
 
“Washington Pre-Occupied” by Robert Reich, NationofChange 
 
Nov. 5, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/washington-pre-occupied-1320497575) 
 
Diffident Democrats on the Super-committee have already signaled a willingness to cut Medicare, Social Security, 
and much else that Americans depend on. The deal is being held up by Regressive Republicans who won’t raise 
taxes on the rich – not even a tiny bit. President Obama, meanwhile, is out on the stump trying to sell his ‘jobs bill’ 
– which would, by the White House’s own estimate, create fewer than 2 million jobs. Yet 14 million people are out 
of work, and another 10 million are working part-time who’d rather have full-time jobs. Republicans have already 
voted down his jobs bill anyway. [Democrats seem to have helped kill it. –SteveB] The two worlds are on a collision 
course: Americans who are losing their jobs or their pay and can’t pay their bills are growing increasingly desperate. 
Washington insiders, deficit hawks, regressive Republicans, diffident Democrats, well-coiffed lobbyists, and the 
lobbyists’ wealthy patrons on Wall Street and in corporate suites haven’t a clue or couldn’t care less. I can’t tell you 
when the collision will occur but I’d guess 2012. 
 
Continue reading at NationofChange… 
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“Rise of an Economic Superpower: What Does China Want?” by Peter Ford, The Christrian Science Monitor 
 
Nov. 5, 2011, (http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2011/1105/The-rise-of-an-economic-superpower-
What-does-China-want) 
 
(Other countries unnerved, despite Beijing's efforts to assuage their fears.) 
 

 
Vehicles drive on Three Ring Road, left, and Jianwai Street, right, during the evening rush hour in central Beijing 

last December. (Jason Lee / Reuters file) 
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(BEIJING) It had been billed as a friendly exhibition game in basketball-crazy Beijing, between the Georgetown 

University Hoyas from Washington, D.C., and the Chinese Army's Bayi Rockets. But after some blatantly biased 
Chinese refereeing and unashamedly aggressive play by Bayi, it ended in a bench-clearing brawl, with Chinese fans 
in the Olympic stadium throwing chairs and bottles of water at the Americans. 
 
Some foreigners in the crowd that hot night in August were tempted to see the melee as nothing less than a 
metaphor for China's role in the world today: contempt for the rules and fair play, crowned by a resort to brute 
strength in pursuit of narrow self-interest. 
 
You certainly don't have to look far for examples of China doing things its own blunt way no matter how much 
Western sensibilities are offended. 
 
Just in recent months, Chinese state firms were caught negotiating arms deals with Col. Muammar Qaddafi's 
besieged regime in defiance of a United Nations embargo, Beijing leaned heavily on South Africa not to give the 
Dalai Lama the visa he needed to attend Desmond Tutu's 80th birthday party, and Chinese diplomats vetoed a UN 
Security Council resolution condemning the deaths of nearly 3,000 civilians at the hands of Syrian troops. 
 
And that's not to mention the Chinese government's habit at home of locking up lawyers, human rights activists, 
artists, even Nobel Peace Prize laureates for speaking their minds in ways that would be quite normal in most of the 
world. 
 
China's economic rise and its newly amplified voice on the international stage unnerve people and governments 
across the globe, despite Beijing's best efforts to assuage their fears. Bookstore shelves in America and Europe offer 
titles such as Death by China and When China Rules the World. Edward Friedman, a political science professor at 
the University of Wisconsin-Madison, echoes some other observers when he goes so far as to call China's rise "the 
greatest challenge to freedom in the world since World War I" aimed at "making the world safe for 
authoritarianism." But does China really want to overturn the US-led post-World War II international order – the 
very system that has allowed the country to flourish so remarkably? And if the men at the top of the Chinese 
Communist Party are indeed so minded, could they, or those who come after them, ever succeed? 
 
Ordinary Chinese – from unschooled peasant farmers tending rural rice paddies to get-ahead young computer 
engineers in Beijing – have been brought up to see their country as benign, and genuinely don't understand how 
foreigners can see China as a threat. China is the most populous country and the second-biggest economy in the 
world, they know, but they point out that the average person here makes only 1/10th of what the average 
American makes. And most of the country is decidedly third-world. 
 
China is modernizing its military but still finds it a strain to keep a destroyer, a frigate, and a supply ship on 
international anti-pirate duty in the Gulf of Aden. Compared with the ability of the United States to fight two major 
wars and keep six full-scale fleets afloat at the same time, China's military power – even with the world's largest 
standing army – is puny. 
 
In general terms, most China watchers in the West agree. What China wants is pretty straightforward and 
unexceptionable: to be prosperous, secure, and respected. 
 
"We'd like to be an equal partner on the world stage, and we want the Chinese people to enjoy prosperity," says 
Wu Jianmin, a former ambassador to Paris and now an adviser to the Foreign Ministry. "For that, international 
cooperation is indispensable; China is not so arrogant as to say that it's our turn now to run the world our way." 
 
Rarely in its history has China looked very hard or long at the rest of the world. Admiral Zheng He led exploratory 
fleets as far as Africa in the 15th century, but subsequent emperors were content to sit on the throne of the Middle 
Kingdom, at the center of their universe, and focus on their own lands. China spent a hundred years of submission 
to Western powers following its defeat in the 19th-century Opium Wars, and it was mired in decades of disruption 
before and after Mao Zedong's 1949 Communist takeover. 
 
Kung fu panda and inner peace 
 



Only with its newfound wealth has Beijing found itself with a major role on the world stage. 
 
"It's a very big challenge to restructure our relations with the world while retaining its trust," worries Zhu Feng, a 
professor at the School of International Studies at Peking University. 
 
So, as China rises, its leaders are going out of their way to try to reassure the world that their success is, in a 
favorite official phrase, a "win-win" prospect for everybody. So nervous were policy-makers here about upsetting 
foreigners that they scotched their original formulation of China's future – "peaceful rise" – as too threatening. 
Instead they settled on "peaceful development." 
 

 
Chinese Navy helicopters and warships attend an international fleet review in Qingdao to celebrate the 60th 

anniversary of the founding of the People's Liberation Army Navy on April 23, 2009. (Guang Niu/Getty Images) 
 
Last month the government issued a 32-page white paper full of comforting words explaining what it wants the 
world to understand by that phrase. 
 
"There have been misunderstandings about China's foreign policy," said Wang Yajun, the Communist Party's top 
foreign-policy wonk, presenting the document to the press. "There have indeed been suspicions." 
 
The white paper's key message is that China threatens no one, that its rise will contribute to world peace, and that 
"the central goal of China's diplomacy is to create a peaceful and stable international environment for its 
development. China could become strong in the future. Yet peace will remain critical for its development, and China 
has no reason to deviate from the path of peaceful development." 
 
"China does not want to, nor will China, challenge the international order or challenge other countries," insisted Mr. 
Wang, pointing to the white paper declaration that China has "broken away from the traditional pattern where a 
rising power was bound to seek hegemony." 
 
Not everyone believes this, even in China. "Humanity is making progress," argues Wang Xiaodong, a prominent 
nationalist ideologue whose views are proving increasingly influential among the Chinese public, "but not so much 
that China will be unique in human history. The idea that China will develop its power but not use it is diplomatic 
verbiage." 
 
China's Southeast Asian neighbors might well agree. Until earlier this year Beijing had been unusually assertive in 
pushing its competing territorial claims in the South China Sea, worrying smaller nations. But the way it has eased 
off in recent months in the face of complaints suggests it cannot do just as it likes. 
 
"China tests the water constantly, and when they don't get what they want they tend to back down," says Bonnie 
Glaser, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. "As they develop their 
military capacities, they have to be very careful not to use them in ways that scare the neighbors." 
 
The Chinese government's need to explain itself stems partly from the system's chronic secrecy: Outsiders do not 
even know when the ruling Standing Committee of the Communist Party's Politburo meets, let alone how its nine 
members reach decisions or what those decisions are. 



 
At the same time, some observers suggest, there is not always a coherent answer to the question of why China 
does what it does. The Chinese government is not a monolithic force; pressure groups and cliques from the military 
to provincial governments have their own interests and can sometimes push aspects of foreign policy their way. 
 
"They don't have a clear and well-defined road map of how to achieve their goals long term other than to pursue 
development as they have done," says Michael Swaine, a China watcher at the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace in Washington. 
 
Nor, frankly, do foreign affairs seem to figure very high on Chinese leaders' agendas. "International questions are 
an afterthought," says Francois Godement, founder of the Asia Centre, a Paris-based think tank. Instead, for a 
Communist Party whose overriding priority is to stay in power, domestic problems threatening social stability at 
home are infinitely more important. 
 
"We have to change our unsustainable development model into a sustainable one" less dependent on high 
pollution, low-value exports, argues Mr. Wu, the foreign-ministry adviser, "and we have to narrow the disparity 
between rich and poor." 
 
"China will be preoccupied for a long time with its domestic agenda," agrees Professor Zhu. "If you want to handle 
complex relationships, the starting point is to get yourself in the best possible shape. It's like Kung Fu Panda says – 
you need inner peace." 
 
China is rich but lonely 
 
As the big guns of the Democratic Republic of Congo's mining sector gathered last month at a smart lakeside hotel 
in the copper capital of Lubumbashi, some important new players were notably absent from the conference. Those 
who attended said they weren't surprised that no Chinese company had sent a delegate; the Chinese rarely mix 
with their mining colleagues, they explain. 
 
But a visit to a local casino, heavily protected behind high, razor wire-topped walls, is evidence enough that the 
Chinese are indeed in town, and with money to spend: The clientele in the smoky, air-conditioned chill is almost 
exclusively Chinese – crowded at roulette tables and playing blackjack and poker, with mounds of chips in front of 
them. 
 
These men are part of a growing Chinese presence in Congo that has already flexed some impressive economic 
muscle. Chinese companies are behind two billion-dollar deals, now in the works, to buy two large copper mines 
near Lubumbashi. Across the African continent, others like them are engaged in China's most dramatic drive for 
friends abroad, seeking to secure the oil, minerals, and other raw materials that China's still-booming economy 
needs. 
 
"China's financial support on the continent gives African countries a choice" between East and West, says one 
Chinese activist at a nongovernmental organization following Beijing's African adventure, who asked not to be 
identified. 
 
China's financial muscle has been key to its growing influence in the Democratic Republic of Congo, where Beijing 
signed a $6 billion minerals-for-infrastructure deal in 2009. Congo's traditional Western partners don't have the 
ready cash for the mammoth task of rebuilding the war-ravaged country, says Congo's communications minister, 
Lambert Mende, so "China is very important." 
 
In return for 10 million tons of copper and 600,000 tons of cobalt, China will build roads, schools, hydroelectric 
dams, and hospitals. Half the deal is a barter, which means that it adds less to the country's foreign debt burden. 
 
"Whether [the deal] will prove to be more effective than the Western model in the long term remains to be seen," 
says Lizzie Parsons of the Global Witness pressure group. Among unanswered questions: whether money will be 
siphoned off corruptly, whether all the infrastructure will be built, and what impact fluctuating mineral prices will 
have on the deal. 



 
Orange construction vehicles from China are already a common sight at road-works all over the capital, Kinshasa, 
and more and more people are doing business with Chinese firms. The experience is not always a pleasant one, 
according to one Western businessman who has worked in Kinshasa for nearly two decades. 
 
"When you see a Chinese come into your office you prepare yourself for a fight," he says. "You are rarely happy at 
the end of negotiations. They don't show respect or politeness, and there is no feeling," he complains, adding that 
he rarely builds with Chinese clients the sort of personal relations he enjoys with Congolese or Western 
businessmen. 
 
The Chinese are sharp, though, and Congo's traditional Western partners feel a little threatened by them, especially 
in light of Chinese firms' close relationship with the Congolese government, acknowledges the Western 
businessman. 
 
"We are aware of their strength," he says. "They are protected; they can drive a car with no plates and no one 
stops them. You try doing that and see what happens." 
 

 
Cars cross a street in the Mong Kok district of Hong Kong on Oct. 4. Mong Kok has the highest population 

 density in the world, with 130,000 per square kilometer. ( Bobby Yip / Reuters file) 
 
Another country keen to keep the China card up its sleeve, especially as its relations with Washington turn sour, is 
Pakistan, whose leaders have recently been trumpeting the two neighbors' "all weather friendship." 
 
China's efficient work on the ground in Pakistan (see related story on page 29) has earned it a warm welcome: A 
Pew survey last year found 85 percent of Pakistanis had a favorable view of China, versus only 17 percent who 
were similarly disposed toward America, Pakistan's major donor. 
 
Pakistanis remember that China has provided arms when Washington refused them in the past, but Beijing appears 
reluctant to involve itself too deeply in security affairs today: Business is good, and Pakistan is a big market for 
Chinese electronics, motorbikes, toys, and food, but China's leaders seem cautious about committing too deeply to 
Islamabad, say ob-servers in Beijing. 
 
On the other side of the world, in Brazil, it's a similar story. China overtook the US as Brazil's largest trade partner in 
2009 on the back of huge purchases of oil, soybeans, and iron ore; Brazilian exports to China grew 18-fold between 
2000 and 2009. 
 
But "our relationship with China is one of almost only commerce and investment," says Roberto Abdenur, a former 
Brazilian ambassador to both Beijing and Washington. 
 
"With the United States it's cultural and political – the two countries share many interests that China doesn't," such 
as the promotion of human rights, democracy, and transparent governance, he adds. 
 



Indeed, for a government that says it is generally content with the current world order, Beijing is on unusually good 
terms with regimes cast out by that order, such as those ruling Iran, North Korea, Sudan, Burma (Myanmar), and 
Zimbabwe. 
 
China economic growth slows — to 9.1% 
 
"By making friends with dictators, China challenges the [global] democratic system and works at cross purposes to 
the international mainstream," complains Mao Yushi, a well-known reformer who has mentored many of China's 
leading economists. 
 
This does not inspire confidence in Western capitals but is less of an issue in developing countries, whose own 
experience with Western governments – under their rule or trading with them – has often left them feeling seriously 
hard done by. 
 
China has fewer opportunities to exert international political influence commensurate with its economic clout. That's 
partly because few governments around the world, and even fewer electorates, regard China's repressive, 
authoritarian one-party system as a model to be admired or imitated, regardless of its economic achievements. 
 
Though China's readiness "to voice different opinions from the only country in the world that has had a say up until 
now ... is attractive to other nations," says Gong Wenxiang, a professor at Peking University's Journalism School. "I 
can't see people being happy with a very strong power often supporting dictators. That is not a positive image." 
 
"China is a power in terms of its resources, but it's not a power in terms of its appeal," adds David Shambaugh, 
director of the China Policy program at George Washington University. Deficient in soft power, "it's not a model, not 
a magnet others want to follow." 
 
Nor does Beijing show much sign at the moment of seeking to push any particular model of governance or political 
mind-set, which is music to the ears of men like Mr. Mende, the Congolese communications minister. "We don't 
believe in that trend of Western powers mixing with internal affairs of countries," he says. "We don't like people 
giving us orders. China is more about respecting the self-determination of their partner." 
 
That hands-off approach also steers the country clear of alliances that might enmesh Beijing in the costly defense of 
other people's interests. Even those Pakistani officials who would like to play Beijing off against Washington recall 
that not once has Beijing stepped in to help Pakistan in any of its wars with India, all of which Pakistan lost. 
 
"China wants to make the deals but not to shoulder responsibilities," says Zhu, the Peking University international 
relations scholar. "We are far from ready, psychologically, to make ourselves a dependable power." 
 
The government's recent white paper acknowledged as much: "For China, the most populous developing country, to 
run itself well is the most important fulfillment of its international responsibility." 
 
Recent events in Libya illustrate how far China is from playing a creative international diplomatic role. Throughout 
the crisis, Beijing was a passive, reactive bystander, going along with Western intervention. But, focused on 
protecting its oil interests above all else, it was the last major power to recognize the new Libyan government. That 
cautious attitude was on display again last week in China's reluctance to contribute as heavily to the eurozone's 
bailout fund as European leaders had hoped it would. China was not, after all, going to save the world. 
 
"China's diplomacy is cost-benefit-oriented, not dealing in terms of global public goods," argues Professor 
Shambaugh. "It's a very self-interested country, looking after themselves." 
 
One result of that attitude? "China is rising, but we are a lonely rising power," says Zhu. "The US has alliances; no 
one is an ally of China's." 
 
Neighbors say, 'never' 
 
Vietnam was once an ally, when Hanoi was fighting the Americans, but not any longer. 



 
"Jamais," read T-shirts that Vietnamese protesters donned last month, "Never." The slogan recalled Ho Chi Minh's 
forceful response when he was asked by a French interviewer whether Vietnam would become a Chinese satellite 
after the war. It still expresses the popular, centuries-old anti-Chinese feeling that runs deeper than any shared 
allegiance to communism. 
 
The demonstrators were protesting the aggressive way they said China is pushing its claim to the Spratly Islands, a 
cluster of rocks in the South China Sea that Vietnam also claims. Both countries are eyeing oil and gas reserves 
under surrounding seas. Chinese naval vessels have arrested more than 1,000 Vietnamese fishermen in disputed 
waters this year, according to the Hanoi fisheries authorities. 
 
China is embroiled in similar territorial disputes in the South China Sea with several other regional powers, and they 
all sent their defense ministers to Tokyo last month to discuss ways of deepening their cooperation. 
 
"China's aspirations to be a regional leader are meeting resistance from other states already," says Hugh White, a 
former Australian defense official. "Beijing would like to exercise a soft, consensual leadership, but they won't be 
able to achieve it" because none of China's neighbors would accept it. 
 
China's key local priority abroad is to prevent Taiwan from declaring independence and to eventually unite the 
island with the mainland. But Beijing's escalation of its territorial claims to almost the whole of the South China Sea 
and its rapid modernization of a navy to enforce those claims alarm Washington's and China's neighbors. Fifty 
percent of world trade is shipped through those waters. 
 
"China's one overriding focus is to challenge US ability to project its power in the western Pacific," says Mr. White. 
"They want to be able to sink American aircraft carriers." 
 
According to senior US naval officers, China may soon be able to do just that, using its new anti-ship ballistic 
missiles to enforce "anti-access and area denial" close to Chinese waters. Using such weapons as part of a 
defensive strategy, "China can reduce US strategic options very significantly," warns White, should Washington ever 
want to come to the aid of Taiwan or other allies in Southeast Asia. 
 
That puts China's neighbors in an awkward position. All of them, from Japan to Laos, know that their economic 
future depends on China, Asia's powerhouse. China's success will be their success. But for centuries, countries such 
as Vietnam and Korea lived under the yoke of a successful China, points out Linda Jakobson, a researcher at the 
Lowy Institute in Sydney, Australia, "and nobody in the region wants to go back to that," 
 
Profit motive or geopolitical motive? 
 
If China's political leaders know that they still lack what it takes to play a decisive role in world affairs, Chinese 
business titans are even more aware of their limitations. 
 
"There is a perception that China is buying up the world," says Andre Loesskrug-Pietri, a Franco-German 
businessman whose private equity company in Beijing helps Chinese firms make foreign acquisitions. "But it's not 
true." 
 
Chinese overseas investment is growing by leaps and bounds, doubling annually, and high-profile deals such as 
Lenovo's purchase of IBM's personal computer division grab headlines. But China's total foreign direct investment 
remains low – about the same as Denmark's (1 percent of the global total compared with the 22 percent US share). 
And 60 percent of overseas deals are for resources, such as stakes in oil-shale fields in Canada, coal mines in 
Australia, gas fields in Argentina, and copper mines in Zambia. 
 
Very few Chinese firms have the skills and experience needed to become competitive multinationals, says Thilo 
Hanemann of the Rhodium Group in New York and author of a recent study of Chinese foreign investment. "What 
corporate China is doing at the moment is catching up," he explains. "Chinese companies are disadvantaged in 
technology, staff, human resources, brands, and intangible value." 
 



They also have to learn new ways of doing business, very different from their habits in China, where the key to 
success is often a close relationship with the government officials who can offer easy credit and light regulation — 
for a consideration. 
 
"The longer I live here, the more relaxed I am about the so-called threat perceived in the West of China taking over 
the world," says Mr. Loesskrug-Pietri. "Many Chinese investors are unfamiliar with foreign business cultures, and we 
are still a long way away from seeing executives and companies that are truly global." 
 
Not one of the Top 100 global brands ranked by Businessweek magazine and the consulting company Interbrand 
comes from China. Though 61 of the top Fortune 500 companies are Chinese, hardly any have any foreign 
directors; most are state-owned companies whose leaders are named by the Communist Party. And most of the 
Chinese companies going abroad are doing so, says Loesskrug-Pietri, to acquire what they need in order to compete 
better in the market they find most attractive — China. 
 
A handful of Chinese firms are developing a genuinely global presence: Lenovo is one; Huawei, a telecom-
networking firm selling its products in 140 countries, is another; Haier has begun to sell a significant number of its 
household appliances in America and Europe, as well as in Asia. And the larger, reputable private companies 
stretching themselves internationally tend to get high marks from their foreign partners. 
 
"I've been very impressed," says Henri Giscard d'Estaing, chief executive officer of Club Med. The French tourist 
resort owner sold a 10 percent stake to Fosun, a Chinese conglomerate, earlier this year. "They behave like normal 
long-term share-holders; they've concluded that we know our business and they let us get on with it. Doing 
business with Fosun has been more banal and more basic than most people would think" business with a Chinese 
firm would be, Mr. Giscard d'Estaing adds. 
 
Where some critics of Chinese foreign investment "perceive state motives, or some kind of geopolitical motivation ... 
I see a commercial motive and profit-oriented behavior," says Dan Rosen, a visiting fellow at the Peterson Institute 
in Washington. 
 
But very few Chinese companies feel ready to go abroad, despite government encouragement. 
 
"They often feel insecure. They know they don't know how things work, and they are cautious about messing up 
existing operations," says Loesskrug-Pietri. 
 
Some of them also have good reason to be nervous about the reaction they might provoke. "As Chinese companies 
go global they encounter so many suspicions," complains Wu. "This is not a good sign." 
 
The private company Huawei, for example, in the past three years, has been blocked three times on national 
security grounds from doing deals in America, after critics claimed the company has links with the Chinese military. 
Huawei has always denied that, but only after the third setback did the firm disclose its ownership structure and 
board membership in a bid to be more transparent. 
 
Even when that kind of secrecy is not a problem, Chinese investors abroad are running into increasingly open anti-
Chinese sentiment. In Brazil, where local manufacturers claim that cheap Chinese imports of everything from toys 
to cars to industrial machinery have cost the Brazilian economy 70,000 jobs, the government recently slapped a 
protectionist tax on foreign vehicles aimed at the Chinese-made Chery, the cheapest fully accessorized car on the 
market at $13,600. 
 
And as Chinese investors express interest in Brazilian farmland, parliament is debating a law that would allow 
Americans and Europeans to buy land, but not Chinese. 
 
In Zambia, where Chinese investments in copper mines top $2 billion but where Chinese employers have made a 
bad name for themselves, the presidential election this month was won by Michael Sata, who has made his career 
out of China-bashing. Even in Burma, one of China's closest friends in Asia, the government last month suspended a 
controversial Chinese dam project amid a rising wave of popular resentment against an overwhelming Chinese 
business presence in the country. 



 
A shallow — not super — power 
 
"China really has to know how to navigate these stormy waters," warns Zhu. "The West overreacts a bit to our rise, 
but we have to pay more attention to the fact that we are the ones causing the disturbance." 
 
"We are newcomers, and people are usually suspicious of newcomers," says Wu. "They also have a lot of suspicions 
about the Communist Party, which creates an ideological barrier. But if our actions match our words, over time we 
can build trust." 
 
China is a "shallow power" for the time being, argues Shambaugh. "China is strong in the economic realm but very 
weak in the security realm, and without much soft power" such as cultural influence, or the ability to persuade other 
countries to imitate it. 
 
"As long as the Western democracies remain reasonably strong and prosperous," adds Mr. Swaine at the Carnegie 
Endowment, "China will not drive the world economy sufficiently to make other countries align themselves with it. 
In any foreseeable time frame I do not see China becoming the sort of global superpower that the US became after 
the war." 
 
And anyway, he points out, such questions will be moot for many decades. "The generation of Chinese leaders that 
will decide whether they want to be that kind of superpower," Swaine believes, "has not been born yet." 
 
(Contributors to this article include: Issam Ahmed in Aliabad, Pakistan; Taylor Barnes in Rio de Janeiro; Whitney 
Eulich in Boston; Scott Harris in Hanoi, Vietnam; and Jonny Hogg in Kinshasa and Lubumbashi, Democratic Republic 
of Congo.) 
 
 

20111104-02 08:49 Jim Re: Chinese Astrology (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #10) 

 
Please don't keep repeating and resending the totally false claim that any calendar phenomenon happens only once 
in 843 years! 
 
There are only fourteen possible calendars—seven regular years starting on each day of the week and seven leap 
years starting on each day of the week. 
 
This kind of "Gee whiz" stuff goes viral so quickly that the truth never catches up with it.  Just like some of the 
scurrilous political insults... 
 
 

20111104-03 09:47 SteveB Re: Chinese Astrology (reply to Jim, above) 

 
But I’m still a rooster!  That happens every 12 years! Imagine! Everybody on Earth born that year is the same! 
There are only 12 types of people! That could lead to some stereotypes… 
 
“…say, did you hear the one about the snake that walked into a bar?” 
 
Isn’t there some strange kind of year every 1000 years or so, because our actual, orbital year is not exactly 365¼ 
days? I don’t know if that fits in with the 843 years… 
 
So years go in a 28-year cycles (to cover every possible calendar)? 3-1-3-1-3-1-3-1-3-1-3-1-3-1 = 28. 
 
 

20111104-04 09:52 Pam 
Re: ‘The Obstructionist Democratic Party’ (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter 
#10) 

 



Sadly, I don't see a way to read what's actually in these bills.  From past experience I know that you can't always 
tell what a bill would do just from the title.  Sometimes the title suggests the opposite of what the bill really says. 
 
What are the regulations on small business that are so burdensome?  Without some examples I don't know how 
you can claim that.  Also, it seems inconsistent for Republicans to want to raise taxes on poor and middle-class 
individuals, yet reduce them on small business.  Maybe if poor families could incorporate as a business, they could 
catch a break. 
 
I heard Robert Kennedy Jr. on NPR this morning, talking about preserving our rivers and lakes and ultimately the 
ocean.  He painted a bleak picture of what is happening and what has happened in the past.  At one time the 
Hudson River was written off as a lost cause.  Then it was cleaned up, and now there are fish in it again.  It is 
possible to save the environment, he says, and it makes good economic sense to do so.  We can have artificial 
prosperity by letting the environment go now, but our kids will inherit a ruined world.  I really admire what Kennedy 
is trying to do.  He's a rich man with a social conscience—the best kind. 
 
 

20111104-11 13:35 Art 
Re: ‘The Obstructionist Democratic Party’ (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter 
#10) 

 
Really think Pam hit this on the head.  I have tried to see what is in these bills and have not been to successful.  I 
do know that a number of them lower EPA standards (translate more pollution) and at least one or two lower mine 
safety standards (maybe if we keep it up we can equal China's mine safety record) and not really sure about the 
rest.  I suspect many are thin disguises for more republican social reengineering. 
 
Dale you also hit the nail on the head a few e-mails ago when you deplored the lack of faith in our elected leaders 
we have all come to.  This is a good example of the outcome of that mind set.  And yet there are reasons. 
Yesterday in a press conference Bonehead was asked what effect Norquest was having on republican decision 
making.  He appeared at a loss for words for awhile and finally said ' why were they asking him about a random 
person. If I signed an oath to someone, he would not be a "random person" to me.  What a hypocrite. 
 
Attached is clever.  I think it has been around awhile but still good. It is where your tax breaks dollars for the rich 
will go. 
 
 

20111104-05 10:10 Pam 
Re: “How Banks Take a Big Bite Out of Government Benefits” (reply to 
Jim, FotM Newsletter #10) 

 
In response to Jim's suggestion that the government cut out the banks (and their fees) when disbursing welfare 
funds, I agree completely.  It reminds me of the layers of middle-men in the health-care industry (I choose that 
term carefully).  Stockbrokers and their ilk make money when they facilitate moving money from one place to 
another.  Why can't the government get a little piece of that pie, as the Pope has suggested?  If everyone else gets 
a cut of whatever, why can't the government?  Taxes are bad, but fees for service aren't?  What's the difference?  
Why do savings always have to come in the form of lower taxes?  Why can't private corporations do a little 
trimming of their own?  You might say, but businesses are out to maximize profits so they worry more about 
efficiency.  People criticize government for being inefficient, and it surely can be, but so can the private sector.  I 
don't have the trouble receiving my Social Security payment every month that Steve G. is having with his health 
insurance company.  If I had to choose between building a highway in West Virginia, thus putting people to work—
what some might call "pork"—and allowing drug companies to jack up their prices and withhold production on 
"unpopular" drugs, I'd rather have the pork. 
 
 

20111104-06 10:38 Art 
Re: Video: “Old on Purpose: A Positive Aging Revolution” (reply to Dale, 
FotM Newsletter #10) 

 
Good thoughts.  Thanks, Dale. 
 



 

20111104-07 10:44 Pam 
Re: Video: “Old on Purpose: A Positive Aging Revolution” (reply to Dale, 
FotM Newsletter #10) 

 
This little video is wonderful.  I'd like to see the whole thing when it's finished.  Needless to say, I think about aging 
a lot, and I agree that the baby boomers can make a difference on the way we think about getting and being old.  
When I taught high school a million years ago, I had a student who said she thought life was pretty much over by 
the time you're 22.  She was serious.  I tried to set her straight, and I think one of the important things we can do 
for younger people is to be an example of happy aging, of being comfortable in our own skins.  I see aging as a 
challenge, just as much as adjusting to going to school, striving in the workplace, raising kids.  It's not easy being 
old, but when were our lives ever easy?  I agree with the folks in this video that what we lose in vim and vigor we 
gain in understanding and wisdom.  Young people see the world in pretty simplistic ways.  They're so busy they 
don't really have time to reflect on all the grey areas of life.  My students were always lots more judgmental than I, 
less tolerant of personal failure.  I believe we elders can show the young how to forgive others for being human, we 
can show them what's important by living our values, we can let them know that life is just as much fun and 
interesting at 70 or 80 as it is at 18 or 25.  We know how to savor our pleasures, drop all pretense, and be 
ourselves without caring what others will think of us.  That is so liberating.  As an older woman, I find that I can 
have friendships with younger men that are much deeper than my relationships with men my own age were when I 
was pre-occcupied with, well, you know. 
 
We know we don't have time to waste, so we are more likely to come straight to the point.  If we're lucky enough 
to have grandchildren, we know how to love with a completeness that wasn't possible when their parents were 
young and we had so much else to worry about.  My daughter told me yesterday that her main concern is to keep 
her two little boys alive and healthy until they're grown up.  If they can be happy too, that's wonderful, but mostly 
she wants to keep them alive.  Every mother knows what it's like to be on red alert every minute of the day, how 
frustrating it can be when a two-year old or a teenager is defiant.  You have to work at patenting.  With grandkids 
all you have to do is everything you can to make them happy, love them without reservation even when they're 
naughty, and let them know that whatever else, there is at least one person in the world who is completely on their 
side.  I wanted to be a good mom; that was sometimes hard.  I wanted to be a good teacher; I had to work at it.  I 
want to be the best grandmother, and it's so easy. 
 
Sometimes I feel like the Ancient Mariner, tugging on all your sleeves to get your attention to my thoughts.  I 
appreciate this group for letting me unload.  That's another thing elders can do: listen to each other's stories.  Our 
kids are too caught up in their own lives to be much interested in what we did the first time we went to Europe or 
fell in love or got drunk.  And there's a lot you can't share with your kith and kin.  Bless her heart, my daughter 
loves to talk to old people and hear their stories.  What she mostly wants from me is a sympathetic listener, and 
that's easy too. 
 
 

20111104-08 11:09 SteveG Re: Candidate Problems (reply to Dale & Art, FotM Newsletter #10) 

 
After 8 years of the Bush Administration & a ton of money spent on the 2008 election – Obama’s biggest problem is 
the expectations were set so high that they are unobtainable.  Add onto that:  the Republican statement their 
number one goal is to make certain he is a one termer; a deep recession; two wars; etc. 
 
Romney remains at 23%, Herm at 30%, and the rest lower.  Huntsman is toward the bottom – has been a 
governor, has foreign policy experience.  Newt, no thanks; Michelle invents US history as she goes around; Dr. Paul 
thinks we should return to the Articles of Confederation; back to Herm, a 9% sales tax on everything plus your 
state sales tax – oh, I forgot, apples and oranges (that would would add up to 17.2% sales tax here);  Mr. Perry – 
just watch last Friday’s speech and tell me he is a contender;  the rest I don’t know about. 
 
 

20111104-09 11:44 Art Photos: “Japan Marks 6 Months Since Earthquake, Tsunami & Meltdown” 

 
Good example here on what countries that work together internally can accomplish. Would be interesting to lay this 
alongside a similar series on New Orleans. 



 
Photos: “Japan Marks 6 Months Since Earthquake, Tsunami, and Meltdown” by Kyodo News/The Sacramento Bee 
 
Sept. 13, 2011, (http://blogs.sacbee.com/photos/2011/09/japan-marks-6-months-since-ear.html) 
 
 

20111104-12 20:00 Dale “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” 

 
Not my words and probably words that will make your blood boil, but I am reasonably sure these are facts and 
perspectives you have not read in the liberal websites you might frequent. 
 
Could anyone make a plausible case for how a massive reduction in top earners could benefit the economy? 
 
[Well…historically, it has always benefited the economy and it certainly isn’t ‘massive’. –SteveB] 
 
Even in the midst of a presidential campaign, Republicans should try to disarm the appalling popular instinct to 
follow the words “the rich get richer” with the puzzling non sequitur “and the poor get poorer.” If you believe that 
these two phenomena are actually connected, then you’re embracing the altogether illogical proposition that 
creating wealth causes poverty. And you’re a gullible idiot. 
 
 
“The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” by Michael Medved, The Daily Beast 
 
Oct. 31, 2011, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/10/31/new-budget-office-income-report-fuels-media-s-
rich-get-richer-fiction.html) 
 
(A new income analysis has fueled news stories about the middle class getting screwed that are off the mark—but 
play well with a public that believes wealth should be distributed more evenly.) 
 
When the nation’s most prestigious newspaper runs a misleading headline proclaiming “IT’S OFFICIAL: THE RICH 
GET RICHER,” why should ordinary Americans respond as if this amounted to bad news? 
 
After all, consider the alternatives: wouldn’t stories suggesting “THE RICH GET POORER” or “THE RICH SEE THEIR 
INCOMES STALL” constitute far more discouraging reports? 
 
Financial setbacks of the most privileged among us serve as indications of continued hard times, just as surging 
income for the wealthy generally constitutes a sign of recovery. No theoretical model can suggest a way that the 
overall economy would boom and grow while the rich somehow failed to “get richer.” If businesses were expanding 
(and hiring), even the most misguided, meddling government policies couldn’t stop the bosses who run these 
successful operations from making more money. 
 
But unfortunately, growth remains fragile and anemic at the moment, which makes The New York Times headline 
of Oct. 26 even more dubious and deceptive. The subhead announces “Top 1 Percent Doubled Share of Nation’s 
Income, Report Finds,” but readers must make their way to the sixth paragraph to find that the referenced “report” 
is actually a historical analysis by the Congressional Budget Office, covering a 28-year span between 1979 and 
2007, and pointedly concluding before the economic meltdown of 2008. 
 
Figures from the IRS, however, demonstrate that since the recession began the rich hardly got richer:  the number 
of Americans earning $1 million or more fell a staggering 40 percent between 2007 and 2009 (declining to 
236,883), while their combined incomes fell by nearly 50 percent—a vastly greater loss than the 2 percent drop in 
total incomes of those making $50,000 or less. Could anyone make a plausible case for how a massive reduction in 
the number of top earners (with nearly 200,000 fewer million-dollar incomes) could conceivably benefit the 
economy, or count as good news for anyone? 
 

http://blogs.sacbee.com/photos/2011/09/japan-marks-6-months-since-ear.html
http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/10/31/new-budget-office-income-report-fuels-media-s-rich-get-richer-fiction.html
http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/10/31/new-budget-office-income-report-fuels-media-s-rich-get-richer-fiction.html


Nevertheless, the Times chose to stress the inflammatory finding that in the 29 years preceding the Great Recession 
the top 1 percent of earners (those pesky millionaires and billionaires) boosted their average, inflation-adjusted, 
after-tax income by 275 percent. 
 
Surely worried readers might conclude that such “obscene” enrichment by the greediest would inevitably impoverish 
the neediest, leaving only miserable crumbs for the beleaguered middle class. But the CBO numbers actually 
showed that big gains for top earners did nothing to prevent simultaneous (if more modest) improvements by every 
other income group. For instance, the middle class (the 60 percent of the population in the 21st through 80th 
percentiles), raised their average inflation-adjusted, after-tax household income by a healthy 40 percent. Even the 
bottom 20 percent of the population moved ahead during the Reagan, Clinton and George W. Bush booms, lifting 
their earnings 18 percent. 
 
Moreover, the CBO acknowledged (but The New York Times failed to report) that it’s important to keep in mind that 
these numbers disguise considerable movement from group to group by the real people who sometimes get lost in 
statistical portraits. Other studies have demonstrated that the majority of households that found themselves in the 
bottom 20 percent three decades ago have moved up the income scale, with their places taken by young people 
just beginning their careers and by newly arrived immigrants. 
 
The full report of the Congressional Budget Office should also deprive Democrats of one of their favorite talking 
points, since it makes clear that federal tax policy played no significant role in the “rise of the rich.” The impact of 
federal taxation and transfer payments, even at the height of the Bush era in 2007, reduced the share of after-tax 
income that went to the top 1 percent, dropping their portion of the nation’s economic productivity from 20 percent 
(of before-tax “market income”)  to 17 percent (after tax and transfers). As the CBO pointedly concluded, 
“government transfers and federal taxes are both progressive,” taking more from the rich and giving more to the 
poor, so that distribution of household income after governmental adjustments is “more equal” than before the 
progressive tax system and direct payments to the poor kick in. 
 
There’s also no evidence at all that more equal distribution of rewards is associated with more robust economic 
growth. In fact, the CBO notes that the “distribution of market income became more unequal almost continuously 
between 1979 and 2007 except during the recessions in 1990-1991 and 2001,” showing that the dreaded 
“economic gap” stops growing only when the economy itself stops growing. 
 
Even without misleading media accounts, these facts would stand little chance of getting through to a skeptical 
public. On the same day the Times ran its silly RICH GET RICHER headline, the paper also reported a New York 
Times/CBS News poll showing two-thirds of respondents saying that wealth should be distributed more evenly, 
objecting to tax cuts for corporations, and favoring tax increases on millionaires. 
 
These responses indicate that the sweeping tax reforms promoted by GOP presidential candidates Herman Cain, 
Rick Perry and Newt Gingrich will make no headway with the general public, since they all involve substantial, 
undeniable (and, to most conservatives, desirable) reductions of tax burdens on the wealthy. Mitt Romney’s less 
aggressive position—featuring opposition to tax hikes on anyone during a fragile recovery, and capital gains tax 
breaks to those earning below $200,000—may gain more traction. So far, none of the candidates has seized the 
most marketable option—declaring total war on loopholes, and promising to raise revenue by reducing 
complications and distortions in the tax code, while making sure that all wealthy Americans (not just most of them) 
pay their fair share. 
 
 

20111104-13 20:31 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
I am certain if one looks hard they can find a conservative or a liberal writer/broadcaster to say just about anything.  
That doesn’t mean either side has a corner on the fact market.   
 
Medved makes his living from the conservative side as others make their living from the liberal side – doesn’t make 
his thoughts fact now does it. 
 
 



20111104-14 21:31 SteveG 
Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) & “Why the Rich 
Get Richer” 

 
Going to argue with Ozzie & Harriet? 
 
 
“Why the Rich Get Richer” by Chris Douglas,  
 
Oct. 27, 2011, (http://www.frumforum.com/why-the-rich-get-richer) 
 
It is no secret to practitioners that in systems of capital finance, opportunity and the wealth that comes with it have 
a natural propensity over time to clump, sometimes without regard to extraordinary human talent or ability. In what 
is otherwise probably the world’s most efficient system of resource allocation, this propensity of capital finance is an 
historically acknowledged systemic flaw. 
 
Reportedly, the top 1 percent of the population in the United States has surpassed a greater net worth than the 
bottom 90 percent, and the top one percent earns more income than the bottom 50 percent. Because of the 
systemic flaw described below, this trend toward concentration could easily continue, if not accelerate, with 
potentially negative growth ramifications. 
 
In a system of capital finance (when we speak of the capitalist system, we are speaking exclusively of a system of 
finance, though the word “capitalism” as a rival of “communism” has assumed ideological content as well), it takes 
money to make money. Those who have money have a systemic advantage in the acquisition of proven productive 
resources over those who do not, an advantage which compounds. 
 
Imagine Ozzie and Harriet, each thinking of borrowing capital for the same business opportunity, a proven one. 
Ozzie is sitting on a few billion dollars of wealth in the form of land, art, stocks and bonds. Harriet has more talent 
and experience than Ozzie in the given business, but has no wealth. 
 
The risk of the venture is relatively low, but that which exists is of the nature that Harriet through her superior 
talent and experience could offset more than Ozzie. Indeed, in Harriet’s hands, the opportunity would be better 
managed and a better product would emerge. Both for their own reasons seek to borrow money in order to acquire 
the opportunity, Ozzie because he prefers to and Harriet because she has to. Who would the bank finance on the 
most favorable terms? 
 
The answer is easy. 
 
Ozzie. 
 
Even though Ozzie does not actually want to deploy his own wealth, he can pledge a small slice of it as collateral. 
Even though in Ozzie’s hands the opportunity is at greater innate risk than it would be in Harriet’s hands, the bank 
can eliminate that risk for itself entirely by securing it with other collateral from Ozzie. Consequently, its position 
guaranteed, the bank is willing to provide money to Ozzie at a low interest rate. Harriet has no collateral to pledge, 
and though hers is the superior talent, the bank would take on more risk by loaning to her than to Ozzie, for its loan 
would depend exclusively on the success of the venture, and not on other collateral. The bank will loan to Harriet 
only at a higher interest rate, if at all. While both propose to borrow the money, Ozzie can outbid the talented 
Harriet using cheaper money. ( Remember, though, it is not Ozzie’s money any more than it would have been 
Harriet’s money.) 
 
So at first glance, Harriet is out entirely, unable to match Ozzie’s bid for the opportunity. She does have an option 
though. If Harriet wants to participate in the opportunity, she can bring Ozzie to the table as a guarantor or even go 
to work for Ozzie. Ozzie still comes out ahead, though, because the acquisition of the opportunity now depends on 
Ozzie who is able, in turn, to demand greater reward for it than Harriet. The greater reward for Harriet’s talent 
therefore accrues to Ozzie. 
 

http://www.frumforum.com/why-the-rich-get-richer


So it is no secret that it takes money to make money and those who already have it really are better positioned to 
get more of it than those who do not when it comes to many, perhaps most, proven business opportunities. Money 
in hand, the talent can be bought, unless the talent (Steve Jobs? Bill Gates?) is of truly unique genius, knows it, and 
can refuse to be bought. In a system of capital finance, only if talent is truly unique and of decisive importance in 
the success or failure of a venture, might talent have an advantage over money. 
 
So it is in this context that the present crisis must be understood. With the top one percent of the population now 
owning more wealth than the bottom 90%, the acceleration of wealth to the top could easily intensify, not mitigate. 
Some might argue that the more natural state of mankind, unchecked by taxation, is not equality, but 
concentration, in which just a few families ultimately are able eventually to assume command of all wealth. So it 
was in the Gilded Age, when a few families came to control whole industries. Why has this concentration of wealth 
occurred only recently in the U.S. ? It’s hard not to suspect that the reduction of the estate, income, dividend and 
capital gains tax rates on the upper reaches of wealth, to the lowest level since those rates were raised at the 
outset of World War II, has had some influence. 
 
The above flaw has negative ramifications for economic growth, for as economic assets and the income they 
produce have been concentrating at the very top, at the bottom they have been diminishing. But at the top, only so 
much can be spent in consumption: Families worth hundreds of millions, billions, and even tens of billions of dollars 
satisfy their personal needs and wants with but a fraction of their wealth. Their money instead, if they use it 
prudently, is directed towards acquiring additional productive assets (in which acquisition they have advantages 
over those with merely millions or tens of millions!), but not on consumption. As the lower reaches of society in 
America (whose consumption has for decades fueled global growth) have found themselves with less and less to 
spend , and therefore less they are able to buy, even investment in many types of productive assets lose their allure 
to those at the top, for who will buy those products? Hence, trillions of dollars, record amounts, accumulate on the 
sidelines, and economic growth becomes ever more a challenge. 
 
 

20111104-15 21:39 SteveG 
Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) & “And 
Congress’ Rich Get Richer” 

 
Now this makes my blood boil: 
 
 
“And Congress’ Rich Get Richer” by Paul Singer and Jennifer Yachnin, Roll Call 
 
Nov. 1, 2011, (http://www.rollcall.com/issues/57_51/And-Congress-Rich-Get-Richer-209907-1.html) 
 
(Net worth of lawmakers up 25% in two years, analysis demonstrates.) 
 
 

20111104-16 22:07 Dale Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Agree 100%! 
 
The data is factual I believe, but there are lots of ways to torture the information.  My point in posting this is not 
that I expect it to persuade anyone to change their positions, but just to recognize, as you put it, that both sets of 
writers make their livings playing to an audience.  The audience has a responsibility to put it ALL through the BS 
filter, both sides of an argument.  I frequently see postings here inspired by liberal authors... That's ok, but my goal 
is to not reflexively strike out in opposition.  ALL Republicans are not heartless, government hating, greedy A-holes.  
ALL Democrats are not ... anything.  I believe we all have complex mixes of theories, guidelines and aspirations 
around social, faith, economic and other subjects. 
 
 

20111104-17 22:54 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

 

http://www.rollcall.com/issues/57_51/And-Congress-Rich-Get-Richer-209907-1.html


Agree 100%.  I tend to lean left, but strongly believe for the country, the future a consensus needs to be built on 
issues and I do not see that happening on a local, state, or nationwide basis.  Maybe and that is a big word, if this 
group can start agreeing/consensus building on issues we can spread our thinking to our individual spheres of 
influence. 
 
 

20111104-18 22:58 Dale Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Dude!  This is pretty heavy stuff. 
 
First, I really liked both Ozzie and Harriet.  It seems incongruous to pit them against each other, kind of troubling 
actually. 
 
Regarding the substance of the O & H case, one aspect left out of the example is capital formation via private 
investment.  Banks do indeed choose to lend to the safer alternative, at least historically they have.  Ozzie's position 
is stronger for borrowing, at least from banks; however, Harriet's knowledge and skills draw more attention from 
venture capital, private equity investors and, carried to a higher order, to a public stock offering.  Equity investors 
not only are willing to invest in new ventures, some seek out a different risk/reward profile that would make 
Harriet's potential more attractive. 
 
In today's uncertain political and regulatory environment, there is hesitancy from all sources to invest/loan.  When 
there is more predictability, great ideas and great talent will receive money for growth and expansion.  By the way, 
there are businesses growing and prospering now, even though the press would have you believe that is not the 
case.  Software and technology which result in improved productivity are being purchased by businesses.  So, is 
that good or bad?  These fields prosper, but they result in less need for all employees, especially service employees.  
Maybe instead of waxing and fretting about whether it is good or evil, we should just accept it for what it is — 
inevitable progress. 
 
OK, so let's look at the classic, liberal pet solutions.  Raising the minimum wage will provide more incentives to 
improve productivity, thus lowering employment and/or exporting jobs.  Trade barriers or protectionist legislation 
will result in retaliation and reduced exports, thus fewer manufacturing jobs in the US.  Increased environmental 
regulation, which seems to only apply to US businesses and ignores the practices of the rest of the world, puts us at 
a greater international disadvantage, thus higher priced products/services.  Wait, let's raise taxes....take spendable, 
investable, charitable money out of the economy.  No wait, let's have stronger unions....that way we can have 
higher wages, more expensive benefit packages, more incompetent workers protected by cumbersome review 
processes....that will make us more competitive.  Not. 
 
Ozzie and Harriet wouldn't have liked these ideas and we don't want to argue with them. 
 
 

20111105-01 12:42 SteveG 
Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) & Graphic: “U.S. 
National Debt & the Presidents Responsible for It” 

 



 
 
 

20111105-02 13:03 Pam Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to SteveG & Dale, above) 

 
A sensible rejoinder to Dale's post.  What was it Mark Twain said?  There's lies, damned lies, and statistics.  To give 
Dale credit, I was interested, if not convinced, by the information in his post.  It is, indeed, a corrective to the 
continuous drumbeat of rich-bashing the country is now indulging in.  This stigmatizing of the wealthy reminds me 
of the attitudes toward the rich in the Middle Ages, when the rich were vilified—by the lower orders anyway.  
Poverty was sacred and divinely rewarded; wealth was corrupting.  Rich men were fat, gluttonous (a sin), selfish, 
and profane.  Even in the Renaissance we see remnants of this in Shakespeare's Falstaff, and it's certainly present 
in Chaucer. 
 
I think it's significant that during periods of prosperity in America, when opportunity has beckoned and money was 
not so hard to come by, our opinion of the rich improved.  When there was the possibility of becoming rich yourself, 
there was less reason to despise those at the top of the economic ladder.  Remember when "Lives of the Rich and 
Famous" was popular on TV?  Now we turn to HGTV for "Design on a Dime." 
 
I think SteveG is right; you can prove just about anything with the right manipulation of numbers.  Statistics can be 
persuasive—and correct—but we do not live by numbers but by perceptions.  The fact of wealth itself is, or can be, 
morally neutral, but when 99% BELIEVE that 1% are rich through unfair means, that is highly important.  The 
growing popularity of and support for OWS shows just how pervasive this attitude is.  So at one level, statistics 
show the widening gap between the very rich and the rest.  That is observable and not in dispute.  There are two 
problems that arise from this, as I see it.  Perhaps the most important is the lack of opportunity for virtually 
everyone to approach the upper echelons of wealth.  Aspiration is squelched, which leads to mass frustration.  I 
heard a fellow interviewed on NPR yesterday who spoke of his own circumstances.  He had worked in finance (I 
forget in what capacity) and had been earning over $100,000 a year.  Then he lost his job.  He went through his 
unemployment insurance, then he went through his savings, then he got really desperate.  Now he's training to be 
a locksmith.  Good for him, but he will never make as much money as he did before, and he is moving DOWN the 
economic ladder.  What's more, he's grateful to have a place on the ladder at all.  He will undoubtedly survive, but 
you can't call survival progress, at least in economic terms. 
 
The drying up of opportunity and a shrinking professional class is one problem.  The other is the perceived 
unfairness of the rampant capitalist system that has been dominating this country for the past decade or more.  I 
grew up in an Ozzie and Harriet world.  We had one telephone (a party line), one car, a nice small house in a quiet 
neighborhood, and our vacations were trips to visit relatives.  We ate steak whenever we wanted it and lived 
comfortably.  My dad had risen from very humble beginnings, gotten a college education and eventually a PhD, and 



settled his family happily in the middle class.  He was grateful for his life and respectful, not envious, of richer, more 
"successful" men.  I was taught the "the rich are just like us"—good people, in other words.  That was at a time 
when the middle class was solid and felt secure.  There was optimism and a belief that your children could 
accomplish and have even more than you did.  That optimism is gone with the wind today.  In its place we have the 
desperate unemployed, employees who are fearful, and justified resentment, if not hatred, of those who got rich by 
cheating people who trusted them. 
 
I find the analogy of Ozzie and Harriet and their business plans more persuasive than statistics that indicate that, 
yes, some get richer and some get poorer, but not because of cause and effect.  The money does NOT trickle 
down.  Money does make more money, even at the expense of talent and ambition.  It was ever thus, except that 
in the past couple of centuries, in the West, measures have been taken to spread opportunity and security to an 
expanding number of people.  Until recently, that is.  Dale's article says that "federal tax policy played no role in the 
rise of the rich" and goes on to claim, implausibly, that things are more equal now than they were in 2007.  I would 
argue that raising taxes on the "rich" would do little, if anything, to reduce their ability to generate more wealth.  
What I do agree with is eliminating loopholes and unfair business practices—such as stashing money offshore in 
tax-free accounts and exporting jobs to cheaper labor markets abroad.  The truth is that 35% tax bracket for 
corporations is a fiction.  As we have seen in recent postings, corporations NEVER pay that; they may pay no tax at 
all.  You could raise or lower their taxes, and under the current system nothing would change. 
 
Where we do see the impact of reduced taxes is in school budgets, food-for-the-hungry programs, aid to the 
disabled and mentally ill, maintenance of the infrastructure.  It doesn't take a genius to see the very real 
consequences of budget cuts due to tax insufficiency that hurt real people—not statistics, not probabilities, but the 
teachers who get laid off or the social programs eliminated.  Because of budget issues in NC, my son-in-law, who is 
a high school teacher, will now be paid only eight times a year rather than the usual ten.  Four months without 
income.  Yes, my kids put money aside in a special account, but somehow it never seems to stretch far enough.  
When you're already on a tight budget and your only car breaks down, you're going to go to that special account to 
do what you have to do.  And, yes, he tried to get work in the summer, but such work is very hard to find.  It's 
more economical for him to stay home with the kids than to pay for day care while my daughter keeps on with her 
year-round job.  That means four months with a single income for a family that needs two incomes to keep up.  
Because of budget cuts, my daughter's whole department in the social agency she works for will be history.  She 
will have to find a new job.  A daunting prospect.  Statistics and rates and projections and outcomes are 
abstractions.  My daughter's family, and all the others like hers, are real. 
 
Sometimes I wonder if people who are financially secure have any conception of how most people live.  It's always 
sad to see poor families lined up at food banks on television, but they're different from us, right?  They're lazy or 
lack judgment.  Why did they have so many kids anyway?  Why don't they go pick tobacco and live in a shack and 
move their kids from one school to another every time the season changes?  What's wrong with "those people?"  
"Those" people, "those" liberals, "those" Muslims.  Unless you're one of us, you're somehow a little less than fully 
human.  When a plane crashes in India, we only hear about the Americans on board.  We only hear about how 
many Americans have died in Afghanistan.  If were filthy rich, we only care about our clients getting rich so we can 
get even richer. Blankfein, Rubin, Geithner, Summers, I'm looking at you. 
 
If you have held on until the end of this screed, I applaud and appreciate your patience. 
 
 

20111105-03 13:17 Pam Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
First of all, a person, like my son, who wants to open a small used-furniture store, is not going to get the time of 
day from a venture capitalist.  Most small businesses fail within five years.  When they do, there is no pile of money 
waiting in the wings to rescue them, as there is in a big IT company. 
 
Second of all, despoiling the environment in order to keep up with developing countries that have little or no 
environmental regulation is hardly a praiseworthy endeavor.  Some things ARE more important than money. 
 



I have always wondered why societies haven't been able to figure out a way to make the transition from one 
economy to another (horse-and-buggy to automobile; manual typewriter to computer) less costly for those who get 
caught in the changing gears.  If we're so smart, why can't we do that, huh? 
 
 

20111105-04 14:18 Art Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to all, above) & Education 

 
Hi folks, All good stuff.  I do think the initial article tended to lead us all down perhaps the wrong path.  I personally 
don't care that people are rich. That is not the issue and I am not obsessed with redistributing wealth, nor do I 
think most of us are, but that is where the article was trying to take us. Good tactic to divert us all from the real 
issues and objective. 
  
The issues are the means by which we need to fund the items we think government should be doing. Right off the 
bat I know we disagree on what government should and should not be doing, but setting that aside for the 
moment,  let’s just discuss education. I believe we need to have a nation-wide first class education system available 
to all.  Only be fostering such a system can we compete as a nation in the 21st century. I also think that we all 
should pay for that system according to our abilities. Thus people who make $20M or $30M a year may be asked to 
pay a bit more than people who make $20K or $30K a year.  I see nothing wrong with that but apparently many do. 
 
It is that simple. 
 
Pam not nearly as erudite as yours, but then I am a simple soldier. 
 
 

20111105-06 19:54 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Art, above) & OWS 

 
Education does have to be a priority, no question.  Health care for all should be a close second. 
 
An article this week stated that of the top 280 corporations paid an average tax of 18.5%.  If accurate, how do 
corporations justify holding $2 trillion oversees afraid of the high corporate tax in the US? 
 
Spent a couple of hours demonstrating with Occupy Yakima outside banks today.  One “Get a job”; one “get the 
F*ck off the street”; one “I don’t bank here”; smiles from the security guard at Bank of America; one wave and 
smile from a security guard outside Wells Fargo; tons of waves and honking horns; numerous interesting 
conversations from young parents to people 10 years my senior. 
 
 

20111106-04 11:24 SteveB Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” & OWS (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
SteveG, I think it’s really cool you got out there! Wish I could…so thanks for doing it for me too and sharing it! 
 
 

20111106-13 18:10 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” & OWS (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Carried 2 signs – one for you and one for me.  1 sign – we are the 99%; other sign was for sale sign with congress 
written at the bottom and the other side with America written at the bottom.  People in Escalades don’t look our 
way. 
 
 

20111105-07 19:56 SteveG Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to Art, above) & Education 

 
All I would add to this that the Inquiry into The Liberal Arts, located at Wabash College, has proven through their 
research into the benefits of a Liberal Arts education.  Suggestions have included more math into liberal arts 
programs.  I would add that a liberal arts background is imperative to a high school education facilitating the 
growth of critical thinking.  Cutting education K-12 cuts the future of all. 
 



http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/ 
 
 

20111105-05 19:37 Pam Re: “The 'Rich Get-Richer' Myth” (reply to all, above) 

 
I don't care that people are rich.  In the Middle Ages, perhaps the populace wanted to see the rich brought low, but 
that's not necessarily the case now.  I, for one, don't want the rich to be poor, but I do think our society would be 
improved in many ways if the gap between rich and poor weren't quite so large as it is today.  If it requires taking 
more money from the rich to even things out, then I'm for that.  No society can remain healthy and stable when the 
rich and the working class live in vastly different worlds.   If you want to call that income redistribution, then fine.  
If it's possible to achieve that by pulling the bottom up, rather than by pulling the top down, so much the better. 
 
Art's question about what government should be expected to do is very pertinent.  Education and health care are 
important not only to individuals but to our whole society.  Government should definitely have a big role to play 
there.  Those with special needs cannot be supported by private charity alone, far from it.  Government has an 
important role there as well. 
 
I personally see art (with a small "a") as an important part of any culture, but I'm more ambivalent about who 
should pay for it.  This is where the rich can do a lot of good, by supporting opera companies, museums, theater, 
individual artists and schools for the arts.  Government should not be the primary support for these endeavors 
because of the risk of too much government intervention in content.  Private contributors and private foundations 
are, I believe, the natural support structure for art.  We can look to Holland, where it is my understanding that 
artists get paid to produce, whether or not their work sells in the marketplace.  I appreciate the impulse, but I don't 
think great art is produced by governments.  A little help, sure.  But there's plenty of private money for that.  There 
is not enough private charity to maintain what I'll call the deserving poor.  A family, even a middle class one, with a 
schizophrenic child is simply not equipped to cope financially with the needs they face.  Private charity can wax and 
wane; it isn't reliably consistent.  Government must take on much of the responsibility that individual families 
cannot. 
 
When Republicans say they want to shrink government, exactly what do they mean?  Stop funding public schools 
and universities?  Stop paying teachers, police, and fire fighters?  Let people without adequate resources go without 
that heart operation or those antibiotics?  Let the homeless wander the streets and hungry children go without?  
I've asked before, and I ask again, what would smaller government look like in a perfect Republican world?  The 
question people always ask at election time is, Am I better off than I was four or eight years ago, or not?  Only the 
very rich are better off today. 
 
 

20111106-01 00:05 Jim Fw: What Causes Arthritis? 

 
WHAT CAUSES ARTHRITIS? 
 
A drunk man who smelled like beer sat down on a subway next to a priest. The man's tie was stained, his face was 
plastered with red lipstick, and a half-empty bottle of gin was sticking out of his torn coat pocket. 
 
He opened his newspaper and began reading. After a few minutes the man turned to the priest and asked, "Say 
Father, what causes arthritis?"  The priest replies, "My Son, it's caused by loose living, being with cheap, wicked 
women, too much alcohol, contempt for your fellow man, sleeping around with prostitutes and lack of a bath." 
 
The drunk muttered in response, "Well, I'll be damned," Then returned to his paper. 
 
The priest, thinking about what he had said, nudged the man and apologized. 
 
"I'm very sorry. I didn't mean to come on so strong. How long have you had arthritis?" 
 
The drunk answered, "I don't have it, Father. I was just reading here that the Pope does." 
 

http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/


MORAL: Make sure you understand the question before offering the answer. 
 
 

20111106-02 06:47 SteveG “Did Indiana Miss a $7M Opportunity?” 

 
“Did Indiana Miss a $7M Opportunity?” by Heather Gillers, Indianapolis Star 
 
Nov. 6, 2011, (http://www.indystar.com/article/20111106/LOCAL/111060354/Did-Indiana-miss-7M-opportunity-
?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com) 
 
Six years ago, Indiana passed a law to provide free birth control to low-income mothers who had recently given 
birth. The idea had much going for it. Health-care professionals said it would lead to healthier babies. Legislative 
analysts said it would save the state and taxpayers close to $7 million over five years. It undoubtedly would have 
led to fewer unwanted pregnancies, fewer children born into families not financially able to take care of them and 
fewer abortions. And if all that weren't enough, the plan had already been tried -- successfully -- in about 20 other 
states. 
 
Read more at Indianapolis Star… 
 
 

20111106-03 11:05 SteveG Statistics: Taxes and Public Employment 

 
Four sets of numbers fit for discussion… 
 

1. All one would ever want to know about US taxes from 1913-2011: 
http://www.taxfoundation.org/publications/show/151.html. 
 
2. All one would ever want to know about US taxes from 1913-2011: 
http://www.taxfoundation.org/publications/show/151.html. 
 
3. 2010 number of public employees: http://www2.census.gov/govs/apes/10stus.txt. 
 
4. 1962 -2010 number of federal employees: 
http://www.opm.gov/feddata/HistoricalTables/TotalGovernmentSince1962.asp. 

 
 

20111106-05 12:21 Dale 
Re: Statistics: Taxes & Public Employment (reply to SteveG, above) & 
“What Do the Top 1% Really Pay in Taxes?” 

 
Thank you for the statistical sources.  In looking at the aggregate State Government spending I learned something 
about the breakouts of where dollars really go.  I have no special revelations to point out...I just learned. 
 
In the Tax Foundation site there is a lot of additional information, including this piece which I think is germane to 
our discussions.  The headline information, which was drawn from pre-2008, doesn't reflect the trend in the last two 
years.  Maybe this will give comfort and hope for those of you who feel the world just isn't fair. 
 
 
“What Do the Top 1% Really Pay in Taxes?” by Tax Foundation 
 
Oct. 24, 2011, (http://taxfoundation.org/article/what-do-top-1-really-pay-taxes) 
 
(Income declines for top earners, while effective tax rates creep up.) 
 
(WASHINGTON) The income earned by the top 1% of Americans has declined for the second year in a row while 
their average tax rate has increased, according to a new Tax Foundation study. The average federal tax rate for 

http://www.indystar.com/article/20111106/LOCAL/111060354/Did-Indiana-miss-7M-opportunity-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111106/LOCAL/111060354/Did-Indiana-miss-7M-opportunity-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111106/LOCAL/111060354/Did-Indiana-miss-7M-opportunity-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://www.taxfoundation.org/publications/show/151.html
http://www.taxfoundation.org/publications/show/151.html
http://www2.census.gov/govs/apes/10stus.txt
http://www.opm.gov/feddata/HistoricalTables/TotalGovernmentSince1962.asp
http://taxfoundation.org/article/what-do-top-1-really-pay-taxes


those reporting at least $343,927 in income has increased from 22.5% in 2007 to 24.0% in 2009, while the average 
income for the top 1% has declined from $1.4 million to $1 million over the same period. 
 
The Tax Foundation's analysis is based on new data from the Internal Revenue Service on individual income taxes, 
reporting on calendar year 2009.  The amount of individual income tax paid steeply declined by $166 billion, twice 
the decline from 2007 to 2008.  Nationally, average effective income tax rates were at their lowest levels since the 
IRS began tracking them in 1986. The average tax rate for returns with a positive liability went from 12.2% in 2008 
to 11.1% in 2009. 
 
"During a time of economic downturn, we expect to see significant changes in both total income reported and the 
share of taxes paid by those with the highest incomes," said Logan. "Unlike middle-income wage-earners whose 
incomes and tax liabilities are fairly steady, high-income people tend to realize significant capital gains that fluctuate 
wildly with the economy, causing their income tax liabilities to fluctuate as well." 
 
In 2009, the top 1% of tax returns earned 16.9% of adjusted gross income and paid 36.7% of all federal individual 
income taxes. In 2008 those figures were 20.0% and 38.0%, respectively. Each year from 2005 to 2007, the top 1 
percent's constantly growing share of income earned and taxes paid set a record. The 2008 reversal of this trend 
continued in 2009.  
 
The study also takes a look at the very highest earners, the top 0.1 percent of tax returns, which the IRS only 
began singling out in recent years. In 2009, those 138,000 tax returns accounted for nearly 7.8% of adjusted gross 
income earned (down from almost 10% in 2008), and they paid around 17% of the nation's federal individual 
income taxes (down from 18.5% percent in 2008). 
 
"The very highest income group—the top one-tenth of one percent—actually has a lower average effective income 
tax rate than the rest of the top 1 percent of returns because these extremely high-income returns are more likely 
to have income from capital gains and dividends, which are typically taxed at lower rates," said Logan. "It's worth 
pointing out that in the case of capital gains and dividends, however, income derived from these sources has 
already been taxed once by the corporate income tax, which is not included in the current study, meaning the 
average effective tax rate numbers can be somewhat misleading." 
 
Tax Foundation Fiscal Fact No. 285, "Summary of Latest Federal Individual Income Tax Data," by economist David 
S. Logan is available online. 
 
The Tax Foundation is a nonpartisan research organization that has monitored fiscal policy at the federal, state and 
local levels since 1937. To schedule an interview, please contact Richard Morrison, the Tax Foundation's Manager of 
Communications, at 202-464-5102 or morrison@taxfoundation.org. 
 
 

20111106-06 12:22 Dale 
Re: “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” (reply to Pam, FotM 
Newsletter #10) & “What’s Good About America” 

 
Pam: This used to be the land of opportunity.  People from all over the world wanted to come here.  Now 
young people talk about moving to New Zealand or Scandanavia.  Teachers get jobs in Yemen, and opera 
singers sign on with Chinese opera companies.  Better to feed your kids in the desert than stand in a picket 
line in Wisconsin. 

 
Things in the US are not perfect, but for those who don't want to be here and try to fix them, "Don't let the door hit 
you on the ass on your way out." 
 
 
“What’s Good About America” by Paul Liben, Pundit Wire 
 
August 29, 2011, (http://punditwire.com/2011/08/29/whats-good-about-america/) 
 

http://www.taxfoundation.org/staff/show/195.html
http://www.taxfoundation.org/staff/show/195.html
mailto:morrison@taxfoundation.org
http://punditwire.com/2011/08/29/whats-good-about-america/


Ask people how America is doing today and most will cite a plethora of woes. From spiraling deficits to escalating 
debt levels, high unemployment to declining civility, political stalemate to a coarsened popular culture, there’s no 
shortage of troubles to identify. 
 
It’s easy to forget what’s good about America. 
 
First, to a remarkable extent, Americans retain the bedrock freedoms of the Founders. By any measure, today’s 
America is much closer to the vision of its constitutional framers than to any non-democratic regime. 
 
Second, most Americans continue to connect freedom with responsibility. As the French writer, Alexis de 
Tocqueville, wrote in the 1830s, when Americans see problems, they usually don’t wait for government to act. They 
take action, informally and through “voluntary associations.” Notwithstanding some notable exceptions, this is 
usually on display following natural disasters, such as the recent hurricane that struck the Eastern seaboard, as 
communities often clean up faster than expected. 
 
Third, what Tocqueville wrote about religion and freedom in America is also true today. In nearly all of its forms, 
American religion remains a powerful friend and grassroots enabler of democratic values and civic participation. 
 
Fourth, America is a place where consumer prices have been surprisingly stable for the past 30 years. A pair of 
inexpensive men’s jeans costs nearly the same today as when Ronald Reagan entered the Oval Office. The same 
can be said for many other goods and services. Part of the reason is the flood of cheap imports. But a second 
reason is American ingenuity and creativity, a product of the freedom which helped birth the technological and 
Internet revolutions, driving productivity up and costs down. 
 
Fifth, in spite of the growing capabilities of emerging powers like China, the U.S. military remains the most 
formidable in history. Further, it has used its power to advance freedom, not slavery. While it has sometimes been 
accused of nation building, it has soundly rejected empire building. 
 
Sixth, despite unprecedented competition from abroad, America’s labor force remains very attractive due to its 
amazing productivity. This is one of several explanations for big corporations remaining or setting up shop in 
America. It’s a reminder of how labor costs aren’t just about wages and benefits, but performance on the job. 
 
Seventh, due in part to the American-led technological and genetic revolutions, the world is now able to produce 
more than enough food to feed every human being. Only wars and dictators prevent this from happening. America 
has helped destroy the Malthusian myth about population growth inevitably outstripping food production. 
 
Eighth, immigration remains a boon for the country. While illegal immigration is a challenge, legal immigration 
brings not only some of world’s best and brightest individuals to our doorstep, but whole communities which are 
reviving some of our bleakest neighborhoods while sowing the seeds for a more family-friendly society. 
 
Ninth, while tens of millions of Americans are without health insurance, the majority who have it can typically afford 
the same doctors as the richest people in the country. This is a truly historic achievement that quietly arrived in the 
late 20th century. 
 
Last but not least, America remains the humanitarian helper of the world. When people across the globe are in dire 
need, they turn to America and Americans. 
 
Yes, our problems remain. But let’s not overlook all that is well with America and its people. 
 
 

20111106-07 13:04 Pam 
Re: “Top 8 Most Overpaid CEOs of Public Companies” & “What’s Good 
About America” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Believe me, I am not one of those America bashers who blames America for everything.  We're far from as innocent 
as we would like to see ourselves, but, you're right, there is a lot of good here.  Of course, nothing is ever perfect, 
but tides do ebb and flow, and America seems at a particularly low ebb at the moment.  Things are worse today 



than they were ten years ago.  Does anyone disagree with that?  One of the good things about the U.S. is that 
when we begin to slip off the rails, we can start screaming about it without being shot in the street (so far).  We 
impeached a President without tanks in the streets—a good example to the world, I think.  The banks and financial 
interests have screwed millions, and people are squawking—also a good example to the world.  I don't buy the 
"America, love it or leave it" mantra.  When the wheels start falling off, a mighty chorus needs to call a halt to 
malfeasance.  The Occupy movement is not about hating America; it's about loving America enough to want to save 
it. 
 
All these statistics are great, but who but us is paying close attention to them?  What matters is what people think, 
and that's where we're in trouble.  A LOT of people are unhappy, rightly so.  These troubles aren't going to go away 
on their own.  So far, I don't think anyone really knows what to do.  I like what Art said about an ambush: the 
worst thing you can do is do nothing.  I talked with my son yesterday, and as I was moaning and groaning about all 
this, he said, you know there are lots of smart people out there who will figure this out.  I hope he's right.  It 
doesn't look like the old guard is going to be up to the job.  I am waiting for the Steve Jobs of finance to dazzle us 
all with new ways of thinking.  I don't know a whole lot about Austan Goolsby, but I like what I've seen so far.  
Sadly, he's out of government now.  Alan Grayson is another bright spot. 
 
I love this country; I believe we all do.  And I'm grateful for what we have here.  When I returned from a year in 
Afghanistan at age 16, one of the customs officials at the New York airport said to me, "Welcome home," and I 
burst into tears of gratitude and relief.  I take nothing we have for granted, but that doesn't mean I will turn a blind 
eye when things go wrong. 
 
 

20111106-08 13:42 Dale 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #10) 

 
Art: You have alluded previously to the results of the 2010 elections as perhaps some mandate of the 
American people.  In 2008 the Democrats won both the House and Senate as well as the Presidency.  That 
too was a sort of mandate, but as we see,  'mandates' don't often last very long. 

 
 
I actually don't think the 2010 election results were a mandate, but I think there was a clear signal being sent.  I 
also do not think there was a mandate expressed in the 2008 election for any specific set of policies.  The mandate 
was for a movement away from the Bush era.  The Democrats did win both houses, much of the success coming on 
the coattails of Obama's popularity and the ability to engage new voters.  All Americans and particularly Democrats 
should be extremely disappointed that a golden opportunity was squandered.  With control of two branches of the 
Federal Government, if they had the right ideas and right policies for the country, it is their own fault for poor 
execution.  As it turns out, the Democrats in Washington pulled off a trifecta — wrong ideas, wrong policies and 
bad execution. 
 
Let me ask, what faces have changed in the Democratic leadership that would give anyone hope there will be 
different results if they are reelected?  Same losers/leaders in both houses and same President pushing for 
economic policies that failed in his four years as POTUS.  It is my opinion that there will be a major "house 
cleaning" in the Democratic party after the next election. 
 
 

20111106-09 15:56 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Agree that the past 2 elections were about wanting to get beyond Bush and his people, they were about wanting 
change.  This election, 2012, will be about wanting change also as I really do not think the electorate are satisfied.  
2014 will probably see both parties trying to scramble and reload for 2016. 
 
Grayson from Florida got booted in 2010 and is making a lot of noise to come back.  Elizabeth Warren in Mass.  Is 
giving Brown a good run.  Will be interesting 
 



 

20111106-10 16:12 Pam 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
It's too bad we can't have a good housecleaning across the board.  Is there anyone on the horizon who is truly 
inspiring, the way Kennedy was, the way Obama was?  I hate to say it, and I know the Republicans among us will 
jump all over me, but I do believe that when it comes to dirty tricks and negative campaigning, the Republicans win 
the prize.  To me at least, it looks as if Republicans will go to any lengths, stretch any truth, smear any reputation 
in order to bring a Democrat down.  I just don't see the Democrats behaving that way—or not nearly to the same 
extent.  I'm afraid fighting dirty is a pretty good way to win.  Might does make right.  How many civilizations have 
been brought low by barbarians?  We admire Athens for its contributions to politics, philosophy, literature, and art.  
But it was the Spartans who prevailed, and the Spartans had none of those qualities.  They could fight, and in a 
conflict that's all that matters.  I don't think Obama had the wrong ideas or the wrong policies.  It's regrettable that 
the oomph went out of the Democrats' sails, but it's not all their fault.  That's like blaming the victim.  Maybe the 
Democrats weren't as ruthless as the Republicans.  That doesn't mean they were wrong. 
 
Think about it.  When Democrats take to the hustings, what do they talk about, whom do they appeal to?  The 
common people, that's who.  What do Republicans talk about?  Low taxes on the rich, reducing spending on 
programs for the needy, the empty promise of more jobs.  Who gets your sympathy?  A single mother, struggling to 
complete her education so she can support her family.  Or a country-club wife whose biggest problem is which 
tennis outfit to wear?  I know, I know.  I'm generalizing.  But you know we all do it.  Have I really said anything 
shocking or surprising?  You all recognize what I'm talking about. 
 
 

20111106-11 16:48 Art 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Very well said Pam.  Dale makes some interesting points above about "mandates" and I certainly agree and hope 
the 2010 election was no mandate.  As Dale also says, we shall see in 2012. 
 
It all comes down to how you see things. I see the current slate of republican wanna be's, less Huntsman, as 
absolute disasters for this country. I am really appalled that so many of them have sworn an oath to a man who is 
not even in our elected government.   I suspect Bonehead and others are well aware of the conflict between just 
who are they loyal to when he diverts a questions about Norquest, who he swore an oath to, as a question about a 
"random person". How long do we let them get away with these bald lies? 
 
Also contrary to what Dale implied the republicans are not all new faces, in fact Ricky, Newt, Ron, Michelle, and Mitt 
have been around as long or longer than President Obama.  I will say I was disappointed that Pelosi did not step 
down as minority leader in the House.  Any good soldier would have done so for the good of the cause. (I also think 
Clinton should have resigned.) 
 
But I think the real issue today is, there is a large group out there, mostly composed of older white people, who 
simply hate President Obama and who will do anything to include sacrifice the good of the nation to bring him 
down.  What I just can't grasp,  is why.   Dale, you're obviously a very bright guy.  How can you possibly support 
any of these republican candidates or believe they will accomplish anything positive for the nation? 
  
Pam,  one thing other about your comments below is that Ricky is infamous for dirty tricks. It was to him that 
Herman looked first,  as to who leaked the sex scandal.  By the way, although we all have not discussed the subject 
of Mr' Cain's adventures, to me the issue is not that Herman had some affairs, it is that he used his position of 
power to try to coerce sexual favors from weaker people within his organization at the time they occurred  and then 
he lied repeatedly about it recently. Again, how long do we let them get away with these bald lies?   I think that is 
pretty unforgivable. 
 
 

20111106-12 18:05 SteveG 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social 
Security! (reply to Pam, above) 



 
I certainly agree with you about Republican campaign strategies. I believe the Republican primary battle will amply 
demonstrate to all of us just how dirty and ugly politics can get. In fact, the next debate (Tuesday?) will 
demonstrate both the “dirt and the dumb”. 
 
Not that I don’t love ‘em all, specially poor, clueless Herman Cain. But with Gingrich, Perry, Santorum, and 
Bachman, my love is only for the entertainment and, well, Jesus tells me (directly) that I have to…  

 
 

20111104-10 13:12 Jim Fw: Christmas 2011: Birth of a New Tradition 

 
[Source of original email unknown, but what a great idea!!! –SteveB] 
 
Christmas 2011 — Birth of a New Tradition 
 
As the holidays approach, the giant Asian factories are kicking into high gear to provide Americans with monstrous 
piles of cheaply produced goods — merchandise that has been produced at the expense of American labor. This 
year will be different. This year Americans will give the gift of genuine concern for other Americans. There is no 
longer an excuse that, at gift giving time, nothing can be found that is produced by American hands. Yes there is!  
 
It's time to think outside the box, people. Who says a gift needs to fit in a shirt box, wrapped in Chinese produced 
wrapping paper? 
 
Everyone — yes EVERYONE gets their hair cut. How about gift certificates from your local American hair salon or 
barber?  
 
Gym membership? It's appropriate for all ages who are thinking about some health improvement.  
 
Who wouldn't appreciate getting their car detailed? Small, American owned detail shops and car washes would love 
to sell you a gift certificate or a book of gift certificates.  
 
Are you one of those extravagant givers who think nothing of plonking down the Benjamines on a Chinese made 
flat-screen? Perhaps that grateful gift receiver would like his driveway sealed, or lawn mowed for the summer, or 
driveway plowed all winter, or games at the local golf course. 
 
There are a bazillion owner-run restaurants — all offering gift certificates. And, if your intended isn't the fancy 
eatery sort, what about a half dozen breakfasts at the local breakfast joint. Remember, folks this isn't about big 
National chains — this is about supporting your home town Americans with their financial lives on the line to keep 
their doors open. 
 
How many people couldn't use an oil change for their car, truck or motorcycle, done at a shop run by the American 
working guy? 
 
Thinking about a heartfelt gift for mom? Mom would LOVE the services of a local cleaning lady for a day. 
 
My computer could use a tune-up, and I KNOW I can find some young guy who is struggling to get his repair 
business up and running. 
 
OK, you were looking for something more personal. Local crafts people spin their own wool and knit them into 
scarves. They make jewelry, and pottery and beautiful wooden boxes. 
 
Plan your holiday outings at local, owner operated restaurants and leave your server a nice tip. And, how about 
going out to see a play or ballet at your hometown theatre. 
 
Musicians need love too, so find a venue showcasing local bands. 
 



Honestly, people, do you REALLY need to buy another ten thousand Chinese lights for the house? When you buy a 
five dollar string of light, about fifty cents stays in the community. If you have those kinds of bucks to burn, leave 
the mailman, trash guy or babysitter a nice BIG tip. 
 
You see, Christmas is no longer about draining American pockets so that China can build another glittering city. 
Christmas is now about caring about US, encouraging American small businesses to keep plugging away to follow 
their dreams. And, when we care about other Americans, we care about our communities, and the benefits come 
back to us in ways we couldn't imagine. THIS is the new American Christmas tradition. 
 
Forward this to everyone on your mailing list — post it to discussion groups — throw up a post on Craigslist in the 
Rants and Raves section in your city — send it to the editor of your local paper and radio stations, and TV news 
departments. This is a revolution of caring about each other, and isn't that what Christmas is about? 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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Government Can Work / Rich vs. Poor 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 8, 2011) 
 
 
Today, I have to work on the process to get my Bolivian ID. This is the next step after acquiring my 1-year visa, 
which was also quite a process, necessitating a lawyer and cash. I don’t even think of being an illegal alien. The 
penalties, while not jail, are steep and enforced. Almost no illegal would be able to work here. It’s so simple to 
reserve one’s own country for one’s countrymen. 
 
For the ID we have already paid ~$15 to have someone stand in line for us before the offices open, then we go 
take their place. The lines, the time, and the hassle to do anything in the Third World are enormous. Just going to 
the bank can take all morning or afternoon. What giant inefficiencies and costs (real costs) get imposed upon the 
whole society! But taxes are low… 
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But in my blesséd America, things are different. Efficient. Honest (at lower levels of government). Our government 
does good though unrecognized things to make all our lives better. 
 
I marvel that, just as with Walmart and the destruction of the American economy, people want to save a little 
money. Let’s cut this and that. The Post Office? Oh, that probably needs to go, along with all those useless 
programs like Social Security, Medicare, and education. Let’s save money! 
 
When America is like Bolivia, will these people be happy? 
 
 
“U.S. Wealth Gap Between Young and Old Is Widest Ever” by Hope Yen, AP 
 
Nov. 7, 2011, (http://news.yahoo.com/us-wealth-gap-between-young-old-widest-ever-050259922.html) 
 
(WASHINGTON) The wealth gap between younger and older Americans has stretched to the widest on record, 
worsened by a prolonged economic downturn that has wiped out job opportunities for young adults and saddled 
them with housing and college debt. 
 
The typical U.S. household headed by a person age 65 or older has a net worth 47 times greater than a household 
headed by someone under 35, according to an analysis of census data released Monday. 
 
While people typically accumulate assets as they age, this wealth gap is now more than double what it was in 2005 
and nearly five times the 10-to-1 disparity a quarter-century ago, after adjusting for inflation. 
 
The analysis reflects the impact of the economic downturn, which has hit young adults particularly hard. More are 
pursuing college or advanced degrees, taking on debt as they wait for the job market to recover. Others are 
struggling to pay mortgage costs on homes now worth less than when they were bought in the housing boom. 
 
The report, coming out before the Nov. 23 deadline for a special congressional committee to propose $1.2 trillion in 
budget cuts over 10 years, casts a spotlight on a government safety net that has buoyed older Americans on Social 
Security and Medicare amid wider cuts to education and other programs, including cash assistance for poor families. 
 
"It makes us wonder whether the extraordinary amount of resources we spend on retirees and their health care 
should be at least partially reallocated to those who are hurting worse than them," said Harry Holzer, a labor 
economist and public policy professor at Georgetown University who called the magnitude of the wealth gap 
"striking." 
 
The median net worth of households headed by someone 65 or older was $170,494. That is 42 percent more than 
in 1984, when the Census Bureau first began measuring wealth broken down by age. The median net worth for the 
younger-age households was $3,662, down by 68 percent from a quarter-century ago, according to the analysis by 
the Pew Research Center. 
 
Net worth includes the value of a person's home, possessions and savings accumulated over the years, including 
stocks, bank accounts, real estate, cars, boats or other property, minus any debt such as mortgages, college loans 
and credit card bills. Older Americans tend to hold more net worth because they are more likely to have paid off 
their mortgages and built up more savings from salary, stocks and other investments over time. The median is the 
midpoint, and thus refers to a typical household. 
 
The 47-to-1 wealth gap between old and young is believed by demographers to be the highest ever, even predating 
government records. 
 
In all, 37 percent of younger-age households have a net worth of zero or less, nearly double the share in 1984. But 
among households headed by a person 65 or older, the percentage in that category has been largely unchanged at 
8 percent. 
 

http://news.yahoo.com/us-wealth-gap-between-young-old-widest-ever-050259922.html


While the wealth gap has been widening gradually due to delayed marriage and increases in single parenting 
among young adults, the housing bust and recession have made it significantly worse. 
 
For young adults, the main asset is their home. Their housing wealth dropped 31 percent from 1984, the result of 
increased debt and falling home values. In contrast, Americans 65 or older were more likely to have bought homes 
long before the housing boom and thus saw a 57 percent gain in housing wealth even after the bust. 
 
Older Americans are staying in jobs longer, while young adults now face the highest unemployment since World 
War II. As a result, the median income of older-age households since 1967 has grown at four times the rate of 
those headed by the under-35 age group. 
 
Social Security benefits account for 55 percent of the annual income for older-age households, unchanged since 
1984. The retirement benefits, which are indexed for inflation, have been a consistent source of income even as 
safety-net benefits for other groups such as low-income students have failed to keep up with rising costs or begun 
to fray. The congressional supercommittee that is proposing budget cuts has been reviewing whether to trim 
college aid programs, such as by restricting eligibility or charging students interest on loans while they are still in 
school. 
 
Sheldon Danziger, a University of Michigan public policy professor who specializes in poverty, noted skyrocketing 
college tuition costs, which come as many strapped state governments cut support for public universities. Federal 
spending on Pell Grants to low-income students has risen somewhat, but covers a diminishing share of the actual 
cost of attending college. 
 
"The elderly have a comprehensive safety net that most adults, especially young adults, lack," Danziger said. 
 
Paul Taylor, director of Pew Social & Demographic Trends and co-author of the analysis, said the report shows that 
today's young adults are starting out in life in a very tough economic position. "If this pattern continues, it will call 
into question one of the most basic tenets of the American Dream — the idea that each generation does better than 
the one that came before," he said. 
 
Other findings: 
 

• Households headed by someone under age 35 had their median net worth reduced by 27 percent in 2009 
as a result of unsecured liabilities, mostly a combination of credit card debt and student loans. No other age 
group had anywhere near that level of unsecured liability acting as a drag on net worth; the next closest 
was the 35-44 age group, at 10 percent. 
 
• Wealth inequality is increasing within all age groups. Among the younger-age households, those living in 
debt have grown the fastest while the share of households with net worth of at least $250,000 edged up 
slightly to 2 percent. Among the older-age households, the share of households worth at least $250,000 
rose to 20 percent from 8 percent in 1984; those living in debt were largely unchanged at 8 percent. 

 
On Monday, the Census Bureau planned to release new 2010 figures that will show a big increase in poverty for 
Americans 65 or older due to rising out-of-pocket medical expenses. Currently, about 9 percent of older Americans 
fall below the poverty line, based on the official definition put out in September, but that number did not factor in 
everyday costs such as health care and commuting. 
 
The new supplemental figures will show poverty to be higher than previously known for several groups, although 
they may not fully reflect longer-term changes. For instance, a recent working paper by the National Bureau of 
Economic Research found that U.S. spending on the safety net from 1984 to 2004 shifted notably toward programs 
benefiting the near-poor rather than the extreme poor and to the elderly rather than younger adults. That trend, 
which has continued since 2004, has led to faster increases in poverty over time for some of the underserved 
groups. 
 
Robert Moffitt, a professor of economics at Johns Hopkins University and co-author the paper, cited a series of cuts 
in government programs since 1984 for the neediest, including welfare payments to single parents and the 



unemployed under the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program, while Social Security and Medicare have 
either been expanded or remained constant. 
 
"Over time, even under a revised poverty measure, the elderly have done better," he said. 
 
Census Bureau: www.census.gov 
 
Pew: http://pewsocialtrends.org 
 
 
“Kicking the Commander-in-Chief for Sport” by Joe Scarborough, Politico 
 
Oct. 24, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/66740.html) 
 
Republicans spent the past decade being shocked and stunned by Democrats who dared to question their 
president’s motives for going to war in Iraq. 
 
The late liberal lion, Sen. Ted Kennedy, took an extra large heaping of abuse from the right for his constant attacks 
on George W. Bush’s character as commander in chief. One low point for political civility was when Kennedy said 
the war in Iraq was “made up in Texas” for political purposes. 
 
The House Republican leader at the time called the remarks “hateful,” “disgusting” and attacked the Massachusetts 
senator for “insulting the president’s patriotism.” 
 
Rich Lowry, editor of the National Review, characterized this and other similar Kennedy comments as “paranoid 
lunacy.” 
 
I seem to remember him calling Kennedy’s words “shameful.” 
 
And they were. 
 
Can you imagine any United States senator stooping so low as to suggest that our commander in chief would risk 
the safety of American troops for political purposes? 
 
Sadly, I can. 
 
That’s why I wasn’t surprised to see GOP politicians lining up to question the president’s character in recent days 
when the topic of Iraq came up again. 
 
GOP Sen. Lindsey Graham practically lifted Kennedy’s words line for line when he told CBS’s Bob Schieffer that “Iraq 
and Afghanistan are being run out of Chicago, not Washington.” 
 
Presidential candidate Michele Bachmann piled on for the sport of it, saying the decision to end an 8-year war and 
occupation was decided by “General Axelrod”, the architect of President Obama’s reelection campaign. 
 
Texas Gov. Rick Perry also channeled Teddy Kennedy by accusing the current commander in chief of “putting U.S. 
troops in peril by making a political statement to his base.” 
 
Given GOP comments over the past weekend, are we to assume that Republicans now consider it acceptable to 
accuse a president of politicizing a war while threatening the safety of Americans for nakedly political 
considerations? 
 
Did it ever occur to these Republican candidates that there are millions of conservative Americans who believe that 
after 8 years, 4,500 U.S. deaths and the federal government’s spending of $750 billion of taxpayers’ money, we 
have given enough of our blood and treasure to Iraq? That maybe it is time to stop rebuilding Iraq and start 
rebuilding the U.S.A.? 

http://www.census.gov/
http://pewsocialtrends.org/
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/66740.html


 
And that perhaps the president made the decision he did because he thought it was in America’s best interest, 
instead of simply his own? 
 
I doubt it. Whenever Democrats or Republicans lash out at their political opponents, logic never seems to get in the 
way of a cheap shot. 
 
At the start of the Iraq war, Ted Kennedy conveniently forgot that the idea to depose Saddam Hussein was not 
“made up in Texas” but rather during the Clinton administration, when regime change in Iraq became official policy. 
Kennedy himself supported Clinton’s Iraq policy and told fellow senators that “we have known Saddam Hussein has 
been seeking and developing weapons of mass destruction for some time.” 
 
This week, it is Republicans who are making themselves look foolish by attacking Obama for following a timeline 
laid out not by “General Axelrod” but by George W. Bush. 
 
The GOP would do well to live by the same standards of civility that they espoused during the Bush era and be 
guided by the quaint belief that politics should end at the water’s edge. 
 
A guest columnist for POLITICO, Joe Scarborough hosts “Morning Joe” on MSNBC and represented Florida’s 1st 
Congressional District in the House of Representatives from 1995 to 2001. 
 
© 2011 POLITICO LLC 
 
 
 

20111107-01 08:21 SteveB 
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Cut Medicare, Medicaid or Social Security! 
(reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #11) & “2012 Race Likely to Be Tough, 
Maybe Brutal” 

 
Pam, as I say in today’s FotM Newsletter, I believe the Republican primaries will predict the tone of 2012, though 
this author makes a good case for why Obama might run a very different campaign than he did in 2008…a much 
more negative campaign. We shall see… 
 
 
“2012 Race Likely to Be Tough, Maybe Brutal” by Charles Babington, AP 
 
Nov. 5, 2011, (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45175020/ns/politics-decision_2012/#) 
 
(Americans likely to see more partisan contest, with Ohio, Fla. playing crucial roles.) 
 
(WASHINGTON) One year to go until Election Day and the Republican presidential field is deeply unsettled, leaving 
President Barack Obama only to guess who his opponent will be. But the race's contours are starting to come into 
view.  
 
It's virtually certain that the campaign will be a close, grinding affair, markedly different from the 2008 race. It will 
play out amid widespread economic anxiety and heightened public resentment of government and politicians. 
 
Americans who were drawn to the drama of Obama's barrier-breaking battle with Hillary Rodham Clinton, and the 
up-and-down fortunes of John McCain and Sarah Palin, are likely to see a more partisan contest this time, with Ohio 
and Florida playing crucial roles as they did in 2000 and 2004. 
 
Republicans have their script; they just need to pick the person to deliver it. It will portray Obama as a failed leader 
who backs away when challenged and who doesn't understand what it takes to create jobs and spur business 
investment. 
 

http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45175020/ns/politics-decision_2012/


Obama will highlight his opponent's ties to the Tea Party and its priorities. He will say Republicans are obsessed 
with protecting millionaires' tax cuts while the federal debt soars and working people struggle. 
 
'Expect a very negative campaign' 
 
On several issues, voters will see a more distinct contrast between the nominees than in 2008. Even the most 
moderate Republican candidates have staked out more rigidly conservative views on immigration, taxes and 
spending than did Arizona Sen. McCain. 
 
Democrats say Obama has little control over the two biggest impediments to his re-election: unemployment and 
congressional gridlock. 
 
The jobless rate will stand at levels that have not led to a president's re-election since the Great Depression. Largely 
because of that, Obama will run a much more negative campaign, his aides acknowledge, even if it threatens to 
demoralize some supporters who were inspired by his 2008 message of hope. 
 
The Tea Party, one of the modern era's most intriguing and effective political movements, will play its first role in a 
presidential race. After helping Republicans win huge victories in last year's congressional elections, activists may 
push the GOP presidential contenders so far right that the eventual nominee will struggle to appeal to 
independents. 
 
"It's going to be extremely different, with much more hand-to-hand combat, from one foxhole to another, targeted 
to key states," said Chris Lehane, who helped run Democrat Al Gore's 2000 presidential campaign. 
 
Republican consultant Terry Holt agreed. "You can expect a very negative campaign," he said. "In 2008, Barack 
Obama was peddling hope and change. Now he's peddling fear and poverty." 
 
Obama and his aides reject that characterization, of course. They say the Republican candidates are under the tea 
party's spell, noting that all of them said they would reject a deficit-reduction plan even if it included $10 in 
spending cuts for every dollar in new taxes. 
 
Both parties agree that jobs will be the main issue. The White House predicts unemployment will hover around 9 
percent for at least a year, a frighteningly high level for a president seeking a second term. 
 
GOP lawmakers, who control the House and have filibuster power in the Senate, have blocked Obama's job 
proposals, mainly because they would raise taxes on the wealthy. The candidates, echoing their Republican 
colleagues in Congress, say new jobs will follow cuts in taxes, regulation and federal spending. 
 
With the economy struggling and Obama hemmed in legislatively, his advisers sometimes say the election will be a 
choice between the president and his challenger, rather than a referendum on the administration's performance. 
 
"That's a very genteel way of saying 'Were going to rip your face off,'" said Dan Schnur, a former aide to McCain 
and other Republicans, and now a politics professor at the University of Southern California. Obama has little choice 
but to try to portray the GOP alternative as worse than his own disappointing record, Schnur said. 
 
Nominees and the president 
 
Some Republican candidates would be tougher targets than others. Texas Gov. Rick Perry promotes his state's 
significant job growth, leaving Democrats to grouse that he was a lucky bystander rather than the cause. 
 
Former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney says his years in the private sector make him best suited to lead an 
economic expansion. But Obama's allies have gathered details of jobs that were eliminated when Bain Capital, a 
takeover firm that Romney headed, restructured several companies. 
 



Obama can't fine-tune his strategy until Republicans pick their nominee, and that may take months. So he's 
spending part of this year traveling to some of the most contested states, telling disappointed liberals he still 
deserves their strong backing and trying to convince centrists that he can revive the economy. 
 
Obama's overall job-approval rating was 46 percent in an Associated Press-GfK poll from October. Only 36 percent 
of adults approved of his handling of the economy, a worrisome number for any incumbent. 
 
Yet 78 percent said he's a likeable person, which forces Republicans to be careful. It's possible Obama will run a 
more cut-throat campaign than will his challenger. For now, anyway, Romney calls Obama "is a nice guy" who 
doesn't know how to lead. 
 
Republican insiders see Romney as their most plausible nominee. He has run the steadiest and best-financed 
campaign thus far, relying on lessons and friends picked up in his 2008 bid. 
 
But the GOP race has been unpredictable, and Romney has struggled to exceed one-fourth of the support in 
Republican polls. Rep. Michele Bachmann of Minnesota emerged as his main challenger last summer, only to be 
supplanted by Perry. A few halting debate performances hurt Perry, and former pizza company executive Herman 
Cain replaced him at or near the top of the polls, along with Romney. 
 
Last week, Cain tried to swat down allegations of sex harassment from the 1990s. Party activists are waiting for the 
impact. Some, however, think Cain's lack of political experience and his unorthodox style, which includes largely 
ignoring Iowa and New Hampshire, are more likely to bring him down. 
 
Two schools of thought run through Republican circles. One holds that Romney is the logical nominee and will 
consolidate the party's somewhat grudging support after conservatives stop flirting with longshots such as 
Bachmann and Cain. Republicans have a history of nominating the runner-up from previous primaries, and Romney 
fits that bill. 
 
The competing theory holds that Americans are angrier at government and the two parties than political pros 
realize, and the tea party is just the start of a potent, long-lasting movement. Under this scenario, Romney can 
never placate conservative voters because of his establishment ties and the more liberal positions he once held on 
abortion, gay rights and gun control. 
 
If this view is right, the shifting support for Bachmann, Perry and Cain is more than a flirtation, and someone will 
emerge as the "non-Romney" who wins the nomination. 
 
Veterans of past presidential campaigns tend to doubt this outcome. But even with Obama's economic woes, plenty 
of Republican insiders worry that Romney's inconsistency on important issues and voters' doubts about his 
authenticity could let the president slip away. 
 
Romney should have put his GOP rivals "in the rear-view mirror" by now, said Mike McKenna, a Republican lobbyist 
who has tracked focus groups and polls in various states. "The problem is, a huge part of the party views him as a 
third Bush term." 
 
McKenna said pundits don't realize that the tea party movement was as much a rejection of the high-spending, 
high-deficit practices of President George W. Bush and Republican lawmakers as it was a reaction against Obama's 
health care plan. With his ties to New England and the party establishment, Romney "looks like the lineal 
descendant of Bush," McKenna said. 
 
He said he fears that a lot of conservatives will sit out the 2012 election if Romney is the nominee. 
 
Plenty of strategists reject that view. They think conservatives' deep antipathy toward Obama will cause them to 
overcome their misgivings and fully back Romney. 
 
David Axelrod, Obama's top political adviser, points to issues Obama can cite success on, from health care and 
undermining al-Qaida to reviving the auto industry and ending the Iraq war. 



 
"We're going to have a very robust debate," he said. "The Republicans say if we just cut taxes and spending and 
regulations, we will grow. And I think the American people understand it's more complicated than that." 
 
Copyright 2011 The Associated Press. 
 
 

20111107-02 10:38 Pam 
Re: “2012 Race Likely to Be Tough, Maybe Brutal” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
From Pam (10:38 am)—ref: Politics 
 
I feel about political polls and prognostications the way I feel about those onetime athletes and coaches who sit 
behind a desk and discuss which of the day's teams is going to win and why.  They talk and talk and predict all 
sorts of things, but if what they said made any difference, the teams wouldn't have to play the game.  I imagine the 
upcoming campaign will get down and dirty.  I, for one, will not enjoy that, so I plan to follow as little of it as I can.  
All those slick commercials are a total waste of money if their goal is to persuade me of anything. 
 
I am reading a book, The Swerve by Stephen Greenblatt (an esteemed Shakespeare scholar), about the ancient 
Roman philosopher Lucretius.  In it I found a passage that I relate to our online conversation.  I want to share it 
with you.  Greenblatt talks about Cicero and his participation in discussions with his friends about virtually 
everything under the sun.  In the ancient world, and for centuries after, life was more or less lived in public view.  
Among the elites, learned conversation was a noble and enjoyable pastime.  It was common practice for 
philosophers to write their ideas in the form of dialogues among friends who would present various points of view.  
Cicero adopts a casual, modest persona, and while the dialogues aim at finding "a semblance of the truth," they are 
not meant to be conclusive. 
 

The exchange itself, not its final conclusions, carries much of the meaning.  The discussion itself is what 
most matters, the fact that we can reason together easily, with a blend of wit and seriousness, never 
descending into gossip or slander and always allowing room for alternative views.  'The one who engages in 
conversation [Cicero wrote] should not debar others from participating in it, as if he were entering upon a 
private monopoly; but, as in other things, so in a general conversation he should think it not unfair for each 
to have his turn.' 

 
We are in good company, people. 
 
 

20111107-03 10:55 Pam Lobbyists & Corruption 

 
Did any of you, by any chance, see “60 Minutes” last night?  That program is guaranteed to almost always make me 
furious and reduce me to tears.  It did both yesterday.  The first segment was on the disgraced lobbyist Jack 
Abramoff.  He sat there cool as a cucumber and told Leslie Stahl how he had "bought Congressmen."  He estimated 
that at one time he had "owned" [his word] 100 U.S. Representatives and felt like a failure because he didn't 
control more.  He explained the bribes, the quid pro quos, and the arrant corruption that earned him millions and 
gave him unprecedented and illegal power.  Leslie Stahl was horrified by his disclosures and said so.  At one point, 
she said, "I hate you."  If half of what Abramoff said is true, we have a very corrupt government.  Something is 
rotten in Denmark.  Only one Congressman went to jail, despite the fact that many were obviously guilty.  We need 
to send a few more corrupt politicians and law-breaking lobbyists to jail and put the miscreants on notice that the 
country will not put up with this sort of thing anymore. 
 
The next segment provided an ironic contrast.  There is a program, just getting started, to help wounded Iraq War 
vets heal by returning them to Iraq and the scene of their injury.  Most of them were just kids, 18 or 19, when they 
lost their limbs, their sight, their wits.  They were proud to be back in uniform and were given a heroes' welcome by 
soldiers still stationed in Iraq.  The medical personnel were especially affecting.  Many of the nurses were in tears, 
as was I.  So there we have it: rich, corrupt, power-hungry men plugged into the establishment vs. young soldiers, 
without that kind of power, willing to lose everything.  Their wounds will last a lifetime.  The fellow who lost two 



legs and was blinded will never "heal."  To see these brave, strong men tell their stories with quivering chins and a 
catch in their voice made Abramoff's confession of wrongdoing look absolutely pathetic. 
 
 

20111107-04 11:29 SteveG Re: Lobbyists & Corruption (reply to Pam, above) 

 
The first part I watched and kept trying to figure out what is the difference between what Jack did and what the 
Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision allows.  Any ideas? 
 
 

20111107-05 11:51 Art “Wall Street Surges Under Obama” 

 
Good article (see attached) this AM in the Washington Post about how well corporations (well banks at least) have 
done under current administration.  Sort of shoot holes in that argument that new health care plan or policies of the 
administration are destroying them. One eye watering quote is that they have made more in the past 2 1/2 years 
than under the 8 years of Bush.  Hmmmm? 
 
 
“Wall Street Surges Under Obama” by Zachary A. Goldfarb, The Washington Post 
 
Nov. 6, 2011, (http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/11/07/WP-Wall-Street-Surges-under-
Obama.aspx#page1) 
 
President Obama has called people who work on Wall Street “fat-cat bankers,” and his reelection campaign has 
sought to harness public frustration with Wall Street. Financial executives retort that the president’s pursuit of 
financial regulations is punitive and that new rules may be “holding us back.” 
 
But both sides face an inconvenient fact: During Obama’s tenure, Wall Street has roared back, even as the broader 
economy has struggled. 
 
The movement, which started Sept. 17 with a few dozen demonstrators who tried to pitch tents in front of the New 
York Stock Exchange, has spread to cities around the world. 
 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/zachary-a-goldfarb/2011/03/09/AB1OHIQ_page.html
http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/11/07/WP-Wall-Street-Surges-under-Obama.aspx#page1
http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/11/07/WP-Wall-Street-Surges-under-Obama.aspx#page1
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/decision2012/candidate/barack-obama/2011/09/19/gIQAd3JvfK_page.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/obama-plans-to-turn-anti-wall-street-anger-on-mitt-romney-republicans/2011/10/14/gIQAZfiwkL_story.html
http://money.cnn.com/2011/06/07/news/economy/jamie_dimon_bernanke_dodd_frank/index.htm
http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/wall-street-protest-continues-for-third-day/2011/09/19/gIQAKqbffK_gallery.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/wall-street-protest-continues-for-third-day/2011/09/19/gIQAKqbffK_gallery.html


 
 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/business 
 
The largest banks are larger than they were when Obama took office and are nearing the level of profits they were 
making before the depths of the financial crisis in 2008, according to government data. 
 
Wall Street firms — independent companies and the securities-trading arms of banks — are doing even better. They 
earned more in the first 21 / 2 years of the Obama administration than they did during the eight years of the George 
W. Bush administration, industry data show. 
 
Securities Industry Annual Profit/Loss (in billions) 
 
Year to date 30-Jun-11 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 

Net income $8.18* $24.81 $49.53 -$24.75 $5.96 $27.26 $15.01 $12.52 $19.26 $8.75 $13.16 

            

* minimum, based only on NYSE firms 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/business
http://www.nyse.com/financials/brokervolume.html


Source: Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association (2001-2010); New York Stock Exchange (2011)  
 
 
Behind this turnaround, in significant measure, are government policies that helped the financial sector avert 
collapse and then gave financial firms huge benefits on the path to recovery. For example, the federal government 
invested hundreds of billions of taxpayer dollars in banks — low-cost money that the firms used for high-yielding 
investments on which they made big profits. 
 
Stabilizing the financial system was considered necessary to prevent an even deeper economic recession. But some 
critics say the Bush administration, which first moved to bail out Wall Street, and the Obama administration, which 
ultimately stabilized it, took a far less aggressive approach to helping the American people. 
 
“There’s a very popular conception out there that the bailout was done with a tremendous amount of firepower and 
focus on saving the largest Wall Street institutions but with very little regard for Main Street,” said Neil Barofsky, the 
former federal watchdog for the Troubled Assets Relief Program, or TARP, the $700 billion fund used to bail out 
banks. “That’s actually a very accurate description of what happened.” 
 
Neither the Bush administration nor the Obama administration, for instance, compelled banks to increase lending to 
consumers, known as “prime borrowers.” Such a step might have spurred spending and growth, although 
generating demand for loans may have proved difficult in the downturn. 
 
A recent study by two professors at the University of Michigan found that banks did not significantly increase 
lending after being bailed out. Rather, they used taxpayer money, in part, to invest in risky securities that profited 
from short-term price movements. The study found that bailed-out banks increased their investment returns by 
nearly 10 percent as a result. 
 
“If the goal was to support lending, it would have been sensible to require a portion of the money to support credit 
origination,” said Ran Duchin, one of the finance professors who completed the study. “Lending to prime consumers 
was not the most profitable use of their capital.” 
 
 

20111107-06 22:35 SteveG Write to the Super Committee 

 
Your super committee at work – tell them what you think: 
 

http://www.deficitreduction.gov/public/. 
 
[July 22, 2012: link seems to be extinct. –SteveB] 
 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 

http://projects.propublica.org/bailout/list
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/30/opinion/30barofsky.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/30/opinion/30barofsky.html
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1925710
http://www.deficitreduction.gov/public/


 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election 

 
 
(posted by Art Hotop, Nov. 9, 2011) 
 
 
“’Do-Nothing Republican Congress’ Could Sink GOP in 2012” by Robert Creamer, Huffington Post 
 
Nov. 7, 2011, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/do-nothing-republican-con_b_1079569.html) 
 
The Republicans in Congress have made a wager. They've bet the political ranch that they will destroy Barack 
Obama's chances for re-election if they can block his proposals to produce jobs. 
 
In fact, it's the GOP that could lose big when the votes are counted a year from now. 
 
Republicans completely control the House. In the Senate they can use the filibuster to prevent anything from 
passing. 
 
Last week, for the third time this fall, Republicans successfully blocked Obama's jobs program in the Senate. Of 
course this came as absolutely no surprise, since Senate Republican Leader told the world earlier this year — in no 
uncertain terms — that his top legislative priority was to prevent the re-election of the president. 
 
McConnell, and his House counterpart, John Boehner, don't lose a wink of sleep over concerns that their 
intransigence harms the economic prospects of everyday Americans. In their view, the worse the economy gets, the 
more likely the voters will be to boot President Obama out of the Oval Office. 
 
But a good case can be made that these guys will end up being too clever by half — that in fact they are providing 
fuel for precisely the argument that could defeat them in 2012. 
 
McConnell and Boehner are right that it is very hard for an incumbent president to win re-election in a bad 
economy. And unless something dramatically changes, most Americans won't think much of their own economic 
circumstances when Election Day rolls around next year. 
 
So next year's election will turn largely on one question: who does the American people hold responsible for what 
will likely still be a lousy economy? 
 
Republicans are relying on the simple proposition that the guy in charge — the president — is to blame. But every 
day of intransigence increases the odds that in fact, they themselves will get the rap. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/do-nothing-republican-con_b_1079569.html


In 1945 Vice President Harry Truman became president when Franklin Roosevelt died in office. After the War, 
Truman presided over a substantial post-war recession that helped make him "unelectable" in the eyes of most 
pundits and politicians. GDP dropped by a whopping 12%. His political viability was complicated further when the 
Democratic base split into three parts. A portion followed Progressive Henry Wallace and much of the Southern 
Democratic white vote (the south was a Democratic base at the time) supported Strom Thurmond's segregationist 
Dixiecrat Party. In the April before the election, Truman's overall approval rating in the Gallup poll was just 36%. 
 
But, Truman barnstormed the country, traveling 21,000 miles on a "whistle stop" tour where he decried the "do-
nothing Republican Congress." Though the economy began a modest improvement in 1948, no one — but Truman 
himself — believed he had a chance to defeat Thomas Dewey — a former Governor cut out of the same elite cloth 
as Mitt Romney. Truman won. 
 
Obama can do exactly the same thing. Even assuming that the economy continues to experience only modest 
improvements over the next year, the Obama campaign can lay the lack of progress where it belongs — at the feet 
of the "do-nothing Republican Congress" that is intent on stalling economic recovery for their own political gain. 
 
And where Truman's 1946 recession was largely the result of the post war demobilization, Obama can rightly claim 
that this economic disaster was the product of precisely the same Republican policies that his opponents intend to 
re-instate if they regain control of 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 
 
Not only has the GOP refused to support Democratic measures to put Americans back to work, their alternative 
"jobs program" features no direct, measurable job creation whatsoever. Instead it relies on the same "trickle down" 
economic theory that didn't create one net private sector job in the eight years before the Great Recession - and 
the same unwillingness to rein in the big Wall Street banks that led to the worst financial collapse in 65 years. 
 
But that's not all. Everyone agrees that the Republican House Majority was swept into office last November 
precisely because of the terrible economy. But instead of job creation, they've busied themselves focusing on trying 
to defund Planned Parenthood, protecting Americans from the imaginary threat of Sharia Law, and fending off non-
existent attack on the use of "In God We Trust." The Republican controlled House hasn't voted on a single job 
creation measure since John Boehner and his colleagues took power last January. 
 
In the deliberations of the "Super Committee," Republicans have been completely unwilling to give on the 
fundamental question of whether millionaires should be asked to pay to put America's economic house in order. The 
view of the Republican leadership is that — in addition to defeating President Obama — their principal mission is to 
act as guard dogs for the exploding incomes of the top 1%. 
 
In the upcoming fight over the next fiscal year's appropriation bills, there is every indication that the Republicans 
will demand that riders be attached limiting the power of the EPA and restricting funding for contraception — which 
surveys show is used by 98% of American women. 
 
Battles like these will do nothing but strengthen the Democratic narrative that the GOP leadership is focusing on 
bread and circuses for its base, while it intentionally blocks measures that could provide jobs to construction 
workers, fire fighters, cops, teachers and millions other out-of-work Americans. 
 
Then there is the House schedule. Last week the Boehner team published a House schedule for next year intended 
to guarantee that very little gets done. The House will be in session only 94 days in all of next year (including many 
days where votes are postponed until 6PM) and will continue its habit of going into recess virtually every third 
week. Yet another example of a "do-nothing Republican Congress." 
 
It's no accident, that while the polls show that most officials in the American government have fallen into disrepute 
for their failure to get the economy moving again, Congressional Republicans win the prize for negative ratings. 
Gallup shows Obama's approval ratings beginning to edge up — from a very low 38%, up to 43%. Some other polls 
show it rising to 47%. The average rating from Real Clear Politics currently stands at 45.4%. 
 
Meanwhile, Congressional job approval ranges from 9% to 16%, with a Real Clear Politics average of 12.7%. 
 



The recent Democracy Corps poll shows that favorability for Republicans in Congress trails the Republican Party as 
a whole, Democrats in Congress, the Democratic Party as a whole, and President Obama. 
 
On the other hand, the president's agenda itself is overwhelmingly popular. His jobs bill is supported by the vast 
majority of Americans — and becomes more popular the more voters hear about it. When its provisions were 
explained, 63% offered their support in the October Wall Street Journal/NBC poll. That's why it's so important for 
the White House to continue pressing Congress to pass the bill as a whole — and to focus on its individual parts. 
 
Funding jobs for teachers, firefighters and cops is very popular. Repairing deteriorating schools is very popular. 
Building roads, ports and airports is very popular. Providing unemployment benefits for those who are out of work is 
very popular. 
 
And paying for it all by taxing millionaires and billionaires has the support of two thirds to three fourths of 
Americans — including a majority of Republicans. An October National Journal poll found 68% of voters support the 
Democratic proposal for a surtax on millionaires to pay for the jobs bill. 
 
In fact, the whole 99% versus 1% message frame that has dominated the airwaves since everyday people began 
Occupying Wall Street — is very popular — as are the president's executive actions to improve the economy without 
Congressional approval. 
 
And what is unpopular? The Republican plan to abolish Medicare and replace it with vouchers - that is really 
unpopular. In fact, most polls find that 70% of voters oppose cutting Social Security and Medicare to reduce the 
deficit. 
 
Creating jobs, making the 1% pay their fair share, and protecting Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid will be the 
defining symbolic issues next year — and on every one of them Democrats hold the high political ground and 
Republicans have to walk through the valley of political death. 
 
Finally, of course, is the matter of whom the Republicans will nominate as an alternative to President Obama. 
Unfortunately for the GOP, Presidential elections are not always referenda on the incumbent — they are choices 
between two living, breathing people — and in this case two clearly distinguishable futures for our country. 
 
The conventional wisdom holds that Romney is the Republican's strongest contender. If he is — which I doubt — he 
is no Rocky Balboa. 
 
There are two lines of attack on Romney that are toxic: 
 

• He clearly has no core values. When voters accuse someone of being a typical "politician" they mean 
someone is a candidate who has no center—who decides what he believes depending entirely on the 
political winds. Romney could serve as the dictionary definition of "politician." He has done "one eighties" on 
everything from abortion rights to health care. He is a political weathervane whose guiding principle is only 
one thing: what will advance the political career of Mitt Romney? In 2004, immediately before the election, 
Gallup showed George W. Bush with an approval rating of 48% approval to 47% disapproval — not much 
different than President Obama enjoys today. But a not very popular Bush won re-election — largely by 
convincing large numbers of swing voters that John Kerry had no core values, that he was a flip flopper. 
They succeeded even though Kerry was a war hero and had a strong record of standing up for what he 
believed. How much easier will it be to convince everyday Americans that Romney has no core values - 
since he doesn't. 
 
• Romney is the poster boy for the 1%. He feels like the guy who fired your brother-in-law. He is in fact the 
guy who, some time back, gathered his crowd of young Wall Street hot shots around him after he 
completed a big deal at Bain Capital and posed for a picture with money dripping from their mouths and 
pockets and ears. He's a guy who made his fortune dismantling companies and firing workers. 

 
Of course, none of these facts are intended to make Progressives complacent — far from it. None of them 
guarantees we will win in 2012 — only that we can. 



 
For the first two years of the Obama Administration, Progressives took a lot of ground. There was: 
 

• Health Care for All Americans 
• Wall Street Reform 
• Avoiding another Great Depression 
• Saving a million jobs in the American auto industry 
• Expanding Medicaid 
• Eliminating Don't Ask Don't Tell 
• Expanding Children's Health 
• Environmental Reform 
• Expanding Labor Rights 
• Expanding Civil Liberties 
• Equal Pay for Equal Work 

 
Now Obama is ending the War in Iraq. 
 
But last fall the Empire struck back. All of the corporate, special interest money fought back with a vengeance. It 
fought back because that's the nature of change. The forces of the status quo don't just roll over and play dead. 
They do everything they can to hang onto their money and power and privilege. 
 
Now we have to hold our ground and prepare a winning counter offensive — and it won't be easy, especially in light 
of the Supreme Court's Citizens United decision that magnifies the power of corporate cash. 
 
But if they win — if America has President Romney or Perry or Cain, Senate Majority Leader McConnell and Speaker 
Boehner — they have made it crystal clear what they will do. They will return America to the Gilded Age. They will 
roll back the twentieth century — they will rip apart the entire social contract. 
 
They will privatize Social Security, destroy Medicare, emasculate the labor movement, cut taxes further for 
corporations and the wealthy. They will create new radical conservative facts on the ground that they hope will 
entrench conservative power for generations. 
 
But they believe their real key to victory is lack of enthusiasm among Progressives. They believe that Progressives 
— and many in the Democratic base — will stay home next November. 
 
They will be wrong. 
 
That's because over the next year, the progressive forces in America will rise to the battle. In their own way, the 
Occupy movement has already shown that Progressives will stand and fight. 
 
They will rise to the battle because they realize that the 2012 election is not just about two people running for 
President. It is about a moral question. It's about two competing sets of values. It's all about how we see ourselves 
as a nation — as a society. It's about whether we will be a society based on the precepts of radical conservative 
social Darwinism, or a society rooted in the progressive values that have always defined the promise of America. 
 
We will not allow them to destroy Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid. 
 
We will not allow them to destroy the American labor movement. 
 
We will not allow them to destroy the middle class. 
 
We will not allow them to destroy the American dream. 
 
And we will remember a central lesson of history: that before change happens it seems impossible. And after 
change happens it seems inevitable. 
 



American history — human history — is the story of ever-expanding human freedom. There may be ups and downs, 
but when you back up from the big chart of history, the trend is up. 
 
I believe that our time is no exception — that next year — in this crossroads election — we will do what is 
necessary to assure that America once again recommits herself to create a brighter future for the next generation 
than those that went before. 
 
That's what the revolutionaries that created this nation did. That's what the soldiers who fought and died to defend 
it did. That's what the sit-down strikers who created the labor movement did. That's what the freedom riders who 
fought for civil rights did. And that is precisely what we will do again in 2012. 
 
 
 

20111108-05 22:03 Art Re: Write to the Super Committee (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #12) 

 
And I did. Thanks. 
 
 

20111108-01 11:49 Pam The Protestant Work Ethic 

 
People everywhere are generally so inefficient it's a wonder to me when anything works.  SteveB's right; we do 
forget how much we are able to take for granted; electricity that stays on is maybe the most important.  Niall 
Ferguson was on the “Daily Show” last night, and he said there are six reasons why the West dominates the rest of 
the world.  Let me see if I can remember them all.  Representative democracy, the scientific revolution, the work 
ethic.  Shoot, I've lost the other three.  The one that struck me most, I guess, was the work ethic one.  We can 
thank the Reformation and the Protestant influence for that.  Success was a sign of God's favor, ergo, if you were 
successful, it must mean God loves you.  If you weren't, it was your own fault.  Not every culture has that as an 
underpinning. 
 
 

20111108-02 17:12 Jim Jared Diamond 

 
One of my personal favorite people with thought-provoking ideas is Jared Diamond. 
 
His first big book was Guns, Germs and Steel that explored the reasons why the Europeans were in a position to 
"conquer" the native tribes in North and South America rather than having flotillas of ships from the Western 
Hemisphere sailing to Europe for conquest.  It was made into a series on PBS that some of you may have seen but 
I would encourage you to read the book as general background material. 
 
His second book was called Collapse and was about why societies in the past or present are self-destructing usually 
by abusing their environment. 
 
There is a very good TED talk by him from the year 2003 shortly after the book came out.  When you watch this 
you will hear a very good summary of our problem today. 
 

http://www.ted.com/talks/jared_diamond_on_why_societies_collapse.html 
 
He also has another evolutionary book…Why Sex is Fun, if you have extra time. 
 
 

20111108-03 18:22 Jim Income & Wealth 

 
Some of the recent posts have been talking about two different things and blurring the difference. I am talking 
about income and wealth. 
 

http://www.ted.com/talks/jared_diamond_on_why_societies_collapse.html


The income tax only taxes current income and not the wealth or assets you have been able to accumulate over the 
years with income. Of course some times that accumulation is in a form that does provide you with some current 
income and other times it is things like your house and car that are not directly producing current income, but may 
affect how you spend your money. 
 
 

20111108-04 20:58 SteveG “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” 

 
“Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” By Jim Meyers, Newsmax 
 
Nov. 8, 2011, (http://www.newsmax.com/Headline/bill-clinton-book-obama/2011/11/07/id/417175) 
 
“I wrote this book because I love my country and I’m concerned about our future,” Bill Clinton tells readers of his 
new book, Back to Work. 
 
“We’ve got to get America back in the future business.” 
 
In Back to Work: Why We Need Smart Government for a Strong Economy” scheduled for publication today, the 
former president takes President Barack Obama to task on several issues, criticizing his handling of the debt limit 
and his promotion of nuclear energy. 
 
But he saves his harshest criticism for what he calls the “antigovernment” movement, including the tea party, that 
seeks to reduce the role of government, cut spending and taxes, and scale back regulations in an effort to stimulate 
the economy and cut the deficit. 
 
In his post-presidency, Clinton not only has remained a powerful voice within the Democratic Party but also has 
become popular with Republicans, including many of his former critics. A recent poll found that Clinton’s favorability 
rating stood at 67 percent, his highest rating since leaving office, with his favorability among Republicans at 40 
percent. 
 
On economic issues, Clinton’s views carry great weight. In the 1990s, he worked with congressional Republicans 
and presided over a booming economy that saw the creation of more than 22 million new jobs and the longest 
period of peacetime economic expansion in American history. When he left office, he was the first post-War World 
II president since Eisenhower to leave the nation with a budget surplus. 
 
In his new book, the former president argues that the government and the private sector — as well as Democrats 
and Republicans — need to work together to assure a bright future for America. 
 
“I believe the only way we can keep the American Dream alive for all Americans and continue to be the world’s 
leading force for freedom and prosperity, peace and security, is to have both a strong, effective private sector and a 
strong, effective government that work together to promote an economy of good jobs, rising incomes, increasing 
exports, and greater energy independence,” Clinton writes. 
 
He observes elsewhere: “There remains a lot of space for a real, productive debate, areas in which both Democrats 
and Republicans could contribute to bipartisan solutions that actually get our country back in the future business.” 
 
Clinton criticizes Obama and the Democrats for failing to raise the debt ceiling in November and December 2010, 
when they still controlled both houses of Congress, leading to a partisan battle over the budget that made the 
United States look “weak and confused” to the outside world. 
 
It also led to Standard & Poor’s downgrading of America’s long-term credit rating on the belief that American 
politics “have become dysfunctional,” according to Clinton. 
 
Clinton also takes issue with Obama on nuclear energy. 
 

http://www.newsmax.com/Headline/bill-clinton-book-obama/2011/11/07/id/417175


“The one area where I disagree with the administration on energy policy is in the provision of large loan guarantees 
to nuclear power,” he writes. 
 
The nation needs to consider the “relative economic and energy benefits of other options,” he asserts, including 
solar power and other clean fuel sources. 
 
Clinton explains that he campaigned on behalf of Democrats in the 2010 midterm elections, but was thwarted 
because Democrats failed to formulate a national message to counter the wave of antigovernment sentiment that 
swept many Republicans into office. 
 
He also criticizes Obama and the Democrats for not strongly touting the steps they did take to stabilize the U.S. 
economy, and concedes that the current state of the country is “a mess.” 
 
Clinton consistently chides the “antigovernment” forces and argues for a strong role for government, rejecting calls 
for spending cuts and tax increases. 
 
“Even though I strongly favor a multiyear plan to bring our budget back into balance, if we cut spending or raise 
taxes a lot when the economy is still weak, it will slow down economic recovery,” he states. 
 
The former president offers 46 specific proposals “to increase bank lending and corporate investment, to create 
more jobs that pay well, and to make sure we have enough people trained to fill them.” 
 
Among the proposals: End the “mortgage mess,” lower corporate tax rates while reducing credits and deductions, 
build a 21st-century infrastructure, encourage the creation of new green-technology jobs, and provide disincentives 
to laying off workers. 
 
Clinton’s strongest message, as the title of his book suggests, is the need to put Americans back to work. 
 
“It’s heartbreaking,” he writes, “to see so many people trapped in a web of enforced idleness, deep debt, and 
gnawing self-doubt. We have to change that. And we can.” 
 
© Newsmax 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/


FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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The Republican Presidential Candidates 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 10, 2011) 
 
 
I hope all of you watched the Republican debate last night on CNBC. How entertaining! Perry completely imploded, 
proving he is the dumbest presidential candidate in the history of the world—in any country! The main cnn.com 
webpage has the clip. You have to watch, if you missed it last night. We’ve been saying for a long time here that 
this guy is truly an idiot and now, finally, everyone in America knows it. 
 
And poor, out-of-his-league Herman Cain is not stupid, but he knows nothing and hasn’t even bothered to prepare 
for the job. Read the business plan, Herman! Why does anyone think being a businessman qualifies one to run for 
President? 
 
The government is not a business. It’s obviously nothing like a business. The President is not a CEO, even though 
both lead. A priest or minister also leads, and no one is saying that qualifies them for the presidency. I find this 
businessman idea ridiculous, though I suppose a businessman might be better than a beach bum, but maybe not. 
 
See how inept Obama has been dealing with Congress, etc., with experience in the Congress and personally 
knowing just about all the players. A businessman from the outside? LOL. What a perfect plan to get nothing done 
and have a President who can be easily manipulated, a la Bush. 
 

For a Fellow Purdue Alum, by Steven W. Baker 
 
Uh-Oh! 
 
Now Herman is toast—boo. 
His story didn't ring true. 
 or 
Herman is toast, 
Too bad for the Kochs. 
 
That leaves only Mitt. 
And a Tea Party split? 
 
Maybe Ron Paul too? 
Great, Barack against two! :-) 
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The election could end-up with the Democrats competing against two or three small “Republican” parties, unless 
Republicans show brains instead of slapstick...time will tell. I love these kinds of "Electric Kool-Aid Acid Tests". 
 
If it's Mitt against Barack, and Mitt by-passes anybody stupid (Sarah, for instance) for the VP spot, and no third or 
fourth party gets formed around other Republicans, then that would be an indicator of intelligence. We shall see. 
 
Oh, and I forgot to mention on Tuesday, when I was talking about Bolivia, that the government here has already 
largely shifted the cost of education onto the Church and parents. The government saves money. They even 
balance the budget, less what is under the table. This cost of schools is a hidden tax most people with children have 
to pay here. Some of the most expensive private schools are markedly better than the rest, but most people can't 
afford them. Many of the not-cheap private schools only exist for the money and offer a good education only in the 
memorization of facts. 
 
Instead of accepting the American way of education as having a proven track-record (because it has always worked 
well for us and, I believe, still is), the Republicans want to experiment with more "business" involved in education. 
Just like they experimented with less banking regulation and oil drilling regulation in the Gulf, without even 
demanding royalties for the American people from the God-companies. Privatization of prisons and schools is 
growing in America, and the result might be institutions not much different from each other. 
 
I will tell you this. Beyond the shadow of a doubt, at this moment, in 2011, in America, students in most schools are 
receiving a far better education—especially in reading, writing, and independent thinking—than at even the most 
expensive Bolivian schools. I know because my step-son graduated just last year from Hamilton (MT) High School. 
His father's family owns one of the private schools here in town. 
 
Yet some folks want to throw out our schools, pay teachers even less, fire many of the lazy bums, and give us 
schools that want to make money—all in the name of paying "less taxes". Gee, great plan. Could you please 
experiment on some other country first, before deciding to turn American schools into Bolivia’s. 
 
Less taxes paid to the government does not mean less cost to society for the things that society deems essential. 
Some people (and businesses) just want to be able to make a profit on those costs. 
 
Just as, by the way, with health care in America. The fact is that business suffers almost as greatly as the legions of 
the uninsured, because the costs are so great that it cripples exports. We pay an enormous, inefficient part of our 
GNP for health care. These costs are growing so quickly that they can introduce a real element of uncertainty into 
the business climate. These costs are one of the "hidden" taxes we pay when we don't pay real taxes for, say, an 
efficient national health care plan. 
 
Oh, I get it. Education must get more efficient, not health care. Take a look at how much money each industry has 
spent buying which candidates in the last and coming elections, please. Believe me, doctors spend far more than 
teachers to get their point across. Does that mean they’re right? 
 
And, by the way, we also enjoy the highly vaunted Flat Tax here in Bolivia. Hey, it works great for our rich 
people...oh, "not so well for the country as a whole," you say? Well, ya, but I can get my house and yard work done 
really, really cheaply. Believe me, this is no classless society. 
 
As much as I love it here, it's for completely different reasons. I do not ever want to see America become more like 
a Third World country than it already has. The reason it has sunk, of course, is corruption of such a magnitude that 
it makes the Third World look like pillars of integrity and modernity. Bribing a cop or an official (which I in no way 
condone) is nothing compared to buying a politician by paying to get him or her elected. This intrinsically distorts 
the entire democratic process. Everyone in the world understands that, except our Supreme Court and those who 
seek power in America, especially those who seek power through money. 
 
The question for us all really is very simple: What kind of America do we want? I believe we can make it almost 
anything that we can imagine. We did it before, then we lost it a little bit. We know how we lost our way, or at least 
when, so it should be possible to, essentially, re-establish the old order of the 1950's through the 1970's. It is 



possible to go back to the way things were in that golden age of the American dream and a growing middle class. It 
is possible, actually, to go ahead to the way things were. 
 
The world and America would be far different in a 21st Century prosperous America than it was in the ‘50’s and 
‘60’s, but simply having the same taxes, rules, and regulations as then would probably be enough to be a big boost, 
though many problems, such as health care, would still remain to be solved, and it will take time to restore our 
manufacturing base and jobs. 
 
Let us not even attempt to descend to the level of a Third World country in the false hope of saving money—it isn't 
worth it! It’s just cheap! Cheap! Cheap! 
 
Let us eliminate corruption so that we may elect honest, well-intentioned men to deliberate our problems in a truly 
democratic fashion, in the best long-term interest of all, with all the facts and options on the table. I believe that is 
what all of us seek. 
 
Oh, and doesn’t the below sound much like Edwards, Gingrich, McCain, Clinton, Nixon, etc., just before the sh*t hit 
the fan? I think so. 
 
 
"Cain to Address New Claim of Sexual Misconduct" by the CNN Wire Staff 
 
Nov. 8, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/08/politics/cain-allegations/index.html?hpt=hp_t1) 
 
Cain has denied all accusations of sexual harassment, and his campaign put out a fresh denial after Bialek's 
accusations Monday. 
 
“All allegations of harassment against Mr. Cain are completely false,” a campaign statement said. “Mr. Cain has 
never harassed anyone." 
 
Read more at CNN… 
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From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited): 'Occupy' Protesters 
Are 'Mad at the Wrong People'” 

 
Here's a peek at some of our friends and neighbors out here, and I see some big gaps between reality and truth. 
 
 
“Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited): 'Occupy' Protesters Are 'Mad at the Wrong People'” by Kari Huus (photos by 
James Cheng), MSNBC 
 
(http://photoblog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/09/8641031-faces-of-the-tea-party-revisited-occupy-protesters-
are-mad-at-the-wrong-people) 
 
In 2010, msnbc.com profiled nearly two dozen Tea Party activists in Indiana to learn about their concerns and 
motivations. At the time, many were getting involved in politics for the first time — organizing groups, attending 
rallies, working phone banks and canvassing neighborhoods. We recently checked in with them to hear their 
thoughts on the GOP candidates for president and the newest protest movement in the neighborhood, Occupy Wall 
Street.  
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(October 2010. The Cosgray family pose for family portrait at their farm outside Monticello, Ind. From left, Nicole, 

16, Rachel, 20, mother, Laura, 47, father Sam, 48, Tyler, 25 and his baby, Bella, 4 months old, Amanda, 24 and her 
husband, Alex, 26.) 

 
In between jobs, church and family responsibilities, the Cosgray family of Monticello, Ind. is deeply 
involved in their local White County Tea Party Patriots. Father Sam works at Caterpillar. His wife, 
Laura, works part-time at a local school. 
 
What they’re doing now: 
 

“We are still plugging away,” says Laura Cosgray of her family. “We are just talking to people, educating 
people.” 
 
The White County Tea Party Patriots, which meets once a month, now has close to 350 members, she says. 
 
In a general sense, she thinks the Tea Party has gained stature over the last year. 
 
“(White County Patriots) had a float in a local parade. People were actually standing up, thumbs up, 
clapping," she says. “People in this country feel — they know — something is not right. I think they are 
feeling respect and appreciation” for the Tea Party. 
 
The family’s commitment was recently recognized by their congressman, Rep. Todd Rokita, who treated the 
entire clan to a four-day trip to Washington, D.C., flying them to the capital in his private plane. 
 
“Rokita has the conservative values and views and aligns himself with Tea Party philosophy,” says Laura 
Cosgray. “He told (our group) he wanted to take one Tea Party family from White County to show his 
gratitude.” 

 
Looking ahead to 2012 presidential election: 
 

“If I had to pick (a Republican candidate), I would be voting for Herman Cain. He’s not a politician; he’s a 
businessman who knows how to create jobs. I think he’s a straight shooter. He speaks for me. He seems 
like a genuine guy. 
 



“I was really happy to see Cain was coming up in the polls. … I just didn’t know if he would gain any 
momentum. Thank goodness he has because we really think he is the best choice. 
 
“I hope he stays the way he is… He’s much more conservative than the other ones. And he’s not a 
politician. We are really sick of politicians.  They are not going to get by with this rhetoric.” 

 
On the 'Occupy Wall Street' movement: 
 

The “Occupy” protesters “are mad at the wrong people," says Cosgray. "We’re not mad at the bankers… 
The Tea Party is mad at our politicians, our government. They are the ones that changed our country. I’m 
not saying there’s not crony capitalism —there is. … The real problem here is coming right from the White 
House and our Congress.” 
 
Occupy protesters are “bizarre, very strange,” to Cosgray. 
 
“I think (the Occupy movement) makes the Tea Party look a lot better. We’re not playing drums, 
masturbating on the street, or defecating on cars. I don’t think there’s anybody (out on the street) who is 
for American the way it was founded. They are like from another planet or something. 
 
“The next time (Americans) see Tea Party groups holding a rally I think they’ll be, like, ‘Phew! Finally some 
people with common sense.’" 

 
 



 
(Emery McClendon speaking at a rally in Indianapolis, Ind., October 2010.) 

 
Emery McClendon, 59, works as a FedEx courier. He is disabled veteran, a founder of The Liberty 
Coalition in Fort Wayne, Ind. and a frequently requested Tea Party speaker. 

 
What he’s doing now: 
 

Since 2010, McClendon’s Liberty Coalition has joined forces with another local Tea Party group under the 
name Fort Wayne 9-12. “We had the same purpose, same goals," he says. "… I’m seeing that more and 
more around the country — people saying, let’s do events together, share resources, share the costs.” 
 
McClendon recently addressed Indiana’s Tea Party “convention” — Hoosiers for Conservative Senate — 
which threw support behind Richard Mourdock, in an effort to unseat Sen. Richard Lugar, a six-term 
Republican. 
 
“Since Obama, (Lugar) has taken the opposite stance of everything he said he stood for," McClendon says. 
“We want to get someone in there and take conservative values to Washington D.C." 
 
McClendon also is an avid writer, penning commentaries for distribution through conservative channels like 
Project 21 and through Facebook and Twitter. 

 
On how the Tea Party has changed: 



 
McClendon says the Tea Party in his area is active, growing and increasingly cohesive, but it has moved 
away from protests and public events. 
 
“We are focusing on training and getting people educated, to explain what we stand for,” he said, speaking 
from a leadership training conference in Washington, D.C. “We’re teaching people to speak informatively 
about what we believe in and how to get the message out.” 
 
McClendon says some of the people who came to Tea Party rallies have drifted away, but others have 
joined the movement. 
 
“A lot of people got into the movement because they thought it was going to be rally after rally. It’s fun, I 
agree … but that’s not what the movement is all about. We decided we need to train people, make people 
more aware of what is going on, how to approach your Senator, congressman…. A lot of people dropped 
out because it’s a lot of work. 
 
“There are a lot more Tea Party people attending hearings and committee meetings in Washington and 
statehouses. There’s more analysis of bills, letting people know (what’s in them). That’s all part of 
education.” 
 
According to McClendon, the “birthers” who dispute President Obama’s citizenship, have been sidelined. 
 
“I think they are a fringe group out there beating an issue. … You can talk all day about what’s on 
someone’s birth certificate, but is that going to create jobs, help our elderly or our soldiers?... Let’s 
concentrate on how to set America back on track.” 

 
On the Occupy Wall Street movement: 
 

"The only thing we have in common is that they are rallying. We rally for a purpose. ... They don’t know 
what’s really going down, because if they did they would be out picketing in front of the White House, and 
statehouses. 
 
“If you read their signs they want everything. … If you take from the rich and, quote-unquote, give it to the 
poor, you take money from the people who have the means to create jobs and you shut this country down. 
 
“... What Occupy Wall Street has done for the Tea Party is it has made us really focus in on our issues… and 
get our message out on how we differ and why it is important that we differ.” 

 
On the 2012 election: 
 

McClendon says he is friends with Herman Cain, a conservative who made a fortune running Godfather's 
Pizza. 
 
"But," he adds. "I’m open to whoever wins the primary and we are going to stand behind that candidate 
100 percent.”  

 
 



 
(Anna Kroyman and Jack Van Valkenburg at a diner in Monticello, Ind., October 2010.) 

 
Anna and Jack are founding members of the White County Tea Party Patriots. Anna Kroyman, 62, is founder of 
the White County Tea Party Patriots. She runs a distribution company from her home in Monticello, 
Ind., which she shares with boyfriend Jack Van Valkenburg, 66, a retired Chicago police officer. 
 
What she’s doing now: 
 

Kroyman gets as many local, state and national candidates as she can to speak at local Tea Party meetings, 
even when the candidate has little hope of winning them over. 
 
“We’ve had the Democrats, the Libertarians and the Republicans," she says. "I invited every presidential 
candidate to come to speak to our group in White County.” 
 
None of the GOP presidential candidates made a showing at their rural Indiana Tea Party meetings, but they 
heard back from the Romney campaign and Newt Gingrich provided DVD answers to questions submitted by 
members of the White County Tea Party Patriots. 
 
The group also hosted Sen. Richard Lugar, R-Ind., who has largely lost favor among this conservative 
contingent. But she was determined to keep it civilized. 
 
“One (Tea Party member) got up with three pages that he was going to read to Lugar,” says Kroyman. “I 
said, 'No. You get two minutes, one question.'… We told Lugar that he couldn’t filibuster either. … You gotta 
be brief.” 
 
This group distanced itself from a statewide Tea Party effort to rally to unseat Lugar, and replace him with 
Indiana state Treasurer Richard Mourdack. Kroyman says she didn’t think the state group should call the 
shots for all the Tea Party members. She also did not like their tone. 
 
“There was no dignity to anything they were doing. This is a sitting senator,” she says. “Tea Parties should 
be about education, not manipulation and persuasion.” 

 
On the Tea Party today: 
 



The White County group’s membership has changed in the past year, Kroyman says.  
 
“The people who have drifted off are much more radical and think that we should be doing more — more 
fighting, more getting out there, and more ranting and raving. I’ve told them they needed to start their own 
group.” 
 
She is also frustrated with members who focus primarily on social issues. 
 
“Like abortion, gay marriage. I say, are you kidding me? Are these the most important issues in America? 
That’s the small stuff. Look what’s happening in this country. We need to elect a leader. The most important 
issue is restoring exceptionalism — someone who doesn’t apologize for this country, and is strong on 
defense.” 
 
Though its makeup is shifting, she notes that the group is still growing. 
 
“That’s why I hate it when people say the Tea Party is fizzling out. No it's not! It’s reorganizing.” 

 
On the 2012 election: 
 

Kroyman says that she initially found none of the GOP candidates especially appealing, and was 
disappointed that Sarah Palin is not among them.  
 
But now she supports businessman and lobbyist Herman Cain, for three reasons, she says: his “business 
common sense,” his positions that align with the Tea Party, and because "he is not a politician." 
 
“Has my position changed since these four sexual harassment cases have surfaced?” she asks, anticipating 
the question. “No, it has not.” 
 
“None of this has been proved to be fact, including the most recent graphic accusations. ... This new attack 
is 15 years old and prepared by Gloria Allred ... a known liberal activist who did damage to Meg Whitman in 
the last election and likely believes she can manipulate this election as well. 
 
In any case, she says, Cain is the best candidate, "because he is a conservative candidate with solutions 
that can actually work. He is the most viable candidate and could certainly beat Obama, which is exactly 
why he’s under attack.” 

 
On the 'Occupy Wall Street' movement: 
 

“When they first got out there in September I saw lots of folks that were much like us. Older folks, family 
folks, working people making the time to be heard. They were drawn by the same feelings of frustration 
that Tea Party people were drawn by more than two years ago. Something is drastically wrong with our 
country and it needs fixing.” 
 
“Occupy Wall Street raised people from their couches that the Tea Party could not raise…," Kroyman 
concedes, though she thinks government, not Wall Street, is the proper target for their frustration. But she 
says the movement has changed recently. 
 
“About a month into (the Occupy movement), the folks with common sense had already gone home. What 
remains are the anarchists and general ne’er-do-wells. They have no message, no knowledge, no purpose 
and no sense of right or wrong. It’s already escalated into severe violence in Oakland with 10 police officers 
injured, 500 arrested. 
 
“I’m not sure why (cities) are permitting these fierce activities to continue. … I think it’s cruel on their part 
to let this go on until someone gets killed, and surely that’s where it is headed. 
 
“The good that surfaced … is that the folks that went home are now paying very close attention.”  



 
 

 
(Emily Daniels canvassing for a local Republican in South Bend, Ind., October 2010.) 

 
Emily Daniels, 19, is a sophomore at Bethel College in South Bend, Ind. As a Republican she has attended some Tea 
Party events, and was generally aligned with their conservative views. 
 
What she’s doing now: 
 

In addition to carrying a full college course load, Daniels is president of the Republican Club at Bethel, 
“educating students about what is going on in the world around them, how these things will affect them, 
how they can get involved and ... make a difference. We also try to make politics interesting and fun for 
your average student." 
 
 Daniels' club has held voter registration at Bethel, a private Christian school, helped out a local campaigns 
and organized campus appearances by local and statewide candidates. 
 
Coming up, they are planning a pro-life political action night and a campus-wide initiative to write letters to 
American soldiers serving overseas. 
 
“In the long term, I want to see my generation knowledgeable about what is going on in their communities 
and world so that we can stand for what we believe in and become leaders as we head out from college into 
the real world.” 
 
Daniels says her views of the Tea Party haven’t changed since a year ago, when she described Tea Party 
members as “people who actually care and want to be involved in the Republican Party ... and want to 
make sure they keep promises and really represent the people. 
 
Today, she says: “People are still upset at the failed policies of Democrats, and at Republicans who don't 
stand up for conservative common values." 
 
She remains undecided on which GOP candidate she favors. 

 
On the Occupy Wall Street movement: 



 
“The protests are about many things and I really haven't had (a chance) to look into them beyond the 
media spin." ... “Their principles,” she says, referring to documents published by the movement, are 
"antithetical to the values of the Tea Party. 
 
"Students in my club aren't buying the things (Occupy protesters) say — including one you might think they 
agree with: lessening of student loan debt. 
 
We believe that we are responsible for our own debt and paying for our own college education, not the 
government (or other taxpayers) and we don't see why we should pay the student loans of others who were 
perhaps irresponsible in taking student loans." 

 
 

 
(Pastor Donald Nunemaker poses for a portrait at his home in Plymouth, Ind., October 2010.) 

 
Don Nunemaker, 62, Plymouth, Ind., retired Air Force officer and part-time pastor, is co-founder of 
'We the People,' a Tea Party-affiliated group in Marshall and Fulton Counties. 
 
What he’s doing today: 
 

“We the People” still meets monthly, and Nunemaker says membership has more than doubled to about 300 
since we last spoke to him in fall of 2010. But the group’s approach has changed. 



 
“Charging out to D.C. to take part in a protest is not high on our priority list,” he says. “Now we are 
harassing our elected officials as much as possible. We will email or call (House Speaker John) Boehner, R-
Ohio, at the drop of a hat if we see something we don’t like.” For instance, he says, “We did not want to see 
that debt ceiling raise. … All it does is encourage more spending and less thrift.” 

 
How the Tea Party has changed: 
 

In 2008, Indiana Tea Partiers got burned when they fielded two candidates against establishment 
Republican Rep. Dan Coats. Coats won with 40 percent of the vote because his opponents split the protest 
vote. 
 
“That was a good lesson to learn,” says Nunemaker. “If you don’t come at this unified, somebody else is 
going to jump in there who you don’t want.” 
 
This time, most are united behind conservative Richard Mourdock to unseat long-time Republican Sen. 
Richard Lugar, now considered a RINO (Republican In Name Only) by many residents in the movement. 

 
On the 'Occupy Wall Street' movement: 
 

Nunemaker says the new movement has “nothing” in common with the Tea Party movement. 
 
“They may be protesting the bailouts, but from a socialist approach,” says Nunemaker. “We protest them 
because it’s a waste of taxpayers’ money.” 
 
Mainly, Nunemaker says, he says he feels “amused” by the protesters he has seen on TV. “They gave me 
the impression they had no idea why they were there.” 
 
Even so, he keeps an eye on it: “We watch it in case there’s something emerging that we might want to pay 
attention to.” 

 
Looking ahead to the 2012 elections: 
 

Nunemaker favors pizza tycoon Herman Cain as GOP candidate because he sees Cain as a Washington 
outsider (despite his history as a lobbyist for the restaurant industry.) He also likes Cain’s business 
background, and his flat-tax proposal. 
 
Until the election comes a bit closer, Nunemaker says he and many fellow Tea Party activists are focused on 
their jobs and families. He and his wife, Susan, recently adopted a 5-year-old girl, Liga, from an orphanage 
in Latvia. 
 
Nonetheless, “The Tea Party is not in a state of dormancy,” he says. “But we’re not all hyped up yet like we 
were in the last election. … We’re staying active and staying informed. If something needs our attention we 
will jump on it.” 

 
Read Faces of the Tea Party (revisited): Part One: 
(http://photoblog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/08/8640876-faces-of-the-tea-party-revisited-views-on-the-
election-and-the-occupy-movement) 
 
See the original Faces of the Tea Party slideshow (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/39770816/ns/politics-
picture_stories/) or Tea Party Photoblog (http://photoblog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2010/10/13/5284571-faces-
of-the-tea-party) 
 
 

20111109-02 09:13 SteveB 
Re: From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited)…” (reply to 
MarthaH, above) 
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Thank you for your contribution! Could you be more explicit about “big gaps in reality and truth”? I’d love to hear 
what you have in mind. 
 
 

20111109-03 09:26 MathaH 
Re: From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited)…” (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

 
First, let's see what readers think they see...I know Indiana but I am sure the same gaps exist everywhere. 
 
One is that Lugar is a Rhodes Scholar and was quite the innovator and my hero in reorganizing Indianapolis and 
Marion County into Unigov when I was a PS major in college. Oh, to have cleaned up the crumbs in his office!  
Years later in the Senate, he has pushed conservative issues loyally and has clout as seniority goes there, but they 
vilify him and are working to oust him. His knowledge and work on nukes is something the Senate and the US 
sorely need. He is not perfect, and I write my "share" of comments to him on issues, but all he needs to do is step 
up to the caucus and do what he knows is right and quit following the "leaders." 
 
I see no mention of some characteristics I know exist in local Tea Party flag wavers. Do they not admit  them in 
themselves??? I told one I like roads without chuckholes, hospitals, police, fire men, trash pick-up, libraries, 
schools—and she agreed. And then I said, "And I think we need to raise taxes a little to support all of them" and 
she nearly fainted...They want those things—but not pay for them? That is why we are "here."  I would LOVE to 
show up at the local meeting with my Government 12 final exam and see how they do. Maybe not... 
 
I am sure that if we made a general list of characteristics we know in Tea Party folks we know personally, they will 
be reflected in the profiles in the article. 
 
 

20111109-04 09:35 SteveB 
Re: From the Right: “Faces of the Tea Party (Revisited)…” (reply to 
MarthaH, above) 

 
I have always liked Lugar too. He seems like a man of integrity. I also applaud your stand on raising taxes a little. 
That seems to go against the Tea Party, but I think you are entirely right. We need better streets, hospitals, police 
& fire departments, libraries (probably not gonna happen, unfortunately), and, perhaps most of all, schools. The 
people do not need or deserve worse or less of any of these essentials. 
 
 

20111109-05 09:49 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #13) 

 
I just watched Jon Stewart interview Bill Clinton about his book on the “Daily Show”.  (We tape it the night before 
and watch it the morning.)  Clinton is so smart.  He's even smarter than Jon Stewart.  I wish he were President.  I 
don't care what he did with Monica; he was good for this country.  If he says, don't raise taxes, I listen to him.  He 
also says, don't cut spending, and I listen to that too.  I believe that's called compromise.  It seems that everyone 
brings so much emotion into politics.  Beliefs count more than ideas.  That is our downfall.  That and pure greed. 
 
 

20111109-07 10:51 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
Poll I read last night indicated that Bill had an approval rating of 67% and among Republicans his approval rating 
was 40%.  It seems that he keeps getting better with age, or is it in comparison with what we have to choose 
from?  Getting better. 
 
 

20111109-09 11:26 SteveB 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
Pam & SteveG, above) 



 
I have often wondered the same thing about Wild Bill. How does he do it? Going up, skyward even, despite 
everything. You might recall…I even went to heckle him when he spoke in Montana when Hillary was running. The 
sex stuff and lies were a little over the top for me. A President lying to me doesn’t sit well. It didn’t with Nixon or 
Bush either. When he was President, I thought he was too much of a compromiser, and he did give in on the 
banking deregulation. 
 
But there’s something about him that is so likeable. What would you rather do, go hunting with GW Bush, or go 
fishing with Clinton? Come on! I’ll buy the hamburgers, beer, and bait. He’s gonna have to pay for his own hookers. 
 
And, you’re right. Compared to these corrupt bought-and-sold jokers we have now? Ghuinghystf…uuu, excuse me, 
the puke was leaking out my mouth and nose onto the keyboard… 
 
I was thinking the other day about the incompetence of all the Republicans, their terrible, stupid debating, public 
lies and flip-flops, mistakes…thinking back to all the politicians I can remember back to Ike. It seems to me that I’m 
not misremembering…but their public performances of all types seem so much more competent than this current 
pack of stupids. 
 
And though Obama has heard his share of complaints from me, stupid he is not. Even the evil one, Nixon, was far 
from stupid or incompetent. How Reagan did it, I’ll never know… 
 
 

20111109-13 12:27 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
Pam & SteveB, above) 

 
I know Clinton caved on deregulation, but I bet he got something in exchange for it. [Hilarious, Pam…oh, but 
maybe you mean something political? –SteveB] 
 
 

20111109-15 14:10 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
all, above) 

 
I like that Bill has disagreements with both sides as most of us do.  Compromise used to be a good thing and now it 
isn’t. 
 
Remember the first debates with JFK and Nixon.  If you saw the debates you thought JFK won, but if you listened 
to the debates you thought Nixon won.  Amazing what perceptions we have based on differences in sensory input.  
Politics has gone downhill since then. 
 
 

20111109-23 17:18 Art 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to all, 
above) 

 
Although I admit I railed against Clinton when I thought he lied (and I still do not forgive that),  the difference with 
Monica I'm pretty sure is that was Monica the aggressor. 
 
On the other hand I think we have to began to address the deficit and that means cutting spending and raising 
taxes. 
 
 

20111109-26 19:52 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to 
all, above) 

 
Cutting spending, raising taxes, and plugging loopholes has got to be the ways we attack the problems. 
 
Like most people, I really did not like Bill wagging his finger at us and lying. 



 
 

20111109-28 21:44 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton Raps GOP, Obama: End ’Dysfunctional' Politics” (reply to all, 
above) 

 
I don't like lying either, but I can see how a person might be tempted to brazen it out.  Still, you'd think they'd learn 
from Nixon's experience that it's not so much the crime as the cover-up. 
 
 

20111109-06 10:49 SteveG “Health Law Probably Safe as (Another) Conservative Jurist Affirms” 

 
“Health Law Probably Safe as (Another) Conservative Jurist Affirms” by Matt Taylor, The National Memo 
 
Nov. 8, 2011, (http://www.nationalmemo.com/health-law-safe-conservative-reagan-appointee-constitutionality/) 
 
A 2-1 ruling by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Washington, D.C. circuit upholding the constitutionality of the 
Affordable Care Act, Barack Obama's overhaul of the American healthcare system that extends coverage to nearly 
all Americans, gave a hint of the rationale that the Supreme Court — and even conservative Chief Justice John 
Roberts — could use to avoid striking down the administration's signature law in the middle of an election season. 
 
The majority opinion, written by a conservative Ronald Reagan appointee, Judge Laurence Silberman, concurred 
with the government's claim that it has the power under the Commerce Clause of the Constitution to regulate 
economic activity that includes a requirement to purchase health insurance, and is the latest in a series of rulings 
responding to suits by Republicans angry at what they see as government overreach. 
 
"The right to be free from federal regulation is not absolute, and yields to the imperative that Congress be free to 
forge national solutions to national problems, no matter how local — or seemingly passive — their individual 
origins," Silberman wrote. 
 
While repealing "Obamacare" has become an article of faith among Republicans, it was unclear whether or not the 
increasingly right-leaning judiciary was willing to take a sharply narrow view of the Congress' regulatory power and 
actively strike down any laws that expanded the welfare state. In some ways, the fact that a conservative legend 
issued the ruling was more important than the opinion's substance. 
 
"I think Silberman’s vote was very significant," said Ian Millhiser, a legal policy analyst with the Center for American 
Progress. "This is a man with 30 years of history as a very strong conservative activist. He reversed [Iran-Contra 
Reagan official] Oliver North’s felony conviction. He wrote the lower court opinion invalidating the D.C. handgun 
opinion. He received the presidential medal of freedom from George W. Bush. This is someone who, throughout his 
career, when there was doubt in a constitutional question, he resolved the doubt in favor of conservatives. And 
what he’s saying is there isn’t any doubt here; the law is unambiguous that this is constitutional." 
 
The Supreme Court is likely to announce within the coming weeks that it will hear a challenge to the Affordable 
Care Act, a process that was sped up by the Obama Administration's request for a writ of certiorari, or formal 
acceptance of a case for review by the high court. A ruling would probably be issued sometime next spring or 
summer, in the thick of the presidential campaign — an epic showdown that looks like it could be anti-climactic if 
Tuesday's decisions are any indication. 
 
Noah Feldman, a Harvard law professor and legal historian, pointed out that while the dissenting judge in the 
Appeals case, Brett Kavanaugh, is a conservative George W. Bush appointee, he didn't strike down the Affordable 
Care Act. Instead, he argued the Court had no jurisdiction because the tax (or penalty) for not purchasing insurance 
had not yet kicked in, appealing to the Anti-injunction Act, which says citizens can only challenge taxes after they 
have paid them. He effectively outlined a way for even the most rock-ribbed conservative justice to delay the 
decision on the bill until after the presidential election. 
 
"What Judge Kavanaugh is doing is sending a message to Kennedy saying, 'You don’t have to decide the case. You 
can defer this thing.'" Feldman said. "The Obama administration [by pushing for a Supreme Court review early] was 

http://nationalmemo.com/users/14
http://www.nationalmemo.com/health-law-safe-conservative-reagan-appointee-constitutionality/


clever," because Republicans have to choose between getting rid of a law they despise as soon as possible, and 
keeping it on the books long enough to star in attack ads. 
 
This dynamic — where the president publicly spars with the judiciary on major policy matters — hasn't really been 
witnessed since The New Deal. "This is the first time since the 1930s that you've had an extended clash between a 
progressive president and a narrow conservative majority on the Supreme Court," said Jeff Shesol, an historian who 
wrote about FDR's "court-packing" plan in his 2010 book Supreme Power. 
 
"What the ruling today says, and what other rulings upholding the Affordable Care Act have suggested, is that it is 
within the power of Congress to deal in this way with this national problem. The national government has the ability 
to deal with an obviously national problem. Which is the fundamental question that gripped in the country in the 
1930s." 
 
On the other hand, the comparison between Obama — who has disappointed much of the left with the relatively 
cautious nature of his agenda and a kid-gloves approach to negotiating with congressional Republicans — and FDR 
doesn't quite work. 
 
Whereas FDR had enormous personal popularity behind him, which helped turn public sentiment sharply against the 
high court as it began to strike down New Deal legislation, Obama's poor approval numbers — and the even more 
tepid feelings of voters toward the healthcare law — mean the justices (and moderate "swing vote" Anthony 
Kennedy in particular) need not fear a populist uprising; they can make as deeply ideological a decision as they like. 
 
"After Bush v. Gore, the most overtly political decision in Court’s history, the Court suffered zero dip in the public’s 
mind," said Feldman. "If Kennedy wants to strike down the healthcare law, he’s not going to worry the Supreme 
Court’s legitimacy is in question." 
 
Then again, a fight on purely intellectual grounds could help supporters of Obama's (nearly) universal healthcare 
scheme. 
 
"Judge Silberman is someone who is intellectually very respected in conservative circles," said Millhiser. "In order for 
this law to be struck down, opponents have to run the table with the 5 conservatives on the Supreme Court. His 
thinking is very predictive. He’s a leading conservative thinker. He's interacted professionally and socially with the 
conservative justices; they think alike." 
 
Though the Supreme Court sometimes throws out appellate rulings, Tuesday's may be critical for "providing the 
conservative justices of the Supreme Court with an intellectual pathway to upholding the Act, should they choose to 
take it," added Shesol. 
 
Similarly, Feldman argued the Appeals Court ruling would function as a message to the justices on the high court — 
and in particular to Justice Anthony Kennedy, the wild card in a court that is otherwise split between reliable liberal 
and consistent conservative votes on most issues. 
 
"Silberman is a signal to Kennedy. He’s telling Kennedy what he thinks the opinion should be. He gives Kennedy 
some cover. Kennedy, if he’s going to uphold it, would like to cite Silberman, a conservative," as is fitting with his 
centrist reputation. 
 
This ruling is not the first time a conservative legal stalwart has upheld Barack Obama's healthcare law. Back in 
June, George W. Bush appointee Jeffrey Sutton — who clerked for Antonin Scalia and serves on the 6th Circuit 
Court of Appeals in Cincinnati — also said the Affordable Care Act was patently constitutional. 
 
 

20111109-11 11:37 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Well! This should remove a vast amount of uncertainty from the business climate! Now companies can bring their 
greenbacks back to the States and start hiring again. This would be good news indeed! 
 



 

20111109-29 22:35 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
There was/is a backlash toward so called Obamacare because of the mandate that everyone purchase medical 
insurance and some people saying it was unconstitutional.  If that is true, that Obamacare is unconstitutional, are 
not Medicaid and Medicare unconstitutional as it is mandated that all of us pay for them.  We may not use them, 
but we pay for them. 
 
I don’t know about the rest of you, but I really like Medicare = saves me a hell of a lot of money. 
 
 

20111109-30 23:05 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
 
From SteveB (11:05 pm) – reply to SteveG, above, ref: Healthcare and Constitution 
 
Dear SteveG, 
 
I’ve worried about that myself. I’d say Social Security is in the same boat. I’m sure all three are constitutional, but 
with our current Supreme Court, who knows for sure what’s safe? 
 
 

20111109-08 10:58 SteveG 
“Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on Women's 
Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona Immigration Rabble-Rouser” 

 
Synopsis of election day issues.  Interesting in Ohio the backlash on union busting moves.  Also interesting toward 
the bottom of the article that Costco “bought” the right to sell liquor in Washington State. 
 
 
“Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on Women's Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona 
Immigration Rabble-Rouser” by Matt Taylor,The National Memo 
 
Nov. 9, 2011, (http://nationalmemo.com/article/republicans-rejections-voters-toss-out-mississippi-attack-womens-
rights-ohio-union-slashing) 
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For all the frustration surrounding the economy, voters refused to throw incumbent parties out of governors' and 
most big-city mayors' offices, and they turned back an Ohio law that aimed to ease grinding budget problems by 
restricting the union rights of public employees. 
 
In the heart of the Bible Belt, a Mississippi initiative that would have defined life as beginning at fertilization also 
went down to defeat, ending a plan to use it to challenge Roe v. Wade, the 1973 Supreme Court decision that 
established the right to abortion. 
 
Across the nation, voters' last major judgments of 2011 were sure to be closely analyzed for any clues about the 
public's political mood just two months ahead of the first presidential primary and nearly four years into the worst 
economic slowdown since the Depression. 
 
Kentucky's Democratic governor easily won another term, and Mississippi voters kept their governor's office in GOP 
hands — decisions that suggested many Americans were not ready to abandon the parties in power. 
 
In Ohio, a hotly debated new law that severely limited the bargaining rights of more than 350,000 teachers, 
firefighters, police officers and other public employees was repealed with more than 60 percent of the vote. The 
defeat was a stinging blow to Gov. John Kasich and cast doubt on other Republican governors who have sought 
union-limiting measures as a means to curb spending. 
 
"Ohio sent a message to every politician out there: Go in and make war on your employees rather than make jobs 
with your employees, and you do so at your own peril," AFL-CIO President Richard Trumka said. 
 
Kasich congratulated his opponents and pledged to consider his next steps carefully. 
 
"I've heard their voices. I understand their decision, and frankly, I respect what people have to say in an effort like 
this," he said, adding that the vote requires him "to take a deep breath" and "spend some time reflecting on what 
happened here." 
 
The disputed law permitted workers to negotiate wages but not pensions or health care benefits, and it banned 
public-worker strikes, scrapped binding arbitration and eliminated annual raises for teachers. 
 
The outcome will no doubt be studied by presidential candidates as a gauge of the Ohio electorate, which is seen as 
a bellwether. No Republican has won the White House without Ohio, and only two Democrats have done so in more 
than a century. 
 
Elsewhere on the ballot, Ohio voters approved a proposal to prohibit people from being required to buy health 
insurance as part of the national health care overhaul. The vote was mostly symbolic, but Republicans hoped to use 
it in a legal challenge. 
 
The governors' races were of keen interest to both parties. Ten states will elect governors next year, and governors 
can marshal get-out-the-vote efforts crucial to any White House candidate. The first presidential primary is Jan. 10 
in New Hampshire. 
 
In Kentucky, Gov. Steve Beshear was easily re-elected despite high unemployment, budget shortfalls and an 
onslaught of third-party attack ads. He became the second Democrat to win a governor's race this year, after West 
Virginia's Earl Ray Tomblin. 
 
In Mississippi, voters picked Republican Lt. Gov. Phil Bryant to succeed Haley Barbour, who could not run again 
because of term limits. Bryant beat Hattiesburg Mayor Johnny Dupree, the first black major-party nominee for 
governor in Mississippi. 
 
The Mississippi measure to define life as beginning at fertilization would have been the first victory in the country 
for the so-called personhood movement, which aims to make abortion all but illegal. Similar attempts have failed in 
Colorado and are under way elsewhere. 
 



The proposal divided the medical and religious communities and caused some of the most ardent abortion 
opponents, including Barbour, to waver in their support. 
 
Opponents said the measure would have made some forms of birth control, such as the morning-after pill or the 
intrauterine device, illegal. And they worried that it could have deterred physicians from performing in vitro 
fertilization for fear of criminal charges if an embryo did not survive. 
 
Other votes of note: 
 

• In Arizona, state Sen. Russell Pearce, architect of the tough immigration law that put the state at the 
forefront of the national debate, was ousted after a recall attempt led by a fellow Republican. 
 
• Hundreds of cities held mayoral races, including some of the nation's largest. In San Francisco, interim 
Mayor Ed Lee had a strong lead in early returns and would become the city's first elected Asian-American 
mayor if he wins. But it could be days before final results are known because of a complicated system in 
which voters rank their top three candidates. 
 
• In Philadelphia, Democratic Mayor Michael Nutter trounced a little-known Republican challenger. 
 
• Phoenix elected Democrat Greg Stanton, a former city council member, as its new mayor after a campaign 
focused on pulling the nation's sixth-largest city out its economic and foreclosure slump. 
 
• Incumbent mayors also prevailed in Baltimore and Indianapolis. 
 
• Comic-turned-politician Robert Farmer lost his bid to become Kentucky's agriculture commissioner. Farmer 
told hillbilly jokes that upset some people, and he had no farming experience. In Ohio, another comedian, 
Drew Hastings, a fixture on "Comedy Central," became mayor of tiny Hillsboro. 
 
• In Maine, voters repealed a new state law that required voters to register at least two days before an 
election. The decision restored Election Day voter registration, which had been available for nearly four 
decades. A proposal to allow casinos in certain communities was rejected. 
 
• Washington state voters approved a plan to end the state-run liquor system and allow large stores to sell 
alcohol. The proposal was bankrolled by giant retailer Costco, which spent more than $22 million, making it 
the costliest initiative in Washington history. 
 
• Atlanta overwhelmingly approved Sunday alcohol sales, clearing the way for shoppers to buy liquor in 
stores as soon as New Year's Day. 
 
• Oregon held a special primary to replace Democratic Rep. David Wu, who resigned in August after being 
accused of an unwanted sexual encounter with an 18-year-old woman. Wu was the fourth member of 
Congress to quit this year in a sex scandal. 

 
 

20111109-10 11:31 SteveB 
Re: “Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on 
Women's Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona Immigration Rabble-
Rouser” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I loved it! This is from the current CNN webpage: 
 
U.S. ELECTION ROUNDUP 
 

• Miss. rejects 'personhood' measure: http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/09/politics/election-
results/index.html?hpt=hp_t2. 
 

http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/09/politics/election-results/index.html?hpt=hp_t2
http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/09/politics/election-results/index.html?hpt=hp_t2


• Ohio repeals anti-union law: http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/11/08/ohio-voters-overturn-law-
limiting-collective-bargaining-rights/?hpt=hp_t2. 
 
• Loss for Ariz. immigration law backer: http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/09/politics/arizona-recall-
vote/index.html?hpt=hp_t2. 
 
• Ga. voters OK Sunday alcohol sales: 
http://www.cnn.com/video/?hpt=hp_t2#/video/us/2011/11/09/georgia-liquor-law-vote.wsb. 

 
 
All of these very good news for liberals. (Though I’m sorry to see one of my immigration heroes go bye-bye.) 
 
And the Tea Party thinks they have a mandate? I’m afraid they’re going to learn what a mandate really is, come the 
End of their World in 2012. 
 
 

20111109-16 14:11 SteveG 
Re: “Republicans Rejections: Voters Toss Out Mississippi Attack on 
Women's Rights, Ohio Union-Slashing, and Arizona Immigration Rabble-
Rouser” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
It will be interesting to see what happens over the next couple of years in congressional elections. 
 
 

20111109-14 12:33 Pam 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to Art, 
FotM Newsletter #13) 

 
I'm feeling a breeze of hopefulness from all this.  I will not rest easy until after the election, but it seems 
incomprehensible to me that the Republican platform will win the day.  That's not to say it couldn't happen.  The 
dark forces have triumphed before in history, especially when lots of money was involved.  But, despite the Oakland 
police, I believe Americans are averse to violence as a means to settle their differences.  OWS is making every 
effort to remain peaceful—so much better than the 'sixties.  The only way the fat cats can hold on is by arresting 
tons of people and shooting some.  I really don't think that's going to happen.  But, as I say, I won't rest easy.... 
 
 

20111109-12 12:01 SteveB 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to Art, 
FotM Newsletter #13) 

 
I really enjoyed the piece on the 2012 Election in today’s FotM Newsletter. It deserves further analysis. 
 
I, myself, am gaga at a party that thinks it can go against a large majority of Americans and win an election (or, for 
that matter, to try to control a country despite not winning an election or by winning only part of one election, to 
give them the benefit of the doubt. Maybe that’s too convoluted…WHAT ARE THEY THINKING??? 
 
All the polling data juxtaposed against the Republican “platform” seems to many of us seasoned veterans to 
indicate doom. Yet they carry on like lemmings… 
 
To mess with Social Security? Death! Medicare? Death! To bailout banks yet fight job creation and mortgage relief? 
Death! To thumb their noses at the poor and middle class by fighting tooth and nail, to the detriment of the 
country, to protect the richest and most powerful people in the country? Death! To do everything in their power to 
destroy unions and defund education? Death! For cryin’ out loud—to even be against abortion and birth control! 
 
And they have chosen this path. I believe the tide is even turning on taxes… 
 
In tomorrow’s Newsletter will appear profiles of Tea Party members from Indiana. Normal, good, smart Hoosiers 
with normal problems, problems that they do not understand have been created by and would be made worse by a 
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particular political philosophy. Dennis has pointed this out in the past. It’s a big irony that the largest group of 
people who identify with the Tea Party are people who would be hurt most by their success. 
 
They think they want a flat tax, of my??? 
 
Go figure. Here’s a little Hoosier thing for you: I believe “THE HENS WILL COME HOME TO ROOST!” 
 
 

20111109-17 14:14 SteveG 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

 
That “The hens will come home to roost.” is similar to the other Hoosier saying:  “We’ll see whose hog eats the 
cabbage.” 
 
 

20111109-18 14:15 SteveG 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

 
Art did a good job, really liked the piece. 
 
 

20111109-24 17:56 Art Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to all, above) 

 
My apologies to all!!!!!  As much as I would like to claim this, I got from a far better thinker and author with the 
Washington Post or maybe online.  I will send you the name if I can find it. 
 
 

20111109-25 18:05 SteveB 
Re: Republicans Work (Only) Against Obama Re-Election (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
It was my fault. I didn’t find a reference…and I even considered the style…but I should simply have asked before I 
jumped. Sorry and thanks. There really are some time constraints on this journalism stuff, aren’t there? 
 
 

20111109-19 14:18 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Tell Congress to Stop Scapegoating Clean Air 
Standards! 

 
from Care2: 
 
I don't know where Congress got the idea rolling back clean air standards would magically create jobs. The idea 
would be funny if blocking clean air regulations wasn't the actual political strategy pursued by House Majority 
Leader Eric Cantor. 
 
Cantor has mapped out a week-by-week attack on eight critical clean air laws that keep carcinogens and toxins out 
of our lungs and hold polluters accountable. Others in Congress have picked up the mantra that dirty air = jobs. 
 
We don't have to choose between clean air and a growing economy. In fact, the Clean Air Act actually boost our 
economy. Every $1 we've spent on enforcing the Clean Air Act has generated $30 in broader benefits for the 
American economy, like fewer sick days, and costly emergency room visits. 
 
And, oh yeah, clean air rules have prevented thousands of early deaths. That alone should make clean air worth it 
to our politicians. 
 
Tell Congress to stop scapegoating clean air rules and actually do something to grow our economy: 
 

http://www.care2.com/go/z/e/Agx.D/zLNv/BZREP. 

http://www.care2.com/go/z/e/Agx.D/zLNv/BZREP


 
Thanks for taking action! Emily V., Care2 and ThePetitionSite Team 
 
 

20111109-20 15:13 Jim Rich & Poor 

 
Over the years, my wife and I have hosted seventeen foreign exchange students for a year while they went to 
Mishawaka High School.  We also served as an area representatives for over one hundred other students who came 
here through Youth For Understanding. 
 
It has always been interesting to see ourselves from an outside perspective,  even a young person's.  But we also 
get glimpses into other cultures.  The warning glimpse I want to share today is from a young man from the 
Philippines  about twenty years ago.    He was so happy that he could get on a bike and ride around town by 
himself or with his host brothers and he could walk to school. 
 
He could not do that at home because the family lived in a walled compound and he was taken to and from school 
in an armored car with bodyguards because his father was afraid he would be kidnapped for ransom.  Extremes of 
wealth disparity do not always let the rich sleep peacefully. 
 
 

20111109-21 16:02 SteveG “Economics: Presidential Candidates Slip on Econ 101” 

 
“Economics: Presidential Candidates Slip on Econ 101” by Charles Riley, CNN Money 
 
Nov. 9, 2011, (http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/09/news/economy/presidential_candidates_economics/index.htm) 
 
Every 2012 contender attended college. They all graduated. They went to schools like the University of 
Pennsylvania, Columbia, Texas A&M, Morehouse, Penn State and Emory. 
 
But decades have passed since these Presidential candidates first stepped onto campus as freshmen. Is it time for 
an Econ 101 refresher course? 
 
America's Econ 101 professors say yes. In their view, the candidates continue to offer ideas and policies that 
wouldn't pass muster in their classes — populated by 18 year-old college students. 
 
"There are so many economic 'misstatements' being made," said Jonathan Lanning, a professor at Bryn Mawr who 
is teaching two introductory economics classes this semester. "And it isn't confined to any one candidate." 
 
Michele Bachmann promised to bring back $2 gas. Tim Pawlenty suggested sustained 5% GDP growth was a 
realistic target. Rick Perry would balance the budget with lower tax revenues. 
 
No dice, say the professors. 
 
Stephen Golub, who is teaching Econ 101 at Swarthmore College this semester, said some of the ideas floated by 
Presidential candidates would earn a failing grade in his class. 
 
"I think it's grossly irresponsible what they are saying," Golub said. "It's not about economics. It's about getting 
elected. They are promising things that are impossible to deliver or make little sense." 
 
The rhetoric sounds good on the campaign trail. Not in the classroom. 
 
The simple laws of supply and demand render Bachmann's $2 gas promise void, said Erik Nelson, an Econ 101 
professor at Bowdoin College. 
 
Rick Perry labeling Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke as treasonous? "Really over the top," said Golub. 
 

http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/09/news/economy/presidential_candidates_economics/index.htm


Another professor who teaches at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Michael Salemi, was able to 
identify statements from six candidates that "would earn failing grades in my Econ 101 class." 
 
Salemi called Ron Paul's rationale for returning to the gold standard "one of the most dangerous ideas put forward 
by a politician in recent years." 
 
And the idea of waging a trade war with China that was bandied about by Rick Santorum and Mitt Romney at a 
recent debate? 
 
"If we learned anything from the Great Depression it was that starting a trade war by passing new tariffs leads to 
reprisals," Salemi said. "In the end there are no winners, only losers." 
 
Nelson said the tax plans floated by Cain and Perry are prime examples of policy proposals that are designed to 
appeal to primary voters. 
 
"If either of these men are the Republican nominee for president, I suspect their flat tax proposals will go the way 
of all other short-lived flat tax proposals," Nelson said. 
 
Bernard Salanie, an economics professor at Columbia University, said Perry's simplified tax form just won't cut it. 
 
"It is a bit depressing to again hear the argument that we will be well on the road to recovery once our tax returns 
fit on a postcard," Salanie said. 
 
And it's not just Republicans — the Democratic candidate is slipping too. 
 
Neither "side" has a "truly comprehensive understanding of even basic economics," Lanning said. 
 
Nelson pointed to President Obama's green jobs initiative, which he said is an attempt to wed job creation and 
energy production in a way that is unlikely to produce real results. 
 
"They should either concentrate on a policy that aids job creation or a policy that creates more green energy; 
attempts to do both with one policy means they do well on neither goal," Nelson said. 
 
Lanning couldn't be sure any of the candidates would fail his Econ 101 class, but he did say they wouldn't survive 
moving up to 200-level classes next semester. 
 
"I can say that none of the rationales for various policies that I have heard display a basic 200-level understanding 
of key economic concepts," he said. 
 
 

20111109-22 16:23 Pam 
Re: “Economics: Presidential Candidates Slip on Econ 101” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
I guess there's a reason they call economics "the dismal science."  I never took any econ. courses, so everything I 
know is what I've managed to pick up.  (Despite being an English major, I never took a Shakespeare course either.  
It's amazing what you can absorb on your own though.  I could veer off here onto a separate topic.  Focus, Pam, 
focus.)  I know that econ. has become more mathematical, with all sorts of models and suchlike.  Even so, nearly 
everyone admits that it's very hard to predict what will happen in the future, which throws us back upon our own 
common sense.  I don't think many people have all that much.  The gold standard?  $2.00 gas?  Clean energy from 
coal?  Austerity as the way to full employment? 
 
Some of the people I talk to "from the other side" favor a flat tax—like the one in Estonia!  A flat tax has never 
made sense to me.  Take away 20% from a million dollars, and you still end up with a lot more money than the 
poor schmuck making 20 k. after he pays his 20%.  Nuclear energy makes me nervous; I wish Obama would ease 
up on his support for that.  After jobs, I believe energy will be our most crucial issue in the coming decades.  Health 
care will be a close second.  We need our best and brightest working on those issues rather than credit default 



swaps.  I think Obama has learned a lot in four years.  Hopefully in a second term he will be able to bring some of 
his ideas to fruition. 
 
 

20111109-27 19:55 SteveG Fw: Today’s 3 Hottest Progressive Videos & Graphics 

 
from MoveOn.org: 
 
Hello! Here are the three hottest progressive videos and graphics that we found on the web today, November 09, 
2011. 
 

“The Most Effective Political Ad We've Seen This Year” http://www.moveon.org/r?r=267432&id=32749-
18997482-ryJqfwx&t=132707. 
 
“Teddy Roosevelt: 'We Are Not Attacking the Corporations, But Endeavoring to Do Away With Any Evil in 
Them'” http://www.moveon.org/r?r=267433&id=32749-18997482-ryJqfwx&t=132709. 
 
“Robert Reich At #OccupySF: 'You Can't Stop This Once It's Started'” 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=267434&id=32749-18997482-ryJqfwx&t=132711. 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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America’s Treasure: Her Public Schools and Teachers 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 11, 2011) 
 
 
I stand by our educational system. I'm happy if none of you were "home schooled" or "schooled" for a profit. I 
stand by our teachers. I stand by our teachers' unions. I stand by the 2 billion out of 7 billion people in the world 
who live on less than $2 a day. But I want them to pretty much stay in their home countries and try to have fewer 
children. Sorry to be so brutally honest, but what else is really going to work in the long run? In the meantime, I 
say we help all we possibly can, but we help our brothers and sisters at home first. We help our own families first. 
That's the way humans are. That's the way we were made to be. We are tribal. I think that's OK. And our families 
are hurting and need our help, especially if we, as private citizens, are to now take on the responsibilities the 
government has shouldered for us for so long. Yet another hidden Republican tax we will pay in the name of saving 
money and giving someone an almighty profit. Not that there’s anything wrong with profit, for the most part. Or 
taxes. 
 
Maybe that's the difference between the philosophies of the two great parties. The Democrats' taxes are out in the 
open, much of the Republicans' taxes are hidden. You're going to pay just as much either way, it's just that one 
system is more honest than the other. 
 
 
 

20111110-01 08:04 Ann Fw: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ 

 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ 
 
For those of you who are Hoosiers, this is so accurate it hurts.  To those of you who are displaced Hoosiers, you 
may get homesick. 
 
Know the state casserole. The state casserole consists of canned green beans, Campbell ’s cream of mushroom 
soup, and dried onions. You can safely take this casserole to any social event and know that you will be accepted. 
 
Get used to food festivals. The Indiana General Assembly, in an effort to grow bigger athletes, passed legislation 
years ago requiring every incorporated community to have at least one festival per year dedicated to a high-fat 
food. It is your duty as a Hoosier in fact to attend these festivals and buy at least one elephant ear. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com


The secret to the weather is wear layers or die. The thing to remember about Indiana seasons is that they can 
occur at anytime. We have spring-like days in January and wintry weekends in October. April is capable of providing 
a sampling of all four seasons in a single 24-hour period. For these reasons, Indiana is the Layering Capital of the 
World. 
 
Don't take Indiana place names literally. If a town has the same name as a foreign city — Valparaiso and Versailles, 
for example — you must not pronounce them the way the foreigners do lest you come under suspicion as a spy. 
Also, East Enterprise has no counterpart on the west side of the state. South Bend is in the north. North Putnam is 
in the south, and French Lick isn't what you think either. 
 
You gotta know sports. In order to talk sports with obsessive fans in Indiana , you have to be knowledgeable on the 
three levels — professional, college, and high school. 
 
Botany is easy. There are only seven kinds of plants in Indiana: corn, wheat, soybeans, grass, trees, flowers, and 
weeds. Everything falls into one or another of these categories. 
 
 
YOU KNOW YOU'RE FROM INDIANA WHEN… 
 

• You think the state Bird is Larry. 
• You can say 'French Lick' without laughing out loud. 
• There's actually a college near you named 'Ball State’. 
• You know Batesville is the casket-making capital of the world, and you're proud of it. 
• You could never figure out spring forward-fall back, so you still think you should just ignore Daylight 

Savings Time! 
• You know several people who have hit a deer. 
• Down south to you means Kentucky. 
• You have no problem spelling or pronouncing Terre Haute. 
• Your school classes were canceled because of cold. 
• Your school classes  were canceled because of heat. 
• You know what the phrase 'knee-high by the Fourth of July' means. 
• You've heard of Euchre, you know how to play Euchre, and you are a master of Euchre. 
• You've seen a running car, with nobody in it, in the parking lot of the grocery store, no matter what time 

of year it is. 
• Detasseling was your first job. Bailing hay, your second. 
• You could stack hay, swim in the pond to get clean, and then have the strength to play a couple of games 

of hoops, all in the same barn lot on the same day. 
• You say things like catty corner and know what it means. 
• You install security lights on your house and garage, and then leave them both unlocked. 
• You carry jumper cables in your car regularly. 
• You drink pop. You catch frogs at the crick. If you want someone to hear you, you holler at 'em. 
• You know that baling wire was the predecessor to duct tape. 
• You know that strangers are the only ones who come to your front door. 
• Kids and dogs ride in the passenger seats of cars and the backs of pickups. 
• You think nothing of driving on the roads and being stuck behind a farm implement in spring and fall. You 

just hope it's not a hog truck or a manure spreader. 
• High school basketball games draw bigger crowds on the weekend than movie theaters, IF you have a 

movie theater. 
• Driving is better in the winter because the potholes are filled with snow. 
• The local paper covers national and international headlines on one page but requires six for local sports. 
• You can repeat the scores of the last eight NBA games, but unless the MVP is a Hoosier, you are not sure 

who he is. 
• You can see at least two basketball hoops from your yard. 
• You can name Bobby Knight's exploits over the last few years. 
• The biggest question of your youth was IU or Purdue. 
• Indianapolis is the BIG CITY. 



• Getting stuck by a train is a legitimate excuse for being late to school or work. 
• Everyone knows who the town cops are, where they live, and whether they're at home or on duty. 
• You've been to the Covered Bridge Festival. And you took back roads to get there. 

 
To you, my dear fellow Hoosiers, tenderloin is not an expensive cut of beef, but a big, salty, breaded 
and fried piece of pork served on a bun with lettuce and a pickle. Mmmmm…now that’s good eatin’! 
[SteveB] 
 
 

20111110-02 09:22 SteveB Video: Rick Perry’s ‘Oops Moment’ 

 
I mean…seriously…if you didn’t see Perry’s moment of stupidity in the sun last night you have to go to cnn.com or 
cnbc.com and watch it. Marvelous. 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7GSmDsAET7I 
 
He’s like a cockroach in the kitchen at 4:00 am when you turn on the lights, scurrying to get away, but running in 
circles because he’s so scared and needing to get out of the situation. And you wonder…what the hell is he doing 
there in the first place? 
 
Let me ask just one question that I think is a fair one: 
 
If a man this stupid subscribes to a philosophy, what does that say about the philosophy? 
 
I know, if it were me, if I were a teabagger or a conservative Republican, Perry’s display last night would have 
made me go back to the drawing board to find-out where I went wrong! 
 
I don’t think I’m being too extreme. After Richard Nixon staring America in the eye and lying, with sweat on his 
upper lip and everyone knowing he was lying, this was the worst moment in American political history that I have 
ever witnessed. The gall of the man and the party to think a moron can be President! (I guess he would be easy to 
control, huh? Ring a bell?) 
 
 

20111110-03 09:23 SteveB Video: Rick Perry’s ‘Oops Moment’ (Reprise) 

 
OOPS! 
 
Politico called it “The ‘Oops’ heard ‘round the world.” 
 
Indeed. It is hilarious! 
 
If you didn’t find the video elsewhere, see: 
 

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/68047.html. 
 
 
 

20111110-04 10:17 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #14) 

 
I like Medicare too, and your argument is right on target.  We're also required to buy car insurance.  The Right 
looks for any way they can find to try to dismantle what they see as a "welfare state."  For some reason—the Cold 
War?—they think anything done collectively is tyranny.  This is, to me, a bizarre stand.  Most of the things we enjoy 
in life are the result of things done collectively.  I wish someone would explain to me WHY the Right wants smaller 
government.  I have yet to hear a satisfactory explanation.  I won't be convinced, but I'd at least like to see a 
cogent, reasonable argument. 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7GSmDsAET7I
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/68047.html


 

20111110-05 11:02 Art Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Well said.  Has anyone else noticed that we see lots and lots of well reasoned arguments (even if you don't agree) 
from the so called liberals about what is wrong and needs fixing with the country, but nothing but vague 
generalities (Dale excluded) or just outright hate mail (Obama spits on the flag every morning) from the right. 
Maybe I run with the wrong crowd, but I am still waiting for some coherent reasoning (even if I may disagree) from 
the so called conservatives on exactly what they think is wrong and what their plan(s) is/are. 
 
 

20111110-06 11:51 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
My fear is a push for the Supreme Court to rule Obama’s medical plan unconstitutional and then use that ruling to 
make a push on Medicaid and Medicare.  I would put nothing past the conservatives trying anything. 
 
 

20111110-07 12:07 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Art & SteveG, above) 

 
I'm sure that's what they want to do.  End abortion. Privatize everything.  Roll back decades of progress.  The 
elections yesterday in Ohio and Alabama are a hopeful sign, but the Supreme Court we have now is terrifying.  One 
more conservative, and we're all doomed.  The Right keeps saying they want to take the country back.  I'm afraid 
they'll take it away.  It's like they think America belongs to them alone.  They seem to be running on fear and hate.  
I think the Left is just running on fear.  In the end I conclude that human beings aren't very evolved. 
 
 

20111110-08 12:11 Art Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Much like the rest of the Republican agenda, I keep hearing the horrors of the Health Care Plan but never specifics.  
Here is something I put together a few months ago. I think I sent it out once before so I apologize if you have seen 
it already. It is actually what got me started on this whole political thing.  When Bonehead said publicly "we have 
the best health care system in the world" it was just more than I could take. Instead of apologizing for the current 
Health Care Plan, Democrats ought to hammering on these points daily.  The United States has a crappy health 
care system and to make it worse it is outrageously expensive. 
 
I think SteveG is right.  The Supremes are about as politicized and probably bought off as they have been in a long 
time and who knows where they will go. It is also interesting how the Republican state parties have tried to change 
the rules for voting. That got handed a setback in Maine but they keep plugging away. 
 
I cannot believe that any even remotely thinking political leader can say that in view of the facts.  This is well 
documented from many sources but among them the CIA World Factbook. In point of fact we are 49th in the world 
in life expectancy, just a few points ahead of Libya, God help us. Even worse in infant mortality, those that die in 
the first year, we are behind Cuba, not to mention all the rest of the modern industrial world. The United States is 
19 out of 19 in "avoidable mortality", in other words things that could be fixed. 
 
Finally and this is the real kicker, we spend 17% of our GDP on healthcare, European nations spend about 8%,  yet 
in virtually every category,  their citizens are much healthier. 
 
What worries me is, if Bonehead goes after healthcare really believing ours is the best in the world , what possible 
good can come out of starting from that kind of flawed logic?  Oh, there is one other thing, if you are very rich, 
medical care in the USA is not so bad. Maybe Bonehead has a more restricted constituency in mind. 
 
 

20111110-11 12:46 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Art, above) 

 
In the past few years I have lived in the Midwest, Florida, and the northwest – east side of Washington.   In 
Yakima, we have a city of about 80,000 with a metropolitan area of +- 220,000.  Daytona, FL was larger.  



Crawfordsville, IN was smaller (15,000), but close to Lafayette and Indianapolis.  Medical care was best in 
Crawfordsville – partly because the closeness of Indy and Lafayette.  Yakima – everything is here cardiologists, etc 
– but if you want a second opinion or alternative services you are 2.5 to 4 hours away.  There is a med school here, 
but that doesn’t seem to help.  Daytona, even though the biggest community we lived in, the medical community 
was fragmented and to get the consistency we had in Indiana – you had to go to Jacksonville, FL – 1.5 hours away. 
 
Koch brothers, it seems, have bought or definitely have tried to buy the Supremes.  We still sit here with Citizens 
United and very few people in the U.S. understand the ramifications. 
 
 

20111110-09 12:23 Art Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam & SteveG, above) 

 
You know that little movie you sent about people and corporations on Facebook really said it best. I think even right 
wingers will agree, Corporations are driven by one thing and one thing only, profit.  There may be some that are 
better than others at taking care of people, polluting a little less, etc., but the fact remains profit is their only reason 
for existence. Therefore everything they do and every move they take is built around profit. I am not condemning 
that at all but that is why they should not be considered people and why they should not be in charge of thing like 
schools, environmental considerations etc. Nations need to balance that one focus goal with other things. It is a 
subject that needs more review and discussion but I think it is crucial as we look ahead to keep that thought in 
mind. 
 
 

20111110-10 12:44 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Art, above) 

 
I think there is some coherent reasoning from the right, but even coherent doesn’t mean largely wrong, in my 
humble opinion. And even where they are right, there is the matter of timing, and, for them, the timing is dead 
wrong. 
 
As I said in today’s FotM Newsletter: If someone as dumb as Perry believes (blindly, one would assume, since 
stumps can’t see) in a certain philosophy, what does that say about that philosophy? 
 
I’m about 1/3 of the way through editing the 2000 page archive of political emails I’ve saved since 2007, through 
two elections and now the third. Much of the really stupid, hateful, racist stuff I threw away (but not all of it, 
though I wish I had saved more). Even so, the arguments from the left tend to be long, intelligent articles written 
by famous people, attributed, and serious. An incredible amount of stuff from the right is hateful, ignorant, has no 
author, is full of lies and/or errors (accidental?) called-down by Snopes and others. There is a tremendous pattern 
of this in my inbox and yours too, I bet. The Archive will prove the trend. 
 
It’s just like nobody in my junk mailbox wants to reduce the size of my penis, and almost none of the political mail 
wants me to actually THINK! 
 
 

20111110-12 12:51 SteveG Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I have not seen liberals/progressives carrying or wearing firearms to meetings/demonstrations. 
 
 

20111110-13 12:59 SteveB Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Evolved? How could we be? Only yesterday we lived like animals. Somebody (I bet a woman) decided to plant a 
little garden and the rush like a highly speeded up movie began and here we are. Especially we men are not 
adapted. Look how we fall back on our sports. Look how we’ll do anything to get out for a round of golf. Coop us up 
in an office all day and we go…well…nuts. At least a little. 
 
Women had it better as long as they stayed home and worked as mothers. That’s not that big a change from long 
ago. But now that most women do everything, they will find themselves in the same maladapted boat. 



 
We’ve been “civilized” such a short time that, even in Europe or China or Africa, we hardly even know how to run a 
government. We certainly don’t seem too good at it here in the US. Something like, for instance world trade, has to 
be massively difficult and complicated and subject to problems, but no one can admit them. We aren’t bad at 
education, since we’ve been at it so long (the dawn of the species), but only when we throw lots of resources at it, 
like 1-on-1. That’s why there has still never been better teachers than Plato and Aristotle even though we have the 
benefit of 2000 years and the scientific method. But education is a “human” activity, just as government is, and 
these sorts of things, unfortunately, just don’t evolve very quickly. 
 
 

20111110-14 15:30 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to all, above) 

 
The best health care I ever had was in Canada 40 years ago.  It wasn't perfect, and in some ways it was less slick 
than what you got here.  Some doctors even had their office in their house, just like in my childhood.  That was 
kind of nice.  My ob/gyn had her office in her basement.  One day I was there, and the door to the rest of the 
house had been left open.  I saw mounds of hockey equipment that belonged to her sons.  I felt I was seeing a 
genuine human being.  She was like a friend really, not just a doctor.  That personal touch is nothing to sneeze at 
(so to speak).  I know some of you watch TED talks.  Check out the one by Abraham Verghese.  It's in the most 
recent batch, I think.  He's a physician who teaches at Stanford, and he's wonderful.  He's written books (a novel 
and a memoir) that are terrific and well worth reading. 
 
 

20111110-15 15:33 Pam Re: “Health Law Probably Safe…” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I'd say smoking a little weed is better than going armed to a political rally. (And I have never used an illicit drug in 
my life. Just saying...) 
 
 

20111110-16 15:47 SteveB 2012 Republican Primaries 

 
I loved these two comments at Politico (http://www.politico.com/arena/): 
 
From Doug ThornellSenior Vice President, SKDKnickerbocker : 
 

There are three reasons why Perry is toast: he doesn’t look presidential, he buckles under the pressure, 
and, um what’s the third one...? Wait, it’ll come to me… 

 
From Sally Kohn Political commentator, founder and Chief Education Officer of the Movement Vision Lab : 
 

Perry can try and paint over his rocky performances on the stump as many times as he wants, but voters 
can plainly see he's not qualified to be president. 
 
It's one thing to have a destructive, extremist vision for America. It's another thing to not even 
be able to articulate it. 
 
As Rick Perry would artfully say, "Adios, mofo." 

 
 

20111110-17 16:40 Art Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Good one! Still, if he was elected Bush would no longer hold the title. 
 
 

20111110-18 17:22 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to SteveB, above) 

 

http://www.politico.com/arena/


Isn't it funny how candidates with gaping holes in their qualifications seem to think they can convince voters that 
those things are trivial and don't matter?  Perry says being articulate and sophisticated has nothing to do with being 
President.  Try selling that to our foreign allies, let alone intelligent Americans.  And Cain complains that there are 
some Americans "who don't want Herman Cain to be President."  Well, yeah.  The election isn't about race or 
whether you can run a business.  It's about what a good legislator and leader you are.  And also telling the truth. 
 
 

20111110-19 17:28 SteveG 
Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to all, above) & “Cigarette Makers 
Have Freedom Not to Speak” 

 
Perry, Cain, Bachman all make George seem brilliant, and he was a piece of work. 
 
Please read the article below.  It upsets me that they may have the first amendment right not to label their product 
as dangerous, but we do not have the right to pull the subsidies to tobacco farmers – just ask their lobbyists. 
 
 
“Cigarette Makers Have Freedom Not to Speak” by Ken Paulson, USA Today 
 
Nov. 9, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2011-11-09/cigarette-tobacco-fda-
labels/51142520/1) 
 
Freedom of speech includes the right not to say anything at all. 
 
That's the constitutional principle behind a U.S. district judge's decision this week preventing the U.S. government 
from forcing tobacco companies to place unsettling images on cigarette packages. 
 
The government had ordered cigarette manufacturers to design packages that included photos of cancerous lungs, 
oral cancer, a baby in an incubator and a corpse on an autopsy table. 
 
Continue reading at USA Today… 
 
 

20111110-20 17:36 Pam 
Re: “Cigarette Makers Have Freedom Not to Speak” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
I have to disagree with you on this one, SteveG.   I don't think tobacco companies should have to display those 
photos.  I find them disturbing, even though I don't smoke.  The same logic would see photos of car crashes in 
automobile dealerships.  Warning people of danger is good; turning their stomachs goes too far. 
 
If the government, or anyone, forced us all to only do the things that are good for us, we'd all be pretty unhappy.  
Freedom means picking your own poison. 
 
 

20111110-21 17:55 SteveG 
Re: “Cigarette Makers Have Freedom Not to Speak” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

 
I smoked for 44 years, never looked at the labels, never thought a thing of it.  I do agree the pictures would be 
gross and I agree the government should not be trying to protect us from everything. 
 
I do resent having to subsidize the tobacco farmers, the corn farmers to blend with gasoline for the oil companies 
to sell, to subsidize foreign owned dairy farmers, and to have the methane gas from farm animals do more harm to 
the environment than carbon dioxide. 
 
 

20111110-22 18:14 Jim Corruption Solution 

 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2011-11-09/cigarette-tobacco-fda-labels/51142520/1
http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2011-11-09/cigarette-tobacco-fda-labels/51142520/1
http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2011-11-09/cigarette-tobacco-fda-labels/51142520/1


How many of you saw the Jack Abramoff piece on “60 Minutes”? 
 
He revealed a lot about how he effectively bought congressional support, but he did offer one big step toward a 
cure.... 
 
Ban any elected official from becoming a lobbyist once his term is done. 
 
Sounds like a step in the right direction. 
 
 

20111110-23 19:22 Art “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” 

 
“How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” by Tim Dickinson, Rolling Stone 
 
Nov. 9, 2011, (http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/how-the-gop-became-the-party-of-the-rich-
20111109?print=true) 
 
(The inside story of how the Republicans abandoned the poor and the middle class to pursue their relentless 
agenda of tax cuts for the wealthiest one percent.) 
 
The nation is still recovering from a crushing recession that sent unemployment hovering above nine percent for 
two straight years. The president, mindful of soaring deficits, is pushing bold action to shore up the nation's balance 
sheet. Cloaking himself in the language of class warfare, he calls on a hostile Congress to end wasteful tax breaks 
for the rich. "We're going to close the unproductive tax loopholes that allow some of the truly wealthy to avoid 
paying their fair share," he thunders to a crowd in Georgia. Such tax loopholes, he adds, "sometimes made it 
possible for millionaires to pay nothing, while a bus driver was paying 10 percent of his salary – and that's crazy." 
 
Preacher-like, the president draws the crowd into a call-and-response. "Do you think the millionaire ought to pay 
more in taxes than the bus driver," he demands, "or less?" 
 
The crowd, sounding every bit like the protesters from Occupy Wall Street, roars back: "MORE!" 
 
The year was 1985. The president was Ronald Wilson Reagan. 
 
Today's Republican Party may revere Reagan as the patron saint of low taxation. But the party of Reagan – which 
understood that higher taxes on the rich are sometimes required to cure ruinous deficits – is dead and gone. 
Instead, the modern GOP has undergone a radical transformation, reorganizing itself around a grotesque 
proposition: that the wealthy should grow wealthier still, whatever the consequences for the rest of us. 
 
Modern-day Republicans have become, quite simply, the Party of the One Percent – the Party of the Rich. 
 
"The Republican Party has totally abdicated its job in our democracy, which is to act as the guardian of fiscal 
discipline and responsibility," says David Stockman, who served as budget director under Reagan. "They're on an 
anti-tax jihad – one that benefits the prosperous classes." 
 
The staggering economic inequality that has led Americans across the country to take to the streets in protest is no 
accident. It has been fueled to a large extent by the GOP's all-out war on behalf of the rich. Since Republicans 
rededicated themselves to slashing taxes for the wealthy in 1997, the average annual income of the 400 richest 
Americans has more than tripled, to $345 million – while their share of the tax burden has plunged by 40 percent. 
Today, a billionaire in the top 400 pays less than 17 percent of his income in taxes – five percentage points less 
than a bus driver earning $26,000 a year. "Most Americans got none of the growth of the preceding dozen years," 
says Joseph Stiglitz, the Nobel Prize-winning economist. "All the gains went to the top percentage points." 
 
 

http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/how-the-gop-became-the-party-of-the-rich-20111109?print=true
http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/how-the-gop-became-the-party-of-the-rich-20111109?print=true


 
 
 
The GOP campaign to aid the wealthy has left America unable to raise the money needed to pay its bills. "The 
Republican Party went on a tax-cutting rampage and a spending spree," says Rhode Island governor and former 
GOP senator Lincoln Chafee, pointing to two deficit-financed wars and an unpaid-for prescription-drug entitlement. 
"It tanked the economy." Tax receipts as a percent of the total economy have fallen to levels not seen since before 
the Korean War – nearly 20 percent below the historical average. "Taxes are ridiculously low!" says Bruce Bartlett, 
an architect of Reagan's 1981 tax cut. "And yet the mantra of the Republican Party is 'Tax cuts raise growth.' So – 
where's the fucking growth?" 
 
Republicans talk about job creation, about preserving family farms and defending small businesses, and reforming 
Medicare and Social Security. But almost without exception, every proposal put forth by GOP lawmakers and 
presidential candidates is intended to preserve or expand tax privileges for the wealthiest Americans. And most of 
their plans, which are presented as common-sense measures that will aid all Americans, would actually result in 
higher taxes for middle-class taxpayers and the poor. With 14 million Americans out of work, and with one in seven 
families turning to food stamps simply to feed their children, Republicans have responded to the worst economic 
crisis since the Great Depression by slashing inheritance taxes, extending the Bush tax cuts for millionaires and 
billionaires, and endorsing a tax amnesty for big corporations that have hidden billions in profits in offshore tax 
havens. They also wrecked the nation's credit rating by rejecting a debt-ceiling deal that would have slashed future 
deficits by $4 trillion – simply because one-quarter of the money would have come from closing tax loopholes on 
the rich. 
 
The intransigence over the debt ceiling enraged Republican stalwarts. George Voinovich, the former GOP senator 
from Ohio, likens his party's new guard to arsonists whose attitude is: "We're going to get what we want or the 
country can go to hell." Even an architect of the Bush tax cuts, economist Glenn Hubbard, tells Rolling Stone that 
there should have been a "revenue contribution" to the debt-ceiling deal, "structured to fall mainly on the well-to-
do." Instead, the GOP strong-armed America into sacrificing $1 trillion in vital government services – including 
education, health care and defense – all to safeguard tax breaks for oil companies, yacht owners and hedge-fund 
managers. The party's leaders were triumphant: Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell even bragged that 
America's creditworthiness had been a "hostage that's worth ransoming." 
 



It's the kind of thinking that only money can buy. "It's a vicious circle," says Stiglitz. "The rich are using their money 
to secure tax provisions to let them get richer still. Rather than investing in new technology or R&D, the rich get a 
better return by investing in Washington." 
 
It's difficult to imagine today, but taxing the rich wasn't always a major flash point of American political life. From 
the end of World War II to the eve of the Reagan administration, the parties fought over social spending – 
Democrats pushing for more, Republicans demanding less. But once the budget was fixed, both parties saw taxes 
as an otherwise uninteresting mechanism to raise the money required to pay the bills. Eisenhower, Nixon and Ford 
each fought for higher taxes, while the biggest tax cut was secured by John F. Kennedy, whose across-the-board 
tax reductions were actually opposed by the majority of Republicans in the House. The distribution of the tax 
burden wasn't really up for debate: Even after the Kennedy cuts, the top tax rate stood at 70 percent – double its 
current level. Steeply progressive taxation paid for the postwar investments in infrastructure, science and education 
that enabled the average American family to get ahead. 
 
That only changed in the late 1970s, when high inflation drove up wages and pushed the middle class into higher 
tax brackets. Harnessing the widespread anger, Reagan put it to work on behalf of the rich. In a move that GOP 
Majority Leader Howard Baker called a "riverboat gamble," Reagan sold the country on an "across-the-board" tax 
cut that brought the top rate down to 50 percent. According to supply-side economists, the wealthy would use their 
tax break to spur investment, and the economy would boom. And if it didn't – well, to Reagan's cadre of small-
government conservatives, the resulting red ink could be a win-win. "We started talking about just cutting taxes and 
saying, 'Screw the deficit,'" Bartlett recalls. "We had this idea that if you lowered revenues, the concern about the 
deficit would be channeled into spending cuts." 
 
It was the birth of what is now known as "Starve the Beast" – a conscious strategy by conservatives 
to force cuts in federal spending by bankrupting the country. As conceived by the right-wing intellectual 
Irving Kristol in 1980, the plan called for Republicans to create a "fiscal problem" by slashing taxes – and then foist 
the pain of reimposing fiscal discipline onto future Democratic administrations who, in Kristol's words, would be 
forced to "tidy up afterward." 
 
There was only one problem: The Reagan tax cuts spiked the federal deficit to a dangerous level, even as the 
country remained mired in a deep recession. Republican leaders in Congress immediately moved to reverse 
themselves and feed the beast. "It was not a Democrat who led the effort in 1982 to undo about a third of the 
Reagan tax cuts," recalls Robert Greenstein, president of the nonpartisan Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. "It 
was Bob Dole." Even Reagan embraced the tax hike, Stockman says, "because he believed that, at some point, you 
have to pay the bills." 
 
For the remainder of his time in office, Reagan repeatedly raised taxes to bring down unwieldy deficits. In 1983, he 
hiked gas and payroll taxes. In 1984, he raised revenue by closing tax loopholes for businesses. The tax reform of 
1986 lowered the top rate for the wealthy to just 28 percent – but that cut for high earners was paid for by closing 
tax loopholes that resulted in the largest corporate tax hike in history. Reagan also raised revenues by abolishing 
special favors for the investor class: He boosted taxes on capital gains by 40 percent to align them with the taxes 
paid on wages. Today, Reagan may be lionized as a tax abolitionist, says Alan Simpson, a former Republican 
senator and friend of the president, but that's not true to his record. "Reagan raised taxes 11 times in eight years!" 
 
But Reagan wound up sowing the seed of our current gridlock when he gave his blessing to what Simpson calls a 
"nefarious organization" – Americans for Tax Reform. Headed by Grover Norquist, a man Stockman blasts as a 
"fiscal terrorist," the group originally set out to prevent Congress from backsliding on the 1986 tax reforms. But 
Norquist's instrument for enforcement – an anti-tax pledge signed by GOP lawmakers – quickly evolved into a 
powerful weapon designed to shift the tax burden away from the rich. George H.W. Bush won the GOP presidential 
nomination in 1988 in large part because he signed Norquist's "no taxes" pledge. Once in office, however, Bush 
moved to bring down the soaring federal deficit by hiking the top tax rate to 31 percent and adding surtaxes for 
yachts, jets and luxury sedans. "He had courage to take action when we needed it," says Paul O'Neill, who served 
as Treasury secretary under George W. Bush. 
 
The tax hike helped the economy – and many credit it with setting up the great economic expansion of the 1990s. 
But it cost Bush his job in the 1992 election – a defeat that only served to strengthen Norquist's standing among 



GOP insurgents. "The story of Bush losing," Norquist says now, "is a reminder to politicians that this is a pledge you 
don't break." What was once just another campaign promise, rejected by a fiscal conservative like Bob Dole, was 
transformed into a political blood oath – a litmus test of true Republicanism that few candidates dare refuse. 
 
After taking office, Clinton immediately seized the mantle of fiscal discipline from Republicans. Rather than simply 
trimming the federal deficit, as his GOP predecessors had done, he set out to balance the budget and begin paying 
down the national debt. To do so, he hiked the top tax bracket to nearly 40 percent and boosted the corporate tax 
rate to 35 percent. "It cost him both houses of Congress in the 1994 midterm elections," says Chafee, the former 
GOP senator. "But taming the deficit led to the best economy America's ever had." Following the tax hikes of 1993, 
the economy grew at a brisk clip of 3.2 percent, creating more than 11 million jobs. Average wages ticked up, and 
stocks soared by 78 percent. By the spring of 1997, the federal budget was headed into the black. 
 
But Newt Gingrich and the anti-tax revolutionaries who seized control of Congress in 1994 responded by going for 
the Full Norquist. In a stunning departure from America's long-standing tax policy, Republicans moved to eliminate 
taxes on investment income and to abolish the inheritance tax. Under the final plan they enacted, capital gains 
taxes were sliced to 20 percent. Far from creating an across-the-board benefit, 62 cents of every tax dollar cut went 
directly to the top one percent of income earners. "The capital gains cut alone gave the top 400 taxpayers a bigger 
tax cut than all the Bush tax cuts combined," says David Cay Johnston, the Pulitzer Prize-winning author of Perfectly 
Legal: The Covert Campaign to Rig Our Tax System to Benefit the Super Rich – and Cheat Everybody Else. 
 
The cuts also juiced irrational exuberance on Wall Street. Giving a huge tax advantage to investment income 
inflated the dot-com bubble, observed Stiglitz, "by making speculation more attractive." And by eliminating capital 
gains taxes on home sales, the cuts fueled the housing bubble: A study by the Federal Reserve estimated that the 
tax giveaways boosted housing transactions by 17 percent through 2007. 
 
The most revealing aspect of the tax cuts, however, came from a simple mistake. In a major blow to the inheritance 
tax – America's most progressive form of taxation – the GOP cuts nearly doubled the amount that the rich could 
pass on to their heirs tax-free. From now on, the first $1 million would be exempt from federal taxes – unless your 
estate was worth more than $17 million. In those rare cases, the superwealthy would have to pay taxes on their 
entire inheritance. 
 
Then something strange happened. Due to a "drafting error," the final bill failed to include the exception for the 
superwealthy. Everyone in both parties agreed that it had been a mistake. But instead of fixing the error, 
Republicans blocked a pro forma correction to the law – meaning that even the wealthiest estates would pay no 
taxes on the first $1 million. The move effectively secured an $880 million tax cut for the rich – one that Congress 
never intended, and never voted for. Ari Fleischer, the then-spokesman for Rep. Bill Archer of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, exulted over the undemocratic tax cut for the wealthy. "When a mistake works against the 
government and for the taxpayers," he explained, "we're in no rush to correct it." 
 
Republicans, abetted by conservative Democrats, passed the tax cuts with a veto-proof majority, and Clinton signed 
them into law. But for the remainder of his term, Clinton repeatedly blocked Republican demands for further cuts. 
"He vetoed one tax cut after another," says Robert McIntyre, director of Citizens for Tax Justice. In 1999, in a 
triumph for fiscal sanity, Clinton rejected a massive $792 billion cut to inheritance and investment taxes. The mood 
during the veto ceremony in the Rose Garden was festive. A five-piece band played "Summertime," and the living 
was easy. Unemployment stood at 4.2 percent, and stocks were booming. "Our hard-won prosperity gives us the 
chance to invest our surplus to meet the long-term challenges of America," Clinton declared. The Republican tax 
cuts, he warned with eerie prescience, would return America to a period of "deficit upon deficit" that culminated in 
"the worst recession since the Great Depression." 
 
Then came the election of George W. Bush, the first president of the Party of the Rich. 
 
Within months of taking office, Bush delivered a tax break to the rich that trumps anything he accomplished 
through the actual tax code. "The most important thing the Bush administration did in the whole area of taxes," 
says Johnston, "was to kill tax harmonization." 
 



"Tax harmonization" was economic jargon for a joint project by the world's developed countries to shut down 
offshore tax havens in places like the Cayman Islands. At the time, such illicit havens were costing U.S. taxpayers 
$70 billion a year. For Republicans, going after big-time tax evaders should have been as American as apple pie. As 
Reagan once said of such cheats: "When they do not pay their taxes, someone else does – you and me." 
 
But for Bush and other leaders of the Party of the Rich, blocking corporations from hiding their money overseas 
wasn't an act of patriotism – it was tyranny. Rep. Dick Armey, the GOP majority leader, railed against tax 
harmonization as an effort to create a "global network of tax police." One of Bush's biggest donors, Enron, was 
using a network of nearly 900 offshore tax hideaways to pay no corporate taxes – while reporting massive profits 
that later turned out to be fraudulent. In one of his first acts as president, Bush "basically vetoed the initiative," 
says Stiglitz. 
 
The veto spurred a cavalcade of corporations – including stalwart American firms like Stanley Works – to pursue 
phony "headquarters" in Bermuda and other lax-tax nations. The move not only encouraged some of the world's 
richest companies to avoid paying any U.S. taxes, it let them book overseas-"expenses" that qualified them for 
lucrative tax deductions. In one of the most notorious cases, GE filed for a $3 billion tax rebate in 2009, despite 
boasting profits of more than $14 billion. 
 
But Bush wasn't content to simply make the world safe for corporate tax evaders: He also pushed to deliver $1.6 
trillion in tax cuts for the wealthiest individuals. On paper, at least, the federal government looked like it would soon 
be rolling in cash. Assuming the economy continued to grow as it had under Clinton, the Congressional Budget 
Office forecast a federal surplus of $5.6 trillion by 2011. Nearly half that bounty was already spoken for – the 
government needed some $3 trillion to shore up Social Security and Medicare – but that still left $2 trillion to play 
with. 
 
Still, those numbers were only a projection. "It's certainly not money in the bank," Fed chairman Alan Greenspan 
warned incoming Treasury Secretary O'Neill over breakfast at the Federal Reserve. Yet there was no such note of 
caution in the White House. The month after Bush took office, the president's then-budget director, Mitch Daniels, 
suggested in an internal memo that $5.6 trillion was likely too small a figure. Daniels concluded that Bush's plan 
was "so fiscally conservative" that even after cutting $1.6 trillion in taxes, fixing Social Security and setting aside 
$900 billion in a contingency fund, the government would still have enough money left over to retire $2 trillion in 
debt. 
 
"Everybody for a good while accepted that the surpluses were real," insists Daniels, now the governor of Indiana. 
When pressed, however, he also concedes that by the time Bush took office, "the economy was already 
unraveling." Indeed, a wave of layoffs at the end of 2000 prompted Dick Cheney to warn, "We may well be on the 
front edge of a recession here." 
 
The conflicting forecasts – one of sunshine and surplus, the other of gloom and contraction – should have set off 
alarm bells in the White House. But instead of rethinking the prudence of its massive giveaway to the rich, the Bush 
team dreamed up a new rationale for cutting taxes: to provide a needed jolt to the economy. "It's a fair thing to say 
that the stimulus argument was added in the spring of '01, when it had not been there before," Daniels says. 
 
The stimulus argument was lousy economics. The previous two decades, after all, had demonstrated that "trickle-
down" tax cuts don't juice the economy – they create bubbles and balloon deficits. Proponents pointed to Reagan's 
original tax cut in 1981, claiming it had spurred economic growth. But that is nothing more than "urban legend," 
Stockman says. The economy "did recover after 1982," he says, "but mainly because the Federal Reserve defeated 
inflation." 
 
In fact, Stockman insists, Bush's tax cuts for the rich represent a bastardization of Reaganism. "The Republican 
Party originally said that prosperity comes from the private sector," he says. "But today's Republicans have become 
Chamber of Commerce Keynesians – using tax policy as a way of stimulating, boosting, prodding the economy." 
The Party of the Rich, in essence, was offering up a twisted version of New Deal policies that laissez-faire 
Republicans like Reagan had long opposed. 
 



Spinning the tax giveaways as a stimulus plan did serve one useful function: It helped obscure the true purpose of 
the Bush tax plan. In an internal memo written just days after the inauguration, O'Neill advised Bush that he had a 
"great opportunity" for quick action on his tax cuts if he framed the choice for Congress as tax cut vs. recession. 
"We can get this argument on our ground," O'Neill wrote, "and stop the drumbeat about a tax cut for the rich." 
 
With no patience for the specifics of tax policy, Bush deputized Vice President Dick Cheney to push through his tax 
cut for the rich. Once a deficit hawk who confessed that he was "not convinced that the Reagan tax cuts worked," 
Cheney had emerged from his tenure as CEO of Halliburton as a leading advocate for rewarding big corporations 
and their executives – even as GOP moderates warned that Bush's tax cut would foreclose needed investments in 
education and infrastructure. "The vice president had no interest in what I had to say," recalls Chafee. "He ran the 
show right from the beginning, and he suffered no compromise." 
 
As the economy worsened, even the president's Treasury secretary grew concerned about the tax cuts. O'Neill 
pushed Bush to include a trigger mechanism that would rein in the cuts if the projected surpluses failed to 
materialize. "The trigger was a good idea – having the foresight that if things turned bad, we wouldn't have to 
reverse course in a difficult time," O'Neill says now. "But there was never any serious interest in it" from the Bush 
administration. 
 
To Chafee, the opposition to a trigger mechanism seemed to offer a clue about the real goal of the tax cuts: They 
were designed not to boost the economy, but to force the kind of spending cuts championed by Grover Norquist 
and other small-government activists. His suspicion that the starve-the-beast crowd was driving the cuts was 
confirmed, he says, by a conversation he had while walking the Senate corridors with Trent Lott, then the GOP 
majority leader. 
"What's going on here?" Chafee asked. Why not safeguard the economy by adopting a trigger mechanism? 
 
Lott turned to Chafee. "We're going to strangle the spending," he said. On the stump, Bush hyped the benefits of 
his plan by emphasizing how much in taxes it would save a single waitress. But the real action was at the top rung 
of the income ladder. Over 10 years, the bottom fifth of income earners could expect to pocket an extra $744. That 
waitress might be left with enough cash to change out the clutch on her Corolla. The top one percent, meanwhile, 
would receive more than $340,000 on average – enough to buy his and hers Bentleys. 
 
To mask such glaring inequality, Republicans inaugurated the tax cut with an across-the-board rebate. The waitress 
would get a $300 check, along with everyone else from Warren Buffett on down. But in reality, the tax cuts were 
backloaded with benefits for the wealthy. In the first year of the deal, the top one percent would pocket just seven 
percent of the tax cuts – but by the time the cuts were set to expire in 2010, the rich would be reaping more than 
half of the windfall. What's more, the cuts were nefariously designed so that small-business owners and upper-
middle-class professionals – primarily those earning between $200,000 and $500,000 a year – would see as much 
as three-quarters of their tax break eroded by the Alternative Minimum Tax, a levy Congress originally intended to 
keep rich people from cheating on their taxes. 
 
Every year since the Bush tax cuts were approved, Congress has passed a multibillion "patch" to prevent this 
politically potent group of professionals from being denied their tax breaks. But at the time, Cheney used the money 
"saved" by the AMT claw-back to finance another favor exclusively for the rich: a series of cuts to the estate tax 
culminating in a one-year abolition, set to take effect in 2010. Rejecting a less costly bargain proposed by 
Democrats that would have provided a permanent escape from estate taxes for all but the richest of the rich, 
Republicans instead demanded a more expensive plan catering to the wealthiest 0.25 percent of all estates. 
 
In May 2001, Republicans in the House voted in lock step to approve the Bush tax cuts, which cleared the Senate 
with the support of 45 Republicans and 12 conservative Democrats. 
 
But then reality intervened. The bursting of the dot-com bubble, followed by the attacks of September 11th, tipped 
the economy headlong into recession. Rather than reversing course, however, Republicans rallied around another 
tax giveaway for the rich. That October, a bill passed by the House – and endorsed by Bush – not only called for 
eliminating a law requiring that tax-dodging corporations pay at least something in taxes, it ordered rebate checks 
to be cut to corporate giants for their past taxes. Under the bill, 16 companies of the Fortune 500 would have each 
received $100 million or more – including $1.4 billion for IBM, $671 million for GE and $254 million for Enron. 



Democrats in the Senate ultimately sank the bill, producing a stimulus package that extended unemployment 
benefits for the middle class and awarded tax incentives to corporations for new investments. 
 
But Republicans kept their eyes on the prize. The following year, after the GOP regained control of the Senate and 
expanded its majority in the House, Cheney immediately pushed forward with an even deeper tax cut for the 
wealthy that O'Neill today describes as "an atrocity." 
 
"We won the midterms," the vice president told O'Neill at the time. "This is our due." 
 
By that point, any economic rationale for cutting taxes had vanished. September 11th, the recession and the 2001 
tax cuts had plunged the nation $158 billion into the red. The mirage of the $5.6 trillion surplus had vanished – 
replaced with a forecast that America would rack up some $3 trillion in debt by 2012. But rather than put the brakes 
on tax cuts, as a trigger mechanism might have done, Cheney was determined to accelerate them, so the rich 
would get their money even sooner. To further reward the wealthiest, Cheney also wanted to slash taxes on capital 
gains and corporate dividends, with half of the money going to the top one percent. 
 
To secure the new tax cuts, however, Cheney would first have to overcome opposition not only from Alan 
Greenspan, but from some of Bush's top advisers. The Fed chair had personally presented Cheney with a 20-page 
econometric analysis showing that soaring deficits caused by the tax cuts would sink long-term growth. Instead of 
communicating Greenspan's alarm to Bush, Cheney tasked a deputy named Cesar Conda to draft a memo disputing 
the study. Conda, a former tax lobbyist, blithely dismissed the projections of the Fed's senior economist as 
"completely wrong." 
 
In November 2002, at a meeting in the White House, the president and his top economic advisers packed tightly 
around a mahogany table in the Roosevelt Room. With the administration's own forecasts showing that the 
economy had already regained its footing, one after another of Bush's deputies sounded the alarm about the 
dangers of a new tax cut. "This burns a big hole in the budget," deputy chief of staff Josh Bolten told the president. 
"The budget hole is getting deeper," added Daniels, "and we are projecting deficits all the way to the end of your 
second term." O'Neill warned the president that a "tax cut that benefits mostly wealthy investors" could imperil the 
budding prosperity. "With the economy already improving, this could cause an unnecessary boost," he said. "That's 
how you get a bubble." Entertaining the chorus of doubters, Bush himself voiced qualms about more cuts for the 
rich. "Won't the top-rate people benefit the most?" he asked. "Didn't we already give them a break at the top?" 
 
But Cheney was having none of it. When O'Neill warned Bush that America was headed for a "fiscal crisis," the vice 
president, sitting at the Treasury secretary's right elbow, dismissed him midsentence by citing the ultimate 
champion of Republican tax cuts: "Ronald Reagan proved that deficits don't matter, Paul." 
 
A true student of Reagan would have understood that 2002 was the moment for a tax increase. When his 1981 tax 
cut overshot the mark, Reagan had put aside ideology and raised taxes, putting the needs of the country above the 
desires of the wealthy. Bush's father had also raised taxes to avoid passing massive deficits on to future 
generations. Moreover, the Bush administration had already committed the country to a costly war in Afghanistan, 
and was on the brink of invading Iraq. Historically, Republican and Democratic administrations alike had met the 
financial burdens of war by raising taxes. But this was a new Republican Party, one determined to aid the rich even 
as it sent the military budget soaring. As House Majority Leader Tom DeLay would soon declare, "Nothing is more 
important in the face of a war than cutting taxes." 
 
After the meeting, Cheney set out to remove anyone who stood in the way of the new tax giveaway. He phoned 
O'Neill and demanded the Treasury secretary's resignation. He also dispensed with economic adviser Larry Lindsey, 
whose frank assessment of the possible costs of the Iraq War had threatened to derail the tax cut. 
 
Budget-conscious Republicans in Congress who opposed the tax cuts could not be disposed of – but they could be 
strong-armed. Voinovich and Sen. Olympia Snowe of Maine, who refused to go along with cuts of more than $350 
billion, were summoned to the White House for a meeting with Bush and Cheney. 
 
"The president wanted nearly a trillion dollars when he started with us," recalls Voinovich. "They were working on 
us: We need more, we need more." The senators held out for a smaller bill – though in hindsight, Voinovich says, 



there shouldn't have been any tax cuts. "Just think where we'd be if we'd gone along with what the president 
wanted," he says, laughing bitterly. "Where would we be today? Oh, my God." 
 
In the end, Cheney's voice was the only one that mattered. In April 2003, when the bill reached the floor, the 
Senate deadlocked 50-50. The vice president cast the deciding "aye" that moved the tax cut into law. The benefits 
were even more tilted to the rich than the first Bush tax cuts. When fully phased in, 53 percent of the new cuts 
went to the top one percent. Those making $10 million or more pocketed an average of $1 million a year – twice 
the haul they made from the earlier cuts, and every cent of it borrowed. "It was a deficit-financed tax cut," 
concedes Hubbard, who chaired Bush's Council of Economic Advisers. 
 
The deal privileged gambling on stocks over working for a living: The tax rate the richest pay on their long-term 
capital gains was slashed by 25 percent, while their rate on dividends fell by almost 60 percent. The move not only 
fueled speculation of Wall Street, it further widened the considerable gap between rich and poor. "It was a very 
destructive combination to have a national economic policy that stimulated debt-financed capital gains and then 
taxed the windfall at the lowest rate imaginable," says Stockman. "That contributed, clearly, to the growing 
imbalance in household income and wealth." 
 
But Republicans didn't stop there. The following year, they passed the little-noticed American Jobs Creation Act. 
Named in the same Orwellian fashion as Bush's "Clear Skies" and "Healthy Forests" initiatives, the 2004 law allowed 
corporations to bring home billions in profits they had stockpiled in offshore tax havens – the very flight of capital 
that Bush had blessed by torpedoing tax harmonization three years earlier. Under the tax amnesty, corporations 
repatriated $300 billion in profits they had stashed offshore. But instead of paying the nominal corporate tax rate of 
35 percent, they were taxed at just 5.25 percent. 
 
The title of the bill notwithstanding, corporations invested almost none of their windfall in new factories or other 
measures to create the 500,000 jobs that Republicans had promised. In fact, many companies that received the 
biggest tax break actually slashed jobs. Hewlett-Packard laid off 14,500 workers – one pink slip for every $1 million 
in profits it shipped back home from overseas. All told, according to an analysis by the National Bureau of Economic 
Research, up to 92 percent of the "jobs creation" money was handed out to top executives and shareholders in a 
frenzy of dividend payments and stock buybacks. And thanks to the GOP's cut on investment income the previous 
year, wealthy individuals who pocketed the offshore profits paid the same rate on their bonanza, 15 percent, that a 
waitress at a diner might pay on her tips. 
 
When Democrats regained control of both the House and Senate in 2006, they temporarily halted the GOP's binge 
of borrowing from the Treasury to give tax cuts to the wealthy. But that didn't stop Republicans from finding other 
ways to aid the rich. As the economy collapsed in 2008, the Bush administration used the crisis to provide a stealth 
handout to the nation's banks – even those at no risk of failing. Under the TARP bailout, overseen by Treasury 
secretary and former Goldman Sachs CEO Hank Paulson, taxpayers were forced to give banks $254 billion for assets 
worth just $176 billion – a handout of $78 billion to the financial sector, including $2.5 billion for Paulson's cronies 
at Goldman. "Paulson pushed the money into the hands of the banks – no strings attached, no accountability, no 
transparency," Elizabeth Warren, then-chair of the Congressional Oversight Panel, told Rolling Stone last year. 
 
As with the offshore profits, the banks used the money to line the pockets of executives and investors – while doing 
little to speed the recovery of Main Street. "We gave an enormous subsidy to these financial institutions, and they 
have not returned it to the American people," said Warren. "The administration could have said, 'All right, take this 
and multiply it throughout the economy.' But Paulson never made that a condition of taking the money." 
 
Taken together, the Bush years exposed the bankruptcy behind the theory that tax cuts for the rich will spur 
economic growth. "Let the rich get richer and everybody will benefit?" says Stiglitz. "That, empirically, is wrong. It's 
a philosophy of trickle-down economics that's belied by the facts." Bush and Cheney proved once and for all that 
tax cuts for the wealthy produce only two things: "lower growth and greater inequality." 
 
The GOP's frenzied handouts to the rich during the Bush era coincided with the weakest economic expansion since 
World War II – and the only one in modern American history in which the wages of working families actually fell 
and poverty increased. And what little expansion there was under Bush culminated in the worst fiscal crisis since the 



Great Depression. "The wreckage was left by Dick Cheney, Grover Norquist and the gang," says Chafee. "This was 
their doing." 
 
By driving the economy into the ditch, Republicans left the next president little choice but to drive up deficits in the 
short term by launching a massive campaign of federal spending to ward off a global depression. But even the $787 
billion stimulus engineered by President Obama was hamstrung by his predecessor's ongoing giveaway to the 
wealthy: Republicans insisted that nearly 10 percent of every stimulus dollar be devoted to financing the annual 
"patch" to the Alternative Minimum Tax – the off-budget legacy of Bush's tax cuts for the rich. This was a $70 
billion handout that inflated the cost of the stimulus package without stimulating anything – other than the 
paychecks of wealthy Americans. 
 
From the outset of the Obama presidency, in fact, Republicans have engaged in a calculated, across-the-board 
campaign to protect the tax privileges of the wealthiest Americans. Their objective was made explicit by Rep. Eric 
Cantor during the height of the stimulus debate: "No Tax Increases to Pay for Spending" declared one bullet point 
on Cantor's website. "House Republicans are insisting that any stimulus package include a provision precluding any 
tax increases, now or in the future, to pay for this new spending." Having racked up the largest deficits in American 
history, Republicans suddenly found it expedient to return to their old-school rhetoric of deficit-bashing. "Under 
Bush, they had a story about deficits not mattering," says Michael Ettlinger, who directs economic policy at the 
Center for American Progress. "Then, all of a sudden Obama becomes president, and deficits matter again." 
 
The battle reached a fever pitch over health care reform. To truly understand the depth of the GOP's entrenched 
opposition to Obamacare, it's crucial to understand how the reform is financed: The single largest source of funds 
comes from increasing Medicare taxes on the wealthy – including new taxes on investment income. According to 
the Tax Policy Center, Americans who make more than $1 million a year will pay an extra $37,381 in annual taxes 
under the plan. The top 400 taxpayers would contribute even more: an average of $11 million each. 
 
Rarely in American history has a tax so effectively targeted the top one percent. "It took Republicans about four 
months to figure out how much they hated it," says McIntyre, president of Citizens for Tax Justice. Republican rage 
over the president's health care plan has far less to do with the size of government or the merits of the individual 
mandate than the blow to the investor class. If Obamacare remains in place and the Bush cuts for the wealthy 
expire as planned, top earners will be paying a tax of 23.8 percent on capital gains – more than they have at any 
time since Clinton cut the capital gains tax in 1997. Health care reform, griped The Wall Street Journal, was nothing 
but a "sneaky way" for Democrats to wage a "war on 'the rich.'" 
 
A key element of the GOP's war on the poor was cemented by the surprise election of Scott Brown to replace Ted 
Kennedy in the Senate in January 2010. As a candidate, Brown had made his high-mileage GMC pickup truck the 
star of his campaign commercials. "I love this old truck," he said. "It's brought me closer to the people." But 
Brown's real allegiance was to his wealthy donors: the billionaire Koch brothers, who bankrolled the Tea Party, and 
the financial interests who made a last-minute investment of more than $450,000 to propel Brown into office. 
 
As soon as he was sworn in, Brown set about hollowing out the so-called Volcker Rule, which was designed to bar 
big financial institutions from using their own money to make risky, speculative bets on the market. By agreeing to 
provide Democrats with the crucial 60th vote on finance reform, Brown secured an exemption from the trading ban 
for mutual funds and insurers – a move directly benefiting Massachusetts-based financial giants like Fidelity and 
MassMutual. Brown also insisted that the Wall Street giants who caused the financial collapse – banks like Goldman 
Sachs and JP Morgan Chase – be allowed to continue using taxpayer-subsidized capital to gamble on hedge funds 
and private-equity deals. Former Fed chair Paul Volcker was furious: "Allowing a bank to invest in a speculative 
fund," he said, "goes against the very intent of the bill." 
 
But Brown wasn't done. At the 11th hour, he forced Democrats to spike a tax on big banks and hedge funds that 
was designed to generate $19 billion to pay for the costs of financial reform. As a result, consumers and small 
banks had to pick up the tab. Brown, meanwhile, was richly rewarded for his efforts on behalf of Wall Street: 
During a three-week period at the height of negotiations, he raked in $140,000 in campaign cash from big financial 
firms, including Fidelity and MassMutual, Goldman Sachs and JP Morgan. 
 



When Republicans won back control of the House in last year's midterm elections, they followed Brown's lead and 
moved swiftly to betray their Tea Party backers by running up more deficits on behalf of the rich. Within days of the 
election, Republicans not only secured a two-year extension of the Bush tax cuts for the wealthy, they also enabled 
America's richest scions to inherit millions of dollars without paying a dime in taxes. All told, the GOP's two favors 
for the party's biggest donors were secured in a lame-duck bargain that adds another $858 billion to the debt – an 
amount greater than the original stimulus plan the Republicans opposed so bitterly. 
 
First, the GOP filibustered a Democrat-led effort to extend the Bush tax cuts on only the first $250,000 of income. 
The party leadership's hard-line stance – supported by barely a third of all voters – turned $90 billion over to the 
wealthiest Americans. It also set a precedent for further extensions that would cost nearly $1 trillion over the next 
decade. At the same time, the GOP drove through a deal that actually raised taxes for couples who make less than 
$40,000 a year – and then turned much of the extra cash over to couples who earn more than $200,000. Obama 
agreed to this massive transfer of wealth in order to retain the Bush tax cuts for the middle class – but the only 
other significant thing he got in return was a one-year extension of jobless benefits for the long-term unemployed. 
 
But even the GOP's big payday for the wealthy pales in comparison to the handout that Republicans secured by 
gutting the estate tax. With the expiration of the Bush tax cuts, the inheritance tax was set to snap back to its 
Clinton-era standard: exempting the first $1 million of all estates from taxation, and stepping up the tax rate on the 
wealthiest estates to 55 percent. Instead, Obama agreed to raise the exemption to $5 million and lower the top tax 
rate to 35 percent – an apparent horse trade demanded by the Senate's second-ranking Republican, Jon Kyl of 
Arizona, who then allowed the president's nuclear-stockpile treaty with Russia to move forward in the Senate. 
 
Shockingly, the deal actually sweetened the bargain the super-rich had received in 2009, enabling the heirs to the 
richest 0.25 percent of estates to pocket an extra $23 billion they would have otherwise owed in taxes under Bush. 
In fact, under the terms Kyl demanded, the federal government will spend more to eliminate or cut taxes for 
100,000 rich people than it will to extend unemployment benefits for 7 million Americans. 
 
In a little-noticed detail, the two-year deal also created a loophole that allows the wealthiest couples to pass on $10 
million to a child today – while they're still living – without paying a penny of tax. That means the rich can offload 
their wealth to their children before it increases in value – evading higher estate taxes in the future. "In the next 
two years," one tax attorney crowed to The Wall Street Journal, "wealthy people have an unprecedented 
opportunity to push a lot of the value of their assets out of the estate-tax system." According to tax historians, the 
new rules create the most generous tax environment for wealth transfers for the super-rich since 1931. 
 
And that was just the beginning of the budget-busting handouts the GOP demanded for the rich. In April, 
Republicans in the House passed a budget that would have slashed income taxes on corporations and the 
wealthiest Americans to just 25 percent – a $3 trillion giveaway that would have been financed by doubling out-of-
pocket expenses for future retirees on Medicare. Top Republicans like Cantor have also pushed for a replay of the 
American Jobs Creation Act – endorsing a new tax amnesty that would allow corporate giants like Apple and Pfizer 
to bring home $1.4 trillion in offshore profits that would be taxed at just 5.25 percent – a favor for the wealthy that 
would generate another $79 billion in deficits. "At the same time they're talking about these big deficit problems, 
running around saying, 'We're broke,' they're contemplating one of the most egregious tax giveaways in recent 
memory," says Greenstein of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. "The potential windfall gains are beyond 
enormous – and the lion's share would go to shareholders of these big corporations and their executives." 
 
Never mind that the previous tax amnesty in 2004 created virtually no new jobs, as corporate executives eagerly 
pocketed the windfall for themselves: Republicans are once again claiming that the tax amnesty will enable 
corporations to spend their repatriated wealth putting Americans back to work. Mitt Romney, the GOP presidential 
front-runner, promises that the flood of corporate cash will generate "hundreds of thousands if not millions – of 
good, permanent, private-sector jobs." That flies in the face of basic economics, given that corporate America is 
already sitting on hundreds of billions in domestic cash reserves. What the tax amnesty would do, however, is boost 
stock prices. According to an analysis by JP Morgan, as much as two-thirds of the $1.4 trillion that would be 
brought back into the country would go to stock "buybacks and dividends" rather than "new factories, new jobs and 
new equipment," as Romney claims. 
 



JP Morgan has a big stake in the debate – as do fellow bank-bailout beneficiaries Citigroup, Bank of America and 
Goldman Sachs. Combined, the four financial giants have $87 billion in untaxed profits stockpiled offshore. That's 
similar to the combined offshore profits of drug giants Pfizer and Merck at $89 billion. Tech giants Cisco and 
Microsoft have more than $61 billion they'd like to bring home, while Big Oil companies Exxon and Chevron have 
$56 billion. The company with the most to gain, by far – with offshored reserves of $94 billion – is corporate 
America's most notorious tax scofflaw, GE. 
 
Romney's rival for the GOP nomination, Rick Perry, has also endorsed the tax amnesty for giant corporations. But 
for Perry, the proposal doesn't go far enough on behalf of the rich. "Why not talk about how you are going to 
repatriate those dollars at a substantially lower rate than 35 percent?" Perry said recently, stumping in New 
Hampshire. "Like zero." 
 
In September, Perry went even further, proposing a flat tax that would take a sharp bite out of the paychecks of 
the poorest Americans – while slashing taxes by more than 40 percent for the wealthiest. When confronted by a 
reporter over the fact that his plan would give millions to the rich, Perry replied: "I don't care about that." His plan 
is almost as regressive as Herman Cain's original 9-9-9 plan, which called for increasing taxes on 84 percent of 
Americans – squeezing $4,400 a year out of every middle-class couple to finance a $455,000 tax cut for millionaires. 
What's more, both Perry and Cain want to abolish the estate tax entirely and eliminate all taxes on capital gains. A 
similar plan by Michele Bachmann would enable 23,000 millionaires to pay no taxes at all – while allowing the top 
400 earners to pocket nearly two-thirds of their income tax-free, and then pass those riches on to their heirs 
without paying a penny. "It's madness," says Stiglitz. "And it is dangerous to the fiscal order. The wealthy know 
very well how to convert normal income to capital gains income." 
 
The Republican mania for rewarding the rich with tax cuts has become so warped that the normal rules of 
budgeting no longer seem to apply. Arguing for an extension of the Bush tax cuts, Sen. Kyl spelled out what could 
well serve as the Party of the Rich's credo: "You should never have to offset the cost of a deliberate decision to 
reduce tax rates on Americans." The same rule, of course, doesn't apply to spending for those in need: At the time 
he called for more borrowing on behalf of the rich, Kyl was also fighting to deny unemployment benefits to 5 million 
Americans. "Continuing to pay people unemployment compensation," he scoffed, "is a disincentive for them to seek 
new work." 
 
In retrospect, the true victor of the midterm elections last year was not the Tea Party, or even Speaker of the 
House John Boehner. It was Grover Norquist. 
 
"What has happened over the last two years is that Grover now has soldiers in the field," says Bartlett, the architect 
of the Reagan tax cuts. "These Tea Party people, in effect, take their orders from him." Indeed, a record 98 percent 
of House Republicans have now signed Norquist's anti-tax pledge – which includes a second, little-known provision 
that played a key role in the debt-ceiling debacle. In addition to vowing not to raise taxes, politicians who sign the 
pledge promise to use any revenue generated by ending a tax subsidy to immediately finance – that's right – more 
tax cuts. 
 
Norquist insists the measure is necessary to force Congress to rein in spending. "I'm not focused on the deficit," he 
says. "The metric that matters is keeping spending down." But in the real world, the effect of Norquist's oath is to 
prevent the government from cutting the deficit by ending tax breaks to the rich. All told, tax breaks cost the 
government $1.2 trillion each year – far more than defense spending ($744 billion), Medicare and Medicaid ($719 
billion) or Social Security ($701 billion). And most of the breaks – think of them as government subsidies delivered 
through the tax code – go to the wealthy. The richest one percent of Americans receive a 13.5 percent boost in 
their incomes from such subsidies – almost double the benefit the bottom 80 percent receives. Under Norquist's 
pledge, lawmakers are forbidden from ending any kind of tax break – mortgage deductions for luxury vacation 
homes, subsidies for giant oil companies, lower tax rates for private-equity millionaires – without using the money 
to pay for another tax cut. "If you can't get rid of tax expenditures – if old Grover is going to call that a 'tax 
increase' – it's not just ludicrous, it's deception," says Simpson, the former GOP senator. 
 



 
 
Ludicrous or not, Norquist's intransigence on tax expenditures killed the "grand bargain" that President Obama 
proposed during the debt-ceiling standoff. In return for $1 trillion in cuts to social spending and national security, 
plus another $650 billion in reductions to entitlements like Medicare, Obama asked Republicans to get rid of $1.2 
trillion in wasteful tax subsidies. "Democrats weren't talking about raising taxes – they were talking about 
eliminating tax expenditures, for God's sakes!" says Voinovich. "Many of them should have been eliminated a long 
time ago." But with so many Republicans committed to Norquist's anti-revenue pledge, Boehner was forced to walk 
away from the deal. 
 
"Grover's got 'em terrified," says Simpson. "I always tell Republicans, 'Hell, Grover can't kill ya. He can't burn down 
your house. The only thing he can do to you is defeat you in re-election – and if re-election means more to you 
than your country, then you shouldn't be in the legislature.'" 
 
The battle over the debt ceiling underscores the GOP's rapid evolution into the Party of the Rich. The budget 
savings projected from the compromise that Republicans wound up agreeing to – $2.1 trillion – won't even begin to 
pay for costs incurred by the Bush tax cuts. In their first decade alone, the cuts wound up depriving the Treasury of 
$2.5 trillion – with 38 percent of the money now going to the richest one percent of Americans. For all their talk of 
cutting the deficit in recent years, Republicans have spent far more of the public's money to subsidize the wealthy. 
 
Indeed, since Republicans began their tax-cut binge in 1997, they have succeeded in making the rich much richer. 
While the average income for the bottom 90 percent of taxpayers has remained basically flat over the past 15 
years, those in the top 0.01 percent have seen their incomes more than double, to $36 million a year. Translated 
into wages, that means most Americans have received a raise of $1.50 an hour since the GOP began cutting taxes 
during the Gingrich era. The most elite sliver of American society, meanwhile, saw their pay soar by $10,000 an 
hour. 
 
America became a great nation with a prosperous middle class on the strength of a progressive tax code – one that 
demands the most of those who benefit most from our society. But the Party of the Rich has succeeded in breaking 
the back of that ideal. Today, says Johnston, "the tax system ceases to be progressive when you get to the very top 
of the wealthiest one percent." Above that marker, the richer you get, the lower your relative tax burden. "We have 



moved toward a plutocracy," Warren Buffett warned in a recent interview. "As people have gotten richer and richer, 
they have been favored by taxation – and have gotten richer to a greater degree." 
 
Far from creating the trickle-down economics promised by Reagan, the policies pursued by the modern Republican 
Party are gusher up. Under the leadership of Majority Leader Eric Cantor, the House's radicalized GOP caucus is 
pushing a predatory agenda for a new gilded age. Every move that Republicans make – whether it's to gut 
consumer protections, roll back environmental regulations, subsidize giant agribusinesses, abolish health care 
reform or just drill, baby, drill – is consistent with a single overarching agenda: to enrich the nation's wealthiest 
individuals and corporations, even if it requires borrowing from China, weakening national security, dismantling 
Medicare and taxing the middle class. With the nation still mired in the worst financial crisis since the 1930s, 
Republicans have categorically rejected the one financial policy with a proven record of putting the country back on 
a more prosperous footing. "You hear the Republicans say that you don't dare raise taxes in a weak economy," says 
Stockman. "Ronald Reagan did – three times." 
 
Not even the downgrading of America's debt – which placed the world's only superpower on credit par with New 
Zealand and Belgium – has given GOP leaders cause to reconsider their pro-wealth jihad. In August, as the so-
called Supercommittee began its work to complete the debt-ceiling deal by reducing future deficits by another $1.5 
trillion, Cantor issued the Party of the Rich's marching orders, insisting that Republicans not buckle under the 
"tremendous pressure" to hike taxes and instead target spending cuts in "mandatory programs." 
 



 
 
The composition of the committee offers little hope that Congress will hold the rich accountable for their share of 
the deficit burden. While Democrats appointed deal-oriented centrists like Sen. Max Baucus to the committee, 
Republicans stocked it with anti-revenue hard-liners, including Sens. Jon Kyl and Pat Toomey, who used to run the 
Club for Growth – an ally of Norquist's Americans for Tax Reform. "Your wallet is safe," Norquist tweeted after the 
Republican roster was announced. 
 
In an interview with Rolling Stone, Norquist expresses pride that the GOP has been so thoroughly transformed since 
the days of Reagan. "It's a different Republican Party now," he says. Norquist even goes so far as to liken the kind 
of Republicans common in Reagan's day – those willing to raise taxes to strengthen the economy – to 
segregationists. The "modern Republican Party," he says, would no sooner recognize a revenue-raiser than the 
"modern Democratic Party would recognize George Wallace." 
 
Norquist expresses no discomfort at the moral impact of his project – providing tax favors for the wealthy that are 
paid for by cutting services to those who truly need them. "I understand greed and envy," Norquist says. "The idea 
that somebody's making money and you want to steal some of it? That's an interesting idea. But it's not morality. 
It's certainly not justice." 



 
Such extremist rhetoric – equating taxation with theft – is exactly the kind of talk that dismays old-line Republicans. 
Many of those who fought for years at the side of Ronald Reagan say they no longer recognize traditional GOP 
values in the new Republican Party. Fighting for the rich, after all, is not the same as championing the right. 
 
"You can look up my record: On conservatism and taxes I was better than Jesse Helms," says Simpson, the former 
senator. "But whatever happened to common sense? People are going to look around in five or 10 years and say, 
'Whatever happened to the things that made me comfortable? That made our streets and schools good things?' And 
they'll look, hopefully, at Grover Norquist. I can say to you with deepest sincerity: If this country and this legislature 
are in thrall to Grover Norquist, we haven't got a prayer." 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
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Republican Debates 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 14, 2011) 
 
 
I can’t tell if the race for the Republican nomination is heating up or cooling down, but it always has some 
fascinating twists and turns. As Pam says, it’s a lot like watching a Shakespearean drama  unfolding live, in front of 
us. Enjoy! 
 
 
“The Date-Night Debate (Nov. 12. 2011)” by Fred Kaplan, Slate 
 
Nov. 13, 2011, 
(http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/war_stories/2011/11/does_michele_bachmann_want_the_u_s_to
_be_more_like_china_.single.html#pagebreak_anchor_2) 
 
(If you like watching something scary, you would have liked Saturday's Republican presidential debate about foreign 
policy.) 
 
My favorite remark in Saturday night’s “commander in chief” debate, in which the Republican presidential 
candidates answered questions about national security in one-minute sound bites, came from Michele Bachmann. 
"If you look at China, they don't have food stamps," she said. "They don't have the modern welfare state, and 
China's growing," she exclaimed, adding: "And so what I would do is look at the programs that LBJ gave us with the 
Great Society and they'd be gone." 
 
The rest of the debate wasn’t quite that eye-popping. It could even be said that Jon Huntsman came off as pretty 
intelligent (I assume he’s still in the race in hopes of becoming the next secretary of state), Ron Paul was principled 
at least (in an isolationist sort of way), and—the night’s biggest surprise—Rick Santorum made one (though just 
one) reasonable comment (that we have to seek good relations with Pakistan because it has nukes). 
 
Otherwise, God help us if any of these jokers makes it into the White House. 
 
It started off with Iran. Mitt Romney, Newt Gingrich, Herman Cain, and Santorum all said that, if sanctions and 
covert ops failed, they would stop the Iranian nuclear program through military action. (Paul said he wouldn’t; 
Bachman and Huntsman didn’t get the question.) 
 
As for the other hot-button issue, whether we should resume torturing suspected terrorists, Cain pulled out this 
gem: “I do not agree with torture, period. However, I will trust the judgment of our military leaders [as to] what is 
torture.” 
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Moderator: Is waterboarding torture or an “enhanced interrogation technique”? 
 
Cain: I agree that it is an "enhanced interrogation technique.” 
 
Moderator: So you support it? 
 
Cain: Yes. 
 
Perry said he too would defend such “techniques” to his death, adding, “This is war. This is what happens in war.” 
(John McCain, call Rick Perry.) 
 
Bachmann leapt in to say she’s fine with waterboarding, too, and complained that, under President Obama, “the 
ACLU is running the CIA.” (Quick, somebody, tell David Petraeus!) She also made the astonishing claim that when 
our troops capture terrorists on the battlefield, there are no jails to lock them up in. (Somebody, tell the Army to set 
up detention centers!) 
 
Only Paul and Huntsman spoke up for the Geneva Conventions and the U.S. Army Field Manual on interrogation. 
Huntsman noted with a grave expression: “This country has values. I’ve lived overseas four times.… We diminish 
our standing in the world when we engage in torture. Waterboarding is torture.” 
 
Gingrich wasn’t asked the torture question, but he did say that the nation needs to throw out all the CIA reforms 
that the Church Committee passed in the 1970s. 
 
Romney wasn’t asked the question (too bad), but, on a related matter, he said that he would never negotiate with 
the Taliban because he doesn’t believe in negotiating with terrorists. Someone should ask him, next time out, how 
he plans to win, end hostilities, reach a settlement, or do something besides keep fighting forever in Afghanistan. 
 
On Afghanistan, most of the candidates said Obama made a big mistake in setting a date for withdrawal. Romney 
sort of agreed, but also said that Obama’s 2014 pullout date seemed “the right timetable.” Huntsman said the 
troops should come home now (except for some special ops, trainers, and tactical intelligence) and give up on 
nation-building, except at home. 
 
Cain was remarkably honest about how little he knows, about anything. Is Pakistan a friend or foe? “We don’t 
know.” Would you send American ground forces to clear out the sanctuaries in Pakistan? “That is a discussion that I 
would make after consulting with commanders on the ground” (and with the Afghans and Pakistanis too). How 
would you know when to overrule your military commanders? I’m afraid I dropped my pen in astonishment, so 
didn’t get an exact quote, but Cain said that he would surround himself with “the right people … multiple groups of 
people offering different ideas,” then choose the ideas that “make sense.” (So that’s how it’s done.) 
 
There are a few things Cain was certain about. Obama made a bad decision in backing the Arab Spring, which is 
“getting totally out of hand” because a “majority” of those people are Muslim Brotherhood. He also wants to keep 
Gitmo going full-time and forget about trying detainees in civilian courts “because they’re terrorists.” 
 
A few more amusements: 
 
Perry’s proof that he has experience in this realm: “For 10 years, I’ve been commander-in-chief of 20,000 National 
Guard in Texas. … I’m dealing with generals, I know individuals in the Department of Defense at the highest level 
who will help me.” This is half-nonsense, half-puzzling. The nonsense: As was made very clear when Sarah Palin 
made a similar argument, governors have no control whatsoever over the National Guard units in their states, 
except to deploy them for local disaster-relief, that sort of thing. The puzzle: Who are these generals and high-level 
DoD people who will help Perry if he’s president? The same ones who are currently helping Obama? 
 
Perry said he would reduce all foreign aid to zero, then have advocates for each individual country come in and 
make a case for getting “one penny” of taxpayer money, much less billions of dollars. (His staff back-pedaled on 
this after the debate, noting that an exception would be made, of course, for Israel.) 



 
Romney, asked about the prospect of a trade war with China, said, “A trade war is already going on” and promised 
to take China to the World Trade Organization on charges of currency manipulation. Huntsman, who was Obama’s 
ambassador to China, retorted, “The reality is different, as it usually is when you’re on the ground.” First, he noted, 
China can’t be taken to the WTO on currency charges. Second, a trade war would hurt the United States quite 
badly. Third, we should reach out to China’s rising young computer generation. Again, he seemed reasonable. (No 
wonder he doesn’t have a chance, and, after his diss of Romney, his prospects for becoming secretary of state, on 
the chance of a GOP victory in 2012, don’t look too good, either.) 
 
Finally, the dumbest remark of the night … well, the second-dumbest, after Bachmann’s head-turner on China’s 
admirable free-market economy: Gingrich, saying that every candidate up on the stage would be “superior to the 
current administration.” If he’s serious, he’s not nearly as smart as he thinks he is. Or maybe he was assuming that 
if one of the other Republicans wins, he (or, really God help us, she) would surely hire Newt Gingrich to run the 
nation’s foreign policy. 
 
Speaking of seriousness: CBS News, which co-sponsored this debate with the National Journal, aired the first hour 
of the 90-minute session on its national broadcast, but let local affiliates decide whether they wanted to air the 
remaining half hour or resume normal programming. (In New York, WCBS went for NCIS, as I suspect most others 
did. The climax could be watched on the network’s website, which had buffering problems.) The network’s 
producers, I suspect, made the right move. They know how important national-security issues are likely to be in this 
election—not very—and they seem to have guessed well how seriously the candidates in this debate should be 
taken in any case—even less. 
 
 
 

20111111-01 00:31 Dale Libertarians 

 
I keep reading your self-reinforcing posts that claim (all) Republicans think (all) government is evil.  I suppose if 
you all just keep telling each other this is the case, in time you will believe it must be true. 
 
[Actually, this is just what we are told by many Republicans. –SteveB] 
 
I found these comments clipped from another blog group I read to be worth posting here: 
 
[Source unknown. –SteveB] 
 

Mainstream Libertarians do not believe government is “evil” as you have characterized.  Rather they tend to 
believe that government is necessary but should be limited in its scope in order to minimize unintended 
consequences.  They trust the collective behaviors of self-interested individuals over the behavior of 
concentrated power.  To the extent that the government that is necessary in its desired limited form does 
take away some personal liberties that may be viewed as a “necessary evil” as any loss of personal liberty 
and freedom is viewed as distasteful.  Maintain correct calibration – they are not saying that government by 
its very existence is “evil”.  Government must however derive its authorities with the consent of the 
governed and should be limited in its scope of functions to those things that are so large as that private 
solutions are not possible.  This again is a different thing from “small’ government.  “Limited” government 
can be quite large.  It is the intended functions and areas of assumed governmental responsibility that are 
‘limited”. 
 
There are always extremists.  Ron Paul and Michael Moore are both extreme.  They are interesting and 
perhaps informative but neither will ever win an election nor be able to effectively govern.  Ron Paul is to 
the right of even most conservative Republicans on economic matters and to the left of Nancy Pelosi on 
foreign policy.  Michael Moore is an extreme leftist on everything. 
 
In fact the OWS people are exhibiting some Libertarian attributes.  They wish to be free of governmental 
interference in their protesting.  They are objecting to laws that interfere with their interests.  There seems 



an intellectual similarity between the OWS concern about the influence of money in politics and the 
Libertarian concerns about overbearing governments serving interests other than those of the people. 

 
I’m explaining this to make clear that it is far too easy to attach to an overly simplistic categorization to any of 
these.  You may not have considered Ron Paul to be far left.  But on foreign policy matters he is totally anti-war 
and would disengage from most foreign entanglements.  That’s consistent with his “live and let live” libertarianism. 
It also is in the current common characterizations of American politics generally aligned with the left. 
 
 

20111111-04 11:04 Pam Re: Libertarians (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Gotta respond.  Perhaps this is a quibble, but here goes.  How can you lump all liberals together, as you do, when 
you complain about our doing the same thing?  The pot and the kettle are both black.  As I said in an earlier post, 
we have to generalize or we'd get so bogged down in exceptions we'd never get anywhere.  Limited govt., small 
govt.  If there's a difference, I'd like to have it spelled out.  If we remove all labels and just focus on the issues, 
here's what this liberal thinks: (You can put me in whatever categories you want.  I embrace the epithets "liberal" 
and/or "progressive.") 
 
Government should stay out of people's private business, ie., abortion rights, gender equality (which includes same-
sex marriage), legalization of marijuana, separation of church and state.  These are the issues most under attack.  
Am I leaving anything out? 
 
Taxes should be progressive with the aim of reducing the income gap and preserving a broad middle class. 
 
Religion should be taken out of politics.  I include that in overall campaign reform. 
 
Undo Citizens United. 
 
Bring some compassion and common sense into the reform of immigration policy.  No one should be asked for ID 
simply because he/she looks "foreign." 
 
Adequately fund education, infrastructure, health care, social services.  Leave Social Security and Medicare 
untouched.  Move to a single-payer health care system that would rationalize care and eliminate unnecessary 
bureaucratic nonsense.  I see this as one of those things that falls under your category of "those things that are so 
large that private solutions are not possible," Dale. 
 
Hold onto govt. agencies that protect the public interest, such as the EPA, FCC, FDA, Dept. of Energy, Dept. of 
Education (I'd look into this one with a laser), Consumer Protection, and so on. 
 
Throw a bone to those most severely impacted by the Recession: students with huge debt, underwater mortgage 
holders, the unemployed.  Wall Street got the whole cow, after all. 
 
Eliminate wasteful spending. 
 
Allow more transparency when matters of immediate public interest are concerned.  This is very broad.  I would 
exclude only those things that truly need to be kept secret for the safety of the nation. 
 
I'll probably think of more things, but the above pretty well indicates my position.  I may be self-reinforcing, but, 
pardon me for saying so, Dale, so are you.  I like this group because I am learning so much and it's NOT 
monolithic.  We all disagree about some things, but we're working through them in an intelligent way. 
 
I think people are probably born liberal or conservative.  I suppose nurture has a lot to do with it, but I think one's 
gut feeling is something that can't be imposed.  I was a liberal when I was three years old, long before I knew 
there was a thing called politics.  My gut feeling is that people should be left alone, so long as their actions don't 
hurt others, that society should ease the suffering of those in need as well as create opportunity for all, that 
compassion for individuals should trump moneyed interests.  Freedom and fairness.  It all boils down to that. 



 
 

20111111-07 14:48 Art Re: Libertarians (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Had to rescue a doggie this morning but back to the fray. 
 
Fundamentally I liked Dale's piece.  While I may not agree with all of it and I think Pam (in her clear moments)  
outlined the other side very well, it is the extremism that I see in the republican party today that I object to 
strongly.  There is just so much hate and agitation coming from the tea party and, by inference the republican 
party,  with no explainable or articulated substance to back it up.  It is that simple.  From what I read and hear I 
see nothing but negative comments concerning the socialist scum in office but no realistic appraisal of what the 
republicans will do if they win, except enact a bunch of social re-engineering laws. Perry can't even remember what 
offices he would dismantle, but the Department of Education??? Come on now. 
 
 

20111111-09 15:02 Pam Re: Libertarians (reply to Art & Dale, above) 

 
I agree, for what it's worth, with Art that the invective from the Right makes the Left (can't we find a better term?) 
look like pussycats.  OWS is going to great lengths to keep their protest peaceful.  The attacks on the Right that I 
see (like the “Daily Show” and Stephen Colbert) use humor rather than vilification.  If I understand you, Dale, you 
feel a need to defend a conservative outlook.  I respect that.  But you have to admit that Art’s comments are pretty 
accurate. 
 
As for Education, I see plenty wrong with the whole enterprise, and though I generally support unions, I think the 
teachers' union is often way out of line.  I know I'm probably the only one among us who is deeply interested in the 
whole topic of education, but if anyone ever wants to get into a discussion about it, I'm game. 
 
Now.  I'm going to shut up. :-) 
 
 

20111111-02 10:32 Pam 
Re: “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” (reply to Art, FotM 
Newsletter #15) 

 
This is outstanding.  Infuriating, but an outstanding summary of our recent history. 
 
 

20111111-03 10:49 SteveB 
SHOCKER: Who exactly WAS Herman Cain's & the Koch Brothers' 
father???? 

 
What I’m sayin’ is…ain’t this how the right operates, as Art says? At least that’s the way it goes in my inbox, 
especially when it comes to Mr. Obama or that famous, dreaded, evil duo, Pelosi & Reid. 
 
 

20111111-06 14:33 Art 
Re: SHOCKER: Who exactly WAS Herman Cain's & the Koch Brothers' 
father???? (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
While I really like this, I think the problem will be, and I know some will just hate this, but there is just too much 
intelligence on the left side of the aisle to buy into this stuff. If you think about the birthers and their rabid 
philosophy, can you really think of anyone you know, or would want to associate with, that would buy into that 
cr*p? 
 
 

20111111-11 15:52 SteveB 
Re: SHOCKER: Who exactly WAS Herman Cain's & the Koch Brothers' 
father???? (reply to Art, above) 

 



I’m pretty sure Obama was born in Africa and Herman Cain’s father knocked-up the Koch Brothers’ mother—at least 
twice! (I looked it up on Wikipedia, they aren’t twins!) This makes perfect sense to me because they’re all…former 
pizza executives, aren’t they? 
 
And you don’t think this is something really, really big just because the left is too intelligent? 
 
Damn! I wish I didn’t agree with you! 
 
 

20111111-05 11:11 Pam 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to Ann, FotM 
Newsletter #15) 

 
I don't know whether this list of Hoosier qualities makes me homesick or  glad I got away. :-) 
 
 

20111111-12 15:59 Art 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to Ann, FotM 
Newsletter #15) 

 
Good stuff. Liked the Indiana piece especially. I actually did play Euchre for years. Need to add shucking walnuts 
and seining for minnows. 
 
 

20111111-13 16:31 SteveB 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
“…the Indiana piece especially.”? Well, maybe I should just do a jokes Newsletter, not a serious political one! haha 
 
I grew up playing euchre! 
 
Years later, in Crown Point we had a euchre club with, let’s see, 8 couples. We had a card playing party at a 
different house every month, switching partners all the evening, but playing with spouses as couples for points. We 
put money in a “pot” and the night’s winners got that. For the losers, well, I had produced a lawn sculpture one 
summer. It was a big multicolor sun of steel and wood. I thought it was really cool. But it was  awarded to the 
couple who finished last, and they had to display it in their front yard all month. It was their “punishment”. 
 
Sometimes ya’ just can’t get any respect… 
 
But we really had a lot of fun playing euchre. 
 
 

20111111-14 16:34 Art 
Re: Guidelines for Understanding the ‘Hoosier Culture’ (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
You know what I meant!!!! 
 
 

20111112-01 00:15 Jim Hoosiers 

 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
YOU REALLY HAVE TO BE FROM INDIANA TO UNDERSTAND THIS. 
 
The year is 2016 and the United States has just elected the first woman, as President of the United States . A few 
days after the election the president-elect called her father in Indiana and asked, 'So, Dad, I assume you will be 
coming to my inauguration?'  
 



'I don't think so. It's a long drive, your mother isn't as young as she used to be, and my arthritis is acting up again.'  
 
'Don't worry about it Dad, I'll send Air Force One or another support aircraft to pick you up and take you home, and 
a limousine will pick you up at your door.' 
 
'I don't know. Everybody will be so fancy. What would your mother wear?'  
 
'Oh Dad,' she replied, 'I'll make sure she has a wonderful gown custom-made by one of the best designers in New Y 
ork .'  
 
'Honey,' Dad complained, 'you know I can't eat those rich foods you and your  friends like to eat.'  
 
The President-elected responded, 'Don't worry Dad. The entire affair is going to be handled by the best caterer in 
New York and I'll ensure your meals are salt free. Dad, I really want you to come.'  
 
So Dad reluctantly agreed and on January 20, 2017, arrived to see his daughter sworn in as President of the United 
States . 
 
In the front row sits the new president's Dad and Mom. Dad noticing the  senator sitting next to him leans over and 
whispered, 'You see that woman over there with her hand on the Bible, becoming President of the United States.' 
 
The Senator whispered in reply, 'Yes I do.' 
 
Dad says proudly, 'Her brother played basketball at Indiana University. 
 
 

20111111-08 14:49 Pam Politics 

 
I just got a message from a Facebook friend asking me not to post any more articles from NationofChange, my 
preferred choice.  I don't know how to not send stuff to her and still post to Facebook.  If anybody knows how I can 
do that, please let me know.  I admit I feel a bit chagrined.  This person said she gets her news from TV and the 
internet and that's quite enough.  Apparently my posts upset her.  Since I hate upsetting anybody, I feel bad about 
this.  It also makes me extra grateful to have this group to share ideas with.  I feel I can say what I really think 
without being condemned, even if you don't agree with me. 
 
Another thing that bothers me is people who don't want to even think about politics, the economy, or the world, 
who just throw up their hands and walk away.  The easy path is to look the other way; just ask Penn State.  I hate 
argument, but I also hate cowardice.  I'm not going to go sleep in a tent any time soon (ever!), so my contribution 
to the public discourse will have to be in writing—and posting on Facebook.  I think I will just shut up for a while. 
 
 

20111111-10 15:07 Pam 
“Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When 
Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” 

 
“Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” by Robert 
Reich, NationofChange 
 
Nov. 11, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/trigger-happy-why-deficit-cuts-should-be-triggered-only-when-
unemployment-reaches-5-percent-13210225) 
 
On planet Washington, where reducing the federal budget deficit continues to be more important than creating 
jobs, everyone is talking about “triggers” that automatically go into effect if certain other things don’t happen. 
 
Yet no one is talking about the most obvious trigger of all — no budget cuts until the official level of unemployment 
falls to 5 percent, its level before the Great Recession. 
 

http://www.nationofchange.org/trigger-happy-why-deficit-cuts-should-be-triggered-only-when-unemployment-reaches-5-percent-13210225
http://www.nationofchange.org/trigger-happy-why-deficit-cuts-should-be-triggered-only-when-unemployment-reaches-5-percent-13210225


The biggest trigger on the minds of Washington insiders is $1.2 trillion across-the-board cuts that will automatically 
occur if Congress’s supercommittee doesn’t come up with at least $1.2 trillion of cuts on its own that Congress 
agrees to by December 23. 
 
That automatic trigger seems likelier by the day because at this point the odds of an agreement are roughly zero. 
 
Here’s the truly insane thing: The triggered cuts start in 2013, a little over a year from now. 
 
Yet no one in their right mind believes unemployment will be lower than 8 percent by then. 
 
The cuts will come on top of the expiration of extended unemployment benefits, the end of a payroll tax cut, and 
continuing reductions in state and local budgets — all when American consumers (whose spending is 70 percent of 
the economy) will still be reeling from declining jobs and wages and plunging home prices. Even if Europe’s debt 
crisis doesn’t by then threaten a global financial meltdown, this rush toward austerity couldn’t come at a worse 
time. 
 
In other words, what will really be triggered is a deeper recession and higher unemployment. 
 
Democrats on the supercommittee are acting as if they haven’t met an unemployed person. They’re proposing $2.3 
trillion in deficit reductions — half from spending cuts (including $350 billion from Medicare), half from tax 
increases. To make the tax increases palatable to Republicans, Democrats want to give Congress a chance to find 
the new revenues by overhauling the tax code. If that effort fails, automatic tax increases would be triggered. The 
top tax rate won’t rise (another bow to Republicans) but top earners’ itemized deductions will be limited. 
 
Oh, and by the way, under the Democrats’ proposal, spending cuts and tax increases, triggered or not, would start 
in 2013. 
 
The President (remember him?) is still hawking his $450 billion jobs bill, but he’s having a hard time being heard 
above the deficit-reduction din — in large part because he himself is simultaneously calling for deficit reduction, and 
most people outside Washington can’t make sense of how we do both. 
 
The public is confused because they don’t get it’s a matter of sequencing. We need to do more spending now in 
order to bring back jobs and growth, then do less spending in the future — after the economy is once again 
generating jobs and growth. 
 
That’s why it make more sense for Democrats to propose a deficit reduction plan that goes into effect only when 
jobs are back. The trigger should be the rate of unemployment — and a 5 percent rate would signal we’re back on 
track. 
 
True, the unemployment rate is an imperfect measure of how bad things are (it doesn’t include everyone who’s 
working part-time but needs a full-time job, and those too discouraged to look for work), but at least it’s a useful 
way of comparing how much worse or better we are than we’ve been. And it can’t be fiddled with (the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics guards the calculation like gold in Fort Knox). 
 
Deficit hawks in both parties fear if we put off the spending cuts we’ll never do them. But if we cut now, the ratio of 
deficit to the total economy just gets worse — because the economy stagnates and the swelling ranks of 
unemployed don’t pay taxes. 
 
So the best of all worlds is to have a big jobs plan now, and also commit to automatic cuts triggered when 
unemployment falls to 5 percent. 
 
The hawks should find this acceptable. Reasonable Republicans (if any are left) will, too. Democrats, if they still 
care about jobs, should lead the way. 
 
 



20111111-15 17:12 SteveB 
Re: “Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When 
Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Hey, finally, one of these came through so I could tell your intentions. 
 
Whether Reich is right or wrong doesn’t matter so much to me, though I tend to believe him. 
 
All he is saying is: 
 
HEY, WAKE UP, LET’S BE CAUTIOUS (CONSERVATIVE? Now that’s a wild thought!) AND BE 
PRACTICAL! WHATEVER THAT ENTAILS OR MANDATES. LET’S NOT PLACE BLIND IDEOLOGY AND 
DOGMA AHEAD OF WHAT WORKS OR MUST BE MADE TO WORK. LIVES ARE AT STAKE. THIS ISN’T A 
GAME! 
 
In time of crisis or the brink of crisis, this sounds wise to me. I recall many times in my life that I have heard 
Republicans give the same advice. Why not now, I wonder? How did they become so, well, so not conservative (in 
the sense it was originally intended and in which I use it, above)? How can they be so willing to drastically 
transform society or, for that matter, so willing to continue the grand, failed experiment that brought us the policies 
of the 2000’s, and now the problems of the 2010’s? 
 
 

20111111-16 17:19 Pam 
Re: “Trigger Happy: Why Deficit Cuts Should Be Triggered Only When 
Unemployment Reaches 5 Percent” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Reich's recommendation makes sense and is simple.  A heck of a lot better than 9-9-9. 
 
 

20111111-17 17:57 SteveG 12 Days Until Super-Committee Announcement 

 
12 days till the wisdom of the SUPER COMMITTEE is upon us. 
 
 

20111111-18 18:11 SteveB Rick Perry (to all FotM Texans) 

 
I’ve been meaning to ask you. I didn’t know Perry until he started running for President. But you guys there in 
Texas must have realized he was dumb as a stump before he was foisted off onto the nation. 
 
Did somehow his handlers, the powers that be, the Republican big-wigs, his wife—at some point in time—think that 
this guy was not dumb as a stump? 
 
If so, how could that happen? 
 
“Come-in, Houston! The system is broken.” 
 
 

20111111-19 19:05 Ben Re: Rick Perry (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I warned you about him before he declared mea non culpa.  (Did I get that right?  I was a German minor with Latin 
by way of a biology major.) 
 
Perry was an idiot as governor, and remains an idiot.  I will leave it to you as to how he managed to get the 
governorship in Texas, but as I recall, it has to do with GWB leaving his office earlier, to be an idiot of broader 
scope.  Were he to become president, I can guarantee that cronyism, nepotism, graft and corruption would reach a 
new high. 
 
 



20111113-05 14:00 Pam Re: Rick Perry (reply to SteveB & Ben, above) 

 
I'm not going to denigrate anyone's religion publicly, but all this holier-than-thou posturing by the Republican 
candidates is ridiculous.  The religious right has for years tried to hi-jack America and turn it into a Christian 
country.  Our Founders were sons of the Enlightenment; they were humanist rationalists.  They didn't attack 
religion, but they tried to make sure it wouldn't infect our politics.  The separation of church and state is not heresy. 
 
 

20111112-02 12:35 Pam Quotes: Ideological Differences, Education 

 
From the Dec., 2011 Atlantic magazine: 
 
..."ideological differences stem more from differences in people's beliefs about how the world works than from 
differences in their basic values." 
 
"Education has very little impact on responses [which]....strongly suggests that the classroom is no great corrective 
for myside bias." 
 
Name of article: "I Was Wrong, and So Are You."—Daniel Klein (economist) 
 
 

20111113-01 00:07 SteveG “Cain Says God Persuaded Him to Run for President” 

 
Didn't Perry say God told him to run for President too? 
 
 
“Cain Says God Persuaded Him to Run for President” by AP, USA Today 
 
Nov. 12, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2011-11-12/herman-cain-god/51179242/1) 
 
(ATLANTA) Republican Herman Cain said God convinced him to enter the race for president, comparing himself to 
Moses: "'You've got the wrong man, Lord. Are you sure?'" 
 
The Georgia business executive played up his faith Saturday after battling sexual harassment allegations for two 
weeks, trying to shift the conversation to religion, an issue vital to conservative Republicans, especially in the South. 
 
In a speech Saturday to a national meeting of young Republicans, Cain said the Lord persuaded him after much 
prayer. 
 
"That's when I prayed and prayed and prayed. I'm a man of faith — I had to do a lot of praying for this one, more 
praying than I've ever done before in my life," Cain said. "And when I finally realized that it was God saying that 
this is what I needed to do, I was like Moses. 'You've got the wrong man, Lord. Are you sure?'" 
 
Once he made the decision, Cain said, he did not look back. 
 
Four women have now accused Cain of sexually harassing them when he led the National Restaurant Association 
more than a decade ago. Cain, who has denied wrongdoing, was silent about the allegations and did not take 
reporters' questions. 
 
Cain isn't the first to say God prodded him toward a campaign. Texas Gov. Rick Perry's wife, Anita, has said she felt 
God was speaking to her about the race, adding that her husband needed to see a "burning bush," a Biblical 
reference to God's first appearance to Moses. 
 
During his speech, Cain also criticized President Barack Obama for canceling the space shuttle program — a 
decision actually made by President George W. Bush — as NASA shifts its focus on travel farther from Earth's orbit. 
 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2011-11-12/herman-cain-god/51179242/1


"I can tell you that as president of the United States, we are not going to bum a ride to outer space with Russia," 
Cain said to loud applause. "We're going to regain our rightful place in terms of technology, space technology." 
 
Cain was talking about U.S. plans, now that the space shuttle is retired, to use Russian rockets to send astronauts 
to the International Space Station. In the meantime, NASA is focused on explorations deeper in space. 
 
It was Bush who decided in 2004 to retire the space shuttle program. The Republican president still supported 
sending astronauts to the moon and Mars. 
 
Obama, once in office, dropped the goal of a moon mission. Instead, NASA has plans to build a giant rocket capable 
of sending astronauts to an asteroid and eventually Mars. It wants to outsource to private companies the task of 
ferrying astronauts and cargo to the space station — a job previously performed by the space shuttle. 
 
Until private companies are ready, NASA will keep buying seats on Russian Soyuz capsules to get astronauts to the 
space station. The cost per person to fly on a Soyuz is expected to rise from $56 million to $63 million, which is still 
cheaper than flying on the shuttle. 
 
Cain spoke in advance of a Republican debate Saturday in South Carolina focused on foreign policy. 
 
 

20111113-02 13:29 Art Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address 

 
Here's an interesting one. I think it is reportedly a college graduation guest speaker. [See source, below. –SteveB] 
Note the tone of the speech.  A few years ago it was all "you have a great future ahead of you”, "the sky is the 
limit" etc. etc. Not so much anymore. As I think about it,  my circle of close friends are much like me.  We are all 
well educated,  self made achievers who have economically done pretty well and, if I understand the rules correctly,  
would have to count ourselves in the 1%.  While my wife and I do not have children,  most of the others do, and I 
think without exception none of them have any confidence their children are going to do anywhere nearly as well as 
they have done. In fact just the opposite.  Funny,  huh? 
 
 
Commencement Address by Paul Hawken to the Class of 2009, University of Portland, May 3, 2009 
 
(http://computingforsustainability.wordpress.com/2009/05/25/hawkin-the-earth-needs-a-new-operating-system-
you-are-the-programmers/) 
 
(http://www.paulhawken.com/paulhawken_frameset.html) 
 
You are brilliant, and the earth is hiring 
 
When I was invited to give this speech, I was asked if I could give a simple short talk that was “direct, naked, taut, 
honest, passionate, lean, shivering, startling, and graceful.” Boy, no pressure there. 
 
But let’s begin with the startling part. Hey, Class of 2009: you are going to have to figure out what it means to be a 
human being on earth at a time when every living system is declining, and the rate of decline is accelerating. Kind 
of a mind-boggling situation… but not one peer-reviewed paper published in the last thirty years can refute that 
statement. Basically, the earth needs a new operating system, you are the programmers, and we need it within a 
few decades. 
 
This planet came with a set of operating instructions, but we seem to have misplaced them. Important rules like 
don’t poison the water, soil, or air, and don’t let the earth get overcrowded, and don’t touch the thermostat have 
been broken. Buckminster Fuller said that spaceship earth was so ingeniously designed that no one has a clue that 
we are on one, flying through the universe at a million miles per hour, with no need for seatbelts, lots of room in 
coach, and really good food, but all that is changing. 
 

http://computingforsustainability.wordpress.com/2009/05/25/hawkin-the-earth-needs-a-new-operating-system-you-are-the-programmers/
http://computingforsustainability.wordpress.com/2009/05/25/hawkin-the-earth-needs-a-new-operating-system-you-are-the-programmers/
http://www.paulhawken.com/paulhawken_frameset.html


There is invisible writing on the back of the diploma you will receive, and in case you didn’t bring lemon juice to 
decode it, I can tell you what it says: YOU ARE BRILLIANT, AND THE EARTH IS HIRING. The earth couldn’t afford 
to send any recruiters or limos to your school. It sent you rain, sunsets, ripe cherries, night blooming jasmine, and 
that unbelievably cute person you are dating. Take the hint. And here’s the deal: Forget that this task of planet-
saving is not possible in the time required. Don’t be put off by people who know what is not possible. Do what 
needs to be done, and check to see if it was impossible only after you are done. 
 
When asked if I am pessimistic or optimistic about the future, my answer is always the same: If you look at the 
science about what is happening on earth and aren’t pessimistic, you don’t understand data. But if you meet the 
people who are working to restore this earth and the lives of the poor, and you aren’t optimistic, you haven’t got a 
pulse. What I see everywhere in the world are ordinary people willing to confront despair, power, and incalculable 
odds in order to restore some semblance of grace, justice, and beauty to this world. The poet Adrienne Rich wrote, 
“So much has been destroyed I have cast my lot with those who, age after age, perversely, with no extraordinary 
power, reconstitute the world.” There could be no better description. Humanity is coalescing. It is reconstituting the 
world, and the action is taking place in schoolrooms, farms, jungles, villages, campuses, companies, refugee camps, 
deserts, fisheries, and slums. 
 
You join a multitude of caring people. No one knows how many groups and organizations are working on the most 
salient issues of our day: climate change, poverty, deforestation, peace, water, hunger, conservation, human rights, 
and more. This is the largest movement the world has ever seen. Rather than control, it seeks connection. Rather 
than dominance, it strives to disperse concentrations of power. Like Mercy Corps, it works behind the scenes and 
gets the job done. Large as it is, no one knows the true size of this movement. It provides hope, support, and 
meaning to billions of people in the world. Its clout resides in idea, not in force. It is made up of teachers, children, 
peasants, businesspeople, rappers, organic farmers, nuns, artists, government workers, fisherfolk, engineers, 
students, incorrigible writers, weeping Muslims, concerned mothers, poets, doctors without borders, grieving 
Christians, street musicians, the President of the United States of America, and as the writer David James Duncan 
would say, the Creator, the One who loves us all in such a huge way. 
 
There is a rabbinical teaching that says if the world is ending and the Messiah arrives, first plant a tree, and then 
see if the story is true. Inspiration is not garnered from the litanies of what may befall us; it resides in humanity’s 
willingness to restore, redress, reform, rebuild, recover, reimagine, and reconsider. “One day you finally knew what 
you had to do, and began, though the voices around you kept shouting their bad advice,” is Mary Oliver’s 
description of moving away from the profane toward a deep sense of connectedness to the living world. 
 
Millions of people are working on behalf of strangers, even if the evening news is usually about the death of 
strangers. This kindness of strangers has religious, even mythic origins, and very specific eighteenth-century roots. 
Abolitionists were the first people to create a national and global movement to defend the rights of those they did 
not know. Until that time, no group had filed a grievance except on behalf of itself. The founders of this movement 
were largely unknown Granville Clark, Thomas Clarkson, Josiah Wedgwood and their goal was ridiculous on the face 
of it: at that time three out of four people in the world were enslaved. Enslaving each other was what human 
beings had done for ages. And the abolitionist movement was greeted with incredulity. 
 
Conservative spokesmen ridiculed the abolitionists as liberals, progressives, do-gooders, meddlers, and activists. 
They were told they would ruin the economy and drive England into poverty. But for the first time in history a group 
of people organized themselves to help people they would never know, from whom they would never receive direct 
or indirect benefit.. And today tens of millions of people do this every day. It is called the world of non-profits, civil 
society, schools, social entrepreneurship, and non-governmental organizations, of companies who place social and 
environmental justice at the top of their strategic goals. The scope and scale of this effort is unparalleled in history. 
 
The living world is not “out there” somewhere, but in your heart. What do we know about life? In the words of 
biologist Janine Benyus, life creates the conditions that are conducive to life. I can think of no better motto for a 
future economy. We have tens of thousands of abandoned homes without people and tens of thousands of 
abandoned people without homes. We have failed bankers advising failed regulators on how to save failed assets. 
 
Think about this: we are the only species on this planet without full employment. Brilliant. We have an economy 
that tells us that it is cheaper to destroy earth in real time than to renew, restore, and sustain it. You can print 



money to bail out a bank but you can’t print life to bail out a planet. At present we are stealing the future, selling it 
in the present, and calling it gross domestic product. We can just as easily have an economy that is based on 
healing the future instead of stealing it. We can either create assets for the future or take the assets of the future. 
One is called restoration and the other exploitation. 
 
And whenever we exploit the earth we exploit people and cause untold suffering. Working for the earth is not a way 
to get rich, it is a way to be rich. 
 
The first living cell came into being nearly 40 million centuries ago, and its direct descendants are in all of our 
bloodstreams. Literally you are breathing molecules this very second that were inhaled by Moses, Mother Teresa, 
and Bono. We are vastly interconnected. Our fates are inseparable. We are here because the dream of every cell is 
to become two cells. In each of you are one quadrillion cells, 90 percent of which are not human cells. Your body is 
a community, and without those other microorganisms you would perish in hours. Each human cell has 400 billion 
molecules conducting millions of processes between trillions of atoms. The total cellular activity in one human body 
is staggering: one septillion actions at any one moment, a one with twenty-four zeros after it. In a millisecond, our 
body has undergone ten times more processes than there are stars in the universe exactly what Charles Darwin 
foretold when he said science would discover that each living creature was a “little universe, formed of a host of 
self-propagating organisms, inconceivably minute and as numerous as the stars of heaven.” 
 
So I have two questions for you all: First, can you feel your body?  Stop for a moment. Feel your body. One 
septillion activities going on simultaneously, and your body does this so well you are free to ignore it, and wonder 
instead when this speech will end. Second question: who is in charge of your body? Who is managing those 
molecules? Hopefully not a political party. Life is creating the conditions that are conducive to life inside you, just as 
in all of nature. What I want you to imagine is that collectively humanity is evincing a deep innate wisdom in 
coming together to heal the wounds and insults of the past. 
 
Ralph Waldo Emerson once asked what we would do if the stars only came out once every thousand years. No one 
would sleep that night, of course. The world would become religious overnight. We would be ecstatic, delirious, 
made rapturous by the glory of God. Instead the stars come out every night, and we watch television. 
 
This extraordinary time when we are globally aware of each other and the multiple dangers that threaten civilization 
has never happened, not in a thousand years, not in ten thousand years. Each of us is as complex and beautiful as 
all the stars in the universe. We have done great things and we have gone way off course in terms of honoring 
creation. You are graduating to the most amazing and stupefying challenge ever bequeathed to any generation. 
 
The generations before you failed. They didn’t stay up all night. They got distracted and lost sight of the fact that 
life is a miracle every moment of your existence. Nature beckons you to be on her side. You couldn’t ask for a 
better boss. The most unrealistic person in the world is the cynic, not the dreamer. Hopefulness only makes sense 
when it doesn’t make sense to be hopeful. This is your century. Take it and run as if your life depends on it. 
 
 

20111113-03 13:35 SteveB 
Re: Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address (reply to 
Art, above) 

 
I love it! 
 
 

20111113-04 13:55 Pam 
Re: Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address (reply to Art, 
above) 

 
Again, another thoughtful post from Art.  It's one of those things I wish I had written.  Yesterday on NPR I heard a 
20-something interviewed about her job-prospects now that she had graduated from college.  Her hope was to get 
a job, any job, but she expected to find her sources of happiness elsewhere.  This may be realistic, but I find it sad 
that the youngest adult generation (millennials?) has so little hope of doing what they love.  I always told my 
students, do what you love and it won't seem like work.  My dad loved his job and said he'd never worked a day in 
his life.  I used to say I'd pay the university to let me teach.  Our lucky stars seem to have dimmed. 



 
That said, I do find reason to hope in this speech.  Americans have been overly optimistic forever; it's time we grew 
up. 
 
 

20111113-07 14:28 SteveG 
Re: Univ. of Portland Class of 2009 Commencement Address (reply to 
Art, above) 

 
A nephew is in the first quarter of his senior year.  Last week he got a job offer for $60,000 doing what he loves 
when he graduates. 
 
 

20111113-06 14:26 Pam “More Government, Please” 

 
There's a terrific article in the December, 2011 Harper’s magazine called "More Government, Please" by Thomas 
Frank.  I will try to post a link to it as soon as it becomes available online.  November is the latest issue in their 
archives.  If you have access to a Harper's, I urge you to read it.  Art, you will like it, because your pal Bonehead 
comes in for some trenchant comment.  Frank calls for a federal works program, like the ones in the '30s.  It makes 
SO much sense.  Pleeeeeeeeeze read it. 
 
I'll get a link to you when I can. [Only available to Harper’s subscribers: 
http://harpers.org/archive/2011/12/0083702. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111113-08 17:10 Pam “More Government, Please” (continued) 

 
Taken from the Dec., 2011, issue of Harper's: 
 
Percentage decrease in the median U.S. household income during the 'Great Recession': 
 

3.2%. 
 
During the subsequent 'recovery': 
 

6.7%. 
 
Percentage by which the average contracted project costs the government more than the equivalent government-
run project: 
 

83%. 
 
Date on which Gov. Rick Scott said that Florida doesn't need 'more anthropologists': 
 

10/10/2011. 
 
Date on which Scott's daughter received her anthropology degree: 
 

1/11/2008. 
 
Percentage of Americans who say news organizations 'hurt democracy': 
 

42. 
 
Number of codes in the current nationwide system for describing medical services on insurance bills: 
 

17,849. 

http://harpers.org/archive/2011/12/0083702


 
Number in the new federally mandated system; 
 

141,058. 
 
Number of Afghan army battalions currently able to fight without coalition support: 
 

0. 
 
Number of 'major threats' the Transportation Security Administration has detected in the decade since its creation: 
 

0. 
 
 

20111113-09 17:19 Dale A Dose of Reality 

 
Because Art generally writes so well, I was ready to attribute to him the lengthy article which very aptly 
summarized the Liberal Progressive case and a scenario which could lead to a rise in popularity.  Unfortunately, 
there were many assumptions, posed as facts, similar to what I see in other posts in this forum.  For those hoping it 
will come true and the tide is turning, that America is seeing the light (as defined by Liberals) and that the 
Conservatives are a fringe group of lunatics, please read what is really happening in America as describe by Gallup 
in this voter trends data (http://www.gallup.com/poll/148745/political-ideology-stable-conservatives-leading.aspx): 
 

 
 
The chart above is only a small portion of the report and like all statistics, can be tortured to give up some hopeful 
elements for almost any position.  If you have the time to read it all, I suggest you do so. 
 
The fluke in recent politics is that the 20% minority — Liberals — managed to get control of the Senate and 
Congress for a short 2 year period and jam through damaging legislation like Obamacare.  The percent 
Conservative has grown for the past three years and is approximately twice as large as Liberal.  Now I suppose one 
could chalk that up to "Everyone else is an idiot.  Only I know what is right for the country" and that is pretty much 
what read in left leaning press. 
 
Pam and others, Conservatives, including me, don't believe that all government is bad and should be eliminated.  
The founders believed State and Local government is necessary and useful, especially since it is closest to the 
people being affected and most likely to be responsive to their interests/needs.  They also believed certain aspects 
require Federal oversight and management, but they knew (better than some today seem to recognize) that large 
government units get out of hand and the larger they get, the harder they are to contain. 
 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/148745/political-ideology-stable-conservatives-leading.aspx


Statistics on Greece are hard to pin down, partly because of the huge underground, non-taxpaying economy, but 
their example is worth considering: 
 

Forty percent of Greece’s gross domestic product comes from the public sector. Nearly a million people, or 
one out of four working Greeks, are employed by the state. More than 80 percent of public expenditure 
goes toward the wages, salaries and pensions of these public-sector workers. It’s a country unable to pay 
government employees and is embroiled in a catastrophic pension debacle. 
(http://www.investmentu.com/2011/July/united-state-is-not-greece.html) 

 
The source of the quote above describes 4 reasons why the US is not like Greece.  Greece is an extreme example of 
lots of bad economic behavior, but one of the elements sinking it now is a Government employment and public 
pension situation grown out of hand.  There are one after another example of countries where growing 
governments lead to growing corruption, growing waste and inefficiency and stagnating economies.  That doesn't 
mean ALL government should be eliminated. 
 
In part, The TEA Party formed because a lot of people were concerned that this is the direction the US has been 
headed.  (The TEA Party also has social issues they support, but it was the economic concerns that coalesced the 
organization.)  The TEA Party also formed because of the very reasons voiced by most of us...the corruption of the 
political system and the erosion of personal freedoms.  To claim they are a hate-filled, venomous, evil organization 
or that the people who support their interests are that way is an unfair and incorrect generalization.  To claim that 
left-leaning authors and speakers are brighter, more courageous or any other generalization is equally mistaken.  
Just because you read a bunch of stuff you believe in, doesn't mean it is filled with insight. 
 
I have more to say about the Republican primary "race" for President, but it will have to be in a different post.  
Remember the 20% statistic, however. 
 
 

20111113-10 18:12 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Well, so much for staying quiet.... 
 
Rather than argue about big-govt. vs. small-govt., I put it to you that our main crisis in America is the high rate of 
un- and under-employment.  What we need right now are more jobs.  The article in Harper's that I mentioned and 
hope you'll read when I can get you the link includes this little insight: ..."the CWA simply hired unemployed people 
and put them to work.  It was organized virtually overnight, and it did not wait for grand projects to be fleshed 
out....The program's administrator, Roosevelt confidant Harry Hopkins...found jobs for 4 million people in two 
months." 
 
The Right is so wedded to the idea that government jobs mean socialism it's risible.  I like Robert Reich's idea of 
government providing jobs until the unemployment rate is 5%.  I've also see that figure put at 6%.  Fine.  Such a 
plan would not turn the U.S. govt. into Big Daddy, and it would be a hell of a lot more effective more quickly than 
arguing about regulation and how to keep the money flowing to the top.  Our leaders, from the super-committee on 
down, are failing us.  Banks and corporations are failing us.  If there's a class war going on, it's the rich coming 
down on the rest, not the other way around.  Even David Stockman, who invented "trickle-down economics," has 
disavowed it. 
 
Yes, one of Greece's big problems is that no one pays their taxes.   That is a matter of public honesty, not govt. 
malfeasance.  I'm not defending the Greek govt., but when workers complain because their retirement age is being 
raised from 55 to 60 or whatever, the govt. isn't the only entity to blame. 
 
Also, I'd like to know more about why Obamacare is so pernicious.  Nothing I have seen about it, and I mean 
nothing, has indicated to me anything but progress, and precious little of that in my view.  Obama is an 
incrementalist, and Obamacare is probably the best he could do in this political climate.  I don't defend it 
absolutely; it's only a start.  The hysteria surrounding this plan continues to amaze me.  It's as if you had a huge 
chunk ripped out of your arm, someone offered to bind up your wound, and you preferred to keep on bleeding. 
 

http://www.investmentu.com/2011/July/united-state-is-not-greece.html


I means nothing to me that your charts indicate a plethora of conservatives.  History is replete with majorities that 
worked toward evil ends.  It's always up to those "few good men" that Edmund Burke talks about to act for the 
good, not just the popular.  John Stuart Mill, one of my favorite Victorians, warned about "the tyranny of the 
majority."  We would do well to heed his advice. 
 
 

20111113-11 20:14 SteveG Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale & Pam, above) 

 
From SteveG (8:14 pm) – ref: Dose of Reality 
 
Back in the days of the CWA we as a country were not afraid to do something for the good of the country.  We are 
still living with the results of CWA projects that have not been updated since.  As an example I give you the 
storm/waste water system, an all in one system, constructed by the CWA in downtown Crawfordsville.  When it 
rains heavy all of the rain/raw sewage backs up in the basements of downtown businesses – not a good deal.  
Similar problems exist all over the country. 
 
 

20111113-16 23:36 Dale Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Hundreds of millions of dollars were voted by Congress for "shovel-ready" projects in an earlier stimulus bill.  It was 
a lie.  There were no "shovel-ready" projects and we were all misled by the Obama administration. 
 
Let's suppose target projects have been identified now, although I question that.  What has changed at the Federal 
level to manage the programs?  Are there different people?  Are there different procedures in place to select and 
manage the planning, the distribution of money and the monitoring of progress/success/failure?  I try to avoid 
cheap shots, but the Solyndra example of Government selecting where to put money is not a very positive example. 
 
The CWA example, in the glow of revisionist history writing, seems to have been a success.  I'm not saying it wasn't 
actually a success.  That doesn't mean the Obama administration, which hasn't really demonstrated success at 
almost anything, will get this one right.  This time. 
 
There are also lots of examples of locally funded and managed public works which typically get much closer scrutiny 
and involve less bureaucracy.  Why not find ways to support these, especially with interest rates as low as they are 
now?  I have a lot more confidence that local communities will pick the most useful projects, if they have the 
responsibility for managing and financing them, albeit with tax assistance. 
 
This whole concept of the government creating jobs, for public works or whatever, is a short term fix at best.  The 
money for these government projects comes out our pockets.  You get that right?  It comes out our discretionary 
income, at least for those who pay taxes.  You want a new sewer system?  Cool, get ready to pay for it.  What? You 
want someone else to pay for it?  Well, as long as someone else is paying for it, I want a new car and a new house 
and...  No, that's being personally greedy.  I want free general health care and unlimited unemployment benefits 
and... 
 
There is no FREE.  Someone pays. 
 
 

20111113-17 23:48 SteveG Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

 
I agree – when the CWA happened the US and the world were totally different than they are now.  We will never 
return to those times, but we need to find a way to get out of the hole and ruts we are in. 
 
Along those lines, I have read that 37% of every dollar the US government spends is borrowed – if true, how can 
we cut spending by 37% or more out of the federal budget?  Do not see a logical way to cut our way to a balanced 
budget – increase of revenue and cuts make sense. 
 



Someone always pays, unless you are a bank, and then you get bailed out and if you are in upper management you 
get a bonus while you cut 30,000 jobs.    
 
Or if you are a big manufacturer you can move your research & development to Brazil, keep your profits in 
Switzerland, pay zero US taxes, and receive billions in US tax credits. 
 
Or if you are a pharmaceutical you can take a non FDA approved drug, spend a few million on tests, get it FDA 
approved, and then charge what you want for the drug – even 5,000 times what it originally cost. 
 
Someone always pays. 
 
 

20111113-12 22:03 Dale Obamacare Exposed 

 
You want details.  You got details. 
 
Many of you have expressed support for Obamacare, except for how it "doesn't go far enough."  Further, you've 
questioned why there isn't more support.  If you have the courage and persistence to dig into the details, which 
Congress didn't even have a chance to do, because of the way it was presented, read the attachment.  Someone 
DID read all 1000+ pages and here is their analysis, including page references, if you want to contest their 
conclusions.  This piece was written shortly after passage; however, as far as the bill goes, it is as accurate now as 
when it was written. 
 
Since this doesn't exactly jibe with all the vague rhetoric on liberal websites and in the media, this will probably 
conflict with your previous perceptions.  Here is what I would suggest you keep in mind, the details describe 
changes and affects that go far beyond mere health insurance legislation.  Businesses, mostly small businesses are 
the unlucky recipients of the burden.  Try to place yourself in the position of an owner, or a lender for that matter, 
who must attempt to swim in these waters. 
  
You may not believe in "trickle down benefits," but there will most assuredly be "trickle down pain" if this law is 
allowed to remain in effect.  its costs will be borne by employees and customers, via price increases.  None of us 
can ignore we are part of a world economy and the eventual result of burdensome, wasteful laws are reduced 
competitiveness 
 
I agree our current health care system is FUBAR.  Republicans agree it is not right.  Conservatives agree it is not 
right.  TEA Party members agree it is not right.  (Did I cover all the 'bad guys' yet?) 
 
: - ) 
 
There are some ideas most parties agree on.  There are solutions that different constituencies are in favor of, but 
not their counterparts.  Nobody is evil, nobody wants to inflict pain and suffering on anyone.  There are just good 
faith differences of opinion on how the problems should be solved. 
 
Unlike those who think the differences are so great and the structural problems (read greed, corruption, etc.) that 
no solution will or can be found (I am not in that camp), I believe small steps in areas with commonality will lead to 
improvements in law and practice and eventually a solution with enough public approval will develop that it is put 
into place.  Folks with far liberal and far conservative positions will try to influence the discussion, but in the end, a 
moderate solution will be enacted.  I have hope and faith and optimism. 
 
 

20111113-13 22:29 SteveG Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, above) 

 
It took 60 years or so to get to this point.  To scrap it and start over for another 60 years won’t get it.  It may not 
be a perfect piece of legislation by anyone’s imagination, but what piece of legislation is? 
 



People say they are against mandated medical insurance.  We already have mandated medical insurance that all 
working people pay for:  Medicaid and Medicare.  Medicaid assists people with disabilities and poor.  Medicare 
covers the elderly.  Both are mandated medical insurance. 
 
I spent 40 years working with/for people with disabilities in Indiana -  Medicaid was used to pay for services for 
people with developmental disabilities to live in their own apartment/home with the assistance they needed rather 
than residing in state operated facilities/hospitals.  The assistance they needed was in the form of 
staffing/food/rent/etc. to either live in their home, apartment, or group home.  Medicaid made this possible and one 
could argue that it was a stimulus package – creating jobs, providing purchasing power into communities. 
 
 

20111113-14 22:42 Dale “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” 

 
For people like me who believe all Federal Legislators and staff should live under the same laws and benefits 
rules/restrictions as the rest of the population, the STOCK law introduced by two Democratic representatives should 
be a no-brainer......but in Washington, it isn't.  Everyone should be outraged by this information. 
 
Congressmen and Senators are elected by the public.  We are responsible for what we get.  I want changes and am 
willing to speak up and vote for changes in bad political behavior.  I believe I am a victim, only if I allow myself to 
become a victim. 
 
By the way, Congressional favoritism like this is one more reason there should be an Occupy Washington 
movement, not so much a OWS movement.  I believe many/most of our current problems come from Washington 
DC generated policies, laws and enforcement (or lack of enforcement).  Greed, fear and jealousy are universal, not 
just within the province of "Wall Street" although, a relatively small number of senior bank and investment 
manipulators have had a free pass resulting in huge damage for the rest of us. 
 
 
“Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” by Eamon Javers, CNBC 
 
June 20, 2011, (http://www.cnbc.com/id/43471561/Congressional_Trading_on_Advance_Info_Not_Illegal_SEC) 
 
When you buy and sell stocks based on secrets you learned at the office, it could be insider trading. 
 
But when a United States Senator does it, it's probably perfectly legal. 
 
That's because the SEC has largely determined that trading stocks based on advance knowledge of action in 
Congress is not insider trading. 
 
If anything, it's "outsider" trading — buying and selling shares based on knowledge of an outside force that's about 
to hit a company's share value. 
 
Think of it like a trader who sees a satellite image of a hurricane bearing down on an oil rig — and shorts the oil 
company’s stock in expectation of the damage. 
 
Except in the case of Capitol Hill, the members of Congress can be both the trader and the hurricane — buying and 
selling shares in expectation of the effect that their own action has on the company’s stock price. 
 
Some critics say that's probably going on a lot on Capitol Hill — although they don't have any direct proof. 
 
“It’s really quite outrageous,” said Craig Holman, the legislative representative for Public Citizen. “If you just take a 
look at the statistics, members of Congress are either geniuses when it comes to stock trading or they are in fact 
trading off of some of this insider information.” 
 
A pair of recent academic studies found that House members beat the market in their personal stock trading by 
about 6 percent, and Senators beat the market by about 10 percent. 

http://www.cnbc.com/id/43471561/Congressional_Trading_on_Advance_Info_Not_Illegal_SEC


 
In the 2011 study “Abnormal Returns From the Common Stock Investments of Members of the U.S. House of 
Representatives,” four university professors found that a portfolio that mimics the purchases of House Members 
beats the market by 55 basis points per month, or approximately 6 percent annually. That study looked at 16,000 
common stock transactions made by approximately 300 House delegates from 1985 to 2001. 
 
“Overall we find that the common stocks purchased by Members of the U.S. House of Representatives earn 
statistically significant positive abnormal returns. Our results indicate that Representatives, like Senators, also trade 
with a substantial information advantage,” wrote the study’s authors, Alan J. Ziobrowski of Georgia State University, 
James W. Boyd, of Lindenwood University, Ping Cheng of Florida Atlantic University and Brigitte J. Ziobrowski of 
Augusta State University. 
 
The group also noted that stocks purchased by Democrats outperform stocks purchased by Republicans. 
 
The SEC generally does not view trading on the basis of advance knowledge of Congressional action to be insider 
trading. Both House and Senate ethics manuals say that members of Congress are not supposed to make any 
personal profit from confidential knowledge, although no member of Congress has ever been publicly sanctioned for 
such trading. 
 
Critics of the loose rules say they can’t prove that members of Congress or their staffs are actually trading and 
profiting from their positions, but they still believe that’s the only explanation for the returns members of Congress 
generate over time. 
 
“It just boggles the imagination to think that members of Congress are so much smarter than we are and other 
traders that they just for some reason enjoy a much higher rate of return on their stock investments than the rest 
of us,” said Holman. “I just don’t believe that.” 
 
And once again this year, two Democrats have introduced legislation called the STOCK Act — or Stop Trading on 
Congressional Knowledge Act — that would prohibit such political speculation. 
 
Under the measure, sponsored by Reps Louise Slaughter, D-N.Y., and Tim Walz, D-Minn., members of Congress, 
their staffs, and others in Washington would face a new set of legal prohibitions. 
 
The proposal: 
 

• Prohibits Members and employees of Congress from buying or selling securities, swaps, security based 
swaps, or commodity futures based on nonpublic information they obtain because of their status. 

• Prohibits Executive Branch employees from buying or selling securities, swaps, security based swaps, or 
commodity futures based on nonpublic information they obtain because of their status. 

• Prohibits those outside Congress from buying or selling securities, swaps, security based swaps, or 
commodity futures based on nonpublic information obtained from within Congress or the Executive 
Branch. 

• Prohibits Members and employees of Congress from disclosing any non-public information about any 
pending or prospective legislative action for investment purposes. 

 
The bill has been proposed several times since it was first introduced in 2006, but it has never gotten as far as a 
floor vote in the House of Representatives. Supporters don’t hold out much hope this year, either. 
 
Not everyone is convinced that Congressional trading is as rampant as the STOCK Act supporters think it is. 
 
“There ought to be empirical research done to determine whether or not there’s actual trading going on,” said Jan 
Baran, a partner at the law firm of Wiley Rein LLP who specializes in government ethics rules. “All we’re doing now 
is speculating.” 
 
© 2012 CNBC.com 
 



 

20111113-15 23:20 SteveG 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Dale, above) 

 
You are absolutely right – there should not be a question about the passing of the Stock Act!!!!! 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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The European Financial Crisis 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 15, 2011) 
 
 
I have to say — If these (below) are the "free markets" the businessmen talk about, they don't seem to be working 
very well do they? Do you hear a big outcry from businessmen to find the roots of the problem and fix them? No. 
Silence. It's all about taxes and income distribution. Surely this tells us that what has happened has happened on 
purpose. Now there is a frightening thought! Or was there some grand miscalculation? Because, in the final 
analysis, we know less about economics than we know about education or love. 
 
We obviously don't know enough to keep ourselves out of trouble, like with the Great Depression, the Great 
Recession, the Housing Bubble, the Bailout, and now the Euro crisis. (I'm leaving out all the small stuff like normal 
recessions and times of rampant inflation.) 
 
At least we don't know how to keep ourselves (people, governments, and businesses) out of trouble when the 
businessmen (and politicians) are given free reign to create whatever weird kinds of derivatives, etc. they can think 
of. Free reign to pollute the markets with pure speculation. Free reign to manipulate powerful leverage for private 
gain and public loss. Free reign to permit the create mountains of debt (like Italy's) that require the best of all 
possible worlds to transpire on Earth for it to be repaid (just like many predatory housing loans in the US). Free 
reign to corrupt the government into helping create bubbles that create and destroy fortunes...trillions of dollars. 
 
Money out of control = big trouble! 
 
But when government controlled things (banking, etc.), as it did in the wake of the Great Depression, when profits 
and incomes were taxed more fairly, when government regulators did their jobs backed by laws with teeth, America 
became the richest, most successful nation the world has ever seen (at least, that is our largely true, so coveted 
myth). 
 
Money controlled = true wealth! 
 
I rest my case. Isn't it proven? Not by fancy economic models, conjecture, and hidden agendas, but by real history, 
real American history (which not even Presidential candidates seem to study or know any more). 
 
I think we need to investigate and grasp firmly how such massively disastrous economic experiments (such as these 
huge, unsustainable, even prayerful housing and Euro debts) were undertaken in the first place and, apparently, get 
the good of the larger society back in control—not give money even freer reign, which is still the Republican plan. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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Below is some thinking about how deep we are in it. How deep? Well, I think I'm going to need Rick Perry to lend 
me his cowboy boots. (Note: a lot of this sounds possible to me, but the assessment of Portugal, which is a country 
I know a little about, seems mainly wrong.) 
 
I don't want to sound like Genn Beck. (And instead of the reality presented below, he subscribes to less likely, more 
otherworldly, catastrophes.) But, as my uncles used to say, "Jesus!" 
 
 
“65% Chance of Banking Crisis by End November: Think Tank” by Patrick Allen, CNBC 
 
Nov. 9, 2011, (http://www.cnbc.com/id/45218531) 
 
(A domino effect on banks is 65% likely following a Greek default and a run on the Italian banking system 
according to analysts.) 
 
There is a 65 percent chance of a banking crisis between November 23-26 following a Greek default and a run on 
the Italian banking system, according to analysts at Exclusive Analysis, a research firm that focuses on global risks. 
 
Having tested a number of assumptions in a scenario modeling exercise, the Exclusive Analysis team warned it is 
becoming less and less likely that EU leaders will simply “muddle through” and have made some bold calls with 
clear timelines on when the euro zone will be thrown into a major financial crisis. 
 
The most likely outcome according to their analysis is a sudden crisis in which the US, UK and BRICs nations  refuse 
to provide funding via the IMF for the euro zone. In a world where predictions are made with no time lines, the 
paper makes some bold predictions which can be held to account over the next three weeks. 
 
In the worst case scenario, Exclusive Analysis expects the governments of Greece and Portugal to collapse due to a 
lack of consensus on how to handle the debt crisis leading to social unrest. German opposition to handing more 
funds to the EFSF rises, leading Germany’s parliament to actually reduce the money available to the bailout fund. 
 
“In face of that, China and the other BRICs give clear signals that they will not support the bailout fund. The EFSF 
turns to the ECB, which refuses to print out the amount of money the former needs to bailout the PIIGS. In face of 
the EU's failure to boost the EFSF, the European banks refuse to accept the 50 percent haircut on the Greek debt. 
Both the IMF and the ECB suspend payments to Greece,” said the report released on Tuesday evening. 
 
Between November 18-22, French debt, under Exclusive Analysis' most likely scenario, is downgraded leading to the 
interbank lending market freezing up with new governments in Greece and Italy “faced down by protestors in their 
attempts to implement more austerity”. 
 
Civil unrest follows in Spain following the election of a new government which pushes through even tighter austerity 
measures, and Portugal announces it cannot meet financial targets putting its bailout cash from the IMF and ECB at 
risk. 
 
“Increased fear that these economies will default creates bank runs in Greece and Portugal and a downgrade of 
French sovereign debt from AAA to AA. EFSF is subsequently downgraded to AA+” said the report. 
 
“The spreads applied to the debt of all PIIGS increase with yields on Italian bonds  reaching 7.3 percent. In a 
second contagion effect, depositors in Spain and Italy fear a banking crisis in their own countries, which end up 
creating a series of bank runs and a collapse of the interbank credit market as banks know that most of their 
counterparts are at risk. Greece defaults.”  
 
This doomsday scenario comes to a head between November 23-26 when Greece leaves the euro to print money 
and rescue its banking sector. The new currency falls quickly and depositors lose out as their investments are 
converted into the new local currency. 
 

http://www.cnbc.com/id/45218531


“The government default on the sovereign debt  and the banks default on their foreign debt, which causes a 
banking crisis across Europe. Italian bond yields rise and exceed 7 percent and the country faces bank runs, in face 
of which the government freezes deposits and defaults on the sovereign debt”. 
 
So far so scary. For those looking for some hope, the Exclusive Analysis report predicts a 25 percent chance that 
the EU will continue to muddle through. In this scenario new politicians in Greece, Italy and Spain are given some 
breathing room by voters to find new solutions to the crisis until the end of the year. Portugal still fails to meet its 
fiscal targets, putting its bailout cash at risk, and French debt is still downgraded on prospect of Greek debt default. 
 
“However, the new governments in Italy, Spain and Greece are given a honeymoon period by protestors and euro 
zone counterparts, which prevents a market rout.”  
 
In January and February, Greece defaults but the fallout is contained as a new deal on 70 percent haircuts is 
agreed. Spanish and Italian bond yields hit 7 percent. 
 
“Civil disorder continues in Portugal and Spain, reducing their ability to implement austerity packages. Sovereign 
ratings in Spain and Italy are downgraded and the prospect of rescue feels imminent as far as analysts are 
concerned,” warns the report in its muddle-through scenario. 
 
“However, the UK and US governments reduce their objections to the use of IMF resources to fund the EFSF, which, 
together with a Greek default, improves market conditions and halts the rise in yields on the Italian and Spanish 
debts.”  
 
With Spain and Italy entering IMF programs, the debt crisis rubbles on in 2012 and 2013 before things turn nasty as 
Greece defaults and recreates the drachma. 
 
“Markets close to Italy and Portugal again towards end-2012 and civil unrest resume, starting off a second cycle of 
crisis and speculation about the future of the euro zone.”  
 
If that is the muddle-through scenario, then we are in for a very nasty end to 2011 and years of euro zone debt 
crisis. But Exclusive Analysis does predict a 10 percent chance that the crisis is resolved. 
 
In this good news scenario Greece still defaults before the end of the year, but “stronger political leadership in other 
PIIGS contains the fallout”. 
 
“New governments in Italy, Spain and Greece are given a honeymoon period by protestors as they attempt to 
implement more austerity; a real sense of national unity is constructed with respect to the crisis.”  
 
The new governments are seen as more credible and the US, UK, IMF and BRICs agree to make more funds 
available to the EFSF. 
 
“The new ECB head is persuasive of the need for the ECB to purchase more bonds from national governments. 
Greece defaults in November, but under the new technocratic government the process is orderly and banks agree 
to accept 70 percent haircut on their credit. France recapitalizes its banks and suffers a sovereign downgrade,” said 
the report. 
 
In the first two months of 2012 France and Germany reach an accommodation on ECB lending and fiscal rules 
which means the ECB becomes a lender of last resort in return for statuary limits on the amount the so-called PIIGS 
can borrow, a condition demanded by Germany. 
 
“Market conditions improve and PIIGS bond yields decrease following these successful negotiations. Italy and Spain 
are emboldened by their lower yields and by the Franco-German pressure to negotiate a restructuring of their debt 
with creditors with a view to smoothing and lengthening the maturity profile.”  
 
Exclusive Analysis will join Worldwide Exchange at 10:10 BST/5:10 ET to discuss the report and will be joined on set 
by Jim Rogers of Rogers Holdings. 



 
© 2011 CNBC.com 
 
 
“Is Italy Beyond Saving?” by Anthony Mirhaydari, MSN Money 
 
(http://money.msn.com/investment-advice/article.aspx?post=90d19a07-6ce1-4e38-a011-ba5220549d0e) 
 
(As its bond yields surge to new highs, increased borrowing costs suggest the country has passed the point of no 
return.) 
 
Stocks plunged Wednesday as U.S. markets suddenly realized, after a string of cute little end-of-day rallies, that the 
Eurozone is toast. The debt contagion that pulled down Greece, Ireland and then Portugal has now infected Italy — 
the third-largest worldwide issuer of sovereign debt — pushing its borrowing costs to unsustainable levels. The 
European Central Bank, which was actively buying Italian debt to keep the situation under control, is being 
steamrolled.  
 
The margin hike death spiral I warned about in my last blog post is now playing out. The LCH.Clearnet exchange 
clearinghouse bumped up margin requirements on Italian bonds across the board Wednesday, raising initial margin 
requirements (the amount of extra cash investors need to hold in their accounts) from 6.65% to 11.65% for 7- to 
10-year bonds.  
 
Italian clearinghouse CC&G also increased margins to 11.65%. The additional cost of trading is resulting in forced 
selling. As bond prices drop and yield rise, the volatility will likely bring additional margin hikes as the 
clearinghouses move to protect themselves from losses by acting as the middleman during bond trades. 
 
Here's the thing: An analysis of Italy's debt dynamics by Barclays Capital finds, at current yields, "the self-
reinforcing negative market dynamics that now threaten Italy" suggest the country "may be beyond the point of no 
return." 
 
With the Italian budget deficit pushing deeper into negative territory because of added borrowing costs, the country 
— which is considered too big to fail (net liabilities of around $2.2 trillion) and too big to save (Europe's bailout fund 
has less than $400 billion left in it) and is without an effective government (Berlusconi lost his ruling majority 
Tuesday) — has no choice but to take a bailout funded by unrepentant and ultimately inflationary money printing 
from the ECB. 
 
According to the team led by Jeff Meli at Barclays, in order for Italy to have a fighting chance to reform its economy 
and repay its obligations, its borrowing costs need to be lower than 5.5%. Wednesday, 10-year Italian bonds hit a 
high of 7.5%, as shown above. 
 
Traditionally, higher yields bring fresh demand from investors looking for bigger returns. 
 
But in situations like this, higher yields act as a repellant, since they lessen Italy's ability to actually pay its bills. In 
this case, lower bond prices (and higher yields) make Italian bonds less attractive. 
 
The path forward is narrow. Europe is quickly falling into a new recession with Purchasing Managers Index surveys 
for the Eurozone and Italy pointing to GDP drops nearing minus 0.5% and minus 1.5%, respectively. The Eurozone 
bailout fund, to which Italy is a 19% contributor, just isn't big enough. And the anti-inflation German hawks at the 
ECB are terrified of the prospect of simply printing money to save the spendthrifts — thereby releasing the specter 
of Weimar Germany hyperinflation and the economic turmoil that gave rise to Adolf Hitler, the Nazis and World War 
II. 
 
The only way out may be to follow the road map created during the Oct. 26 effort to save Greece: Allow overly 
indebted countries to conduct an orderly default on their debt (50% or more) and backstop the banks to prevent a 
credit crisis. 
 

http://money.msn.com/investment-advice/article.aspx?post=90d19a07-6ce1-4e38-a011-ba5220549d0e


With Europe's debt woes entering a new, more dangerous phase, I continue to recommend a defensive position. 
Conservative investors should be in cash or U.S. Treasury bonds. I don't like gold here because of its sensitivity to 
currency fluctuations. More aggressive traders should be looking at leveraged short ETFs to profit from the fall. 
Emerging-market stocks in particular look weak, since they get hit hard when, like now, the U.S. dollar is 
strengthening. 
 
As a result, I'm adding the Direxion 3x Emerging Market Bear (EDZ) to my Edge Letter Sample Portfolio. This is a 
high-risk, high-reward pick that's not suitable for everyone but should perform very well in the dark days to come. 
 
I found EDZ with the help of technical screens developed with Fidelity's Wealth Lab Pro back-testing tools, which 
you can find here. (Fidelity sponsors the Investor Pro section on MSN Money.) 
 
Update: 
 
The downturn continues in afternoon trading with the S&P 500 down more than 3.4% as I write this. Although the 
Italian bond market is now mercifully closed, the bad news continues to roll out. 
 
*The discussions over a new, technocratic compromise government in Greece have broken down and will be 
restarted in the morning. 
 
*Wall Street analysts are beginning to realize that the political path forward for Italy likely involves new elections, 
which in the words of RBS analysts is the least market friendly outcome since it will result in policy paralysis and 
another fragmented coalition government. 
 
*And the real bombshell to hit the headlines today comes from Reuters, which reported that French and German 
officials have started discussion on plans for a "radical overhaul" of the Eurozone that would create a smaller, more 
fiscally integrated union that would cut ties to problematic countries like Greece. We're talking the end of the 
Eurozone as it stands now. 
 
The endgame in Europe is moving closer now as unsustainable debt loads and untenable political choices mix into a 
toxic brew of uncertainty and fear. Key assets like junk bonds and copper are moving down and out of "pennant" 
reversal patterns — suggesting that not only that the market drawdown is likely to continue, but that market 
participants are marking down their economic growth forecasts. 
 
With the U.S. Congress, and the U.S. credit rating, poised to reenter the national psyche as the deficit "Super 
Committee" hits "a bit of an impasse" according to Senator Kyl with just two weeks until the November 23 deadline 
to find $1.2 trillion in budget cuts— watch for lots of "double-dip" recession chatter in the days to come. And lower 
stock prices. 
 
 
“Will It Be 'Arrivederci' for Euro?” by Bill Fleckenstein, MSN Money 
 
Nov. 11, 2011, (http://money.msn.com/investing/will-it-be-arrivederci-for-euro-fleckenstein.aspx?page=0) 
 
(The psychodrama has shifted from Greece to Italy. As the powers that be struggle to contain the problem, they are 
just delaying the euro’s inevitable demise. Plus: Caught up in MF Global.) 
 
As I noted Nov. 8 in my daily column at FleckensteinCapital.com, anyone who bought stocks in the big rally sparked 
by the news that Silvio Berlusconi would resign as Italy's prime minister was asking to lose money. Sure enough, it 
didn't take long for them to get what they deserved for being so silly, as the next day brought a bloodbath here and 
abroad. 
 
The proximate cause for Europe's weakness was a near-total collapse in the Italian bond market, as the yield on the 
10-year blew through 7% and traded all the way up to 7.30% — a gain of about 60 basis points. It has been mind-
boggling how rapidly the Italian bond market has seen its yields rise from a little over 6% to north of 7%. 
 

http://money.msn.com/investing/will-it-be-arrivederci-for-euro-fleckenstein.aspx?page=0
http://www.fleckensteincapital.com/


They shoot turkeys, don't they? 
 
The situation in Europe has almost totally spun out of control, as it took almost no time for the markets to shift their 
focus from Greece to Italy. I don't know how the Europeans are going to get ahead of this problem, save for 
massive money printing on the part of the European Central Bank. And it had better come soon, or the euro and 
the European banking system are not going to make it to Thanksgiving. 
 
The powers that be could not have made the situation worse if they had tried. In the two years since Greece 
started to implode, there has been no debt restructuring, the banks have not been required to raise capital, and, of 
course, the ECB has resisted money printing — as if the countries that were let into the Eurozone (including even 
Germany and France) were prudent enough to operate without it. 
 
In addition, they have banned short selling and are making sure their actions don't allow people to get paid off on 
their credit default swaps, so the only avenue for folks to lower their risk is to sell first and ask questions later. And 
that is exactly what is exacerbating the decline in Italian — and all other — debt. 
 
ECB seeks double-binding arbitration 
 
In sum, we are rapidly approaching the time when either the ECB prints like mad or the euro fractures and the 
Eurozone countries get their currencies back, and then they print like mad. Whichever way this is resolved, at some 
point the markets will take a look at the United States — and you can just imagine the world of hurt we are going 
to be in when our bond market starts to tank like Italy's has. Though the U.S. won't be punished for not using the 
printing press (but rather because we are using it), the outcome will be the same. 
 
While it is not today's problem, make no mistake, going through such a crisis is going to be ugly and painful. But 
the silver lining will be that it will force us to address our problems, and hopefully it will occur in a timely enough 
fashion that the 2012 elections will see some intelligent and less-political types head to Washington. (A guy can 
dream, can't he?) 
 
Caught up in MF Global 
 
On an even more bothersome note (at least to me), even after being as careful as possible my entire life by having 
my cash in only Treasury bills or government debt, and keeping my assets in a custodial bank whenever I could, I 
have been caught in the nightmare of MF Global. (This affected only my personal assets, not those of my fund.) 
 
I had believed (based on conversations with very knowledgeable industry veterans) that I was fully protected, but I 
never spoke to a financial industry bankruptcy lawyer (until this week). Had I done so I would have known that I 
bore this risk, and I would have closed my MF account two weeks ago, when it was obvious the company was in 
deep trouble. 
 
My account was 100% collateralized by T-bills, as I was led to believe that protected me in all cases, as the 
collateral was held in my name. But, it turns out if there is fraud — and fraud has been alleged in the MF Global 
case — T-bills do you no good. (In such cases, all assets and all accounts are equal, and share losses 
proportionate.) The only protection they offer is that they have no credit risk. 
 
What's more, Securities Investor Protection Corp. insurance does not apply to futures accounts, because cash is 
supposedly segregated and thus not at risk. So if there is fraud at a commodities firm, you have absolutely no 
protection for any of your money. That raises the question, if SIPC doesn't protect your cash and securities up to 
$250,000 and $500,000, respectively, as it would in the liquidation of a stock brokerage firm, why is it handling MF 
Global? (And why does MF Global's futures statement say "Member SIPC"?) 
 
On the subject of stock brokerage firms, unfortunately, if a firm is involved in fraud, your T-bills (or any other 
securities) will be treated just as mine have been at MF Global, though you will have SIPC protection up to the limits 
stated. The bottom line: If you are in any brokerage firm where there turns out to be fraud, you have no protection 
for your cash or securities, outside the SIPC ceiling. Of course, if there is no fraud, you don't need any protection. 
Can anyone stay safe? 

http://www.bing.com/search?q=mf+global&form=money6
http://www.bing.com/search?q=Securities+Investor+Protection+Corp.&form=money6


 
As for exactly where this leaves us in terms of how to be 100% safe, it would appear (subject to change as this 
process works itself out) that you should have the smallest amount of money possible against any futures positions 
and not hold securities at a brokerage firm in excess of $500,000 if you are worried about any sort of fraud. 
 
Having said that, I don't know that we should all go through our lives thinking that the brokerage firms we are 
involved with are engaged in fraud. Getting caught in an MF Global-type meltdown might be the one-in-a-billion 
chance, but nevertheless, here we are. In theory, it could happen again. I don't know that more regulations are the 
answer, as the regulators were examining MF Global in one way, shape or form as recently as a couple of days 
before it filed for bankruptcy. 
 
This may all blow over, and the missing money may be found, however unlikely that seems. But the lesson 
survives: It appears that there really is no protection above SIPC limits at any kind of a securities firm if there is 
fraud involved. 
 
 
 

20111114-01 10:27 Pam Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
I can't open your attachment.  My computer (Apple) is making funny noises.  Hmmmm. 
 
I only have a skektchy idea of what's in Obamacare, certainly not the whole 1000 pages.  But I'd agree that I don't 
want small businesses put in a bind.  That is why I favor a national, universal system—or a regional universal 
system.  Everyone pays in—like Social Security—and it's not tied to the employer. 
 
 

20111114-02 10:28 Pam Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
Car insurance is mandatory. 
 
 

20111114-07 10:55 Art Re: Obamacare Exposed (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
This is old.  Read it about a year ago and didn't think much of it then and less now.  Below is one quote from this 
little paper: 
 

The United States Healthcare system is the best in the world, bar none.  Others come to this country to 
receive health care they cannot obtain in their own.  They don’t go to Canada.  Or to Cuba.  Or to Russia.  
Or to Britain.  Or to Sweden. 

 
If you believe this, I have a bridge you might be interested in. 
 
It is not a breakdown of the law, it does not quote sections of the law.  Rather to me at least, it is a broad based 
swipe reflecting someone's overall political philosophy, and not much more than that. 
 
Just my opinion. 
 
 

20111114-03 10:29 Art 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
“60 Minutes” ran this last night. It is simply outrageous. 
 
 

20111114-04 10:38 Pam 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Art, above) 



 
The article says straight out, it's just speculation.  There is no evidence apart from post hoc ergo propter hoc.  Even 
so, I agree that politicians should not be able to use non-public information when they invest.  That is so patently 
wrong it's difficult to imagine it's legal.  The article also says both the Congressional and Senate ethics manuals 
prohibit such trading.  It APPEARS that the Dems have done better.  The principle of equal treatment under the law 
is, of course, a no brainer, but there is no concrete evidence in this article to point the finger at anyone.  I'm sure 
insider trading goes on.  Lord knows, plenty else does.  But let's not be too hasty in our conclusions without proof.  
Show me the money. :-) 
 
 

20111114-05 10:41 Art 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
One thing the “60 Minutes” piece noted was that Congress persons who arrived with only a few hundred K left 
worth millions.  How'd that happen on $170K a year?"  Still like you say, it is harder to find the exact smoking gun.  
I think proposed law requires a quarterly financial disclosure statement. Why not? 
 
 

20111114-10 11:19 Pam 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Art, above) 

 
I used to think people went to Washington because they craved power.  Now I think it is the prospect of great 
financial rewards.  This is a big change in America.  When Harry Truman left office, he barely had enough to live 
on.  Congress had to vote to grant him a retirement income.  Statistics from everywhere clearly show a growing gap 
between the 1% and the 99%.  But even if the numbers were different, the perception that things are grossly 
unfair would still be destabilizing.  People need to believe their government plays fair.  Clearly, most of us don't. 
 
 

20111114-13 11:42 SteveG 
Re: “Congressional Trading on Advance Info Not Illegal: SEC” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
“60 Minutes” had a segment on last night about this issue and a professor at Stanford with 8 students are 
researching the issues also.  According to the report both sides take advantage on a regular basis and most if not 
all house/senate members leave office with more wealth than when they entered. 
 
 

20111114-06 10:52 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
The CWA did work.  A huge amount of "culture" was produced, from murals in Post Offices to theater productions 
to the Blue Ridge Parkway to dams and roads and schools.  Yes, it was a quick fix, and that's what's needed now.  
No one is talking about making the government the employer of choice forever.  Forget about "shovel ready."  Hire 
people first, find work later.  There's plenty to do, even if it's just raking leaves.  Of course, the taxpayers pay for it, 
but they'll get a lot more return on their money than they have through the bank bailouts.  More people working 
means more money in the economy.  Our nation has a fever; we need to do whatever it takes to bring it down and 
prevent convulsions.  We can figure out the future once we have the present under control.  I'm sure we all agree 
that finding jobs for the unemployed is something we all want.  Where we differ is in how to go about it.  Well, 
we've seen what lower corporate taxes, lower capital gains taxes, and loosened regulation have produced.  A big fat 
NADA.  Republicans aren't running on a record of what they've done.  All they do is prattle on about how "pure" 
their conservatism is.  In four years I want to be able to look around and say, look at that and that and that (real 
things).  People working, making things, spending money and living within their means.  I don't want to keep 
seeing empty food pantries on the local news and massive layoffs everywhere.  The pain is trickling down right 
now.  We need to stop it. 
 
 

20111114-09 11:09 Art Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 



If I could just add a small point here.  If someone were to ask me to characterize my political philosophy I would 
label myself a conservative. Heck, I'm still a republican. I only bring that up  to point out that the poll chart below 
may not exactly reflect all that much 
 
I also pretty much agree with all the views expressed below from both e-mails except for the Tea bunch.  I am a 
historian and like some of of my field always look for parallels.  The two that leap out at me are the Know Nothings 
in the US in the 1850s and the National Socialists (SA Brownshirts)  in Germany in the early 1930s. Both groups 
were really founded on negativism.  The Know Nothings got overcome by the new Republican Party and the 
American Civil War.  The SA Brownshirts took one of the most civilized nations on earth and drove it into insanity. 
So far, I have nothing of any remote value from the Tea party.  Dale, if you have some of their illuminating 
philosophy,  I would love to see it. 
 
 

20111114-11 11:27 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
While interesting and amazing, if the numbers in the chart meant much…no Democrat would ever be elected 
President and the Democrats would never control Congress. Considering how few “liberals” there are, their ideas 
must be very persuasive with those “moderate” thinkers… 
 
 

20111114-12 11:36 Art Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Makes ya think, doesn't it? 
 
 

20111114-08 11:08 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #15) 

 
Thanks, SteveB, for your summary of the debates.  I can't bear to watch them, but I do like to know what was said.  
We have been very focused on domestic issues, which are pressing, but foreign affairs have monumental 
consequences.  Obama has brought us back from the brink as far as the world hating us goes, but we need to 
make sure we have someone smart enough and experienced enough to know what to do when the next crisis hits.  
The only Republican who makes any sense AT ALL is Huntsman, and I disagree with him on many things.  At least 
he has a handle on China.  The Republican road show would be highly amusing if the stakes weren't so high. 
 
 

20111114-14 12:08 Art 
“The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA's Attempt to Put the Taxpayer on the 
Hook for Trillions of Dollars of Derivatives” 

 
From Art (12:08 pm) – ref: FDIC Fights Back Against BofA, Economics, Banking 
 
And here is a big part of the problem… 
 
 
“The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA's Attempt to Put the Taxpayer on the Hook for Trillions of Dollars of 
Derivatives” by Eric Platt, Business Insider 
 
Nov. 12, 2011, (http://www.businessinsider.com/fdic-fights-fed-over-trillions-in-bank-of-america-derivatives-2011-
11?utm_source=alerts&nr_email_referer=1) 
 
Regulators may keep Bank of America from shifting derivatives from its Merrill Lynch unit to its consumer retail 
division, Bloomberg reports. 
 
The Federal Reserve and Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation are discussing whether to allow further transfers 
between the two units. Bank of America Corp., the holding company of BofA's retail and institutional services units, 
had moved the derivatives to take advantage of a higher debt rating in its consumer division, which allowed it to 
post lower collateral levels. 

http://www.businessinsider.com/fdic-fights-fed-over-trillions-in-bank-of-america-derivatives-2011-11?utm_source=alerts&nr_email_referer=1
http://www.businessinsider.com/fdic-fights-fed-over-trillions-in-bank-of-america-derivatives-2011-11?utm_source=alerts&nr_email_referer=1


 
In a 460 page SEC filing made after it reported earnings this October, Bank of America noted that these derivative 
moves could be limited by regulators, without naming either agency. 
 
"Our ability to substitute or make changes to these agreements to meet counterparties' requests may be subject to 
certain limitations, including counter party willingness, regulatory limitations on naming [Bank of America NA] as the 
new counter party, and the type or amount of collateral required," it wrote. "It is possible that such limitations on 
our ability to substitute or make changes to these agreements, including naming [Bank of America NA] as the new 
counterparty, could adversely affect our results of operations." 
 
FDIC officials have objected to the move as it increase the potential risk of collapse, forcing the agency to pay 
depositors. The Fed, however, believes the additional capital requirements would cripple the bank at a difficult time. 
 
Bank of America held nearly $75 trillion in notional derivative contracts in June. The transfers it has already 
completed have allowed it to avoid nearly $5 billion in collateral postings. A reversal, or additional downgrade, 
would add to the banks woes. The bank said it could be forced to post an extra $1.7 billion if it was hit by a second 
incremental downgrade, based of derivatives held on September 30. 
 
Bonus: The complete guide to why everyone's freaking out over Bank of America: 
http://www.businessinsider.com/your-complete-guide-to-why-everyone-is-freaking-out-about-bofa-and-feds-
newfound-friendship-2011-10. 
 
 

20111114-15 12:38 SteveG Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

 
Heard of this three weeks ago.  BOA is a piece of work.  Deregulation of banks goes back 30 or more years – so 
both parties are guilty over time.  Republicans more so, in my mind, as they are currently yakking about how 
regulations are hurting the economy.  Hope there is some way this is all a nightmare, but really doubt it. 
 
 

20111114-18 19:13 Dale Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

 
I read this some weeks ago and was just as repulsed.  I have watched closely for the last 18 years as the financial 
community, "Wall Street" if you prefer, stays one to two steps ahead of regulators and watch dogs.  One of the big 
problems is that the SEC is filled with lawyers and not people with financial markets expertise. 
 
There is a whole culture of amoral people who treat finances as a game.  They are as slimy as the computer 
hackers that plant viruses for the sport of it.  It is nearly impossible to keep these financial manipulators from 
creating new ways to beat the system, but we have to do a better job of analyzing "new products" before allowing 
them to be used or at least monitoring them to put clamps on before they grow into massive bubbles.  Our 
Congressmen and Senators don't have a clue, but seemingly neither do the staffs they rely on.  As a result, the laws 
they pass and the priorities they impose for financing the SEC are totally inadequate, often resulting in more harm 
than good.  These financial instruments are really complex; however, I don't accept that they cannot be studied 
before acceptance and their impact tracked once they are unleashed. 
 
 

20111114-19 19:29 Art Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Not to be argumentative because I really look forward to your analyses, but earlier,  we sort of determined that the 
sole function of any business when you get right down to it, is to make a profit, period. If that is true, and I have 
no argument with that, then we should expect things like this from business I would think.  Why not?  By that 
standard they should and will try to get away with anything they can pull off. Look at all the cigarette adds, well 
after everyone except an idiot knew that they contributed to lung cancer. 
 
The role of government then is to keep this in some sort of bounds, safety standards, food standards, truth in 
advertising etc etc. 

http://www.businessinsider.com/your-complete-guide-to-why-everyone-is-freaking-out-about-bofa-and-feds-newfound-friendship-2011-10
http://www.businessinsider.com/your-complete-guide-to-why-everyone-is-freaking-out-about-bofa-and-feds-newfound-friendship-2011-10


 
Seems right to me.  I think problem with the SEC is that most are bought off , again business is out to make a 
profit, if bribery works,  why not?  The problem is that people move back and forth.  I watched for years, especially 
USAF guys, line themselves up for jobs with defense contractors as soon as they retired, when they were supposed 
to be watching for fraud and protecting the taxpayer. Same with political types. 
 
Just food for thought. 
 
 

20111114-23 21:23 Pam Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

 
If the likes of us can figure this out, why are the pols so clueless?  I know, they're not clueless, just interested in 
feathering their own nests.  I'm sure they're not all bad, but enough are amoral/immoral to ruin the economy for 
everyone.  Damn and blast! 
 
 

20111114-29 23:55 Dale Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Art, above) 

 
I take issue with the extension in your comments.  Businesses are made up of people, just like schools have 
teachers and administrators who are individuals, fire departments are made up of individuals, hospitals are 
managed and staffed by individuals, unions are run by individuals.  Decisions are not made by companies, they are 
made by people.  I accept that men and women working for businesses are paid to make decisions and act on 
behalf of the organization, but that doesn't mean they check their ethics or their values at the door when they come 
to work.  I see great examples of mentorship and compassion all the time from colleagues working for private 
enterprise companies.  To say, the sole function "...is to make a profit, period..." does not capture humanness 
exhibited every day at work.  Contributing to and supporting employees involved with local and national charities is 
not all about making a profit, period.  Sponsoring Junior Achievement or internships for students is not all about 
making a profit.  I could go on with examples, but I think you get the idea. 
 
Decisions are made by people.  It is no fairer to say that union leaders are solely motivated by getting the best 
possible deal for their members, even if society is screwed by that "win."  Is it?  Although, their primary job is to 
represent their members and in doing so, their interests may be in direct conflict with the investors who put up the 
money to create and grow a business. 
 
Decisions are not made by governments...they are made by people. 
 
I believe that most people are honest, moral and seek fairness for themselves and those around them.  Maybe that 
is a failing of mine.  "Fairness" may be defined differently for each of us, but my point is that most people are not 
greedy, self-centered, selfish and larcenous to the point of not caring how their actions damage others. 
 
Unfortunately, there are people who are not so virtuous.  I don't need to detail all the bad stuff they do.  Also, 
unfortunately, it not always so easy to sort out those people.  I suspect they are in all parts of society, but it is ones 
who behave badly and have access to and/or control of power and money that really cause major damage.  The 
bigger the company, the bigger the government position, the bigger the union, etc. the bigger the damage.  Big 
banks/banking needs tighter regulation.  (IMO the repeal of Glass Steagall has turned into a nightmare, because of 
lack of supervision.  It might have been a bad idea, even with greater supervision.) Securities and financial 
processes need tighter oversight and maybe better regulation (not more, the SEC doesn't even enforce the 
rules/laws on the books.)  I agree with Art's limitations on people shuffling between government/military and 
related private companies and lobbying.  That's an ugly mess. 
 
Finally, we need to hold the people who make illegal, immoral decisions accountable.  I think it's disgusting that no 
one has been convicted from the mortgage bubble, from the banking debacles, from the pension abuses and on 
and on.  I just read another report that the SEC says they "settle" on most cases without admission of 
guilt....because they don't have enough money to follow through with prosecution.  That's BS!  C'mon man...do you 
job.  The will of the public needs to come down on our elected officials, so that they fund and require enforcement. 



(I'm really tough on the SEC tonight.)  Government PEOPLE need to be held accountable.  Business PEOPLE need to 
be held accountable. 
 
At one time, our press filled a role in being a watch dog.  Now, they are bought by special interests — left leaning 
and right leaning — and have turned into marketing arms of one cause or another.  They are more interested in 
producing entertainment than seeking truth.  We need to hold these PEOPLE responsible too. 
 
I'm done....worn out. 
 
 

20111114-16 15:47 Beth ‘For Profit’ Education 

 
Our health care system is a mess because it is a "for profit" system.  If our children's education is no longer public, 
but "for profit", i.e. charter schools, we will be visiting disaster on our children and the future of our country. 
 
 

20111114-17 19:02 SteveB Re: ‘For Profit’ Education (reply to Beth, above) 

 
I think you are completely right and I don't know why we would want to make the grand experiment anyway. 
Inequality in healthcare only results in the deaths of some people (ya, I know, not good). But inequality in 
education would result in the death of our democratic nation, as you point out. 
 
I think the parallel with healthcare holds true. If you can pay for it, you can get very good healthcare in the US. 
There will always be expensive schools that do a good job too, I hope. 
 
We have never truly achieved equality of educational opportunity. We have given it a lot of effort over the years 
and most of us think that is a good thing.  
 
Even this degree of equality will go out the window if we don't figure out how to save our precious public schools. 
Maybe the government should try listening to the TEACHERS as closely as it listens to the BANKERS. 
 
 

20111114-22 21:20 Pam Re: ‘For Profit’ Education (reply to Beth, above) 

 
You are so right about the "for profit" thing.  Making health care and education "for profit" is a bit like making a 
church for profit.  Some things just aren't about the bottom line. 
 
 

20111114-20 19:37 Walt Republican Primary Debates, China, Torture, Geithner 

 
[Note: Walt is our newest of now over 100 subscribers and already a contributor! Welcome aboard, Walt (and 
thanks to Art). Thank you for your contribution and opinions. –SteveB] 
 
The debaters and moderators ignored the elephants in the room.  How to solve the problem (bail out?) of 
homeowners underwater and Wall Street misdeeds such as the recent article I sent on Bank of America moving 
risky assets (derivatives) to the banking side of the balance sheet so the FDIC, i.e. taxpayers, can bail them out.  
Do you think Wall Street should be subject to regulation with regard to this practice?  This is a question that should 
have been asked by these moderator clowns. 
 
On China, Huntsman, former ambassador to China has it right.  We were there in April and pleasantly surprised by 
the many young people in their early and late 20s being so friendly, trying their school English and asking to take 
pictures with us.  (I'll send some if I get around to it.)   
 
Art, many of the Chinese younger generation look to the West for fashion, trends and values.  Their second 
language is English, not Russian as is the case with the older Politburo. Many of these young Chinese think 
differently in a positive way.  Let's not waste this chance to build bridges of understanding.  Not saber rattling, but 



dialogue and engagement is needed. Yes, China is repressive and has its own idea of a South China Sea Monroe 
doctrine as it seeks to quench its thirst for energy.  We have to be very careful not to give the Politburo a 
propaganda advantage by over playing our hand. 
 
With regard to torture, during the revolution, the British were torturing the captured soldiers of Washington's Army, 
if my recollection of history is correct, Washington refused to torture British prisoners on moral grounds.  We as a 
nation have always been admired for taking the high moral ground.  Kennedy once said that every generation has 
to bear the torch of freedom and values.  It seems that this generation is especially greedy and ruthless. 
 
Yesterday the New York Times had an article on Obama's quest to retain Geithner.  If only Europe had heeded 
Geithner's advice, things might have been different for the Euro according to the article.  Are you kidding?  Geithner 
coming to Europe to advise Europeans on the Euro was the pot calling the kettle black.  U.S. news did not pick it 
up, but Geithner was ridiculed.  A commentator on Germanys First TV Program (ZDF) said, "People who live in glass 
houses should not throw stones!"  We really look stupid with the Lehman Brothers fiasco, housing foreclosures and 
uncontrollable debt stepping in to offer advice to Europeans on how to keep their house in order when we can't do 
the same. By the way, I remember when W was driving Putin around his ranch in Texas, W crowed about the US 
being an "ownership society."  Now an ownership of debt society.  I bet Putin is laughing up his sleeve. 
 
The OWS is missing its motto.  Here it is:  WE ARE THE PEOPLE! Read my President's letter at 
http://www.agbcbonn.de. 
 
Regards from Bonn, Germany. --Walt 
 
 

20111114-21 20:50 Art 
Re: Republican Primary Debates, China, Torture, Geithner (reply to Walt, 
above) 

 
The email above is from a friend who now resides in Germany.  Walt is a real entrepreneur so he brings both the 
experience of a retired Army Colonel and an entrepreneur who did very well in his second life. 
 
Just one comment.  As another former Army officer, water boarding is torture, period.  Americans don't do that.  
Who are these idiots who propose such a thing? 
 
 

20111114-24 21:28 SteveG Education & Health Care 

 
The government is not going to listen to teachers, instructors, professors – they do not make enough money and 
we do not value education.  If we as a country valued education K-12 would have a maximum of 22 students/class, 
computers would be issued, textbooks would be free and 2 year and 4 year degrees would within easy reach 
financially for all students.  There is a community college in town – students who pass the entrance tests can start 
at 14 years of age.  There are 2 four year colleges within 30 miles.  Some students are graduating from high school 
one weekend and from college the next.  Not a bad deal. 
 
Health care is the same – as a country we do not value health care.  If we did our infant mortality rate would be the 
best, our life expectancy would be higher, our cost of health care would be lower.  Again, in Yakima (79,000 
population and 220,00 metropolitan area) there are 2 hospitals with one CEO making $3million a year.  You can see 
a nurse practioner in a clinic (building owned by the hospital) and be billed $303 per hour by the clinic and $176 by 
the hospital for the use of the office.  Such a deal 
 
 

20111114-25 22:27 Jim How Rich Are the 1%? 

 
My Greencastle students and friends must be doing VERY WELL if they are in the 1%!! 
 
I mentioned before the difference between income and wealth, which is also featured in a story from the LA Times 
this morning. 

http://www.agbcbonn.de/


 
To be in the top 1% in income last year you needed   $700,000 or more per year. 
 
To be in the top 1% in wealth you needed to own $9,000,000 more than you owe. 
 
 

20111114-26 22:50 SteveG Fw: Letter from an Employer 

 
I got this e-mail today and copied it here as I found it interesting and something to think about. See what you 
think. 
 
 
[This email also appears in the group archive from 2008, but is reprinted here for newer members. Source of 
original email unknown, but was apparently a genuine blog or forum posting. Snopes.com knows nothing. See: 
http://www.rense.com/general84/letter.htm) –SteveB] 
 
To All My Valued Employees: 
 
There have been some rumblings around the office about the future of this company, and more specifically, your 
job. As you know, the economy has changed for the worse and presents many challenges. However, the good news 
is this: The economy doesn't pose a threat to your job. What does threaten your job however, is the changing 
political landscape in this country. 
 
Of course, as your employer, I am forbidden to tell you whom to vote for - it is against the law to discriminate 
based on political affiliation, race, creed, religion, etc. Please vote who you think will serve your interests the best. 
 
However, let me tell you some little tidbits of fact which might help you decide what is in your best interests. First, 
while it is easy to spew rhetoric that casts employers against employees, you have to understand that for every 
business owner there is a back story. This back story is often neglected and overshadowed by what you see and 
hear. Sure, you see me park my Mercedes outside. You've seen my big home at last year¢s Christmas party. I'm 
sure; all these flashy icons of luxury conjure up some idealized thoughts about my life. 
 
However, what you don't see is the back story. I started this company 12 years ago. At that time, I lived in a 300 
square foot studio apartment for 3 years. My entire living apartment was converted into an office so I could put 
forth 100% effort into building a company, which by the way, would eventually employ you. 
 
My diet consisted of Ramen Pride noodles because every dollar I spent went back into this company. I drove a rusty 
Toyota Corolla with a defective transmission. I didn't have time to date. Often times, I stayed home on weekends, 
while my friends went out drinking and partying. In fact, I was married to my business — hard work, discipline, and 
sacrifice. 
 
Meanwhile, my friends got jobs. They worked 40 hours a week and made a modest $50K a year and spent every 
dime they earned. They drove flashy cars and lived in expensive homes and wore fancy designer clothes. Instead of 
hitting the Nordstrom's for the latest hot fashion item, I was trolling through the Goodwill store extracting any 
clothing item that didn't look like it was birthed in the 70's. My friends refinanced their mortgages and lived a life of 
luxury. I, however, did not. I put my time, my money, and my life into a business with a vision that eventually, 
some day, I too, will be able to afford these luxuries my friends supposedly had. 
 
So, while you physically arrive at the office at 9am, mentally check in at about noon, and then leave at 5pm, I don't. 
There is no "off" button for me. When you leave the office, you are done and you have a weekend all to yourself. I 
unfortunately do not have the freedom. I eat, shit, and breathe this company every minute of the day. 
 
There is no rest. There is no weekend. There is no happy hour. Every day this business is attached to my hip like a 
1 year old special-needs child. You, of course, only see the fruits of that garden — the nice house, the Mercedes, 
the vacations... you never realize the back story and the sacrifices I've made. 
 

http://www.rense.com/general84/letter.htm


Now, the economy is falling apart and I, the guy that made all the right decisions and saved his money, have to 
bail-out all the people who didn't. The people that overspent their paychecks suddenly feel entitled to the same 
luxuries that I earned and sacrificed a decade of my life for. 
 
Yes, business ownership has is benefits but the price I've paid is steep and without wounds. Unfortunately, the cost 
of running this business, and employing you, is starting to eclipse the threshold of marginal benefit and let me tell 
you why: I am being taxed to death and the government thinks I don't pay enough. I have state taxes. Federal 
taxes. Property taxes. Sales and use taxes. Payroll taxes. Workers compensation taxes. Unemployment taxes. Taxes 
on taxes. I have to hire a tax man to manage all these taxes and then guess what? I have to pay taxes for 
employing him. 
 
[I have an idea for you, Mr. Businessman. Why don’t you simply pass those taxes on to your customers in the price 
of your product or service? Your competitors face the same business environment, hence the same taxes. As to 
your allegations of problems with “uncertainty”, I say you are a p*ssy. –SteveB] 
 
Government mandates and regulations and all the accounting that goes with it, now occupy most of my time. On 
Oct 15th, I wrote a check to the US Treasury for $288,000 for quarterly taxes. You know what my "stimulus" check 
was? Zero. Nada. Zilch. [Because you’re rich! The stimulus part is that poor people will spend the money and 
stimulate demand for goods and services like yours, dummy businessman. What a whiner! –SteveB] 
 
The question I have is this: Who is stimulating the economy? Me, the guy who has provided 14 people good paying 
jobs and serves over 2,200,000 people per year with a flourishing business? Or, the single mother sitting at home 
pregnant with her fourth child waiting for her next welfare check? Obviously, government feels the latter is the 
economic stimulus of this country. 
 
The fact is, if I deducted (Read: Stole) 50% of your paycheck you'd quit and you wouldn't work here. I mean, why 
should you? That's nuts. Who wants to get rewarded only 50% of their hard work? Well, I agree which is why your 
job is in jeopardy. 
 
Here is what many of you don't understand ... to stimulate the economy you need to stimulate what runs the 
economy. Had suddenly government mandated to me that I didn't need to pay taxes, guess what? Instead of 
depositing that $288,000 into the Washington black-hole, I would have spent it, hired more employees, and 
generated substantial economic growth. My employees would have enjoyed the wealth of that tax cut in the form of 
promotions and better salaries. But you can forget it now. 
 
[Sorry. It doesn’t and can’t ever work like that, sucker. –SteveB] 
 
When you have a comatose man on the verge of death, you don't defibrillate and shock his thumb thinking that will 
bring him back to life, do you? Or, do you defibrillate his heart? Business is at the heart of America and always has 
been. To restart it, you must stimulate it, not kill it. 
 
Suddenly, the power brokers in Washington believe the mud of America are the essential drivers of the American 
economic engine. Nothing could be further from the truth and this is the type of change you can keep. 
 
So where am I going with all this? 
 
It's quite simple. If any new taxes are levied on me, or my company, my reaction will be swift and simple. I fire 
you. I fire your co-workers. You can then plead with the government to pay for your mortgage, your SUV, and your 
child's future. Frankly, it isn't my problem anymore. 
 
Then, I will close this company down, move to another country, and retire. You see, I'm done. I'm done with a 
country that penalizes the productive and gives to the unproductive. My motivation to work and to provide jobs will 
be destroyed, and with it, will be my citizenship. 
 



While tax cuts to 95% of America sounds great on paper, don't forget the back story: If there is no job, there is no 
income to tax. A tax cut on zero dollars is zero So, when you make your decision to vote, ask yourself, who 
understands the economics of business ownership and who doesn't? Whose policies will endanger your job? 
 
Answer those questions and you should know who might be the one capable of saving your job. While the media 
wants to tell you "It's the economy stupid" I'm telling you it isn't. 
 
If you lose your job, it won't be at the hands of the economy; it will be at the hands of a political hurricane that 
swept through this country, steamrolled the constitution, and will have changed its landscape forever. If that 
happens, you can find me in the South Caribbean sitting on a beach, retired, and with no employees to worry 
about. 
 
Signed, Your Boss (Michael A. Crowley, PE) 
 
 

20111114-27 23:33 
SteveG & 
Fred 

Fw: Letter from an Employer (Part 2) 

 
from Fred: 
 
http://joetapias.com/2011/10/17/ceo-letter-to-his-employees-michael-a-crowley-of-crowley-crisp-associates-inc/ 
 
This second letter, allegedly from Mr. Crowley, looks like it was written by someone else with a very conservative 
axe to grind. 
 
Fact is... 
 
Crowley, Crisp & Associates, Inc 
1906 S Main St Ste 122 
Wake Forest, North Carolina 27587-5033 
 
View full company profile 

Stock Symbol: 
Crowley, Crisp & 
Associates, Inc 

Line Of Business: Engineering Services 

Estimated Annual Sales: $500,000 

Estimated # of Employees: 6 

Year Founded: 1998 

Estimated Employees for This Location: 6 

 
 
Mr. Crowley is a professional engineer and has 6 employees. The company’s annual gross sales are $500,000 from 
which he has to fulfill his company's projects and make a profit. From his profits ( what.. 25% of $500,000 ? ) he 
has to pay himself and his staff [No, salaries are paid before profit, but we could use your 25% figure for the sake 
of argument. –SteveB] and build his company. I give him full credit for having the initiative to do what he did. At his 
pay level he will do nothing but benefit from Obama's plans for taxes and for health care. 
 
The letters that he wrote, if he did write them, represent someone whose personal income is more like $500,000 
per month. That person does not want to pay additional taxes and would be concerned about an employees health 
care plan.  Mr. Crowley would not. 
 
 

20111114-28 23:45 SteveB Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, above) 

 

http://joetapias.com/2011/10/17/ceo-letter-to-his-employees-michael-a-crowley-of-crowley-crisp-associates-inc/
http://www.hoovers.com/search/company-search-results/100003765-1.html?type=company&term=Crowley,%20Crisp%20&%20Associates,%20Inc


I hadn’t thought of it before, but I think your friend Fred is exactly right. The real Mr. Crowley could hardly have 
written this letter unless he is fantasizing about his income. Maybe he has portrayed his dream situation, not his 
real situation. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s 
Broken Can Be Fixed 

 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 16, 2011) 
 
 
“The Constitution is not an instrument for the government to restrain the people, it is an instrument for the people 
to restrain the government — lest it come to dominate our lives and interests.” — Patrick Henry 
 
“The Constitution of the United States is not a mere lawyers' document: it is a vehicle of life, and its spirit is always 
the spirit of the age” — Woodrow Wilson 
 
“The Constitution does not grant rights, it recognizes them” — Jason Laumarki 
 
 
Congress is broken, at least for now. And even when it isn't broken, whom does it serve? Not the nation as a whole, 
or we would surely prosper (even with business "cycles"). 
 
Granted, after the 2012 elections, things might be different than at the present time, will probably be different, but 
it looks extremely unlikely to me that the nation's majority (How large? We need to determine.) can coerce 
Congress into fixing its own messes. 
 
Please allow me to present what I see as a possible way forward, three in fact, without worrying too much for now 
what monumental effort any one step might require. 
 
Tell me it's dangerous to make changes. I say the changes have already been made and must be undone. I don't 
consider "doing nothing" or "more of the same" to be paths toward anything but continued destruction of the 
middle class and our very way of life. 
 
And please don't tell me it's impossible to fix this mess! Look at our history. Look how far we went. I believe we can 
do it again. I want to do my small part. 
 
 
The First Alternative Path Forward — "Take Out the Trash Next November!" or "Recycle Congress in 2012!" 
 
As many of you know, I have long advocated for campaign finance reform. I believe the corruption has to be 
stopped before much useful can ever get done. The interests of the people are not being served by government, 
which has gotten used to taking a very short-term view (the next election) of the world, our nation, and its 
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problems. Our leaders seem to have lost any longer-term goals, such as helping to sustain our manufacturing base 
in a dog-eat-dog world. 
 
Government somehow forgot, or was paid to forget, that when jobs are lost (especially manufacturing jobs), it is 
the workers who are most affected. But we all lose. The government loses because taxes don't get paid and families 
might need to be taken care of or retrained. Communities lose. The rich lose, because now there are people 
camping in the streets, and the government needs even more money from them because the whole economy ain't 
right and there's this huge national debt, excuse me. 
 
What government owed to business and to the people was a gigantic effort to find a way to keep jobs and 
manufacturing in America. If that meant not pleasing our Chinese overlords with sweet trade deals, so be it. But 
government put forth almost no effort at all. So it all trickled away...just like the railroads did...and Rome's Empire. 
 
But you see how much thought and time Congress is giving to reforming itself and the Campaign Finance laws. 
Zero. So the people must get the attention of our politicians, especially the ones in Washington, DC. 
 
Up until now, the alternative I will describe here has been "Plan A" of my "hidden agenda" to save America. 
 
Oh...in less dramatic terms, you ask? ...OK...I will describe my plan to try to make things better by bringing more 
democracy back to America. Still sounds a little grand, but there it is, all laid out there. 
 
And "Take out the trash!", in case you haven't gotten the emails circulating, means to get rid of the bad U.S. 
Congressmen (at least) in the next election. 
 
Beginning with the 2008 elections, I have advocated my extended version of this concept — throw out all sitting 
U.S. Congressmen in the next election! All of them must go. Every single one. All of them must be un-elected, if you 
will. Starting immediately. Good and bad. Both parties. The good ones can run again next time. 
 
I'm not completely sure, but I don't think this action would have to be done at the local level. At least that would 
not be the initial focus. 
 
The purpose is to send a clear message to Congress. To wake them up. To let them know who their boss really is. 
I'm pretty sure this would do it. Their actions would tell us if we have their attention, or if they still have their heads 
stuck in the money pile. 
 
There is now way to execute this plan half-way. That won't send the desired message. Congress has drifted far, far 
from the people. it is going to take quite a powerful jerk on the tether to shift their direction. 
 
The First Alternative, in a little more detail, might look something like I described last year: 
 

1. The political attacks and lies need to stop. The rhetoric needs to toned down. We have serious problems 
to solve, without really the means necessary for the solutions. Instead of taxes, education, immigration, 
foreign policy, regulation, free-trade, our too many of our politicians are shouting about masturbation  and 
socialism [at the time this was written —SteveB]. When I was young, politicians would argue, but with 
respect, with the knowledge that, in reality, they were on the same side. That attitude seems to have died 
and must be resurrected. We have to stop being ugly, brutal, stupid people. At least a little bit. We've done 
it before, why not again? 
 
2. Every incumbent must be turned out of office, every election (good or bad)! Despite what I said about 
the learning curve, above. The good ones can run again after sitting out a term. They'll be the better for it. 
 
3. No. 2 has to be done as religiously as possible across the country until we somehow shake things up 
enough (but not too much, democracy is, after all, fragile) to make our elected representatives comprehend 
who their bosses truly are. We, the people. Not big business, not the special interests. 

 



Maybe it would only take one election to win back control of the country for the people. Maybe it would take more 
than one election. But, finally, we would surely reach a point where the system has somehow shed enough 
corruption to actually be able to function like a democracy. We will know we have reached this bright future when 
the following measures are taken by the new government: 
 

1. Completely revamping campaign finance law. End the corrupt power of big business, the military, and 
special interests. This problem is easily fixed if the will is there. [But the Citizens United case might make 
things difficult for a Congress passing laws the Supreme Court might declare unconstitutional.] 
 
2. Getting the lobbyists out of the Houses of Congress and the White House and into some special 
governmental "fact finding" bureaucracy. That ought to keep them out of trouble. They can only 
communicate openly to Congress, the President, etc. and the rest of us via the internet. 
 
3. Completely ending all "swinging door" opportunities between regulators and what they regulate. Anything 
else, as is the case in all three of these points, is simply rank corruption of the worst kind. 

 
OK, now that we have established, by law, a reasonably rational, non-corrupt government, at this time and not prior 
to this time, we can start to solve our huge national problems. Now we can actually put our democratic, open-fair-
public-debate, solve-the-problem-on-the-merits system to work for us. Now we have the means to do it once 
again...the means we had at one or more times in history and let be take from us by men consumed by ambition 
and greed. But everything is a cycle. 
 
We badly need a fairly elected, truly representative Congress and President in order to be able to figure out the 
solutions to our problems, with the mandate of the people. We need to let true democracy work, even though no 
one can predict the exact outcome of that process. We essentially haven't seen that process work in this country in 
a generation. Now it's getting hard to remember.  
 
Oh, I know, this uncertainty is very unsettling to a businessman. He'd rather rig the system so he knows the results 
up front, like big campaign contributions can do. The corruption takes away that uncertainty and allows him to 
create more jobs—probably in China. Nothing like a politician in the ol' back pocket, eh, Jack? 
 
 
The Second Alternative Path Forward — Occupy Wall Street 
 
I think this movement has accomplished a lot. But I think it is, for now, about at the end of what it can do. The 
strategy of protest is an important tool in our arsenal, but, alone, unless millions go into the streets and stay there 
(not likely or desirable), I can't see this going any further, for now. But if people keep getting more and more 
angry, ugliness could prevail, now or next summer or the summer after. If I were a rich Republican, I might be 
thinking about how to prevent this chain of occurrences by a little appeasement now, before it's too late. 
 
Not a threat, just my professional (as a former, one-time member of a mob) opinion. 
 
I mean, I would love to see the Age of Aquarius and the Summer of Love burst out all over again, only with an Arab 
Spring kind of edge on it. But I see it as a course fraught with hazard and something that probably won't come 
about anyway. And how do you steer that ship? Maybe the rudder will be found... 
 
 
The Third Alternative Path Forward — Amend the U.S. Constitution 
 
I believe I am a true conservative for simply practical reasons—if something works, especially something important, 
like a banking system or an economy or a Constitution, LEAVE IT ALONE! It's that simple, but beautiful, hillbilly 
logic. "If it ain't broke..." I really hate to open the Pandora's box of Constitutional Amendments, but if we have to, 
we have to. 
 
Conservative. When leading a platoon, a tribe, or a country, I'd seek to minimize risk. Period. (And carry 100% 
backup of essential systems, but that's another topic in itself.) 



 
I have been thinking about Constitutional Amendments since all those emails were making the rounds during the 
2008 and 2010 elections, mainly touting term limits and eliminating special Congressional privileges. Most people I 
know thought these sounded like good ideas. I have my doubts, but the subject was raised and validated, as far as 
I was concerned. It's certainly "on the table" as a potential strategy for citizens to change the government, for 
citizens to fix a corrupt government. This was my thinking, resting on top of my fear and trepidation at the thought 
of even touching the "American Bible". 
 
Then, in January, the Supreme Court, 5-4, voted to release the flood gates to political corruption in the case of 
Citizens United. The Supreme Court left few options for truly fixing the campaign finance corruption and the endless 
cycle of elections and nearly continuous campaigning. Few options short of amending the Constitution. No 
"Congressional Reform Act" will work. Our venerable Constitution has been circumvented... 
 
(I wonder if the current Supreme Court thinks corporations are "people" to the degree that they should be  allowed 
to possess firearms? Should they be eligible for welfare if they don't do very well? Food stamps? Can the corporate 
entity commit murder, or would it always be some person within the corporation? You get my point. 
CORPORATIONS ARE NOT EXACTLY PEOPLE! But not even individual people should be allowed to corrupt the 
system with their money.) Now, next year, Obamacare will face its own Constitutional challenge. 
 
Regardless of what you might think about this Amendment process, let's take a look at how Constitutional 
Amendments offer one viable path for citizens to take back their government. This is how Amendments are 
proposed and ratified as specified in Article V (http://usgovinfo.about.com/od/usconstitution/a/constamend.htm): 
 
A. To Propose Amendments 
 

1. Two-thirds of both houses of Congress vote to propose an amendment, or 
 
2. Two-thirds of the state legislatures ask Congress to call a national convention to propose amendments. 
(This method has never been used.) 
 
3. (see proposed 28th Amendment below) A majority of voters in two-thirds of the states vote to propose 
an amendment or to ask Congress to call a nation convention to propose amendments. These state-wide 
referendums must be completed within seven years. 

 
B. To Ratify Amendments 
 

1. Three-fourths of the state legislatures approve it, or 
 
2. Ratifying conventions in three-fourths of the states approve it. This method has been used only once — 
to ratify the 21st Amendment — repealing Prohibition. 
 
3. (see proposed 28th Amendment below) A majority of voters in three-fourths of the states approve it in a 
national referendum to be held along side the next national, election after an Amendment has been 
proposed. Only one proposal at a time may appear on the ballots. 

 
The Supreme Court has stated that ratification must be within “some reasonable time after the proposal.” 
 
Beginning with the 18th amendment, it has been customary for Congress to set a definite period for ratification. In 
the case of the 18th, 20th, 21st, and 22nd amendments, the period set was 7 years, but there has been no 
determination as to just how long a "reasonable time" might extend. 
 
Of the thousands of proposals that have been made to amend the Constitution, only 33 obtained the necessary 
two-thirds vote in Congress. Of those 33, only 27 amendments (including the Bill of Rights) have been ratified." 
 
 

http://usgovinfo.about.com/od/usconstitution/a/constamend.htm


The Third Alternative requires a specific strategy, just as the First Alternative does. There are many possibilities, but 
I will describe how the people might take the most power, how government could move toward more democracy in 
the future, instead of toward less, as has in my lifetime. 
 

1. We might need to expand the "Un-Elect" strategy (described under the First Option, above) to include 
state legislatures, if that is necessary for the people to take control. This should be easier than taking 
control of the U.S. Congress. We need enough power in state legislatures for the following (#2) to take 
place. 
 
2. 2/3 of state legislatures must be convinced to request Congress to call a Constitutional Convention. I like 
this option because I'm pretty sure we need multiple amendments, more than one anyway. There is no 
sense in taking a one-at-a-time approach, though if necessary, #28 (as proposed below) is the Amendment 
that essentially gives the people the keys to their future. A Convention would provide a good forum for 
democratic action and compromise. At least, it worked at the original Constitutional Convention, where the 
Founding fathers created their masterpiece, second only to the Declaration of Independence. I don't know 
what, if any, amendments might come out of the Convention, but I have listed as many as I can find or 
think of. #28, #29, and #30 (as proposed below) are, I feel, the most important, in that order. If the 
Convention could pass only one, it should be #28 or #29. 
 
3. Amendment #28 would have to be ratified by 3/4 of state legislatures or state ratifying conventions. 
 
4. The beauty of Amendment #28 is that, after it is ratified, further Amendments can be proposed and 
ratified by popular vote, though the bar remains quite high. This way, Congress can be effectively bypassed. 
The people own their Constitution. 

 
Why this strategy? Congress is too partisan and corrupted by money and power to propose the needed 
Amendments. The proposal and ratification processes need to be made more democratic.  The states are p*ssed-off 
about a lot of things and might be happy to assist with both parts of the process, especially if given some input. 
Hey, that's how honest politics works! 
 
I compiled my list of possible Amendments, from emails making the rounds, from discussions with some of you, and 
from some of my own ideas. I don't know what the Convention and the people would ultimately conclude. Maybe 
they would decide to leave the old document alone. 
 
But, as you can see...there are possibilities...and it's interesting to think about. Except for the first three 
Amendments, I haven't given a lot of thought to the exact order they should be in. I have also left many details to 
be sketched by the Constitutional Convention (with lots of input from the people) and maybe you. 
 
Which Amendments do you think are keepers? Can you think of more to add? 
 
 
I SEE THE SOLUTION TO OUR PROBLEMS IN LESS CORRUPTION, IN MORE AND BETTER DEMOCRACY, 
MORE IN LINE WITH THE ORIGINAL CONSTITUTION. AND, SINCE WE HAVE LEARNED WE CAN'T 
TRUST OUR POLITICIANS, LET'S GUARANTEE IT WITH: "THE SECOND BILL OF RIGHTS". 
 
 
Because of the possible risks involved in modifying the Constitution and, essentially, changing our government, the 
emphasis needs to be on rights, not powers, except to limit them. Or to extend the power of the people (such as 
the First and Second Amendments presently do). 
 
Many of these rights are implied in the Constitution and are now embedded in case law. They are the law of the 
land. But only so long as the Supreme Court deems them to be legal rights guaranteed by the Constitution. And 
there's, unfortunately, no guarantee of that. We are talking here about matters of the highest stakes. The control of 
our nation and its future. 
 



It can be done! As someone says in an email making the rounds: "The 26th amendment (granting the right to vote 
for 18 year-olds) took only 3 months & 8 days to be ratified! Why? Simple! The people demanded it. That was in 
1971...before computers, before e-mail, before cell phones, etc. Of the 27 amendments to the Constitution, seven 
(7) took 1 year or less to become the law of the land...all because of public pressure." 
 
SO LET'S GET OUT THERE & GET STARTED AMENDING NOW! 
 
 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE U.S. CONSTITUTION: "THE SECOND BILL OF RIGHTS" 
 
 
#28.*  Amending the Constitution by Popular Vote (the "Power to the People" Amendment): 
 
The people have the right to this. 
 
No matter which Amendment you feel is most important, this is the one that must be passed first, if the people are 
to take back control of the government. 
 
The popular vote (see above) can be used to propose and approve Constitutional Amendments. This Amendment 
would apply to any additional Amendment proposed any time after this amendment was proposed, not approved. 
This proposed Amendment must be the first to be ratified (under the existing Constitution). Then other 
Amendments proposed by the Constitutional Convention, if there are any, can be ratified by popular vote. These or 
further Amendments can also be proposed by popular vote after the 28th is ratified. 
 
 
#29.* Election Reform: 
 
The people have a right to this. Complete election accountability. The right to fair and honest elections. 
 
Signed, Thumb-Printed  Paper Ballots for All U.S. Elections. No Electoral College. Easy Voter Registration w/National 
ID for all citizens, rigorous penalties for election fraud. 
 
I don't trust anything else. And these ballots must be kept for 100 years. 
 
As SteveG says, "All federal elections follow the same process and use the same equipment as well as having a 
paper trail." 
 
The President will be selected by national popular vote. The idea of an Electoral College will cease to exist. If one 
candidate doesn't win a majority, there will be a run-off. 
 
 
#30.*  Campaign Constraints and Campaign Finance Reform: 
 
The people have the right to fair and honest elections. 
 
Contributions, the length, and amount of money than can be spent on campaigns must be severely limited. 
 
Perhaps any and all campaign contributions, given in any way, greater than $100 (adjusted for inflation) should be 
illegal. Maybe campaigns should only be three months long, with no television ads. 
 
Part of this Amendment would go hand in hand with proposed Amendment #37 on Personhood (below) and these 
remarks by Eli Dimitru (http://blogs.alternet.org/beyondwords/2010/01/28/constitutional-amendment-picks-up-
speed-sort-of/comment-page-1/): 
 
"I wrote earlier about the most effective way to deal with the recent Supreme Court ruling allowing corporations to 
spend unlimited amounts of money on political campaigns is a Constitutional Amendment clarifying that money is 
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not speech, and is therefore subject to regulation. I see now that both MoveOn and Public Citizen are taking up the 
cause of passing a constitutional amendment to “reverse” that Supreme Court decision. Unfortunately, they are 
backing an amendment that ensures that corporations stay in power. Their amendment states that First 
Amendment rights belong to natural persons and the press and do not apply to for-profit corporations. However, 
the press is mostly owned by for-profit corporations, so right there that amendment contradicts itself. The problem 
isn’t freedom of speech. Everyone should have freedom of speech, including corporations. The problem is equating 
money with speech. Money is not speech. A dollar bill is not pro-abortion or anti-abortion. It carries no message, no 
idea, no information. It is not speech at all. Money is power. Money is a method of transferring energy. We need a 
Constitutional Amendment clarifying that money is not speech, and is therefore subject to regulation." 
 
We and many countries have had good government without term limits; no good government can exist anywhere 
when it can be bought and sold! 
 
The difference in the helpfulness of the two (term limits vs. campaign finance reform) is night and day. Why waste 
time with an amendment that doesn't solve the problem? Our problem is corruption. Nothing else. 
 
When are people going to get it? Why else would the Democrats and Republicans be so similar in policies actually 
implemented? They both are owned by the rich! 
 
 
#31.*  No Lobbying or Severe Limits on Lobbying & Regulatory "Revolving Doors": 
 
The people have the right to honest, fair, not corrupted, not bought or sold, simple elected representation. That's 
what our original Constitution guarantees. Lobbying and the swinging doors between government regulatory 
agencies and company work must be made illegal. 
 
From an email making the rounds: "All contracts with past and present congressmen are void effective 1/1/11. The 
American people did not make these contracts with congressmen, congressmen made all these contracts for 
themselves." I believe this amendment is what they had in mind with their fuzzy wording. 
 
 
#32.* Judicial Selection and Terms: 
 
The right to a fair and impartial judiciary. 
 
I think we need more guarantees here, and make sure the judiciary is not politicized, but I'm not sure of the details 
yet. 
 
 
#33.*  Mandatory Balanced Budget: 
 
The people have the right to be free from debt, except where absolutely necessary. No more budget tricks. 
 
Phased-in over several years, taking into consideration the economic conditions at the time each phase is to be 
implemented. There are better uses of the people's money than paying interest on the national debt. Except in the 
direst of emergencies, (probably only in the cases of declared war or severe, years-long recession or depression) 
federal budgets must be balanced. The printing press must be shut-down. 
 
From an email making the rounds: Warren Buffett, in a recent interview with CNBC, offers one of the best quotes 
about the debt ceiling: "I could end the deficit in 5 minutes," he told CNBC. "You just pass a law that says that 
anytime there is a deficit of more than 3% of GDP, all sitting members of Congress are ineligible for re-election.” 
 
 
#34.*  The Right to Privacy: 
 



Include here: Women's Equal Rights (dangerous in the workplace?), Gay Marriage (dangerous in the bedroom?), 
Decriminalization of Drug Possession (dangerous in the workplace/streets?). 
 
Spelled out this time: a private person's conversations with his/her doctor or lawyer are strictly confidential, as are 
his medical and legal records. Access to this information is treated in the same way as unreasonable search and 
seizure. Only spelled-out this time. Unreasonable searches, including wiretapping, etc., will be more explicitly stated 
than ever before. 
 
 
#35.*  Innocent Until Proven Guilty: 
 
I don't trust the government. Let's try to guarantee this one. Can you believe this one is not in the original 
Constitution? 
 
Perhaps include here or separately a provision to reinforce that a person can only be tried once for a crime. If a 
criminal court finds a defendant not guilt, that defendant cannot be then re-tried in a civil case. If a defendant is 
found guilty in a criminal court, then there could be damages warranting civil actions, which would be allowed to 
proceed. 
 
Criminal guilt would always be by a reasonable doubt? I leave the lawyers to wrangle over this one. 
 
 
#36.*  Separation of Church and State: 
 
We are a secular nation. Let's spell it out. 
 
 
#37.*  Personhood: 
 
You are a person when you have finished your first trimester as a fetus. Until then, you are part of your mother's 
body. The Bible does not contradict this in any way, shape, or form. You never cease to be a person until you die. 
Corporations are not citizen-type person, but their special type of personhood must be defined here. Spell-out the 
rights or corporations and how they are different than people. (The wording must be designed to give lower status 
to corporate entities.) 
 
And as Eli Dimitru continues from #30, above (http://blogs.alternet.org/beyondwords/2010/01/28/constitutional-
amendment-picks-up-speed-sort-of/comment-page-1/): "At the same time, we need another Constitutional 
Amendment clarifying that corporations are not persons under the law. Corporations are chartered by our 
government, and are therefore creations of our government. Our government, our creations. We the People have 
every right to regulate our creations." 
 
 
#38.*  Torture and the Death Penalty: 
 
No government, government entity, or representative or employee of the government shall have the right to impose 
torture or death upon any person, except the military in times of war. 
 
 
#39.*  Immigration & Citizenship: 
 
Citizens have the right to a secure border and lawful immigration procedures. 
 
There should be a rock-solid national identification card for all citizens and rock-solid green cards for legal 
immigrants for people to be able to access government services of all kinds, including education, welfare, 
healthcare, and voting. 
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Being born in America does not grant citizenship if your mother is illegally in the country or in the country as a 
tourist. Why not? No illegal immigrants or tourists have the right to any government benefits, nor do they have the 
right to give birth to American citizens. 
 
 
#40.*  Congressional Royalty (as in acting like little Kings) Prohibition Amendment / Healthcare: 
 
The people have the same rights as Congressmen. Congressmen have no more rights than the people. 
 
good wording needed here... 
 
This is really what the emails making the rounds mean by: "No Tenure / No Pension: A congressman collects a 
salary while in office and receives no pay when they are out of office. Congress (past, present & future) participates 
in Social Security: All funds in the Congressional retirement fund moves to the Social Security system immediately. 
All future funds flow into the Social Security system, Congress participates with the American people. Congress can 
purchase their own retirement plan just as all Americans. Congress will no longer vote themselves a pay raise. 
Congressional pay will rise by the lower of CPI or 3%. Congress loses their current health care system and 
participates in the same health care system as the American people. (Or, at Ben's suggestion: 'The Congressional 
health care system shall be made available to all citizens.') Congress must equally abide by all laws they impose on 
the American people." 
 
One email making the rounds puts it like this and calls it "The Congressional reform Act of 2011": "Congress shall 
make no law that applies to the citizens of the United States that does not apply equally to the Senators and/or 
Representatives; and, Congress shall make no law that applies to the Senators and/or Representatives that does 
not apply equally to the citizens of the United States." 
 
From another email making the rounds: "The congressional health care system shall be Medicare, with the same 
benefits afforded current Medicare-eligible citizens. Medicare will be made available at cost to US citizens as an 
alternative to private for-profit carriers. Children (under 21) whose citizen parents do not have insurance are 
covered by Medicare until they reach majority." 
 
From another email making the rounds: "No one has been able to explain to me why young men and women serve 
in the U.S. Military for 20 years, risking their lives protecting freedom, and only get 50% of their pay. While 
Politicians hold their political positions in the safe confines of the capital, protected by these same men and women, 
and receive full pay retirement after serving one term." 
 
 
#41. Term Limits: 
 
I'm against them. 
 
I suppose it could be argued that this proposed Amendment concerns the right to fair and representational 
government, but I don't think it can be proven that term limits brings us any closer to that ideal. 
 
To me, it's a red herring of the Tea Party to keep inexperienced, easily-controlled Congressmen on Capitol Hill. 
 
Term Limits: 12 years only, one of the possible options below (from an email making the rounds): 
A. Two Six year Senate terms 
B. Six Two year House terms 
C. One Six year Senate term and three Two Year House terms 
 
I think an amendment to totally stop all campaign contributions of more than $100, and to severely limit lobbying 
and revolving regulatory doors are much more important than term limits, etc. I also think we need amendments 
forcing balancing the federal budget except for dire emergencies, guaranteeing the right to collective bargaining, 
separation of church and state, and the right to innocence until proven guilty are just as important as term limits. 
 



From a person called "Engineer" (http://news.yahoo.com/greek-deputies-set-back-key-austerity-bill-
072341947.html): 
 
"The problem with one term [or term limits, to whatever extent] is they have absolutely no incentive to do anything 
but steal, they aren't coming back, they don't give a crap about getting anything done, don't have to worry about 
reelection...so they fill their pockets and scoot or don't do anything at all." And given the complexities of the law, no 
matter how much everyone might want it made simple, simplicity seems always to be beyond our grasp, therefore, 
you need smart, motivated, well-educated, experienced people to do the job. Without becoming corrupt, which 
does not happen in every country— Google it—but does happen in the US, because we allow it.” 
 
"Term limits might be good, but not enough. Also, there's a long learning curve to becoming a good legislator, a 
breed you don't see much any more." —SteveG 
 
I say the 22nd Amendment should be repealed. I'm tired of having lame ducks in office. The power of the 
Presidency is the power he can show in an election. If there is no election, there is no power and our system fails. 
 
 
#42.  Popular Election of Presidents/Vice Presidents: 
 
The President will be elected by national popular vote. The idea of an Electoral College will cease to exist. If one 
candidate doesn't win a majority, there will be a run-off. 
 
Maybe include with general Election reform Amendment. 
 
 
#43.* The Right of Workers to Collectively Bargain (The "Business" Amendment): 
 
Unions need a guarantee of the right to exist, organize and negotiate. Any alternative is a form of slavery. If 
corporations are people, so are unions, and cannot be aborted. No CEO, chairman, or officer should be able to 
make more than 100 times what is paid to the lowest-paid employee of the company. No employer can hire illegal 
immigrants or they face stiff penalties. 
 
 
#44.* Free Trade Only: 
 
No more bad, unfair trade deals. “Free” trade must be a thing of the past. All foreign goods produced for a lower 
labor cost and lower environmental protection cost than American-produced goods must have a sales or value 
added tax imposed upon them at their Point of Sale equal to the difference in these costs. This will create a level 
playing field and allow American manufacturing to recover. If they want to do the same thing to our exported 
goods, so be it. 
 
 
#45.  (from Ben) Lawyer Prohibition Amendment: 
 
"A law degree would exempts those seeking office from eligibility to server in the Congress of the United States. But 
that's probably wishing for too much. I grant that someone who has studied law might have lots to contribute in 
writing it, but the concentration of lawyers in Congress also institutes a powerful and non-representative lobby, 
inherently. No occupation or philosophy should dominate Congress intrinsically." 
 
I think Ben is right. Having Congress dominated by one profession produces a distortion and a diminishing of 
representation of the people. 
 
 
#46. Anti-Flag Desecration: 
 

http://news.yahoo.com/greek-deputies-set-back-key-austerity-bill-072341947.html
http://news.yahoo.com/greek-deputies-set-back-key-austerity-bill-072341947.html


I'm against it, but have listed it in the interest of fairness and completeness. Surely it conflicts with the First 
Amendment. If burning a flag (an evil act, I agree totally) is illegal because patriotism in some people is such a 
strong force that they might reasonably react violently to such a display, then I say they had better tone that 
patriotism down a notch. That's what would be destructive in this case — the passion of patriotism. This passion 
created us and sustained us as a nation, but it can also cause harm. 
 
 
#47.* Recall of Congressmen: 
 
The right to fair and honest representation. 
 
59% of respondents gave "yes" or "leaning yes" assessments in the poll. 
 
Proposed Constitutional Amendment with Poll, by leftover: 
 
July 2, 2011, (http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/07/02/990828/-Proposed-Constitutional-Amendment-with-Poll) 
 
"Like many on this site I am really tired of playing the rigged game of politics practiced in the U.S. Congress. 
 
There are no easy fixes. 
 
Amending the Constitution is certainly not easy, except when Congress is feeling the heat. 
 
The (1971) Vietnam Era 26th Amendment that gives 18 year olds the right to vote is one such case. The nightly 
news carried pictures of the coffins of our fallen soldiers and pictures of college students taking to the streets 
chanting "Old enough to die, old enough to vote". From start to finish the 26th amendment was passed by 
Congress and ratified by the States in record time. 
 
We have a real problem in Congress. Put as simply as possible our Congressional delegates are more beholding to 
their corporate and wealthy donors than they are to the voters who put them in office. 
 
This is just wrong. (Something of an understatement I know.) 
 
After rejecting several other avenues for putting things right, I have concluded that our best near term opportunity 
is to advocate to Amend the U.S. Constitution. 
 
The title** says it all. 
 
The States' right to recall their U.S. Representatives and Senators. 
 
**Just in case the title doesn't make it clear, what I am proposing is an Amendment that gives you the voter the 
right to circulate or sign a petition that places an up down vote on the ballot asking "Should Senator FogBottom be 
recalled from office?". 
 
I won't propose language or mechanics here. 
 
If you are unfamiliar with recalls here is a link (PDF sorry) to how recall elections work in California. 
 
California recall process: http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/recall.pdf 
 
I picked it because I am familiar with the process. 
 
Other States may have better processes, we just need to pick the one that we think is best as a template. 
 
Practically speaking the amendment would need to specify the recall and election process or invite every state in 
the union to mess it up." 

http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/07/02/990828/-Proposed-Constitutional-Amendment-with-Poll


 
 
#48.* Equal Rights of Women: 
 
Or include with #34, The Right to Privacy. 
 
 
#49.* Gay Marriage: 
 
Or include with #34, The Right to Privacy. 
 
A well-written Privacy Amendment could solve many problems. Here's one possibility even under the current 
Constitution, let alone under a good Privacy Amendment: a person does not have to tell the government what sex 
they are. Sex i something that can change. It should be whatever a person wants it to be. Whatever they want to 
say it is. So if a government office inquires of two getting married if one is a man and one is a woman, and one of 
the men lies. The government has no right to strip search him to verify. The government has no right to even ask 
the question. 
 
 
#50.* Free Public Education: 
 
The right to an education. 
 
K-16. 
 
 
#51. English as the Official U.S. Language 
 
Or not. 
 
 
* RIGHTS under "The Second Bill of Rights" (above) 
 

 
 

Amendment 
Date 

Proposed 
Status Subject 

Congressional 
Apportionment 
Amendment 

September 
25, 1789 

Still pending before state lawmakers 
Apportionment of 
U.S. Representatives 

Titles of Nobility 
Amendment 

May 1, 1810 Still pending before state lawmakers 
Prohibition of titles of 
nobility 

Corwin Amendment 

March 2, 
1861 

Still pending before state lawmakers 
Preservation of 
slavery 

Child Labor 
Amendment 

June 2, 1924 Still pending before state lawmakers 
Congressional power 
to regulate child labor 

Equal Rights 
Amendment 

March 22, 
1972 

Expired 1979 or 1982 (some scholars disagree — see 
main article), though possibly still able to be ratified as 
deadline has previously been extended and deadline 
was not placed in the Amendment's text. 

Prohibition of 
inequality of men and 
women 

District of Columbia 
Voting Rights 
Amendment 

August 22, 
1978 

Expired 1985; cannot be revived as the deadline was in 
the amendment's text. 

D.C. voting rights 
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"Six amendments have been passed by Congress and proposed but then did not get ratified by the appropriate 
number of states' legislatures. Four of these amendments are still technically pending before state lawmakers, one 
has expired by its own terms, and one has expired by the terms of the resolution proposing it (though that 
expiration is disputed)." — Wikipedia (also see: 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_proposed_amendments_to_the_United_States_Constitution) 
 
 

Don't forget to "Take out the trash next November!" 
 
 
 

20111115-01 09:51 Pam Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #17) 

 
North Carolina.  Wouldn't you know. 
 
 

20111115-02 10:09 SteveG Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I do not think this was real. 
 
 

20111115-04 10:29 Pam Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
As a former English teacher, I can spot a fake from a mile away.  This has all the hallmarks of being written by a 
ghostwriter with an agenda. 
 
 

20111115-03 10:11 SteveG “Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” 

 
“Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” by Matt Taylor, The National Memo 
 
Nov. 15, 2011, (http://www.nationalmemo.com/article/supreme-court-obama-healthcare-clarence-
thomas-fate) 
 
On the same day that a national survey showed a majority of Americans and independent voters now back the idea 
of an individual mandate to purchase health insurance, the Supreme Court on Monday agreed to the Obama 
administration's request for expedited review of the Affordable Care Act, his signature health care law that faces a 
litany of challenges from Republican attorneys general and conservative groups, setting up a showdown that will 
likely determine the reform's fate between March and June of next year. 
 
Fresh off a conservative U.S. appeals court led by a Ronald Reagan appointee deciding that the legislation's 
requirement for essentially all Americans to purchase health insurance is a legitimate exercise of congressional 
power, the nine-member high court has effectively decided to wade into the 2012 presidential campaign. 
 
CNN released a poll showing a majority of Americans — and independent voters — now support the idea of 
requiring people to purchase health insurance, perhaps (ironically) because Republican presidential contender Mitt 
Romney has been plugging it at the state level in nationally-televised debates and interviews. 
 
With Justice Clarence Thomas's wife actively participating in the Tea Party, and Justice Elena Kagan having served 
as Obama's solicitor general in 2009 and 2010, the potential for one or more justices to recuse themselves makes 
the case that much more interesting. 
 
What's more, the timing could not have been worse for Justices Antonin Scalia and Thomas, who spoke just the 
other day at a conservative legal event funded in part by one of the firms hoping to wipe out the new law. 
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20111115-07 10:39 Pam 
Re: “Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
Here I go again, but I just have to say it: if we had single-payer, universal coverage the health care issue would 
disappear.  Every legal resident of the U.S. should be covered by a national policy, administered regionally.  Illegal 
residents should have access to clinics—for the benefit of their neighbors if for no other reason.  People all over the 
country are having to re-tool and start new careers.  Insurance company employees can do the same thing.  We 
desperately need to eliminate the bloat that clogs our present system, streamline and modernize, focus on wellness, 
and begin with our need for a comprehensive system.  Then figure out how to pay for it.   
 
It's too bad Truman couldn't make this happen.  It's too bad Nixon couldn't.  Johnson did what he could with 
Medicare and Medicaid,  and everyone loves it (except you-know-who).  How about that?!  Ask citizens of virtually 
all other developed countries with national health care and see if they'd change their system for ours.  If you find 
anyone who says "yes," I'll buy you a steak dinner.  (Hypothetically.) 
 
 

20111115-08 12:44 SteveG 
Re: “Supreme Court to Decide Health Law's Fate in Spring” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
Part of the problem with the health care system costs are the systems – if you look at the system used by Mayo 
Clinic and a few others the costs are really low.  In Crawfordsville, IN a community of 15,000 there are two MRI’s 
within 500 yards of each, two x-ray facilities within 500 yards, two outpatient surgery units within 500 feet, and two 
medical labs plus another medical lab across town.  Oh yeah, 7 pharmacies.  Not very efficient  Hospital aligned 
with St. Francis and MD;s aligned with St. Vincent  hospital group.  Again, not very efficient. 
 
 

20111115-05 10:30 Pam 
Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #17) 

 
I pretty much agree with you here.  I go back to one of my earlier posts where I said (quoted someone, forget 
who) people are more likely to disagree about how the world works than about basic values.  I think that's what's 
going on here.  You come from a pro-business perspective; I come from a more pro-govt. perspective.  I deplore 
the illegal, unethical behavior that is all too common in both, but, in general, I believe, at least, in the political 
system we have.  I am more skeptical about corporate CEOs because they never get voted out.  They just get big 
bonuses.  There's bad on both sides; there's good on both sides.  I have tremendous sympathy and admiration for 
small-business owners.  I can't think of many things scarier than starting a business.  I'm much too risk averse to 
ever contemplate it.  So when I see my son or my former in-laws creating businesses out of nothing, I am totally 
impressed.  It's the corporate giants who have let us all down.  Tighten the enforcement of regulations and 
prosecute some of the SOB’s whose greed clouded their judgment and their ethics—I wouldn't argue with that.  The 
Obama administration wants to HELP small businesses.  Obamacare would help, as would Obama's tax proposals. 
Small business is where our salvation lies, I believe.  I think starting a business will become a trend, just as 
sustainability and eating local have.  My daughter will soon lose her job as a case manager for the ARC because of 
govt. budget cuts.  I am encouraging her to start her own business providing elder care for the disabled.   
Sometimes I think that goat farm I once planned to have might have been a good idea after all.  I admire 
entrepreneurs.  I want to see a business climate that encourages them.  I believe the Republicans are being 
disingenuous when they say Obama stands in the way of that. 
 
 

20111115-06 10:32 Art 
Re: “The FDIC Fights Back Against BofA…” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter 
#17) 

 
As usual, well said and well articulated. You make good points across the board. Still I do believe there will always 
be a conflict between the human urge to do good and the business urge to make more profits. I also strongly agree 
with you that we need to hold people responsible.  I am not a lawyer but I do not believe corporations should be 
treated as people,  if it allows the real decisions makers to hide behind that and never actually be held accountable.   



 
Good discussion.  Thanks. 
 
 

20111115-09 16:06 Art Re: Letter from an Employer (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Pardon me, but what drivel. There is a very good book out, maybe many of you have already read it, titled "That 
Used To Be US"  by Thomas Friedman and Michael Mandelbaum that I am about halfway through.  Although I had 
intended to finish it before making a recommendation, I'll go ahead now and recommend it highly to all.  It is an 
excellent explanation of where we are today and why. Instead of sniveling and whining, Mr. Crowley might want to 
read that book instead.  
  
By the way as a young Lieutenant and even Captain I made about initially $270.00 per month and worked easily 80 
hours a week including Saturdays and most Sundays, so I have a hard time generating a tear for Mr. Crowley's past 
efforts. 
 
 

20111115-10 16:54 Art “Republicans Aren’t Closing the Deal with Voters” 

 
Assume everyone by now has seen the latest Cain interview.  Holy Smokes, he may be dumber than Perry. All the 
civilized world must be laughing at us.  Embarrassing.  Good piece below, THAT I DID NOT WRITE.  I think 
speculating for the future in politics is a dangerous business, but, as we hear more and more from the Republicans, 
maybe it does not resonate so well. 
 
 
“Republicans Aren’t Closing the Deal with Voters” by Eugene Robinson, The Washington Post 
 
Nov. 14, 2011, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/republicans-arent-closing-the-deal-with-
voters/2011/11/14/gIQAr5wKMN_story.html) 
 
Unemployment is at 9 percent, the housing market is moribund, “consumer confidence” is an oxymoron, and three-
fourths of Americans believe the country is on the wrong track. So how is it that President Obama leads each of his 
likely Republican opponents in the polls? And why on earth is the gap widening rather than closing? 
 
It’s simple: Voters are paying attention to what the GOP field is saying — not just the applause-line attacks on 
Obama but what the candidates propose to do about the economy. The more they talk, the more discouraged the 
electorate seems to become. 
 
This should be the Republicans’ election to lose. They seem well on their way. 
 
An NBC-Wall Street Journal poll last week showed Obama beating Mitt Romney — his most formidable opponent — 
49 percent to 43 percent. That is not a huge advantage, but the trend is in Obama’s favor. Last month, the same 
poll had the president leading Romney by just two points; in August, Obama was only one point ahead. 
 
Surveys show Obama basically wiping the floor with anyone else. A couple of months ago, the GOP was able to take 
solace in the fact that, in a hypothetical matchup between Obama and a generic, unnamed Republican, polls 
showed the president narrowly losing. But the most recent surveys show that Obama has pulled even with “Not 
Obama” and perhaps nosed into the lead. 
 
The Republican field has utterly failed to develop a convincing narrative about the economy. The candidates act as 
if widespread disappointment with the performance of Obama and the Democrats will be enough to win the 
election. But voters are being given every reason to suspect that GOP policies will make things worse. 
 
Look at the crisis in the housing market. No economic blow has been felt more widely than the collapse of real 
estate values, with up to one-quarter of homeowners now “underwater” on their mortgages, meaning they owe 
more than the property is worth. Banks need to clear a huge backlog of foreclosures, meaning that downward 
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pressure on prices will continue. Banks that once showered consumers with no-questions-asked loans have 
tightened lending rules to the point where upstanding citizens with only minor blemishes on their credit records are 
turned away. 
 
The Obama administration’s response has been weak and ineffective. So what do the Republican candidates say? 
Rather than blast the president for doing too little to help beleaguered homeowners, they blast him for even trying. 
 
This was the consensus view at Wednesday’s debate in Michigan. Romney said the Obama administration has tried 
to “hold off the foreclosure process, the normal market process,” and he promised that, if elected, he would do 
“almost the exact opposite of what President Obama has done.” 
 
Asked if he would just let foreclosures proceed, no matter the impact, Romney answered with a question: “Exactly 
what would you do instead? Have the federal government to go out and buy all the homes in America? That’s not 
going to happen in this country. Markets work.” 
 
Obama has been criticized for being cool and unemotional, but Romney makes him seem volcanic. You can imagine 
the former governor putting his arm around a homeowner who has just been evicted and saying, “Don’t cry. 
Markets work.” 
 
The point isn’t that Republicans are lousy at feeling your pain. We knew that. It’s the policies that matter — and 
Republican candidates are offering nothing new. 
 
Their prescription for the ailing economy is familiar: tax cuts and deregulation. Nobody likes to pay taxes, and 
nobody enjoys having to follow a bunch of rules, but people aren’t stupid. They do recall that we tried these 
measures under George W. Bush and ended up with a crisis that almost plunged us into a second Great Depression. 
 
According to polls, voters agree with the Democrats on major issues such as ending the Bush tax cuts for the 
wealthy and preserving Social Security and Medicare. They agree with the Republicans that the government should 
spend less but seem increasingly doubtful that any of the GOP candidates would trim the budget in an intelligent 
and compassionate way. 
 
Michele Bachmann’s call to make Obama “a one-term president!” doesn’t automatically get the big response it used 
to. Simply being Not Obama isn’t enough. The Republican candidates are trying to sell a bunch of old trickle-down 
economic policies without even dressing them up in new rhetoric, and it looks to me as if voters aren’t buying. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 



 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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Money and Politics 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 17, 2011) 
 
 
David Gergen, my fine, bipartisan friend, what took you so long? And you seem a little tentative. Like, maybe, 
you’re not 100% sure yet about this money corrupting politics idea. Believe me, you can be sure! 
 
 
“Is Money's Deep Role in Politics the Root of Our Woes?” by David Gergen and Michael Zuckerman, CNN 
 
Nov. 15, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/15/opinion/gergen-zuckerman-politics-money/index.html?hpt=po_r1) 
 
(Editor's note: David Gergen is a senior political analyst for CNN and has been an adviser to four presidents. He is a 
professor of public service and director of the Center for Public Leadership at Harvard University's Kennedy School 
of Government. Follow him on Twitter: @David_Gergen. Michael Zuckerman is his research assistant.) 
 
(CNN) — This past Sunday's "60 Minutes" and the latest issue of Newsweek bring back to the fore the complicated 
issue of money and politics. Both highlight a new book by Peter Schweizer, Throw Them All Out, which rails against 
what Schweizer calls "honest graft." 
 
Schweizer charges that leaders from both houses of Congress have been drawing on insider knowledge to make 
money in the stock market — a practice that is banned in American industry and restricted in other sectors of 
government. And although he is a conservative at the Hoover Institution, Schweizer is an equal opportunity 
scourge, attacking both Democratic and Republican leaders. 
 
Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi and Republican speaker John Boehner have fired back, asserting that Schweizer has 
misrepresented them and they have done nothing wrong. Until competent legal authorities investigate, both 
deserve the benefit of the doubt. The public does, of course, deserve a more thorough airing of the facts. Equally 
important, Congress ought to have rules about conflicts of interest that are as demanding as those for people who 
work in the executive and judicial branches; so far, Congress skates free. 
 
But whatever the rebuttals from Capitol Hill, this controversy underscores a deepening sense that money plays far 
too large a role in politics. If anything unites the tea party and the Occupy Wall Street protesters, surely it is the 
sense that the system is rigged in favor of big shots in Washington and against little guys back home. Money is at 
the heart of it. 
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A new book that should receive far more attention makes an even more sweeping and thoroughly researched case 
against money in politics — Republic, Lost: How Money Corrupts Congress — and a Plan to Stop It, by Harvard law 
professor Lawrence Lessig. 
 
The author is a man of many parts: Lessig made his name as a legal theorist in issues surrounding new 
technologies, but he also has a keen interest in politics. He was the youngest member of the Pennsylvania 
delegation that nominated Ronald Reagan at the Republican convention in 1980, clerked for conservative Supreme 
Court Justice Antonin Scalia, and later endorsed his friend and former University of Chicago Law School colleague 
Barack Obama for president. 
 
Lessig, who lately has been working to organize a movement for a new constitutional convention, is disillusioned 
with both right and left and blasts away at them for essentially selling the republic out. But his charge is not that 
politicians in Washington are taking money on the side, à la Spiro "Pass the Bags" Agnew. He doubts much of that 
goes on today. Rather, he is deeply troubled by what he calls "dependence corruption" — the degree to which 
politicians have become dependent on money from lobbyists in order to pay for their campaigns, and the ways in 
which that dependence has increasingly distorted public policy in ways that do serious harm to the country, while 
also (and just as perniciously) undermining public trust. 
 
His argument is wide-ranging and impossible to do justice to in a brief column. But a few of the most striking facts 
he marshals are worth recognizing. Among them: 
 

• The cost of getting elected to Congress has exploded: from 1974 to 2008, Lessig notes, the average cost 
of a re-election campaign ballooned from $56,000 to more than $1.3 million, a more than twentyfold 
increase that far outpaces inflation. 
 
• Fundraising is a constant concern: Candidates have to spend between 30% and 70% of their time raising 
money. (Lobbyists, however can ease this pressure through many kinds of what Lessig calls "legislative 
subsidies" — advice, research, support, and most of all, campaign cash.) 
 
• The revolving door between Congress and lobbyists is spinning faster: In the 1970s, just 3% of retiring 
members of Congress went into lobbying. But by 2004, in the previous seven years more than half of all 
senators and 42 percent of House members had made the switch. 
 
• The incentives for lobbying are clear. A 2009 paper found, for example, that firms get between $6 and 
$20 back for every $1 they invest in lobbying for tax benefits. 

 
With regard to taxes and regulation, Lessig's observations are particularly sharp. Business leaders argue, for 
example, that they are not investing as much as they might in new jobs because they face so much uncertainty that 
they don't know what to expect from the government from one year to the next. 
 
Many citizens are likewise baffled by some regulations and, especially, the tax code: Why is it so massive, so 
confusing, sometimes so seemingly wasteful and preferential? 
 
Lessig's explanation is that this complexity and uncertainty is no accident, and that's because politicians in 
Washington have an interest in keeping business guessing and the rest of us confused. 
 
Pass a tax law for five years and lobbyists won't need to come around with contributions for a long time; make it a 
one-year law and they'll be back next week. Likewise, keep the code incomprehensible, and the voters won't know 
if they're getting hosed. Those are fascinating insights. 
 
One of Lessig's heroes is Henry David Thoreau, and he likes to quote the American philosopher as saying, "There 
are a thousand hacking at the branches of evil to one who is striking at the root." Lessig sees the role of money in 
politics as the root of the country's current ills, from health care to education to the economy. He also thinks it 
explains why the parties appear to have grown closer in economic ideology — where the concentrated corporate 
lobbying money is — while growing more polarized in social ideology, for which more extreme viewpoints yield a 



bigger haul. He is quick to note that this corruption is "not the product of evil" — it leads to "great harm," but is the 
result of "no bin Laden." 
 
Without "great evil," Lessig reflects, he is "not yet sure that we can muster the will to fight." That's a deep concern, 
and it calls to mind the memorable formulation of the economist Charles Schultze, who once divided our problems 
into two categories: a wolf at the door, or termites in the basement. 
 
As a nation, we've always been a lot better at handling the first than the second. But if Lessig is right about the 
campaign finance system, it's a major case of termites in the basement — and addressing it will require more than 
simply throwing all the bums out. In Lessig's view, it may require laying a whole new section of our foundation 
instead. 
 
 
 

20111116-01 10:49 Pam 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken Can 
Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

 
I have not seen Cain's latest, but I'm very curious.  What did he say/do this time? 
 
I like the rather optimistic tone of this, but I just read an article in the New Yorker that shows Romney and Obama 
virtually neck and neck.  I always wonder if polls don't become a self-fulfilling prophecy.  I think that, next to 
football, political campaigns must be America's national sport.  And what accounts for those poll numbers changing?  
Is there anyone who hasn't already made up his mind?  Maybe the Republicans still aren't sure about whom to 
nominate, but anyone who would vote for one of those guys would NEVER vote for Obama.  When I see the 
numbers for the candidates rise and fall, I assume the people changing their minds are gormless mushbrains who 
can be manipulated by a wink and a nod.  Or pure muleishness.  There is an American strain that is agin' the 
government, no matter what.  We are an anti-authoritarian (mostly good) and an anti-intellectual (mostly not so 
good) people, and it shows. 
 
What I wish is that we could have something closer to a Parliamentary system, where an election can be called 
whenever.  I also like the way Brits resign immediately when they get caught up in a scandal.  The way we do 
things, we're bound to produce liars. 
 
 

20111116-02 11:00 SteveG 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

 
The first alternative, noble as it is, will not work.  People will vote for whom the want or not vote at all.  Congress 
would have to make the laws to make this work and they are self centered enough not to do it, 
 
Occupy Wall Street has as its goals to move into candidate backing and into a party.  It will take time, but is a 
documented move they want to take. 
 
#33 sounds good – all of us would like a balanced budget, but there are those unaccounted for emergencies  - war, 
floods, storm damage, earthquakes, etc.  Having a rational of how it is paid for makes sense and following that 
rational.  If you look at the deficit charts back to 1913, we always ran a little deficit.  We covered things by higher 
taxes.  We started going overboard on the deficit during Reagan and then it really took off under Reagan and Bush 
L with slight correction with Clinton and then off to the races.  Closing loopholes, cutting wastes and having flexible 
progressive tax rates might work 
 
#38 does not work for me – we should never torture! 
 
 

20111116-06 11:38 Art 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken Can 
Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) 

 



Good stuff and the potential for lots of discussion.  One thing I did not see is,  "How do we get good people to run 
and serve in Congress?? The whole system is so rotten at the moment that I don't think we even get off the 
starting blocks very well.  I mean, look at the Republican candidates. Is this really the best the USA has to offer???  
If so, we are doomed. 
 
 

20111116-32 18:21 Pam 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken Can 
Be Fixed (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #18) & Herman Cain on Libya 

 
I should probably follow my own advice and leave topics like this alone.  But, for what it's worth, I agree with you, 
SteveB. [See below: “History of Birth Control / Abortion” –SteveB] 
 
Now, about your amendments: I'm not real big on amending the Constitution. 
 
Some of your suggestions—like a balanced budget amendment, or term limits, or campaign finance reform—can, I 
believe, be handled by regular legislation.  I see amendments as covering really basic things, like the right to vote, 
equal protection under the law, stuff like that.  Having an amendment in the Constitution to balance the budget 
would tie the country's hands.  Sometimes we have to run a deficit.  I have even read that a balanced budget would 
actually be bad for the economy.  Some of your suggestions are already covered, I believe.  The right to privacy 
(what exactly is the amendment that says that?) ought to cover sexual behavior; equal protection under the law 
should cover gay marriage and gay rights.  It's already in the Constitution that we have no established religion.  I 
guess what it all boils down to is, I don't see the need for any amendments.  I want to see changes, but I want to 
retain some flexibility.  Just my opinion, but what do I know?  ;-) 
 
 

20111116-33 18:33 SteveB 
Re: Three Paths Toward Remaking Our Republic: How What’s Broken 
Can Be Fixed (reply to Pam, above) 

 
1. “Congrass” is intractable. You’re going to get them to pass laws? With the Constitution, maybe the people 
have better access to changing the law. 
 
2. All these amendment have to be worded similarly to the original Constitution, often in very general terms. 
There could be a balanced budget amendment that would take reality into account, for instance. Not that 
I’m for that particular amendment, or maybe any of them except the first three I proposed. You’re right that 
a deficit can be very good indeed. But wording is crucial, as the history of the Equal Rights Amendment 
shows. 
 
3. There is nothing in the Constitution, explicitly, about privacy, innocence until proven guilty, separation of 
church and state, none of that. 
 
4. You’re right, being equal should have been enough to end slavery, give women the vote, rights, and 
equal pay, improve working conditions, end racial discrimination, and OK gay marriage, but it has done 
none of those things. It took an Amendment to end slavery. We needed an amendment to establish the 
equality of women, but didn’t get it, and it will take at least one Amendment to free us from the present 
tyranny of greed. 
 
5. I don’t trust the Supreme Court not to go further in taking away our rights. What will be “people” next? 
Robots? Dogs? Drones? And what if the government cannot mandate Social Security, Medicare, or 
Obamacare without an Amendment? I think it will come to that. 

 
Though I completely agree with you that I don’t want to tamper, except that my rights do feel a little naked right 
now. OWS doesn’t seem to be going anywhere, at least for now, though I’m still hopeful. Getting laws passed, laws 
that won’t be overturned…that’s the hardest path. 
 
 

20111116-04 11:14 SteveB Re: Herman Cain on Libya (reply to Pam, above) 



 
Cain just hesitated a lot and acted like he knows nothing about Libya when asked about it. But he has said so many 
weird things lately. I didn't think this "brain fart" was nearly as bad as Perry's. (I wish they would stop calling it a 
"brain freeze" because that is something else entirely and very appropriately named. Why screw it up? Maybe we 
could just call it a "Perry"? 
 
But Cain has obviously not done anything to prepare for the Presidency. I bet he never learned how to make pizzas 
either. He can't be bothered by those kinds of details. I don't think he even reads the paper. Maybe they should ask 
him that "gotcha" question they got Palin with, "What have you read lately?" 
 
It's funny that people think you don't need to know anything to be the most powerful person on Earth. 
 
PARLIMENTARY SYSTEM — Ya, I like it. But we are so far from there that I didn't even include it in my list of 
Constitutional Amendments. Maybe I should... 
 
 

20111116-03 11:07 SteveG Video: Herman Cain on Libya (reply to Pam, above) 

 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WW_nDFKAmCo 
 
 

20111116-05 11:15 Art Re: Herman Cain on Libya (reply to all, above) 

 
And remember, Cain's people requested this interview. 
 
 

20111116-07 11:42 SteveG “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” 

 
“Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” by Rebecca Stewart, CNN 
 
Nov. 15, 2011, (http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/11/15/gingrich-fires-back-at-lobbying-charge/) 
 
 

20111116-08 11:44 Art Re: “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
One other thing but aligned with your thoughts above. Latest little brouhaha bubbling up for our Republican friends. 
 
Indeed, today in Bloomberg reports: (http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-11-16/gingrich-said-to-be-paid-at-
least-1-6-million-by-freddie-mac.html) that Gingrich stuffed his bulging pockets with as much as $1.8 million in 
Freddie Mac consulting fees between 1999 and 2007. 
 
I find this incredible and for what??? 
 
 

20111116-10 12:06 SteveG Re: “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” (reply to Art, above) 

 
All of them seem to be either not prepared to run for president or have large skeletons hanging in their closets or 
flip-flop like a fish out of water.  It amazes me how the economy has opened the door… 
 
 

20111116-21 13:48 Art Re: “Gingrich Fires Back at Lobbying Charge” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
That's a lot of money just to be a "historian".  He's always been 'full of it' and even more so now.  Is this the best 
America has to offer????????? 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WW_nDFKAmCo
http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/11/15/gingrich-fires-back-at-lobbying-charge/
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-11-16/gingrich-said-to-be-paid-at-least-1-6-million-by-freddie-mac.html
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-11-16/gingrich-said-to-be-paid-at-least-1-6-million-by-freddie-mac.html


Indeed, today Bloomberg reports that Gingrich stuffed his bulging pockets with as much as $1.8 million in Freddie 
Mac consulting fees between 1999 and 2007. 
 
 

20111116-09 12:04 Phil New Blood Needed in Elected Government 

 
Unfortunately (or fortunately depending on the perspective) I am still a working person.  Yes, SteveG, still paying in 
to SS for you retired people. So, I have tried to keep somewhat abreast of the debate.  One point I would like to 
make:  I have read and have heard many people say we should "throw the bums out".  Problem is, I have found, 
that most people mean those senators and congressmen of someone else's state.  They mostly think that their own 
are OK.  They certainly think their own are OK if they are the representative of their party by choice.  What I have 
determined is that many people only want their elected official "thrown out" if they are not of the party of choice.  
This argument was recently demonstrated in my city of residence when the mayor was elected by his party that his 
electorate voted a "straight" ticket by almost 60%.  So, being in agreement that our current elected officials should 
be replaced I offer this suggestion that I think will achieve the desired effect of replacing the incumbents. 
 
If you are serious about getting new lifeblood into DC, but have strong alignment to your party, then let's see you 
promote and vote to replace your elected official in the primary.  Make an effort to spur someone else to oppose 
the incumbent in the primary.  Will you do it?  I know the party does not like to offer alternatives in the primary, 
but it would be a great opportunity. It is an opportunity we have in my state for the senate. 
 
 

20111116-13 12:20 SteveB Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to Phil, above) 

 
Good to hear from you. Ya, I've been working on this un-elect, throw the bums out thing since 2008, and you are 
very right about the problem of people thinking their own Congressmen, especially their Representatives, are not 
part of the problem. I don't know how to get around this? We need a massive PR campaign...something... Or we 
set up stings on all sitting Congressmen using Las Vegas hookers? I'm gonna need lots of help here. 
 
Unfortunately, for this to work we have to sacrifice the good ones in office, but FOR ONLY FOR ONE TERM! Then 
they could run and have a better chance than ever because the incumbent will be automatic toast. 
 
This would work exactly like term limits—but imposed by the voters. After we get the politicians' attention, we will 
be free to re-elect the good ones as long as they remember the lesson we taught them about who is the boss. 
 
Also, there would be some other good ones to come on board, even though they would be rookies. And we always 
have the experience of 2/3 of the Senate to draw-on and the Congressional staffs. 
 
And the answer is, yes, I will do it! (Unless we get the Constitutional Convention going or Pam and Gooch convince 
OWS [Thanks, SteveG!] to overthrow the government. 
 
 

20111116-27 15:58 Phil Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
OK, I'm confused here. First paragraph, are you saying you need help with the hookers or the PR campaign?  I 
might be able to help you with one of those. 
 
 

20111116-15 12:28 SteveG 
Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to Phil & SteveB, 
above) 

 
As long as the party structure remains as strong and tight as it is, it is exceptionally difficult for an "outsider" to get 
backed by a party.  It all comes down to scratching each other's backs and who has the most money. 
 
 



20111116-17 12:31 SteveB 
Re: New Blood Needed in Elected Government (reply to Phil & SteveG, 
above) 

 
So the money cycle must somehow be broken. 
 
I say we “Take the law into our own hands!" as we used to say in Montana. 
 
 

20111116-11 12:08 Pam 2012 Republican Primaries 

 
When I taught at UNCG, I was the faculty advisor for national scholarships, like the Fulbright, Rhodes, Truman, and 
others.  I went to a Truman Scholarship conference once to learn how to work with students to prepare them to fill 
out the detailed applications.  All these scholarships require interviews, so we prepared for those as well.  One of 
the things the Truman committee asks nominees is what they read, and they expect lots more than just a 
newspaper.  If a college student is expected to be well-informed and well-read, can we ask less of our elected 
officials?  Asking what you read is far from a silly question. 
 
 

20111116-12 12:15 SteveG Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to Pam, above) 

 
As citizens, I believe all of us should be informed. That isn’t going to happen.  I also believe we all should vote. 
That isn’t going to happen.  I also believe all government officials, elected or appointed, should act in the best 
interest of the country – not going to happen.  I am getting depressed now, any ideas of countries to move to? 
 
 

20111116-14 12:22 Art Re: 2012 Republican Primaries (reply to Pam, above) 

 
And the "good news" is?????? 
 
 

20111116-16 12:29 SteveB Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
SteveG: Ideas of countries to move to? 

 
Yep, move down here to Bolivia! Things are so bad that we are so far past caring, no one even remembers caring’s 
funeral. 
 
But the economy is going like gang busters! Stimulated by a very uncertain business climate. 
 
 

20111116-18 12:52 SteveG Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Some people have tried to take the law in their own hands here.  There are shoes over the wires, gang symbols all 
over, stabbings/shootings on a regular basis.  Most of the gunfire seems to be from small caliber hand guns.  The 
police seem to shoot first and ask questions later. 
 
Medical care is my biggest concern about moving to another country. 
 
 

20111116-19 12:55 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
The economy is thriving for whom?  How are things so bad?  Is there crime, homelessness, lack of health care, 
pollution, inefficiency?  You choose to live there, so I assume there are good things to enjoy, but the way you talk 
about it, it sounds pretty dismal to me. 
 
 



20111116-22 14:00 SteveB Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to Pam, above) 

 
No, we have come out the other side of bad and found that it’s like after you die—heaven! 
 
The economy is thriving for everyone, but, of course, any economy always thrives more for the rich. That’s no 
different here. But here the rich are much more subdued about being rich, almost ashamed of it, not (traditionally) 
so ostentatious, and not nearly as rich as in the US. 
 
But they do seem to sort of feel the pain of the poor in the way they live less luxuriously than they could. 
 
But there are a minority…who love their Mercedes, etc. 
 
Homelessness, crime, other problems…not as much as a comparable American city with 2,000,000 people—
Houston. 
 
 

20111116-31 17:34 Pam Re: 2012 Republican Primaries / Bolivia (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Our record on crime, murder, homelessness is not the best, to say the least.  I'm glad to hear Bolivia does better. 
 
 

20111116-23 14:06 Pam History of Birth Control / Abortion 

 
I love our political, economic discussions.  They're like a really good seminar.  We learn from each other and prompt 
serious thought.  I wonder if perhaps we might broaden our scope a bit and talk about some other issues that are 
problematic.  I always used to tell my students not to write persuasive essays about abortion, gun control, or capital 
punishment, as these have been done to death.  But the truth is, these are important issues that have not been 
resolved.   
 
I just read an article in this week's New Yorker about birth control legislation going back to the late 19th c. and 
Margaret Sanger.  The article is a history of birth control, but it touches on abortion as well.  We have settled the 
birth control issue, so that's not up for discussion (thank goodness), but the abortion issue has an interesting 
history too.  In the late 1960s abortion restrictions were lifted in 15 states.  Reagan signed the law in California, and 
by 1970 the Clergy Consultation Service on Abortion was established to help women find doctors who would 
perform abortions in 26 states.  Abortion did not become the lightning rod issue it is now until Nixon used it in a 
calculated effort to divide the Democrats and assure McGovern's nomination.  He wanted to run against McGovern 
for what are, by now, obvious reasons.  Nixon made common cause with Catholics, including Ted Kennedy, but it 
was done for political, not moral, reasons. 
 
I have no doubt that people opposed to abortion are sincere.  If they are convinced that abortion is murder, then of 
course they oppose it.  Who condones murder?  But a consensus on definitions of life and personhood are so 
difficult to come by, the debate rages on.  I saw a bumper sticker once that said, "If you're against abortion, don't 
have one."  I believe the zealots who picket and bomb clinics are deranged by their self-righteousness.  I think 
Right-wing politicians use the abortion issue to achieve political ends, not moral ones. 
 
I am very concerned about what a Republican administration would do to this country economically, but I'm equally 
worried about what it would do to civil rights and individual freedom.  I don't trust the Supreme Court we have 
now, and another conservative would wreak havoc on the progress we've made in the past 50 years.  Maybe 
Americans can only focus on one thing at a time, but there's more than the economy at stake in the next election. 
 
 

20111116-24 14:22 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Abortion, huh? Now that’s a tough one. You’re a brave girl. You notice I included the right to privacy in my must-
have Amendments. Why leave that to the whim of the courts? Why leave the moment of life to them either? Let the 
people decide. 



 
I’m against abortion. I don’t like abortion. I want fewer abortions. I think it’s wrong. I certainly don’t know what 
God thinks, but I don’t want to be in his shoes. 
 
Having said all that, I’m speaking only of me. While I may want to persuade everyone to un-elect their 
Congressmen, I don’t seek to convert anyone to my views on abortion. They are only for me. I feel lucky that, in 
my life, I was never in a situation where I was involved in any way with an abortion. I don’t consider it murder, but 
I think I’d always feel the loss. And who am I to judge what it is? In many situations in my life, I might have been 
all for it. Fortunately, I never had to decide. I don’t fault anyone who ever did have to decide. They have my 
sympathy and compassion. What a difficult choice. 
 
My son, whom we lost, had a girlfriend who had an abortion? What if she hadn’t? What would my grandchild be 
like? Would it have changed my son’s life to have a child? Would that have changed everything? Isn’t there always 
regret at such a missed alternative universe? 
 
But, I see this is a practical argument, not a moral or religious one. I would rather the government not peek its 
nose into our bedrooms or our bodies. 
 
So why leave the Supreme Court to set the time when life begins? We need an Amendment. And I say life begins 
not at conception, but the old rule, when the fetus can live on its own. This leaves plenty of time for the mother to 
think and consult and meditate and maybe pray, to figure out the best thing for her to do with her body and her life 
and another possible life that is, where it should be, in her loving hands. What she decides is no one’s business but 
hers. It is especially not the stupid government’s business. The government lacks those loving hands. Roe v. Wade 
is not safe! 
 
And if there was ever a better argument for the separation of church and state, then I don’t know what it could be. 
 
I want the government away from our bodies, out of our bedrooms, and out there redistributing wealth like they’re 
supposed to be doing—24/7! 
 
But today I also want to talk about Constitutional Amendments because I worked on them for a week or more… :-) 
 
 

20111116-25 14:57 SteveG Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Pro choice, no constitutional amendment against abortion, gay rights yes, gay marriage yes. 
 
 

20111116-29 17:25 Art Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, above) 

 
I know this may sound horrible but we now have 7 Billion people on this planet and I think that is about 5 Billion 
too many.  Anything that cuts that rate I am for. I certainly admire SteveB's sensibility on the other hand. Very well 
stated. 
 
 

20111116-37 19:44 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, above) 

 
I agree with Art about the utterly practical aspects of abortion, as awful as that must sound to some people. But it 
is not only that the world can have too many people, but there can be too many people in a family too, or a non-
family. 
 
It’s like I have to think of meat as “not animal flesh” to be able to eat it. I succeed in that immensely, and love 
meat. But I won’t eat new species I haven’t already eaten, or crap that looks like an animal, or half, no, make that 
¾three-quarters, of the stuff they eat in China. 
 



So for the good of society, I am able to focus on the fact that a fetus less than about three months old is a fetus, a 
part of the mother’s body. 
 
There are 7 billion of us. And 3 billion who live on less than $2 a day. It is very inexpensive to live in Bolivia, 
especially In a, shall we say, substandard, yet adequate, even health, sort of way. Good medical care is available 
for nothing or very little, which helps. Food and housing can be very cheap indeed. But to live on $5 a day here, 
which many do, makes me appreciate that under $2 figure. That’s not living well. There are too many of us. 
 
And the subject of procreation, or the lack of it, makes me think of creation, the Creator, and Jesus. 
 
I know, another touchy subject like abortion, but somehow Jesus blew it! He didn’t sit us down as children, that we 
know of, and lecture us about how, someday, having too many children might be a problem. Maybe he could have 
warned us to take care of the Earth as the Pachamama of the Inca does. I mean, very many of those other lessons 
were some of the best ever taught—love, the golden rule, moderation, generosity, even tolerance. But no operation 
manual. Although, who knows what he said, surrounded by illiterate people who had 100 years to forget before 
even starting to write, sometimes creatively. There’s a group of scholars who work continuously to try to tell us 
what the Bible really says, literally, and it has changed and is changing all the time. I hope none of this is 
blasphemy to anyone. 
 
I think it’s very possible he probably gave some graduate level seminars that his students weren’t ready for. They 
got the love part alright, but not the “Don’t litter and almost always wear a condom, a-hole!” part. Now that would 
have been good advice for us to have picked up on, I think. 
 
My point is this: as Art points out, there are way too damned many of us, we have ever more limited resources 
available per person. We have more and more waste, like a colony of bacteria with no place hardly to put it. There 
is going to be a lot of pain and suffering in the world, that I imagine would send a titanic cosmic echo back through 
time to Jesus and God (who already knew about it, of course), and we would have been given 2000 years of 
warning of a huge, very real danger by Jesus himself. Instead we were warned of stupid Armageddon, that nobody 
really cares about anyway. 
 
It would also prove Jesus knew the future and was divine, whereas every time some fool predicts the end of the 
world, it just ends up looking bad, as the End Times and Armageddon itself do so far. Unless They (The 3? The 2? 
Jesus?) didn’t know…. 
 
 

20111116-38 19:49 Ben Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
SteveB: Instead, we were warned of stupid Armageddon, that nobody really cares about anyway. 

 
Great line. 
 
 

20111116-39 20:02 SteveG Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, above) 

 
Before abortions were legal, I know of people who were forced by parents to have illegal abortions – left sterile and 
estranged from family.  I know people who psychologically/psychiatrically could not tolerate the 9 months of a 
pregnancy.  I know people who had their father’s child.  I am certain people have been raped and became 
pregnant, I know people have become pregnant at 12.  I have seen the sonograms of a 1 month old fetus – you 
know it is a person.  But I believe there should be some level of personal choice 
 
 

20111116-40 20:30 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I agree…there are all those things. Abortions are illegal here in Bolivia because of the Church. It’s pretty easy to go 
to Argentina or Brazil, but not easy if you’re very poor. 
 



The morning after pill is a great thing, but not so widely discussed. Man, I would have always had a couple of those 
in my pocket when I was younger. Do they have bad side effects? I’ve heard they’re available here but that’s about 
all I know about them. It’s frowned upon to go into poor countries and sterilize a bunch of people. 
 
I actually don’t think it’s too early for most places in the world to implement a modification of the Chinese one-child 
law. The limit would be two children. Would it be possible to do massive publicity first, give it 10 years, and see 
how the birth rates look. If that’s not enough, implement the law for 10 years (I’m being arbitrary here) and look 
again. If it helps, keep it going. I don’t know, or just slap it on the jackals! Two rug-rats per couple, that’s it! 
 
I would think a lot of TV advertising showing just the bad side of kids could do a lot to reduce the population 
explosion. Show some damned poopie diapers, for cryin’ out loud. Have you ever had your face spewed with puke 
or sprayed with a full blast of baby pee? Too bad they don’t have smell-o-vision on TV’s. Show kids being really 
obnoxious. No sweet stuff. Just stuff from the horror movies. Talk about how it costs a quarter million dollars to 
raise one. And hand out those pills, condoms, morning after pills, and abortion counseling coupons. 
 
It would save a lot of pain and suffering in the future. 
 
 

20111116-20 13:03 SteveG “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” 

 
Good way to see how you stack up with your congressman and see the wealth/lack of wealth that represents your 
interests. 
 
 
“57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” by Gregory Korte and Fredreka Schouten, USA Today 
 

Nov. 16, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/story/2011-11-15/congress-wealthy-1/51216626/1) 
 
 

20111116-30 17:33 Art 
Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Interesting the number in the zero and minus range.  Wonder how that works? 
 
[I wasn’t sure what you were referring to here, Art. Then I forgot to ask you. Sorry. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111116-34 19:12 SteveG Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to Art, above) 

 
Owe more than they have?  Upside-down mortgage?  Thought it was interesting to see some $numbers connected 
with the folks we hire to run our government.  Would like to see if their worth includes spouse‘s worth, inherited. Or 
earned.  Plus what their worth was prior to congress and what it is now. 
 
 

20111116-35 19:13 SteveB 
Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Mmmmm…that would be juicy information [net worths] but, I bet, well hidden information. But maybe just the tip 
of the iceberg could be enough to hang some. 
 
Just like a little research in the correlation of votes to campaign contributions might turn up how prevalent the 
corruption is, as well as ferret out the worst offenders. 
 
These Congressmen do not have their attention where it needs to be focused. 
 
 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/story/2011-11-15/congress-wealthy-1/51216626/1


20111116-36 19:33 SteveG 
Re: “57 Members of Congress Among Wealthy 1%” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
Kerry and McCain have married money and I assume others have.  The “60 minutes” report Sunday and the 
article(s) that we circulated Monday about the attempt of a law to make it illegal for congress to use insider 
information. 
 
If I remember right, they said there were only 6 people willing to co-sponsor the bill — runs both sides of the aisle.  
Money made in the stock market based on committee information to land speculation on committee information. 
 
 

20111116-26 15:36 Dale Home Educating Family Magazine 

 
Maybe you will want to subscribe to this great new publication, or...........is this some kind of conspiracy? 
 
http://www.wellplannedday.com/2011issue3magazinetrailer.php 
 
 

20111116-28 17:05 Pam Re: Home Educating Family Magazine (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Do I sense a note of snarkiness in that conspiracy question??? 
 
Let me say right up front, I am not religious.  You could call me an atheist, but the truth is, I don't know all there is 
to know.  I trust science, as far as it goes.  The rest is a mystery no one will ever solve—not in a thousand years.  I 
am not a believer in any religion, but I have been won over to the idea of home schooling by the kids I have known 
who have been home schooled.  Most home schooled kids come from religious families.  Most of the ones I knew 
were students at the university where I taught for 29 years.  All the ones I knew, and there were quite a few, were 
mature, well-informed, polite, responsible, and generally the best students in the class.  Whatever their parents did, 
it must have been right. 
 
There is a wonderful book that one of these home-schooled kids recommended to me: An Underground History of 
American Education by John Gatto.  It totally blew me away.  Gatto was a teacher in the New York City schools for 
30 years, and won many awards for his work.  His advice to parents who want a good education for their kids: 
home school them.  I raised three kids, and I could NEVER have home schooled them.  I had a career and a life of 
my own, and I simply didn't have the energy or the commitment.  Home schooling isn't for everyone, obviously.  I 
support it for families who want it, but society still has a responsibility to educate all our children and young adults.  
How we do that is something we can discuss, if anyone wants to. 
 
 

20111116-41 21:12 SteveG “Millionaires Ask Congress to Raise Their Taxes” 

 
“Millionaires Ask Congress to Raise Their Taxes” by Jennifer Liberto, CNN 
 

Nov. 16, 2011, (http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/16/news/economy/tax_millionaires/index.htm?hpt=hp_t2) 
 
 

20111116-42 23:10 Dale “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” 

 
In this article the throwing around of millions, billions and trillions is amazing.  I've read it numerous times and I'm 
still trying to figure out what to conclude, except..........the housing/mortgage problem is far from over.  IMHO this 
the single greatest impediment to an improvement in the economy — right now.  The size of the national debt, tax 
reform, health reform and even corruption are chronic problems that need fixes, but the triage that immediately 
affects consumer confidence, employment, tax revenue and more is cleaning up the mess caused by the housing 
bubble. 
 

http://www.wellplannedday.com/2011issue3magazinetrailer.php
http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/16/news/economy/tax_millionaires/index.htm?hpt=hp_t2


Think about it.  If property owners feel like their home values are stable and reasonable, they are willing to spend 
on furnishings, refurbishments/repairs and reasonable enhancements.  With the inventory of repossessed houses 
cleared out, newly constructed homes can compete and construction jobs are created, along with manufacturing 
and distribution of building materials. If loans are rationalized to property values, scared owners who were "under 
water" have an entirely different attitude about their actual and relative wealth. 
 
Investors in banks and other lender firms are not going to allow the managers to voluntarily abandon loans or 
modify them at huge losses.  The Government could bite the bullet and take "The Bold Step" of fixing the problem.  
If the Obama administration had done this first, instead of all the other duffus stuff they wasted time on, we could 
be out of this mess.  But, since we can't change what has passed, I still believe a bold corrective plan could be 
enacted. 
 
Please don't forget that individual retirement and pension plans, endowments, university trusts, etc.  are invested in 
Bank of America, Wells Fargo, and other large banks, so thinking we can just smack the snot out of them and only 
"the bankers" will get hurt is incorrect.  Bank Boards of Directors and Corporate managers make the decisions, not 
"banks" make decisions, and we need to find ways to hold them responsible for those decisions.  Greater 
transparency, greater public scrutiny and greater shareholder participation are needed. 
 
Once again, because the original Stimulus was botched so badly, a Banking Reform Program is doomed if it gets 
cast as a bail out for banks.  What is needed is a Private Housing Finance Transition program (PHFT).  Right now 
the problem is like the can that keeps getting kicked down the road.  Think about this sequence: 
 

1. Banking reform regulation — repeal of Glass Steagall and improved scrutiny. 
 
2. Federal Private Housing Stabilization — managed similar to the S & L recovery with a department that 
has a finite life (two or three years maximum). 
 
3. Tax reform — creating incentives for new home purchases. 
 
4. Lending reform — simplified loan forms/processes, civil and criminal penalties for misbehavior of lenders 
and loan servicing firms. 
 
5. Clean up of home loan mortgage underwriting — Modification or replacement of Freddie Mac and Fannie 
Mae. 

 
What most conservatives fear about Government programs are that they will become unending.  They are more 
likely to accept a single purpose, time limited program to correct an extraordinary problem, like the housing bubble 
has turned into. 
 
 
“Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” by Philip van Doorn, Yahoo! News 
 
Nov. 16, 2011, (http://www.thestreet.com/_yahoo/story/11312902/1/banks-face-new-multi-billion-dollar-mortgage-
slam-analyst.html?cm_ven=YAHOO&cm_cat=FREE&cm_ite=NA) 
 
NEW YORK (TheStreet) — FBR Capital Markets analyst Paul Miller believes that the largest U.S. mortgage loan 
servicers could be facing billions in losses from Federal Housing Administration (FHA) claims audits. 
 
In its annual report to Congress on Tuesday, the FHA said that its insurance fund declined even further from last 
year and its capital ratio "measures reserves in excess of those needed to cover projected losses over the next 30 
years." 
 
The agency's economic worth has declined to $2.6 billion as of Sept. 30, from $4.7 billion a year earlier. 
 
The FHA insures over $1 trillion in single family mortgage loans, with borrowers paying a monthly premium for the 
coverage. The agency said that its Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund, or MMI, had increased to $33.7 billion as of 

http://www.thestreet.com/_yahoo/story/11312902/1/banks-face-new-multi-billion-dollar-mortgage-slam-analyst.html?cm_ven=YAHOO&cm_cat=FREE&cm_ite=NA
http://www.thestreet.com/_yahoo/story/11312902/1/banks-face-new-multi-billion-dollar-mortgage-slam-analyst.html?cm_ven=YAHOO&cm_cat=FREE&cm_ite=NA


Sept. 30, from $33.3 billion a year earlier, but that its capital reserve ratio was just .024%, falling from 0.50% a 
year earlier, and far below the 2.00% minimum required by Congress. 
 
The FHA says thr agency projects that its capital ratio will reach the required 2.00% during Fiscal 2014. 
 
FBR Capital Markets analyst Paul Miller said in a report on Wednesday that since the FHA believes that "unless 

housing prices stabilize, the insurance fund has a 50% chance of running at a deficit," banks fear that "the FHA's 
worsening financial condition could prompt the agency to audit claims." 
 
When an FHA-insured loan goes bad, the lender files a claim with the agency, which the FHA typically pays-out 
quickly. Miller said that "due to the state of the FHA's financial position and the possibility of further home price 

declines, the agency is motivated to take a closer look at claims it has paid out to recoup losses," and that "the 
agency's hyper-technical servicing requirements make it more likely that servicers, and not originators, could be 
most at risk in the near term. 
 
Miller said that Bank of America (BAC), Wells Fargo (WFC) and JPMorgan Chase (JPM) faced "the highest level of 
losses given their high volume of FHA originations and robust servicing portfolios," with potential claims denials to 
loan servicers costing $13.5 billion, and another $11.5 billion in costs to the industry if the FHA also targets lenders. 
 

• For Wells Fargo, Miller estimates potential losses of $3.55 billion as a servicer and another $3.29 billion in 
losses as a lender. 
 
• Bank of America could face $2.33 billion in losses as a servicer and $2.12 billion in losses as a lender.  
For JPMorgan Chase, FHA claims denials could lead to losses of $1.39 billion as a servicer and 1.42 billion as 
a lender. 
 
• Citigroup's (C) losses as a servicer from FHA claims denials could total $1.66 billion, while its losses could 
total $810 million. 
 
• U.S. Bancorp (USB) could lose $760 million as a servicer and $700 million as a lender. 
 
• Flagstar Bancorp (FBC) faces "implied losses" of $300 million as a servicer and $390 million as a lender 
from FHA claims denials. 
 
• For PNC Financial Services (PNC), the analyst estimates that losses from FHA claims denials as a loan 
servicer could total $240 million, while the company's losses as a lender could total $210 million. 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 

http://www.thestreet.com/story/11312902/1/banks-face-new-multi-billion-dollar-mortgage-slam-analyst.html?cm_ven=GOOGLEN
http://www.thestreet.com/story/11312902/1/banks-face-new-multi-billion-dollar-mortgage-slam-analyst.html?cm_ven=GOOGLEN
http://www.thestreet.com/story/11312902/1/banks-face-new-multi-billion-dollar-mortgage-slam-analyst.html?cm_ven=GOOGLEN


Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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America Divides into ‘Two-Tiered Society’ 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 18, 2011) 
 
 
I know our country does not seem in a mood to fix its problems. The “Supercommittee” is surely failing. Only idiots 
want to run the government. The housing crisis continues to drag everything down. And the middle class keeps 
disappearing. 
 
I wonder how much longer this can go on before America becomes unrecognizable to us, like so much of our little 
home town (for some of you)? Something must be done. 
 
But if we’re going to be a Third World country, I hope we can be more like Jamaica than Haiti. 
 

About the only difference between the poor and the rich, is this, the poor suffer misery, while the rich have 
to enjoy it. —Henry Wheeler Shaw 

 
 
“Middle-Class Areas Shrink as America Divides into 'Two-Tiered Society' of Rich and Poor” by Jessica Kourkounis, 
The New York Times 
 
Nov. 16, 2011 (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45319319/ns/us_news-the_new_york_times/) 
 
(Study: 44 percent of families lived in middle-income neighborhoods in 2007, down from 65 percent in 1970.) 
 
(WASHINGTON) The portion of American families living in middle-income neighborhoods has declined significantly 
since 1970, according to a new study, as rising income inequality left a growing share of families in neighborhoods 
that are mostly low-income or mostly affluent. 
 
The study, conducted by Stanford University and scheduled for release on Wednesday by the Russell Sage 
Foundation and Brown University, uses census data to examine family income at the neighborhood level in the 
country’s 117 biggest metropolitan areas. 
 
The findings show a changed map of prosperity in the United States over the past four decades, with larger patches 
of affluence and poverty and a shrinking middle. 
 
In 2007, the last year captured by the data, 44 percent of families lived in neighborhoods the study defined as 
middle-income, down from 65 percent of families in 1970. At the same time, a third of American families lived in 
areas of either affluence or poverty, up from just 15 percent of families in 1970. 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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The study comes at a time of growing concern about inequality and an ever-louder partisan debate over whether it 
matters. It raises, but does not answer, the question of whether increased economic inequality, and the resulting 
income segregation, impedes social mobility. 
 
Much of the shift is the result of changing income structure in the United States. Part of the country’s middle class 
has slipped to the lower rungs of the income ladder as manufacturing and other middle-class jobs have dwindled, 
while the wealthy receive a bigger portion of the income pie. Put simply, there are fewer people in the middle. 
 
Gentrification 
 
But the shift is more than just changes in income. The study also found that there is more residential sorting by 
income, with the rich flocking together in new exurbs and gentrifying pockets where lower- and middle-income 
families cannot afford to live.  
 
The study — part of US2010, a research project financed by Russell Sage and Brown University — identified the 
pattern in about 90 percent of large and medium-size metropolitan areas for 2000 to 2007. Detroit; Oklahoma City; 
Toledo, Ohio; and Greensboro, N.C., experienced the biggest rises in income segregation in the decade, while 13 
areas, including Atlanta, had declines. Philadelphia and its suburbs registered the sharpest rise since 1970. 
 
Sean F. Reardon, an author of the study and a sociologist at Stanford, argued that the shifts had far-reaching 
implications for the next generation. Children in mostly poor neighborhoods tend to have less access to high-quality 
schools, child care and preschool, as well as to support networks or educated and economically stable neighbors 
who might serve as role models. 
 
The isolation of the prosperous, he said, means less interaction with people from other income groups and a 
greater risk to their support for policies and investments that benefit the broader public — like schools, parks and 
public transportation systems. 
 
About 14 percent of families lived in affluent neighborhoods in 2007, up from 7 percent in 1970, the study found.  
 
The study groups neighborhoods into six income categories. Poor neighborhoods have median family incomes that 
are 67 percent or less of those of a given metropolitan area. Rich neighborhoods have median incomes of 150 
percent or more. Middle-income neighborhoods are those in which the median income is between 80 percent and 
125 percent. 
 
The map of that change for Philadelphia is a red stripe of wealthy suburbs curving around a poor, blue urban 
center, broken by a few red dots of gentrification. It is the picture of the economic change that slammed into 
Philadelphia decades ago as its industrial base declined and left a shrunken middle class and a poorer urban core. 
 
'Down in the dumps' 
 
The Germantown neighborhood, once solidly middle class, is now mostly low income. Chelten Avenue, one of its 
main thoroughfares, is a hard-luck strip of check-cashing stores and takeout restaurants. The stone homes on side 
streets speak to a more affluent past, one that William Wilson, 95, a longtime resident, remembers fondly. 
 
“It was real nice,” he said, shuffling along Chelten Avenue on Monday. Theaters thrived on the avenue, he said, as 
did a fancy department store. Now a Walgreens stands in its place. “Everything started going down in the dumps,” 
he said. 
 
Philadelphia’s more recent history is one of gentrifying neighborhoods, like the Northern Liberties area, where 
affluence has rushed in, in the form of espresso shops, glass-walled apartments and a fancy supermarket, and 
prosperous new suburbs that have mushroomed in the far north and south of the metro area. 
 
Number of Americans in poverty at record high: http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45195014/ns/business-
eye_on_the_economy/t/number-americans-poverty-record-high/. 
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Espresso shops, glass-walled apartments and a fancy supermarket have helped to gentrify Philadelphia's Northern 
Liberties neighborhood. 
 
In a recent study of low-income families randomly assigned the opportunity to move out of concentrated poverty 
into mixed-income neighborhoods, Professor Katz and his collaborators found large improvements in physical and 
mental health, but little change in the families’ economic and educational fortunes. 
 
But there is evidence that income differences are having an effect, beyond the context of neighborhood. One 
example, Professor Reardon said, is a growing gap in standardized test scores between rich and poor children, now 
40 percent bigger than it was in 1970. That is double the testing gap between black and white children, he said. 
 
And the gap between rich and poor in college completion — one of the single most important predictors of 
economic success — has grown by more than 50 percent since the 1990s, said Martha J. Bailey, an economist at 
the University of Michigan. More than half of children from high-income families finish college, up from about a third 
20 years ago. Fewer than 10 percent of low-income children finish, up from 5 percent. 
 
William Julius Wilson, a sociologist at Harvard who has seen the study, argues that “rising inequality is beginning to 
produce a two-tiered society in America in which the more affluent citizens live lives fundamentally different from 
the middle- and lower-income groups. This divide decreases a sense of community.” 
 
 
 

20111117-01 09:34 Pam 
Re: “Millionaires Ask Congress to Raise Their Taxes” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #19) 

 
I like these folks. 
 
 

20111117-02 09:46 Pam 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply to 
Dale, FotM Newsletter #19) 

 
Your ideas make sense to me.  Have you shared them with the pols who determine these things?  One thing I 
thought of is, say a homeowner is underwater and can't pay his mortgage, and the bank forecloses.  Why couldn't 
the bank take over ownership and then lease the house back to the people who live there already.  Peg the rent at 
a fair market rate.  The bank would get more return than it would on an empty house, and it would own the house, 
so any future appreciation in value would accrue to the bank.  Win-win, no? 
 
 

20111117-04 11:51 Art 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply to 
Dale, FotM Newsletter #19) 

 
Interesting idea but the Republicans will pass nothing that might make the Administration look good. Plus the 
housing bubble is just part of the problem.  We need to grow up and face the facts of this new world. As Carley 
Fiorina stated " there is no job that is America's God given right anymore". President Obama said much the same 
thing recently and both got hammered for it. Failure to face reality will not help the American people. 
 
 

20111117-09 13:22 Dale 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply to 
Pam & Art, above) 

 
All the more reason to elect Republicans. Then, they can introduce the idea and claim it as their own. : - ) 
 
As long as the program has a clearly defined start and finish, not just a start and an estimated cost, there is a 
chance for passage.  
 



 

20111117-10 16:00 Art 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply to 
Dale, above) 

 
I also like the idea of taking the costs out of the salaries of the senior bank executives. Let's see, who would better 
push that, Republicans or Democrats? 
 
 

20111117-11 17:02 Pam 
Re: “Banks Face New Multibillion-Dollar Mortgage Slam: Analyst” (reply to 
Art & Dale, above) & Microcredit 

 
I just had an idea, sort of a follow up to one of my earlier posts.  Remember that economist who won the Nobel 
Prize for his micro-lending scheme in India (I think it was, maybe other countries too).  Small sums were loaned to 
women to start small businesses, buy a goat, or whatever.  Apparently, it was quite successful, with lots of women 
pulling themselves and their families out of destitution.  Maybe we could try something similar here: micro (or 
macro) loans to people without jobs to give them a boost toward self-sufficiency.  The govt. (local, state, or federal) 
could hold workshops on starting a business, or just pay for would-be borrowers to take a course at a community 
college.  We've got to come up with creative solutions if the world is going to fall down around our ears. 
 
 
 

20111117-06 12:35 Pam The World of Work 

 
I grew up in a prosperous America.  As a teenager, the only jobs I had (was allowed to have) were "soft" jobs, 
often ones my parents got for me.  I didn't have to work while I was in college.  When I graduated, I was shocked 
into reality; it was now time for me to earn a living.  What!?  Me!?  How could that be??  This is difficult to admit, 
but I did what every good Victorian girl did: I got married.  That, I thought, was my solution.  First husband an 
artist, generally unemployed, while I worked.  Second husband discovered to be deep in debt that I hadn't known 
about.  Third husband—a great guy.  Responsible, hard-working, all the good things.  So, I am rescued.  (For the 
record, I almost always worked—couldn't in Canada—but I never made much.  I loved teaching, but I was never on 
tenure-track.)  Between marriage #2 and #3, I did live like a normal person for the first time.  I was in my fifties.  I 
know a lot of women my age who could tell similar stories.  Some have never worked at all since marriage; others, 
like me, did work they loved but never earned a whole lot.  We were taught to look to men for our support.  Not an 
excuse but an explanation.  I think men realize from the get-go that they will have to earn a living.  A divorced 
woman living on alimony is viewed a lot differently than a man who lies around the house all day doing nothing.  
Women aren't like my generation anymore, thank goodness.  Everyone knows that being an adult means work, men 
AND women.  Despite all my protestations about helping the needy, I do believe in self-sufficiency.  The situation 
the country is in now is not everybody's fault, but everybody is going to have to figure out their own solution.  The 
hippies and back-to-the-earthers have already shown the way.  I foresee more backyard gardens.  I already know a 
fellow in my neighborhood who has a flock of chickens.  I've thought about doing that.   (Thought about :-))  More 
small business.  More self-employment.  Rather than waiting for corporate America to get its act together, maybe 
what we need to do is say, screw it.  I'll make it on my own.  This is not easy.  It takes a special kind of courage to 
grab life by the collar and make it work for you.  Back in my poverty days, when I wasn't teaching during the 
summer, I took my 14-yr. old son to a workshop on hanging wallpaper.  I thought we could have our own little 
business if push came to shove.  Later, when my son was all grown up, he worked as an independent contractor 
and opened a used furniture store.  He was figuring out how to make money when he was ten years old.  Same 
with my daughter.  She started working at 15—at Cleaner World.  We got free laundry for three years.  Nice. 
 
I guess my point is, I believe/hope today's young people will figure out a way to thrive without being dependent on 
their stock portfolio or an inheritance.  I was never allowed to be a waitress when I was young.  (My mother 
thought it was "unladylike."  Bless her heart.)  My hairdresser once told me she tried to always hire people who had 
worked as a waiter or waitress.  She knew they'd have what it takes.  I wish I'd been more self-reliant at 18 or 20.  
My parents did what they thought best, but that was another era.  We're entering a new era as well, and it's going 
to require a different kind of person to thrive in it. 
 
 



20111117-12 18:34 SteveB My Jobs Plan 

 
From SteveB (6:34 pm) – ref: Economics, Jobs Plan 
 
OK, what is the estimated total Wall St. bailout cost? $14 trillion or so? About the GNP or national debt? More? 
 
How many people are unemployed? The government says 18 million and something, but it has to be 20 million, and 
many estimates put it at 30 million, with part-time workers in limbo. Regardless, let’s use 20,000,000. 
 
For the sake of this proposal, no illegal immigrants can be included in this number. Only verifiable U.S. citizens. 
That’s important when we start looking at costs. 
 
Let’s then say that, like in the Depression, we just put all these people to work. Lord knows we have enough 
infrastructure work that needs to be done. I know they can’t all be put to work all at once, but it could be done 
rapidly, as if we were at war. And we are in an economic war, a war with poverty and misery. 
 
Let’s say we pay 20 million people $1000/month with no deductions, no taxes paid or owed, no Social Security paid 
or credit received. Just one of the things to keep costs down while delivering the maximum money to the workers. 
That’s $240 billion per year. Double that for overhead, etc. and call it $500 billion per year. Many volunteer, 
hopefully a lot of them rich, could be used to run the program, again, to keep down costs. The program could be a 
model of how costs can be kept low. 
 
A four year program to get the country on its feet would cost $2 trillion. A drop in the bucket compared to the $14 
trillion given to the banks in, what, one week? 
 
Every year of the program’s existence, the Warren Buffett tax on the rich would be calculated to exactly pay for the 
program. As the number of unemployed goes down, the cost of the program would be reduced. 
 
What do you think? 
 
 

20111117-13 18:56 Art Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Brilliant!  Of course, there are some who cannot push a wheelbarrow etc, and some who will think they are too 
good for such work, but those issues can be easily addressed. Now if we could just get the Republicans to care 
about the country for once. [Ay, there’s the rub! –SteveB] 
 
 

20111117-14 19:33 SteveG Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
There are a lot of simple plans, but they cannot get through the filibusters. 
 
A medical clinic in Maine established a community services program – 1 hour of community service goes into a time 
bank, 2 time bank units gets you 1 doctor office visit.  The clinic limits the number of participants to 10% of their 
caseload, but it is a start. 
 
Steve’s program could be operated out of the increased taxes the millionaires want to pay, decreasing the cost of 
the program. 
 
In 2004 Kerry floated the idea of a 2 year community service program based on the Peace Corps concept for high 
school graduates -  would provide income, experience, spending money, training, etc. 
 
 

20111117-15 19:45 SteveB Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to Art & SteveG, above) 

 
It’s funny how some things are so easily doable and some so impossible. It’s just a matter of will. Not of can’t. 



 
And, if two programs cost the same, where’s the formal benefits analysis? 
 
Why was a huge bank bailout better than simply offering support to homeowners through foreclosure, by keeping 
them in their houses through rent or whatever scheme that works? 
 
Why is there the will in this country (on the part of the government) to go to war and pay those costs as if they 
were nothing, and money is the least of them, as you know. But there is not the will to pay an equal amount of 
money to bring the unemployment rate to, as you say, not zero, but damned low. 
 
Dale worries about an uncertain business climate. Wouldn’t something like this jobs program brighten up the 
business climate and put a smile back on people’s faces and the jingle of change in their pockets? Thank you 
Warren Buffett! 
 
What a politically sweet move it would be for somebody who could use patriotism to motivate the rich to pay, 
Republican or Democrat. What a power base… 
 
 

20111117-16 20:41 Pam Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Not bad.  Not bad at all. 
 
 

20111117-17 20:43 Pam Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to all, above) 

 
We have good ideas.  What's wrong with the people in D.C.?  Oh, yeah.  Greed and ideology, plus the 
overwhelming desire to be re-elected.  Sickening. 
 
 

20111117-18 20:45 SteveB Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I like your microcredit idea. If has worked well in underdeveloped countries, I know. If the government some of the 
jobs money I mention in my email today to fund the loans, I guarantee some of them would turn out to be 
blockbusters. Some would fail, but the responsibility of the poor is to try, try, try again. 
 
 

20111117-03 09:59 Pam Re: Money & Politics (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #19) 

 
Lessig's book sounds great.  He's right.  Money is the root of our troubles.  SteveB, he even wants a constitutional 
convention.  How about that?!  We need to get a handle on the money problem, but how will we convince the 
politicians who are raking it in that we need better laws and better law enforcement?  The Right convinces people 
to vote against what is in their own best interest, but Congress is savvier.  All I can come up with is people taking 
to the streets, a la Occupy.  But that has problems too.  It brings the crazies out, and that's where the cameras go.  
We need something like what happened in India when the lawyers took to the streets to demand the return of a 
judge who had been fired.  The millionaires lobbying Congress are trying. 
 
 

20111117-05 12:03 Art Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #19) 

 
Just a couple of interesting historical points to add here.  The Catholic Church opposition to birth control is generally 
accepted to have began when it became the official church of the Roman Empire in the early 300s.  Since this was 
also at a time when the Empire was in sharp decline and threatened by outside enemies they needed more soldiers.  
Hence the official church position. 
 
Also now in both China and more so India,  as even humble villagers can learn the sex of the fetus,  the girls are 
being aborted creating a huge future bulge in the male population ratio.  Wonder how that's going to work out? 



 
 

20111117-07 12:38 Pam Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Art, above) 

 
The inventor of the birth control pill was a Catholic.  His aim was to eliminate periods altogether, but the church 
said NO.  That's why it's three weeks on, one week off. 
 
 

20111117-08 12:45 SteveB Re: History of Birth Control / Abortion (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Although I agree with your implication that the Church has not done a great job promoting birth control, I believe 
the Pill is the way it is because it is a good thing for women to have periods. I say that knowing there is now a pill 
to stop periods, and it is a birth control pill, of course. I may be wrong here. I’m not taking the time to look it up, so 
maybe someone can correct one of us. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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Education in a ‘Brave New World’ 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 21, 2011) 
 
 
U.S. schools are going to look a lot more like the Main Street workplace, to hear the Republicans tell about it. That 
book learnin’ stuff turns out not to be that important after all. Learnin’ how to work! Now, that’s what matters! 
That’s why kids aren’t making it out of poverty! They don’t know how to work! And no one is teaching them. 
 
But if we’d just start them off at nine-years-old, as Newt suggests, (What? Third grade?) and give them jobs at 
school, say, cleaning the bathroom urinals, then they’ll learn to work and quit being the lazy bums that some 
semblance of a normal childhood has made them into. 
 
In order to pay them, we’ll fire all the grown-up school janitors, who have families and children, but tend to be in 
those pesky unions. The school children probably won’t form unions for a long time. 
 
It is a wonderful idea Newt has to put our kids to work to help schools, the economy, and their own educations. I 
had not ever before understood the idea that people slip into and remain embedded in poverty because they are 
lazy. I don’t know why I never thought of that before. All we have to do is put them to work at a young and tender 
age to teach them not to be lazy and, like Herman Cain, they will rise up the ranks. Brilliant! Why didn’t I think of 
that! 
 
But I have an even better idea! There are a lot of other over-paid employees in the schools who could be replaced 
by much lower-paid students. Newt would start with the janitors, but how safe are the jobs of the cafeteria 
workers? Then there is often a useless school engineer, a fix-it guy, who keeps everything running smoothly. Things 
like the laboratory hoods and the boiler that heats the whole building. What does he know? The students can do it 
cheaper. Every class has one of those kids who shows the teacher how to do this or that on her computer, who 
helps with presentations, video, the technical stuff. These kids might as well make some extra spending money, 
keeping the boiler going, and learning how to lead a productive, non-lazy, Republican life all at the same time. 
 
The more I think about it, the more I realize that the biggest expense of education (And I was amazed at this, it’s 
not the books!) is (Are you sitting down?)…the teachers! (Lump the principals, guidance counselors—whatever they 
do—school nurses, and bus drivers in the same group.) The school children can do all these jobs for a lot less 
money than grown-ups. Granted, some of the jobs, like driving school buses, will require older high-school students. 
But third-graders could easily do what the guidance counselors do (whatever that is), and a monkey could do the 
job of most principals. 
 
It’s intuitively obvious that there has been too much socialistic regulation and governmental meddling in education. 
We could save a fortune by going in there, cutting out staff, and building a prosperous future for our young folks, 
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all at the same time, just as Newt so wisely suggests. Why do home schooling at home, when your kids can do it 
for themselves at school, where they’re out of your hair? 
 
Child labor laws do nothing but “’entrap’ poor children into poverty.” The fact these children are told they can’t work 
(“You don’t look like a worker to me! You look like a kid! Go home, grow up, and come back in about ten years. 
Har-har.”) hurts their feelings, forces them into even deeper layers of laziness, and drives up the cost of everything 
in America. 
 
Let’s make good old-fashioned work part of every American’s education! 
 
Next problem, please? 
 
 
“Newt: Fire the Janitors, Hire Kids to Clean Schools” by Maggie Haberman, Politico 
 
Nov. 18, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/2012-election/) 
 
Via Politico's Reid Epstein, Newt Gingrich tonight said at an address at Harvard that child work laws "entrap" poor 
children into poverty - and suggested that a better way to handle failing schools is to fire the janitors, hire the local 
students and let them get paid for upkeep. 
 
The comment came in response to an undergrad's question about income equality during his talk at Harvard's 
Kennedy School. 
 
"This is something that no liberal wants to deal with," Gingrich said. "Core policies of protecting unionization and 
bureaucratization against children in the poorest neighborhoods, crippling them by putting them in schools that fail 
has done more to create income inequality in the United States than any other single policy. It is tragic what we do 
in the poorest neighborhoods, entrapping children in, first of all, child laws, which are truly stupid. 
 
"You say to somebody, you shouldn't go to work before you're what, 14, 16 years of age, fine. You're totally poor. 
You're in a school that is failing with a teacher that is failing. I've tried for years to have a very simple model," he 
said. "Most of these schools ought to get rid of the unionized janitors, have one master janitor and pay local 
students to take care of the school. The kids would actually do work, they would have cash, they would have pride 
in the schools, they'd begin the process of rising." 
 
He added, "You go out and talk to people, as I do, you go out and talk to people who are really successful in one 
generation. They all started their first job between nine and 14 years of age. They all were either selling 
newspapers, going door to door, they were doing something, they were washing cars." 
 
"They all learned how to make money at a very early age," he said. "What do we say to poor kids in poor 
neighborhoods? Don't do it. Remember all that stuff about don't get a hamburger flipping job? The worst possible 
advice you could give to poor children. Get any job that teaches you to show up on Monday. Get any job that 
teaches you to stay all day even if you are in a fight with your girlfriend. The whole process of making work 
worthwhile is central." 
 
The former House Speaker acknowledged that it was an unconventional pitch, saying, "You're going to see from me 
extraordinarily radical proposals to fundamentally change the culture of poverty in America and give people a 
chance to rise very rapidly." 
 
 
 

20111118-01 08:36 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #16) 

 
You presented a nice graph the other day showing poor liberals up to their necks in alligators swimming around 
them in the form of an overwhelming number of conservatives. Poor liberals. Maybe better not to have those 
bleeding hearts in that situation. :-) 

http://www.politico.com/2012-election/


 
Anyway, while I don’t doubt your statistics, as you say, numbers can be twisted. I got to thinking about one thing I 
had always heard…that there are more registered Democrats than Republicans. I couldn’t find anything more recent 
than the graph below from March, 2008, the year of the “landslide teabagger conservative mandate.” But it’s hard 
to believe things have changed much since then. 
 
These graphs tell an entirely different, more uplifting story. 
 
You can see why Republicans aren’t bothering to run any Presidential candidates from the first string. And perhaps 
why the Republican politicians, candidates, and pundits feel compelled to tell so many orchestrated lies and create 
so many Orwellian distortions of reality. I don’t think I’m putting that too strongly. Am I? 
 
 
http://pewresearch.org/pubs/773/fewer-voters-identify-as-republicans 
 

 
 
 

20111118-04 09:33 Dale Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
You put up old news.  Let's look at the most recent Rasmussen Poll stats below. 
 
Yes there is hope...."…the gap is the lowest in nine years..."  Those self identifying as Republicans grows. 
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“Partisan Trends” by Rasmussen Reports 
 
Nov. 1, 2011, (http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/mood_of_america/partisan_trends) 
 
The number of Republicans increased by half a percentage point in October, while the number of Democrats 
decreased by a similar amount. 
 
During the month of October, 34.3% of Americans considered themselves to be Republicans, up from 33.9% in 
September. The number of Democrats fell to 33.1% from 33.7% the month before. September marked the smallest 
gap between the parties in nearly nine years of monthly tracking. 
 
Related Articles: 18% Say U.S. Heading In Right Direction: 
http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/mood_of_america/right_direction_or_wrong_track 
 
 

20111118-05 10:00 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Good to know. At least the alligators aren’t quite up to our necks. We’re almost neck ‘n neck with God’s party. 
 
But, ah, those crucial Independents! Now there’s a prize! But the Republican Presidential candidates have that 
under control. 
 
And the threats to Social Security, Medicare, unions, education, and even the basic functioning of government are 
sure to impress those Independents, especially those in that voter population bulge made up of elderly folks. 
 
Yet I find your numbers troubling. Are the Democrats not copulating enough? Not having enough children? Too 
much birth control? Not enough wild Republican orgies? Are too many of them emigrating? What? 
 
 

20111118-10 11:06 Dale Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Plenty of copulating at OWS rallies, I hear. 
 
 

20111118-12 11:17 SteveG Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

 
No copulating at any of the OWS meetings/rallies I have been to, need to check your source. 
 
 

20111118-15 11:27 SteveB Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale & SteveG, above) 

 
If anybody’s interested, I have tickets to a bunch of OWS meetings/rallies I’d love to sell. I didn’t know it’s not like 
the 60’s. 
 
 

20111118-17 11:38 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

 
They've gotta keep warm somehow. 
 
 

20111118-18 11:39 Pam Re: A Dose of Reality (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Just joking before. ;-) 
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20111118-02 09:16 SteveB Low Interest Rates & Economics 

 
Another perfectly good economic theory down the drain: “Low interest rates stimulate business and jobs 
growth.” 
 
We’ve been trying it here in the US and in Japan for quite some time, to no avail. Sure, there are plenty of other 
factors, but this has been one of the mainstays of the economists and governments for a long time…at times in the 
past it has seemed to be effective… 
 
And I would think those same economists and government officials are shocked at how powerless a tool they hold 
in their once so mighty hands. 
 
The main problem with economics, it seems to me, is that it is exactly like a geographer trekking across an 
unexplored jungle. He doesn’t know exactly where he is or where he’s going because he’s never been there before 
and he has no map. 
 
“Wake up! It’s 2011. We’ve never been here before.” That’s the problem with economics. Its domain is all part of 
the continuing flow of the new, unfolding reality. The rest is history. 
 
 

20111118-03 09:19 Dale “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" 

 
This is for the Clarence Thomas bashers. 
 
 
“Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" by Grassroots Action Alert 
 
Nov. 17, 2011, (http://www.grassrootsactionalert.com/archive.asp?ref=7-GrassrootsActionAlert-111117) 
 
Yet another Obama-led travesty of justice is about to unfold — this time at the Supreme Court. 
 
Justice Elena Kagan — who as Obama’s Solicitor General openly supported ObamaCare’s passage and then 
defended the law when it faced court challenge — has given no indication that she will recuse herself from the 
case. 
 
Kagan openly supported ObamaCare, yet she refuses to recuse herself from the case. 
 
The Judicial Crisis Network (JCN) has carefully documented Kagan’s work on behalf of ObamaCare while she served 
as Obama’s Solicitor General. 
 
According to JCN, Kagan engaged her department in the strategy to defend ObamaCare in court “before 
[ObamaCare] had even been signed into law.”  So Kagan was an advocate for ObamaCare even before the final 
votes were cast. 
 
JCN also tracks how Kagan was involved in the “deliberative process” for her office’s legal defense of ObamaCare. 
By definition, this means Kagan has knowledge of information (i.e. the Administration’s deliberative process), which 
is protected and therefore the other justices may not be allowed to hear! 
 
And now we have the “smoking gun.” 
 
Just hours before the final ObamaCare vote, Kagan responded to an email from a colleague that had the subject 
line, “fingers and toes crossed today.” The email was clearly about the imminent ObamaCare vote. 
 
What did Kagan say to colleague Lawrence Tribe? 
 
“I hear they have the votes, Larry!! Simply amazing." 

http://www.grassrootsactionalert.com/archive.asp?ref=7-GrassrootsActionAlert-111117


 
To which Tribe replied, 
 
“So healthcare is basically done! Remarkable.” 
 
It is clear that Elena Kagan was an open advocate of ObamaCare and that, in her position as Solicitor General, she 
was involved in defending the legislation. 
 
By any judicial ethical standards, she should recuse herself. 
 
But this goes beyond her personal sense of ethics... 
 
THIS IS THE LAW OF THE LAND! 
 
Federal law (28 U.S.C. 455) clearly stipulates the grounds for judges to disqualify themselves in cases, including if 
the judge’s “impartiality might reasonably be questioned” or if the judge served in federal office as “counsel” or 
“adviser” or “expressed an opinion” on a matter. 
 
Kagan has crossed all these lines and by law she must recuse herself for the ObamaCare case — something she has 
already done dozens on times on other cases. But for ObamaCare, Obama’s hand-picked advocate refuses to step 
aside. 
 
To make matters worse, much of the facts of Kagan’s open advocacy on behalf of ObamaCare was not disclosed 
during her confirmation hearings and has only come to light in the last few weeks after repeated Freedom of 
Information Act inquiries. 
 
The Obama team hid the facts of Kagan’s ObamaCare advocacy! 
 
 
[But the article is wrong! Kagan is no judge or justice, she’s essentially a Prosecutor. Your recusion rules don’t 
apply. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111118-06 10:20 Pam Re: “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Has Clarence Thomas recused himself?  I don't recall hearing that he has, and he should.  If they both stepped 
aside, I'd be more-or-less satisfied. 
 
 

20111118-08 10:56 SteveB 
Re: “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" (reply to Pam & Dale, 
above) 

 
Exactly, there’s a giant issue with his wife. And there is always a giant issue with Clarence. Was he really born in 
the U.S.? 
 
They both have to go for the sake of fairness. I guess Herman Cain or Sarah Palin would say to bring in the 
alternate judges, you know, the ones they always have waiting in the wings, like beauty contests have. Sure! That’s 
the way government should work! Just like TV! 
 
 

20111118-11 11:09 Pam 
Re: “Biased Justice to Decide Fate of Obamacare!" (reply to Dale & 
SteveB, above) 

 
Yeah, if Kagan goes and Thomas doesn't, I will be well and truly pi*sed. 
 



I read something recently that said people were in absolute terror in around the 14th c.  There were religious wars, 
the Black Death, and people believed the end of the world was near.  Everything was a mess, and Europe was 
caught up in a whirlwind they couldn't see a way out of.  I think we're in a similar turbulent time.  It's probably 
worse than we realize (climate change alone will alter everything), and no one seems to have a vision of the way 
forward.  If we look at history, though, terrible times generally stimulate creativity in all sorts of areas.  Any 
optimism I have is based on a belief/hope that the young will find a way.  Somewhere out there is the next Isaac 
Newton, Charles Dickens, or Steve Jobs.  I don't believe any of us will be around to see that brave new world, but 
wouldn't it be nice to be remembered for having tried. 
 
 

20111118-07 10:21 Pam “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” 

 
Here's another issue with serious ramifications.  I'd like to see what you guys have to say about this. 
 
Could you post it, SteveB?  I want to make sure it goes through. 
 
 
“Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” by Katha Pollitt, The Nation 
 
November 16, 2011, This article appeared in the December 5, 2011 edition of The Nation. 
 
(http://www.thenation.com/article/164655/penn-states-patriarchal-pastimes?rel=emailNation) 
 
Cancel the season. Fire everybody involved in the child abuse scandal. That is the only way Penn State can make it 
clear that raping children and looking the other way or even covering it up matters more than having a winning 
football team. It is beyond understanding that Mike McQueary, who witnessed with his own eyes the anal rape of a 
10-year-old by former assistant coach Jerry Sandusky, thought the matter was closed when he told his superiors 
(and, he now says, campus police) about it, and that head coach Joe Paterno—the sainted JoePa—took virtually no 
action, and life just went on for years while more kids were abused. What is this, the Catholic Church? Or maybe it 
isn’t beyond understanding. Maybe most people would do their best to rationalize evil behavior, to pass the buck 
and forget about it, if making a stink about it would harm their career. History isn’t too encouraging on that score. 
Still. Cancel the season. Fire everybody. Start again. 
 
Or maybe don’t start again. Maybe cancel college football too. In no other country’s university system, after all, 
does sports play anything like the central role it does in American academic life. Men do not go to Oxford to play 
cricket; the Sorbonne does not field a nationally celebrated soccer team. Even in the most sports-mad countries, 
sports is sports and education is education. That’s a better system. 
 
College sports distorts academic life in many ways, beginning with admissions. Recruited athletes’ scholarships soak 
up almost a fifth of places at most elite colleges, and athletic scholarships raise costs for everyone else. People 
defend these programs as offering hope to black and low-income students, especially boys, who otherwise couldn’t 
go to college at all. But what about their high school classmates who do better in school and can’t afford higher 
education either? Where are our priorities? Right now, we are telling the kids at the bottom that the way out is not 
to study and take college preparatory classes but to work on their jump shot and their blocking. If there was no 
scholarship incentive for those skills, the kids might not blow off their classes in favor of endless hours in the gym. 
Instead of the false hope of winning fame and wealth by turning pro after college—a brass ring grasped by only 1.5 
percent of seniors who play NCAA football and basketball—they might focus their ambition on careers that could lift 
them out of poverty for life. 
 
Moreover, sports scholarships don’t just go to poor kids. They also go to wealthy suburban kids who play golf, 
squash, lacrosse, tennis and other games favored by the elite. Those kids not only get a break on tuition; they get 
indulgence for mediocre grades and low SAT scores. Basically, colleges are saying to kids lucky enough to go to 
excellent resource-rich high schools, Don’t worry about that missed chemistry lab, those 200 pages still to go in One 
Hundred Years of Solitude, those French irregular verbs—bring us your backhand and your butterfly stroke. 
 

http://www.thenation.com/article/164655/penn-states-patriarchal-pastimes?rel=emailNation


Should college students play sports? Sure, for fun. Not to make money for their schools, massage the egos of 
donors and alumni, raise up false idols like Joe Paterno—and deprive themselves of a real education in the process. 
According to the NCAA, to be a top college football player takes at least forty-three hours a week. There is just no 
way that even a well-prepared, devoted student can handle a full load of courses around the edges of such a brutal 
and exhausting schedule. Instead, they’re hauled through dumbed-down courses in gut majors like “interdisciplinary 
studies” and “social science” by an army of tutors and professors who know the drill: we need this kid, so he’s got 
to pass. One of my heroines, Jan Kemp, lost her job teaching English at the University of Georgia when she went 
public with the pressures that were put on her to pass the athletes in her classes. Even with all that help, the 
graduation rate of Division I athletes, 65 percent, is nothing to cheer about. 
 
Back to Penn State. Next to the molesting and the inaction, was anything more disturbing than the student riot in 
defense of it? If those thousands of kids had been Occupiers, don’t tell me they could have overturned a news van 
and knocked down lampposts with relative impunity. But sports is different. Impunity is its middle name—for 
players, coaches and apparently fans as well. Sports is embedded in the rich, loamy craziness of American popular 
morality, right down in there with God, the flag, the military and the family. Well, not all sports—not tennis or 
hockey or gymnastics or even basketball (too ghetto). Football. 
 
And that brings us to the patriarchal aspect of the Penn State scandal. I know it’s predictable and boring, but come 
on, people! There really is a message here about masculine privilege: the deification of a powerful old man who can 
do no wrong, an all-male hierarchy protecting itself (hello, pedophile priests), a culture of entitlement and a truly 
astonishing lack of concern about sexual violence. This last is old news, unfortunately: sexual assaults by athletes 
are regularly covered up or lightly punished by administrations, even in high school, and society really doesn’t care 
all that much. A federal appeals court declared that a Texas cheerleader could be kicked off the squad (and made 
to contribute to the school’s legal costs) for refusing to cheer her rapist when he took the field—and he’d pleaded 
guilty to misdemeanor assault too, so why was he even still playing? According to USA Today, an athlete accused of 
a sex crime has a very good chance of getting away with it. If Sandusky had abused little girls, let alone teenage or 
adult women, would he be in trouble today? Or would we say, like the neighbors of an 11-year-old gang-raped in 
Cleveland, Texas, that she was asking for it? 
 
Cancel the season. Fire everybody. Get real about rape. Grow up. 
 
 

20111118-09 11:05 SteveB Re: “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
We (of the Big 10) hate Penn State! 
 
 

20111118-13 11:23 SteveB Re: “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
If you were one of the guys, I’d talk about how great college sports are and how they must be preserved as sacred. 
Yeh-rah! (Just kidding!) 
 
But since you’re a girl, I’ll tell you that all professional (and college is professional) sports sicken me (except cock 
fighting, which I have just around the corner). Not that I mind the violence. It’s just that…doesn’t it all get so 
boringly familiar? Yet still so incredibly inconsequential? (Not kidding!) 
 
To me, almost every single game is like the worst of “Groundhog Day” possibilities. “Oh no, they’re going to do it 
again. They’re going to attempt to carry the ball over the goal and they will probably not succeed…again! Oh, he 
made it over (scored a goal, made a basket, etc.), how great.” 
 
And, get this! There are rules! There are rules that make it so nothing else can ever happen! A player can’t, say, 
surprise everybody, and try to score a goal on a motorcycle, just to keep it interesting. Nope. Can’t be done. No ad 
libs allowed. You can even get in trouble after scoring if you get too creative celebrating. 
 
Oxford and Cambridge are the way it should be. The professional NCAA sports should go, but they won’t, and we 
know why—$$$$. 



 
The feelings the universities try to evoke in students, alums, the country, remind me so much of the patriotic 
feelings that politicians sometimes find in their interest to stir up. The fervor of “From these dead hands!” and stuff 
like that there. Stuff totalitarian politicians love. Control those masses! 
 
Not that I’m not patriotic, because I am. I just think too much fervor for one’s religion or one’s country can get 
many more than one into very big trouble. 
 
 

20111118-16 11:37 Pam Re: “Penn State's Patriarchal Pastimes” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I hate big-time college sports and the NCAA (of which my dad was once a vice president). 
 
 

20111118-14 11:24 SteveG Offshore Corporate $Trillions 

 
Read an article yesterday explaining why corporations aren’t doing anything while they are sitting on a couple 
trillion dollars in cash – their debt has escalated at the same time.  My guess would be from increased salaries and 
bonuses, but that is just a guess. 
 
Accounting and economics - you can play with and make up just about anything and someone is going to believe it. 
 
 

20111118-19 12:44 SteveM Fw: Remember Jan. 3, 2007 

 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Remember Jan. 3, 2007 
 
It's been down hill since January 3rd 2007.  This is the day the Democrats took over the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, at the very start of the 110th Congress. 
 
The Democratic Party controlled a majority in both chambers for the first time since the end of the 103rd Congress 
in 1995. 
 
For those who are listening to the liberals propagating the fallacy that everything is "Republicans/Bush's Fault", 
think about this: 
 
January 3rd, 2007, the day the Democrats took over the Senate and the Congress: 
 

• The DOW Jones closed at 12,621.77. 
• The GDP for the previous quarter was 3.5%. 
• The Unemployment rate was 4.6%. 
• George Bush's Economic policies SET A RECORD of 52 STRAIGHT MONTHS of JOB CREATION! 

 
Remember that day... 
 
January 3rd, 2007 was the day that Barney Frank took over the House Financial Services Committee and Chris Dodd 
took over the Senate Banking Committee. 
 
The economic meltdown that happened 15 months later was in what part of the economy? 
 
BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES! 
 



THANK YOU DEMOCRATS (especially Barney ) for taking us from 13,000 DOW, 3.5 GDP and 4.6% 
Unemployment...to this CRISIS by (among MANY other things) dumping 5-6 TRILLION Dollars of toxic loans on the 
economy from YOUR Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac FIASCOES! 
 
(BTW: Bush asked Congress 17 TIMES to stop Fannie & Freddie -starting in 2001 because it was financially risky for 
the US economy). Barney blocked it and called it a "Chicken Little Philosophy" (and the sky did fall!) 
 
And who took the THIRD highest pay-off from Fannie Mae AND Freddie Mac? OBAMA 
 
And who fought against reform of Fannie and Freddie? OBAMA and the Democrat Congress, especially BARNEY!!!!  
 
So when someone tries to blame Bush... 
 
REMEMBER JANUARY 3rd, 2007.... THE DAY THE DEMOCRATS TOOK OVER!" 
 
Bush may have been in the car but the Democrats were in charge of the gas pedal and steering wheel they were 
driving the economy into the ditch.  
 
Budgets do not come from the White House. They come from Congress and the party that controlled Congress 
since January 2007 is the Democratic Party. 
Furthermore, the Democrats controlled the budget process for 2008 & 2009 as well as 2010 & 2011. 
 
In that first year, they had to contend with George Bush, which caused them to compromise on spending, when 
Bush somewhat belatedly got tough on spending increases. 
 
For 2009 though, Nancy Pelosi & Harry Reid bypassed George Bush entirely, passing continuing resolutions to keep 
government running until Barack Obama could take office. At that time, they passed a massive omnibus spending 
bill to complete the 2009 budget. 
 
And where was Barack Obama during this time? He was a member of that very Congress that passed all of these 
massive spending bills, and he signed the omnibus bill as President to complete 2009. Let's remember what the 
deficits looked like during that period:  
 
If the Democrats inherited any deficit, it was the 2007 deficit, the last of the Republican budgets. That deficit was 
the lowest in five years, and the fourth straight decline in deficit spending. After that, Democrats in Congress took 
control of spending, and that includes Barack Obama, who voted for the budgets. 
 
If Obama inherited anything, he inherited it from himself. 
 
In a nutshell, what Obama is saying is "I inherited a deficit that I voted for, and then I voted to expand that deficit 
four-fold since January 20th." 
 
There is no way this will be widely publicized, unless each of us sends it on! 
 
 

20111118-20 12:45 SteveB Re: Remember Jan. 3, 2007 (reply to SteveM, above) 

 
Yep, it has been nothing but downhill. Hey, what’s that on your back? Damn! Look at that! It’s George W. Bush! No 
wonder you’re careening down the slope, out of control. 
 
 

20111118-21 15:16 Art Re: My Jobs Plan (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #20) 

 
Pam: What’s wrong with the people in D.C.? 

 
Mostly it's greed. 



 
 

20111118-22 19:11 SteveG “Bill Clinton Tells DePauw Students World Too Unequal” 

 
“Bill Clinton Tells DePauw Students World Too Unequal” by Shari Held, Indianapolis Star 
 
Nov. 18, 2011, (http://www.indystar.com/article/20111118/NEWS05/111180379/Bill-Clinton-tells-DePauw-students-
world-too-unequal?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com) 
 
 

20111119-01 00:41 SteveG 
Fw: Sherrod Brown Petition: Tell Democrats to Stand-Up for Progressive 
Principles! 

 
from Sherrod Brown: 
 
http://www.sherrodbrown.com/petition/super-committee/?subsource=CKFNABLFO07 
 
 

20111119-02 12:19 Pam “Rick Perry Doubles Down on ‘Lazy’ Ad; Slams Obama as a ‘Socialist’” 

 
Idiot. Complete, total, absolute idiot. I try to avoid name-calling, but when the shoe fits...How can ANYONE not see 
through this? But you know there are thousands who don't, who think Perry's great because he's as stupid and 
selfish as they are. Aaaarghh! 
 
 
“Rick Perry Doubles Down on ‘Lazy’ Ad; Slams Obama as a ‘Socialist’” by Arlette Saenz, Yahoo! News/ABC 
 
Fri, Nov 18, 2011 8:38 PM EST, ABC News Blogs 
 
(http://gma.yahoo.com/blogs/abc-blogs/rick-perry-doubles-down-lazy-ad-slams-obama-013831206.html) 
 
Two days after releasing a television ad chastising President Obama for calling Americans “lazy,” Texas Gov. Rick 
Perry stuck to the claim in his TV spot despite having taken Obama’s comments out of context. 
 
“Yeah it’s a fair ad absolutely,” Perry said on “The O’Reilly Factor” Friday evening. “This president’s traveled around 
the country making excuses for America, apologizing for America, saying that America is not an exemplary country, 
and then he gets on TV and talks about that Americans are lazy, that they’ve lost their ambition, that they’ve lost 
their imagination.” 
 
Even after Bill O’Reilly played President Obama’s entire comments, which show the president was referencing the 
government and business sector not Americans, Perry still clung to his belief. 
 
“He said we’ve been a little lazy,” Perry said. “I think he’s talking about Americans.” 
 
“Do you really?” O’Reilly asked. “Is that what you took away from that?” 
 
“Absolutely,” Perry said. “I think that’s exactly what he’s talking about. I think this is a man who really, if he 
believed that Americans were hardworking, that they were ready to ignite this economy, then we wouldn’t have the 
tax policy, wouldn’t have the regulatory policies in place that are killing jobs in this country.” 
 
Perry did not hide his contempt for the president and his policies and directly labeled Obama a “socialist.” 
 
“Absolutely,” Perry said. “I think Barack Obama is a socialist.” 
 
“I think he cares for his country, don’t get me wrong about that, but I think he truly misunderstands what this 
country was based upon, the values that America was based upon, which was free enterprise and having the ability 

http://www.indystar.com/article/20111118/NEWS05/111180379/Bill-Clinton-tells-DePauw-students-world-too-unequal?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
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http://www.sherrodbrown.com/petition/super-committee/?subsource=CKFNABLFO07
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to risk your capital and having a chance to have a return on your investment,” Perry said. “When you talk about 
printing money and spending government money, and trying to spend it out, that conversation he had with Joe the 
Plumber, kind of redistribute the wealth – the best I can tell that’s socialism.” 
 
In the opening week of his campaign, Perry suggested Obama might not bear passion for this country. 
 
“I think you want a president who is passionate about America – that’s in love with America,” Perry said during a 
visit to the Iowa State Fair in August. 
 
Later that evening, at a GOP event in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, a reporter asked Perry if he was suggesting the president 
does not love America, but Perry would not give a direct answer. 
 
“You need to ask him,” Perry responded. “I’m saying: You’re a good reporter, go ask him.” 
 
 
[If Bill O’Reilly is amazed, I’m really amazed! This is how the Republican lie machine works! “Socialist” indeed! – 
SteveB] 
 
 

20111119-03 12:20 SteveG 
“Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine Occupy Wall 
Street” 

 
This is to be expected. They just don't like us. Too bad. 
 
 
“Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine Occupy Wall Street” by Jonathan Larsen and Ken Olshansky, 
MSNBC 
 
Nov. 19, 2011, (http://openchannel.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/19/8884405-lobbying-firms-memo-spells-out-
plan-to-undermine-occupy-wall-street) 
 
A well-known Washington lobbying firm with links to the financial industry has proposed an $850,000 plan to take 
on Occupy Wall Street and politicians who might express sympathy for the protests, according to a memo obtained 
by the MSNBC program “Up w/ Chris Hayes.” 
 
The proposal was written on the letterhead of the lobbying firm Clark Lytle Geduldig & Cranford and addressed to 
one of CLGC’s clients, the American Bankers Association. 
 
CLGC’s memo proposes that the ABA pay CLGC $850,000 to conduct “opposition research” on Occupy Wall Street in 
order to construct “negative narratives” about the protests and allied politicians. The memo also asserts that 
Democratic victories in 2012 would be detrimental for Wall Street and targets specific races in which it says Wall 
Street would benefit by electing Republicans instead. 
 
According to the memo, if Democrats embrace OWS, “This would mean more than just short-term political 
discomfort for Wall Street. … It has the potential to have very long-lasting political, policy and financial impacts on 
the companies in the center of the bullseye.” 
 
The memo also suggests that Democratic victories in 2012 should not be the ABA’s biggest concern. “… (T)he 
bigger concern,” the memo says, “should be that Republicans will no longer defend Wall Street companies.” 
 
Two of the memo’s authors, partners Sam Geduldig and Jay Cranford, previously worked for House Speaker John 
Boehner, R-Ohio. Geduldig joined CLGC before Boehner became speaker;  Cranford joined CLGC this year after 
serving as the speaker’s assistant for policy. A third partner, Steve Clark, is reportedly “tight” with Boehner, 
according to a story by Roll Call that CLGC features on its website. 
 

http://openchannel.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/19/8884405-lobbying-firms-memo-spells-out-plan-to-undermine-occupy-wall-street
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Jeff Sigmund, an ABA spokesperson, confirmed that the association got the memo. “Our Government Relations staff 
did receive the proposal – it was unsolicited and we chose not to act on it in any way,” he said in a statement to 
"Up." 
 
CLGC did not return calls seeking comment. 
 
Boehner spokesman Michael Steel declined to comment on the memo. But he responded to its characterization of 
Republicans as defenders of Wall Street by saying, “My understanding is that President Obama is the single largest 
recipient of donations from Wall Street.” 
 
On “Up” Saturday, Obama campaign adviser Anita Dunn responded by saying that the majority of the president’s 
re-election campaign is fueled by small donors. She rejected the suggestion that the president himself is too close 
to Wall Street, saying “If that’s the case, why were tough financial reforms passed over party line Republican 
opposition?” 
 
The CLGC memo raises another issue that it says should be of concern to the financial industry — that OWS might 
find common cause with the Tea Party. “Well-known Wall Street companies stand at the nexus of where OWS 
protestors and the Tea Party overlap on angered populism,” the memo says. “…This combination has the potential 
to be explosive later in the year when media reports cover the next round of bonuses and contrast it with stories of 
millions of Americans making do with less this holiday season.” 
 
The memo outlines a 60-day plan to conduct surveys and research on OWS and its supporters so that Wall Street 
companies will be prepared to conduct a media campaign in response to OWS. Wall Street companies “likely will not 
be the best spokespeople for their own cause,” according to the memo.  “A big challenge is to demonstrate that 
these companies still have political strength and that making them a political target will carry a severe political 
cost.”   
 
Part of the plan CLGC proposes is to do “statewide surveys in at least eight states that are shaping up to be the 
most important of the 2012 cycle.” 
 
Specific races listed in the memo are U.S. Senate races in Florida, Pennsylvania, Virginia, Wisconsin, Ohio, New 
Mexico and Nevada as well as the gubernatorial race in North Carolina. 
 
The memo indicates that CLGC would research who has contributed financial backing to OWS, noting that, “Media 
reports have speculated about associations with George Soros and others.” 
 
"It will be vital,” the memo says, “to understand who is funding it and what their backgrounds and motives are. If 
we can show that they have the same cynical motivation as a political opponent it will undermine their credibility in 
a profound way.” 
 
 

20111119-04 13:19 Pam 
Re: “Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine OWS” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
What scares and disgusts me is the underhandedness of the Republican Party.  The argument that the Democrats 
do it too cuts no ice with me.  If the Dems. do engage in dirty tricks, it is to a far lesser degree than the Repubs., 
who will stop at nothing to protect their money machine.  They come right out and say it in this memo.  
 
Perry says he wants an America where people are free to invest their capital, take risks, and get rich.  (Almost a 
direct quote.)  Investment is good.  Capitalism depends on it.  But let the rich risk their own money.  The way it is 
now we are all involved in risk we didn't sign up for.  Pension funds, retirement accounts, even bank savings are 
attached to risky markets.  I believe in saving and living within your means.  You can have some control over that.  
But when we're all players who follow the stock market's every flicker, we are just pawns of the Perry’s of this 
world. 
 
 



20111119-05 13:47 SteveG 
Re: “Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine OWS” (reply 
to Pam, above) 

 
Go to MSNBC and watch Rachel Maddow’s Nov. 18. show. [Ref: Newt Gingrich. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111119-06 15:04 Pam 
Re: “Lobbying Firm's Memo Spells Out Plan to Undermine OWS” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
OK.  I watched Rachel Maddow. [Ref: Newt Gingrich. –SteveB] Incredible.  Amazing.  Astonishing.  Jerk.  Creep.  
Liar.  Hypocrite.  Ruthless bastard.  Should I go on? 
 
Years ago, I used to frequent a coffee shop owned by Newt's daughter.  Her husband was then the tennis coach at 
UNCG.  She seemed like a nice enough person, and I can't help wondering what she thinks about her father.  
Obviously, the wives of the candidates support their husbands (for whatever reasons), but I wonder what it's like to 
be the child of someone like Newt.  Somehow the other candidates don't SEEM as duplicitous; they just seem 
ignorant and out of their depth (Cain, Perry, Bachman)  or no worse than any politician (Romney and Huntsman).  
But Newt deserves a category all his own.  All I can say is, Who does he think he is?!! 
 
 

20111119-07 20:53 SteveG Video: “Why Occupy Wall Street Needs Michael Bloomberg” 

 
“Keith’s Special Comment: Why Occupy Wall Street needs Michael Bloomberg” by Keith Olbermann, Current 
 
Nov. 15, 2011, (http://current.com/shows/countdown/videos/keiths-special-comment-why-occupy-wall-street-
needs-michael-bloomberg) 
 
 

20111120-02 14:31 Pam 
Re: “Why Occupy Wall Street Needs Michael Bloomberg” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
I haven't been in the habit of watching Keith Olberman, but I thoroughly enjoyed this diatribe.  He says it the way 
I'd like to.  In a way, our situation is pretty simple, as was the Civil Rights Movement.  White American had all the 
power and most of the money.  African-Americans wanted their fair share of America's bounty.  They were morally 
in the right.  Today the very wealthy have all the power and most of the money.  The poor and middle-class want 
their fair share.  Unless there is blood in the streets, they will get it. 
 
 

20111120-03 16:55 SteveG 
Re: “Why Occupy Wall Street Needs Michael Bloomberg” (reply to Pam, 
above) & “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” 

 
Keith goes on good rants every once in a while – to me he is worth a listen. 
 
Take a read of the following: 
 
 
“The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” by Robert Lenzner, Forbes 
 
Nov 21, 2011, (http://news.yahoo.com/top-0-1-nation-earn-half-capital-gains-172647859.html) 
 
Capital gains are the key ingredient of income disparity in the US-- and the force behind the winner takes all mantra 
of our economic system. If you want  even out earning power in the U.S, you have to raise the 15% capital gains 
tax. 
  
Income and wealth disparities  become even more  absurd  if we look at the top 0.1% of the nation's earners-- 
rather than the more common 1%. The top 0.1%--  about 315,000 individuals out of 315 million--  are making 
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about half of all capital gains on the sale of shares or property after 1 year; and these capital gains make up 60% 
of the income made by the Forbes 400. 
  
It's crystal clear that the Bush  tax reduction on capital gains and dividend income in 2003 was the cutting edge 
policy that has created the immense increase in  net worth of corporate executives, Wall St. professionals  and 
other entrepreneurs. 
 
Continue reading at Yahoo! News… 
 
 

20111120-05 17:58 Pam 
Re: “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
This just confirms what I've thought all along.  It's hard to admit that America might have fallen prey to a small 
cadre of thieves, but history is replete with societies that have been hijacked.  Hitler talked about "the big lie," as 
did Plato long ago.  Keep telling the lie(s) often enough, and eventually people will believe them.  It occurred to me 
that all this carry-on about how America is #1, how exceptional we are, how we're the best that is or ever was, 
sounds a lot like the Nazi's promotion of a super-race.  Germany was a civilized country with a bruised ego.  Hitler 
appealed to the very types who make up our Tea Party by blaming others for their troubles, whipping up fervent 
patriotism, and making ordinary people feel extraordinary.  There are so many parallels between Germany in the 
'30s and America in the  21st. c. that I feel uneasy.  The warnings have been there for ages: Orwell, Huxley, 
Fahrenheit 411.  We are not immune to political corruption, far from it.  I didn't see the latest Republican 
performance, but I understand there was a lot of weeping and religiosity.  Crocodile tears and hypocrisy.  If the 
Republicans win in 2012, this country will no longer be a hospitable place for the likes of us.  The apparatus is 
already in place to monitor everybody.  I enjoy TV crime shows, but if I think for a moment it's rather chilling how 
easily a person can be tracked these days.  The fact that is happens all the time in our entertainment just gets us 
used to it.  Everything I've worried about for the last decade or more has come to pass.  Actually, I foresaw the '60s 
riots before they were a blip on the horizon.  I don't claim special prescience, but my instincts have been right in 
the past.  I cling to anything that sounds optimistic, but I think I'm whistling past the cemetery. 
 
 

20111120-06 18:51 SteveB 
Re: “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
I have been lucky to come across plenty of both good and evil in my life. More than enough to be able to recognize 
their faces. 
 
Evil is more powerful than good. Evil thinks to lie. Evil thinks to plot, cheat, and deceive. Good does not. Good sits 
there and tries to understand why evil want to happen. Why evil wants to do its harm. It will never understand. 
 
Good also has a power that is beyond our understanding. I believe good almost always wins, but often with a tragic 
price paid. Poor Othello! 
 
Many Americans are paying that price now, unsung by the Republican “half” of our nation. Swept under the rug. 
Their suffering unacknowledged by the right, many of whom are suffering themselves, but being told they should 
place the blame on Obama. 
 
People somehow cannot remember the year 2008. Cannot remember Bush. Cannot remember what transpired. 
Cannot read the evidence. Cannot pick-up the trail. 
 
It will work out. I think you are doing so much to help here with your words. I know they help me. Thank you. 
 
 

20111120-01 13:48 SteveB 
Fw: MoveOn Action: Share the OWS 230 Mile Walk from NYC to 
Washington, DC! 

 

http://news.yahoo.com/top-0-1-nation-earn-half-capital-gains-172647859.html


from MoveOn: 
 
Last week, a courageous group left the Occupy Wall Street camp in New York City and started marching to 
Washington, DC. Their goal was to bring the outrage and energy of the 99% directly to Capitol Hill. They're 
marching to call out the congressional Super Committee, which could cut a deal before Wednesday slashing Social 
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid to protect tax breaks for the 1%. 
 
The marchers' stories are powerful, and Congress needs to hear them before they slash programs that so many 
people rely on. 
 
So we met up with the marchers yesterday and filmed a short video to help spread their story. It's critical that as 
many people as possible see this, as the Super Committee nears its critical deadline. Can you share it 
right now with your friends and family? 
 
If enough of us share this video we can help the march get more attention, get more coverage in the media, and 
ultimately, put more pressure on Congress and the Super Committee.  
 
After marching nearly 200 miles through the winter cold, they'll cross through Baltimore and prepare for their final 
push into Washington on Tuesday, just before the Super Comittee's deadline. Dozens of supporters have joined the 
march along the way. But it's up to all the rest of us to help share their story and make sure that by the time they 
get to Washington, Congress—and the rest of the country—is expecting them. 
 
Please click here to share the video with your friends and family: 
 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=267998&id=33071-20195165-v8q%3Dmkx&t=3. 
 
Thanks for all you do. –Justin, Elena, Laura, Robin, and the rest of the team 
 
 

20111120-04 17:41 SteveG “Woes for Johnson & Johnson” 

 
From SteveG (5:41 pm) – ref: Economics, Rich and Poor, Corporations 
 
Corporate America! 
 
 
“Woes for Johnson & Johnson” by Michael L. Diamond, Asbury Park (N.J.) Press/USA Today 
 
Nov. 20, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/money/companies/story/2011-11-20/johnson-and-
johnson/51314960/1?csp=hf) 
 
 

20111120-07 18:59 SteveB Where Are You? (to Dennis) 

 
Hey, whatsup? Haven’t heard from you in a while… Are you traveling? If so, may you have a great journey. Take 
care. 
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20111120-08 19:02 Dennis Re: Where Are You? (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Canoodling with Queen on my birthday last week aboard the Invercargill ferry to Stewart Island in New Zealand. 
 

 
 
 

20111120-09 19:35 SteveB Re: Where Are You? (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
Yer lookin’ good, young man!  
 
I once had a Portuguese girlfriend who spoke five languages fluently, spent years travelling in India and five more 
sailing around the world, visiting places. Plus she’s still always off to Brazil for a few months, or Alaska, or Tibet. 
 
But she always told me, with a far-away look in her eye, that her favorite place in the world, bar none, is New 
Zealand. I’d love to see it someday. 
 
Have a great trip, buddy! 
 



 

20111120-10 19:44 Dennis Re: Where Are You? (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
If heaven is a country that doesn't have airport security checks for domestic flights, then New Zealand is it.  Except 
for a shortage of good red wines, it's a terrific country.  Ya gotta go there! 
 
 
Award Winning Travel Photography: http://www.DennisCox.com, http://www.ChinaStockphotos.com 
 
Take the World Tour: Over 100 Destinations on Seven Continents: http://www.denniscox.com/views.htm 
 
 

20111120-11 20:15 Ann Photo: Two Guys You Know 

 
Two guys you know. 
 

 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
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Tonight’s Republican Candidate Debate 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 22, 2011) 
 
 
I can’t tell if the race for the Republican nomination is heating up or cooling down, but it always has some 
fascinating twists and turns. As Pam says, it’s a lot like watching a Shakespearean drama unfolding live, in front of 
us. Enjoy! 
 
 
“5 Things to Watch in Tuesday's Debate” by Alexander Burns, Politico 
 
Nov. 22, 2011, (http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=5197DFDE-9089-4B75-BB0F-51A943985030) 
 
The Republican candidates debating Tuesday night can likely agree on one thing: Foreign policy isn’t going to 
decide the 2012 presidential race. 
 
But each of the eight debaters will still have something at stake when they take the stage in Washington for the 
CNN-hosted 11th debate of the year. 
 
For the candidates atop the polls – Mitt Romney and Newt Gingrich – the debate is an opportunity to let voters 
imagine them in the White House Situation Room as commander-in-chief. For Jon Huntsman, it’s a chance to 
showcase his diplomatic bona fides. For underdog conservatives, such as Rick Perry, Ron Paul, Rick Santorum and 
Michele Bachmann, the debate provides an opening to ask Republican voters for another shot at looking 
presidential. 
 
And for Herman Cain, the second consecutive forum focused on national security and foreign affairs is another 
chance to outline a position on Libya – perhaps with fewer distractions twirling around in his head. 
 
The fact that the debate is taking place in the shadow of the so-called super committee’s collapse, with huge, 
automatic defense cuts looming in the near future, adds some urgency to the event. As the Republican presidential 
field prepares for yet another primetime bout, here are the top five dynamics POLITICO will be watching for: 
 
Can Newt Gingrich perform as a frontrunner? 
 
Debate season has been friendly to Gingrich – very, very friendly. The former speaker of the House has gone from 
a non-factor in the 2012 race to a leader in the polls chiefly on the strength of his debate performances. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=5197DFDE-9089-4B75-BB0F-51A943985030


There’s going to be a different standard for Gingrich’s performance now that he’s more than a marginal candidate. 
And his typical formula of attacking the moderator and disputing the premise of virtually every question may not be 
enough to sustain his position in the polls. 
 
Gingrich has to do more Tuesday night than entertain a conservative audience; he has to look and sound like a 
president. 
 
Longtime Gingrich-watchers say that the subject matter of the debate plays to his strengths. With the exception of 
Huntsman and perhaps the well-studied Romney, Gingrich has simply been immersed in security and foreign policy 
issues more extensively than any of his opponents. 
 
“If they asked Newt whether he agreed with President Obama on Libya, the 11 minutes would not be stunned 
silence, but 150 examples of what he would have done differently,” said Rich Galen, the GOP strategist and former 
Gingrich aide. “I’m not particularly in favor of his candidacy, but this is the kind of thing that he just shines in.” 
 
The greater challenge for Gingrich, said Galen, may be responding to attacks from other candidates in such a way 
that “he doesn’t look like he’s being disrespectful and swatting away a fly.” 
 
Can Mitt Romney pass the commander-in-chief test? 
 
Romney has worked relentlessly to cast himself as the GOP’s economic fix-it man – the candidate who can be 
trusted, first and foremost, to create jobs. 
 
But the former Massachusetts governor is also running as the most mature and electable candidate in the 
Republican field. That means he’ll have to prove that he can go toe to toe with an incumbent president who 
supervised the killing of Osama bin Laden, the ouster of Muammar Qadhafi, the surge in Afghanistan and the draw-
down of U.S. troops from Iraq. 
 
Democrats are already moving to tar Romney as being too weak to lead, with retired four-star General Wesley Clark 
ridiculing him Monday for shifting positions on the Afghan war and the pursuit of bin Laden. 
 
Romney has to be nearly perfect when it comes to questions of the “3 a.m. phone call” variety. And he can’t afford 
to cede much hawkish ground to his Republican opponents – or to his eventual Democratic opposition. 
 
“Unfortunately for the Republican Party, there are a number of candidates whose foreign policy approach is 
isolationist, uninformed or other-planetary. I think Governor Romney has staked out a credible and serious foreign 
policy,” said Brian Hook, a former assistant secretary of state and Tim Pawlenty campaign adviser. 
 
“He can also articulate the connection between a strong foreign policy and our country’s economic interests, which 
most candidates can’t – or won’t – do,” Hook said. “At the debate I would like to hear him push back against calls 
for isolationism and retrenchment.” 
 
Can Herman Cain keep his foot out of his mouth? 
 
Herman Cain’s poll numbers were sloping downward even before his infamous Libya gaffe. 
 
But Cain’s painful interview with the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel – in which the candidate was captured on camera 
shifting in his chair and struggling to articulate his views on the Libya intervention – accelerated a bad trend for the 
insurgent presidential candidate. He made matters worse last Friday, when he warned in a Florida press conference 
that the Taliban held sway in Libya’s new government. 
 
If the former Godfather’s Pizza CEO wants to have any hope of recovering his footing in the Republican primary, he 
needs to dispense with the perception that he is totally disengaged from the details of policy. 
 
That’s the line National Review editor Rich Lowry recently took when he diagnosed Cain with “knowledge-deficit 
disorder.” 



 
“As the inspiring outsider-businessman, Cain needn’t sound like he’s auditioning for the chairmanship of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations,” Lowry wrote. “But is it too much to ask that he sound like he reads the 
newspaper every day?” 
 
The stakes would be high for Cain in the CNN debate, regardless of the topic. But the fact that it’s focused on 
foreign policy and national security – the areas where he has flailed most – only raises the stakes further. 
 
In the past, Cain has skated through by saying he favors a policy of “peace through strength and clarity.” It’s clarity 
– and specificity – that will be his chief challenges on stage. 
 
Can Jon Huntsman turn his Afghanistan position into a strength? 
 
The only seasoned diplomat in the 2012 field may also be the candidate whose foreign policy message has broken 
through the least. 
 
Huntsman – a former ambassador to both Singapore and China, and a trade official in the George W. Bush 
administration – barely registered in this month’s South Carolina debate on foreign policy. He has a distinctive 
message on the issue, focused on winding down overseas wars and building up America’s “core” at home, but it has 
scarcely drawn notice thanks to Huntsman’s low-key demeanor and unwillingness to draw sharp contrasts. 
 
A key question for Huntsman, in the final run-up to Iowa and New Hampshire, is how boldly he’s willing to stake his 
campaign on his opposition to America’s foreign entanglements. 
 
There’s a population of moderate and independent voters in Huntsman’s favored primary state of New Hampshire 
who could respond to a message that puts withdrawal from Afghanistan front and center. There’s a fiscal-hawk 
angle to it, too – the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have been enormously costly, and Huntsman could in theory put 
other candidates in the position of defending off-the-charts military spending at a moment when austerity is 
popular. 
 
Betting heavily on war weariness would be a risk for Huntsman – but surely not more of a risk than entering a 
Republican primary as a gay rights-supporting, DREAM Act-backing, climate science-believing alumnus of the 
Obama administration. 
 
Will Ron Paul get a turn in the spotlight? 
 
If Huntsman won’t stake his campaign on opposition to the war in Afghanistan, there’s another candidate who 
might: Ron Paul. 
 
That is, if he’s given time to speak in the debate. 
 
Paul’s supporters cried foul after the South Carolina foreign policy debate – hosted by CBS and National Journal – 
because the Texas congressman was given only the paltriest share of airtime. 
 
Paul adviser Jesse Benton said in an email that the candidate is looking forward to better treatment this time 
around. 
 
“Dr. Paul will continue to deliver his message of a strong national defense, saving money by cutting overseas 
nation-building and his vision for a pro-American foreign policy,” Benton said. “Due to our campaigns recent surge 
in key early states, we expect Dr. Paul to be treated like the frontrunner he has become and receive the fair share 
of questions his standing deserves.” 
 
Paul was tied for first place in a recent Iowa poll and routinely hits double digits in New Hampshire. And while his 
message has its limits in an interventionist-leaning political party, there’s a population of voters who may respond to 
Paul simply because he’s the only candidate in the field to make “bring our troops home” into a rallying cry. 
  



20111121-01 09:53 DaveY FotM Newsletter 

 
Yes, I would be interested in the FotM Newsletter.  I think it’s great that you are such a free thinker! 
 
 

20111121-02 10:05 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter (reply to DaveY, above) 

 
Thank you, Dave. Welcome aboard! We’re happy to have you join us. Speak up anytime you feel like it. 
 
 

20111121-03 11:23 Pam 
Re: “The Top 0.1% of the Nation Earn Half of All Capital Gains” (reply to 
SteveB, FotM Newsletter #21) 

 
Thank you for your kind words.  I'm delighted if my words mean something to you.  I know it means a lot to me to 
have this outlet.  I'd probably go crazy without it.  I've always been someone who believes that if you think 
something through and can articulate the problem, you have a good chance of solving the problem.  Now that our 
glorious super-committee has apparently failed in their search for a solution (surprise! surprise!), I am more 
convinced than ever that our govt. is truly broken.  Whether it stays that way remains to be seen. 
 
I've often thought about the generation that lived through WW II.  So much was at stake, and no one knew what 
the outcome was going to be.  What must it have been like trying to live under Hitler's shadow?  (I seem to be 
obsessed with Hitler these days.)  We, of course, know the world came through, but it must have been so scary in, 
say, 1943.  I was born exactly nine months after the end of the war.  I guess my parents believed there would be a 
future after all.  What I'm getting at is, I wonder how our current crises will play out, how future generations will 
regard us.  At what point did it slowly dawn on people that Hitler was horribly dangerous?  Will there be a point at 
which we realize what deep trouble we are in?  I feel like we're in the middle of something that is beyond our 
experience or understanding. 
 
And now a word about climate change.  Back during the war, the British turned the London underground into bomb 
shelters and built Anderson shelters in back yards.  The siren would blare, and everyone would run to safety.  I 
think we're going to have to do something similar in response to our increasingly extreme weather.  It is 
unseasonably warm here in N.C. today, which means we'll have storms in the next day or two.  A week ago we had 
the same pattern, and a tornado ripped through a county west of us and flattened a town.  There's more reason to 
build storm cellars today than there was to build bomb shelters in the '50s.  There's no negotiating with Mother 
Nature.  I wonder when people will wake up to the fact that we need to build stronger structures and have 
emergency plans that go beyond opening a school gym to house the homeless after the storm has blown through.  
Hey, there's a job for the unemployed. :-) 
 
 

20111121-04 11:38 SteveB Re: FotM (reply to Pam, above) 

 
We keep getting more and more members (over 100 now) and you are much of the reason, I think. We have a lot 
of very smart people in the group. Plus you have taught me to be a little kinder, perhaps. I still aim to be 
provocative, but maybe less so. I see you and I as kind of a “good cop” / “bad cop” operation. You reel ‘em in, and 
I chop ‘em up! Well…maybe there’s a better analogy… :-) 
 
I wish our generation (outside of this group) shared a little more of the Greatest Generation’s spirit. 
 
Bravery, courage, fearlessness, self-sacrifice…that’s what the Greatest Generation had in abundance. I remember 
my father and my uncles (I had quite a few!), they were all men almost without fear. They didn’t think about things 
as they transitioned into doing them. Then our generation became, as a people, too ego-bound to be without fear. 
After all our hopes and aspirations and a real good start, I think, in the ’60’s, we got bought off. 
 
(And I don’t mean to short the women, it’s just that the men were my role-models. But, as a small example, my 
mother and my grandmother (her mother) were as tough as anyone Laura Ingalls Wilder ever wrote about. My 



grandmother used to grab bees off of flowers in her garden and hold them in her hand to show me that they 
wouldn’t dare sting her! And they didn’t. And she would never hurt them either.) 
 
Now we grope and hoard, yet go into debt, where the Greatest Generation created, saved, and shared. 
 
 
As to the shelters, I have written about this. As an engineer, I am appalled how many people are needlessly dying 
because of tornadoes. There are fairly easy things that can be done to reinforce your house quite a bit. These could 
save you from a near miss, but a direct hit is still going to destroy everything and maybe you too. 
 
Everyone who lives where these monsters can strike needs a shelter or very quick access to a shelter. In a new 
house, I’d have a basement shelter or a steel-reinforced-concrete bathroom or other small room on the first floor, 
with a strong door. The classic Midwest “root cellar” with the doors that swing up will save you. (Watch out for 
zombies down there though. It’s one of their favorite places. That’s why I prefer the reinforced 1st floor bathroom.) 
 
Everyone needs to be instructed that, if you don’t have safe shelter, you can outrun these things in a car. I would 
certainly try, rather than sit there to be killed. Drive at right angles to the path of the storm wherever possible. 
They only travel at about 30 MPH. Don’t get stuck in traffic though! 
 
Remember, if you see one, it came to kill you. Act accordingly. 
 
 

20111121-05 12:30 Pam Re: FotM (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I'm enough of an egotist to be pleased by what you say.  And I think you're right about the good cop/bad cop 
thing.  Of course, you are the linchpin of this whole enterprise.  I can't believe there are 100 people on it.   
 
Do you celebrate Thanksgiving in Bolivia?  When we lived in Canada, Thanksgiving came in October, which I liked.  
More time between two big holidays.  My kids will all be in other places, so Mark and I are going out to a nice 
restaurant.  At this point, I'm very happy to do that.  No cooking, no clean up. 
 
 

20111121-06 13:25 SteveB FotM & Holidays in the Third World (to Pam, above) 

 
This is how the U.S. has “no stature” in the rest of the world. This is how “unpopular” our culture is. (see below) 
 
Here is the progression I’ve seen in several of the underdeveloped countries I’ve visited and lived-in for the past 
thirty years of so: 
 

1. Initially, only a couple of local holidays like Carnaval or Independence Day might be a big deal. Most 
countries have a national holiday. Even Christmas and New years are pretty subdued. People might give 
their kids one Christmas gift, but people don’t go crazy buying for everyone, giving kids everything. (Though 
I’ve often chosen to ignore that one myself. ) Christmas and Easter are religious holidays. No one ever 

sends anyone else a card, unless somebody died or is getting married, hopefully not in that order. Candy 
goes begging at the stores. 
 
2. Then, Christmas gets bigger. More people have trees, then lights, then exchanging more gifts. Expensive 
shops open where you can buy those gifts. More and more toy stores open with action heroes and Barbie 
dolls and Hot Wheels. Santa Claus starts comin’ to town and knowin’ stuff ‘bout when yer sleepin’. Lots and 
lots of candy gets sold at the stores. 
 
3. Then the Easter Bunny starts coming to town. There are baskets, marshmallow and chocolate bunnies in 
countries where rabbits don’t exist. Decorated eggs roll down sidewalks and kids hunt them down. Easter 
cards spring into existence, signaling that they must have found sucks for the Christmas cards introduced 
earlier. Lots and lots of candy gets sold at the stores. 
 



4. There has always been a “Day of the Dead” in early November in Catholic countries, but it is more like 
our Memorial Day. So there was a need, apparently, to fill the vacuum with Halloween. Now Carnaval 
costumes can be used twice. You’ll see cowboys in countries without cows, and pirates in countries with 
ocean borders. A little trick or treating hits the neighborhoods, though not with the abandon as in America. 
Lots and lots of candy gets sold at the stores. 
 
5. The next chip to fall is Thanksgiving, which is one of my person favorites. I’m a fan of the food and of the 
moment of thankfulness. It’s a great idea for a holiday, especially since it tends to produce those magical 
four-day weekends. So what do I see this last couple of years in Bolivia? Turkey and cranberry sauce. Paper 
Pilgrims (I kid you not) to decorate with. And we don’t have enough Americans here to buy this stuff, but 
lots of stuff gets bought. 
 
6. I think next will be the tooth fairy. Maybe she already comes here or to Africa or somewhere. 
 
7. Can the Fourth of July be far behind? 

 
 

20111121-07 17:41 Pam FotM & Holidays in the Third World (to Pam, above) 

 
I think if I were sure that good is stronger than evil, I'd be more sanguine.  Still, there must be enough "good" 
seeds to keep sprouting, or we'd have succumbed completely long ago.  The whole concept of good and evil is 
probably a human construct anyway.  (My apologies to the religious folks.)  We need it to live, but I believe it's 
based more in nature and chance than in any design.  One of my favorite Victorian authors, William Makepeace 
Thackeray, wrote that we all live by illusions, but it's important to choose the right ones.  I have a friend who is an 
eternal optimist (we're sort of yin and yang).  She always believes things will work out for the best, no matter what.  
She has cancer, but she expects to live a long time, and I certainly hope she's right.  So far, so good.  She believes 
the recession will end after the next President is elected, no matter who that is.  When life gives her lemons, she 
makes lemonade and does it with a smile.  I'm glad she's my friend, but I can't buy into her constantly cheery 
outlook.  What I think is, we're both probably wrong about "reality."  We see what we believe we'll see. 
 
  



20111121-08 18:19 Art Quote: Sen. Bernie Sanders on the Deficit 

 
Thank you, Sen. Bernie Sanders, for once more saying out loud what the cowards won't...... 
 
 

 
 
 

20111121-09 18:42 Art “2021: The New Europe” 

 
Sarcastic, witty form of futuristic Anglo-German-o-phobia post-mortum of the 2011 Euro crisis. Must read and 
chuckle at the ending! 
 
I love it, Marsha Radetzky indeed.  Of course, I doubt a single Tea Bagger would understand a sentence. 
 
 
“2021: The New Europe” by Niall Ferguson, Wall Street Journal 
 
Nov. 19, 2011, (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203699404577044172754446162.html) 
 
(Niall Ferguson peers into Europe's future and sees Greek gardeners, German sunbathers—and a new fiscal union. 
Welcome to the other United States. Map illustration by Peter Arkle.) 
 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203699404577044172754446162.html


 
 
 
'Life is still far from easy in the peripheral states of the United States of Europe (as the euro zone is now known).' 
 
Welcome to Europe, 2021. Ten years have elapsed since the great crisis of 2010-11, which claimed the scalps of no 
fewer than 10 governments, including Spain and France. Some things have stayed the same, but a lot has changed. 
 
The euro is still circulating, though banknotes are now seldom seen. (Indeed, the ease of electronic payments now 
makes some people wonder why creating a single European currency ever seemed worth the effort.) But Brussels 
has been abandoned as Europe's political headquarters. Vienna has been a great success. 
 
"There is something about the Habsburg legacy," explains the dynamic new Austrian Chancellor Marsha Radetzky. 
"It just seems to make multinational politics so much more fun." 
 
The Germans also like the new arrangements. "For some reason, we never felt very welcome in Belgium," recalls 
German Chancellor Reinhold Siegfried von Gotha-Dämmerung. 
 
Life is still far from easy in the peripheral states of the United States of Europe (as the euro zone is now known). 
Unemployment in Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain has soared to 20%. But the creation of a new system of fiscal 
federalism in 2012 has ensured a steady stream of funds from the north European core. 
 
Like East Germans before them, South Europeans have grown accustomed to this trade-off. With a fifth of their 
region's population over 65 and a fifth unemployed, people have time to enjoy the good things in life. And there are 
plenty of euros to be made in this gray economy, working as maids or gardeners for the Germans, all of whom now 
have their second homes in the sunny south. 
 
The U.S.E. has actually gained some members. Lithuania and Latvia stuck to their plan of joining the euro, following 
the example of their neighbor Estonia. Poland, under the dynamic leadership of former Foreign Minister Radek 
Sikorski, did the same. These new countries are the poster children of the new Europe, attracting German 
investment with their flat taxes and relatively low wages. 
 
But other countries have left. 
 



David Cameron—now beginning his fourth term as British prime minister—thanks his lucky stars that, reluctantly 
yielding to pressure from the Euroskeptics in his own party, he decided to risk a referendum on EU membership. His 
Liberal Democrat coalition partners committed political suicide by joining Labour's disastrous "Yeah to Europe" 
campaign. 
 
Egged on by the pugnacious London tabloids, the public voted to leave by a margin of 59% to 41%, and then 
handed the Tories an absolute majority in the House of Commons. Freed from the red tape of Brussels, England is 
now the favored destination of Chinese foreign direct investment in Europe. And rich Chinese love their Chelsea 
apartments, not to mention their splendid Scottish shooting estates. 
 
In some ways this federal Europe would gladden the hearts of the founding fathers of European integration. At its 
heart is the Franco-German partnership launched by Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman in the 1950s. But the U.S.E. 
of 2021 is a very different thing from the European Union that fell apart in 2011. 
 
It was fitting that the disintegration of the EU should be centered on the two great cradles of Western civilization, 
Athens and Rome. But George Papandreou and Silvio Berlusconi were by no means the first European leaders to fall 
victim to what might be called the curse of the euro. 
 
Since financial fear had started to spread through the euro zone in June 2010, no fewer than seven other 
governments had fallen: in the Netherlands, Slovakia, Belgium, Ireland, Finland, Portugal and Slovenia. The fact 
that nine governments fell in less than 18 months—with another soon to follow—was in itself remarkable. 
 
But not only had the euro become a government-killing machine. It was also fostering a new generation of populist 
movements, like the Dutch Party for Freedom and the True Finns. Belgium was on the verge of splitting in two. The 
very structures of European politics were breaking down. 
 
Who would be next? The answer was obvious. After the election of Nov. 20, 2011, the Spanish prime minister, José 
Luis Rodríguez Zapatero, stepped down. His defeat was such a foregone conclusion that he had decided the 
previous April not to bother seeking re-election. 
 
And after him? The next leader in the crosshairs was the French president, Nicolas Sarkozy, who was up for re-
election the following April. 
 
The question on everyone's minds back in November 2011 was whether Europe's monetary union—so painstakingly 
created in the 1990s—was about to collapse. Many pundits thought so. Indeed, New York University's influential 
Nouriel Roubini argued that not only Greece but also Italy would have to leave—or be kicked out of—the euro zone. 
 
But if that had happened, it is hard to see how the single currency could have survived. The speculators would 
immediately have turned their attention to the banks in the next weakest link (probably Spain). Meanwhile, the 
departing countries would have found themselves even worse off than before. Overnight all of their banks and half 
of their nonfinancial corporations would have been rendered insolvent, with euro-denominated liabilities but 
drachma or lira assets. 
 
Restoring the old currencies also would have been ruinously expensive at a time of already chronic deficits. New 
borrowing would have been impossible to finance other than by printing money. These countries would quickly have 
found themselves in an inflationary tailspin that would have negated any benefits of devaluation. 
 
For all these reasons, I never seriously expected the euro zone to break up. To my mind, it seemed much more 
likely that the currency would survive—but that the European Union would disintegrate. After all, there was no legal 
mechanism for a country like Greece to leave the monetary union. But under the Lisbon Treaty's special article 50, a 
member state could leave the EU. And that is precisely what the British did. 
 
Britain got lucky. Accidentally, because of a personal feud between Tony Blair and Gordon Brown, the United 
Kingdom didn't join the euro zone after Labour came to power in 1997. As a result, the U.K. was spared what would 
have been an economic calamity when the financial crisis struck. 
 



With a fiscal position little better than most of the Mediterranean countries' and a far larger banking system than in 
any other European economy, Britain with the euro would have been Ireland to the power of eight. Instead, the 
Bank of England was able to pursue an aggressively expansionary policy. Zero rates, quantitative easing and 
devaluation greatly mitigated the pain and allowed the "Iron Chancellor" George Osborne to get ahead of the bond 
markets with pre-emptive austerity. A better advertisement for the benefits of national autonomy would have been 
hard to devise. 
 
At the beginning of David Cameron's premiership in 2010, there had been fears that the United Kingdom might 
break up. But the financial crisis put the Scots off independence; small countries had fared abysmally. And in 2013, 
in a historical twist only a few die-hard Ulster Unionists had dreamt possible, the Republic of Ireland's voters opted 
to exchange the austerity of the U.S.E. for the prosperity of the U.K. Postsectarian Irishmen celebrated their 
citizenship in a Reunited Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland with the slogan: "Better Brits Than Brussels." 
 
Another thing no one had anticipated in 2011 was developments in Scandinavia. Inspired by the True Finns in 
Helsinki, the Swedes and Danes—who had never joined the euro—refused to accept the German proposal for a 
"transfer union" to bail out Southern Europe. When the energy-rich Norwegians suggested a five-country Norse 
League, bringing in Iceland, too, the proposal struck a chord. 
 
The new arrangements are not especially popular in Germany, admittedly. But unlike in other countries, from the 
Netherlands to Hungary, any kind of populist politics continues to be verboten in Germany. The attempt to launch a 
"True Germans" party (Die wahren Deutschen) fizzled out amid the usual charges of neo-Nazism. 
 
The defeat of Angela Merkel's coalition in 2013 came as no surprise following the German banking crisis of the 
previous year. Taxpayers were up in arms about Ms. Merkel's decision to bail out Deutsche Bank, despite the fact 
that Deutsche's loans to the ill-fated European Financial Stability Fund had been made at her government's behest. 
The German public was simply fed up with bailing out bankers. "Occupy Frankfurt" won. 
 
Yet the opposition Social Democrats essentially pursued the same policies as before, only with more pro-European 
conviction. It was the SPD that pushed through the treaty revision that created the European Finance Funding 
Office (fondly referred to in the British press as "EffOff"), effectively a European Treasury Department to be based 
in Vienna. 
 
It was the SPD that positively welcomed the departure of the awkward Brits and Scandinavians, persuading the 
remaining 21 countries to join Germany in a new federal United States of Europe under the Treaty of Potsdam in 
2014. With the accession of the six remaining former Yugoslav states—Bosnia, Croatia, Kosovo, Macedonia, 
Montenegro and Serbia—total membership in the U.S.E. rose to 28, one more than in the pre-crisis EU. With the 
separation of Flanders and Wallonia, the total rose to 29. 
 
Crucially, too, it was the SPD that whitewashed the actions of Mario Draghi, the Italian banker who had become 
president of the European Central Bank in early November 2011. Mr. Draghi went far beyond his mandate in the 
massive indirect buying of Italian and Spanish bonds that so dramatically ended the bond-market crisis just weeks 
after he took office. In effect, he turned the ECB into a lender of last resort for governments. 
 
But Mr. Draghi's brand of quantitative easing had the great merit of working. Expanding the ECB balance sheet put 
a floor under asset prices and restored confidence in the entire European financial system, much as had happened 
in the U.S. in 2009. As Mr. Draghi said in an interview in December 2011, "The euro could only be saved by printing 
it." 
 
So the European monetary union did not fall apart, despite the dire predictions of the pundits in late 2011. On the 
contrary, in 2021 the euro is being used by more countries than before the crisis. 
 
As accession talks begin with Ukraine, German officials talk excitedly about a future Treaty of Yalta, dividing Eastern 
Europe anew into Russian and European spheres of influence. One source close to Chancellor Gotha-Dämmerung 
joked last week: "We don't mind the Russians having the pipelines, so long as we get to keep the Black Sea 
beaches." 
 



On reflection, it was perhaps just as well that the euro was saved. A complete disintegration of the euro zone, with 
all the monetary chaos that it would have entailed, might have had some nasty unintended consequences. It was 
easy to forget, amid the febrile machinations that ousted Messrs. Papandreou and Berlusconi, that even more 
dramatic events were unfolding on the other side of the Mediterranean. 
 
Back then, in 2011, there were still those who believed that North Africa and the Middle East were entering a bright 
new era of democracy. But from the vantage point of 2021, such optimism seems almost incomprehensible. 
 
The events of 2012 shook not just Europe but the whole world. The Israeli attack on Iran's nuclear facilities threw a 
lit match into the powder keg of the "Arab Spring." Iran counterattacked through its allies in Gaza and Lebanon. 
 
Having failed to veto the Israeli action, the U.S. once again sat in the back seat, offering minimal assistance and 
trying vainly to keep the Straits of Hormuz open without firing a shot in anger. (When the entire crew of an 
American battleship was captured and held hostage by Iran's Revolutionary Guards, President Obama's slim chance 
of re-election evaporated.) 
 
Turkey seized the moment to take the Iranian side, while at the same time repudiating Atatürk's separation of the 
Turkish state from Islam. Emboldened by election victory, the Muslim Brotherhood seized the reins of power in 
Egypt, repudiating its country's peace treaty with Israel. The king of Jordan had little option but to follow suit. The 
Saudis seethed but could hardly be seen to back Israel, devoutly though they wished to avoid a nuclear Iran. 
 
Israel was entirely isolated. The U.S. was otherwise engaged as President Mitt Romney focused on his Bain Capital-
style "restructuring" of the federal government's balance sheet. 
 
It was in the nick of time that the United States of Europe intervened to prevent the scenario that Germans in 
particular dreaded: a desperate Israeli resort to nuclear arms. Speaking from the U.S.E. Foreign Ministry's 
handsome new headquarters in the Ringstrasse, the European President Karl von Habsburg explained on Al 
Jazeera: "First, we were worried about the effect of another oil price hike on our beloved euro. But above all we 
were afraid of having radioactive fallout on our favorite resorts." 
 
Looking back on the previous 10 years, Mr. von Habsburg—still known to close associates by his royal title of 
Archduke Karl of Austria—could justly feel proud. Not only had the euro survived. Somehow, just a century after his 
grandfather's deposition, the Habsburg Empire had reconstituted itself as the United States of Europe. 
 
Small wonder the British and the Scandinavians preferred to call it the Wholly German Empire. 
 
(Mr. Ferguson is a professor of history at Harvard University and the author of Civilization: The West and the Rest, 
published this month by Penguin Press.) 
 
 

20111121-12 20:35 Pam Re: “2021: The New Europe” (reply to Art, above) 

 
Wow.  Put it in a time capsule and let's dig it up in ten years. 
 
 

20111121-10 20:10 SteveG Fw: MoveOn Petition: Tell Congress to Be Fair with Health Care! 

 
from MoveOn: 
 
Below is an email from Michael Morrill, a MoveOn member who created a petition at SignOn.org that is getting a lot 
of attention and may be of interest to you. If you have concerns or feedback about this petition: 
http://civic.moveon.org/signon_feedback/?id=33102-18997482-7_PDEjx&t=1 
 
 
In April, the Republican-controlled House of Representatives voted to cut Medicare and Medicaid. And this month, 
even Democrats on the so-called Super Committee have offered deep cuts to these vital programs. 

http://civic.moveon.org/signon_feedback/?id=33102-18997482-7_PDEjx&t=1


 
Essentially, Republicans in Congress are telling senior citizens and the poor that tax cuts for billionaires and 
millionaires are more important than providing a health care safety net for our most vulnerable. 
 
But did you know that members of Congress get great taxpayer-funded health care? In fact, they have 
one of the best health care plans in the world. 
It strikes us as the height of hypocrisy to be accepting government-provided, taxpayer-subsidized health insurance 
while denying seniors, the disabled, and the poor the basic coverage that Medicare and Medicaid provide. 
 
That's why we're circulating this petition demanding that members of Congress who voted to cut 
Medicare and Medicaid stop accepting taxpayer-subsidized health insurance for themselves. If they 
believe our most vulnerable citizens should buy insurance on the corporate, for-profit market, shouldn't they do the 
same? 
 
The petition is addressed to the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives and says: 
 
“If you voted to cut Medicare and Medicaid, you must stop accepting taxpayer-funded health care for yourself and 
your family.” 
 
Will you sign the petition? Click here to add your name, and then pass it along to your friends: 
 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=267956&id=33102-18997482-7_PDEjx&t=2. 
 
Thanks! –Michael Morrill 
 
 

20111121-11 20:29 SteveG “Bank Lobbying on Track to Hit Record High This Year” 

 
“Bank Lobbying on Track to Hit Record High This Year” Huffington Post 
 
Nov. 21, 2011, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/11/21/bank-lobbying-record-
high_n_1106350.html?utm_campaign=112111&utm_medium=email&utm_source=Alert-
business&utm_content=FullStory) 
 

 
 
Big banks are on track to spend a record amount lobbying lawmakers this year. 
 
The five banks that spend the most on lobbying have boosted their lobbying outlays by 12 percent in the first three 
quarters of 2011, compared to the same period last year, according to an analysis by the Charlotte Observer. 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=267956&id=33102-18997482-7_PDEjx&t=2
http://link.huffingtonpost.com/9rmt.b0/Tsrcr0Oday2WWIHZBd8c8
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http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/11/21/bank-lobbying-record-high_n_1106350.html?utm_campaign=112111&utm_medium=email&utm_source=Alert-business&utm_content=FullStory
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/11/21/bank-lobbying-record-high_n_1106350.html?utm_campaign=112111&utm_medium=email&utm_source=Alert-business&utm_content=FullStory
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Commercial banks comprising the banking industry have spent close to $47 million on lobbying so far this year, 
compared to $42 million at this time last year, the report finds. 
 
Continue reading at Huffington Post… 
 
 

20111121-13 21:47 SteveG “Open Letter to Chancellor Linda P.B. Katehi” 

 
“Open Letter to Chancellor Linda P.B. Katehi” by Nathan Brown, UC Davis Bicycle Barricade 
 
Nov. 18, 2011, (http://bicyclebarricade.wordpress.com/2011/11/19/open-letter-to-chancellor-linda-p-b-katehi/) 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Last Night’s Republican Debate 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 23, 2011) 
 
 
After, what, fourteen debates? The candidates finally seem to have figured it out. Herman Cain still hasn’t done 
much homework, so he really knows nothing about foreign affairs. He seemed very out of place, but didn’t suffer 
any major screw-ups. Rick Perry has finally decided to crack the books himself, so has managed to memorize a few 
lines. He managed to state all three of them. Ron Paul is still the guy you have to like, stuck out there on the fringe. 
He’s like on a space walk, while the other candidates are in the capsule. Mitt Romney appears to have peaked, but 
maybe he can maintain his momentum in the face of almost nobody in his party wanting him. Old Newt really stole 
the show, now leading in the polls (probably temporarily), and the only person on stage who has any real 
credentials for the job we used to consider important. 
 
 
“The GOP Debate: 6 Takeaways” by: Maggie Haberman, Politico 
 
Nov. 23, 2011, (http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=28829595-7CD1-4F5A-85AA-D37575E2C824) 
 
The GOP debate on national security Tuesday night raised far more questions — and exposed far more divisions — 
than it resolved. 
 
While the topic isn’t central to the 2012 nomination battle, it was nevertheless critical for candidates to meet a 
modest threshold to remain viable — at least a minimal level of fluency in international affairs. 
 
Not everyone hit that mark. But there were no catastrophic moments or major brawls, leaving time for plenty of 
biting exchanges and opportunities to see who is well-versed in foreign affairs and national security policy —and 
who is not. 
 
Here are POLITICO’s 6 takeaways from the debate, sponsored by CNN, the Heritage Foundation and AEI: 
 
On immigration, Newt’s in general election mode 
 
Newt Gingrich drew a clear line on the issue of immigration, declining to take a deport-them-all stand and saying it 
would be the wrong tack for the “pro-family” party to rip people apart from their loved ones. 
 
This is clearly tricky ground — it remains to be seen whether the conservative GOP base will accept that stand in a 
nominee — and it was traveled to ill effect by Rick Perry not too long ago. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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The difference in Gingrich’s case is that, unlike Perry, he didn’t use a term that conservatives associate with liberals 
— “heart” — and framed his stand in a conversation about “values.” And Gingrich seemed truly confident in his 
position — again, unlike Perry. 
 
How it plays out over the next few weeks could dictate the former Speaker’s staying power. Mitt Romney and 
Michele Bachmann both dinged Gingrich as embracing what is tantamount to “amnesty.” On the one hand, 
immigration has proved to be something of a paper tiger in past national races that GOP candidates (see Romney, 
Mitt, and Giuliani, Rudy, class of ‘07). 
 
On the other, immigration has already seriously damaged one candidate already. 
 
Gingrich, however, is far better known — negatively and positively — than Perry was months back when he 
wounded himself. And while Gingrich is on potentially rough ground, he declined to take the easy route on a hot-
button issue. 
 
Mitt Romney finally underperformed 
 
The former Massachusetts governor did fine, and he made no real miscues. (Saying his first name is “Mitt,” when 
it’s actually Willard, does not quite count.) 
 
But he also had no breakout moments at a debate that was about an issue where he is supposed to be far ahead of 
the field. 
 
He offered up a predictable salute to Israel after somewhat muffing a question at the earlier CBS debate about 
zeroing out aid to foreign countries, saying that would be the first trip he’d make in office. He focused heavily on 
Iran — getting a bit tongue-tied at one point — and on China, as threats. 
 
But he also repeatedly punched down, engaging Ron Paul over al Qaeda and the 9/11 attacks, in a move that 
echoed Giuliani circa ‘07. And he had a truly weird moment in which he turned a discussion about the automatically-
triggered defense department cuts, due to the super committee’s failure, into a slam on the cost of Obamacare. 
 
For the most part, Romney mostly blended into the background of a field in which he’s accustomed to being the 
stand-out. 
 
The undercard overperformed 
 
Bachmann and Jon Huntsman, in particular, used their time wisely Tuesday. 
 
The Minnesota congresswoman used her spot on the House Intelligence Committee to good effect, getting the 
better of Perry in a back-and-forth about Pakistan and foreign aid. She made her points clearly and succinctly, and 
seemed like she belonged on the stage. 
 
She may have had a rough moment when she twisted some of Gingrich’s past language on immigration, but it likely 
won’t stick with her. 
 
Huntsman, whose foreign policy chops are supposed to be his calling card in this race, also by and large performed 
strongly. He handled a few exchanges about the Middle East well, reminding the room at one point that the U.S. 
interest in the Mideast “is Israel.” 
 
And he sounded authoritative on his major interest, China. There was one off-moment where he broke through the 
Fourth Wall and thanked the debate-hall crowd for applauding him, but in general he has improved over time in 
these formats. 
 
The expectations were not nearly as high for Perry, and by those low standards he fared better than he has in the 
past. But the Texas governor failed to stand out or appear as if he could match policy familiarity with either Gingrich 
or Romney, who are really his main targets now. 



 
Among the rest, Paul performed strongly, but within his predictable boundaries: fewer wars, less government 
intrusion and less aid to foreign nations (Israel emphatically included in that). He sounded authoritative and made 
his points clearly. 
 
But at this point in the race, Paul needs to show he can expand his base — and Tuesday night didn’t go toward that 
end. 
 
As for the rest, Rick Santorum spent lots of time talking about his days in the Senate, but didn’t have a 
commanding presence (and referred to Africa as a “country” at one point). 
 
Herman Cain showed no mastery — and little familiarity — with the issues on stage, and generally answered with a 
version of his patented response — listening to the commanders on the ground, getting advice from policy advisers, 
maybe we’ll join an invasion or maybe we won’t. He also referred to Blitzer as “Blitz” instead of “Wolf” at one point 
(too many things twirling around his head?). 
 
The Patriot Act and racial profiling still raise temperatures 
 
The first question out of the gate was about the national security hallmark of the George W. Bush administration, 
long a contentious topic. 
 
Apparently it’s as highly charged as ever. 
 
Gingrich suggested that he would support maintaining the Patriot Act, while Paul was — as he has been for years — 
emphatically against it. 
 
Cain, meanwhile, said that he would like to thwart terrorists by killing them first, a surprisingly candid level of 
hawkishness at a presidential debate. And Santorum openly said he favors racial profiling to stop terrorism. 
 
The moment was revealing in that it showed how divided the GOP remains on this topic, years later. 
 
The debate crowd matters 
 
Unlike most of the last 11 debates, where GOP activists made up some portion of the crowd in the room with the 
candidates, the CNN forum was populated mostly — and ironically — with Washington insiders. 
 
The event, held in D.C., was co-hosted by the Heritage Foundation and the American Enterprise Institute. And 
instead of local voters, the in-the-crowd questioners were a former attorney general and a former Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, among others. 
 
That meant less boisterous cheering for the candidates — and less of an opportunity for the GOP field to play to the 
audience. 
 
No one has used the in-hall crowd to greater effect than Gingrich this cycle. His lather-rinse-repeat cycle of 
attacking debate moderators, calling questions stupid, demanding better from the press and waiting for his 
thunderous applause has helped revive his candidacy. 
 
But he couldn’t really do that Tuesday night, because it was a different crowd. His normal play didn’t work, which 
he discovered early on when he tried testing how much time he would have on a question. 
 
To Gingrich’s credit, he was able to perform well despite that — keeping his familiar lecturing in check and 
answering with confidence, and at length, on international issues. 
 
The moderator matters, too 
 
This was Blitzer’s second outing moderating a GOP debate this cycle, and he knocked it out of the park. 



 
The longtime CNN host let the candidates engage one another repeatedly, refusing to cap their answers or stick to 
prescriptions about who would get how many seconds to respond. 
 
It made for a lively back-and-forth, and something that has often been missing in the prior 11 slugfests — actual 
debating among the candidates. 
 
 
 

20111122-01 10:20 Pam 
Re: “Open Letter to Chancellor Linda P.B. Katehi” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #22) 

 
I'd say Nathan Brown has a boatload of courage.  I wonder how long he'll keep his job.  If he doesn't already have 
tenure, he won't get it.  If he does, they'll find a way to get rid of him.  That is my prediction.  This is how is begins.  
First, campuses erupt and the helmets and batons rush in.  Then demonstrations explode at political venues, like a 
national convention, with helmets, batons, guns, and horses this time.  How far will this go before we wake up from 
what is fast becoming a nightmare?  I hope I am wrong.  I hope the Occupy movement remains non-violent, and I 
hope the police and their handlers exercise restraint.  That is my hope. 
 
 

20111122-02 13:09 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Help Stop Toxic Coal Ash Spills! 

 
from Care2 Petitionsite: 
 
Last month, the House of Representatives voted to prevent the EPA from protecting Americans from coal ash. A 
week later, a retaining wall at a Wisconsin power plant collapsed, spewing toxic coal ash into Lake Michigan. Talk 
about karma. 
 
Tell the EPA that you support their efforts to regulate coal ash: 
 

http://www.care2.com/go/z/e/AgY9_/zLQr/BZREP. 
 
Coal ash is a dirty mix of toxic heavy metals that harm the health of wildlife and people. Yet there's almost no 
regulation, which makes spills like the one at the We Energies Oak Creek Power Plant not one-off catastrophes, but 
something that will happen again. 
 
It's obvious the coal industry doesn't want regulation. They don't want anything that could cut into profits, even if 
the alternative is mucking up one of America's most beautiful landscapes, the shores of our Great Lakes. 
 
The status quo simply isn't good enough. It's time for the EPA to step and in make the coal industry take action to 
protect our health and our environment. 
 
Thanks for taking action! --Emily V., Care2, and ThePetitionSite Team 
 
 

20111122-03 13:12 SteveG “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” 

 
“Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” by Les Leopold, AlterNet 
 
Nov. 21, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153169/) 
 
Is democracy compatible with a financial system run by billionaires? Maybe not. Here are five ways that high 
finance is undermining democracy: 
 
1. Billionaires replace one person, one vote. 
 

http://www.care2.com/go/z/e/AgY9_/zLQr/BZREP
http://www.alternet.org/story/153169/


Ask any American what’s wrong with our country and they will say that money rules politics. And they are correct. 
It’s obvious that major political donors and lobbyists for the super-rich have more political influence than we do. As 
the top 1 percent gains more and more of the nation’s income, the 99 percent effectively become disenfranchised. 
And of course, the Citizens United Supreme Court decision makes it even easier for the rich to buy political power. 
Lopsided campaign contributions by and for the super-rich are making a mockery out of elections. In 2010, for 
example, business outspent labor by a factor of 14 to 1. 
 

 
(click for larger version) 

 
2. The stock market exercises an instant veto. 
 
Virtually every economic decision in our democracy is now subject to an instant stock market veto. The first 
question asked by the White House and Congress before making a policy decision is “How will the markets react?” 
When the House of Representatives rejected the first TARP bailout bill on Sept. 29, 2008, the stock market fell by a 
record 777 points. After it passed, the markets were “calmed.” 
 
Now, the New York Times reports that if the deficit “supercommittee” doesn’t get its act together by its 
Thanksgiving deadline, markets won’t like it: 
 

Some fear that such a failure could lead to the kind of stock market slide and loss of investor confidence 
that accompanied stalled efforts to raise the federal debt limit earlier this year. 

 
Just who comprises “investor confidence?” Who makes financial markets dive in a matter of moments? Well, it’s 
certainly not those of us who piddle around with our 401ks in E-trade accounts. It’s not our slow-moving pension 
funds either. Rather, it’s the proprietary trading desks of big banks and the giant pools of unregulated cash in 
hedge funds. These big-time players have a very keen sense of their own self-interests. They have made it perfectly 
clear to the supercommittee that they want massive debt reduction so that 1) their bonds and bets will stay 
valuable; and 2) they won’t have to pay higher taxes on their outrageous incomes and profits.  
 
Because of the skewed distribution of income, these money manipulations have enormous impacts on markets and 
therefore also on our 401ks. When they drive the markets down, we feel it as well. They’re holding us hostage and 
counting on us to suffer from financial Stockholm Syndrome – that we’ll side with our financial captors. Financial 
elites know we are likely to urge our politicians to avoid any moves that might drive markets down. 
 
3. Governments are not permitted to create full employment economies. 
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The Wall Street casino crash killed 8 million jobs in a matter of months. It will now take more than 20 million jobs to 
get us back to full-employment (defined as an unemployment rate of 5 percent or lower.) At the current rate of 
recovery, it will take nearly a generation to get there. This is intolerable. 
 

 
 
Why aren’t the jobs there? Unless you’ve been blinded by ideology, it’s obvious that the Wall Street crash killed 
effective demand in the economy. Without that demand, business won’t hire and invest. It’s not rocket science. 
With unemployment so high, consumers don’t have the economic muscle to generate that demand. The obvious 
answer is for the government to step in to put our people back to work. The government needs to spend money – 
even if it has to go deeper into debt – to hire more public sector workers and to spend money on labor intensive 
programs like weatherization, higher education, infrastructure rebuilding and the like. We need a massive set of 
programs to create full-employment – which is supposed to be the key goal of our economy. 
 
So why aren’t we doing it? It’s not just the Republicans who stand in the way. Behind them are a phalanx of 
financial elites who are putting forth an outright lie – that jobs will come from less government spending and fewer 
regulations. They claim – and with a straight face no less – that freeing them from regulations will create more 
business confidence, more investment, and therefore more jobs. They refuse to admit that deregulation led to the 
crash in the first place. Rather, they are flooding the airways with pious statements of concern about the how the 
government must clear up its debt by cutting all levels of government. They never explain how this is supposed to 
create jobs. They can’t. That’s because you can’t create jobs by cutting jobs. 
 
Our bankers are shrewd. They see a stalled economy due to lack of stimulus, so they call for even less stimulus. 
Why? Because, it’s a perfect way to change the conversation from taxes on the super-rich to pay for job creation to 
cutting the big, bad government. Some even have the nerve to call for “tax reform” to further lower taxes on the 
super-rich and large corporations. 
 
What would happen if a government really pressed for full employment? Stock market manipulators will start a 
stampede to drive down the markets. Politicians will run scared and you’ll stay unemployed. 
 
4. Hedge fund speculative raids replace elected leaders with technocrats. 
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Just take a look at Greece and Italy. In both cases, financial markets — not the country’s citizens — are determining 
who will run the country and what those leaders will do. To placate financial markets and increase “investor 
confidence” both countries have replaced their leaders with economic technocrats who supposedly will rise above 
politics and get the country’s finances in order. 
 
But why is this happening now? Because those countries are being attacked by large hedge funds that are trying as 
hard as they can to create financial runs and profit from them. It’s called a speculative attack. Here’s how it works. 
Basically, these hedge funds try to start a stampede of selling to drive down the value of bonds of a given country. 
(When bond values decline, their interest rates go up.) They do this by finding a myriad of ways to bet against 
those bonds. They can sell bonds they own. They can sell bonds that others own, (shorting). They can buy default 
insurance to bet against the bonds. And they create many toxic combinations of the above using massive amounts 
of borrowed money to amplify their negative bets. 
 
If they do it right, all that selling drives down the price of the bonds, and that in turn scares other large investors 
from mutual funds and banks into selling their bonds as well, thereby further driving down the price. The more the 
price falls the more the hedge funds earn. And we’re talking a about “earning” tens of billions from this kind of 
stampede. 
 

 
 
Meanwhile, the country involved sees the interest rates it must pay on new debt go up and up. At some point, that 
percentage hits a magic level – like 7 percent – which means they can’t possibly pay back all of their debt. These 
high interest rates then cause an every larger stampede as bond holders rush to sell their bonds before they default 
(or as in the case of Greece before they “voluntarily” agree to a 50 percent cut in value – a “haircut.”) 
 
(In case you have any doubt about the raids, look at the chart above. The jump in interest rates didn’t come about 
because of new developments in Italy. The jumps were caused by the hedge fund raids.) 
 
If the hedge fund elites are really lucky, the stampede they induce can turn into what the press calls “contagion” — 
the spread of the crisis to another country. This happens because many of the Greek and Italian bonds are held by 
big banks in countries like France. So if Italy is in danger of default, then so are the banks in France, which means 
that France will have to bail out its banks, which means that France’s bonds will look weaker and its interest rates 
will rise, leading to a new speculative hedge fund raid on French bonds. And so it goes with each new crisis leading 
to more profits for the hedge funds that ignite the stampedes. 
 
To stop these hedge fund attacks, countries are given only one choice – do whatever high finance says. And what 
high finance wants is very simple – slash and burn all of your social programs so that you can pay back your loans – 
you borrowed from us and now you have to pay us back even if it means impoverishing your people. To get that 
done, financial elites want “regular” politicians replaced by technocrats as just happened in Italy and Greece. But 
most of all they want to see those cuts. 
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5. Financial markets are vetoing Social Security. 
 
Perhaps the most popular democratic program in American history is Social Security. Everyone pays in and 
everyone gets a defined benefit pension from it –rich and poor alike. Republicans have been trying to dismantle it 
for at least a generation, but the American public has expressed its democratic will in full support of the program 
again and again. 
 
But financial elites also have Social Security in the cross-hairs. They tell us we can no longer afford it. It’s too 
generous. We live too long and we are getting too many payments. It’s going to bankrupt the country. 
 
Why can’t we afford it? Because we ran up enormous debts to save the economy from the Wall Street-induced 
crash. Because, we cap rates at $105,000 of income instead of having the rich pay more. Because, the super elites 
are paying lower and lower tax rates in general. 
 
No matter. The financial elites have the ear of both parties so that even President Obama, supposedly a liberal 
Democrat, has done what no Democrat has ever done – he put Social Security on the table to get a grand deficit 
reduction bargain. 
 
But here’s the grand bargain that Wall Street really wants, and they plan to get it no matter whom we vote for. To 
“save” Social Security we will be pushed toward private investment accounts – Wall Street’s wet dream. Imagine the 
entire country paying fat fees to Wall Street to invest our Social Security money. We will be told we can only save 
Social Security if it ceases to be a defined benefit plan. We’ll be sold the wonders of investing the money ourselves 
– of course with the help of our trusted investment advisers from every bailed-out bank in the country. 
 
Will financial elites replace democracy? 
 
It’s happened before. When New York City almost defaulted in 1975, the Emergency Financial Control Board was 
established to take financial authority away from politicians. Imagine what might happen if Washington continues 
on its path to permanent gridlock and if the American people totally give up on their elected representatives. 
Imagine if the US debt gets downgraded by our whorish Wall Street rating agencies. Imagine if unemployment rises 
even higher and riots break out in the streets. Wouldn’t it be possible for the congressional supercommittee to turn 
into the Super-Emergency Control Board run by kindly investors and corporate leaders like maybe a Warren Buffet? 
Doesn’t having a benign financial emperor sound like a more “practical” alterative to a dysfunctional democratic 
system? 
 
We’re not there yet but we’re headed that way…unless we dramatically curtail the power and wealth of our financial 
elites. 
 
The threat to democracy isn’t new to America. President Andrew Jackson identified the threat that elite bankers 
posed to our fledgling democracy when he vetoed the National Bank in 1832. Here’s a small excerpt from his veto 
message: 
 

It is to be regretted that the rich and powerful too often bend the acts of government to their selfish 
purposes. ….In the full enjoyment of the gifts of Heaven and the fruits of superior industry, economy, and 
virtue, every man is equally entitled to protection by law; but when the laws undertake to add to these 
natural and just advantages artificial distinctions, to grant titles, gratuities, and exclusive privileges, to make 
the rich richer and the potent more powerful, the humble members of society — the farmers, mechanics, 
and laborers — who have neither the time nor the means of securing like favors to themselves, have a right 
to complain of the injustice of their Government. 

 
(Les Leopold is the executive director of the Labor Institute and Public Health Institute in New York, and author of 
The Looting of America: How Wall Street's Game of Fantasy Finance Destroyed Our Jobs, Pensions, and 
Prosperity—and What We Can Do About It (Chelsea Green, 2009).) 
 
© 2011 Independent Media Institute 
 



 

20111122-06 17:00 Pam 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
I find the article on billionaires and democracy disturbing indeed.  The idea of hedge funds and speculators 
manipulating markets in order to make profits for themselves and bring ruin to entire countries is almost 
unbelievable.  I believe it because it makes sense to me, but I find it so hard to believe people would deliberately 
do such things.  I would like to hear what some of you have to say about this article and the claims it makes. 
 
When I listen to Republican rhetoric, I am appalled by their logic, or lack thereof.  Cutting spending means cutting 
jobs.  How then does that create jobs?  Starving government by maintaining an unfair tax structure does not 
eliminate waste; it eliminates services people desperately need, like food stamps, unemployment insurance, support 
for the disabled, help for the homeless, just to name a few.  Repubs come right out and say it: they want a society 
where people can get rich, but they don't want a society that takes care of its weakest members.  It is a cold 
philosophy, and their religiosity does nothing to soften them.  Gingrich says liberals are filled with hate and anger, 
but he's the one who's always chastizing people.  I guess he figures that a strong offense is a good defense.  
Getting choked up because you or someone you loved was ill is a blatant plea for pity; when it happens on cue, it is 
manipulation of the grossest kind.  Many people have suffered terrible loss; the Republican cadre is not alone, but 
the way they carry on you'd think they were the first and only people to face difficulties.  I don't remember Al Gore 
parading his son's accident and serious injury before the American public.  I don't remember FDR making a show of 
his disability to win sympathy.  I don't remember JFK whining in public about his health or his bad back.  Parading 
your private griefs before a crowd is a lot like confessing that you are a degenerate sinner in front of a 
congregation. Everyone gets to wallow in emotion, but it's the kind of emotion Chaucer made fun of.  It's 
sentimentality, which is a substitute for genuine feeling.  A cheap substitute. 
 
I'm not arguing against displays of feeling when they are spontaneous and from the heart, but those candidates 
came to that debate in the church primed to turn on the faucets.  Theirs is not a religion of love, forgiveness, and 
tolerance.  It is a religion of vengeance (all those dead prisoners in Texas), intolerance (the refusal to see gays and 
lesbians as full human beings with the same rights as everyone else), selfishness (the accumulation of great wealth 
through connections and friendly legislation), and indifference to those whose "failure" they perceive as their own 
fault ("quit protesting and get a job").  They don't ask, How can I help?.  They demand every advantage they can 
obtain for themselves and everyone else be damned.  They say they want people to control their own money, so 
privatizing Social Security would be a good thing, but they ignore the fact that the 99% of us have no clue about 
investing successfully on our own.  They call community involvement "socialism," as if public highways and public 
education were the spawn of the devil.  Other entities that should be public, like health care, are rejected as 
government control of our lives.  It is THEY who want to control lives according to THEIR values, THEIR ambitions, 
THEIR advantage. 
 
I still don't understand it.  Does Gingrich really believe all liberals are angry monsters?  Do hedge fund managers 
really want to enrich their clients at the expense of the middle class?  Do speculators really want to bring down 
governments?  If they do want these things, how are they not evil?  If they don't, then why are they doing it? 
 
 

20111122-07 17:38 SteveG 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
When the Republicans openly state their goal is to make President Obama a one term president; when they openly 
sign a pledge that they will never raise taxes or face an all out campaign against their re-election; when the 
Supreme Court says a corporation is the same as a person; when the republicans use lies in “swift boat ads; when 
the inventor of the pledge against raising taxes openly states his goal is to return the tax structure to 1900 we 
should all head for the border. 
 
People have talked of the “me” generation, I offer that there is a “ME” party high jacking American politics. 
 
 



20111122-10 18:38 SteveB 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
Most CEO’s I know would feel a lot of empathy for their workers during times of business shrinkage. Maybe it would 
just be lip service not backed-up by a wallet, but it would probably be genuine and expressed often. That’s been my 
experience in companies when they are losing jobs. 
 
But these Republican politicians don’t even seem to have anything to say about the people who are suffering. They 
can’t. They might develop a twinge of conscience over their totally unfair tax and jobs policies. They have to ignore 
the problem or they might be asked an uncomfortable question. 
 
So the poor who seek solace have no solace, and America, which seeks nothing but practical answers, has no 
answers, only dogma. 
 
 

20111122-11 18:49 SteveG 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveB, above) 

 
How much is too much?  How much money do we need?  How many homes or square footage do we need?  How 
many cars do we need? 
 
John McCain in 2008 had 8 homes, but he did not know it.  I do not need 8 homes.  In my fantasies I have thought 
it would be nice to have 2, but if I really think about it, one is enough – I could stay in motels/hotels if I traveled.  
How many cars do I need.  I used to have 2, but I only drove one at a time and if I really think about it – 2 would 
be nice but I get by just nice with one.  Outside of moving to Florida from Indiana and then from Florida to 
Washington, typically I have not driven more than 4 hours at a time in years.  I have taken the train for 46 hours 
one way, I have flown, but there is not that big of a need to drive that far anymore. 
 
When I was working I had one closet, the wife had one closet.  When either got full, we cleaned them out and went 
to Goodwill.  Now we share a closet.  I have 3 pair of jeans, I pair of dress slacks that I have worn one time in the 
past 2 years, 2 pair of shoes plus a pair of running shoes, 2 dress shirts (worn 1 in the past 2 years), 6 collar shirts, 
an assortment of t-shirts, and 12 pair of underwear – have to have clean drawers.  We have one TV hooked to the 
internet and to an antenna  plus a DVD player plus a laptop – no cable.  Watched Butler play Savannah State in 
Indianapolis last night, watched part of Kansas City and New England play football last night – do not need cable. 
 
Got some money in my pocket, some in the bank, some in investments – enough?  I don’t know if it is enough – I 
eat well, I pay my bills, we buy our grandkids things, we give some to charities – what more do we need? 
 
I have worked with a lot of people during my life that have had very little and all they have ever wanted is a job 
and a little dignity.  We should all jump on that bandwagon with both feet and yet Washington seems to argue over 
the tax cuts for millionaires and billionaires.  NBA players and team owners argue too while the people that do the 
laundry for the team, or the person that owns a restaurant close to where they play are jobless or their business is 
falling apart. 
 
Pam has used the word empathy several times in various correspondence.  I do not see that with the rich or the 
politically right. 
 
The older I get, the simpler my needs become. 
 
 

20111122-12 19:05 Pam 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
Well said. 
 
 



20111122-04 13:12 SteveG Friends of the Middle 

 
Is it possible to get a list of who is getting the emails sent to/from friendsofthemiddle@hotmail.com? 
 
 

20111122-13 21:10 SteveB Re: Friends of the Middle (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I know you have nothing but the best of intentions, but I’m sorry, unfortunately, I can’t release any names or 
addresses of group members without their specific permission. I have promised everyone as much anonymity as 
they want—hence, the user names, etc. Excluding much of our original group, of course. 
 
I think this is working better than before (we’re growing rather quickly, getting no more “too much email” 
complaints, and some quitters have returned). But the new scheme has its drawback and one is maybe whatever 
you have in mind. 
 
What I can do is re-supply you with any of the original group’s addresses, which you already have if you saved just 
an email or two. 
 
The other thing I can do is this. If there is a particular contributor you would like to personally contact, it can be 
done in either of two ways: 1) a message (and possible reply) via FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com; 2) let me 
know the user name of the person you wish to exchange email addresses with, and I will send them your email 
address and your request that they contact you directly. 
 
I guess that’s the best I can do. I (and we all) really appreciate your very big contributions to the success of our 
little group of friends. Thank you! 
 
 

20111122-05 16:10 SteveG “CNN Poll: Americans Favor Tax & Cut Debt Tack” 

 
“CNN Poll: Americans Favor Tax-and-Cut Debt Tack” by Paul Scicchitano, NewsMax 
 
Nov. 21, 2011, (http://www.newsmax.com/US/tax-increases-spending-cuts/2011/11/21/id/418749) 
 
Despite the failure of the supercommittee to reach an agreement on $1.2 trillion in budget cuts, most Americans 
say they favor a combination of tax increases on the wealthy and major cuts in spending. 
 
Cuts in defense spending, however, are becoming less palatable among the general public as the likelihood of such 
cuts becomes more apparent, according to a new CNN/ORC International Poll. 
 
Six in 10 Americans oppose major cuts to the military, according to the Nov. 18-20 telephone poll of 1,019 adults. 
Almost 60 percent of Americans also oppose major changes in entitlement programs such as Social Security and 
Medicare. 
 
Continue reading at NewsMax… 
 
 

20111122-08 18:25 SteveG Fw: USAction Petition: Stop Funding the F-35 Now! 

 
from USAction/TrueMajority 
 
You've probably heard the news. The supercommittee negotiations have broken down. On the one hand, this is 
good news for progressives because we have avoided massive cuts to vital programs like Social Security, Medicare 
and Medicaid. 
 
On the other hand, we know that the supercommittee was unable to reach a deal for one reason and one reason 
only. Republicans continue to refuse to make the wealthiest Americans pay their fair share — period. They put their 

http://www.newsmax.com/US/tax-increases-spending-cuts/2011/11/21/id/418749
http://www.newsmax.com/US/tax-increases-spending-cuts/2011/11/21/id/418749


oath to "Mr. One Percent Grover Norquist" ahead of their oath to the Constitution, to the other 99 percent, to the 
good of the country.  
 
So what happens now? Congress, by its own agreement, is required to cut federal spending by $1.2 trillion over the 
next decade. And here's the good news: Congress has to cut half a trillion dollars in wasteful Pentagon spending 
over the next decade. No law has ever required this to happen before. 
 
You've worked hard over these past few months to tell Congress to do things like fund job creation, cut big oil 
subsidies and cut the wasteful Pentagon budget. Now it's time to make it happen. Pentagon spending must be 
reined in. We've been fighting together to end wasteful Pentagon spending for years, and this could be our best 
chance to really make it happen. 
 
This budget fight is just beginning. Some Republicans already are threatening to back out on the negotiated 
agreement, particularly the nearly $500 billion reduction in Pentagon spending. We have a bloated defense budget, 
which wastes hundreds of billions of dollars on programs that are outdated and obsolete and add nothing to our 
national security. We KNOW that spending on war and weapons is a lousy way to create jobs too, especially when 
compared to better ideas like hiring teachers, paying firefighters or investing in road and bridge repair. The 
President agrees with us, he says he will veto any changes to sequestration. But your Representatives need to hear 
from you. 
 
Ask your Representatives to keep the Pentagon cuts and vote in favor of the 99% – not the war-monger corporate 
defense contractors: 
 

http://act.truemajorityaction.org/p/dia/action3/common/public/?action_KEY=281. 
 
 

20111122-09 18:28 SteveG Fw: MoveOn Action: “Top 5 FOX Myths to Debunk This Thanksgiving” 

 
from MoveOn: 
 
Americans are talking about the economy—a lot. They're talking about Occupy Wall Street and the Super 
Committee, about an economy that only works for the 1% and about unemployment. 
 
But thanks to Fox News and Rush Limbaugh, lots of talk about the economy also means lots of misinformation 
about the economy. 
 
So if you're spending this Thanksgiving holiday with friends and family, and want to be ready with the facts to 
gently correct any myths you hear (they are family and friends, after all), we put together a short guide with five 
common myths you might hear and easy-to-remember facts to respond to them. 
 
Remember that you're the most important source of information for your family and friends, so check it out and 
then share it so everyone's prepared. Happy Thanksgiving, and of course, thanks for all you do. 
 
–Daniel Mintz, Mark, Julia, Elena, and the rest of the team 

 
 
“Top 5 FOX Myths to Debunk This Thanksgiving” by Angie, MoveOn 
 
Nov. 21, 2011, (http://front.moveon.org/top-5-fox-myths-to-debunk-this-thanksgiving/) 
 
MYTH #1: The congressional Super Committee failed because both sides refuse to compromise. 
 
REALITY: The Super Committee failed because Republicans' number one, non-negotiable priority is to protect 
millionaires and billionaires from paying even one more penny in taxes.1 Democrats repeatedly offered deep 
spending cuts (far deeper than most progressives would like) in exchange for raising taxes on the wealthy and 
closing corporate loopholes, only to be refused again and again.2 So even though the vast majority of Americans 

http://act.truemajorityaction.org/p/dia/action3/common/public/?action_KEY=281
http://front.moveon.org/top-5-fox-myths-to-debunk-this-thanksgiving/


say they want to protect Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid benefits, and raise taxes on the rich and 
corporations,3 that won't happen until Republicans put aside their extremist stance. 
 
MYTH #2: Nobody knows what Occupy Wall Street is about. 
 
REALITY: Occupy Wall Street may not have a formal list of demands, but anyone who's been paying attention 
understands the core problems that occupiers are protesting—that corporations have far too much power in our 
political system, that Wall Street banks crashed our economy but were never held accountable, and that the richest 
400 Americans have more wealth than half of all Americans—156 million people—combined.4 
 
MYTH #3: Occupiers should stop protesting and just get a job. 
 
REALITY: As anybody who's looked for a job in the last few years knows, there just aren't jobs out there. That's a 
big part of why occupiers are protesting. In September, there were four times as many unemployed people as job 
openings.5 And for those who are lucky enough to find a job, median wages today are lower than they were a 
decade ago.6 
 
MYTH #4: Occupy Wall Street is intent on provoking violence, especially against banks and the police. 
 
REALITY: Occupations across the country have committed themselves to nonviolent protest, in the greatest 
traditions of protest movements. Some of their protests have been met with acts of police violence—tear gas, 
pepper spray, rubber bullets7—but in many cases, protesters have reminded police that the police are part of the 
99%, too.8 And in the few cases when people have shown up at occupations and committed acts of vandalism, 
other protesters have even repaired their acts of vandalism.9 
 
MYTH #5: The biggest crisis facing our country is out of control government spending. 
 
REALITY: The two biggest drivers of our deficit—by far—are the economic crash and the Bush tax cuts.10 We have 
millions of people out of work, corporations hoarding cash, and factories sitting idle. If we put all those people back 
to work—rebuilding infrastructure, educating our children, and researching new technologies—it'll shrink the deficit 
and make our economy stronger for the long haul. And we can easily afford it if we make sure the rich—who are 
taking home a larger percentage of income than any time since 191711—pay their fair share. 
 
Sources: 
 
1"No, 'both sides' aren't equally to blame for supercommittee failure," The Washington Post, November 21, 2011, 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268071&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=2. 
 
2"Workbook: In supercommittee, Dems moved right and Republicans moved righter," The Washington Post, 
November 22, 2011, http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268072&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=3. 
 
3"CNN Poll: What The Super Committee Produced Is...Exactly What We Don't Want," Talking Points Memo, 
November 21, 2011, http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268073&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=4. 
 
"Medicare, Social Security & The Deficit," National Committee to Preserve Social Security & Medicare, September 
2011, http://www.ncpssm.org/pdf/poll.pdf. 
 
4"Michael Moore says 400 Americans have more wealth than half of all Americans combined," Politifact Wisconsin, 
March 10, 2011, http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268074&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=5. 
 
5"Fact: 4 job seekers per opening in U.S.," CNN, September 12, 2011, 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268075&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=6. 
 
6"Median household income," Wikipedia, Accessed November 22, 2011, 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268076&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=7. 
 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268071&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=2
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268072&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=3
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268073&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=4
http://www.ncpssm.org/pdf/poll.pdf
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268074&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=5
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268075&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=6
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268076&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=7


7"Occupy movement: police reaction in pictures," The Guardian, November 21, 2011, 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268077&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=8. 
 
8"Occupy Demonstrators Mark Two Months of Protests," NPR, November 17, 2011, 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268078&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=9 
 
9"Occupy Oakland protesters assist in cleanup efforts," News 10 ABC, November 3, 2011, 
http://www.news10.net/news/article/161383/2/Occupy-Oakland-protesters-assist-in-cleanup-efforts-. 
 
10"Economic Downturn and Bush Policies Continue to Drive Large Projected Deficits," Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities, May 10, 2011, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/?fa=view&id=3490. 
 
11"Income Inequality Is At An All-Time High: STUDY," The Huffington Post, September 14, 2009, 
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268079&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=10. 
 
Want to support our work? We're entirely funded by our 5 million members—no corporate contributions, no big 
checks from CEOs. And our tiny staff ensures that small contributions go a long way. Chip in here: 
 
https://pol.moveon.org/donate/donate.html?cpn_id=44&id=33162-18997482-PiW0eJx&t=11. 
 
 

20111122-14 21:21 Jim Joke: Politicians Are Like CHRISTMAS LIGHTS 

 
From Jim (9:21 pm) – ref: Politics 
 
I love CHRISTMAS LIGHTS—they remind me of politicians. 
 
They all hang together, half of the suckers don't work, and the ones that do aren't that bright. 
 
 

20111122-15 23:12 SteveG “FBI Claims It Does Not Have Any Documents on Occupy Wall Street” 

 
This is their way of trying to gut FOIA (Freedom of Information Act). When someone on the inside or WikiLeaks 
leaks a document that they are trying to hide, the whole thing will bust open. 
 
In 50 years historians will find many FBI documents about Occupy... 
 
 
“FBI Claims It Does Not Have Any Documents on Occupy Wall Street” by Jason Leopold, TruthOut 
 
Nov. 22, 2011, (http://www.truth-out.org/fbi-headquarters-says-it-does-not-have-any-documents-occupy-wall-
street/1321994542) 
 
We were surprised the FBI provided us with a final response to our FOIA request within two weeks, given the 
agency's FOIA backlog and the lengthy wait times we have faced when filing other FOIA requests with the agency. 
We were even more surprised to learn the FBI was unable to locate a single document in which agency officials 
discussed Occupy Wall Street, a global movement which, in the past month, has resulted in violent crackdowns by 
local law enforcement. 
 
Continue reading at TruthOut… 
 
 

20111122-16 23:57 SteveG 
“Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from 
Michael Moore” 

 
“Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from Michael Moore” by Michael Moore, OpEdNews 
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Nov. 22, 2011, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/Where-Does-Occupy-Wall-Str-by-Michael-Moore-111123-
530.html) 
 
 
This past weekend I participated in a four-hour meeting of Occupy Wall Street activists whose job it is to come up 
with the vision and goals of the movement. It was attended by 40+ people and the discussion was both inspiring 
and invigorating. 
 
Here is what we ended up proposing as the movement's "vision statement" to the General Assembly of Occupy Wall 
Street. 
 
We Envision: 
 

1. A truly free, democratic, and just society. 
 
2. Where we, the people, come together and solve our problems by consensus. 
 
3. Where people are encouraged to take personal and collective responsibility and participate in decision 
making 
 
4. Where we learn to live in harmony and embrace principles of toleration and respect for diversity and the 
differing views of others. 
 
5. Where we secure the civil and human rights of all from violation by tyrannical forces and unjust 
governments. 
 
6. Where political and economic institutions work to benefit all, not just the privileged few. 
 
7. Where we provide full and free education to everyone, not merely to get jobs but to grow and flourish as 
human beings. 
 
8. Where we value human needs over monetary gain, to ensure decent standards of living without which 
effective democracy is impossible. 
 
9. Where we work together to protect the global environment to ensure that future generations will have 
safe and clean air, water and food supplies, and will be able to enjoy the beauty and bounty of nature that 
past generations have enjoyed. 

 
The next step will be to develop a specific list of goals and demands. As one of the millions of people who are 
participating in the Occupy Wall Street movement, I would like to respectfully offer my suggestions of what we can 
all get behind now to wrestle the control of our country out of the hands of the 1% and place it squarely with the 
99% majority. 
 
Here is what I will propose to the General Assembly of Occupy Wall Street: 
 
10 Things We Want, A Proposal for Occupy Wall Street, Submitted by Michael Moore 
 

1. Eradicate the Bush tax cuts for the rich and institute new taxes on the wealthiest Americans and on 
corporations, including a tax on all trading on Wall Street (where they currently pay 0%) 
 
2. Assess a penalty tax on any corporation that moves American jobs to other countries when that company 
is already making profits in America. Our jobs are the most important national treasure and they cannot be 
removed from the country simply because someone wants to make more money. 
 

http://www.opednews.com/articles/Where-Does-Occupy-Wall-Str-by-Michael-Moore-111123-530.html
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3. Require that all Americans pay the same Social Security tax on all of their earnings (normally, the middle 
class pays about 6% of their income to Social Security; someone making $1 million a year pays about 0.6% 
(or 90% less than the average person). This law would simply make the rich pay what everyone else pays. 
 
4. Reinstate the Glass-Steagall Act, placing serious regulations on how business is conducted by Wall Street 
and the banks. 
 
5. Investigate the Crash of 2008, and bring to justice those who committed any crimes. 
 
6. Reorder our nation's spending priorities (including the ending of all foreign wars and their cost of over $2 
billion a week). This will re-open libraries, reinstate band and art and civics classes in our schools, fix our 
roads and bridges and infrastructure, wire the entire country for 21st century internet, and support scientific 
research that improves our lives. 
 
7. Join the rest of the free world and create a single-payer, free and universal health care system that 
covers all Americans all of the time. 
 
8. Immediately reduce carbon emissions that are destroying the planet and discover ways to live without 
the oil that will be depleted and gone by the end of this century. 
 
9. Require corporations with more than 10,000 employees to restructure their board of directors so that 
50% of its members are elected by the company's workers. We can never have a real democracy as long as 
most people have no say in what happens at the place they spend most of their time: their job. (For any 
U.S. businesspeople freaking out at this idea because you think workers can't run a successful company: 
Germany has a law like this and it has helped to make Germany the world's leading manufacturing 
exporter.) 
 
10. We, the people, must pass three constitutional amendments that will go a long way toward fixing the 
core problems we now have. These include: 

 
a. A constitutional amendment that fixes our broken electoral system by: 
 

1. Completely removing campaign contributions from the political process. 
2. Requiring all elections to be publicly financed. 
3. Moving election day to the weekend to increase voter turnout. 
4. Making all Americans registered voters at the moment of their birth. 
5. Banning computerized voting and requiring that all elections take place on paper ballots. 

 
b. A constitutional amendment declaring that corporations are not people and do not have the 
constitutional rights of citizens. This amendment should also state that the interests of the general 
public and society must always come before the interests of corporations. 
 
c. A constitutional amendment that will act as a "second bill of rights" as proposed by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt: that every American has a human right to employment, to health care, to a 
free and full education, to breathe clean air, drink clean water and eat safe food, and to be cared for 
with dignity and respect in their old age. 

 
Let me know what you think. Occupy Wall Street enjoys the support of millions. It is a movement that cannot be 
stopped. Become part of it by sharing your thoughts with me or online (at OccupyWallSt.org). Get involved in (or 
start!) your own local Occupy movement. Make some noise. You don't have to pitch a tent in lower Manhattan to be 
an Occupier. You are one just by saying you are. This movement has no singular leader or spokesperson; every 
participant is a leader in their neighborhood, their school, their place of work. Each of you is a spokesperson to 
those whom you encounter. There are no dues to pay, no permission to seek in order to create an action. 
 



We are but ten weeks old, yet we have already changed the national conversation. This is our moment, the one 
we've been hoping for, waiting for. If it's going to happen it has to happen now. Don't sit this one out. This is the 
real deal. This is it. 
 
Have a happy Thanksgiving! —Michael Moore (MMFlint@MichaelMoore.com) 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Best Guitarist Ever! 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 24, 2011) 
 
 
HAPPY THANKSGIVING, EVERYONE! I hope you all get to spend special times with your families and friends. 
 
May you be as blessed as I have been lucky to be, and may all of us be grateful for what we have been given, for 
what we have earned is so much less. 
 
Now, let’s listen to some music, have a drink, and eat a little of that delicious-smelling food! 
 
Salud! 
 
 
“Rolling Stone Names Hendrix Best Guitarist Ever” by Piya Sinha-Roy, Reuters 
 
Nov. 23, 2011, (http://93rockon.com/news/articles/2011/nov/23/rolling-stone-names-hendrix-best-guitarist-ever/) 
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Legendary musician Jimi Hendrix was named the greatest guitar player in history on Wednesday by Rolling Stone 
magazine in a list compiled by a panel of music experts and top guitar players. 
 
"Jimi Hendrix exploded our idea of what rock music could be: He manipulated the guitar, the whammy bar, the 
studio and the stage," said Grammy-winning guitarist Tom Morello in the magazine, citing Hendrix's "Purple Haze" 
and "The Star-Spangled Banner" as key tracks. 
 
Hendrix is joined by the likes of Eric Clapton, B.B. King, Keith Richards, Jimmy Page and Pete Townshend among 
the top 10, in a list laden with rock 'n' roll icons spanning decades. 
 
The panel of experts recruited to vote for their favorite guitar players included musicians such as Lenny Kravitz, 
Eddie Van Halen (who was voted No. 8), Brian May and Dan Auerbach from The Black Keys, along with a selection 
of Rolling Stone's senior writers and editors. 
 
The experts also weighed in on their favorites, with Pearl Jam's Mike McCready calling Eddie Van Halen "a master of 
riffs" and Joe Perry praising Jimmy Page's "vision of how to transcend the stereotypes of what the guitar can do." 
 
The full list will be featured in a special issue with four special covers of Van Halen, Clapton, Hendrix and Page, and 
will be on newsstands and online at www.rollingstone.com on Friday. Rolling Stone's top 10 greatest guitarists 
follow: 
 

1. Jimi Hendrix [I’ve missed you for a long time, Jimi. What a tragedy! –SteveB] 
 
2. Eric Clapton [My personal favorite. “Eric Clapton is God!” –SteveB] 
 
3. Jimmy Page [A good choice here, so influencial. –SteveB] 
 
4. Keith Richards [Musician—yes; guitarist—not so sure. –SteveB] 
 
5. Jeff Beck [Then why not Carlos Santana or Jerry Garcia?] 
 
6. B.B. King [OK, great. But not Robert Johnson? –SteveB] 
 
7. Chuck Berry 
 
8. Eddie Van Halen [What about Mark Knopfler? I like him soooo much better. –SteveB] 
 
9. Duane Allman 
 
10. Pete Townshend [I love him, but maybe barely doesn’t deserve this spot. –SteveB] 

 
 
 

20111123-01 09:47 Pam 
Re: “Five Ways That Financial Elites Are Destroying Democracy” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #23) 

 
What a nice reminder that our needs are simple.  When they are met, we should be grateful.  This is a thoughtful 
Thanksgiving message.  Happy Thanksgiving, everyone! 
 
 

20111123-02 09:56 Pam 
Re: “Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from 
Michael Moore” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #23) 

 
Michael Moore sort of annoys me, the way he's always in the middle of everything.  But he's right.  I like Ralph 
Nader's style better, but Moore's proposals seem just right to me.  What is there to argue with? 
 



 

20111123-07 12:12 SteveG 
Re: “Where Does Occupy Wall Street Go from Here? ...a Proposal from 
Michael Moore” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Ralph had trouble getting traction.  He had trouble getting on the polls and if you can’t get on the polls, you can’t 
get in the debates, if you can’t get in the debates, you can’t get on the ballots.  The same is happening to the ex-
governor of New Mexico Gary Johnson – first name could be wrong.   
 
It amazes me the platform that Michael gets by the movies/documentaries he has done compared with the work 
and platforms afford the above two individuals. 
 
 

20111123-03 10:08 DaveY Executive Orders 

 
I noticed Obama recently bypassed Congress and issued an Executive Order to implement some new law.  Not 
being politically astute, do you know under what circumstances a U.S. president can issue an executive order? 
 
Seems like this would be good way to bypass an uncooperative Congress 
 
 

20111123-04 10:35 SteveB Re: Executive Orders (reply to DaveY, above) 

 
I didn’t know much either, DaveY, and you ask a very good question, pertinent to the current problems. The only 
thing I could remember is that the Emancipation Proclamation issued by Lincoln was an executive order. So I guess 
they can be very sweeping and effective, although, as you remember, for the sake of permanence, the 13th 
Amendment was later passed. 
 
 
“Executive Order” from Wikipedia, the Free Encyclopedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Executive_order) 
 
An executive order in the United States is an order issued by the President, the head of the executive branch of the 
federal government. In other countries, similar edicts may be known as decrees, or orders in council. Executive 
orders may also be issued at the state level by a state's governor or at the local level by the city's mayor. U.S. 
Presidents have issued executive orders since 1789, usually to help officers and agencies of the Executive branch 
manage the operations within the federal government itself. Executive orders have the full force of law, since 
issuances are typically made in pursuance of certain Acts of Congress, some of which specifically delegate to the 
President some degree of discretionary power (delegated legislation), or are believed to take authority from a 
power granted directly to the Executive by the Constitution. However, these perceived justifications cited by 
Presidents when authoring Executive Orders have come under criticism for exceeding Executive authority; at various 
times throughout U.S. history, challenges to the legal validity or justification for an order have resulted in legal 
proceedings. 
 
U.S. Presidents have issued executive orders since 1789. Although there is no Constitutional provision or statute 
that explicitly permits executive orders, there is a vague grant of "executive power" given in Article II, Section 1, 
Clause 1 of the Constitution, and furthered by the declaration "take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed" made 
in Article II, Section 3, Clause 4. At the minimum, most Executive Orders use these Constitutional reasonings as the 
authorization allowing for their issuance to be justified as part of the President's sworn duties, the intent being to 
help direct officers of the US Executive carry out their delegated duties as well as the normal operations of the 
Federal Government - the consequence of failing to comply possibly being the removal from office. 
 
Other types of orders issued by 'the Executive' are generally classified simply as administrative orders rather than 
Executive Orders. These are typically: 
 

Presidential Determination 
(Presidential) Memorandum 
(Presidential) Notice 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Executive_order


 
Presidential directives are considered a form of executive order issued by the President of the United States with the 
advice and consent of a major agency or department found within the Executive branch of government. Some types 
of Directives are: 
 

National Security Directives 
Homeland Security Presidential Directives (presidential decision directives) 

 
Until the early 1900s, executive orders went mostly unannounced and undocumented, seen only by the agencies to 
which they were directed. However, the Department of State instituted a numbering scheme for executive orders in 
1907, starting retroactively with an order issued on October 20, 1862, by President Abraham Lincoln. The 
documents that later came to be known as "Executive Orders" probably gained their name from this document, 
captioned "Executive Order Establishing a Provisional Court in Louisiana." 
 
Until the 1950s, there were no rules or guidelines outlining what the president could or could not do through an 
executive order. However, the Supreme Court ruled in Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 343 US 579 (1952) 
that Executive Order 10340 from President Harry S. Truman placing all steel mills in the country under federal 
control was invalid because it attempted to make law, rather than clarify or act to further a law put forth by the 
Congress or the Constitution. Presidents since this decision have generally been careful to cite which specific laws 
they are acting under when issuing new executive orders. 
 
Wars have been fought upon executive order, including the 1999 Kosovo War during Bill Clinton's second term in 
office. However, all such wars have had authorizing resolutions from Congress. The extent to which the president 
may exercise military power independently of Congress and the scope of the War Powers Resolution remain 
unresolved constitutional issues, although all presidents since its passage have complied with the terms of the 
Resolution while maintaining that they are not constitutionally required to do so. 
 
Critics have accused presidents of abusing executive orders, of using them to make laws without Congressional 
approval, and of moving existing laws away from their original mandates. Large policy changes with wide-ranging 
effects have been effected through executive order, including the integration of the armed forces under Harry 
Truman and the desegregation of public schools under Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
 
One extreme example of an executive order is Executive Order 9066, where Franklin D. Roosevelt delegated military 
authority to remove any or all people (used to target specifically Japanese Americans and German Americans) in a 
military zone. The authority delegated to General John L. DeWitt subsequently paved the way for all Japanese-
Americans on the West Coast to be sent to internment camps for the duration of World War II. 
 
Executive Order 13233, which restricted public access to the papers of Presidents Reagan and George H.W. Bush, 
was more recently criticized by the Society of American Archivists and other groups, stating that it "violates both the 
spirit and letter of existing US law on access to presidential papers as clearly laid down in 44 USC. 2201–07," and 
adding that the order "potentially threatens to undermine one of the very foundations of our nation." Executive 
Order 13233 was later revoked by President Obama. 
 
It is quite common for U.S. Presidents to issue executive orders that instruct federal agencies to promulgate 
administrative regulations in order to circumvent the legislative process in the US Congress altogether, though, as 
alluded to above, this can violate the US Constitution in a number of ways. US Presidents are quite aware that US 
congressional politics can defeat or otherwise prevent the passage of legislation presidents deem politically 
important. In this regard, US Presidents have issued executive orders calling upon federal agencies, such as the US 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the US Department of Energy (DOE), to amend administrative 
regulations where the political process of adopting new congressional legislation necessary to implement multilateral 
environmental regulatory treaty obligations a president wishes for the US to assume would prevent US ratification 
of/accession to that treaty. 
 
To date, U.S. courts have overturned only two executive orders: the aforementioned Truman order, and a 1995 
order issued by President Clinton that attempted to prevent the U.S. government from contracting with 
organizations that had strike-breakers on the payroll. Congress was able to overturn an executive order by passing 



legislation in conflict with it during the period of 1939 to 1983 until the Supreme Court ruled in Immigration and 
Naturalization Service v. Chadha that the "legislative veto" represented "the exercise of legislative power" without 
"bicameral passage followed by presentment to the President." The loss of the legislative veto has caused Congress 
to look for alternative measures to override executive orders, such as refusing to approve funding necessary to 
carry out certain policy measures contained with the order or to legitimize policy mechanisms. In the former, the 
president retains the power to veto such a decision; however, the Congress may override a veto with a two-thirds 
majority to end an executive order. It has been argued that a Congressional override of an executive order is a 
nearly impossible event due to the supermajority vote required and the fact that such a vote leaves individual 
lawmakers very vulnerable to political criticism. 
 
Executive orders as issued by the governors of the states are not laws, but do have the same binding nature. 
Executive orders are usually based on existing constitutional or statutory powers of the Governor and do not require 
any action by the state legislature to take effect. 
 
Executive orders may, for example, demand budget cuts from state government when the state legislature is not in 
session, and economic conditions take a downturn, thereby decreasing tax revenue below what was forecast when 
the budget was approved. Depending on the state constitution, a governor may specify by what percentage each 
government agency must reduce by, and may exempt those that are already particularly underfunded, or cannot 
put long-term expenses (such as capital expenditures) off until a later fiscal year. The governor may also call the 
legislature into special session. 
 
There are also other uses for gubernatorial executive orders. In 2007 for example, the governor of Georgia made 
an executive order for all of its state agencies to reduce water use during a major drought. This was also demanded 
of its counties' water systems, however it is unclear whether this would have the force of law. 
 
A presidential proclamation "states a condition, declares a law and requires obedience, recognizes an event or 
triggers the implementation of a law (by recognizing that the circumstances in law have been realized)." Presidents 
“define” situations or conditions on situations that become legal or economic truth. These orders carry the same 
force of law as executive orders – the difference between the two is that executive orders are aimed at those inside 
government while proclamations are aimed at those outside government. The administrative weight of these 
proclamations is upheld because they are often specifically authorized by congressional statute, making them 
“delegated unilateral powers.” Presidential proclamations are often dismissed as a practical presidential tool for 
policy making because of the perception of proclamations as largely ceremonial or symbolic in nature. However, the 
legal weight of presidential proclamations suggests their importance to presidential governance. 
 
 
2011 Executive Orders Disposition Tables, Barack Obama, 2011 (http://www.archives.gov/federal-
register/executive-orders/obama.html) (http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/2011.html) 
 
Executive Order 13563 
Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review 

Signed: January 18, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 3821, January 21, 2011 
See: EO 12866, September 30, 1993; EO 13579, July 11, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13564 
Establishment of the President's Council on Jobs and Competitiveness 

Signed: January 31, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 6309, February 3, 2011 
Revokes: EO 13501, February 6, 2009 

 
Executive Order 13565 
Establishment of the Intellectual Property Enforcement Advisory Committees 

Signed: February 8, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 7681, February 11, 2011 
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Executive Order 13566 
Blocking Property and Prohibiting Certain Transactions Related to Libya 

Signed: February 25, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 11315, March 2, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13567 
Periodic Review of Individuals Detained at Guantanamo Bay Naval Station Pursuant to the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force 

Signed: March 7, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 13277, March 10, 2011 
See: EO 13491, January 22, 2009; EO 13492, January 22, 2009 

 
Executive Order 13568 
Extending Provisions of the International Organizations Immunities Act to the Office of the High Representative in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina and the International Civilian Office in Kosovo 

Signed: March 8, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 13497, March 11, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13569 
Amendments to Executive Orders 12824, 12835, 12859, and 13532, Reestablishment Pursuant to Executive Order 
13498, and Revocation of Executive Order 13507 

Signed: April 5, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 19891, April 8, 2011 
Amends: EO 12824, December 7, 1992; EO 12835, January 25, 1993; EO 12859, August 16, 1993; EO 
13532, February 26, 2010 
Revokes: EO 13507, April 8, 2009 
See: EO 13498, February 5, 2009 

 
Executive Order 13570 
Prohibiting Certain Transactions With Respect to North Korea 

Signed: April 18, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 22291, April 20, 2011 
See: EO 13466, June 26, 2008; EO 13551, August 30, 2010 

 
Executive Order 13571 
Streamlining Service Delivery and Improving Customer Service 

Signed: April 27, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 24339, May 2, 2011 
See: EO 12862, September 11, 1993; Memoranda of March 22, 1995, and March 3, 1998 

 
Executive Order 13572 
Blocking Property of Certain Persons With Respect to Human Rights Abuses in Syria 

Signed: April 29, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 24787, May 3, 2011 
See: EO 13338, May 11, 2004; EO 13399, April 25, 2006; EO 13460, February 13, 2008; EO 13573, May 18, 
2011; EO 13582, August 17, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13573 
Blocking Property of Senior Officials of the Government of Syria 

Signed: May 18, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 29143, May 20, 2011 
See: EO 13338, May 11, 2004; EO 13399, April 25, 2006; EO 13460, February 13, 2008; EO 13572, April 29, 
2011; EO 13582, August 17, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13574 
Authorizing the Implementation of Certain Sanctions Set Forth in the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996, as Amended 



Signed: May 23, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 30505, May 25, 2011 
See: EO 12957, March 15, 1995 

 
Executive Order 13575 
Establishment of the White House Rural Council 

Signed: June 9, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 34841, June 14, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13576 
Delivering an Efficient, Effective, and Accountable Government 

Signed: June 13, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 35297, June 16, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13577 
Establishment of the SelectUSA Initiative 

Signed: June 15, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 35715, June 20, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13578 
Coordinating Policies on Automotive Communities and Workers 

Signed: July 6, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 40591, July 11, 2011 
Revokes: EO 13509, June 23, 2009 

 
Executive Order 13579 
Regulation and Independent Regulatory Agencies 

Signed: July 11, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 41587, July 14, 2011 
See: EO 12866, September 30, 1993; EO 13563, January 18, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13580 
Interagency Working Group on Coordination of Domestic Energy Development and Permitting in Alaska 

Signed: July 12, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 41989, July 15, 2011 
See: EO 13547, June 19, 2010 

 
Executive Order 13581 
Blocking Property of Transnational Criminal Organizations 

Signed: July 24, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 44757, July 27, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13582 
Blocking Property of the Government of Syria and Prohibiting Certain Transactions With Respect To Syria 

Signed: August 17, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 52209, August 22, 2011 
See: EO 13338, May 11, 2004; EO 13399, April 25, 2006; EO 13460, February 13, 2008; EO 13572, April 29, 
2011; and EO 13573, May 18, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13583 
Establishing a Coordinated Government-wide Initiative to Promote Diversity and Inclusion in the Federal Workforce 

Signed: August 18, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 52847, August 23, 2011 
See: EO 13078, March 13, 1998; EO 13163, July 26, 2000; EO 13171, October 12, 2000; EO 13518, 
November 9, 2009; and EO 13548, July 26, 2010 

 



Executive Order 13584 
Developing an Integrated Strategic Counterterrorism Communications Initiative and Establishing a Temporary 
Organization To Support Certain Government-wide Communications Activities Directed Abroad 

Signed: September 9, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 56945, September 15, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13585 
Continuance of Certain Federal Advisory Committees 

Signed: September 30, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 62281, October 7, 2011 
See: EO 11145, March 7, 1964; EO 11183, October 3, 1964; EO 11287, June 28, 1966; EO 11612, July 26, 
1971; EO 12131, May 4, 1979; EO 12216, June 18, 1980; EO 12367, June 15, 1982; EO 12382, September 
13, 1982; EO 12829, January 6, 1993; EO 12905, March 25, 1994; EO 12994, March 21, 1996; EO 13231, 
October 16, 2001; EO 13265, June 6, 2002; EO 13270, July 3, 2002; EO 13515, October 14, 2009 
Supersedes: EO 13511, September 29, 2009 
Amends: EO 13515, October 14, 2009 

 
Executive Order 13586 
Establishing an Emergency Board to Investigate Disputes Between Certain Railroads Represented by the National 
Carriers' Conference Committee of the National Railway Labor Conference and Their Employees Represented by 
Certain Labor Organizations 

Signed: October 6, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 63533, October 12, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13587 
Structural Reforms To Improve the Security of Classified Networks and the Responsible Sharing and Safeguarding of 
Classified Information 

Signed: October 7, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 63811, October 13, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13588 
Reducing Prescription Drug Shortages 

Signed: October 31, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 68295, November 3, 2011 

 
Executive Order 13589 
Promoting Efficient Spending 

Signed: November 9, 2011 
Federal Register page and date: 76 FR 70863, November 15, 2011 
See: EO 13576, June 13, 2011; Memorandum of May 24, 2011 

 
 

20111123-05 11:25 Art Newt Gingrich & Republican Candidates 

 
You know one thing that strikes me is that, Newt, slimy though he may be, is really too intelligent for the teabag 
Republican base.  When you think how they flit from Bachmann to Perry to Cain etc, each vying to prove he/she is 
stupider than the other, how could anyone with any smarts have a meaningful dialogue with these people?  Must be 
tough on Newt. 
 
 

20111123-09 14:24 SteveB 
Re: Newt Gingrich & Republican Candidates (reply to Art, above) &“Is 
Newt as Smart as He Thinks?” 

 
I loved this other article at Politico (below), but didn’t have space for it today. It’s hilarious in parts. Sounds right-on 
to me. 
 



The basic premise: “The intellectual level of debate in the Senate and the House is very low, and it’s in that context 
that Gingrich comes off as more profound than he really is,” Siegel said. “He is the tallest building in Wichita.” 
 
Up next to the other Republican candidates, with the possible exception of over-the-edge Ron Paul, it’s like 
comparing Einstein to a mosquito. Not that brains or even sense would ever impress those primary voters from the 
base of the base. 
 
Thanks for the Thanksgiving message, Art. My best to you and your family and all those who serve! (See the special 
Thanksgiving issue of the Newsletter tomorrow,) 
 
P.S. I was just looking at the 13th Amendment, because the Republicans at one time wanted to pass the “original” 
13th Amendment in order to be able to impeach President Obama for winning the Nobel Peace Prize. No kidding. 
Anyway, the “real” 13th Amendment abolished slavery, right? Do you know that it actually didn’t? It’s just that, now, 
it takes a court to make you a slave. With Clarence Thomas around, somehow I don’t feel so safe. 
 
 
“Is Newt as Smart as He Thinks?” by Edward-Isaac Dovere, Politico 
 
Nov. 22, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/68990.html) 
 
Newt Gingrich is always on message about one thing: He’s not just smart, he’s a deep-thinking intellectual with the 
big ideas to set the country right. 
 
Leading conservative intellectuals who spend their days discussing big ideas aren’t as convinced. 
 
They don’t doubt he’s smart. They just doubt he’s as smart as he thinks he is. 
 

 
 
Gingrich is interested in ideas and at his best has been highly skilled marketer of them — as when he distilled 
decades of conservative thought into the “Contract with America” in 1994. But as he surges in the 2012 polls on the 
strength of professorial debate performances, some skeptics on the academic and think tank right say that the 
former speaker’s showy intellectualism and endless reservoir of obscure historical trivia are not the same as being 
an original or rigorous thinker. 
 
To the Cato Institute’s David Boaz, Gingrich doesn’t merit that description: The former House speaker doesn’t meet 
Boaz’s definition because he doesn’t drill down on ideas, integrate them into a larger philosophy or bat them around 
with peers. 
 

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/68990.html


“He strikes me as a guy who thinks of lots of ideas and never runs them through a sanity test before spilling them 
on a stage,” Boaz said. “I think he has had a tendency to just have idle thoughts occur to him as he’s reading the 
newspaper and then announce them without even running it by a colleague.” 
 
That’s a common view in the conservative academy: Gingrich is more idea impresario than idea generator, a bright 
and savvy politician who uses a facade of deep intellectualism effectively — but not authentically. 
 
“Nobody thinks of Gingrich as a wonky type. Nobody thinks of him as someone who has serious positions, white 
papers, policies on a wide array of issues coming from deep knowledge and experience,” said Roderick Hills Jr., a 
constitutional law professor at New York University who’s active in the conservative Federalist Society. “I don’t think 
of him that way, and I don’t know of any professor who thinks of him that way.” 
 
Lee Edwards, distinguished fellow in conservative thought at The Heritage Foundation, argues that’s the wrong 
standard to apply. Gingrich may not be the kind of intellectual who comes up with many of his own original ideas, 
but he plays an important role in drawing from and promoting them. 
 
“He may not be as deep a thinker as Russell Kirk or an F.A. Hayek or Richard Weaver, but certainly I’d say he’s as 
intelligent and as thoughtful as any politician who comes along,” Edwards said. “I haven’t read one of his more 
recent books, but I think he pays proper attention to and gives credit to all the right people in the conservative 
movement.” 
 
Of course, Gingrich doesn’t have much competition on that front, said Fred Siegel, a scholar at the conservative 
Manhattan Institute, who scoffed at the idea that the former House speaker has much substance. 
 
“The intellectual level of debate in the Senate and the House is very low, and it’s in that context that Gingrich 
comes off as more profound than he really is,” Siegel said. “He is the tallest building in Wichita.” 
 
Siegel sees the gap between that reality and Gingrich’s impression of his own talents as a large reason for why he’s 
had trouble in both the political and government arenas over the years: Convinced of the ingenuity of his ideas, he’ll 
overlook details, contradictory evidence and practical reality. 
 
“He has the sense of himself of being so smart he often doesn’t see what’s 2 feet in front of him,” Siegel said. 
 
In a year in which Republican presidential candidates have been dismissing the need for deep policy knowledge and 
appealing to the anti-intellectual strain of their party base, Gingrich stands out. If elected, he’d be only the second 
president in history with a Ph.D. He wrote a dissertation on the Belgian education system in the colonial Congo and 
was teaching at West Georgia College before his focus on his first two failed congressional runs in the 1970s got 
him denied tenure, and he quit. 
 
Elected to the House in 1978, Gingrich’s political career has been marked by attempts to meld big ideas with the 
political process in ways that have gotten him tagged as both pompous and profound. He is author or co-author of 
21 books that include fanciful policy explorations, alternate-history novels, a self-help book and an environmental 
treatise he co-authored with the former director of the Atlanta Zoo. 
 
That’s a staggering total for a professional author, let alone someone with a day job. And though Gingrich has 
engaged in his share of intellectual meanderings in the books, he’s also used them as an engine for building up 
both the ideas he finds appealing and the momentum to get them wider support. He’s linked these with efforts like 
the Conservative Opportunity Society, the group of emboldened young congressmen he founded in the early 1980s 
to start talking welfare reform —13 years before Bill Clinton signed many of those changes into law. 
 
And he’s always distinguished with his insight into the future of technology, long before he realized that his 
presence on Facebook and Twitter could be as powerful in the 2012 campaign as the heavier early state travel 
schedule he’s avoided. 
 
As Weekly Standard editor Andrew Ferguson wrote in the New York Times after reading through the whole Gingrich 
library over the summer, “Gingrich has called some and missed some. In 1984, he saw more clearly than most that 



computers would touch every aspect of commercial and private life, but nobody any longer wants to build ‘a large 
array of mirrors [that] could affect the earth’s climate,’ warming it up so farmers could extend the growing season.” 
 
But for all that success, rarely have any of Gingrich’s books or ideas been discussed as intellectual works outside 
their political context. 
 
Gingrich’s intellect “can be good in that it makes you a serious person — he can talk about all the problems we face 
and put them in context, down into the weeds,” said Dr. Yuval Levin, a fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center 
who was executive director of George W. Bush’s bioethics council and worked briefly for Gingrich during his time as 
speaker in the 1990s. “It can be bad just in that there are times for a politician when knowing too much leads you 
to say too much.” 
 
“He’s a guy who thinks in paragraphs, and when you only have time to say one sentence, you don’t always pick the 
right sentence,” Levin added. 
 
And their perception of the level of Gingrich’s depth has many conservative intellectuals concerned with how he’d 
perform as president. 
 
“There’s a difference between intelligence and wisdom. And you’re looking for a president to have wisdom,” said 
Marvin Olasky, the World Magazine editor in chief who collaborated with Gingrich in the ’90s. “Wisdom is knowing 
the difference between good and bad ideas. Newt is very intelligent; he has lots of ideas. But I’m not sure he 
always distinguishes between good and bad.” 
 
Just look at history, Olasky said: Many men who might not have been able to match Gingrich’s Mensa score 
succeeded in the White House in ways that stymied smarter presidents. 
 
“Woodrow Wilson was probably much smarter than Harry Truman, but I think Harry Truman was a better 
president,” Olasky said, comparing the most recent commander in chief with a doctorate to the most recent one 
who never made it much past high school. 
 
Gingrich may be trying to make the 2012 election about who can think deepest, but those who do it for a living 
suggest that’s the wrong way to choose a president. 
 
Charles Murray, the libertarian scholar behind “The Bell Curve” and a fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 
said that, for his tastes, Ronald Reagan and Dwight Eisenhower possessed what he called “the right degree of 
intelligence” for the White House. 
 
Citing Gingrich’s tendency “to have eight ideas a day, though only one of them will be good,” Murray said he’s 
reminded of the line from the ancient Greek poet, “The fox knows many things, but the hedgehog knows one big 
thing.” 
 
“And I say that with a certain amount of admiration, because Clinton too was really quick and fast off the mark. But 
in terms of being president, I think there’s a benefit to being a hedgehog,” Murray said. 
 
Gingrich had a different take when asked after a speech at Harvard last week what role he thought his intelligence 
plays in his candidacy. 
 
“Well, it’s nice to have a president who knows that there aren’t 57 states. It would be good to have a president who 
knows that Hawaii is in the Pacific and not in Asia,” Gingrich said. “I don’t think it hurts to have a president who is 
reasonably smart.” 
 
He referred to articles using “various phrases about smartest guy in the room” to describe his debate performances. 
Whether he agreed with that assessment, though, Gingrich said, “I’ll let you decide that. I was simply quoting the 
news media.” 
 



Charles Fried, a respected conservative Harvard law professor who served as solicitor general under Reagan, has 
already decided. 
 
Is Gingrich as deep and smart as he thinks he is? 
 
“I don’t think anybody can be that smart,” Fried said. 
 
(Reid J. Epstein contributed to this report.) 
 
 

20111123-06 11:53 Art Thanksgiving, Our Troops, Truth 

 
Thanksgiving greeting to all.  Hope this finds  everyone at home or with family as we enjoy the day that probably 
most symbolizes what we would all like the United States to reflect.  Would ask everyone to spend a few moments 
wishing well all our troops overseas in not so nice settings, who risk their lives for us all every day. 
 
It is also a time of significant crisis for our country as we definitely seem to have one of the wheels falling off our 
governmental process.  I think what may have been missing a lot lately in much of the dialogue is the truth.  
Recently I read a study that researched over 100 email creations that circulated widely about our current President 
over the past few months, yet less than 10% were true.  Why is this? Surly this is not the people we want to be.  
That does not address the even more numerous vicious hate mails seemingly saturating the internet these days.  Is 
this really what we are? 
 
Something to think about as we give thanks. 
 
 

20111123-08 13:47 SteveG “Egyptian Military Using Nerve Gas on Protesters” 

 
Reportedly the tear gas being used in Egypt is manufactured in the USA – haven’t heard about the nerve gas below. 
 
 
“Egyptian Military Using Nerve Gas on Protesters” by Newsmax 
 
Nov. 23, 2011, (http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/egyptian-military-nerve-gas/2011/11/23/id/418927) 
 
The Egyptian military has been using a banned chemical agent to deal with hundreds of thousands of protesters, 
according to several news sources. 
 
At least 23 Egyptians have died and more than 1,700 have succumbed to a lethal gas military forces have been 
using during the past three days in clashes in and around Cairo's Tahrir Square. 
 
The International Business Times reports that demonstrators have been struck with "dangerous levels of CR gas 
over the past two days of protests" and Australia's The Age said Wednesday that the canisters are marked "Made in 
the USA." 
 
CR gas is an intense and lethal version of CS gas, called "tear gas," widely used by police for crowd control. 
 
Wikipedia notes that CR gas has effects that are "are approximately 6 to 10 times more powerful than those of CS 
gas." CR causes intense skin pain and irritation, and can lead to blindness and death by asphyxiation. 
 
CR gas was widely used by South African police during the height of Apartheid in the 1980s and its use was widely 
condemned by international bodies. 
 
Former IAEA official Mohammed ElBaradei has confirmed in Twitter that Egyptian forces have used "tear gas with 
[a] nerve agent."  
 

http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/egyptian-military-nerve-gas/2011/11/23/id/418927


The Arabist, an Egyptian blog covering the protests Tuesday, quoted an Egyptian neurology expert as saying this "is 
not the regular tear gas used in January [during protests]" and was causing "extra-pyramidal symptoms — 
involuntary jerks in extremities and trunk mimicking a convulsive seizure." 
 
''It is some kind of neuro-toxic nerve gas,'' doctor Mohamed Aden, who usually works at the Cairo University 
hospitals, told Australia's The Age. ''We are seeing people whose upper respiratory tract is in convulsion - we have 
to give them diazepam to relax the muscles to allow them to begin to breathe again.'' 
 
The Australian paper continued: "A young man was rushed into the clinic, unconscious and fitting, as the doctor 
spoke. For at least five minutes it was touch and go as medics administered treatment. Finally he drew breath and 
the team moved to one of the four patients who had just been carried in, a man with gunshot wound to a leg." 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
 
  

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com


 

FRIENDS OF THE M IDDLE 

Newsletter #25 — NOV. 25, 2011 
 

 
 

Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org    FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 

 
 
INDEX: Click here. 
 

America’s Dysfunctional Congress 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 25, 2011) 
 
 
Today is a special day, not just because it’s Black Friday. Starting today, our Newsletter is being sent to every 
U.S. Congressman and Senator, the President, and the Vice-President. Soon, we will expand daily 
distribution to include the Supreme Court (tough email addresses to find!), the 50 state governors, and top 
legislative leaders at the state level. If you have access to any of these or additional addresses, please let me know. 
 
Now, I know not many actual congressmen are going to read our Newsletter, even though it represents real, 
mainstream American views and tons of important ideas. But some of the staff will read it sometimes, and, every 
once in a while, something might get passed up to the boss. Maybe we’ll even get real replies sometimes. We shall 
see! 
 
And since we have Congress on board today, I thought it would be a good time to bash Congress a little. After all, 
they are not doing their collective jobs. I believe the two articles which follow illustrate my point. 
 
There’s simply too much money involved in politics now for Congress to ignore it and do their job for the American 
people. We are obviously not a priority with those we so carefully elected. 
 

 
Congress at “work”. 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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What Congress has done to fix the economy (Hint: Nothing) By Charles Riley, CNN/Money 
 
Nov. 23, 2011, (http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/23/news/economy/congress_failure/) 
 
The 112th Congress is not doing much to help the economy. 
 
The super committee failed. Lawmakers failed to "go big" on a debt reduction package. Congress failed to preserve 
the country's AAA debt rating.  
 
The list goes on: Congress couldn't pass a real budget. The government almost shut down on more than one 
occasion. Lawmakers pushed the nation perilously close to default. 
 
And that's just the negative stuff Congress has actually done. By way of inaction, they have also failed. 
 
"I give them a failing grade," David Kendall, a senior fellow at centrist think tank Third Way said before 
reconsidering. "Ok, I'll give them a 'D' because they did some deficit reduction. But even that was not done in a 
productive way." 
 
The current Congress took power in January, when the economy was sputtering. It's still sputtering today. 
 
The economy grew at only 2.0% in the third quarter, which is actually an improvement from 1.3% gross domestic 
product growth in the second quarter. The unemployment rate has been sitting at or above 9% since April, and 
higher than 8% for 33 straight months. 
 
The besieged housing market has even further to fall before home prices really hit rock bottom — a triple dip. 
What has Congress done to help? Not much. 
 
Congress has, to their credit, approved free trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea and Panama that have 
been in the works for years. And a bill designed to reform the nation's twisted patent system became law in 
September. 
 
But vast areas of policy have gone untouched. 
There is a reason for this: Lawmakers disagree on how to best promote growth. The two parties are miles apart on 
fiscal policy — and they love to fight about it. 
 
America's Choice 2012 
 
"This Congress has had a very difficult time getting its political footing," Kendall said. "It never seems to have 
gotten past this angry mob feeling. There is a lot of one step forward, one step back."  
 
The intransigence of lawmakers has not gone unnoticed. President Obama, for example, changed his campaign trail 
slogan in response to Congress's inaction: "Yes we can" has become "We can't wait." 
 
The American people noticed too. 
 
Nearly seven in ten Americans think Congress has done nothing to address the problems facing America, according 
to a CNN/ORC International Poll released last month. 
 
And a New York Times poll found that American's approval of Congress hit its lowest mark ever in October — only 
9% approve of the way Congress is handling its job. 
If you're keeping track, that's pretty bad. The Nixon White House, for instance, maintained an approval rating of 
40% — more than four times Congress's current rating — during the Watergate scandal. 
 
Now, for the future. There are a couple of stimulus measures set to expire at year's end: extended unemployment 
insurance and the payroll tax holiday. 

http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/23/news/economy/congress_failure/
http://money.cnn.com/2011/09/09/technology/patent_reform_bill/index.htm?iid=EL
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/10/26/us/politics/poll-finds-anxiety-on-the-economy-fuels-volatility-in-the-2012-race.html


 
Regulation: Not the job killer GOP says 
 
Economists at Capital Economics said in a research note Monday that an extension of the measures "is becoming a 
more remote possibility" and that "the resulting fiscal contraction will cause a sharp slowdown in the first quarter of 
next year." 
 
Some economists put the total potential drag on the economy at 0.5% of gross domestic product. 
 
The White House is already pushing for their renewal — and pushing hard. 
 
"Don't vote to raise taxes on working Americans during the holidays," Obama told Congress on Tuesday. "Put the 
country before party. Put money back in the pockets of working families. Do your job.' 
 
There is hope in Washington that the payroll tax cut will be extended — after all, letting the measure expire would 
amount to a tax hike.  
 
"They have to salvage what's left of their reputation by doing something," Kendall said. 
 
 
“The Wonk Who Slays Washington” by Peter J. Boyer, Newsweek/The Daily Beast 
 
November 13, 2011 10:00 AM EST, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/11/13/peter-schweizer-s-new-
book-blasts-congressional-corruption.print.html) 
 
(Congress is getting rich off Wall Street, and Peter Schweizer won't stop until everyone knows it.) 
 

 
 
In the Spring of 2010, a bespectacled, middle-aged policy wonk named Peter Schweizer fired up his laptop and 
began a months-long odyssey into a forbidding maze of public databases, hunting for the financial secrets of 

http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/11/13/peter-schweizer-s-new-book-blasts-congressional-corruption.print.html
http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/11/13/peter-schweizer-s-new-book-blasts-congressional-corruption.print.html
http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/11/13/how-obama-s-alternative-energy-programs-became-green-graft.html


Washington’s most powerful politicians. Schweizer had been struck by the fact that members of Congress are free 
to buy and sell stocks in companies whose fate can be profoundly influenced, or even determined, by Washington 
policy, and he wondered, do these ultimate insiders act on what they know? Yes, Schweizer found, they certainly 
seem to. Schweizer’s research revealed that some of Congress’s most prominent members are in a position to 
routinely engage in what amounts to a legal form of insider trading, profiting from investment activity that, he says, 
“would send the rest of us to prison.” 
 
Schweizer, who is 47, lives in Tallahassee with his wife and children (“New York or D.C. would be too distracting—
I’d never get any writing done”) and commutes regularly to Stanford, where he is the William J. Casey research 
fellow at the Hoover Institution. His circle of friends includes some bare-knuckle combatants in the partisan frays 
(such as conservative media impresario Andrew Breitbart), but Schweizer himself comes across more as a bookish 
researcher than the right-wing hit man liberal critics see. Indeed, he sounds somewhat surprised, if gratified, to 
have attracted attention with his findings. “To me, it’s troubling that a fellow at Stanford who lives in Florida had to 
dig this up.” 
 
It was in his Tallahassee office that Schweizer began what he thought was a promising research project: combing 
through congressional financial-disclosure records dating back to 2000 to see what kinds of investments legislators 
were making. He quickly learned that Capitol Hill has quite a few market players. He narrowed his search to a dozen 
or so members—the leaders of both houses, as well as members of key committees—and focused on trades that 
coincided with big policy initiatives of the sort that could move markets. 
 
While examining trades made around the time of the 2003 Medicare overhaul, Schweizer experienced what he calls 
his “Holy crap!” moment. The legislation, which created a new prescription-drug entitlement, promised to be a huge 
boon to the pharmaceutical industry—and to savvy investors in the Capitol. Among those with special insight on the 
issue was Massachusetts Sen. John Kerry, chairman of the health subcommittee of the Senate’s powerful Finance 
Committee. Kerry is one of the wealthiest members of the Senate and heavily invested in the stock market. As the 
final version of the drug program neared approval—one that didn’t include limits on the price of drugs—brokers for 
Kerry and his wife were busy trading in Big Pharma. Schweizer found that they completed 111 stock transactions of 
pharmaceutical companies in 2003, 103 of which were buys. 
 
“They were all great picks,” Schweizer notes. The Kerrys’ capital gains on the transactions were at least $500,000, 
and as high as $2 million (such information is necessarily imprecise, as the disclosure rules allow members to report 
their gains in wide ranges). It was instructive to Schweizer that Kerry didn’t try to shape legislation to benefit his 
portfolio; the apparent key to success was the shaping of trades that anticipated the effect of government policy. 
 
“Senator Kerry does not buy, sell, or trade stocks,” says Jodi Seth, Kerry’s spokeswoman. She notes that Kerry’s 
holdings are in family trusts and managed by independent trustees with whom he does not communicate. Further, 
Seth says, Kerry is not a beneficiary of Teresa Heinz Kerry’s trusts, which were established before they were 
married. In any case, Seth adds, Kerry was running for president when the Medicare bill was passed, and he missed 
much of the debate. 
 
“It’s not that I think John Kerry is calling up his broker, on health care, and saying, ‘Buy this company, sell that 
company,’?” Schweizer says. “The issue is one of a double standard.” He notes that if the executive of a health-care 
company were in discussions with the White House over pending legislation that would affect his industry, and then 
made a series of unusual stock transactions related to the industry, the SEC might well open an insider-trading 
investigation. “The only group in America that we exempt is politicians, who are probably the last people about 
whom we should be saying, ‘Oh, we’ll take their word for it,’?” he says. “That’s what’s so amazing to me.” 
 
The Kerry trustees’ impeccable timing in drug company trades was evident again in 2007, when the federal 
government was weighing whether to discontinue Medicare reimbursement for certain anemia drugs used by cancer 
patients. When the government announced that it would limit reimbursements, shares in Amgen, one of the 
drugmakers at issue, dropped 15 percent. Kerry’s wife happened to be an Amgen stockholder but avoided losses; 
her shares, valued at between $500,000 and $1 million, were unloaded more than a week before the government’s 
announcement. 
 



Schweizer, an unabashed conservative and a foreign-policy adviser to Sarah Palin, has written books about Reagan 
and the Bushes as well as polemics about the ruinous ways of liberalism. But this latest book is not an overtly 
partisan work; as the title, Throw Them All Out, suggests, it should discomfit conservatives and liberals, Democrats 
and Republicans, alike. 
 
Indeed, Schweizer reports that, during the debate over Obama’s health-care reform package, John Boehner, then 
the House minority leader, was investing “tens of thousands of dollars” in health-insurance-company stocks, which 
made sizable gains when the proposed public option in the reform deal was killed. (“There are laws and there are 
rules of the House, and they should be followed,” a Boehner spokesperson tells Newsweek. “The speaker does not 
make those trades himself. He has a financial adviser in Ohio.”) 
 
One of the more dramatic episodes in the book recounts the trading activity of Republican Rep. Spencer Bachus, of 
Alabama, who, as the ranking member of the House Financial Services Committee, was privy to sensitive high-level 
meetings during the 2008 financial crisis and proceeded to make a series of profitable stock-option trades.  
 
Bachus was known in the House as a guy who liked to play the market, and in fact he was pretty good at it; one 
year, he reported a capital gain in excess of $150,000 from his trading activities. More striking is that Bachus boldly 
carried forth his trading in the teeth of the impending financial collapse, the nightmarish dimensions of which he 
had learned about first-hand in confidential briefings from Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson and Fed chairman Ben 
Bernanke. On Sept. 19, 2008, after attending two such briefings, Bachus bought options in an index fund 
(ProShares UltraShort QQQ) that effectively amounted to a bet that the market would fall. That is indeed what 
happened, and, on Sept. 23, Bachus sold his “short” options, purchased for $7,846, for more than $13,000—nearly 
doubling his investment in four days. 
 
Around the time Congress and the Bush administration worked out a TARP bailout, Bachus made another options 
buy and again nearly doubled his money. The House turned down the TARP proposal, and Bachus’s own Financial 
Services Committee remained clued in to revisions of what became the final TARP package. In the earlier closed-
door briefings, Bernanke had warned the congressional members that a “meltdown in the global financial system” 
was imminent and that it would spill over into the broader economy if something wasn’t done. With TARP 
completed, Bachus seemed confident in its effect, now buying options that effectively bet that the market would 
rise—to mixed results. 
 
Bachus was hardly the only member of Congress trading as the government was coming to grips with the financial 
crisis. After the first briefing from Bernanke and Paulson, brokers for Democratic Congressman Jim Moran, of 
Virginia, and his wife sold their shares in 90 companies, dodging the losses that others who stayed in the market 
would soon face. Republican Rep. Shelley Capito, of West Virginia, sold between $100,000 and $250,000 of 
Citigroup stock the day after the first meeting, recording capital gains on Citigroup transactions in that rocky period. 
 
When Schweizer began his project, he consulted a former securities regulator, who happened to have an office 
down the hall from his in Florida. The adviser told him that investigators always look for two things in insider-
trading cases: whether individuals had access to material information and whether they engaged in unusual trading. 
There is probably no group of people on earth with greater access to inside information than members of Congress; 
K Street lobbying firms get rich fees from hedge funds for ferreting out intelligence (such as whether some pending 
legislation has the votes to pass) that any member of the Senate or House routinely obtains in the cloak room. 
 
But there have been no insider-trading cases brought against members of Congress, nor will there likely be. This is 
partly because, though insider-trading law is not settled, case law usually requires that an offending insider bear 
fiduciary responsibility at the company involved. But Congress’s relative immunity also owes to the fact that, in this 
regard, as in many others, Congress lives by its own rules. Schweizer notes that the Senate’s ethics manual devotes 
an entire chapter to the proper use of the mail and of Senate stationery, but is silent on the subject of insider 
trading. Ditto the rules of the House, which state that a member’s recusal from a vote affecting his or her stock 
portfolio “might be denying a voice” in the process. Neither the executive nor judicial branches allow such laxity. 
 
But while congressional stock trading is condoned, some of the activity risks, at the very least, the appearance of 
impropriety. Nancy Pelosi, for one, will likely be answering questions about possible conflict-of-interest issues raised 
in Schweizer’s study. 



 
Pelosi and her husband, Paul, are reportedly worth $40 million, with a significant stock portfolio. In the spring of 
2008, when Pelosi was speaker of the House, Paul made a big play—between $1 million and $5 million—on Visa, 
the credit-card company. What was striking about the investment, apart from its size, was the price the Pelosis paid 
for it. The Visa initial public stock offering was one of the hottest of the decade, its price-per-share jumping from 
$44 to $65 just 48 hours after public trading began. But the initial public offering, at the $44 price, was reserved for 
institutional investors and mutual funds, plus a select group of individual investors. The Pelosis bought their Visa 
shares in three transactions, the first of which—5,000 shares—came at the lower IPO price. This may have been 
just a piece of investment luck or an instance of Visa extending a friendly gesture to an important political figure. 
 
Schweizer is happy to posit another possibility. The Pelosis acquired their IPO shares shortly after the introduction 
into the House of legislation that, if passed, would adversely affect Visa’s business. Visa makes money by licensing 
its name to banks (which in turn issue the cards and charge customers interest) and by charging “swipe fees” to 
merchants who accept the card as payment. These fees paid by retailers range from 1 percent to 3 percent of the 
purchase amount every time a Visa card is used. The proposed 2008 law would have allowed retailers to negotiate 
lower fees with the major credit-card companies, who, gaining billions from those fees, predictably opposed the 
measure. 
 
The bill passed through committee but never made it to the floor of the House. It eventually died, and two similar 
efforts also failed to reach the House floor. Congress did finally act on the issue two years later, as part of the 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act. By that time, the value of Pelosi’s IPO shares had 
more than doubled, while the market as a whole had shown a double-digit decline. 
 
Pelosi bridles at any suggestion that her financial holdings and her official duties were linked. Pelosi spokesman 
Drew Hammill notes that several other members of Congress also took advantage of the Visa IPO. The controversy, 
he insists, is a “preposterous idea” cooked up by “a right-wing hack.” 
 
Pelosi’s office might have added that there was nothing illegal in the Visa trades, nor even a violation of House 
rules. But that is the point of Schweizer’s book. Indeed, none of the special dealing in his study—which also looks at 
land deals and the cronyism associated with the green-energy loan controversies, such as Solyndra—is technically 
illegal. “They have legislated themselves as untouchable as a political class,” he writes. 
 
Washington does seem to live by its own laws of economics. The D.C. metro area has displaced Silicon Valley as 
home of the highest median income, at $84,523 last year (compared with the national average of $50,046). Earlier 
this month, a Roll Call study of congressional financial disclosures revealed that the net worth of members of 
Congress had grown by 25 percent since 2008, during a period in which the average American household has lost 
as much as 20 percent of its net worth. 
 
Throw Them All Out arrives at a moment when the populist anger and resentment of the Tea Party and Occupy 
movements have melded into a kind of generalized outrage toward a system that seems geared to protect the 
interests of the few. Schweizer offers some prescriptions, including laws forbidding members of Congress from 
trading stocks of companies overseen by their committees, but he doesn’t expect what he calls the “permanent 
political class” to reform itself. 
 
What Schweizer says he does hope is that others will take up his mission—requiring only time, online access, and a 
willingness to wade through public databases—and eventually crowd-source reform. A Throw Them All Out 
campaign is an interesting prospect—a movement that both Sarah Palin and Michael Moore could embrace. 
Schweizer’s motivation and his message could well be a credo that transcends partisan conflict. 
 
“I was troubled,” he says, “by the fact that the political elite gets to play by a different set of rules than the rest of 
us. In the process of researching this book, I came to the conclusion that political party and political philosophy 
matter a lot less than we think. Washington is a company town, and politics is a business. People wonder why we 
don’t get more change in Washington, and the reason is that the permanent political class is very comfortable. 
Business is good.” 
 
 



 

20111124-01 16:25 Phil Fw: Socialism 

 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
An economics professor at a local college made a statement that he had never failed a single student before, but 
had once failed an entire class. That class had insisted that Obama's socialism worked and that no one would be 
poor and no one would be rich, a great equalizer. 
 
The professor then said, "OK, we will have an experiment in this class on Obama's plan". All grades would be 
averaged and everyone would receive the same grade so no one would fail and no one would receive an A. 
(Substituting grades for dollars—something closer to home and more readily understood by all.) 
 
After the first test, the grades were averaged and everyone got a B. The students who studied hard were upset and 
the students who studied little were happy. As the second test rolled around, the students who studied little had 
studied even less and the ones who studied hard decided they wanted a free ride too, so they studied little. 
 
The second test average was a D! No one was happy. When the 3rd test rolled around, the average was an F. 
 
As the tests proceeded, the scores never increased, as bickering, blame and name-calling all resulted in hard 
feelings and no one would study for the benefit of anyone else. [I don’t believe this would happen most of the time. 
–SteveB] 
 
To their great surprise, all failed, and the professor told them that socialism would also ultimately fail because, 
when the reward is great, the effort to succeed is great. But when the government takes all the reward away, no 
one will try or want to succeed. 
 
Could not be any simpler than that. 
 
 

20111124-02 17:26 SteveB Re: Socialism (reply to Phil, above) 

 
Not that I don’t thank you and love having this email in my collection… 
 
Oops! Debunked as a total myth by Snopes.com. Not that some professor couldn’t have done this at some point in 
time, I suppose, but there’s no evidence of that. Why would he be so anonymous, if genuine? 
 
http://www.snopes.com/college/exam/socialism.asp 
 
Let me tell you more little more about the much more insidious lies this email contains: 
 

1. The person who wrote this gives the impression that if you don’t agree with the students (who were 
proven wrong), then you must agree with whatever radical right agenda the writer wishes to perpetrate 
upon the American people. (The only specifics given are that it sure isn’t socialism and the five numbered 
points at the end which, according to Snopes, were not part of the original email.) 
 
2. If you agree with the students, then you are a complete socialist (with Obama and the students) and 
proven wrong by the class experiment. This assumption is false. 
 
3. Jeez, this guy wants to put us in a place where we have to admit that Obama is a socialist and socialism 
doesn’t work. The class proved it doesn’t work, right? 
 
4. The problem is, Obama is not a socialist, yet he believes in redistributing some of the wealth. He is 
actually a rabid capitalist, who realizes as well as any of us that free enterprise is the engine of our 
economy, now made sick by the Bush-era banking and housing debacles. What happened during the Bush 
years was a lack of free markets, controlled by the rich and powerful. I believe in wealth redistribution 

http://www.snopes.com/college/exam/socialism.asp


through taxation. So do you, probably. So has the entire country for almost 100 years. No one really thinks 
it’s socialism. It’s the American way. 
 
5. No one, not even true socialists (wherever the heck they might be), want government to “take all the 
reward away”. This would be sort of extreme, wouldn’t it? Did you see that happen in the USSA, Cuba, or 
China, for instance. Not to that degree, even if to too far a degree. 
 
6.Therefore, the two positions in question, the author’s mysterious right-wing agenda, and the rest of us, 
including the students, Obama, me, and probably you, are not the opposite of each other, even though the 
author wants to pretend that they are. 
 
7. To oppose Republicans, to oppose this alleged “professor”, to favor progressive income taxes and 
government regulation of big corporations, big banks, and big money IS NOT TO BE A SOCIALIST. IT IS TO 
BE A NORMAL AMERICAN. LIKE YOU AND ME. 

 
THIS EMAIL IS A PACKAGE OF NOTHING BUT TOTAL LIES. 
 
Now I want to hear your true thoughts. 
 
 

20111124-03 17:43 Phil Re: Socialism (reply to SteveB, above) 

 

I didn't believe that drivel for a moment, but it's fun to send out just to enflame the emotions! 
 
 

20111124-04 17:45 SteveB Re: Socialism (reply to Phil, above) 

 

Yer such a hot dog! :-) 
 
 

20111124-05 18:17 SteveG 
Fw: Move to Amend Action: Abolish Corporate Personhood & Demand 
Democracy! 

 
The national campaign to Abolish Corporate Personhood and Demand Democracy. The time has come! 
 
 
from Move to Amend (http://movetoamend.org/): 
 
Move to Amend has led the call for a Constitutional amendment to not only overturn the heinous Supreme Court 
decision of Citizens United v. FEC, but to put corporations in their proper place as subservient to The People. 
 
Passing an amendment will be a tough job, so the language must be commensurate with the effort needed to win. 
The amendment must be strong and clear enough to end corporate rule - there's no room here for half 
solutions or ambiguity. 
 
Move to Amend's proposed amendment (http://movetoamend.org/amendment) will clearly establish that 
money is not speech, corporations are not people, and allows for no loopholes. Our amendment will put 
people in charge of our government, and corporations in their proper place. 
 
Tune in to Thom Hartmann's show today where we'll unveil our amendment proposal and discuss our 
strategy to get it passed: http://www.thomhartmann.com/ 
 
We've spent the last two years listening and organizing at the grassroots level. Our amendment reflects what 
we have heard from Americans across the nation - our country is ready for a change that is bold and 
sweeping. 
 

http://movetoamend.org/
http://movetoamend.org/amendment
http://www.thomhartmann.com/


But is Congress ready? 
 
It is our belief that we need to operate on the assumption that once an Amendment comes out of Congress we 
won't get another shot. So we MUST get it right! 
 
In the months ahead it will be important that we not let our goals be diluted by our legislators in 
Washington or organizations who have their ear, even those that mean well and want to see reform in our 
political system. 
 
You've probably heard by now about the flurry of amendments introduced in Washington, DC in the past month. 
 
With many competing proposals, it can be confusing to figure out what is what in terms of what the proposals will 
actually do. We have prepared a summary of each of the amendments proposed (http://movetoamend.org/other-
amendments), including what is missing from each one. 
 
In the weeks to come we will be sharing our strategy to win our bold and yet common sense 
amendment. We know we still have a long way to go, but the tide is turning in this country and Move to Amend 
intends to ride it to victory. 
 
We thank you for coming this far with us already, and we urge you to take a next step: 
 

Move to Amend is a grassroots organization. Local Move to Amend Affiliates are spreading across the 
country. Is it time to start one in your community? 
 
Occupy the Courts, Liberate the Law! is our call to action on January 20 for the second anniversary of 
the Citizens United decision. Communities across the nation are joining in, including folks at Occupy Wall 
Street and several other Occupy sites. Will you stand with us on January 20? 
 
Move to Amend and several partner organizations hosted over 200 house parties across the nation last 
month to plan local action in 2012. The next round of these meetings will be the week of December 13. Will 
you host a gathering of your friends to take action? 

 
Move to Amend is in it to win it, over the long haul. We know you are too. Thank you for your support, and 
your partnership. 
 
Yours for democracy, Kaitlin Sopoci-Belknap, David Cobb, Nancy Price, Lisa Graves, Laura Bonham, Ben Manski, Jerome 

Scott and George Friday, Move to Amend Executive Committee 

 
PS - Our Amendment needs a name! Help us brand this amendment and make it a household name. What do 
you think the amendment should be called? We want to hear from you! 
 
Move to Amend Coalition, P.O. Box 260217, Madison, WI 53726-0217 
End Corporate Rule. Legalize Democracy. Move to Amend. 

 
 

20111124-06 20:44 SteveG Music: Buffy Sainte-Marie 

 
Worth a listen: 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XKmAb1gNN74. 
 
[I love it! –SteveB] 
 
 

20111124-07 22:26 Jim Corporate Citizenship vs. Personhood 

 

http://movetoamend.org/other-amendments
http://movetoamend.org/other-amendments
http://movetoamend.org/amendment
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XKmAb1gNN74


I just finished a new science fiction book which I did not like very much and would not really recommend, but it did 
have one interesting concept as a side issue. 
 
Corporations were recognized as citizens but were subject to social audits as well as financial audits to see how 
they were performing their roles as citizens. 
 
I wonder how most of our big names would fare if all their polluting, child-labor, corner-cutting on safety, dumping 
pension obligations on the government, mortgage frauds,  paying bribes, etc were on a public report card. 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org    FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 

 
 
INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Values = Politics 

 
 
(posted by Pam McRae, Nov. 28, 2011) 
 
 
Heard something on NPR this morning about our early history.  Didn't catch her name, but someone has written a 
book about said subject [“How to tell us apart — Democracy or Plutocracy?.”].  She pointed out that from the very 
beginning there has been a divide in America between those who want rule by the elite and those who want rule by 
the people.  A lot of nasty things were said on both sides, just as nasty as the things people say today about our 
would-be leaders.  From all I can tell, the country is about evenly divided between those who favor business and 
money and those who want to see the fruits of capitalism shared more equitably.  I didn't say "equally."  There's a 
difference. 
 
When you watch the local news and see all the crimes—from petty to heinous—that are perpetrated by "the 
people," the often unschooled, unwashed, conscienceless folks that drag a community down, you can understand 
why rule by an educated elite might seem attractive.  Enlightened monarchy, if you will.  But you know what they 
say about power.  If we must choose between imposed order and people-power, I vote for the latter.  I don't want 
to be like Singapore, despite their economic success. 
 
I think both the Right and the Left value whatever their definition is of "individual freedom."  For the Right, that 
means total self-reliance and the right to keep what you make.  For the Left, it means autonomy in one's private 
life, with no state interference in religion or sexual practices for consenting adults.  For the Right, it means the right 
to stick with your own kind and reject alternative value systems.  For the Left, it means recognizing and accepting 
difference in religion and sexual preference.  I'm sure there are other points of divergence, but these seem to me to 
be the two big ones. 
 
We are not descended from the Puritans for nothing.  Remember, they came to the New World not to find freedom 
of/from religion, but to fulfill a desire to have things their own way.  You may not have liked it if you had to read it 
in school, but *The Scarlet Letter* is an excellent reminder of how we got to be the kind of people we are.  There 
may be many Catholics, Muslims, and Jews in America today, but the Protestant ethic still rules.  Wealth is a sign of 
God's favor, and there is only one way to salvation: being chosen for it. 
 
Core beliefs (boy, is that a tired phrase!) are very probably permanent and not subject to argument.  That is why I 
don't worry about "converting" anyone to my way of thinking.  What I do object to is people who place their values 
above mine and want theirs to prevail.  Fanatics believe the truth is on their side, but sincerity is no argument.  Let 
believers believe, but let's make sure those beliefs don't impinge on others' actions or life choices.  The Right wants 
"freedom from government."  I want government to protect me from them. 
  

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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20111127-02 16:25 SteveB Re: Values = Politics (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I think you're on to something here. So both sides essentially have this irreconcilable difference as to what 
individual freedoms they desire, I guess, or seek, or value? The right seems to value security and comfort the most. 
They don't want to worry about these things. I say more power to them! 
 
The left, on the other hand, seems to value something slightly different. 
 
But there is so much overlap and so much in common really. We all want security in our nations, in our homes, and 
on our streets. We won't kick comfort out the door. And I have still not heard anyone from the right explicitly reject 
the values of the left. 
 
The left does not want to worry that America's children are not receiving a good education. The left does not want 
to worry about homeless people begging in the streets, bothering everyone with their suffering. The left does not 
want to worry about what unhappy, jobless people might do if left unattended. The left does not want to worry 
about what could happen if other world governments hate us. The left not only wants security, it wants freedom 
from war, and freedom from military domination of politics, while recognizing the rare necessity for war. The left 
wants freedom from persecution by the right. As long as they don't hurt anyone else, the left wants to be left in 
peace to live their lives. The left wants enough government to help with security, but not so much government that 
it becomes oppressive. But let's be honest, a little government interference in private enterprise can be a very good 
thing indeed. Think government regulations pertaining to blood transfusions, for instance. I believe I want 
interference, despite a run-up in cost. 
 
And, honestly, is there anyone from the right except kooks who do not value and want these same things? If they 
say they do not want these things, do not share these values, I believe they lie. 
 
WE ALL HAVE AN EQUAL RIGHT TO THESE FREEDOMS. THAT'S REALLY ALL THEY ARE. We have the right to 
pursue these different values, not impose them on each other. Can't we try to find a way to do that? I defend the 
right's right to pursue its values for itself, but not to impose them on all of us. 
 
If we share a whole set of values, which we so obviously do, why doesn't the right just admit that and decide to 
move in a direction beneficial to all? The left would like that very much indeed. 
 
 

20111125-01 09:16 Marty Friends of the Middle, Immigration, Republicans (to SteveB) 

 
First, I'd like to thank you for your FotM Newsletter. 
 
I can't believe I'm saying this, but we both agree with virtually all of your U.S. political opinions. 
 
I do have a softer position on immigration, but I'm sure my feelings are colored by the romantic picture of 
oppressed peoples coming here to succeed. 
 
I also have no real experience with living where immigration has a profound local effect, as with my friends in San 
Diego (RichardB - did you know any of his older brothers/sisters?) and our friends outside Detroit. 
 
It is a good bit of work to go through emails and put together a newsletter. I'm glad and proud that you are so 
motivated, and I am grateful. 
 
I am personally so damned tired of hearing Republicans talk about the wealth "trickling down" from the rich as a 
reason to not increase their taxes, without even a shred of actual evidence that this has ever happened. What I 
really don't understand is why the press doesn't demand this evidence from the right. Argh. 
 
 

20111125-02 10:43 SteveB FotM Newsletter to Congress 

 



Congress is proving a tough nut to crack. They don’t want long emails. They want tweets! They only want to hear 
from their constituents. But I have managed to concoct somewhat less than half of their emails so far, and I will 
have a spreadsheet of all the emails, web contact forms, and phone numbers to send out next week. 
 
Now, do they ever pay attention??? 
 
 

20111125-03 10:44 Art Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Does this now mean I can no longer call the Speaker Bonehead? 
 
 

20111125-04 11:29 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress (reply to Art, above) 

 
No. I want us to keep doing the same thing! I’ll probably edit it to “b*nehead” though. Haha 
 
 

20111125-05 11:36 Pam Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress 

 
Hmmmm.  Does anyone else feel uneasy about sending the FotM Newsletter out to all those politicians?  I have 
mixed feelings here.  I like the idea of Congress knowing what people are thinking, but the thing I like about this 
group is that I feel comfortable saying whatever I want—even if it means calling Newt Gingrich an idiot.  I don't 
want to stop doing that.  I like feeling that we are a little community (for lack of a better word).  I want to know 
how others feel.  If everyone wants to do this, I'll try to tone down my rhetoric or write to a subset of you. 
 
 

20111125-06 12:00 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I can see that. And it’s only an experiment, and what I’m finding is that a full issue, like today’s, at 2 Mb as an .rtf, 
unless I can get them smaller, will go to very few Congressmen’s staff inboxes. So maybe it’s not even worth the 
effort, and that has been considerable. 
 
I will provide the contact info, which is kind of available online, but not comprehensive. 
 
One thing I always consider is Kevin Bacon’s six degrees of separation. I assume the Newsletter will be forwarded 
and, so far, it seems to be getting forwarded. Then, if it is forwarded five more times, it could get to anyone or 
everyone in the world with email. And anyone will be able to read the current issue on the website, or read the blog 
(probably). Right now, I’m thinking that to read the archive (and maybe back issues) a visitor would have to be a 
subscriber and be signed-in. 
 
So it is a cozy little group, yes, but if we want to accomplish something, we need to get this out there. Maybe reel-
in some more right-wing suckers, since we seem to have a dearth of them… But I don’t want anyone feeling 
uncomfortable. 
 
It’s interesting how a writer thinks of his audience, no? And that relationship? Some of us function best, I think, 
one-on-one. Some of us picture this anonymous crowd or a lonely woman reading alone at night in the glow of her 
lamp. She’s wearing…no, just kidding! But, you know what I mean. 
 
I’ll happily do whatever. My only goals are to have fun and try to grow. I don’t know why I’m so ambitious, but it’s 
only a small-sized ambition… 
 
 

20111125-09 19:01 Art Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress  & Everyone (reply to all, above) 

 
Well, you know my motto.  I think we need to do something, and the more that hear us the better.  Don't worry 
Pam, they'll come after me first, and that may a mistake. 



 
 

20111125-07 12:35 SteveG Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress  & Everyone (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Can I invite other people to join the group?? 
 
 

20111125-08 12:38 SteveB Re: FotM Newsletter to Congress  & Everyone (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Sure! Just follow the instructions at the top of the FotM Newsletter…or send me their addresses. Or forward the 
FotM Newsletter to everyone you know. That’s what the more anonymous FotM Newsletter sets us free to do that 
the email alone didn’t, because it was just too much email. Plus none of the people “out there” knows who anyone 
is except they know my name, which is OK. It lends us a little air of credibility, I think. We can’t all be anonymous, 
but everyone but me can be, if they wish. 
 
Sorry if I didn’t make all that clear. 
 
 

20111125-10 19:31 Art Super Committee 

 
Read a good one today in a WP letter to the editor.  What if we try a new Super Committee but let the Republican 
leaders pick the Democrats, or at least some portion of them, and the same in reverse?  Same idea as: you cut the 
cake in half, and I get to pick my piece first.  If they were really trying to solve something, that would be the way to 
go. 
 
 

20111126-01 05:43 SteveB Re: Super Committee (reply to Art, above) 

 
You know, that’s an excellent idea (from the WP letter)! I sure wish they had done that to begin with. That way, 
people who would compromise would tend to be picked instead of the dogmatic ones such as, especially, the 
Republicans who were picked by the Republicans. Somehow, even the stubborn, one would think, Democrats on the 
super committee were, apparently, ready to compromise Medicare, Social Security, Education, the whole enchilada, 
selling out the poor and middle classes to the rich for the sake of the country. 
 
The Republicans, for the sake of the country, were…let’s see…willing to go use the restrooms during the super 
committee meeting rather than going in the corner of the conference room or on the table? Gee, thanks, guys, for 
all you do for us. 
 
They sure are good lackeys for their masters though, aren’t they? Better than our side, but then our side has the 
disadvantage of actually being able to think. 
 
Let’s see…have I stated this strongly enough? 
 
 

20111126-02 07:27 Art Re: Super Committee (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
You know, if this is so obvious to a couple of low-lifes like us, why can't others see it?  I have this other group and 
they range from just vicious Obama haters to religious fanatics and a few sort of middle roaders.  The first two 
types are impossible but I am frustrated with the third group. When you hammer home some specific they say, "Oh 
yeah, maybe your right." but then go right back to saying "they're all the same". Hmmmm. 
 
 

20111126-03 09:33 Dick Fw: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (to SteveB) 

 
Please give us your opinion on this for the record. Thanks. 
 



 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Slam on Obama 
 
(There is a lot of truth stretching here, but a lot of these are reasons contempt is building for the hope and change 
guy. –Tom) 
 
The day the Democrats took over was not January 22nd 2009….[See FotM Newsletter #21 for the rest. –SteveB].  
 
"The problems we face today exist because the people who work for a living are outnumbered by 
those who vote for a living." 

___________________ 
 
I feel that come next year, we need to carefully examine our future in this country and how we want to live and 
what we want to save for our children and grandchildren.  DON'T vote blindly, look around and see what has taken 
place in the last four years....the changes that have taken place to the determent and ruination of the USA and 
Christianity. This report card is unreal.  Thank God someone had the background, intelligence, and determination to 
put this together.  This took an enormous amount of work.  I have to forward this to everyone I know.  Please 
remember that we hold a great deal of power...we can vote. —Victor 
 
Barack Obama's 32 Month Report Card [allegedly by ‘Rich Carroll’] 
 
[Source of original email unknown. Largely debunked by TruthOrFiction.com, see reply below. –SteveB] 
 
Copy this article. You will need researched material to mail your liberal friends and/or relatives. 
 
Mr. Hope and Change wants to create a nation humbled; humiliated, casting-aside capitalism and individual 
freedoms for one where we the people are government controlled. This would be a system that genuflects 
mediocrity, steals personal aspiration and opportunity, and punishes those who strive to succeed. 
 
A gallon of regular gasoline the day Obama was inaugurated was $1.79 on average in the U.S. Today that price is 
$3.59, a 100.6% increase. The number of food stamp recipients has risen since Obama took office from 31,983,716 
to 43,200,878, a 35.1% jump. Long term unemployment soared 146.2% during the same 32 month period from 
2,600,000 to 6,400,000. Staggering hope and change isn't it? 
 
American citizens living in poverty have risen 9.5% from 39,800,000 to 43,600,000, and the number of unemployed 
has jumped almost 25% from 11,616,000 to 14,485,000 as of August 31, 2011. The number of unemployed blacks 
has risen from 12.6% at the end of George Bush's term to 15.8% today, a 25.4% increase, and finally, our national 
debt is up 34.4% from $10.627 trillion to $14,278 trillion.* 
 
Keep these figures in mind as we recount the number of firsts for this presidency: 
 

• First President to refuse to show a valid birth certificate. 
• First President to apply for college aid as a foreign student, then deny he was a foreigner. 
• First President to have a social security number from a state he has never lived in. 
• First President to preside over a cut to the credit rating of the United States. 
• First President to violate the War Powers Act. 
• First President to be held in contempt of court for illegally obstructing oil drilling in the Gulf of Mexico. 
• First President to defy a Federal Judges court order to cease implementing the Health Care Reform Law. 
• First President to require all Americans to purchase a product from a third party. 
• First President to spend a trillion dollars on shovel-ready jobs and later admit there was no such thing as 

shovel-ready jobs. 
• First President to abrogate bankruptcy law to turn over control of companies to his union supporters. 
• First President to by-pass Congress and implement the Dream Act through executive fiat. 



• First President to order a secret amnesty program that stopped the deportation of illegal immigrants 
across the U.S., including those with criminal convictions. 

• First President to demand a company hand-over $20 billion to one of his political appointees. 
• First President to terminate Americas ability to put a man in space. 
• First President to encourage racial discrimination and intimidation at polling places. 
• First President to have a law signed by an auto-pen without being present. 
• First President to arbitrarily declare an existing law unconstitutional and refuse to enforce it. 
• First President to threaten insurance companies if they publicly speak-out on the reasons for their rate 

increases. 
• First President to tell a major manufacturing company in which state they are allowed to locate a factory. 
• First President to file lawsuits against the states he swore an oath to protect (AZ, WI, OH, IN) 
• First President to withdraw an existing coal permit that had been properly issued years ago. 
• First President to fire an inspector general of Ameri-corps for catching one of his friends in a corruption 

case. 
• First President to appoint 45 Czars to replace elected officials in his office. 
• First President to golf 73 separate times in his • First two and a half years in office. 
• First President to hide his medical, educational and travel records. 
• First President to win a Nobel Peace Prize for doing NOTHING to earn it. 
• First President to coddle American enemies while alienating Americas allies. 
• First President to publicly bow to Americas enemies while refusing to salute the U.S. Flag. 
• First President to go on multiple global apology tours. 
• First President to go on 17 lavish vacations, including date nights and Wednesday evening White House 

parties for his friends, paid for by the taxpayer. 
• First President to refuse to wear the U.S. Flag lapel pin. 
• First President to have 22 personal servants (taxpayer funded) for his wife. 
• First President to keep a dog trainer on retainer for $102,000.00 a year at taxpayer expense. 
• First President to repeat the Holy Qur'an tells us, and openly admit the early morning call of the Azan 

(Islamic call to worship) is the most beautiful sound on earth. 
 
Remember that 32 months of Obama White House we the people have accumulated national debt at a rate more 
than 27 times as fast as during the rest of our nation's entire history, as the Obama's plan their next extravagant 
vacation to the Indonesian Island nation of Bali. 
 
Hope and change anyone????????? 
 
*Sources: U.S. Energy Information Administration, Wall Street Journal, Bureau of Labor Statistics, US Dept of Labor, 
Standard & Poors/Case-Shiller, Federal Reserve, U.S. Treasury, Heritage Foundation. 
 
 

20111126-04 10:16 SteveB Re: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (reply to Dick, above) 

 
Good to hear from you, Dick. The first part of this email (Slam on Obama) was in our FotM Newsletter #21. It’s a 
little newer than most, so it isn’t in Snopes.com yet. I believe I gave a sarcastic answer at the time. You’re receiving 
the FotM Newsletter, right? 
 
I haven’t looked it up, but my memory is much different. Bush vetoed everything he could. If the Democrats kept 
the government functioning with continuing resolutions, then they were just like the Republican Congress before 
them, and, as we know now, it’s a good thing they did or utter disaster would have resulted. Can you imagine the 
2008 crash simultaneously with Congress saying they won’t pay their debts? That would have been wonderful. 
 
No, it’s pretty obvious Obama and the Democrats saved us from a worse disaster, all caused by both parties 
starting with Reagan, bu especially the Bush Republicans, who had a chance to avert disaster but failed because of 
corruption. 
 
Funny that the right vilifies Reid, Pelosi, Frank, etc. These politicians seem totally ineffective to me, not powerful 
boogiemen worthy of demonization. 



 
As to the second section of your forward (Obama’s “Report Card”), this is what I found at 
(http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/o/obama-report-card.htm). It looks to be almost 100% “fiction” with the 
rest being things any good President should have done. 
 

Obama's 32 Month Report Card — Truth! & Fiction! 

Summary of the eRumor: A forwarded email with what the author calls the many "firsts" of President Barack 
Obama. 

The Truth: This eRumor appeared all over the Internet in November, 2011 and on various political web sites, but it 
was not found on any major news sites. The email says only that is was authored by someone named Rick Carrol. 
 
Let us look some of the topics in the article one at a time: 
 
First President to refuse to show a valid birth certificate. — Fiction! 
 

Although there are those who dispute its validity, candidate Obama released of his birth certificate in 2008 
and it was displayed on his Fight the Smears web site 
(http://www.fightthesmears.com/articles/5/birthcertificate) when questions about his citizenship were 
raised. Critics alleged that the document was a fake, or insufficient as proof for the office of the President. 
This stirred a frenzy of rumors including emails that contained faked documents including one made up to 
look like birth certificates from Kenya. In 2010 President Obama released what he said was his original long 
form birth certificate, from the state of Hawaii. We have a page on the questionable citizenship of Barack 
Obama complete with photos of documents. Our findings: 
http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/l/lawyersues.htm. 

 
First President to apply for college aid as a foreign student, then deny he was a foreigner. — Fiction! 
 

This rumor originated from an April Fools Joke in 2009 featuring an alleged Associated Press story that said 
that Barack Obama received a grant from the "Fulbright Foundation" when he attended Occidental College 
in California. There is no "Fulbright Foundation" but there is a Fulbright program that is sponsored by the US 
Department of State and does award scholarship grants to students working towards higher degrees who 
already have a Bachelor of Arts degree. Our Findings: http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/o/AP-Obama-
Case.htm. 

 
First President to have a social security number from a state he has never lived in. — Fiction! 
 

Rumors about Obama's Social Security Number began circulating in 2010 alleging that the number belonged 
to a deceased man who immigrated to the U.S. from France and resided in Hawaii. That proved to be 
fiction. This sparked additional inquires as to why the President's Social Security Number began with 042, 
the three digit classification for Connecticut. According to the Social Security Administration, "The Area 
Number is assigned by the geographical region. Prior to 1972, cards were issued in local Social Security 
offices around the country and the Area Number represented the State in which the card was issued. This 
did not necessarily have to be the State where the applicant lived, since a person could apply for their card 
in any Social Security office." Social Security site: http://www.ssa.gov/history/ssn/geocard.html. 

 
First President to preside over a cut to the credit rating of the United States. — Truth! [But JEEZ! He 
sure wasn’t the 1st President to cause a cut, the Republicans in Congress were. –SteveB] 
 

On August 5, 2011, for the first time in the history of this nation, Standard and Poor's downgraded the US 
Credit Rating to one notch below AAA. According to a Washington Post article dated that same day 
(http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/sandp-considering-first-downgrade-of-us-credit-
rating/2011/08/05/gIQAqKeIxI_story.html), "the credit rating company said 'political brinkmanship' in the 
debate over the debt had made the U.S. government’s ability to manage its finances 'less stable, less 
effective and less predictable.' It said the bipartisan agreement reached this week to find at least $2.1 
trillion in budget savings 'fell short' of what was necessary to tame the nation’s debt over time and predicted 
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that leaders would not be likely to achieve more savings in the future." 
 
First President to violate the War Powers Act. — Fiction! 
 

The War Powers Resolution of 1973 became federal law to prevent a president from committing the United 
States to an armed conflict without the approval from Congress. This law requires the President to notify 
Congress within 48 hours of committing U.S. armed forces to military action. It also limits U.S. involvement 
to no more than 60 days. In 2011 President Obama bypassed congressional approval for going into Libya, 
but he was not the first U.S. President to do so. The War Powers Resolution was first disregarded by 
President Clinton in 1999, during the bombing campaign in Kosovo. 

 
First President to be held in contempt of court for illegally obstructing oil drilling in the Gulf of 
Mexico. — Truth! [And more power to him! –SteveB] 
 

The President did order a moratorium on offshore drilling in waters deeper than 500 feet after the 
Deepwater Horizon Spill in the Gulf of Mexico in May 2010. The moratorium was struck down by New 
Orleans Judge Martin Feldman and according to a February 3, 2011 article in Bloomberg 
(http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-02-03/u-s-administration-in-contempt-over-gulf-drill-ban-judge-
rules.html), the Obama Administration was acting in contempt by continuing the policy. Felman's comments 
on the ruling were reported in the article. He said, “Each step the government took following the court’s 
imposition of a preliminary injunction showcases its defiance.” Feldman added, “Such dismissive conduct, 
viewed in tandem with the re-imposition of a second blanket and substantively identical moratorium, and in 
light of the national importance of this case, provide this court with clear and convincing evidence of the 
government’s contempt.” 

 
First President to defy a Federal Judges court order to cease implementing the Health Care Reform 
Law. — Fiction! 
 

The constitutionality of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act has been questioned by several 
courts in various states in the US since it was passed into law in March 21, 2010. According to a August 12, 
2011 article in Reuters a U.S. Appeals Court for the 11th Circuit, based in Atlanta ruled that it was 
unconstitutional to require all Americans to buy insurance or face a penalty but it unanimously reversed a 
lower court decision that threw out the entire law. 

 
First President to require all Americans to purchase a product from a third party. — Too Vague to 
investigate. 
 

We are not sure of what policy this is related to. [They’re talking about Obamacare insurance of course. Big 
deal! You’re already required to buy or pay for all kinds of products from third parties if you wish to own 
and drive a car. The Supreme Court will decide this super-important issue next year. –SteveB] 

 
First President to spend a trillion dollars on shovel-ready jobs and later admit there was no such thing 
as shovel-ready jobs.- Inaccurate! 
 

According to a Sept. 26, 2011 article in Politico 
(http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0911/64454.html#ixzz1cP0l9zCV), President Obama did use the term 
"Shovel Ready Jobs" in a plan to fund $50 billion in improvements to highways, transit systems, railways 
and aviation. The idea was to put Americans back to work by construction upgrades to 150,000 miles of 
road, 4,000 miles of train tracks, 150 miles of airport runways and the nation’s air traffic control system. 
Political reported that experts did not see the jobs being as shovel ready as one would think as "A 
tremendous amount of money and time is needed to get a project through a detailed design process, 
permitting, environmental hurdles, public hearings and land acquisition." 

 
First President to abrogate bankruptcy law to turn over control of companies to his union supporters. 
— Under Investigation. 
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First President to by-pass Congress and implement the Dream Act through executive fiat. — Fiction! 
 

There was no such Executive Order. Our findings: http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/o/Obama-Dream-
Act-Executive-Order.htm. 

 
First President to order a secret amnesty program that stopped the deportation of illegal immigrants 
across the U.S., including those with criminal convictions. — Fiction! 
 

This was not done is secret and according to an August 18, 2011 ABC News report 
(http://abclocal.go.com/kgo/story?section=news/national_world&id=8314997), "The Obama administration 
announced a major change in policy for thousands of illegal immigrants going through deportation 
proceedings. They now may be able to stay in the country. There are currently 300,000 deportation cases 
making their way through the federal immigration courts, but under the new policy immigrants classified as 
low-priority cases could be granted a stay and a chance to apply for a work permit." 

 
First President to demand a company hand-over $20 billion to one of his political appointees. - Too 
Vague to investigate. 
 

We are not sure of what policy this is related to. 
 
First President to terminate Americas ability to put a man in space. Fiction! 
 

According to the St. Petersburg Times PolitiFact Check site, "Richard Nixon, perhaps in conjunction with 
Gerald Ford, would be the one to qualify for the unwanted title of "first president to terminate America’s 
ability to put a man in space" — not Obama." The Apollo program ended in 1975 and had a five year gap in 
space launches until the Space Shuttle program was in full operation. 

 
First President to encourage racial discrimination and intimidation at polling places. - Unproven! 
 

On Nov. 4, 2008, Black Panthers were spotted outside a polling place in Philadelphia, PA. One of the Black 
Panthers was holding a night stick. A YouTube Video taken by a local journalism student of an account with 
them went viral on the Internet and news outlets. A short time later, police arrived on the scene and they 
were removed from the scene. Charges of voter intimidation were charged but they were dropped by the 
Justice Department under the leadership of Eric Holder, according to an August 20, 2009 article in the Wall 
Street Journal. No explanation was given by Holder or anyone at the Department of Justice. The accusation 
that the President encouraged this incident remains unproven. 

 
First President to have a law signed by an auto-pen without being present. — Truth! [This is a good 
thing! –SteveB] 
 

According to a May 22, 2011 article in the New York Times 
(http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/28/us/politics/28sign.html) this was a historical first when the President 
extended the Patriot Act by autopen during a weeklong trip in Europe. 

 
First President to arbitrarily declare an existing law unconstitutional and refuse to enforce it. — Too 
Vague to investigate. 
 

We are not sure of what policy this is related to. 
 
First President to threaten insurance companies if they publicly speak-out on the reasons for their 
rate increases. — Under Investigation 
 
First President to tell a major manufacturing company in which state they are allowed to locate a 
factory. — Truth! [Not exactly. “Asking a judge” is to make a request, not “tell” as in command. –
SteveB] 
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On Apr. 20, 2011 the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) filed a complaint against the Boeing claiming 
that the aircraft manufacturer opened up a second 787 Dreamliner production line in South Carolina in 
retaliation against the union. South Carolina is a "right to work state." On September 23, 2011 Politico.com 
reported that , "An Obama appointee is now asking a judge to order Boeing to relocate all 787 Dreamliner 
production to Washington state — a move that’s feeding the GOP narrative that Obama’s Big Government is 
meddling with job creation, just as the first plane nears its first commercial flight." 

 
First President to file lawsuits against the states he swore an oath to protect (Az, WI, OH, IN) — 
Fiction! 
 

The oath of the President of the United States does not have any conditions to protect U.S. States. The oath 
of office is in the U.S. Constitution and it says, "I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute 
the Office of President of the United States, and will to the best of my Ability, preserve, protect and defend 
the Constitution of the United States." 

 
First President to withdraw an existing coal permit that had been properly issued years ago. — Under 
Investigation 
 
First President to fire an inspector general of Ameri-corps for catching one of his friends in a 
corruption case. — Under Investigation 
 
First President to appoint 45 Czars to replace elected officials in his office. — Under Investigation 
 
First President to golf 73 separate times in his first two and a half years in office. — Inaccurate! 
 

According to a June 26, 2011 White House Dossier article, written by veteran White House reporter Keith 
Koffler, President Obama played his 75 golf game since being sworn into office. No doubt at the time of this 
writing the number is greater. According to an Oct. 24, 2009 article in Politico 
(http://www.politico.com/click/stories/0910/obama_ties_bush_on_golf.html), Obama was in office about 10 
months when he played his 24th golf game, tying his predecessor, G. W. Bush, for the number of golf 
games. It took Bush almost 3 years to play that number of games. 

 
First President to hide his medical, educational and travel records. — Fiction! 
 

There are no U.S. laws stating that a U.S. President or presidential candidate disclose his medical or 
educational background. In his books, Barack Obama wrote about his life in Indonesia. Questions about 
Obama's travels could have been sparked by a rumor that was spread on YouTube by Reverend James 
Manning of the ATLAH church in Harlem. Manning alleged that Obama, while attending Columbia University 
(Class of 1983), was recruited by the Central Intelligence Agency to be the operative in an arms deal with 
the Taliban. Manning said that Obama was selected because he was fluent in Farsu and Middle Eastern 
customs. President only speaks English fluently, has never learned Farsi and the Taliban did not exist until 
1989. 

 
First President to win a Nobel Peace Prize for doing NOTHING to earn it. — Disputed! 
 

The Nobel Peace Prize (http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/peace/laureates/2009/press.html) was 
awarded to Barack Obama on Oct. 9, 2009 after he had been in office approximately 9 months. According to 
the Nobel Peace Prize website Obama was awarded this, "for his extraordinary efforts to strengthen 
international diplomacy and cooperation between peoples". On Jan. 20, 2010 Britain's The Guardian 
released a timeline (http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jan/19/barack-obama-key-events) showing the 
major events during the President's fist year in office. On Apr. 2009, Obama flew to England for the G-20 
conference where he not only met with Queen Elizabeth II and Prime Minister Gordon Brown but also met 
with Russian president Dmitry Medvedev to discuss U.S. and Russian relations. 

 
First President to coddle American enemies while alienating Americas allies. — Too Vague to 
investigate. 
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We are not sure of what policy this is related to. 

 
First President to publicly bow to Americas enemies while refusing to salute the U.S. flag. — Fiction! 
 

President Obama has been photographed bowing to foreign leaders during formal introductions. One of 
these leaders was Saudi Arabian King Abdullah. The U.S. is at war with a radical terrorist organization based 
in the Middle East called Al-Queda, and neither Saudi Arabia or King Abdullah are considered an enemy of 
the U.S. Obama does not always follow the protocol of placing his hand over his heart when the National 
Anthem is played. Our findings on the bow: http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/l/kathleen-lyday.htm. 
Click for findings on the salute: http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/o/obama-salute.htm. 

 
First President to go on multiple global apology tours. — Disputed! 
 

Obama did travel overseas and during his speeches make apologies for past American policies and 
arrogance. Former George W. Bush campaign manager, Karl Rove wrote an opinion on April 23, 2009 in the 
Wall Street Journal (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124044156269345357.html) calling the President’s trip 
an "Apology Tour". In a June 17, 2009 Human Events article, attributed to Niles Gardiner, director of the 
Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom at the Heritage Foundation, the conservative newspaper listed ten 
apologies by President Obama: 

 
1. Apology to Europe: Speech in Strasbourg, France, April 3. “In America, there’s a failure to 
appreciate Europe‘s leading role in the world. Instead of celebrating your dynamic union and seeking 
to partner with you to meet common challenges, there have been times where America has shown 
arrogance and been dismissive, even derisive.” 
 
2. Apology to the Muslim world: Interview with Al Arabiya, Jan. 27. “My job to the Muslim world is to 
communicate that the Americans are not your enemy. We sometimes make mistakes. We have not 
been perfect.” 
 
3. Apology to the Summit of the Americas: Address to the Summit of the Americas, Port of Spain, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Apr. 17. “While the United States has done much to promote peace and 
prosperity in the hemisphere, we have at times been disengaged, and at times we sought to dictate 
our terms.” 
 
4. Apology at the G-20 Summit of World Leaders: News conference in London, Apr. 2. “I just think in 
a world that is as complex as it is, that it is very important for us to be able to forge partnerships as 
opposed to simply dictating solutions.” 
 
5. Apology for the War on Terror: Speech in Washington, D.C., May 21. “Unfortunately, faced with 
an uncertain threat, our government made a series of hasty decisions. I believe that many of these 
decisions were motivated by a sincere desire to protect the American people. But I also believe that 
all too often our government made decisions based on fear rather than foresight, that all too often 
our government trimmed facts and evidence to fit ideological predispositions.” 
 
6. Apology for Guantanamo in France: Speech in Strasbourg, France, Apr. 3. “In dealing with 
terrorism, we can’t lose sight of our values and who we are. That’s why I closed Guantanamo. 
That’s why I made very clear that we will not engage in certain interrogation practices. I don’t 
believe that there is a contradiction between our security and our values. And when you start 
sacrificing your values, when you lose yourself, then over the long term that will make you less 
secure.” 
 
7. Apology for America before the Turkish Parliament: Speech to the Turkish Parliament, Ankara, 
Turkey, Apr. 6. “The United States is still working through some of our own darker periods in our 
history. Facing the Washington Monument that I spoke of is a memorial of Abraham Lincoln, the 
man who freed those who were enslaved even after Washington led our Revolution. Our country still 
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struggles with the legacies of slavery and segregation, the past treatment of Native Americans.” 
 
8. Apology for U.S. Policy toward the Americas: Editorial “Choosing a Better Future in the Americas,” 
Apr. 16. “Too often, the United States has not pursued and sustained engagement with our 
neighbors. We have been too easily distracted by other priorities, and have failed to see that our 
own progress is tied directly to progress throughout the Americas.” 
 
9. Apology for the Mistakes of the CIA: Remarks to CIA employees at Langley, Va., Apr. 29. “Don’t 
be discouraged that we have to acknowledge potentially we’ve made some mistakes.” 
 
10. Apology for Guantanamo: Speech in Washington, D.C., May 21. “There is also no question that 
Guantanamo set back the moral authority that is America’s strongest currency in the world.” 

 
On the other hand, The FactChecker at the Washington Post said on Feb. 22, 2011, that they "concluded 
that 'the claim that Obama repeatedly has apologized for the United States is not borne out by the fact, 
especially if his full quotes are viewed in context.'" They claim that the apology tour never happened. 
Washington Post: http://voices.washingtonpost.com/fact-checker/2011/02/obamas_apology_tour.html. 

 
First President to go on 17 lavish vacations, including date nights and Wednesday evening White 
House parties for his friends, paid for by the taxpayer. — Under Investigation 
 
First President to refuse to wear the U.S. Flag lapel pin. — Fiction! 
 

While campaigning for the Oval Office, Barack Obama did sport a different lapel pin from the customary US 
Flag pin that many patriotic Americans wear but after his election to the Oval Office the President has been 
seen with the traditional lapel pin. Our findings: http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/o/obama-pin.htm. 

 
First President to have 22 personal servants (taxpayer funded) for his wife. — Fiction! 
 

The allegations that former first ladies from previous administrations had smaller staffs is Fiction! - at least 
in the cases of Laura Bush and Hillary Clinton. Our findings: 
http://www.truthorfiction.com/rumors/m/michelle-obama-staff.htm. 

 
First President to keep a dog trainer on retainer for $102,000.00 a year at taxpayer expense. — Under 
Investigation 
 
First President to repeat “the Holy Qur'an tells us,” and openly admit “the early morning call of the 
Azaan (Islamic call to worship) is the most beautiful sound on earth.” -Truth! and Fiction! [This is not 
a reason to knock the guy, is it? –SteveB] 
 

In June 4, 2009, the President delivered a speech in Cairo, Egypt. In this speech he used the term "Holy 
Koran" a total of 5 times. He also said, "Now part of this conviction is rooted in my own experience. I'm a 
Christian, but my father came from a Kenyan family that includes generations of Muslims. As a boy, I spent 
several years in Indonesia and heard the call of the azaan at the break of dawn and at the fall of dusk. As a 
young man, I worked in Chicago communities where many found dignity and peace in their Muslim faith." 
There was no mention in this speech that the azaan was the most beautiful sound to Obama's ears. 

 
 

20111126-06 22:52 Dick Re: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Thanks, I am receiving the FotM Newsletter and am finding this very informative from all different perspectives. I as 
a taxpaying American find myself getting angrier about the beltway politics and greed. It seems to me that whoever 
we elect to congress gets eaten up in the first yr because they compromise their values and dance with the special 
interests. Washington is broken and our lawmakers are for sale to the highest bidder. It's the Fox watching the 
henhouse and it is so sad to see this happen to our great country. The "Media" is the government because of their 
ability to inform and misinform the people 24/7.With the age of information, they have the delivery vehicle to 
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dispatch all their lies to the public and twisting stories on an ongoing basis in order to influence public opinion and 
sway elections. I don't have the answer. I like what Italy is doing with their new government. They threw out 
Berlusconi and appointed the finance minister as President. They only want business people running the 
government and not politicians. That's a good start but how long before that gets corrupted. Sorry for being so 
cynical!!!!!!!. Throw the bums out, term limits and limited government pensions. The biggest thing that can happen 
is campaign reform so it opens the doors to Joe & Suzie Citizen to serve their country. We have too many lawyers in 
DC and not enough of the everyday citizen who would like to run but doesn't have the financing. Steve, do you 
remember that great film with Jimmy Stuart starring, Mr. Smith goes to Washington? That’s the type of 
representation we need! 
 
  



20111126-05 17:45 SteveG Graphic: “Democracy or Plutocracy?” 

 
“Democracy or Plutocracy? A Chart” by: Dave Johnson, Campaign for America's Future 
 
Nov. 14, 2011, (http://www.ourfuture.org/blog-entry/2011010428/democracy-plutocracy-chart) 
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20111127-01 14:16 SteveG Thanksgiving 

 
The first Thanksgiving was celebrated by undocumented workers. 
 
If our founding fathers were as divided as we are now, we would all be subjects of the Queen.  The entire concept 
of us as a country was built off compromise and we have lost that ability/desire to compromise and so we are losing 
our country. 
 
Sad. 
 
 

20111127-04 19:22 Art Photo: Man’s Best Friend(s) X5 

 
Think this was easy? 
 

 
 
 

20111127-05 19:23 SteveB Re: Photo: Man’s Best friend(s) X5 (reply to Art, above) 

 
Golden dogs! One of my best friends ever was a golden retriever named Dusty…actually Dustin Moondog Biter 
Baker. These guys are all yours? Beautiful! But maybe a little like having five kids.  

 
 

20111127-03 18:43 Art Where Is the Republican Logic? 

 
Interesting stats today in the Post about who votes Republican and who votes Democratic etc. etc.  What struck me 
about the white vote is that educated people largely vote Democratic, while uneducated (read no college degree) 
whites tend to vote Republican.  Hmmmm???  Explains maybe why Pam gave up trying to convert a long time ago.  
I'm having the same problem.  What I can't seem to get is any logical response to questions.  Quite the contrary 
just hate mail or silence. 
 
"Fanatics believe the truth is on their side, but sincerity is no argument."  Great statement. 
 
 

20111127-06 20:13 SteveB Re: Where Is the Republican Logic? (reply to Art, above) 



 
Good points. But, you know, I haven’t given-up the evangelical quest. 
 
I decided a long time ago that I was never going to quit being a critical thinker. Over the years, I have had many 
positions that have changed fundamentally, though my “core values” have not changed and probably, as Pam 
implies, couldn’t change if I wanted to. 
 
I agree, the outlook for very many people to substitute critical thinking for dogma is probably not sunny. These are 
a lot of lies out there. A lot of hidden agendas. And all the reason in the world for those things to exist. 
EVERYTHING IS AT STAKE! EVERYTHING! Always. We know how serious people are about money and power. 
 
I’ve never traveled in any high political circles, or hardly any low political circles for that matter, though I do count 
the former prime minister of St. Vincent among my friends. But, for years, I worked very closely with the CEO and 
owner of a $150 million/year manufacturing business, though now it’s much larger. He was my mentor and a man I 
greatly admired, for he is gone now. He was like King Arthur, and I was his Merlin. I was the technical guy who 
could bring his visions to fruition. He knew if he could beat the competition at productivity, he’d beat them period. 
From my proximity, I was always amazed at some of the big decisions and big deals that went on. It was pretty 
mind-boggling, really, for me anyway. If I expressed or showed any amazement, he’d sometimes say, ”Welcome to 
the real world.” At times, we’d arrive very late in a town with one of his factories. No matter, at 6:00 the next 
morning, he wanted to be seeing things and talking to workers. They were always happy to see him and he always 
acted like he loved listening to them, which he actually did. 
 
Everything is at stake, always, in the real world—yet many Americans don’t seem to believe it’s worth thinking 
about. 
 
 

20111127-07 20:16 Pam Re: Where Is the Republican Logic? (reply to Art, above) 

 
Yeah.  I'd like to hear a response from the other side.  The irony is that rich Republicans have somehow convinced 
less-educated, financially struggling people to vote with them.  It's the Democrats who have historically been on the 
side of the worker, the common man.  I wish that cohort could see that they are being used by the Right, who 
appeal to them through religion and homophobia. 
 
 

20111127-08 21:36 SteveG Re: Where Is the Republican Logic? (reply to all, above) 

 
The sides have basically been this way since the 60’s.  The main difference is that there use to be moderates to 
buffer both sides and force legislation/decisions  - now there are no moderates and no buffer and no decisions.  
There used to be back room decisions on local/state/federal levels and a script of how the deals would work out & 
then everyone would play the script out so that “face” could be saved – not that way anymore. 
 
Just watched part of a documentary made in 1969 – unjust/unpopular war; low wages; unemployment; poor; social 
unrest; racial problems – racial profiling.; unfair treatment by police – use of tear gas & clubs by police; 
demonstrations.  All sounds familiar 
 
 

20111127-09 22:26 Dale Fw: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street 

 
Meet the friends of our soon to be retiring POTUS. 
 
 
[Note: This email is old, full of lies, offensive, has been completely debunked by Snopes.com, and appears in our 
Friends of the Middle Archive, Political Inbox: 2007-2011. I will re-print these lies one more time in the interest of 
fairness. Please see: http://www.snopes.com/politics/obama/fanniemae.asp for the TRUTH. —SteveB] 
 
The three who brought down Wall Street. 

http://www.snopes.com/politics/obama/fanniemae.asp


 
Here's a quick look into the three former Fannie Mae executives who brought down Wall Street. 
 
Franklin Raines was a Chairman and Chief Executive Officer at Fannie Mae. Raines was forced to retire from his 
position with Fannie Mae when auditing discovered severe irregularities in Fannie Mae's accounting activities. Raines 
left with a "golden parachute valued at $240 Million in benefits. The Government filed suit against Raines when the 
depth of the accounting scandal became clear. 
 
Tim Howard - was the Chief Financial Officer of Fannie Mae. Howard "was a strong internal proponent of using 
accounting strategies that would ensure a "stable pattern of earnings" at Fannie. Investigations by federal 
regulators and the company's board of directors since concluded that management did manipulate 1998 earnings to 
trigger bonuses. Raines and Howard resigned under pressure in late 2004. Howard's Golden Parachute was 
estimated at $20 Million! 
 
Jim Johnson - A former executive at Lehman Brothers and who was later forced from his position as Fannie Mae 
CEO. Investigators found that Fannie Mae had hidden a substantial amount of Johnson's 1998 compensation from 
the public, reporting that it was between $6 million and $7 million when it fact it was $21 million." Johnson is 
currently under investigation for taking illegal loans from Countrywide while serving as CEO of Fannie Mae.  
Johnson's Golden Parachute was estimated at $28 Million. 
 
WHERE ARE THEY NOW?  
 
FRANKLIN RAINES? Raines works for the Obama Campaign as his Chief Economic Advisor.  
TIM HOWARD? Howard is a Chief Economic Advisor to Obama under Franklin Raines.  
JIM JOHNSON? Johnson was hired as a Senior Obama Finance Advisor and was selected to run Obama's Vice 
Presidential Search Committee 
 
 

20111127-10 22:45 SteveB Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

 
I know you can do better than this! See my comments above. Read this issue carefully. Take a look at the quality 
and factualness of material from the right and that from the left. Most of us are incredibly impressed by the vast 
difference. Do you see it? 
 
 

20111127-11 23:04 SteveG Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

 
And Newt got paid $1.6 million to advise them. 
 
 

20111127-12 23:25 Dale Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Hmmm, I guess that makes the Obama arrangement OK?  Slime is slime.  You go to bed with it and get it on ya. 
 
 

20111127-13 23:40 SteveG Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Never said it was OK, just adding facts to what you wrote.  Don’t be so judgmental.  Wrong is wrong and we all 
know that. 
 
 

20111127-14 23:52 Dale Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I'll take your suggestion to heart about not rushing to judgement; however, it did make me smile.  Have you been 
applying that principle to your and other's writing in this blog?  I haven't really observed that before.  I'll have to 
watch for that feature from now on. 



 
 

20111127-15 23:57 SteveG Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

 
I AM MAKING Strong ATTEMPTS TO NOT JUDGE but TO FIND WAYS OF MODERATION TO MAKE CHANGE a 
FORWARD MOVEMENT rather than a gridlock’  Going to bed for now. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Rights, Religion, and Republican Politics 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 29, 2011) 
 
 
I wonder if our group will drift toward the extremes, as the country has, or if it will be able to overcome the 
tendency and become a tool for compromise? The latter is what we seek, the former is what we shun. The 
propaganda, half-truths, and deceptions lie like a fog all around us. We rise above it and, still, sometimes all we can 
see is the fog. But, rest assured, when a glimmer of truth rears its lovely face, we will be there to bring that truth 
back to you before it, too, is lost in the fog. 
 
 
“And God Said to Pat Robertson, ‘Do Not Let My Children Have a Slow News Day’” by David Weigel, Slate 
 
Nov. 23, 2011, 
(http://www.slate.com/blogs/weigel/2011/11/23/and_god_said_to_pat_robertson_do_not_let_my_children_have_a
_slow_news_day_.html) 
 
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=eyF8__fR8PQ. 
 
Comment posted by Winston Blake: 
 
You people all believe the same thing... 
 
You all believe your weenies come from heaven and that this gives you some sanctified right to pass your collection 
plate at gunpoint and play "god" with everyone else's lives. 
 
Your morals, your code, it's a bad joke, dropped at the first sign of trouble. 
 
You’re only as good as the world allows you to be. 
 
They'll show you, when the chips are down these civilized people, they'll eat each other. 
 
You see, I'm not a monster, I'm just ahead of the curve... 
 
You have all these rules and you think they'll save you. 
 
I'm not here to "save" anybody, the only sensible way to live in this world is without rules. 
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If I were to tell the press millions of Americans would be blown up by an Iranian nut job or that your entire life 
savings has been stolen by the Democrats with bailouts or Obamacare, nobody panics because it is all part of the 
plan... 
 
But if I say a few homosexuals in San Francisco are upset over their little wee wees, why, everyone just loses their 
minds! 
 
Morality and all of those associated ideals are rooted entirely in the presupposition some higher power defines what 
is correct for human behavior. 
 
Plato's Euthyphro is a great illustration. Socrates advances the argument to Euthyphro that piety to the gods, who 
all want conflicting devotions and/or actions from humans, is impossible. (Socrates exposed the pagan esoteric 
sophistry.) 
 
Likewise, morals are such a construction of idols used by the Left as a rationale for them to demand compliance to 
their wishes in politics, which most often are a skewed mess of fallacies in logic. "Morals" are a deceptive 
replacement for the "avoidance of sin." 
 
But, since we are all properly obeying the *MODERN INTERPRETATION* of the First Amendment in the USA, good 
& evil isn't the question... Good, bad, right, wrong, etc., etc., ad nausea; are all inherently religious ideals. 
 
The modern interpretation of the First Amendment (according to the liberal-tarians) says government must exorcise 
all traces of religion and theism from itself. Therefore, government must never consider issues of morality and right 
and wrong. 
 
So, it becomes a question of benefits versus costs. Fetus killing has its benefits to society, especially if you like to 
sleep late on Saturdays. But it also has its costs as well. Society (by which I mean, whoever manages to seize 
power) needs to evaluate these costs and decide accordingly. 
 
The mythical rights of men and women are also meaningless. The very concept of rights is also founded in religion. 
 
Since the enlightened person is freed from any superstitions about some "God" they are free from having to worry 
about "rights." 
 
 
 

20111128-01 09:10 Pam 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

 
Yikes.  This doesn't look good. 
 
 

20111128-02 09:27 Pam 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

 
I don't mind attacks on politicians, even ad hominem ones.  They're fair game.  But let's argue the issues, not each 
others' intentions or personalities.  I'm going to vote for Obama because I'm a Democrat and because everyone but 
Hunstman on the other side makes me break out in a cold sweat.  I wouldn't vote for Huntsman either, but at least 
he lives in the real world.  Pretty much.  HOWEVER, this does not mean I in any way defend the chicanery and 
corruption that infect all our politics, from the top down.  Politics makes strange bedfellows, and when power comes 
into play the game is never clean.  It's all a question of the lesser of two evils and at least heading in the right 
direction, even if you never quite get there.  I'm disgusted by Newt's hypocrisy—taking the same kind of money he 
gives others grief for.  But I'm troubled by Obama's choice of advisers too.  Money rules.  I will be very surprised if 
that changes.  The only way I see that happening is if Congress does a complete turn-around and makes some 
strict new laws regarding corporate finance.  We need an old-time trust-buster to rattle some cages and throw the 



bums out.  I think Alan Grayson and Elizabeth Warren could give it a good shot.  What we need most of all is 
honesty, and I don't see much of that at this point. 
 
 

20111128-03 09:46 SteveB 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Pam, above & 
all, FotM Newsletter #26) 

 
Don’t worry, Pam. Just more lies. 
 
Read today’s FotM Newsletter. The email Dale forwarded yesterday is all just more of the Republican lie machine. In 
fact, unfortunately, the FotM Newsletter today is full of Republican lies I had to debunk (not a very difficult task!). 
Like Art, I sure wish the level of stuff from the Right would improve. Most of this stuff would even make the 
candidates look bad. It does not elevate the level of debate or make the Republican case look anything but weak 
and highly suspect. Dennis never sends me unintelligent, lying cr*p from the Left. 
 
I’m sorry if I insult, but after three years of this lying, often blatantly racist, cr*p (wait till you read the archive full 
of debunked Republican lying emails!)…I GROW WEARY OF IT. 
 
And your excuse, Dale, for all the Republican evils is always to point your finger at Democrats. Read Pam’s 
comments and replies from the last couple of days and reply to them instead of running away from them. We aren’t 
naïve about Democrats as most of the right apparently is about Republicans. We have no illusions. Do you doubt 
that? Changing the subject away from the real issues at hand provides no answers or solutions for anything. 
 
 

20111128-07 13:46 Art 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #26) 

 
Hmmm, all "advised" by Newt. 
 
 

20111128-11 14:13 SteveB Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Art, above) 

 
That Franklin Raines one is completely (or almost) debunked in today’s FotM Newsletter via Snopes (there are many 
others, it’s an old bunch of lies). 
 
http://www.snopes.com/politics/obama/fanniemae.asp 
 
A ton of right-wing stuff we have been sent, and that the Archives are full of, has been totally debunked as 
falsehood, deception, and delusion. 
 
And even intelligent people apparently believe most of this stuff because it fits the dogma. If it fits the dogma it 
must be true, right? 
 
 

20111128-15 14:59 Art 
Re: “The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street” (reply to all, above) & “A 
Grim Diagnosis for Our Ailing Health Care System” 

 
Good discussion and to the heart of the matter.  As I think I have previously stated I was a lifelong combat arms 
officer (this is to many of us in my field an important distinction - combat arms officers don't sit in the rear in some 
comfy job (no offense to others) but are out on the line in the way of harm - to me it made a difference in how I 
looked at myself) and still think of myself that way.  I admit to probably being a little idealistic but I always thought 
of my calling as a noble one defending the American people, good people who were on the side of "right", against 
the forces of evil. I even served through the Vietnam era when that was a tough position to maintain. 
 
As I look at thing now, I don't think I could comfortably keep doing that under this new tea bag leadership.  They 
are simply wrong. When you support torture (yes water boarding is torture) driving out children who are here 
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through no fault of their own, support lying over and over again about essentially a pretty good man, support 
protecting the rich and to hell with everyone else, don't stand up for what is right when American soldiers are 
booed, and take the position that "let'm die" if they can't afford health insurance, think that allowing more pollution 
is the answer to our jobs problem, and deny science because it conflicts with your concept of God and religion, you 
arejust wrong, period! 
 
There is a new little flap in Kansas where some young girl wrote an unflattering tweet to the governor. He is now 
pressuring the school principal to force her to write a letter of apology.  In Wisconsin the people who are working to 
recall the governor are being threatened with bodily harm.  This is just wrong! These are not the principles  I stood 
up and defended all those years, if anything they represent exactly the evil I was fighting against all those years. 
 
On another note getting back to issues the below pretty good on a big problem, health care.  When Speaker 
Bonehead, representing the republican Party says "We have the best health care system in the world", you cannot 
realistically expect much progress from that direction. 
 
 
“A Grim Diagnosis for Our Ailing Health Care System” by Robert J. Samuelson, The Washington Post 
 
Nov. 27, 2011, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/robert-j-samuelson/2011/02/24/ABSZV8O_page.html) 
 

Even had it succeeded, the Super Committee would have failed. Ultimately, the only way to control federal spending 
and deficits is to suppress the upward spiral of health costs. These are already the budget’s largest single expense 
(27 percent in 2010, compared with 20 percent for defense), and their continued rapid growth, combined with the 
scheduled introduction of Obamacare, will soon bring them to nearly one-third. The supercommittee didn’t have the 
time or staff to solve a problem as contentious and complex as health care. 
 
It remains urgent. Americans know that expensive medical care is squeezing non-health government programs and, 
through higher employer insurance costs, take-home pay. But they console themselves that U.S. health care “is the 
best in the world.” Among experts, this view has long been debated, but a new study from the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in Paris suggests that the debate is over: It’s not true. 
 
On billionaires, secretaries and taxes 
 
As societies grow wealthier, people want — and can afford — more health care. Still, U.S. health spending (about 
$7,960 per person in 2009) is in a league of its own. It’s 50 percent higher than Norway’s ($5,352), the next 
costliest. U.S. spending is more than double Britain’s ($3,487), France’s ($3,978) and the OECD average ($3,233). 
 
Despite this, Americans aren’t notably healthier than people in other advanced countries, the study reports. Life 
expectancy in the United States (78.2 years) lags behind Japan’s (83 years) and the OECD average (79.5 years). It 
roughly equals Chile’s and the Czech Republic’s, says Mark Pearson of the OECD. Americans don’t have much to 
show for their system’s enormous cost, even if the gaps in life expectancy partly reflect differences in lifestyle and 
diet. 
 
There are some bright spots. Cancer care is one area of superior performance; the five-year survival rate for breast 
cancer in the United States is 89.3 percent, while the OECD average is 83.5 percent. But the treatment of chronic 
illnesses such as diabetes and asthma may be worse. The U.S. rate of emergency hospitalization for asthma is three 
times that in France and six times that in Germany or Italy. 
 
Indeed, by some indicators, Americans get less medical care than do people in other advanced countries. The 
number of practicing U.S. doctors (2.4 per 1,000 population) is less than the OECD average (3.1 per 1,000), as is 
the number of annual doctor consultations (3.9 per capita in the United States versus 6.5 for the OECD average). 
 
What propels U.S. health spending upward? The OECD’s answer comes in two parts: steep prices and abundant 
provision of some expensive services. In 2007, an appendectomy cost $7,962 in the United States, $5,004 in 
Canada and $2,943 in Germany. A coronary angioplasty cost $14,378 in the United States, compared with $9,296 in 
Sweden and $7,027 in France. A knee replacement was $14,946 in the United States, $12,424 in France and $9,910 
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in Canada. Knee replacements in the United States were almost twice as common per 100,000 population, as in the 
rest of the OECD. So were MRI exams and angioplasties. 
 
This is a devastating portrait. At times, the U.S. health care system delivers the worst of both worlds: pay more, get 
less. Unfortunately, the message isn’t new. America’s fragmented and overspecialized health system maximizes 
returns to providers — doctors, hospitals, drug companies — but not to society. Fee-for-service reimbursement 
allows providers to reconcile their ethical duty (more care for patients) and economic self-interest (higher incomes). 
The more they do, the more they earn. Restraints are few, because patients and providers both resist limits on their 
choices. Government regulators and private insurers are too weak to control costs. 
 
Countless thousands of conscientious doctors provide most Americans with good care and some with superb care. 
But the system needs a fundamental overhaul to deliver more value for money. There are essentially two ways to 
do this. 
 
One is a voucher system that, through tax credits and fixed Medicare premium subsidies, would allow patients to 
shop for the best health plan. Competition, the theory goes, would force hospitals and doctors to restructure the 
delivery system; health plans would compete on the basis of price and quality. 
 
The other way is a government-run, single-payer system that would — somehow — include strict budget limits on 
doctors, hospitals and other providers. Lower administrative costs alone wouldn’t provide enough savings to control 
overall spending. If open-ended reimbursement survived, so would the existing system. 
 
What’s involved is transforming almost one-fifth of the U.S. economy. The supercommittee couldn’t do that. But it 
could have proposed legislation to create two teams of experts to design rival plans that would be ready for the 
next president. [I like this idea too, Art. –SteveB] One way or another, if we don’t act, we’re surrendering our future 
to runaway health spending. 
 
 

20111128-29 23:46 Dale Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I appreciate the nice comments and the olive branch.  I truly wish I had more time to participate in greater depth, 
but believe, me it isn't out of fear of the challenge or lack of commitment to the values and philosophies I deem 
important.  I'm trying to make a living myself.  It's sometimes tough to pass up responding to your off-the-wall BS 
rants about lying, thieving, cheating Republicans, but I feel like I have to  save myself for more substantive replies. 
 
 
plu•toc•ra•cy 
 

(http://dictionary.reference.com/help/luna/IPA_pron_key.html) 
 
(http://dictionary.reference.com/help/luna/Spell_pron_key.html 
 
1. The rule or power of wealth or of the wealthy. 
2. A government or state in which the wealthy class rules. (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/which) 
3. A class or group ruling, or exercising power or influence, by virtue of its wealth. 

 
My understanding of Plutocracy would include the manipulative actions of Liberal wealthy as well as Conservatives.  
Soros has been masterful at behind the scenes and overt financial transactions to facilitate HIS vision of what is 
right for America.  Of course it also has happened to line his pockets nicely.  I notice that when the noose is 
tightened around  regulation and closer monitoring of hedge funds, which he held off as long as he  needed, he 
closed his PUBLIC hedge fund and "retired" to managing friends and family money....billions, but unregulated with 
this tricky move. 
 
Michael Moore and the Hollywood/Broadway crowd who don't know squat about economics and show up for staged 
photo-shoots with "downtrodden poor folks," are as Plutocratic as any group.  In my opinion, there is no more 
underhanded, dirty trick artist than Moore, who admits he manipulates the truth to fit his ends.  Then he markets 
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his venom as valid to fools who believe it. Moore is an avowed anti-capitalist, yet he accepts all the benefits of 
Capitalism when it works for him. 
 
The channeling of money to Democratic causes through non-profits may seem OK to people who think the end 
justifies the methods, but groups like ACORN continue to receive Federal funding, despite illegal activities and  
smoke and mirrors accounting. [This is simply not true. Check it out, everyone. –SteveB] 
 
(All lies right?  That's what I am expecting will be said.  If it doesn't fit your world view, it must be lies.)   
 
The similarity in Plutocracy is that the lives of these rich and  famous  are fundamentally untouched, unaffected by 
anything happening with  the economy or even society.  The cruel hypocrisy is that this is all a game for them...a 
game of acting like they care.  They get off on pretending they are piously helping the needy, while they soak up 
the publicity.  It's a power thing, not a money thing with them. 
 
Here is a different subject for conversation and I apologize in advance for the many generalizations. 
 
It is my feeling that most Conservatives just want to be left alone.   They want to live their lives, earn their 
incomes, keep what they earn, keep the others from snooping on their private lives, not wear helmets if they don't 
want to, etc.  They dislike other people telling them how to lead their lives and taking away their right to make their 
own decisions.  They have more faith in their capability to make good decisions as individuals than turning over 
decisions to a group, like the government.  With the exception of abortion and gay marriage, even most religious 
fundamentalists are in favor of enabling individual freedoms and not dictating to others how they should live, e.g. 
they are tolerant of homosexuals, et al., living together, they just don't want it to be called "marriage." (I am not 
going to try to defend any of those religious positions, but I understand them.) 
 
Liberals, on the other hand, seem to think they know better than anyone else what is right.  They want to change 
the world to fit THEIR vision of "the way things should be."  With an elitist attitude that "we are smarter than 
everyone else," they act like they must "fix" the situation, but forces out of their control are  always thwarting them.  
They are constantly victims.  Obama is the poster child for this one...he is NEVER to blame.  He is always a victim. 
(Full Disclosure: I first put poster boy, but I knew that wasn't PC, so I changed it.  I meant some disrespect, but not 
that kind.)  BTW, Conservatives know Liberals are not any smarter, better looking, etc.; however, despite being 
somewhat insulted by the attitude, as long as Liberals don't get into a position of wrecking anything, their attitude 
is harmless. 
 
An example of "wrecking" came about when local, state and federal workers' pensions, benefits, hiring/firing rules, 
etc. got so far out of balance with the  rest of the economy and society that corrections/re balances were needed.  
"Lack of vigilance to creeping liberalism," is how Conservatives would characterize the situation, but notice that they 
didn't  whine around about being victims.  They just went out and got it changed. 
 
It's too late tonight for many comments on the obnoxious process we, both parties, have for selecting a Presidential 
nominee.  IMO, most Republicans are on the sidelines watching the circus, just like the Democrats.  The most 
motivated wing, the TEA party devotees are more active, just like the more progressive side of the Democratic 
party are making the most noise now.  It plays into Dem's hands that it is a one-sided series of bloodletting events, 
but that's the way it goes.  The process is brutal and hasn't seemed to produce the "best" Presidents for a while.  
The media loves it...not because it's good for America, but because it gives them a constant source of material.  It 
also plays right into their love of bating front runners, whether it's politicians, sports figures, entertainers, business 
people...anyone they can bring down...they are all over it like a pack of dogs.  it's an ugly business, but Republicans 
are holding their noses until it's further along and  then they are likely to rally around one person.  I don't blame 
the  Democrats for building a war chest of character assassination materials...getting ready for whoever lasts out 
the cage matches.  What else can they do....run on their performance?  That's a joke. 
 
 

20111128-30 23:59 SteveB Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Thank you for the reply. Just a small point, as I’m sure your other points will be taken-up later. You say, 
 



The channeling of money to Democratic causes through non-profits may seem OK to people who think the 
end justifies the methods, but groups like  ACORN continue to receive Federal funding, despite illegal 
activities and  smoke and mirrors accounting. [This is simply not true. Check it out, everyone. –SteveB] 
 
(All lies right?  That's what I am expecting will be said.  If it doesn't fit your world view, it must be lies.) 

 
But ACORN does not exist: 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Association_of_Community_Organizations_for_Reform_Now). 
 
Lies are lies. Let me be clear here: I do not mean to imply you are lying. I am speaking of the Republican lie 
machine that we see evidence of every day. Lies have nothing to do with world view. Only rationality. Let me ask 
you this? Does ACORN exist or not? To say it goes by another name is another lie. To say some chapters may have 
reorganized might be accurate, but that does not mean ACORN exists and “continues to receive Federal Funding” as 
you repeat from the Lie Machine, above. 
 
Compared to Republican campaign finance excesses and corruption, Democrats are bush league and you know it. 
The big money boys in the Republican Party and their rich buddies just happen to know something about money. 
Amazing. I guess a mere community organizer would never be smart enough to figure that stuff out, right? 
 
Also, here you are in exactly the same position you always find yourself in: shielding Republicans and their 
philosophy by attacking Democrats as if they feel the same way as you do about Republicans. They don’t. They 
think Democrats are bad too. I think Democrats are bad too, just not, as Pam says, quite as bad. That’s why they 
are rarely the subject here. We try to focus. How many times do we have to say Democrats are bad too, before we 
can move on? 
 
Do you honestly think Republicans can’t be called down for their crimes because Democrats might also commit 
them? Do you believe Democrats shouldn’t be called down for their crimes because Republicans also commit them? 
I didn’t think so! 
 
You merely change the subject—all the time. You don’t prove your side is right by claiming that your side may be 
wrong but so is ours. We know both sides to contain some wrong. That’s why we are the Friends of the Middle. 
 
 

20111128-08 14:00 Art 
Re: Slam on Obama & Obama’s Report Card (reply to all, FotM Newsletter 
#26) 

 
Think that incorrect items list that President Obama allegedly did is incredible.  Did anyone actually believe that? 
 
I think we also need to check on the current jobs of the former FREDDI MAC folks. 
 
 

20111128-09 14:05 SteveB Friends of the Middle — Adversaries 

 
Let’s be serious for a moment. 
 
I see us embarked on a great adventure here, a very great adventure for it being rather late in our lives. This 
medium hasn’t existed long. We are bending it to our purpose of searching for the truth and trying to disseminate 
the truth in the midst of a multitudes of lies. In our serious quest, often ridiculed by our adversaries, we have 
learned that it is extremely difficult in today’s world for any of us to truly learn and know the truth. But that is our 
holy grail. 
 
And since we all must surely know how difficult the truth is to find, how is it possible to believe in political positions 
as if they are religious doctrine, not to be questioned o discussed? 
 
Before, when we asked Dale to prove his contention that the Bush years were great for the economy and the 
country, even economically, he produced a chart showing how much business profits have increased. Very nicely 
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helping to prove our case. I have seen no other evidence that contradicts anything that most of us have been 
saying about how bad things are and that changes must be made that do not include getting rid of Mr. Obama and 
putting a chimpanzee in the White House. 
 
What a golden opportunity we all have here. This incredible electronic media. This wonderful, I think, circle of 
friends. Why don’t we take advantage of this opportunity to try to advance somehow? You people maybe have no 
idea what an incredibly intelligent group you are! You are selected. Mensa would be jealous. I mean that. 
 
I’ve been knocking our dear adversary, Dale. And we haven’t, unfortunately, heard from GaryC for too long. I really 
miss those guys when I don’t hear from them, no matter how right or wrong I may find them. The three of us go 
back to PKA fraternity at Purdue. I don’t know what has happened to my buddies politically, but I am not surprised 
that they are successful. In college, they were suns among suns. In the most difficult classes or projects, they made 
it look easy, and helped many others to understand what Purdue tried to make as obtuse and difficult as possible. 
These are truly two of the smartest people I’ve ever known. They are just a little misguided. :-) 
 
I guess I just want to say that I intend always to be completely honest and completely loving, but I fail more often 
with the latter, and I don’t mean to. I value all of you and thank you for giving me this opportunity to grow just a 
little more while there is still time. I love the light of the sun! 
 
 

20111128-05 12:13 Pam Re: Friends of the Middle — Adversaries (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Very nicely said.  I agree, this is a great adventure in a new kind of communication.  I know there are other "chat 
groups," but I think ours is special.  It is indeed a pleasure to match wits with so many smart people.  And I agree 
with you about Dale, Gary, and the rest.  I want to hear from the other side.  I just want to hear objective (for the 
most part; we are all subjective to some extent) arguments based on evidence or common sense.  I don't claim to 
have all the evidence, so I rely a lot on my common sense, and it tells me that the eight years under Bush got us 
into two wars and damn near ruined our economy.  Republicans may say, "More tax cuts, please!"  Democrats say, 
"More stimulus."  Bush's tax cuts didn't juice the economy, and deregulation did not protect us from Wall Street 
greed and corruption.  Maybe more stimulus spending would be throwing good money after bad, but my common 
sense tells me that if the private sector can't or won't create jobs, then government needs to step in and do it, at 
least temporarily.  Cutting spending means firing people.  How does that help?  Yes, we have lived beyond our 
means for far too long.  My common sense told me that years ago.  We cannot expect to live high off the hog while 
millions, whose lives are just as precious as ours (you agree, right?), watch their children starve or degenerate into 
criminals.  That is unsustainable.  The world views us like a schoolyard bully.  We want all the lunch money for 
ourselves.  I want to help, but I don't want to be impoverished to do it.  I'm no saint.  But if the necessary austerity 
were spread around and not just dumped on those who are already struggling, doesn't common sense tell you that 
would be the right thing to do?  I don't see selfishness as a particularly attractive political stance.  When I see the 
super-rich whining about taxes, what I see is pure selfishness. 
 
 

20111128-04 12:06 SteveG “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” 

 
“Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” by Glen Johnson, Noah Bierman, and Donovan Slack, Boston Globe 
 
Nov. 28, 2011, (http://www.boston.com/2011/11/28/barney/mu5wqlSc74sb0USka9ctxK/story.html) 
 
U.S. Representative Barney Frank, the state’s highest-profile congressman and one of the nation’s leading liberal 
voices after being among its first openly gay elected officials, has decided not to seek reelection next year. 
 
A close adviser told the Globe today that the new district in which Frank would have had to run next year was a 
major factor in his decision. While it retained his Newton stronghold, it was revised to encompass more 
conservative towns while losing New Bedford, a blue-collar city where the Democrat had invested a lot of time and 
become a leading figure in the region’s fisheries debate. 
 

http://www.boston.com/2011/11/28/barney/mu5wqlSc74sb0USka9ctxK/story.html


“He was brilliant, funny, acerbic, strategic, and unashamedly liberal. And they’re in short supply these days,” Philip 
W. Johnston, a former chairman of the Massachusetts Democratic Party, said of Frank. 
 
The congressman scheduled a 1 p.m. press conference at Newton City Hall “to formally announce and answer 
questions about his decision not to run for re-election in 2012,” according to a statement. 
 
Frank, 71, was raised in New Jersey but schooled at Harvard University and Harvard Law School, endowing him 
with a street-fighter’s mouth and an academic’s wit. 
 
He was elected to the Massachusetts House of Representatives in 1972 and the U.S. House eight years later. 
 
In 1987, he became the first member of the chamber to voluntarily acknowledge he was gay after a scandal in 
which a live-in boyfriend operated a gay prostitute service from his home. The House ended up reprimanding Frank 
for the incident. 
 
More recently, he has been one of President Obama’s most important allies but also a target of Republicans. They 
accuse him of helping create the country’s housing collapse by pushing the government and banks into approving 
loans to unqualified buyers. 
 
Frank faced a stern reelection challenge last year from Republican Sean Bielat, prevailing 53 percent to 43 percent 
but only after a blistering campaign. 
 
He also shifted from chairman of the House Financial Services Committee to its top-ranking minority member when 
Republican regained control of the House of Representatives in last year’s midterm elections. 
 
Nonetheless, he insisted earlier this year he would seek another term in November, 2012. 
 
The announcement comes a week after Governor Deval Patrick signed a law creating the new state congressional 
districts. Another Democrat in the delegation, U.S. Representative John Olver, announced in October that he would 
not seek reelection next year amid the specter of being forced into a showdown with US Representative Richard E. 
Neal of Springfield. 
 
Frank has depended on his hometown of Newton, as well as Brookline and the Democratic strongholds of Fall River 
and New Bedford to keep his seat the last three decades. But he lost New Bedford and picked up additional 
conservative voting towns west and south of Boston and in Bristol and Norfolk counties. 
 
Frank, who co-authored the law overhauling financial regulation and spearheaded its passage as chair of the 
Financial Services Committee last year, said in February that he had contemplated retirement after last year’s race. 
 
But he said after GOP lawmakers took over the House and began targeting the financial overhaul he authored, he 
decided he needed to try to keep his job. 
 
“Some very important programs are at risk,” he said. 
 
 

20111128-06 13:23 Pam 
Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
I know there's been a lot of redistricting going on, but who's behind it and why? 
 
 

20111128-13 14:18 SteveB Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
It’s just the normal, awful, constitutionally mandated redistricting process after the 2010 census. Everybody’s trying 
to consolidate and perpetuate their power. It seems to be working, except for Barney. 
 



 

20111128-17 15:12 SteveG Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Some states have independent councils/task forces that do the redistricting according to the census and others 
don’t have independent task forces, so the party in charge can redistrict any way that benefits them.  Arizona has 
an independent task force and the governor ousted the leader of the task force so she could do what she wanted – 
it was taken to court and the independent leader was reinstated.  There was talk of Dennis Kucinich’s (sp) being 
redrawn so that he couldn’t run, but there was a move by several states to have Dennis move to their state so he 
could run – Washington was one of those states.  Ended up Dennis stayed in Cleveland. 
 
 

20111128-24 18:34 SteveB Re: “Barney Frank Won’t Seek Reelection in 2012” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
That “who is allowed to vote” thing is going to be big! 
 
 

20111128-10 14:05 SteveB “Spread It Around” 

 
While I’m at it and we’re on the subject… 
 
Here’s an article from the group archive, Nov. 1, 2008, where John McCain is using exactly the same tactic against 
Obama in the 2008 campaign that has been used against me and others by the right in this forum—name calling 
people Marxists, communists, socialists and redistributors of wealth. For being slightly left of them? Claiming 
progressive taxation is some radical, experimental principle. All lies. All getting old at this point. 
 
It turns out that I’m about exactly as much of a socialist redistributor as John McCain, George Bush, or Ronald 
Reagan. Good thing for me J. Edgar Hoover and Senator McCarthy aren’t still around. I’d be in really big trouble for 
being f*cking RED! HOW STUPID! 
 
Changing the subject via derision and name calling does not support a position in any way, shape or form. Why run 
away from the subject in this way? False information does not help either. 
 
 
“Spread It Around” by Jacob Weisberg, Slate 
 
Nov. 1, 2008, (http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/the_big_idea/2008/10/spread_it_around.html) 
 
(Barack Obama favors redistributing wealth. So does John McCain.) 
 
In the last lap of his limping campaign, John McCain is claiming that Barack Obama "believes in redistributing 
wealth." The problem with this charge is not that it's untrue. It's that McCain—and most of his supporters—favor 
redistribution, too. 
 
Government redistributes wealth to some extent by its very existence, since it's impractical for citizens to pay for or 
benefit from it in equal proportion, even if that were desirable. So long as you have a system of taxation and a 
spending on public goods like education and roads, some people will do better in the bargain than others. The real 
questions are whether public policy consciously tries to affect the distribution of wealth, how much it tries to change 
it, and in what direction. 
 
Redistribution has a "from" side—taxation—and a "to" side—spending. On the "from" side, the notion that 
government should use taxation to increase rather than decrease equality is hardly Marxist. In The Wealth of 
Nations, Adam Smith begins his section on taxation with the following maxim: "The subjects of every state ought to 
contribute towards the support of the government, as nearly as possible, in proportion to their respective abilities." 
To ask otherwise, Smith writes, would be obviously unfair. 
 

http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/the_big_idea/2008/10/spread_it_around.html


Until the 20th century, the bulk of government revenues came from tariffs, which are regressive, meaning that they 
redistribute income away from the poor. The progressive principle was enshrined in American practice with the 
arrival of the federal income and inheritance taxes. The champion of these policies was none other than John 
McCain's hero, Teddy Roosevelt. We got progressive income taxes with the passage of the 16th Amendment in 
1913. The federal estate tax we have today came in 1916. 
 
Even in his current proposals, McCain adheres to his hero's principles. Unlike George W. Bush, John McCain 
supports the retention of an estate tax (he favors reducing it to 15 percent on estates above $5 million). McCain 
opposes the Flat Tax, which would repudiate progressivity (though with a $46,000 exemption, it would still 
redistribute income). Some of us still remember the John McCain who opposed Bush's 2001 tax cut on the 
argument that it was unfairly tilted toward the rich. 
 
On the "to" side of the ledger, large-scale redistributive policies owe their existence to the other President 
Roosevelt. The biggest and most important of these is Social Security. FDR understood that an income support 
program that was too explicitly redistributionist would be unlikely to survive politically, which is why everyone who 
works and pays into the system has a right to benefits. But the Social Security Administration does quietly shift 
money from relatively richer to relatively poorer—even if recent research indicates that it may do so less than 
intended, largely because poor people have shorter life expectancies. 
 
Curiously, the most prominent proponents of more-aggressive wealth redistribution have been Robin Hoods of the 
right. Milton Friedman is considered the father of the negative income tax, a 1960s-era proposal to simply give cash 
to the poor. Richard Nixon proposed a version of this plan in 1973. The idea was that simply writing checks would 
be preferable to more bureaucratic programs like welfare. 
 
Our most explicit redistributive program today is probably the Earned Income Tax Credit [EITC], which supplements 
the incomes of people who work but don't earn enough to escape poverty on their own. Gerald Ford signed this bill 
into law, and Ronald Reagan greatly expanded it. [And what an incredibly efficient way to distribute help to the 
people who need it most. I’d like to see private enterprise concoct a more efficient system. –SteveB] 
 
John McCain has long favored the EITC, calling it "a much-needed tax credit for working Americans." McCain 
doesn't support the repeal of Social Security, or Medicare, or a raft of other wealth-spreading programs like food 
stamps. McCain also supports new redistributive measures, such as a tax credit to help people with lower incomes 
purchase health insurance. 
 
McCain might respond by saying it is not the principle of redistribution that makes Obama's policies objectionable 
but rather the extent of them. Socialistic Sweden, with its generous social benefits and a government consuming 
around 55 percent of GDP, exists on the same continuum with the mildly distributive United States, where you can't 
get by on welfare payments and where total government spending is in the range of 30 percent of GDP. McCain is 
trying to argue that an Obama presidency would lead us toward the Swedish model. 
 
Perhaps, but there's little in Obama's background or writings to suggest that he favors more-ambitious redistributive 
policies. His most expensive new social program is an expansion of health care coverage that would not create a 
universal entitlement (as many Democrats want to do). It has been credibly priced at less, or only slightly more 
than McCain's plan. There's little reason to think that Obama would depart from the bipartisan consensus that has 
favored federal spending at approximately the same level for the past 40 years. 
 
What has changed in that period is the way the market has distributed wealth. Since the 1970s, income inequality 
in the United States has increased dramatically. Obama, like a lot of his fellow liberals, wants to find ways to 
reverse that trend without diminishing overall economic growth. The old John McCain worried about that problem, 
too. We may see that guy again after the election. 
 
 

20111128-12 14:15 Dennis 
“Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” 

 
Bill Clinton to the rescue? 



 
Bill Clinton's new book demonstrates why the Democrats are largely irrelevant, offering 20th century solutions to 
21st century problems. 
 
 
“Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When Transformation Is What We Need” by Dave 
Johnson, AlterNet 
 
Nov. 27, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153191/) 
 
(Clinton's prescription offers incremental change, at exactly the time so many are realizing that we need 
transformational change.) 
 
Former President Bill Clinton’s new book, Back to Work: Why We Need Smart Government for a Strong Economy 
(http://www.powells.com/partner/32513/biblio/9780307959751), is a book for policy wonks and politics junkies. 
Progressives will love his defense of government. They will be outraged by his buying in to conservative/Wall Street 
arguments about Social Security. We will roll our eyes at the long, detailed, brilliant arguments for and against a 
wide range of policy ideas. We will hate his support of trade agreements without mentioning what they have done 
to manufacturing jobs. And we will be sad that this book didn’t come out just a month later, so you could see if the 
Occupy movement changes the way he sees things. 
 
This book is timely and full of good ideas for helping grow the economy and create jobs. But its timeliness is also 
disappointing, because our political system is so dysfunctional that none of these ideas will be implemented. And 
while the ideas are good, they are also incremental just when we are coming to see the need for transformation. 
 
Right Time, Wrong Time 
 
Back to Work arrives right on time with ideas to help the economy just as Washington “pivots to jobs” from a 
mistimed, destructive obsession with deficits. In fact, the book was completed so recently that it references the 
Republican debate audience cheering the “let him die” comment. But the book was completed just as the Occupy 
movement was beginning, and reading it in the prism of that movement makes it seem as if Clinton is just about 
ready to reach conclusions similar to those of the movement. Just about … but not quite. 
 
The book is written in two parts. Part I looks at where we are as a country and as a people, our economic problems 
and our attitudes about government. Clinton responds to the right’s anti-government campaign and launches a 
strong defense of government. He talks about the country’s debt and where it came from. Finally he compares this 
to how things are doing in other countries. Part II offers a list of 46 policy proposals for reviving the economy, 
paying off debt and creating jobs, and in true Clinton style, it drills down into quite a bit of detail about how these 
proposals would work and the reasons they would help improve the economy. 
 
Part I makes a good case for how well the country was doing before it was messed up by anti-government 
conservative policies. But many people think that part of today’s problems was Clinton's own incremental, “centrist” 
approach as president and his failure to see how this was enabling and empowering those very anti-government 
forces. By giving ground to those who give no ground, he enabled them to ratchet up their own power and 
propaganda advantage. This is why it was so easy for conservatives to quickly turn back the clock under Bush and 
to blame government for the collapse they themselves caused. 
 
Social Security and Medicare 
 
Clinton acknowledges the huge Social Security surplus, but he calls it “bonds not cash.” He sees the problem of 
paying off this obligation as a cash-flow deficit and treats it like that is Social Security’s problem. This is the typical 
Washington-centric elitist position, ignoring the vast human need. 
 
In other words, if the problem of government finances is cash-flow, how do you reduce cash-flow needs? One way 
is if retirees weren’t getting so much cash. So solve this by forcing them to retire later, and get less per month by 
fiddling with the COLA. In other words, stiff the retirees. 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153191/
http://www.powells.com/partner/32513/biblio/9780307959751


 
In fairness to Clinton, he also explains how inequality has made the “cap” too low. As a solution to that, he writes, 
 

"Some experts have suggested that a better, fairer way to raise more money is to impose a surcharge of 1 
to 1.5 percent on all earnings above the cap for employers and employees." 

 
But instead of addressing the real causes of the problems, Clinton offers the Erskine-Bowles plan to raise the 
retirement age to 69 and cut cost-of-living increases as a stealth way of cutting benefits! 
 
On Medicare and healthcare in general Clinton outlines some details for “reform.” He points out that countries with 
a system like this spend so much less per capita, and quotes economist Paul Krugman, writing that “Medicare 
spending per person has increased 400 percent since 1970, while private insurance has skyrocketed 700 percent.” 
He makes the point that we have to solve the whole healthcare problem, and not just shift costs onto the non-
government parts of the economy, as Republicans advocate. But, like so much else in this book, he just doesn’t 
quite get there and say that Medicare-For-All is the obvious answer. 
 
Spending and Deficits 
 
Clinton says the Bush tax cuts must expire. He says we should stop giving oil and other companies big tax breaks. 
“That would net about $3.5 trillion over a decade.” 
 
On the Grover Norquist “no tax increases, ever” pledge, he offers good progressive language, 
 

“This makes sense if you think all government activity is harmful and the United States would do better with 
a philosophy grounded in “you’re on your own” rather than “we’re all in this together.” 

 
To his credit, Clinton brings up and details the Progressive Caucus People’s Budget plan, saying it “takes care of 
older Americans and others who need help” and “invests a lot of our tax money to get America back in the future 
business.” This makes it “worth studying for possible changes and inclusion in a plan with more balance between 
spending restraint and new taxes.” 
 
Clinton’s key objection to the People’s Budget is that progressives “don’t have the votes to pass their plan” – as if 
any positive suggestion to help the economy and unemployed could pass today. He also criticizes the People’s 
Budget because, “multinationals may be tempted to relocate,” and a financial-transactions tax “could either bring in 
a lot of money or lead to many high-dollar transactions now done in the United States being moved overseas, with 
a net loss in revenue from the taxable incomes on the people who do the transactions.” And he says the budget 
“doesn’t deal with the demographic challenges to Social Security and the health-inflation challenges of Medicare, 
Medicaid, and other government-funded health programs.” 
 
Of course, he acknowledged elsewhere in the book that the real Medicare problem is our overall approach to 
healthcare not demographics, and that Social Security’s problem is rising inequality not demographics. 
 
Part II: The Ideas 
 
Clinton offers 46 specific proposals and goes into detail why he thinks they would help the economy and create 
jobs. The major topics are deficit reduction, including a discussion of “entitlements,” energy initiatives and business 
incentives. 
 
Clinton offers a three-part economic and jobs growth strategy: 
 

1. “Put as much of the $4 trillion now held in banks and corporate treasuries back into the economy as fast 
as we can. 
 
2. Concentrate on the areas most likely to produce good jobs that have a positive ripple effect, jobs in 
modern infrastructure building, high-end manufacturing, green technologies, and exported goods and 
services. 



 
3. Do literally dozens of other things that, when combined, can make a real impact now and also increase 
our long-term economic growth.” 

 
The list is full of smaller policy ideas, like #3, the Federal Reserve has to give banks an incentive to lend. The Fed 
should charge banks for parking money, maybe .25% and/or require banks to pay their customers a minimum 1% 
interest on deposits. 
 
Numbers 5 and 6 are controversial: Give corporations an incentive to bring jobs back to US by lowering tax rates to 
be competitive with other countries, and with Buy America procurement policies. And give companies that are 
holding cash outside the country a tax break to bring it back, but only if money is used to create jobs. 
 
Energy 
 
Ideas number 9-24 are all energy ideas offering various tax incentives, expand geothermal, biofuels, energy from 
garbage and retrofitting buildings to be energy efficient. All of these would perovide jobs and make our economy 
more efficient, while helping wean us off of oil and coal. 
 

THE SUREST WAY TO CREATE JOBS, cut costs, enhance national security, cut the trade deficit by up to 50 
percent, and fight global warming is to change the way we produce and consume energy. Even though the 
climate change deniers seem to have succeeded in making their position a core tenet of antigovernment 
ideology, there is a case to be made on economics alone. 

 
Examples: Items 9 and 10, launch an aggressive, federal, fifty-state building retrofit initiative, making buildings 
energy-efficient. (States and localities should have their own retrofit initiatives.) Item 12, “At least paint the roofs 
white (http://www.ourfuture.org/blog-entry/2011062630/simple-things-painting-roofs-white).” Item 24 is 
interesting: to speed up the process of bringing about energy independence, we should pick one or two U.S. states 
or territories and work to make them completely energy independent so they serve as learning labs and models for 
the rest of the country. 
 
Trade 
 
Clinton writes that “we need a national economic strategy. We have to change the incentives to make companies 
more willing to invest in making America more productive than in outsourcing more jobs.” 
 
He offers several ideas for increasing exports. Progressive readers are, of course, interested in idea number 27 – 
trade agreements – and I’ll let him defend himself in his own words: 
 

Pass the pending trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia, and Panama. We don’t have a trade deficit 
in goods and services with the countries with which we have trade agreements. That’s because the 
negotiations are tough and thorough, designed to meet both sides’ needs, and supported by enforcement 
mechanisms. Our trade deficit is largely with the countries we buy oil from and the countries we borrow lots 
of money from, China and Japan. 

 
He follows that up with: Enforce trade laws. “We lost manufacturing jobs in every one of the eight years after I left 
office. One of the reasons is that enforcement of our trade laws dropped sharply.” 
 
The Book’s Flaw: Incrementalist v. Transformational 
 
Back to Work is a policy prescription full of ideas that could help the economy, but at its heart it has a flaw: it 
misunderstands the nature of the conservative movement’s decades-long attack on our very system of self-
government. This leaves Clinton offering helpful policy ideas at a time when conservatives are blocking everything 
in the Congress that might do the country some good. And now, finally, the Occupy movement has come along, 
focusing attention on the real need for transformational rather than incremental change. 
 

http://www.ourfuture.org/blog-entry/2011062630/simple-things-painting-roofs-white


Clinton spends much of the book appealing to conservatives to support ideas like these for the good of the country, 
arguing in great detail how they would help the economy and create jobs. He does this at the very time when the 
strategy of the Republicans is to sabotage the economy by blocking ideas such as these from being implemented. 
 
What Clinton misses is the extent to which today’s conservative movement is about remaking the country for the 
benefit of the 1% and no one else. They have an Ayn Randian vision of the wealthiest as “producers,” while the rest 
of us – the 99% – are what they call the “losers.” To them the 99% are “parasites” who deserve no help and will 
only become “dependent” from it. They believe that democracy is “collectivism” and is evil because majorities will 
use the “theft” of taxes on the “job creators” and “spend” it on infrastructure and education for the “leeches.” 
 
Clinton SAYS it but he doesn’t SEE it. Clinton almost gets there, talking about the anti-government ideologues, 
saying their arguments are wrong, explaining why we need government, making the case, but never quite seeing 
that the destruction of government is intentional, not the result of a flaw in their ideology it is the point, that the 
right don’t believe in government because government helps people. 
 
The CGI Origins 
 
The ideas in the book flow from Clinton’s Clinton Global Initiative (CGI) process 
(http://www.socialedge.org/blogs/the-clinton-global-initiative/), which brings business, government and nonprofit 
leaders together to work on the world’s problems. Clinton writes about CGI being composed of “Democrats, 
Republicans, independents, and concerned citizens the world over” working together. He is trying to bring business, 
government and nonprofit leaders together to do good within a system that has been reengineered in recent 
decades to reward only greed. 
 
He has great technocratic faith in these educated meritocrats, and he has reason to – they are where they are 
because of their success, their hearts are in the right place, they want to help, and their success informs their 
approach to solving problems. But by nature successful – and mostly wealthy – stakeholders have an interest in 
preserving rather than transforming the system that brought them the wealth and control they have achieved. 
Because this system has been so good to his CGI crowd it is difficult for them to see the fundamental evil at its 
root. 
 
As a result, the ideas of CGI and the book are stuck in technocratic incrementalism. His prescription offers 
incremental change, at exactly the time so many are finally realizing that we need need transformational, 
institutional change. The rise of the Occupy movement tells us that it is time to see it, and change it. 
 
(Dave Johnson is a Fellow at Campaign for America's Future and a Senior Fellow at Renew California.) 
 
© 2011 Independent Media Institute. 
 
 

20111128-14 14:47 SteveB 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
Still in NZ? I want to read that book. But this sounds to me like the rogue Republican Bill Clinton, the deep spy, the 
sleeper, the Democrat who balanced the budget when no one else ever could, and who let the Republicants 
deregulate the financial and other systems. This sounds like the Republicants framing the argument. 
 
To me, the Bush years were nothing but a great failed experiment. It is the Republicants who propose to go 
forward with more of the same. That's the same horse what brung us. 
 
I want to go back to the 60's, but, we can't, at least not for a long, long time, if ever. Bill is right, I guess, we have 
to move toward transformation. We need a strong leader. He doesn't seem to be in the room right now. 
 
 

20111128-25 19:04 Dennis 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to SteveB, above) 

http://www.socialedge.org/blogs/the-clinton-global-initiative/


 
Somewhat sorry to say I'm back.   It was a pleasure to travel in New  Zealand, a country that hasn't been spoiled 
by mindless consumerism, trashing of the environment, and dysfunctional politics (although their red wines — 
mostly pinot noirs — leave a lot to be desired). 
 
I had a tour group with me in Indonesia prior to going to NZ.   It didn't  go all that well, partly because I was sick 
throughout the tour, but mostly  because my patience with complaining tourists has been exhausted.   China  next 
March will probably be my last photo tour. 
 
 

20111128-16 15:04 Art 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to all, above) 

 
My thought is the Republicans are offering 19th century solutions to 21st century problems.  
  
Maybe too advanced?? 18th century? 
 
 

20111128-20 16:05 Pam 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to all, above) 

 
I agree that something has to change, but so far no one is suggesting what sort of transformation we need.  I can't 
imagine what it could be.  But short of a revolution, how are we to change except incrementally?  How on earth can 
we persuade the Right to back off?  I truly believe the extremists want to bring the government down so they can 
institute a theocracy.  I can imagine all sorts of horrible scenarios, but for the life of me I can't figure out a good 
solution.  Help! 
 
 

20111128-21 16:16 SteveB 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Maybe I’m all wet, but I think the bad guys are going to have a very difficult time getting elected next year. I think 
the country will have a year to digest the meaning of no tax increases, few spending cuts, a do-nothing Congress, 
major threats to popular Social Security and Medicare programs, major threats to public education and higher 
education, and a bunch of people running for President who stand-up about once a week and generally act stupid 
and incompetent. At the same time, I think the economy will muddle along with just above 0% growth, some jobs 
will be generated, not enough, but Obama’s butt will be saved. If Europe drops off the edge (could the Germans 
really be that stupid? I doubt it, somehow), then I don’t know what the hell will happen. If we’re sucked down a 
whirlpool, Obama could be a victim, but so will many Republicans. 
 
I know the Republicans will pull all kinds of dirty tricks that will make 2008’s racism seem tame. They will break out 
the big, doublespeak Republican lies, like “Entitlements” and “Socialists” and “Socialized medicine”, claim we’re not 
Christians as if that matters, and use every dollar big money can give to spread the dirtiest, most dishonest slander 
possible across the media of TV and the internet. 
 
But still, don’t most people see them as a threat, when it comes down to it? And as much as Republicans want to 
erase the memory of Bush and pretend that history started when the Democrats took over the Congress in, what?, 
2007, people will remember and I intend to help them. 
 
 

20111128-22 18:27 SteveG 
Re: “Bill Clinton's Unreality: Tinkering with Unpassable Ideas, When 
Transformation Is What We Need” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
It will all depend on who and how many go to the polls – oh yeah, and who is allowed to vote, and whose vote is 
counted. 
 



We did not get in this situation overnight and we won’t get out of it overnight.  Talking with local officials (city & 
county or parish), talking with state officials, talking with your representatives and senators as well as the white 
house.  It will take letter writing, emails, phone calls, standing on the street corner, tweets, letters to the editors, 
talking with companies, boycotting some companies and making certain they know they are being boycotted, 
talking with friends and relatives to do the same. 
 
 

20111128-18 15:23 SteveG “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” (see 20111110-23, above) 

 
“How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” by Tim Dickinson, Rolling Stone 
 
Nov. 9, 2011, (http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/how-the-gop-became-the-party-of-the-rich-20111109) 
 
(The inside story of how the Republicans abandoned the poor and the middle class to pursue their relentless 
agenda of tax cuts for the wealthiest one percent.) 
 
Continue reading at Rolling Stone… 
 
 

20111128-19 15:26 SteveG 
“Woman Gets Jail for Food-Stamp Fraud; Wall Street Fraudsters Get 
Bailouts” 

 
“Woman Gets Jail for Food-Stamp Fraud; Wall Street Fraudsters Get Bailouts” by Matt Taibbi, Rolling Stone 
 
Nov. 17, 2011, (http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/blogs/taibblog/woman-gets-jail-for-food-stamp-fraud-wall-
street-fraudsters-get-bailouts-20111117#ixzz1f1uLecYI) 
 
Had a quick piece of news I wanted to call attention to, in light of the recent developments at Zuccotti Park. For all 
of those who say the protesters have it wrong, and don’t really have a cause worth causing public unrest over, 
consider this story, sent to me by a friend on the Hill. 
 
Last week, a federal judge in Mississippi sentenced a mother of two named Anita McLemore to three years in 
federal prison for lying on a government application in order to obtain food stamps. 
 
Apparently in this country you become ineligible to eat if you have a record of criminal drug offenses. States have 
the option of opting out of that federal ban, but Mississippi is not one of those states. Since McLemore had four 
drug convictions in her past, she was ineligible to receive food stamps, so she lied about her past in order to feed 
her two children. 
 
The total "cost" of her fraud was $4,367. She has paid the money back. But paying the money back was not 
enough for federal Judge Henry Wingate. 
 
Wingate had the option of sentencing McLemore according to federal guidelines, which would have left her with a 
term of two months to eight months, followed by probation. Not good enough! Wingate was so outraged by 
McLemore’s fraud that he decided to serve her up the deluxe vacation, using another federal statute that permitted 
him to give her up to five years. 
 
He ultimately gave her three years, saying, "The defendant's criminal record is simply abominable …. She has been 
the beneficiary of government generosity in state court." 
 
Compare this court decision to the fraud settlements on Wall Street. Like McLemore, fraud defendants like 
Citigroup, Goldman Sachs, and Deutsche Bank have "been the beneficiary of government generosity." Goldman got 
$12.9 billion just through the AIG bailout. Citigroup got $45 billion, plus hundreds of billions in government 
guarantees. 
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All of these companies have been repeatedly dragged into court for fraud, and not one individual defendant has 
ever been forced to give back anything like a significant portion of his ill-gotten gains. The closest we've come is in 
a fraud case involving Citi, in which a pair of executives, Gary Crittenden and Arthur Tildesley, were fined the token 
amounts of $100,000 and $80,000, respectively, for lying to shareholders about the extent of Citi’s debt. 
 
Neither man was forced to admit to intentional fraud. Both got to keep their jobs. 
 
Anita McLemore, meanwhile, lied to feed her children, gave back every penny of her "fraud" when she got caught, 
and is now going to do three years in prison. Explain that, Eric Holder! 
 
Here’s another thing that boggles my mind: You get busted for drugs in this country, and it turns out you can make 
yourself ineligible to receive food stamps. 
 
But you can be a serial fraud offender like Citigroup, which has repeatedly been dragged into court for the same 
offenses and has repeatedly ignored court injunctions to abstain from fraud, and this does not make you ineligible 
to receive $45 billion in bailouts and other forms of federal assistance. 
 
This is the reason why all of these settlements allowing banks to walk away without "admissions of wrongdoing" are 
particularly insidious. A normal person, once he gets a felony conviction, immediately begins to lose his rights as a 
citizen. 
 
But white-collar criminals of the type we’ve seen in recent years on Wall Street – both the individuals and the 
corporate "citizens" – do not suffer these ramifications. They commit crimes without real consequence, allowing 
them to retain access to the full smorgasbord of subsidies and financial welfare programs that, let’s face it, are the 
source of most of their profits. 
 
Why, I wonder, does a bank that has committed fraud multiple times get to retain access to the Federal Reserve 
discount window? Why should Citigroup and Goldman Sachs get to keep their status as Primary Dealers of U.S. 
government debt? Are there not enough banks without extensive histories of fraud and malfeasance that can be 
awarded these de facto subsidies? 
 
 

20111128-23 18:28 SteveG Alan Grayson 

 
Around 6:35 pm tonight, Grayson will be on MSNBC. On PoliticsNation, Rev. Al Sharpton and Grayson will discuss a 
very pertinent topic: why does Wall Street get trillions of dollars in bailouts from the federal government, but there 
is no money for the middle class? 
 
In case you haven’t seen it yet, Grayson’s five-minute examination of the Federal Reserve’s Inspector General is the 
most-watched Congressional hearing video in history: (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cJqM2tFOxLQ) 
 
 

20111128-26 19:40 SteveG “Feds Deny Indiana's Request to Adjust New Insurance Rules” 

 
How much is really needed for profit, marketing, and administrative costs???? Evidently 20% isn't enough. 
 
 
“Feds Deny Indiana's Request to Adjust New Insurance Rules” by Maureen Groppe, Indianapolis Star 
 
Nov. 28, 2011, (http://www.indystar.com/article/20111128/NEWS/111128016/Feds-deny-Indiana-s-request-adjust-
new-insurance-rules?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com) 
 
(WASHINGTON) The federal government has denied Indiana's request to waive new rules for the state's insurance 
providers, meaning their customers will get rebates if the company fails to comply.  
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Hoosiers who buy health insurance on their own may receive rebates starting next year after the federal 
government refused to waive a requirement under the new health reform law that insurance companies use at least 
80 percent of premiums on medical care. No more than 20 percent can be spent on profits, marketing and other 
administrative costs. 
 
Continue reading at Indianapolis Star… 
 
 

20111128-27 20:16 Pam 
Re: “Feds Deny Indiana's Request to Adjust New Insurance Rules” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
Single payer.  Universal coverage.  'Nough said. 
 
 

20111128-28 23:45 SteveG “The Girl Who Dared to Tweet About Gov. Brownback” 

 
“The Girl Who Dared to Tweet About Gov. Brownback” by Dean Obeidallah, CNN 
 
Nov. 28, 2011, (http://articles.cnn.com/2011-11-28/opinion/opinion_obeidallah-brownback-tweet-
apology_1_governor-brownback-sam-brownback-tweet?_s=PM:OPINION) 
 
(Editor's note: Dean Obeidallah (http://deanofcomedy.com) is a comedian who has appeared on Comedy Central's 
"Axis of Evil" special, ABC's "The View," CNN's "What the Week" and HLN's "The Joy Behar Show." He is executive 
producer of the annual New York Arab-American Comedy Festival and the Amman Stand Up Comedy Festival.) 
 
There is a new scandal breaking involving an elected official, a young woman and Twitter. And, nope, it's not what 
you think. 
 
This one involves 18-year-old Kansas high school senior Emma Sullivan, who was on a school trip last week to the 
Kansas state Capitol as part of the Youth in Government program. On her way back from the event, she jokingly 
tweeted to her then-65 followers on Twitter the following about Kansas Gov. Sam Brownback: "Just made mean 
comments at Gov. Brownback and told him he sucked, in person #heblowsalot." 
 
When you tweet to 65 people on Twitter, it usually just ends there, quickly evaporating into the cybersphere — 
tweets are truly the epitome of ephemeral. 
 
That is unless you happen to tweet about the governor of Kansas. In a move that would have undoubtedly 
impressed Richard Nixon, the Kansas governor's director of communication, Sherriene Jones-Sontag, is charged 
with the daily monitoring of any negative comments about Brownback on social-media websites. 
 
Jones-Sontag, finding this 73-character tweet by a high school student a threat to the good name of the governor, 
bolted into action. She contacted the Youth in Government organizers and expressed her outrage over the tweet. 
 
In turn, the event administrators, no doubt concerned that the governor's director of communication had taken the 
time to contact them, informed Sullivan's high school principal. 
 
Sullivan soon found herself in her principal's office being scolded for nearly an hour. Bottom line: The principal has 
mandated the student write a letter of apology to the governor that is due Monday. 
 
Sullivan, who says she was making a political comment on Brownback's conservative policies that she disagrees 
with, announced her refusal to apologize for criticizing the governor. 
 
To me, there are a few issues that quickly jump out: 
 

http://www.indystar.com/article/20111128/NEWS/111128016/Feds-deny-Indiana-s-request-adjust-new-insurance-rules?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://articles.cnn.com/2011-11-28/opinion/opinion_obeidallah-brownback-tweet-apology_1_governor-brownback-sam-brownback-tweet?_s=PM:OPINION
http://articles.cnn.com/2011-11-28/opinion/opinion_obeidallah-brownback-tweet-apology_1_governor-brownback-sam-brownback-tweet?_s=PM:OPINION
http://deanofcomedy.com/


• Who else has the governor confronted for making negative remarks about him? Recent polls indicate that 
Brownback has a 52% disapproval rating — with a majority of Kansas residents unhappy with his work. 
Responding to these type of tweets could become a full-time job. 
 
• Is the governor spending taxpayer dollars to monitor his critics on social media? 
 
• Which websites does his office monitor? Obviously Twitter, but what about Facebook and Foursquare? 
What about MySpace or Friendster? You never know — someone stuck in 2007 could still be using those 
websites and making disparaging remarks about Brownback. 
 
• Why is it that a conservative such as Brownback — who generally opposes government regulations — 
wants to regulate free speech? Is there an exception to his philosophy of less government when it is a 
regulation he likes? 
 
• Can Brownback demand an apology from me because I tweeted this: "Rep Governor Brownback of Kansas 
demands that teen apologize for tweeting he sucks. #Brownbacksucks"— and because I'm one of the 
people who boosted Sullivan's Twitter follower count to more than 7,000 since this story broke? 
 
• But the biggest question to me: Does the First Amendment apply in Kansas? 

 
The message of Brownback's office and of the high school principal is alarmingly clear: If you criticize the governor, 
you could suffer consequences. That is something you hear about in a Third World nation that does not guarantee 
freedom of speech, not the United States of America. 
 
We need to be especially vigilant in protecting freedom of speech when it involves commenting on the actions of 
our elected officials. That is one of the cornerstones of our democracy. Having to apologize to an elected official for 
criticizing him or her, however, undermines our nation by creating a chilling effect on free speech. 
 
Brownback did announce this afternoon: "My staff over-reacted to this tweet, and for that I apologize." 
 
He should be applauded for that. It sends an unequivocal message that criticism of our elected officials must not be 
limited in any way, and in fact, should be encouraged — especially by the younger generation of Americans learning 
about our government. 
 
However, it is still troubling that state funds are used to monitor social media websites to determine if anyone is 
mocking the governor.  It has an eerie Big Brother feel, not to mention that it's a waste of tax payer dollars. 
 
Brownback should end that practice today, making his focus solely the issues facing all the residents of Kansas — 
not whether he's popular on Facebook and Twitter. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 



 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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‘Take Out the Trash’ Next November 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Nov. 30, 2011) 
 
 
Perry doesn’t know the voting age (Strange for a politician who lives or dies by the vote, no?). Cain threw himself 
under the train. Gingrich is scaring the bananas out of me. Poor Romney must wake up every morning and, at the 
start of his daily hour of looking at himself in the mirror, cries, “Why doesn’t anyone want me?” 
 
You’re just too damned good looking, Mitt! 
 
A scary, evil, lurking devil face like Newt’s is much more representative of the more extreme elements of the 
Republican dogma, which Newt espouses. Although scary is already his aspect, imagine Newt at a camp-out, in the 
dark, shining a flashlight up at his face, making it look even more hideously evil… 
 
There’s an image to keep the babies up all night crying. 
 
Now understand that you are alone. Just you and Newt, who is still doing the flashlight thing. But now the earth is 
trembling, the wind starts howling, thunder and lightning rage… 
 
Do you begin to see this man’s soul? 
 
“I’m looking…OK, looking….still looking….damn! I’m not finding anything that even looks like a soul. Maybe there 
isn’t one in here?” 
 
 
“Is a Record Turnover in Store for Congress?” by Martin Frost, Politico 
 
Nov. 22, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/68942.html) 
 
Every few years, someone advances the idea that this will be the year that the public is so fed up with politicians in 
Washington that they go to the polls and vote against all incumbents. 
 
It has never happened before, but this could finally be the year. 
 
The failure of the supercommittee is just one more example of how totally dysfunctional Washington has become. 
Certainly the stage was set with the embarrassing “perils of Pauline” conclusion to the fight over raising the debt 
ceiling this summer. The debt ceiling was raised at the last minute, but part of the deal was to create the 
supercommittee to come up with additional deficit reduction by Nov. 23. Now that effort has failed. 
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Public approval of Congress has sunk to 9 percent. As my friend former Congressman Tom Davis of Virginia points 
out, this is down to family and friends. Or as the late Congressman Bill Lehman of Florida used to remind his 
colleagues, he was a used-car dealer before he was elected to Congress and didn’t think he could fall any further in 
public esteem. But he did. 
 
I remember 1994 — the year a very large number of Democrats were voted out of office and the Republicans took 
control of the House for the first time in 40 years. 
 
I had spent much of the spring that year back in my district in Texas, talking to voters. I told my campaign 
consultant in May that it was time to do a poll. I could sense the discontent. He assured me all was well and that a 
poll could wait. I insisted. 
 
The poll came back showing me barely ahead of a totally unknown challenger, 38 percent to 33 percent. We 
immediately ramped up my reelection effort, and I survived with 52.7 percent of the vote. Many of my Democratic 
colleagues never saw it coming and lost. However, every Republican incumbent on the ballot was reelected. 
 
This year could be 1994, but with a twist — everyone is at risk, regardless of party affiliation. The public may finally 
have had enough. Not every incumbent will lose, but we could see a record turnover. 
 
Add to the mix that this is a redistricting year with many incumbents facing significant numbers of new voters who 
never have called their congressman to help Grandma get her Social Security check or to help an uncle get into the 
local veterans hospital. 
 
My advice to all incumbents — regardless of party — is to run a full-scale campaign even if you have been reelected 
recently by large margins. And as a part of that campaign, address the real concerns of real people in your district. 
Don’t spend a lot of time talking about abortion, gay rights or gun control. Tell people how you are going to help 
them or their adult children who have moved back home find a job. 
 
Tell them how you are going to make sure Medicare is there for them when they retire. The cost of health care is 
real to people, and it scares the hell out of them. And tell people what you are going to do to help the economy so 
that their 401(k) plans don’t fall through the floor. 
 
Large swings in Congress usually occur when one party is voted out of office and replaced by the opposition like 
what happened in 1994, 2006 and 2010. The public goes into the voting booth to punish a particular political 
philosophy. This time, they just may want to punish everyone who has been there. 
 
I have never supported arbitrary term limits for federal officeholders, telling people that we already have terms 
limits and they are called elections. This may be the year when term limits are imposed by the voters. 
 
(Martin Frost was a member of the Texas delegation in the House from 1979 to 2005 and was Democratic Caucus 
chairman and head of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. He is now an attorney with Polsinelli 
Shughart.) 
 
 
 

20111129-02 10:23 SteveG “Did Drug Firms Hire Gingrich to Back Medicare Drug Benefit?” 

 
“Did Drug Firms Hire Gingrich to Back Medicare Drug Benefit?” by Joe Conason, The National Memo 
 
Nov. 28, 2011, (http://www.nationalmemo.com/article/did-drug-firms-hire-gingrich-back-medicare-drug-benefit) 
 
To look closely at Newt Gingrich is to see a failed statesman who pocketed tens of millions of dollars by exploiting 
his political celebrity and government connections over the past decade or so. Although the former Speaker never 
registered as a lobbyist, the corporations that financed his “for-profit” think-tank and his consulting firm weren’t 
simply charmed into writing those enormous checks. 
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But for Republican primary voters, Gingrich’s blatant buckraking may not be nearly as troubling as what he helped 
his corporate masters to achieve on Capitol Hill. Having accepted large sums from major drug companies as well as 
PhRMA, the industry lobbying group, he reportedly helped to push through the Bush administration’s Medicare drug 
benefit – which is anathema to the right-wing Tea Party voters whose support he is now courting. 
 
As the Washington Post and other outlets have reported in recent days, the estimated take from Gingrich Inc., the 
conglomerate of Newt-centered consulting, publishing, and propaganda activities that he founded after leaving 
Congress in 1999, ranges upward of $110 million. He points out that he has written (or had ghost-written) about a 
dozen best-selling books and a number of television documentaries, and that he has also earned top dollar by 
delivering speeches – much like his old nemesis Bill Clinton (who has devoted a large proportion of his similarly 
huge earnings to charity and foundation work). 
 
The largest proportion of the Gingrich bonanza, however, evidently derives from the Center for Health 
Transformation, an unusual profit-making “think-tank” in Washington, where most such organizations are not-for-
profit; and the Gingrich Group, his consulting company which gave corporations “advice” while it supposedly 
refrained from traditional lobbying for legislation. He also operated a tax-exempt non-profit called American 
Solutions, which he seems to have used largely to finance millions of dollars worth of travel by private jet and 
limousine for himself and third wife Callista. 
 
The “group” took in lucrative fees from the corporate likes of mortgage giant Freddie Mac, which paid Gingrich 
around $1.8 million over several years to help with troublesome Republicans seeking to shut down the government-
backed firm. The “center” dispensed advice, videos, and conferences on health care to a huge variety of companies 
in the health field, which paid annual “dues” ranging from $5000 to $200,000 depending on their size after its doors 
opened in 2003. Familiar pharma names such as Astra Zeneca and Novo Nordisk were major customers, along with 
the official PhRMA lobby. 
 
Precisely what the center did for these exorbitant sums is not clear, but some commentators suspect that its 
activities skirted lobbying even if it avoided the narrowest definition of that business. In his defense, both Gingrich 
and his friends have insisted he did nothing that could be construed as supporting legislation on behalf of a client. 
 
Yet conservative journalist Tim Carney, writing for the Washington Examiner, reports that the former Speaker used 
his connections on the Hill to promote passage of the Medicare drug bill, also known as Medicare Part D, in 2003 – 
which was designed to protect drug company profits no matter how high the cost to consumers and taxpayers. 
According to Carney, Gingrich was hired “by someone in the industry” during the contentious debate over the bill, 
when his successors in the House Republican leadership notorious twisted many arms in their own caucus to 
achieve passage.” 
 
“Three former Republican congressional staffers told me that Gingrich was calling around Capitol Hill and visiting 
Republican congressmen in 2003 in an effort to convince conservatives to support a bill expanding Medicare to 
include prescription-drug subsidies,” Carney writes. 
 
“Conservatives were understandably wary about expanding a Lyndon Johnson-created entitlement that had 
historically blown way past official budget estimates. Drug makers, on the other hand, were positively giddy about 
securing a new pipeline of government cash to pad their already breathtaking profit margins.” 
 
There is much more to be found in the archives and bank accounts of Newt, Inc., from his relationship with the 
Chamber of Commerce to his advocacy of policies that benefited his corporate clients, whether or not he actually 
lobbied directly for them. But his promotion of the Medicare expansion may be his greatest vulnerability for the 
moment, as he assumes the front-runner position. 
 
On Monday, the chair of Gingrich’s Center for Health Transformation estimated its revenues over the past decade at 
$55 million. Fees are flexible, she said, with “charter memberships” going for an annual fee of $200,000. 
 
 



20111129-03 11:31 Pam 
Re: “The Girl Who Dared to Tweet About Gov. Brownback” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #27) 

 
Much ado about nothing.  I'd hate for a lot of the stuff I've written to go viral.  Wait, it now does.  I'm sure I'm on 
somebody's sh*t-list. 
 
 

20111129-04 11:55 Pam 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

 
Since you took the time to lay out your position, the least I can do is respond. :-)  As I began reading, I actually 
found myself agreeing with much that you say.  We have become a plutocracy, and Michael Moore is annoying.  I 
appreciate the fact that conservatives just want to be left alone, but so do liberals.  At least this one does.  I know 
conservatives think liberals are a bunch of nannies who want to clean up everybody's mess, but sometimes that is a 
good thing—like protecting the environment, assuring our food and drugs are safe, compensating workers who are 
injured on the job, feeding hungry children, and making sure the disabled and the elderly are able to live decent 
lives.  That sort of thing.  I don't want to tell anyone what church to go to or what to believe or what to read or 
what to listen to on the radio.  I much prefer Soros to the Koch brothers. 
 
IM humble O, a lot of our trouble stems from religion.  I'm not talking about mainstream religion that minds its own 
business.  I mean the religion (its practitioners) that chastises the President for not mentioning God in his 
Thanksgiving address, that believes marriage should only be available to certain kinds of people, that believes 
anyone who doesn't follow their path is going to hell, that wants America to be a theocracy as well as a plutocracy, 
that believes God loves them but not the Muslims or the atheists.  Now, if the religious right wants to believe those 
things, fine.  Just don't foist them on me and don't force politicians to declare their faith every time they turn 
around.  I heard (on NPR, where else?) that a vast majority of Americans would not vote for an atheist; there is 
only one avowed atheist serving in Congress. (I just did something on my computer and I can't figure out how to 
turn it off.  I'm not trying to underline or highlight anything.)  I guess what I object to most strongly is the Fox 
News mentality, which I find infuriating and frightening. 
 
Your attacks on Democrats are, IMO, an effort to shift the blame and the focus away from Republicans, who are the 
real culprits when it comes to smear tactics and lies.  One of the most recent is the Romney ad that shows a clip of 
Obama saying that if we continue talking about the economy we will lose.  In fact, he was quoting John McCain.  I 
cynically believe all politics is corrupt, but the Republicans are ahead in that game.  Facts are facts.  I wish 
everybody would play fair and discuss the issues of the day, but that would be to expect too much.  The American 
public is a pit bull (I seem to have fixed it.)  Whatever side you're on, you sink your teeth in and don't let go.  It's 
mindless. 
 
 

20111129-19 19:49 Art 
Re: The Three Who Brought Down Wall Street (reply to Dale, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

 
As usual Pam makes excellent points. Like Pam, I too was a bit taken aback by what you sent about the new jobs 
for these sleaze bags. Personally I think they should be shot along with the CEO's of Bank of America, Goldman 
Sachs, JP Morgan and Citibank,  just to name a few. But then I do tend to favor simplistic solutions on occasion. 
 
At any rate, because so much coming over the Internet is not true, I want a bit more information, but I agree with 
you, those guys having any position of influence in any political party is not what I believe is in the best interests of 
my country. On the other hand the tendency lately is to immediately try to find something negative the other guy is 
doing to point at instead of acknowledging that what we are seeing is 'not good'.  Many of us believe the 'not 
goods' we are seeing on the Republican side far outweigh those we see on the Democratic side but the bottom line 
regardless is "not goods' are not good, period. 
 
 

20111129-05 12:32 Pam 
Re: “How the GOP Became the Party of the Rich” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 



 
I had saved this long essay on how Republicans became the party of the rich so I could find some time to read it.  
It is long, and I encourage all of you to overcome your short attention-spans (a little snark there) and read it.  It 
cites chapter and verse on what's been happening to this country for at least ten years.  We edged in this direction 
gradually for a while, but once the tipping point was reached, we plunged into Recession, with a capital R.  Those 
of you who defend Republican policy, please read this and counter any of the arguments you disagree with by 
providing evidence to the contrary.  This is a serious essay, and I would love to see some serious discussion of it. 
 
 

20111129-06 13:07 Pam 
Re: Rights, Religion & Republican Politics (reply to Winston, FotM 
Newsletter #27) 

 
Winston:’The mythical rights of men and women are also meaningless. The very concept of rights is also 
founded in religion. Since the enlightened person is freed from any superstitions about some "God" they are 
free from having to worry about ‘rights.’ 

 
I am a bit befuddled by your sound bites, Winston.  It seems sort of like you're being ironic.  If so, then I think I get 
you.  On the other hand, if you're serious, I can't stay silent.  (When could I ever?)  How can you say that rights are 
meaningless, but they're founded in religion, hence they mean something?  That's contradictory.  I assume you 
mean to say, in a round-about, sarcastic way, that people without belief in God are free do to whatever they want, 
because by definition they have no morals.  If that is, in fact, what you mean, then I must tell you you are dead 
wrong.  Millions of people have no religion, yet they are good, moral people.  Morality derives from empathy.  
Whatever its origins, empathy is a human quality that does not depend on dogma.   
 
Do you really mean the homophobia expressed here?  Really?!  If so, please explain how you differ from a racist.  
Why shouldn't gays and lesbians have the same "rights" as any other human being?  You say homophobia isn't a 
serious issue, but if you were a Matthew Shepherd I guess it would seem pretty serious to you.—Pam 
 
 

20111129-01 10:22 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stop TransCanada’s Pipeline Land Grab! 

 
from CREDO Action: 
 
Tell TransCanada: Stop using eminent domain to confiscate private property for a pipeline that hasn't even been 
approved yet. Click here to sign the petition: 
 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/ed_transcanada/. 
 
 

20111129-07 13:08 SteveB Fw: MoveOn Petition: Say ‘No’ to Internet Censorship! 

 
from MoveOn.org: 
 
As soon as this week, Congress will start debating whether to give the government the power to turn 
off parts of the Internet. If that sounds like a terrible recipe for abuse of power, that's because it is. 
 
If enacted, a new law would make it so a simple allegation of copyright infringement—with no review process—
could lead to the shutdown of sites from YouTube to Wikipedia to MoveOn.org. Any website, foreign or U.S.-based, 
could be wiped out on suspicion and made unavailable to everyone in the world. 
 
For example, if you (or Justin Bieber) wanted to post a video to YouTube of yourself singing a Beatles song, a 
record company could force the Department of Justice to shut down YouTube. Really. 
 

But as you may have guessed, Congress didn't come up with this tragically terrible idea on their own. Lobbyists 
representing Comcast, Pfizer, record and movie companies, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce3 have been 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/ed_transcanada/


pushing Democrats and Republicans to pass bills to allow this new kind of Internet censorship. And they're close to 
getting their way. 
 
But a small number of Democrats are standing strong and saying "No" to these powerful special interest groups. 
They need our help. 
 
Senator Ron Wyden from Oregon is one of our champions. He has promised to start a historic filibuster of the 
Internet Censorship Act where he'll read the names of every person that signs a petition against Internet 
censorship.4 It's the perfect opportunity for 5 million Internet-connected progressives to visibly add their voice to a 
Senate debate. The more of us that sign, the stronger this effort to block this terrible law will be. 
 
Click here to add your name and say NO to Internet Censorship: 
 

http://pol.moveon.org/nointernetcensorship/?id=33343-20195165-yIJznLx&t=3. 
 
 

20111129-09 15:47 SteveG Fw: Common Cause Petition: Tell Congress to Pass the STOCK Act! 

 
from Common Cause: 
 
It's no surprise that polls show our faith in Congress has fallen to near all-time lows. Our elected officials spend too 
much time rubbing shoulders with lobbyists and catering to the whims of special interests, all while our country is in 
serious economic trouble. 
 
But they're not just wining and dining with fat cat corporate leaders and their hired guns. A “60 Minutes” piece that 
aired this month showed that members of Congress can use the non-public information that they have access to as 
part of their jobs to make investments and stock market moves. It's called political insider trading – and it 
ought to be a crime. Our representatives shouldn't be able to amass personal fortunes by trading on non-public 
knowledge that could affect the future price of stocks. 
 
The STOCK (Stop Trading On Congressional Knowledge) Act, which has been introduced in both the House and 
Senate and has bipartisan support, would outlaw insider trading by members of Congress. 
 
So why don't insider trading regulations apply to Congress today? Because under current law, insider trading is 
defined as the buying or selling of securities or commodities based on non-public information in violation of 
confidentiality – either to the issuing company or the source of information. Since Congressional officials do not owe 
a duty of confidentiality to these companies, they can't be held liable for insider trading. But they do owe a duty 
to us, their constituents. 
 
It's not hard to imagine a situation where a member of Congress could know whether a piece of legislation, or even 
an amendment, will pass or fail — and how that action could impact a particular company or even an entire 
industry. The temptation to use that information for personal gain could be tremendous. 
 
That's why the STOCK Act (H.R.1148 / S.1871) is so crucial. It would make clear that Members of Congress — and 
their staffers — could not use non-public information gained on the job to make investments or trades for their own 
personal benefit. 
 
The bill is scheduled for a hearing in the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee this Thursday. That's a good first 
step, but we can't let it be the last step. 
 
Tell Congress that the STOCK Act must come up for a vote before they adjourn for 2011: 
 
http://www.kintera.org/TR.asp?a=rjIWI0PFJdKTIhI&s=arJJKVNFJgKQI6PDLlG&m=hiKWI2MHJmJSLaL. 
 
 

20111129-16 19:30 SteveG Fw: The STOCK Act (from Sen. Maria Cantwell) 

http://pol.moveon.org/nointernetcensorship/?id=33343-20195165-yIJznLx&t=3
http://www.kintera.org/TR.asp?a=rjIWI0PFJdKTIhI&s=arJJKVNFJgKQI6PDLlG&m=hiKWI2MHJmJSLaL


 
Common Cause (above): Contact your senator/congressman in support of this type of legislation. 

 
 
from Sen. Maria Cantwell: 
 
Thank you for contacting me regarding the Stop Trading on Congressional Knowledge Act. I appreciate hearing 
from you on this important issue, and I sincerely regret the delayed response. 
 
Senator Scott Brown (R-MA) introduced the Stop Trading on Congressional Knowledge Act (S. 1871) on November 
15, 2011. If enacted, this legislation would prohibit legislators from commodities and securities trading based on 
nonpublic information learned, including information gained because of position of employment. Additionally, this 
bill would require Members of Congress, their employees, and other federal employees to disclose additional 
reporting on commodities and securities trading. The Stop Trading on Congressional Knowledge Act has been 
referred to the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs where it currently awaits further 
review. 
 
It is important that members of Congress, their employees, and those working within the federal government do 
not take advantage of privileged information for financial gains. Throughout my time in Congress, I've continually 
worked to improve. The American people deserve to know that Congressional representatives and their employees 
are playing by the same rules as everyone else. Please be assured that I will keep your views in mind as this 
legislation progresses through the U.S. Senate. 
 
Thank you again for contacting me to share your thoughts on this matter. You may also be interested in signing up 
for periodic updates for Washington State residents. If you are interested in subscribing to this update, please visit 
my website at http://cantwell.senate.gov. Please do not hesitate to contact me in the future if I can be of further 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, Maria Cantwell, United States Senator 
 
 

20111129-21 20:13 Art Re: The STOCK Act (from Sen. Maria Cantwell) (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Democrat? 
 
 

20111129-22 21:01 SteveG Re: The STOCK Act (from Sen. Maria Cantwell) (reply to Art, above) 

 
Both Washington Senators are Democrats and women. 
 
 

20111129-08 15:22 SteveB “Restore the Basic Bargain” 

 
“Restore the Basic Bargain” by Robert Reich, Nation of Change 
 
Nov. 29, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/restore-basic-bargain-1322577431) 
 
For most of the last century, the basic bargain at the heart of the American economy was that employers paid their 
workers enough to buy what American employers were selling. 
 
That basic bargain created a virtuous cycle of higher living standards, more jobs, and better wages. 
 
Back in 1914, Henry Ford announced he was paying workers on his Model T assembly line $5 a day – three times 
what the typical factory employee earned at the time. The Wall Street Journal termed his action “an economic 
crime.” 
 

http://cantwell.senate.gov/
http://www.nationofchange.org/restore-basic-bargain-1322577431


But Ford knew it was a cunning business move. The higher wage turned Ford’s auto workers into customers who 
could afford to buy Model T’s. In two years Ford’s profits more than doubled. 
 
That was then. Now, Ford Motor Company is paying its new hires half what it paid new employees a few years ago. 
 
The basic bargain is over – not only at Ford but all over the American economy. 
 
New data from the Commerce Department shows employee pay is now down to the smallest share of the economy 
since the government began collecting wage and salary data in 1929. 
 
Meanwhile, corporate profits now constitute the largest share of the economy since 1929. 
 
1929, by the way, was the year of the Great Crash that ushered in the Great Depression. 
 
In the years leading up to the Great Crash, most employers forgot Henry Ford’s example. The wages of most 
American workers remained stagnant. The gains of economic growth went mainly into corporate profits and into the 
pockets of the very rich. American families maintained their standard of living by going deeper into debt. In 1929 
the debt bubble popped. 
 
Sound familiar? It should. The same thing happened in the years leading up to the crash of 2008. 
 
The latest data on corporate profits and wages show we haven’t learned the essential lesson of the two big 
economic crashes of the last seventy-five years: When the economy becomes too lopsided – disproportionately 
benefitting corporate owners and top executives rather than average workers – it tips over. 
 
In other words, we’re in trouble because the basic bargain has been broken. 
 
Yet incredibly, some politicians think the best way to restart the nation’s job engine is to make corporations even 
more profitable and the rich even richer – reducing corporate taxes; cutting back on regulations protecting public 
health, worker safety, the environment, and small investors; and slashing taxes on the very rich. 
 
These same politicians think average workers should have even less money in their pockets. They don’t want to 
extend the payroll tax cut or unemployment benefits. And they want to make it harder for workers to form unions. 
 
These politicians have reality upside down. 
 
Corporations don’t need more money. They have so much money right now they don’t even know what to do with 
all of it. They’re even buying back their own shares of stock. This is a bonanza for CEOs whose pay is tied to stock 
prices and it increases the wealth of other shareholders. But it doesn’t create a single new job and it doesn’t raise 
the wages of a single employee. 
 
Nor do the wealthiest Americans need more money. The top 1 percent is already taking in more than 20 percent of 
total income — the highest since the 1920s. 
 
American businesses, including small-business owners, have no incentive to create new jobs because consumers 
(whose spending accounts for about 70 percent of the American economy) aren’t spending enough. Consumers’ 
after-tax incomes dropped in the second and third quarters of the year, the first back-to-back drops since 2009. 
 
The recent small pickup in consumer spending has come out of their savings. Obviously this can’t continue, and 
corporations know it. Consumer savings are already at their lowest level in four years. 
 
Get it? Corporate profits are up right now largely because pay is down and companies aren’t hiring. But this is a 
losing game even for corporations over the long term. Without enough American consumers, their profitable days 
are numbered. 
 



After all, there’s a limit to how much profit they can get out of cutting American payrolls or even selling abroad. 
European consumers are in no mood to buy. And most Asian economies, including China, are slowing. 
 
We’re in a vicious cycle. The only way out of it is to put more money into the pockets of average Americans. That 
means extending the payroll tax cut. And extending unemployment benefits. 
 
Don’t stop there. Create a WPA to get the long-term unemployed back to work. And a Civilian Conservation Corp to 
create jobs for young people. 
 
Hire teachers for classrooms now overcrowded, and pay them enough to attract people who are talented as well as 
dedicated. Rebuild our pot-holed highways. Create a world-class infrastructure. 
 
Pay for this by hiking taxes on millionaires. 
 
A basic bargain was once at the heart of the American economy. It recognized that average workers are also 
consumers and that their paychecks keep the economy going. 
 
We can’t have a healthy economy until that bargain is restored. 
 
(This article was originally posted on Robert Reich's blog: http://robertreich.org/.) 
 
 

20111129-10 18:06 SteveB Simple Economics & Taxes 

 
Maybe I could put the country’s current problem in simple economic terms for our Republican friends. They love 
that business stuff, so do I, so… 
 
Let’s start with the supply/demand curve, which is used to set wholesale and retail prices. It tells us that a business 
can sometimes make more profit by lowering its prices. It also teaches us that the more extreme our pricing 
becomes in either direction—high or low—the less money we make as profit (the only thing that really counts). The 
supply/demand curve helps us find that “sweet spot” where pricing is just right to maximize profit. 
 
I believe there is an important analogy here with the country at large and the present economic conditions. 
 
To maximize profits (hence, employment and taxes, ultimately) the consumers in a national economy need a certain 
level of wealth. If the poor and middle class are too wealthy, they will not use that additional money to consume. 
They will do wasteful things like save, or buy a timeshare in Spain. If consumers in an economy are too poor, they 
can’t consume enough, prices tumble, profits follow. Not a good situation for businessmen. 
 
What all of us here who are not Republicans are saying is that we believe we have firm evidence, both statistical, 
anecdotal, and observational that the PEOPLE, the drivers of the engine of money making, because it’s almost all 
made off them, have possibly become too poor now to maximize your profits. 
 
Does that get your attention? Does that make you want to look into the problem seriously? I mean, maybe we’re 
wrong and you’re in great fiscal shape, but I wouldn’t be too sure, and I might want to be sure if I were you. 
 
Gee, maybe there’s a good reason to keep a big, middle class with a little money in their pockets around after all. 
And with all those people paying taxes instead of demanding services from the government, maybe taxes on 
millionaires could actually go down. 
 
Got your attention yet? 
 
Why not help discover and fix the problems reducing your profits and keeping people out of work? Instead of trying 
to pretend the problems don’t exist or that Obama is the problem? Or pretending that socialism is the problem? Or 
pretending that an uncertain business climate cause by Obamacare is our biggest national problem? 
 

http://robertreich.org/


We’d love to help you try to figure out how to maximize those profits that benefit the people. That way the country 
would have a constructive project rather than a divisive project. 
 
But, of course, I’ve never heard any of you admit that the middle class is good for anything and must be made 
richer for the good of all. And that it is good for all if the poor become part of the middle class. Or that it’s good for 
all if there are jobs for the middle class that provide good lives. These things are not welfare. They are for the good 
of all, including your profits, yet no Republican ever seems to be able to admit that. Why? It must be true? 
 
AND, IF IT IS TRUE, IT MEANS THAT WE CAN ALL GAIN THE MOST BY WORKING FOR THE GOOD OF 
ALL. THAT AIN’T SOCIALISM. THAT’S CAPITALISM! 
 
Perhaps 1% of a thriving American economy is better than 100% of a disastrous American economy. Surely any 
Republican businessman can understand that logic. 
 
In this brave new world…the poor would want the millionaires to do better and the millionaires would want the poor 
to do better, as it should be (morally and economically), instead of this current class warfare, which I deplore. 
 
 

20111129-11 18:44 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Don't forget that there are two classes of Republicans involved: the businessmen who follow the party line, and the 
power hungry anonymities at the top that WRITE the party line.  Absolute control is the agenda of the unseen.  I 
think Carl Rove knows who they are. 
 
In order to interest the Republicans who devise the platform to change, you will have to present a solution that 
affords them additional control (power), not mere profits.  Money is the means they use to attach businessmen to 
the Party.  But it's really about control, as evidenced by the obstacles the platform places against voting and public 
education.  Keep 'em ignorant, and they can be controlled more easily, more completely. 
 
 

20111129-12 18:58 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

 
But the goal of the control is to make more money ultimately, right? Money is really all they know and power merely 
a means to it. 
 
What if they could be convinced that there is more profit in another course, one that benefits the poor and middle 
class? 
 
No one knows for sure. They’re only guessing that more control and destroying the economy will maximize their 
profits. I think they’re wrong. 
 
This is from an article I’ve just been editing for the Archive 
(http://articles.moneycentral.msn.com/Investing/JubaksJournal/how-obama-can-fix-the-us-economy.aspx): 
 

“Raising standards so that every kid getting out of high school can do 12th-grade math and write good (or 
is it "gooder"?) is a decent goal, but it won't get the job done in the long run. We can't learn only English 
and expect the rest of the world will, too. We can't say we've got a shortage of engineers, then turn out 
kids who can't do trigonometry. 
 
It will take a long, tough battle. But again it's cheaper to fight the battle than to pay the long-term 
cost of losing it.” 

 
In many areas, cost cutting can be very cost increasing! If these dudes are so economically oriented, this should 
carry weight. 
 
 

http://articles.moneycentral.msn.com/Investing/JubaksJournal/how-obama-can-fix-the-us-economy.aspx


20111129-18 19:41 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Seriously, I believe that the folks who write the Republican agenda are likely wealthy enough that even they realize 
they don't need more, making it solely a power game.  Otherwise, why WOULD the Republican agenda lead to so 
many things that defeat a healthy economy? 
 
Maybe I am missing something, but many aspects of the Republican platform do not make sense, even in a selfish 
business-take-all sense. 
 
Don't get me started on 'short term' results and quarterly reports. 
 
 

20111129-20 20:11 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

 
I can’t figure out why someone wants to destroy the country, but it seems to be happening, and certain parties sure 
don’t want to do anything about that. 
 
 

20111129-15 19:24 Art Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Very well stated. Trouble is that your position is a bit long term, and I sometimes think US business thinks in terms 
of next week. 
 
 

20111129-17 19:35 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Art, above) 

 
But “their” current plan has run for, what, 30 years? Since Reagan and arguably since Ike. 
 
Whoever these dudes are, they can certainly take the long view. 
 
The question is—who would want to destroy the American economy and middle class and why? Are they our friends 
or our enemies? 
 
Does that sound paranoid? Maybe that’s how they keep the truth at bay… 
 
 

20111129-13 19:12 Jim The Bush Tax Cuts 

 
How many people remember, or were paying attention at the time, that the Bush tax cuts were passed in an era 
when the rules said you had to show the continuing cost of passing such a law. 
 
The smoke and mirrors of setting an expiration date let them deny any continuing cost after the specified date.  
They all knew that they would fight to extend the cuts after they were supposed to expire but that cost to balancing 
the budget did not have to be defended when the law was passed.   
 
They need to expire as a whole package and not be extended again.  Then any parts we really want back should be 
passed on their merits in the current economic climate. 
 
We would not have to get any new law passed in Congress to have them expire.  It would take a new law to extend 
them more they were recently. 
 
 

20111129-14 19:20 SteveB Re: The Bush Tax Cuts (reply to Jim, above) 

 
Very good points. We have seen Congress getting very creative at weaseling out of their responsibilities. But they 
don’t seem to be creative at really solving problems, do they? I like the expiration trick you explain. It should be 



used more (but in the intended way). Another place they didn’t get create was not thinking of Art’s idea that 
Republicans should have chosen the Democrats for the Super Committee, and the Democrats should have chosen 
the Republicans, instead of the opposite way, which was guaranteed to produce deadlock. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Payroll Tax Cuts 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 1, 2011) 
 
 
Got nothing to say today. I’m disappointed once again in the weakness of the bonds of friendship and love. Let that 
be a lesson to me, more than to all other people, to always try to be a better friend with as much love in my heart 
as I can possibly muster. What others do is their affair. I will try to follow my own path, God willing. 
 
 

Conviction's Lies (Chicago, IL) 
 
To enter the realm of reason 
Certainty must be left behind 
With all the other forgotten 
And lost things of this world 
Yet faith or love not one of these 
Though bright beyond all imagining 
Remember conviction's lies. 
 
©1997,2011,2012 Steven W. Baker 

 
 
“Obama: 'Massive Blow' if GOP Blocks Payroll Tax” by AP 
 
Nov. 30, 2011, (http://nbcpolitics.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/30/9113617-obama-massive-blow-if-gop-blocks-
payroll-tax) 
 
(SCRANTON, Pa.) On the attack, President Barack Obama warned Wednesday of a "massive blow to the economy" 
if Republicans oppose him over extending a payroll tax cut, as he campaigned for more money in the pockets of 
U.S. workers — and in his campaign treasury. 
 
Obama pressed his case at a campaign-style rally in working-class Scranton, Pa., where he said Republicans had to 
choose between lower taxes for the wealthy, or a payroll tax cut that would help working Americans. 
 
"Are you going to cut taxes for the middle class and those who are trying to get into the middle class or are you 
going to protect massive tax breaks for millionaires and billionaires?" he said. "Are you going to ask a few hundred 
thousand people who have done very, very well to do their fair share, or are you going to raise taxes for hundreds 
of millions of people across the country?" 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://nbcpolitics.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/30/9113617-obama-massive-blow-if-gop-blocks-payroll-tax
http://nbcpolitics.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2011/11/30/9113617-obama-massive-blow-if-gop-blocks-payroll-tax


 
"We need to get wealthy Americans to pay their fair share," the president said. 
 
Obama was traveling later Wednesday to donor-rich New York City to raise money for his already flush re-election 
bid, in a day illustrating the dual policy and political demands on the president as the 2012 campaign season nears. 
 
Recommended: Gingrich previews his general election fight against Obama  
 
Meanwhile on Capitol Hill, Republicans indicated they were prepared to extend the temporary payroll tax cut, but 
said any extension must be paid for with savings from elsewhere in the budget, even as they opposed Democrats' 
plan to pay for it by taxing incomes over $1 million. That set up a showdown over how to find mutually acceptable 
savings before any extension could become law. 
 
The full payroll tax of 6.2 percent would be restored if Congress does not act by year's end, increasing taxes on 160 
million Americans. 
 
"If Congress doesn't act to extend this tax cut then most of you, the typical middle-class family, is going to see your 
taxes go up by $1,000 at the worst possible time," Obama said. 
 
Obama was welcomed warmly by a crowd of nearly 2,000 in the Scranton High School gym. At one point the 
president said that Republicans have sworn an oath not to raise taxes, prompting one man in the crowd to yell 
loudly: "Give us some names!" 
 
In making a case for the consequences of letting the tax cut lapse, Obama offered a bleak assessment, telling his 
audience: "It would be tough for you. It would also be a massive blow for the economy because we're not fully out 
of the recession yet." 
 
Technically, though, the recession ended in June 2009, according to the National Bureau of Economic Research, the 
nonprofit group that determines the beginning and end of recessions. The downturn began in December 2007 and 
was the longest and deepest since World War II, costing the country about 7.5 million jobs. 
 
The recovery has been unusually weak, but the economy is growing again. It expanded 2 percent in the July-
September quarter. 
 
In selecting Scranton to make his appeal, Obama ventured to the birthplace of Vice President Joe Biden and Sen. 
Bob Casey, the Pennsylvania Democrat who is the author of the payroll tax cut plan expected to come up for a vote 
in the Senate later this week. 
 
Before making remarks, Obama sought to put a face on the beneficiaries of the payroll tax cut by stopping at the 
home of third-grade teacher Patrick Festa and his wife Donna, a graphic designer, in working-class South Scranton. 
The three chatted in the family's Christmas-decorated dining room, Obama inquiring about their work and their two 
high school-aged children. 
 
Obama won Pennsylvania with 54 percent of the vote in 2008, but the fragile economy could put the state in play in 
2012. Its proximity to Washington and its political importance have made it a favorite stopping place for Obama and 
Biden. The trip comes as Obama steps up his re-election campaign, rolling out two ads that call on supporters to 
begin to mobilize. 
 
White House press secretary Jay Carney, while conceding that the re-election effort is under way, played down 
politics as a factor in Obama's Scranton visit. 
 
"It's part of his responsibility, serving the American people, to get out and be among them and to speak with them 
about his agenda or her agenda," he said. 
 
In New York, Obama was to attend three fundraisers: one at the home of businessman Jack Rosen, chairman of the 
American Jewish Congress, where tickets begin at $10,000; one at the Greenwich Village restaurant Gotham Bar 



and Grill at $35,800 per ticket; and a reception at the Sheraton Hotel, where tickets begin at $1,000. The money 
will be split between the Democratic National Committee and the Obama re-election campaign. 
 
Obama also was scheduled to attend a reception celebrating progress on gay rights and the six-month anniversary 
of New York's approval of gay marriage. Obama has been supportive of gay and lesbian causes but has stopped 
short of declaring support for gay marriage. 
 
© 2011 The Associated Press. 
 
 
 

20111130-01 07:34 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #28) 

 
But “their” current plan has run for, what, 30 years? Since Reagan and, arguably, since Ike. 
 
Whoever these dudes are, they can certainly take the long view. 
 
The question is—who would want to destroy the American economy and middle class and why? Are they our friends 
or our enemies? 
 
Does that sound paranoid? Maybe that’s how they keep the truth at bay… 
 
 
[Please understand, dear reader, this and a very few other threads are not completely serious. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111130-03 11:55 Larry Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #28) 

 
Great thinking! 
 
Keep it up, and I know you will. 
 
 

20111130-02 11:28 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
SteveB: I can’t figure out why someone wants to destroy the country. 

 
[Note: This is another not 100% serious thread. –SteveB] 
 
It DOESN'T make sense, by any logical measure, but it is sure as heck deliberate.  Speculation is the only way to 
understand it.  I speculate that someone/someorg who has enough money not to care about short-term (months, a 
decade or two) personal monetary gain simply wants to control everything. 
 
 

20111130-04 11:56 Anonymous1 
Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#28) 

 
SteveB: But “their” current plan has run for, what, 30 years? Since Reagan and arguably since Ike. Whoever 
these dudes are, they can certainly take the long view. The question is—who would want to destroy the 
American economy and middle class and why? Are they our friends or our enemies? Does that sound 
paranoid? Maybe that’s how they keep the truth at bay… 

 
They're certainly not MY friends. 
 
"If you're not paranoid, you haven't been paying attention." —seen on a bumper sticker in Austin, Texas 
 



I would say that whatever this is took on its current course during the Nixon administration, and has been gathering 
steam ever since.  It may have older roots.  It may be more recent.  It may not even be real, but I do believe I see 
patterns that defy classification as "random".  It seems directed. 
 
Like you, I do not know why. 
 
Speculate.  I haven't got an answer that satisfies me any more than my wife's observation that if you keep 'em 
stupid and poor, they can't cause much trouble. 
 
Guns in citizen hands aren't much of an issue if most of the gun owners have drunk your Kool-aide; even then, 
small arms in private hands wouldn't do much against the military.  Opposition can be located with pinpoint 
precision. 
 
Paranoid?  Me?  Nope: just watching quietly... 
 
 

20111130-05 12:08 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

 
Yet, look at it like this, and what a plot for a sci-fi or spy novel, whoever it is, is actually in some sort of control, 
would not be able to resist making big bucks in the markets. 
 
Maybe whoever is making a lot of money, especially on the down swings, that’s our culprit. 
 
All this is one more reason why I say the raw speculation must be stopped and made highly illegal, toxic even. 
 
We gotta catch these dudes and turn your ferrets loose in their houses! 
 
 

20111130-07 12:40 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
There have been many novels written on such a subject.  Science is rarely involved. 
 
You're making an assumption about anyone being unable to resist profits.  You're still thinking short-term. 
 
Speculate more. 
 
 

20111130-09 13:14 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

 
They need the money for something…pizza? So they need maximum volatility. Bubbles popping. 
 
 

20111130-11 13:27 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
SteveB: They need the money for something…pizza? So they need maximum volatility. Bubbles popping. 

 
Maybe "they" do not need the money.  SOME people (and organizations) that have a whole stack of loot and 
influence actually concede that they do not need more.  Bill Gates is an example, although he is surely not the 
source of this little conundrum. 
 
 

20111130-20 17:35 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

 
OK, I got two former Army guys [Art & Tom] on this with us. What I’m wondering about is your comment before 
about “Guns in the hands of citizens…” 
 



Please understand I want no insurgency, no revolution, no armed conflict. But, if it ever came to that, I wonder… 
 
I know you and I have talked before as if small arms don’t have a chance against tanks, but look at Libya. They 
started with very few arms in the hands of civilians. Many fewer than we have. Now, those were very brave folks 
too. I admire them greatly. 
 
And there would be certain, I hope inevitable, factors that would come into play if the military and civilians ever got 
into it in the US, some of which I learned from recent conflicts going back to Viet Nam: 
 

1. I hope there would be an effort on the part of the Army to minimize destruction and civilian casualties, to 
prevent bad press, if for no other reason. 
 
2. Some soldiers or even Army or police units might decide to help the civilians in lieu of killing them. 
 
3. The population starts with just rifles and improvised explosives, but IED’s and (surely not?) suicide 
bombers follow. Molotov cocktails are extremely effective. 
 
4. For the Army to operate in, say, a city, it has to have ammo dumps, logistics into and out of the city, 
many ways in which machine guns, bazookas, RPG’s, cannon, and tanks to fall into the hands of the 
civilians. That’s what seems to have happened in Libya. 
 
5. Look at Afghanistan. Seemingly unconquerable, even against vastly superior forces. Wouldn’t the US be 
like that? 
 
6. That Army intelligence might not stack up too well against an army of civilian hackers. 

 
Not that I want it. Not that it will come to pass in my lifetime. But the vision of the Founding Fathers in the 2nd 
Amendment may have resulted in something more effective than we have supposed. 
 
Just thinking out loud…in case the Koch Brothers or Rick Perry takes over. 
 
 

20111130-21 17:43 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I have Army friends, too, and they are among the most upstanding and moral folks I know.  I do not think for a 
moment that the US Army would be involved in anything stateside that would bring them into direct confrontation 
with civilians with guns, at least in this context. 
 
However, I DO think it's possible that similarly equipped resources exist in other pools that might be brought to 
bear surgically.  Conceivably. 
 
What I was trying to say, probably too quickly to make it clear, is that if there is some shadowy powerful agency, 
organization, coalition, group, or individual that is shaping the Republican platform in this seemingly illogical 
manner, I doubt that they/it/he has any particular concern about individual citizens with guns.  And as I observed, 
the majority of that group - citizen gun-owners, among whom I number myself a dozen times and more - are 
reactive Republicans.  One has only to visit any gun show to know that that majority is 'way beyond 90%.   I am an 
anomaly: not unique, but very uncommon... a liberal-leaning gun owner. 
 
So my point with regard to citizens with guns was simply that they would be no practical deterrent to whatever is 
guiding the Republican platform, behind the scenes. 
 
Of course, I could be completely off-base.  Maybe their platform DOES make sense to them.  But... how could it? 
 
 

20111130-23 17:55 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Anonymous1, above) 

 



And what I’m saying is…maybe the 2nd Amendment truly is and/or could be a real deterrent, plus a chance for you 
to use your heaters and gats. 
 
 

20111130-26 18:53 Anonymous1 Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
SteveB: And what I’m saying is…maybe the 2nd Amendment truly is and/or could be a real deterrent, plus a 
chance for you to use your heaters and gats. 

 
(I really DO feel that the US Army really would defend the citizenry, without hesitation.) 
 
Thanks very much, but I do not regard the possibility of ever having to aim deadly force at another human as an 
"opportunity". 
 
I have very mixed feelings about the ease with which citizens, and only US citizens, are able to obtain firearms.  I 
DO believe that it's important that we are, but am not so awfully bloody sure it should be as easy as it is.  It's that 
enforcement issue, really: if the existing laws and statutes could be, and were, uniformly and diligently observed 
and enforced, many of my misgivings would be addressed.  But enabling the means to do that, and to do it well, 
opens up many other cans of worms. 
 
It's complicated. 
 
 

20111130-06 12:24 SteveB “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” 

 
This gets my blood pumping and boiling mad! 
 
Wonder why Republicans didn’t think the huge dollar extension to the Bush tax cuts for the rich should be funded 
before extension? 
 
Why didn’t the Democrats think of that? Why did they cave-in so easily? 
 
Republicans only want tax increases on middle class working Americans! Maybe because we’re 
“scum-bags”? 
 
 
“White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” by Byron Tau, Politico 
 
Nov. 30, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/politico44/perm/1111/role_reversal_6caa9de1-423a-4390-a6c5-
db189250798e.html) 
 
(Role reversal.) 
 
'I thought they were for tax cuts,' Jay Carney said of the GOP's stance on the payroll tax. 
 
The New York Times' Jennifer Steinhauer reports on a strange dynamic in the fight between the White House and 
congressional Republicans over the extension of some modest payroll tax cuts: 
 

In a sharp role reversal, Democrats and Republicans have become divided over whether to extend a federal 
payroll tax cut enjoyed by every working American last year, with Democrats leading the charge for the tax 
break and many Republicans demanding that the cut be paid for if it is extended at all. 
 
It is a shift from the recently failed deficit talks when Republicans pushed for extending Bush-era tax cuts 
without paying for them and Democrats argued against added tax breaks for the most affluent Americans. 
Now the fight over how to handle the tax cuts as well as added unemployment benefits is set to play out in 
the final month of the year as the two parties prepare for a politically charged 2012. 

http://www.politico.com/politico44/perm/1111/role_reversal_6caa9de1-423a-4390-a6c5-db189250798e.html
http://www.politico.com/politico44/perm/1111/role_reversal_6caa9de1-423a-4390-a6c5-db189250798e.html


 
The White House messaging operation has been hammering home on this theme. White House senior adviser 
Valerie Jarrett took the GOP to task on the cuts today on MSNBC. 
 
“There are no reasons why we should see taxes go up if Republicans are willing to act. They’re the ones that don’t 
want to raise taxes, so why would they allow - come January 1 - for taxes to go up on these hard-working 
Americans?” said Jarrett on MSNBC’s "Morning Joe." And yesterday during the daily briefing, press secretary Jay 
Carney echoed the same theme. 
 
"I thought they were for tax cuts” said Carney. “What you all are telling me is that Republicans are going to vote 
against it?” 
 
 

20111130-08 13:02 SteveG Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (to all) 

 
Call/email your senators/representative!! 
 
 

20111130-10 13:18 Pam 
Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to SteveB, above 
& to Dale & GaryC) 

 
Unbelieveable!  Dale, GaryC, please respond. 
 
 

20111130-13 14:34 Pam Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Here's what I think.  I don't claim to know.  I think Grover Norquist has a "thing" about government, in that he 
wants it smaller.  Much smaller.  I would like to know more about him, his background, etc.  I'll google him and see 
what I can find out.  When you trace everything back, it all seems to end up with him and his No More Taxes 
pledge.  He's got the Republicans on a leash.  I'm trying to figure out why he and his followers despise government 
so much.  Does he want a return to 19th c. laissez-faire capitalism?  Does he not know how awful things were in 
England before reform?  Why do Republicans defend big corporations but condemn "big" government?  Government 
at least has elections where all citizens can vote.  Stockholders are the only ones who have a say in corporate 
management, and we know what their priorities are.  I follow the stock market like everybody else.  I'm not against 
profit, but why do Republicans think government needs regulation but banks don't?  I really want to know what's at 
the bottom of this. 
 
 

20111130-14 14:42 Art Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Well, there are tax cuts and then there are tax cuts.  Republicans don't care about payroll taxes. Their masters 
don't pay them. 
 
Want your blood to boil some more? Good articles in the WP today about earmarks.  Remember that noble stance 
taken by the Republicans with much fanfare about no more earmarks. They have a new name but there are 111 
amendments/earmarks in the new Defense Authorization Bill.  Again, while I oppose earmarks I also see how they 
can be useful.  What I object to is the Republican nobler-than-thou hypocrisy that they can't even hold to for one 
session. 
 
 

20111130-15 15:46 Pam Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to all, above) 

 
OK, so I googled Norquist, and he looks like a pretty normal guy, except for his extreme political views.  He reminds 
me of a student I had a few years ago who is a staunch Republican.  He's in law school now, and I know he's 
headed for a political career.  We got along very well, despite our differences, and I even helped him get a job with 
our Honors Program.  People like him are an enigma to me.  This is a nice, clean-cut kid.  Intelligent and hard-



working.  But he has the opinions of a Neanderthal.  I read that Norquist wants to take America back to its pre-
Teddy Roosevelt days, as if that were a viable 21st c. option.  There's a streak of rampant individualism in this 
country that is as invidious as totalitarianism is at the other end of the spectrum. 
 
I listen to the Right go on and on about not wanting to create a culture of dependency.   A culture of dependency is 
when a substantial portion of families and the healthy young have no work and must turn to the government for 
help.  We need to create jobs, lots of jobs, so that every able-bodied adult can earn a decent living.  We need to 
keep in place all those services that provide sustenance to the disabled, the chronically ill, the impoverished elderly.  
Those folks are not dependent because they are lazy but because they have no choice.  We need jobs in the short 
term, a government-led program to put the country back on its feet.  When the long-term solutions kick in, we can 
let govt. programs lapse.  We've done it before. 
 
I just read a review of Michael Lewis's new book Boomerang: Travels in the New Third World.  The bottom line is, 
the recovery is going to be long and slow.  Individuals and nations are going to have to reign in their spending and 
learn to manage temptation.  The Germans have handled their economy well and are understandably in no mood to 
bail out the likes of Greece and Italy, but they're going to have to.  Here's how I explain it to myself: if a man with 
a good income marries a woman with a lot of debt, he can refuse to pay off her credit cards.  But her debt will still 
affect him.  Just as the couple will have to work their way out of debt together, so too will Europe.  It's a bitter pill. 
 
When I read about Greeks rioting because they're being asked to work past age 55 (50 for women), my sympathies 
are not aroused.  But when I read about massive layoffs of hard-working people in America, I shake my head.  I'm 
a realist (I think).  I'm willing to do my part.  But I expect everyone else to pitch in too, and that includes the rich.  
Socking it to the middle class and protecting wealth for the top 1% is not only nonsensical, it's demoralizing.  If I 
feel the pinch, I want to see that the rich are feeling it too.  I retired before the crash; I probably shouldn't have, 
but the childcare I provide for my grandsons allows my daughter to work.  My husband hasn't had a raise in three 
years, university travel money for students and faculty has been cancelled, a vigorous Teaching Fellows program 
has been scrapped, and full time employees have been let go.  The only thing that has gone up is top 
administrators' salaries.  Demoralizing?  You betcha.  There will be pain.  But we need to spread it around so no 
one group feels unfairly put upon.  I wish someone would explain to me why firing some workers is preferable to 
reducing the salaries of all workers in a given workplace. 
 
 

20111130-16 16:05 Art Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
As always well said, Pam. One thing you left out about Norquest is that he has hitched his wagon to a very cushy 
job.  They interviewed him on 60 Minutes last week and he just oozed slime to my way of thinking.  That his 
segment was followed by an interview with the new IMF Chief,  who is about a classy a lady as you can get,  didn't 
help the impression.  So, Norquest is in it for the bucks and has done very well for himself, but that is the mantra of 
the Republican Party, isn't is?  I guess the ultimate is a nation of free landholders who produce everything 
internally, depend on no one and answer to no one. Only problem is when things like famines or other disasters 
come along and no one can require sharing, that usually doesn't work out quite so well. 
 
And that is the other factor. I think Republicans look backward to a time that really never was but in their minds 
only the good parts existed.  (Remember,  here in Virginia we are teaching that uncounted numbers of blacks 
served willingly in the Civil War defending the south.) Like the Luddites or the South for that matter these things 
are always doomed to failure.  Denying the realities of the time and ignoring scientific research and facts is a recipe 
for disaster. We are where we are today exactly because of that thinking by previous Administrations. 
 
 

20111130-17 16:51 SteveG Re: “White House: GOP Now for Tax Increases?” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Grover Norquist wants a return to 1900 taxes at 8%. 
 
 

20111130-19 17:04 SteveB “Fed Salary Freeze to Cover Payroll Tax Cut?” 

 



OK, the Republicans are determined to try to look like heroes. Of course, the Democrats go along with the cuts to 
fund it, which Republicans refused to do for the Bush tax cuts. So who are the big heroes? Republicans threaten us, 
Democrats save us one again, and we’re supposed to credit the GOP? Haha 
 
“Fed Salary Freeze to Cover Payroll Tax Cut?” by Scott Wong, Politico 
 
Nov. 30, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/69423.html) 
 
Senate Republicans are coalescing around a plan that would continue the current salary freeze for all federal 
workers and lawmakers to pay for an extension of the payroll tax cut favored by President Barack Obama and other 
Democrats, a GOP senator told POLITICO on Wednesday. 
 
Obama instituted a two-year federal pay freeze that began Jan. 1, and the GOP plan would extend it either one or 
two years, saving about $100 billion. The idea for a federal pay freeze was discussed by the presidential Bowles-
Simpson fiscal commission, and was later part of the deficit supercommittee negotiations that collapsed last week. 
 
“It’s the idea that private sector employees around the country have had their pay freeze. Many have been laid off,” 
said the GOP senator, who noted that the pay freeze was discussed in Tuesday’s closed-door caucus meeting. “And 
at the federal level, the salary relative to private sector salaries has crept up.” 
 
The senator, who asked for anonymity to discuss a closed door meeting, said the pay freeze could be coupled with 
a means testing plan to limit Medicare and Social Security benefits for those earning more than $1 million a year. 
 
Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) told reporters Tuesday that there was support in his conference for 
extending the payroll tax holiday. He added that Republicans would propose a different pay-for than the surtax on 
millionaires that Democrats have offered. 
 
But McConnell declined to go into any detail, and a McConnell aide on Wednesday would not confirm that the 
federal pay freeze was the preferred pay-for. 
 
“Republicans will put aside their misgivings and support this extension, not because we believe as the President 
does that another short-term stimulus will turn this economy around,” McConnell said on the floor Wednesday, “but 
because we know it will give some relief to struggling workers out there who continue to need it nearly three years 
into this presidency.” 
 
A vote on the Democratic plan, which would impose a 3.25 percent surtax on any income over $1 million a year, is 
set for Friday, though is largely expected to fall short of the 60 votes needed to overcome a GOP filibuster. 
 
The payroll tax holiday, which gives the average family an extra $1,500 a year, expires on Dec. 31. 
 
Obama traveled Wednesday afternoon to Pennsylvania’s Scranton High School, where he was expected to pressure 
Congress to pass the payroll extension. His speech comes almost a year to the day when he announced the federal 
pay freeze. 
 
“The hard truth is that getting this deficit under control is going to require broad sacrifice,” Obama said on Nov. 29, 
2010. “And that sacrifice must be shared by the employees of the federal government.” 
 
 

20111130-12 14:19 SteveB “Did an Illinois Water Utility Come Under a Cyberattack?” 

 
I’m not saying this is a bad thing (below). I’m just saying that we need to recognize this fact about privately-held 
public corporations like GE or Citi. They are required to think only of money. And now we are told that they are 
“people”, with rights. (They’ve always had some, of course.) So we have these “people” walking around, so to 
speak, in society, and they are completely, positively amoral, without morals, or sometimes downright immoral. 
THEY MUST BE RIGIDLY CONTROLLED! Just as any other kind of amoral pervert in the neighborhood would be! 
 

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/69423.html


 
“Did an Illinois Water Utility Come Under a Cyberattack?” by Jeffrey Carr, Slate 
 
Nov. 22, 2011, 

(http://www.slate.com/articles/technology/future_tense/2011/11/cyber_attack_on_an_illinois_water_utility_.html) 
 
(And why was it connected to the Internet, anyway?) 
 
A danger scenario that national security experts have been warning about has finally happened—at least, according 
to news headlines. Reports say that a cyberattack carried out by foreign nationals successfully shut down a pump at 
an Illinois water utility. But is that really what happened? 
 
Details about the incident at the Currant-Gardner Public Water District in Springfield, Ill., are sparse. It was brought 
into the media spotlight by security-conference organizer and researcher Joe Weiss, who has a commercial interest 
in announcing attacks against so-called “supervisory control and data acquisition” systems. (SCADA systems 
basically control the automated processes used by water and power companies, plus many other industries.) 
 
The critical infrastructure of the United States is 90 percent privately held, and owner companies are 
required by law to maximize profits or potentially face a shareholder lawsuit. 
 
Continue reading at Slate… 
 
 

20111130-18 16:56 SteveG Fw: SignOn.org Action: Start Your Own Petition! 

 
From SteveG (4:56 pm) – ref: FW: Yes, petitions really do work / MoveOn 
 
from MoveOn.org: 
 
Earlier this year, a MoveOn member named Robert Applebaum started up a petition for student loan forgiveness 
using our new website, SignOn.org. Robert's petition spread quickly, especially after we emailed it to our list. 
 
Then, something really amazing happened. President Obama actually responded—not with a form letter, but with 
an actual change in policy that will lower student loan payments for over 1.6 million people. 
 
Of course, Robert didn't do this alone, and this isn't the total solution to the student debt problem. But it proves 
beyond a shadow of a doubt that petitions can make a difference. 
 
Now it's your turn. Using SignOn.org, you can start your own online petition on any issue—local or national—and 
invite your friends to sign it. We'll send the most popular petitions to other MoveOn members to help build support 
for your cause.  
 
Click here to start your own petition on SignOn.org right now: 
 

http://www.signon.org/create_start.html?add_id=1&id=33399-18997482-70QzxKx. 
 
Thanks for all you do. –Steven, Anna, Michael, Adam Q., Stefanie, and the rest of the team 
 
 

20111130-22 17:48 SteveG Fw: FreePress Petition: End the Big Broadcast Swindle! 

 
from FreePress: 
 
Television and radio broadcasters get to use our public airwaves for free. It’s a great deal … for them, at least. For 
the rest of us, it’s just another corporate giveaway. 
 

http://www.slate.com/articles/technology/future_tense/2011/11/cyber_attack_on_an_illinois_water_utility_.html
http://www.slate.com/articles/technology/future_tense/2011/11/cyber_attack_on_an_illinois_water_utility_.html
http://www.signon.org/create_start.html?add_id=1&id=33399-18997482-70QzxKx


These broadcasters rake in billions in profits using our public property. And what do we the public get from them in 
return? Next to nothing. 
 
Tell the FCC: No more handouts to big media: 
 
(http://act2.freepress.net/letter/ownership_review/?akid=3092.8893383.pdxgdd&rd=1&t=3). 
 
The original idea was to offer commercial broadcasters free access to our airwaves in exchange for programming 
that serves the needs of our communities. This is the core of the Federal Communications Commission’s public-
interest bargain. But over the years broadcast industry lobbyists have trampled this social contract in 
their rush to maximize profits. 
 
Instead of covering the issues communities say matter the most, broadcasters have shuttered their newsrooms, laid 
off journalists and aired cookie-cutter programming often produced by other stations. 
 
Now the FCC is about to review its media ownership rules — including rules that promote localism, competition and 
diversity on the airwaves. These rules need to be strengthened and enforced. But the FCC has a track record of 
creating policies that cater to industry at the expense of the news people need: 
 

1. The agency is reportedly planning to re-introduce a Bush-era policy that would consolidate local media 
even further in the hands of a few corporate interests. This rule change would allow a single company to 
own a newspaper and a TV station in the same city. 
 
2. The FCC has repeatedly neglected its responsibility to correct dramatic inequalities in the broadcast 
industry. A Free Press survey of broadcast licenses in 2007 showed women and communities of color to be 
grossly underrepresented among broadcast owners. Members of Congress and even the courts have 
repeatedly demanded action by the FCC, yet the agency has done next to nothing to fix this problem. 
 
3. The FCC has turned a blind eye to “covert consolidation,” a practice in which corporations control two or 
three TV stations in the same community. Covert consolidation leads to copycat news programming and has 
left over 100 communities with few to no choices of local news broadcasts. The agency must strengthen its 
rules to protect the public from this harmful practice. 

 
It’s time for the FCC to address these serious problems once and for all.  By signing this letter to the FCC, 
you’re helping Free Press launch a new initiative to reverse decades of bad policy. We need to put the public 
interest back into the public airwaves. It begins today with you. Thanks. 
 
—Libby Reinish, Free Press (http://www.savethenews.org/) 
 
 

20111130-24 17:59 SteveG “The Pledge: Grover Norquist's Hold on the GOP” 

 
“The Pledge: Grover Norquist's Hold on the GOP” by Steve Kroft, CBS 
 
Nov. 20, 2011, (http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-18560_162-57327816/grover-
norquist/?tag=currentVideoInfo;videoMetaInfo) 
 
As head of Americans for Tax Reform since 1986, Grover Norquist has transformed a single issue - preventing tax 
hikes - into one of the key platforms of the Republican Party. As Steve Kroft reports, his biggest coup was getting 
more than 270 members of Congress, and nearly all of the 2012 Republican presidential primary candidates, to sign 
a pledge promising never to vote to raise taxes. But some opponents say the pledge may be hindering a solution to 
America's debt crisis. 
 
The following is a script of "The Pledge" which aired on Nov. 20, 2011. Steve Kroft is correspondent, Frank Devine, 
producer. Video: http://www.cbsnews.com/video/watch/?id=7389006n&tag=contentBody;storyMediaBox. 
 

http://act2.freepress.net/go/7534?akid=3092.8893383.pdxgdd&t=3
http://act2.freepress.net/letter/ownership_review/?akid=3092.8893383.pdxgdd&rd=1&t=3
http://www.savethenews.org/
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-18560_162-57327816/grover-norquist/?tag=currentVideoInfo;videoMetaInfo
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-18560_162-57327816/grover-norquist/?tag=currentVideoInfo;videoMetaInfo
http://www.cbsnews.com/video/watch/?id=7389006n&tag=contentBody;storyMediaBox


The Joint Congressional Committee on Deficit Reduction has just three days to reach a deal eliminating at least $1.2 
trillion from the nation's debt using some combination of cutting spending and raising taxes. 
 
The person at the heart of those negotiations - and some would say the person responsible for the deadlock - is 
neither a member of Congress nor the holder of any public office. He is a lobbyist and a conservative activist named 
Grover Norquist who, over the years, has gotten virtually every Republican congressman and senator to sign an 
oath called "The Pledge." It's a promise that they will never, under any circumstances, vote to raise taxes on 
anyone. And so far Grover Norquist has held them to it, controlling 279 votes, including the Speaker of the House, 
the Senate Minority Leader and all six Republican members of the Joint Committee on Deficit Reduction. 
 

Steve Kroft: A lot of people think you're the most powerful man in Washington. 
 
Grover Norquist: The tax issue is the most powerful issue in American politics going back to the Tea 
Party. People say, 'Oh, Grover Norquist has power.' No. Grover Norquist and Americans for Tax Reform 
focus on the tax issue. The tax issue is a powerful issue. 

 
Grover Norquist is trying to be modest. Since creating Americans for Tax Reform at Ronald Reagan's behest back in 
1985, Norquist has been responsible, more than anyone else, for rewriting the dogma of the Republican Party. 
 

Norquist: The Republicans won't raise your taxes. We haven't had a Republican vote for an income tax 
increase since 1990. 
 
Kroft: And this was your doing? 
 
Norquist: I helped. Yeah. 

 
It began with the simple idea of getting Republicans all over the country to sign an oath called the "Taxpayer 
Protection Pledge," promising their constituents that they would never, ever vote for anything that would make their 
taxes go up. 
 

Norquist: This is Speaker Gingrich's tax pledge back in 1998... 
 
And once they sign the pledge, Grover Norquist never forgets. The more signatures he's collected, the more his 
influence has grown. 
 

Norquist: I think to win a Republican primary-- It is difficult to imagine somebody winning a primary 
without taking the pledge. 

 
The signatories not only include more than 270 members of Congress, but all of the Republican presidential 
candidates, with the lone exception of Jon Huntsman. 
 
All that leverage has made Norquist's Wednesday breakfast meetings a must-attend event for Republican operatives 
fortunate enough to get an invitation. David Keene, the president of the National Rifle Association, was there the 
day we attended along with conservative columnist John Fund. 
 

John Fund: This is the Grand Central station of the conservative movement. 
 
We were told it was the first time cameras have ever been allowed into the weekly off-the-record strategy session. 
 

Steve Law (American Crossroads): Our approach is going to be to just simply drill away every day. 
 
Norquist: It's people from Capitol Hill, House and Senate, think tanks, Tea Party groups, business groups. 
Everybody who wants the government to be smaller and everybody who wants the government to leave 
them alone. 
 



Norquist (at Seattle Tea Party event): I intend to win. I intend to be part of the whole effort to crush the 
other team. 

 
Grover Norquist has been called both the "dark wizard of the right's anti-tax cult" and "the single most effective 
conservative activist in the country." He is a libertarian ideologue who believes that Washington is controlling our 
lives through the taxes it raises to fund big government. And he's said that he wants to shrink it to a size where it 
could be drowned in a bathtub. 
 

Kroft: You wanna drown it in the bathtub? 
 
Norquist: No. We want it down to the size to where it would fit in a bathtub. And then it could worry about 
what we were up to. 
 
Kroft: I mean, you did say that your ultimate ambition was to chop it in half and then shrink it again to 
where we were at the turn of the century. You're talking about 1900 not 2000. 
 
Norquist: Well, the-- I think-- 
 
Kroft: Eight percent of GDP. 
 
Norquist: Yeah. We functioned in this country with government at eight percent of GDP for a long time 
and quite well. 
 
Kroft: That was before Social Security. It was before Medicare. It was before welfare assistance, 
unemployment assistance. Is that the federal government you envision? 
 
Norquist: Each of these government programs were set up supposedly, in name, to solve a problem. Okay. 
Do they solve the problem? Could the problem be better solved through individual initiative? I mean, I think 
we've found under welfare that we are doing more harm than good. 
 
Kroft: Do you feel the government has any obligation to the poor or the elderly or the unemployed? 
 
Norquist: Yeah. It should stop stepping on them, kicking them and making their lives more difficult. 

 
Norquist claims he got the idea to brand the Republican Party as the party that would never raise your taxes, when 
he was just 12 years old and volunteering for the Nixon campaign. He says it came to him one day while he was 
riding home on the school bus. 
 

Norquist: If the parties would brand themselves the way Coke and Pepsi and other products do so that you 
knew what you were buying, it had quality control. I vote for the Republican. He or she will not raise my 
taxes. I'll buy one. I'll take that one home. 
 
Kroft: So this is about marketing? 
 
Norquist: Yes. It's a part of that. Yeah, very much so. 

 
But Norquist says the success of any product requires relentless monitoring and diligent quality control to protect 
the brand, whether it's Coca Cola or the Republican Party. 
 

Norquist: 'Cause let's say you take that Coke bottle home, and you get home, and you're two thirds of the 
way through the Coke bottle. And you look down at what's left in your Coke bottle is a rat head there. You 
wonder whether you'd buy Coke ever again. You go on TV, and you show 'em the rat head in the Coke 
bottle. You call your friends, and tell them about it. And Coke's in trouble. Republicans who vote for a tax 
increase are rat heads in a Coke bottle. They damage the brand for everyone else. 

 



Grover Norquist is not interested in compromise. He likes things ugly and takes no prisoners. Those who refuse to 
sign the pledge or backslide are subjected to primary fights against well-funded opponents, backed by Norquist. 
 

Norquist: These are people in North Carolina who voted for a tax increase when they said they wouldn't. 
And down here in blue are which ones were defeated in the next election. 
 
Kroft: Well, is there any set of circumstances in which you would condone a tax increase? Or release 
people from the pledge? 
 
Norquist: The pledge is not to me. It's to the voters. So an elected official who says, 'I think I wanna break 
my pledge,' he doesn't look at me and say that. He looks at his voters and says that. That's why some of 
them look at their voters, don't wanna say that, and they go, "Well, how 'bout you? Could you release me 
from my pledge?" No, no. I can't help you. 
 
Kroft: But you-- 
 
Norquist: You didn't promise me anything. 
 
Kroft: But you're the keeper of the pledge. 
 
Norquist: We remind your voters that you took the pledge. 
 
Kroft: You are the ones that are-- 
 
Norquist: That's true. 
 
Kroft: --gonna retaliate if they break the pledge. 
 
Norquist: Oh, no, no, no. The voters will retaliate. We may inform the voters. But let's say the voters all 
want -- 
 
Kroft: Inform the voters with hundreds of thousands of dollars in campaign or educational-- 
 
Norquist: Nineteen-- 
 
Kroft: --expenditures to point out the fact that they broke the pledge. 
 
Norquist: If necessary. 
 
Kroft: But you make it pretty clear. If someone breaks the pledge, you're gonna do everything you can to 
get rid of them. 
 
Norquist: To educate the voters that they raise taxes. And again, we educate people-- 
 
Kroft: To get rid of them. 
 
Norquist: To encourage them to go into another line of work, like shoplifting or bank robbing, where they 
have to do their own stealing. 
 
Kroft: You've got them by the shorthairs. 
 
Norquist: The voters do. Yeah. 
 
Kroft: And they have to march in lockstep with Grover Norquist? 
 
Norquist: With the taxpayers of their state. I applaud from the sidelines. I go, 'Very good.' Yes, yes. 



 
If nothing else, it is a brilliant, bare-knuckle political strategy with some of the characteristics of a protection racket. 
Many Republican congressmen fear retaliation from Norquist if they even suggest that a tax increase for the 
wealthiest of Americans should be up for discussion in the current deficit negotiations. And Democrats - like Senate 
Majority Leader Harry Reid - have been demonizing Norquist on a daily basis. 
 

Sen. Harry Reid: They're giving speeches that we should compromise on our deficit, but never do they 
compromise on Grover Norquist. He is their leader. 

 
But he also has some critics among elder statesmen of the Republican Party, the most vocal being Senator Alan 
Simpson. 
 

Kroft: What do you think of Grover Norquist?  
 
Sen. Alan Simpson: [snorts]  

 
Simpson gleefully accepts that he is one of Norquist's Republican rat heads in the Coke bottle. He got there by 
serving as co-chairman of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility, which recommended that some tax 
increases would be necessary to solve the nation's debt problem. Simpson has no use for Norquist. 
 

Simpson: He may well be the most powerful man in America today. So if that's what he wants, he's got it. 
You know, he's -- megalomaniac, ego maniac, whatever you want to call him. If that's his goal, he's damn 
near there. He ought to run for president because that will be his platform: 'No taxes, under any situation, 
even if your country goes to hell.' 

 
Simpson also wants to know where Norquist and Americans for Tax Reform, with its multimillion dollar budget gets 
its money. 
 

Simpson: When you get this powerful, and he is, then it's, 'Where do you get your scratch, Grover?' Is it 
two people? Is it 10 million people? The American people demand to know where you get your money, 
Grover babe. 

 
But under federal law, Grover babe, as Simpson calls him, and Americans for Tax Reform, a nonprofit organization, 
aren't required to disclose the identity of its contributors. So the finances of a group that demands transparency in 
government are opaque. Norquist says the money comes from direct mail and other grassroots fundraising efforts. 
But a significant portion appears to come from wealthy individuals, foundations and corporate interests. 
 

Kroft: In the interest of transparency, would you disclose your major donors? 
 
Norquist: I-- I would not-- I don't know. Haven't thought of it. It doesn't really matter because what we do 
is what we do. I guess I would argue, thinking back on it, we've had times when people who are 
contributors to us were literally threatened by senators and congressmen.  
 
Kroft: So you're protecting the corporate interests from harassment and threats? 
 
Norquist: Well, protecting me and anyone who wants to participate in American politics. You don't want 
people threatened because they wanna fight against higher taxes. 

 
Over the years, some of his group's lobbying activities have stretched into areas that are not generally associated 
with preventing tax hikes. He has lobbied the State Department on behalf of the controversial Keystone pipeline and 
has dipped into areas like communications law, raising suspicions that the "Leave Us Alone Coalition" includes a lot 
of wealthy and powerful interests. His reputation also took a hit a few years ago because of his close association 
with disgraced lobbyist Jack Abramoff. But none of the insinuations of impropriety have ever stuck. 
 

Norquist: It didn't work because at the end of the day, there wasn't a there there. 
 



Sen. Alan Simpson: He is a Houdini. He-- you can throw him in the bottom of the East River in chains and 
he'd come outta there. 

 
But Alan Simpson predicts that Norquist could soon become irrelevant. He thinks the country's financial situation is 
so dire that tax increases will become inevitable, and that a lot of Republicans who have signed the no-tax increase 
pledge, are already experiencing buyer's remorse. 
 

Kroft: You think there are Republicans who have signed it who regret it? 
 
Simpson: I do. I know damn well they have. I've talked to 'em. They come up to us and say, 'Save us from 
ourselves. I got trapped by this guy.' 

 
In fact there are a few signs it's already beginning to happen - albeit on a small scale. 
 
Thirty-seven Republican pledge signers have urged the select committee to consider all options in solving the debt 
crisis. And six Republican congressmen, including Steve Latourette of Ohio, have rescinded their pledges altogether. 
Latourette, who signed his back in 1994, says his driver's license expires, the milk in his refrigerator expires -- the 
only thing that never expires is the Grover Norquist pledge. 
 

Rep. Steve Latourette: My word has been good on this tax pledge for 18 years. To be bound by 
something based upon circumstances that existed 18 years ago, when the circumstances are different, I 
think that's a little naive. 

 
Grover Norquist says he's not losing any sleep over the defections. He's convinced that the Republicans have no 
intention of raising taxes and he still has signed markers from 279 members of Congress promising they will never 
let it happen. 
 

Norquist: Most of the Republicans I know are very pleased that we make it easy for them to credibly make 
that commitment. They're smiling when they're getting their picture taken with me and -- and the pledge. 
Not grumpy. Smiling. 
 
Kroft: Do you believe that everybody who smiles at a press conference is actually happy? 
 
Norquist: No, but most, many. There may be one or two that are-- are grumpy. And if they wish to provide 
their names, we'll focus on their states in upcoming elections. 
 
Kroft: I mean, you've got them coming and you've got them going if they're a Republican. If they sign the 
pledge and break it they're toast. And if they don't sign the pledge they're probably toast. 
 
Norquist: But if they sign it and keep it, they win the primary. They win the general. They get to govern. 
And, I've helped make all this possible. 

 
© 2011 CBS Interactive Inc. 
 
 

20111130-25 18:39 Dennis “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” 

 
In case you believe the lie that Wall Street creates jobs rather than killing them, read this: 
 
 
“7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” by John Cavanagh and David Korten, Yes! Magazine 
 
Nov. 29, 2011, (http://www.yesmagazine.org/new-economy/7-ways-to-support-the-real-job-creator-main-
street?utm_source=tw&utm_medium=socmed&utm_content=CavanaghJ_7WaysToSupportRealJobCreators&utm_ca

mpaign=111129_NewEconomy) 
 

http://www.yesmagazine.org/new-economy/7-ways-to-support-the-real-job-creator-main-street?utm_source=tw&utm_medium=socmed&utm_content=CavanaghJ_7WaysToSupportRealJobCreators&utm_campaign=111129_NewEconomy
http://www.yesmagazine.org/new-economy/7-ways-to-support-the-real-job-creator-main-street?utm_source=tw&utm_medium=socmed&utm_content=CavanaghJ_7WaysToSupportRealJobCreators&utm_campaign=111129_NewEconomy
http://www.yesmagazine.org/new-economy/7-ways-to-support-the-real-job-creator-main-street?utm_source=tw&utm_medium=socmed&utm_content=CavanaghJ_7WaysToSupportRealJobCreators&utm_campaign=111129_NewEconomy


(Turns out most job creation comes from the 99 percent, not the one percent.) 
 
If you’ve been following GOP debates lately, you’ve heard that Wall Street businesses are the real “job creators” of 
our economy, and that the best way to put Americans back to work is to remove all the troublesome fetters—like 
environmental and safety regulations, or taxes, or unionization rights for workers—that hold them back. 
 
But Wall Street’s goal is to make money, not create jobs. Wall Street institutions view wages and worker benefits as 
costs to be minimized. Wall Street executives know that the most certain way to boost the share price of their 
company, and thereby pump up the value of their personal stock options, is to announce that thousands of people 
are to be laid off, their jobs eliminated or moved abroad. 
 
Between 2000 and 2009, for example, U.S. transnational corporations, which employ roughly 20 percent of all U.S. 
workers, slashed their U.S. employment by 2.9 million even as they increased their overseas workforce by 2.4 
million. The result was a significant loss of jobs nationally, as well as a net loss globally. 
 
So who are America’s real job creators? 
 
Most jobs come from the 99 percent—and that the best way to support job creation is to support rights and 
protections for the 99 percent. 
 
It turns out that most job creation in the United States is the result of Main Street entrepreneurs, not Wall Street 
financial wizards. In our new report, Jobs: A Main Street Fix for Wall Street’s Failure, we show that most jobs come 
from the 99 percent—and that the best way to support job creation is to support rights and protections for the 99 
percent. 
 
A series of Kauffman Foundation studies find that nearly all job growth in the United States comes from 
entrepreneurial startups, which by their nature are products of Main Street. It is equally significant that more than 
90 percent of the entrepreneurs responsible for job growth come from middle-class or the top end of lower-class 
backgrounds. Less than 1 percent of America’s job-creating entrepreneurs come from extremely rich or extremely 
poor backgrounds. 
 
Just as the Wall Street economy is about making money for the 1 percent, the Main Street economy is about middle 
class people self-organizing to make a living by creating businesses that serve community needs for goods, services, 
and livelihoods within a market framework. This is the market economy Adam Smith envisioned when he wrote The 
Wealth of Nations. 
 
This is a critical insight. To unleash America’s job-creating entrepreneurial energies, we must advance policies that 
expand the middle class and build strong Main Street economies. We have seen this demonstrated by our own 
national experience. 
 
After Wall Street financiers precipitated the Great Depression of the 1930s, America put in place corrective 
structures, including a highly progressive tax system, a strong social safety net, and effective regulation of Wall 
Street banks and corporations. These structures shifted the locus of economic power from Wall Street financiers to 
ordinary Americans who worked hard and invested their savings in job-creating businesses that served community 
needs and built community wealth. 
 
Less than 1 percent of America’s job-creating entrepreneurs come from extremely rich or extremely poor 
backgrounds. 
 
From this strong economic foundation, the United States emerged from victory in World War II with a large middle 
class and an industrial and technological base that made us the world’s most powerful nation. A major portion of 
the society achieved the American Dream of a secure and comfortable life in return for hard work and playing by 
the rules. For a brief moment, the civil rights movement created hope that all Americans might eventually share in 
the dream regardless of their color. 
 



Beginning in the 1970s, Wall Street interests quietly mobilized to free themselves from regulation, unions, and taxes 
and to dismantle the nation’s economic and social safety nets. Their initiatives, which gained traction under the 
Reagan administration, reduced taxes on the rich, undermined unions, pushed down wages and benefits, eliminated 
and outsourced jobs, eliminated limits on usury and speculation, and redirected financial markets from long-term 
investment in real wealth creation to profiting from securities fraud, usury, market manipulation, corporate asset 
stripping, and the inflation of financial bubbles. 
 
It may seem that America’s prosperity now depends on Wall Street. That perception is largely an illusion created by 
Wall Street success in rewriting the rules to gain control of the nation’s money, productive resources, and 
politicians. Wall Street’s relationship to the United States is akin to that of a colonial occupier loyal solely to itself 
and devoted exclusively to expropriating wealth it has no hand in creating. Its institutions profit from eliminating 
jobs and worker benefits, depressing wages, evading taxes, denying health insurance claims, and pillaging the 
retirement accounts of the elderly. 
 
Every need that Wall Street institutions fill is better served by Main Street institutions with strong community roots. 
 
Occupy Wall Street has focused a spotlight on the concentration and abuse of Wall Street power and opened a 
much needed conversation about how to restore the American Dream of a secure and comfortable life in return for 
hard work and playing by the rules. 
  
The New Economy Working Group, which we co-chair, has just issued a report on “Jobs: A Main Street Fix for Wall 
Street’s Failure”. It examines the systemic cause of the current economic failure and outlines a seven-part program 
to restore the middle class, advance a power shift from Wall Street to Main Street, and get America working again. 
 

1.Redefine our economic priorities by replacing financial indicators with real-wealth indicators as the basis 
for evaluating economic performance. 
 
2.Restructure the money system to root the power to create and allocate money in Main Street financial 
institutions that support Main Street job creation. 
 
3.Restore the middle class by restoring progressive tax and employment policies and a strong and secure 
social safety net. 
 
4.Create a framework of economic incentives that favor human-scale enterprises that are locally owned by 
people who have a natural interest in the health and well-being of their community and its natural 
environment. 
 
5.Protect markets and democracy from corruption by concentrations of unaccountable corporate power. 
 
6.Organize the global economy into substantially self-reliant regional economies that align and partner with 
the structure and dynamics of Earth’s biosphere. 
 
7.Put in place global rules and institutions that secure the universal rights of people and support democratic 
self-governance and economic self-reliance at all system levels. 

 
A serious jobs program will necessarily include short-term stimulus measures. Its primary focus, however, will be on 
structural interventions to shift the balance of economic and political power from Wall Street to Main Street and 
rebuild the American middle class. 
 
 

20111130-27 23:19 Dale 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

 
Dennis: In case you believe the lie that Wall Street creates jobs rather than kills them, read this… 

 



I've not been following the GOP debates as closely as the  Democrats, so I guess I missed the news.  Who has 
been saying that Wall  Street businesses create the jobs? 
 
Of course, some companies traded on public exchanges DO create jobs. ALL GOP candidates are in agreement that 
Government jobs are not the long term answer. 
 
So far as I've seen, GOP candidates agree that small businesses are the job creators in the US, so why did the 
President bail out the automotive companies and the banks again? 
 
 
In a message dated 11/30/2011, Dennis writes: 
 
 

20111130-28 23:36 SteveG 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to Dale, 
above) & “Bailed Out Banks” 

 
Were the bailouts started under Bush? 
 
 
“Bailed Out Banks” by The Rescue, CNN 
 
date unknown, (http://money.cnn.com/news/specials/storysupplement/bankbailout/) 
 
The Treasury Department has invested about $200 billion in hundreds of banks through its Capital Purchase 
Program in an effort to prop up capital and support new lending. Here’s a list of the banks that got bailed out. 
 
Continue reading at CNN… 
 
 

20111130-29 23:40 SteveB 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to Dale & 
SteveG, above) 

 
First, SteveG, your last email was brilliant! Bank bailouts: 2008 = Bush. How quickly they forget. 
 
Dale, "Wall Street" businesses to me are not all the publically traded companies, but only the financial industry. Not 
Ford, etc. 
 
You aren't seriously trying to tell me it was a bad thing for the government to make a profit bailing out the auto 
industry and Citi? Why, pray tell? You don't appreciate the taxes those workers are paying? You don't appreciate 
not having them on the dole? What the h*ll is it you want, anyway? The whole country unemployed? What? Your 
positions are not making sense to me. 
 
And what President was that?? Both! Mainly Bush. (though it was actually Republicans in Congress) Did you mean 
to "blame" it on Obama? Laughable! I guess that would mean Obama saved us! 
 
Democrats also "are in agreement that government jobs are not the long term answer." And Democratic 
"candidates agree that small businesses are the job creators in the US." Everybody knows this. So what? You seem 
to intend your statements as some kind of accusation or differentiation? Better look elsewhere. 
 
 

20111130-30 23:43 Dale Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #28) 

 
How can anyone be proud of this trash?  This is high school newsletter quality. 
 
 

20111130-31 23:51 SteveB Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to Dale, above & all) 

http://money.cnn.com/news/specials/storysupplement/bankbailout/
http://money.cnn.com/news/specials/storysupplement/bankbailout/


 
I am sorry for my poor job performance, everyone. I guess I just honestly don’t know how to do any better. Maybe 
I should just quit? I grow weary of the hatred. And, like the man who accused me of being a socialist, communist, 
and drug dealer in front of all of you (and all of which are lies), then stormed out of the group as if he’d been 
insulted, I thought Dale was my friend… 
 
Politics does indeed make (and break) strange bedfellows. Sorry you feel that way, Dale. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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This Is the Way They Go Down, Lying Every Step of the 
Way 

 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 2, 2011) 
 
 
By Herman Cain’s own admissions: First, he didn’t know anything about a sexual abuse allegation, and he was 
being smeared by Perry. Then he knew about one allegation, but no settlements, and not two allegations, and he 
was being smeared by some other guy. He claimed that, “I never did anything inappropriate with anyone.” Then he 
admitted, finally, that there were two settlements, but he didn’t do anything wrong. Then he didn’t know about the 
allegations of a third and a fourth woman. Then a mistress of thirteen years was not a mistress, he merely helped 
her financially now and then, for thirteen years and neglected to ever tell his wife about the woman, who has dates 
and times and all together. The evidence is mounting when there are five.. Something is amiss. 
 
In this one, I’ll side with Nancy Grace and the five (at least) women. I don’t think Herman Cain is the considerate 
respecter and lover of women that his wife thinks he is. He’s some other kind of lover of women, and a dishonest 
one at that. Even if you say adultery and sexual harassment are Herman’s private business, and I would tend to 
agree (though for a Presidential candidate?), it’s the public lying and hypocrisy that are my problem. 
 
Beside knowing nothing about even the concept of being President, maybe all this finally disqualifies Herman Cain 
and banishes him back to the nether land of the business world, where, apparently, behavior and morals and 
hypocrisy such as Herman Cain’s are more appreciated than they are here in the public arena. 
 
Yet here he is on the attack… [below] 
 
My prediction: Herman Cain will be proven to be the hypocritical liar that he is. Then we will finally be rid of him 
and his preposterous idea that, to run, and hopefully change, one of the most complicated governments and 
economies in the world, you don’t have to know anything about government. Or about the world. Or Libya. Or 
apparently how to behave with respect to women. I can just see him with Angela Merkel. The whole diplomatic 
mission would be praying they don’t hear her scream when the pizza dude tries to feel her up under the table. 
 
If this guy is your buddy or your hero, then I’m sorry. But Herman Cain owes you, his wife and family, the 
Republican Party, and America a big apology, that I predict he will not be big enough to deliver. 
 
Remember these words of Herman Cain: “I never did anything inappropriate with anyone.” 
 
Let’s see, Herman. You had a girl “friend” for thirteen years, gave her money often, took her to Las Vegas, but 
never told your wife about her? I know that if I did that, my wife would consider it very inappropriate, pizza dude, 
even with no sex (LOL!). Even if nothing more comes to light, you are a cad. Hold the anchovies! 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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The latest quotes from CNN and Politico, this morning: 
 

1. “Cain acknowledged his wife was hurt that she hadn't known he had been financially helping Ginger 
White, whose existence she also wasn't aware of in her husband's life until the affair claims broke this 
week.” 
 
2. Ginger White: “And nor did I tell him that I loved him. It wasn’t a love affair. It was a sexual affair, as 
hard as that is for me to say and as hard as it is for people to hear it. You know, it pretty much is what it is. 
And that’s what it was.” 
 
3. "Somebody, somewhere is paying them off' to try and smear my character in order to slow me down," 
Cain said, adding he and his lawyer are trying to restore his reputation. [Now, I’m no court, bet me think 
about this one. As far as I can remember, this would be the first time such a “prank” ever happened at this 
level, in all American history. Most unlikely! Especially since the Koch brothers are on Cain’s side. Maybe we 
can just say the guy is lying and leave it at that? –SteveB] 

 
 
“Cain Blasts Critics for ‘Character Assassination’” by CNN 
 
Nov. 30, 2011, (http://edition.cnn.com/2011/11/30/politics/cain-accusation-affair/index.html) 
 
(CNN) — A defiant Herman Cain tried to turn the tables on his growing legion of critics and accusers Wednesday, 
blasting them for allegedly engaging in gutter politics and giving no indication of any immediate intent to abandon 
his embattled presidential campaign. 
 
"They have been trying to do a character assassination on me," Cain told an enthusiastic crowd in West Chester, 
Ohio. "They are attacking my character, my reputation and my name in order to try and bring me down." 
 
"I don't believe that America is going to let that happen," he declared. 
 
His fund-raising took a hit, Cain acknowledged later Wednesday, after a woman said Monday she had engaged in a 
long-term affair with the former Godfather's Pizza CEO. 
 
"The day that this latest one (allegation) hit, fund-raising went way down," Cain said. "But here's the good news. As 
the week has gone on and this woman who has made these accusations is basically starting to contradict herself, 
our fundraising is going back up. It's not to the level where it was but a lot of people are saying — you know what? 
They don't believe it." 
 
Cain, who is dropping in Republican presidential polls, urged his audience to "know the facts" and "stay informed 
because ... stupid people are running America." 
 
Cain's unorthodox campaign has been under siege in the wake of a string of accusations relating to alleged sexual 
harassment. On Monday, it took a new hit with allegations from Ginger White. 
 
"This was not a consistent love affair," White told ABC's "Good Morning America." It was "on and off" for about 13 
years. 
 
Cain has denied the affair and called his relationship with White "very casual." 
 
Regardless, the candidate told his staff Tuesday that he was "reassessing" his campaign in the wake of White's 
allegation. 
 
On his official Twitter feed, Cain wrote, "The definition of reassess is: To consider again, esp. while paying attention 
to new factors. Doesn't sound like dropping out..." 

http://edition.cnn.com/2011/11/30/politics/cain-accusation-affair/index.html


Cain told reporters in New Hampshire on Wednesday night that he does not make decisions "based on a knee-jerk 
reaction." He said he also will look at his support, which he described as "overwhelming." 
 
He said he would meet with his family Friday. 
 
Cain told CNN's Jim Acosta after his remarks in Ohio that a final decision on the fate of the campaign would come 
within "the next few days." 
 
In a fundraising letter Tuesday night, Cain wrote that "a troubled Atlanta business woman used national media 
outlets to promulgate a fabricated, unsubstantiated story about a 13 year affair with me. I am writing you today to 
assure you that this woman's story is completely false. 
 
"I do know Ms. White. I have helped her financially at times over the past few years, just as I have helped many 
friends and acquaintances throughout the years. I thought Ms. White was a friend in need of a supportive hand to 
better her life. Ms. White has made it apparent that she was abusing the friendship." 
 
He added, "Let me assure you, I am not deterred." 
 
On Wednesday morning, White responded, "It's very disappointing that he would call me troubled." 
 
"I'm only here to state the truth and what's happened in the past," she said. 
 
She acknowledged that Cain has given her money. "I've received gifts and money for the last 2 1/2 years 
consistently," she said, adding that he did not ask for anything in return. 
 
She and Cain were in touch until last week, when there were leaks about the relationship and members of the 
media began to call her cell phone and family members, White said. 
 
White said she came forward to share her side of the story. 
 
"I can't imagine waking up one morning and deciding to come out with this if this was not true," she told ABC. "This 
has been a very difficult situation for myself, for my family and it's nothing that I am proud of." 
 
"So far I have been absolutely humiliated, embarrassed," she said. 
 
White said she had not saved receipts and notes throughout the affair because she never planned to make the 
relationship public. 
 
But, she said, Cain took her on several trips, including to a boxing match in Las Vegas. 
 
"I can't make this stuff up," she said. 
 
Asked whether his recent texts to her included requests that she not come forward, she replied, "Absolutely not. 
The funny thing about Herman Cain is, never in a million years did he probably think that I would speak out on this. 
And honestly speaking, I never wanted to." 
 
White said she had seen reports of several women accusing Cain of sexual harassment. For his part, Cain has 
repeatedly denied all of the allegations. 
 
While her experience with him does not compare, White said, "I feel their pain." 
 
Two women — Sharon Bialek and Karen Kraushaar — accused Cain this month of sexually harassing them in the 
1990s while he was head of the National Restaurant Association. Two other women also have said Cain sexually 
harassed them while they worked at the association, but they have declined to be identified. 
 



White acknowledged she is being sued for libel by a former business partner. "There were disputes and 
disagreements" with the partner and the experience became emotional, she said, acknowledging that she made 
mistakes. White said she thought the situation had been resolved. 
 
Asked whether she believes Cain should end his campaign, White responded, "That's something he has to decide 
for himself." 
 
"Last night I slept very well," she said, "telling the truth." 
 
A top campaign source told CNN Tuesday he expects Cain to make a decision shortly about the future of his 
presidential bid, based on whether fundraising dries up. 
 
Another source familiar with internal campaign deliberations told CNN the question now is "money and support." 
The source, speaking on condition of anonymity, said the already small campaign operation would likely have to lay 
off some staffers. 
 
"We just staffed up some, but at a minimum it looks like (there is) no choice but to staff down," the source said. 
"We are in the period of the campaign where we need to spend to perform." 
 
The question is, the source said, whether donors and Republicans believe Cain or his newest accuser. 
 
The story broke Monday night when Atlanta television station WAGA aired an interview with White, who said the 
affair began after she and Cain met in the late 1990s in Louisville, Kentucky, where Cain was giving a talk as head 
of the restaurant association. 
 
"I was aware that he was married, and I was also aware that I was involved in a very inappropriate situation — 
relationship," she said. 
 
White told CNN affiliate WSB that the relationship was sexual in nature. 
 
White told WAGA the affair ended early this year as Cain prepared to announce his presidential bid. But she pointed 
to mobile phone records she said prove Cain was calling her as late as September, including one call at 4:26 a.m. 
 
White showed WAGA some cell phone records that included 61 phone calls or text messages from a phone number 
she identified as Cain's private cell phone. The station texted the number and Cain called them back. 
 
© 2011 Cable News Network. Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. 
 
 
 

20111201-01 07:00 SteveB Thanks! 

 
Thanks, all of you who sent words of encouragement yesterday. I try to leave most of the personal stuff out of the 
group and FotM Newsletter, yet keep things real and honest. Sometimes it’s a difficult balance, since we are here, 
immersed together in this “real world” of friends, family, acquaintances, people we know, and more and more 
people we don’t know, but will have the pleasure of getting to know. To me, it’s all something unique, a new 
adventure with unknown possibilities. “Friends of the Middle” seems like a better and better name to me so far. 
 
Again, thank you, my too-kind friends. You mean a lot to me, and are the reason I shall persevere with this “high 
school newsletter quality trash,” and be proud of it! 
 
 

20111201-02 11:35 Art Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

 
My personal opinion is this stuff creates lots of emotion. For Republicans who think, and I believe many do, the 
current situation has to be embarrassing. The position and quality of most of the republican candidates and the tea 



baggers is not only laughable but just indefensible. So people like Dale, who do think, are left trying to shore up 
positions they know make no sense.  I am sure it is frustrating. 
 
Don't feel bad.  I just got called an arrogant !%$*##* by an old GHS classmate.  Of course, this guy is a racist 
bigot but still. 
 
 

20111201-03 11:57 DaveY Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

 
Don't worry, SteveB, the only thing relevant to this political newsletter is whether or not you are a socialist or 
communist, not any alleged use of drugs.  If no one got upset over your writings, then they are either not reading 
them or are apathetic to everything. 
 
 

20111201-06 12:45 Pam Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

 
Having love in your heart doesn't mean you have to agree about everything.  Sometimes I get so mad at a politician 
I feel an overwhelming urge to call him/her an idiot, a moron, a scumbag, a nincompoop, or a complete and total 
disaster.  But I wouldn't say that to a friend (or an enemy to his face).  It's like raising kids.  You don't say, You're 
so stupid because you failed your spelling test.  You say, I'm sad you failed your spelling test, but I still love you.  
Condemn the act, not the person.  Of course, sometimes you have to do both.  :-) 
 
 

20111201-32 21:47 Larry Re: Simple Economics & Taxes (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #29) 

 
I don’t tell you often enough, but my (our) friendship with you begins with a kid in a high chair, a kid that had a 
most unique way of reading magazines. I told your mother, “Hey he’s tearing the pages out of the magazine”. She 
said, “That is how he reads”.  Now maybe you convinced your mother that you really could read. If so you were a 
genius. 
 
If she was just being a terrific mother, then you didn’t need to be a genius. A kid or man who has such devotion 
from a mother will always rise to the top in anything he does, he cannot fail and he too will be devoted to all that 
he does. Can he get a bit discouraged once in a while? Yes, but he will again find himself at the top in some way 
that will fulfill himself and the will of God. 
 
I can assure you that you will always have our deep friendship. 
 
 

20111201-04 12:13 Art “Friendship and the GOP’s Touched Reality” 

 
“Friendship and the GOP’s Touched Reality” by Gene Lyons, The National Memo 
 
Nov. 30, 2011, (http://nationalmemo.com/content/friendship-and-gops-touched-reality) 
 
Like sex, politics makes almost everybody stupid. With a presidential election in the offing, Americans are 
increasingly inclined to divide into rival tribes contemptuous of the "other." It often seems that the higher the 
stakes, the more foolish the national dialogue. 
 
Sometimes it feels as if we're living in Jonathan Swift's Lilliput, with Big-Endians perennially at war with Little-
Endians over the proper way to open a soft-boiled egg. Of course, Swift himself engaged in furious political and 
religious controversy all his life. He could also laugh at himself. 
 
But hold that thought. 
 
Recently, I wrote a column in praise of rusticity and the values of my rural Arkansas neighbors. A surprising number 
of readers saw it as what one called "reverse elitism" — an attack on Yankees and city people generally, although 

http://nationalmemo.com/content/friendship-and-gops-touched-reality


no comparison was stated or intended. Yes, white country folks mostly lean Republican, although readers couldn't 
have known my neighbor's race, and I have no idea how he votes. Therefore, to a tribalized sensibility, he must be 
a bad person, and I an apostate. 
 
Lighten up, y'all: If I praise my wife, it's not an attack on gay marriage. 
 
Soon afterward, I received a communication from a friend in the city. He linked to a news item about scientists at 
HRL Laboratories in Malibu discovering a new super-light material. 
 
"In search of profits," he wrote, "'Big Business' routinely does that which our bloated federal government could 
never conceive of doing — inventing. This single accomplishment has more potential for improving lives and the 
economy than any Super Committee. Our response? 'OCCUPY THE RICH — down with the 1%!!'" 
 
Clearly, my friend styles himself a conservative. I responded that I was pretty sure that the Pentagon invented 
pepper spray, along with the Internet over which our brilliant repartee was being transmitted. As he's a physician, I 
also mentioned the National Institutes of Health (NIH), which conducts or funds most basic medical research in the 
United States. 
 
As for HRL Laboratories, it's a subsidiary of General Motors and Boeing, neither corporation innocent of government 
largesse. 
 
No big government, no big science. 
 
A born straight-shooter, my friend admitted using hyperbole and joked that "right-leaners" like him normally 
"exclude the military from the federal government. Also NASA." 
 
He'd been blowing off steam. No harm, no foul. 
 
Hippies, after all, can be very annoying. My friend felt besieged by sentimental leftists in college. He once dubbed 
me an honorary conservative because during a campus crusade against "lookism," I remarked upon the irony of 
exclaiming over a beautiful poem or a magnificent sunset, but being expected to pretend that I didn't notice a 
beautiful woman. 
 
It's of such moments that friendships are made. 
 
Speaking of hippies, George Orwell once complained that "the mere words 'socialism' and 'communism,' draw 
towards them with magnetic force every fruit-juice drinker, nudist, sandal-wearer, sex maniac, Quaker, 'nature cure' 
quack, pacifist and feminist in England." 
 
Feminist, mind you. 
 
Orwell soon volunteered to fight in a Trotskyite brigade during the Spanish Civil War. Yet it annoyed the hell out of 
him that to "an ordinary man, a crank meant a socialist, and a socialist meant a crank." 
 
Orwell also once apologized to the (gay) poet Stephen Spender for coarse insults about "so-called artists who spend 
on sodomy what they have gained by sponging." Having met and liked Spender, he explained that "when you meet 
anybody in the flesh you realize immediately that he is a human being and not a sort of caricature embodying 
certain ideas." 
 
He thought it unfair to treat friends with the kind of "intellectual brutality" for which he later became famous — 
caricaturing the Russians as pigs, their followers as bleating sheep, and furious that no publisher would print 
"Animal Farm" until World War II was over and Stalin no longer Churchill's ally. 
 
Thankfully, we don't live in a terrifying era like Orwell's. Nevertheless, it seems to be crucial for progressives in a 
functioning democracy to keep that distinction between human being and caricature always in mind. 
 



In his New York magazine essay "When Did the GOP Lose Touch With Reality?," former George W. Bush 
speechwriter David Frum basically says Republicans have made the terrible political error of believing their own 
propaganda: portraying a mild-mannered centrist like President Obama as a hardcore revolutionary. 
 
"The business model of the conservative media," he writes, "is built on two elements: provoking the audience into a 
fever of indignation (to keep them watching) and fomenting mistrust of all other information sources (so that they 
never change the channel)." 
 
Trapped in a world of "pseudo-facts and pretend information," even "Republican billionaires are not acting cynically. 
They watch Fox News too, and they're gripped by the same apocalyptic fears as the Republican base." 
 
Should dogma force them into nominating a satirist's daydream like Newt Gingrich, the winning side in 2012 could 
be the one that kept its sense of humor. 
 
(Arkansas Democrat-Gazette columnist Gene Lyons is a National Magazine Award winner and co-author of The 
Hunting of the President (St. Martin's Press, 2000).) 
 
 

20111201-05 12:27 Pam ‘A Society That Is Fair & Safe’ 

 
I find this amusing: the GOP claims that regulating and taxing big money (banks, corporations, etc.) would cut jobs 
and slow growth, when in fact deregulation (in part by underfunding enforcement agencies) and the lowest 
corporate tax rate in decades have done what?  That's right, cut jobs and slowed growth. 
 
The GOP claims that small business is where it's at.  Guess what?  Democrats believe that too. 
 
Elizabeth Warren, former Republican turned Democrat and former bankruptcy lawyer, is running for the Senate in 
Massachusetts.  Here are some of the things she wants: "spending on infrastructure, education, and renewable 
energy.  [Stronger[ labor unions and...reregulation of the big banks, while easing regulations that make it difficult 
for small businesses and community banks to compete with giants." (New York Times Magazine, Nov. 20, 2011)  
She was muscled aside in her efforts to get a Consumer Protection Agency up and running, an agency that would 
have made credit card contracts easier to read, among other sensible things.  I know there is some uneasiness 
about labor unions among you, but think where the workers in the U.S. were before they had them.  Everything 
else is a no-brainer.  But here's what really gets me—from someone who knows her well: "As a friend of hers, I 
worry about whether it's the highest or best use of an extraordinary person's capabilities to be in the United States 
Senate."  (Rob Johnson, former economist for the Senate Banking Committee)  This speaks volumes about the 
abyss Congress has fallen (been pushed) into.  The Senate is no place for our best and brightest?! 
 
This same article points out the fact that the Right is mobilized, organized, and full of energy.  I would say the Left 
(oh, how I wish that weren't a dirty word) lost momentum once the Civil Rights Bill was passed, the Viet Nam war 
ended, and women began to be taken seriously.  The big battles seemed won; no wonder Democrats thought they 
could coast.  But times have changed; the beast is slouching toward Bethlehem again (W. B. Yeats—look it up), and 
we must bestir ourselves.  The Occupy movement is, I hope, the beginning of a transformation of our society from 
a rich man's playground to a neighborhood where everyone can play.  What does the Left want?  Fairness, 
transparency, personal autonomy, a large and prosperous middle class, investment in businesses that produce 
goods and services people really need rather than figments of a speculator's imagination.  What does the Right 
want?  Tax breaks for the top 1% and the elimination of the EPA. 
 
I heard Newt say just recently that Obama is bad because his worldview is "European, secular, and weird."  Better 
health care for all, a more secure safety net, religious tolerance (this has become more vexed with  recent Muslim 
immigration), less crime, fewer prisoners—and Newt objects to this "worldview."?!  Why do we have to be better 
than everyone else?  Why are we so exceptional?  Why can't we love our country without arrogance and 
condescension?  Everything that is wrong with our country is on full view in Washington, D.C.  It's embarrassing 
and shameful.  And when a candidate for our highest office (take your pick) blathers on about how we're the 
greatest nation on the face of God's earth, always have been, always will be—well, it's just stupid. 
 



Our society is not just divided between the Right and the Left; it is divided between the informed and fair-minded 
and the selfish and ignorant.  There, I said it.  Smart Republicans know what I'm talking about.  Our deepest divide 
is not gun control, abortion, or even gay marriage (the issue du jour, as the other two have been done to death); 
our crucial difference is that some of us believe the few with money and power deserve to set policy, and many 
more of us want these two defining resources to be shared by all the people.  Most of us want a society that is fair 
and safe.  What we have right now is neither. 
 
 

20111201-07 12:45 Art Re: ‘A Society That Is Fair & Safe’ (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Excellent!!!! 
 
 

20111201-08 13:34 Art Fw: CREDO Action Petition: End Bush Tax Cuts for the Rich! 

 
I am beginning to think these petitions are the way to express ourselves.  Look what has happened to the proposed 
bill that will at least impede Congress from insider stock trading. It went from nothing to at least having a chance at 
passage, although I am sure many of our elected friends will figure a way to wiggle out of it.  
 
If you think corporate heads making $20M to $30M annually need more help with those corporate jet tax breaks, 
ignore this.  Otherwise worth a look. 
 
 
From CREDO Action: 
 
It's outrageous. The average tax break from the Bush tax cuts enjoyed by the top 1 percent of Americans is larger 
than the average income of the rest of the 99 percent. And after a decade of giving money to those who literally 
didn't need it, the deficit caused in large part by the Bush tax cuts is being used as an excuse to take away the 
social safety net that protects the most vulnerable members of society. I told my member of Congress and my 
senators to end the Bush tax cuts for the wealthy. And you should too. You can sign the petition at the link below: 
 
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/bush_tax_cuts_2011/?r_by=-4806715-XAFDrXx&rc=mailto2. 
 
 

20111201-09 14:32 Phil Fw: Donald Trump Explains Dumbocare 

 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Trump Explains Dumbocare 
 
No one can sum it up better than Trump: 
 

Let me get this straight…  We're going to be "gifted" with a health care plan we are forced to purchase and 
fined if we don't, which purportedly covers at least ten million more people, without adding a single new 
doctor, but provides for 16,000 new IRS agents, written by a committee whose chairman says he doesn't 
understand it,  passed by a Congress that didn't read it but exempted themselves from it, and signed by a 
Dumbo President who smokes, with funding administered by a treasury chief who didn't pay his taxes, for 
which we'll be taxed for four years before any benefits take effect, by a government which has already 
bankrupted Social Security and Medicare, all to be overseen by a surgeon general who is obese, and 
financed by a country that's broke!!!!! 
 
What the hell could possibly go wrong? 

 
 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/bush_tax_cuts_2011/?r_by=-4806715-XAFDrXx&rc=mailto2


20111201-10 14:46 Dennis 
Re: “7 Ways to Support the Real Job Creator: Main Street” (reply to 
SteveG, FotM Newsletter #29) & “Bailed Out Banks” & “6 Shocking 
Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 

 
SteveG: Were the bailouts started under Bush? 

 
“Bailed Out Banks”: http://money.cnn.com/news/specials/storysupplement/bankbailout/. 
 
Here's more, revealing how, by saving the sinister bankers of Wall Street, the American people were snookered. 
 
 
“6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" by Les Leopold, AlterNet 
 
Posted on November 30, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153274/) 
 
We now have concrete evidence that Wall Street and Washington are running a secret government far removed 
from the democratic process. Through a freedom of information request by Bloomberg News, the public now has 
access to over 29,000 pages of Fed documents and 21,000 additional Fed transactions that were deliberately 
hidden, and for good reason. (See here and here.) 
 
These documents show how top government officials willfully concealed from Congress and the public the true 
extent of the 2008-'09 bailouts that enriched the few and enhanced the interests of giant Wall Street firms. Here’s 
what we now know: 
 

• The secret Wall Street bailouts totaled $7.77 trillion, 10 times more than the $700 billion Troubled Asset 
Relief Program (TARP) passed by Congress in 2008. 
 
• Knowledge of the secret bailout funds was not shared with Congress even while it was drafting and 
debating legislation to break up the big banks. 
 
• The secret funding, provided at below-market rates, gave Wall Street banks an additional $13 billion in 
profits. (That’s enough money to hire more than 325,000 entry level teachers.) 
 
• The secret loans financed bank mergers so that the largest banks could grow even larger. The money also 
allowed banks to step up their lobbying efforts. 
 
• While Henry Paulson (Bush’s Secretary of the Treasury) was informing Congress and the public that only 
minor reforms were needed to protect Fannie and Freddie from collapse, he met secretly with leading Wall 
Street hedge fund managers — among them his former colleagues at Goldman Sachs — to alert them that 
he was about to nationalize the giant mortgage companies – a move that would eradicate nearly all the 
stock value of the companies. This information was enormously valuable because it allowed these hedge 
funds to short Fannie and Freddie and thereby make a fortune. 
 
• While Timothy Geithner was head of the NY Federal Reserve, he argued against legislative efforts by 
Senator Ted Kaufman, D-Delaware, to limit the size of banks because the issue was “too complex for 
Congress and that people who know the markets should handle these decisions,” Kaufman recalls. 
Meanwhile, Geithner was fully aware of the enormous secret loans while Senator Kaufman was kept in the 
dark. Barney Frank, who was authoring key bank reform legislation was also not informed of the secret 
loans. No one in Congress was told. 

 
So what does this all mean? 
 
1. The big banks and hedge funds were in much more trouble than we were led to believe. 
 
As many of us suspected, all the big banks were on their knees begging for help – secretly – while telling their 
investors, the public and Congress that all was well. They had gambled and lost. Under the rules of ideal capitalism, 

http://money.cnn.com/news/specials/storysupplement/bankbailout/
http://www.alternet.org/story/153274/
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-11-28/secret-fed-loans-undisclosed-to-congress-gave-banks-13-billion-in-income.html


they should have suffered some “creative destruction,” and seen their shareholder value eliminated through 
bankruptcy, and their managers replaced. The entire banking system should have been reorganized from top to 
bottom as well. Instead, these colossal failures were secretly rewarded. 
 
2. Wall Street’s secret government made sure the largest banks would grow even larger, aided by the 
secret funding. 
 
While Congress was debating legislation to break up the large banks and reinstitute Glass Steagall (to separate risky 
investment banking from insured commercial banking,) the secret government was using public funds to grow even 
larger through mergers and acquisitions. Because Congress and the public were unaware of the secret funding and 
ill-health of all the banks, the legislation was easily defeated. As the chart below makes painfully clear, too-big-to-
fail banks grew even bigger. 
 

 
 
3. The bigger Wall Street becomes, the more government it can buy. 
 
This part isn’t secret. As the top six banks grew larger, they spent more funds lobbying to make sure that they 
wouldn’t suffer any unprofitable impacts from banking reform legislation. So after the biggest banks received 
hundreds of billions in secret loans, they upped their lobbying funds to maintain their size and power. Read ‘em and 
weep: 
 



 
 
4. Wall Street’s secret government protects its own. 

 
At first, it’s not easy to understand how Treasury Secretary Paulson, the former head of Goldman Sachs, could risk 
attending a secret meeting with giant hedge fund managers, many of whom used to work at Goldman Sachs. How 
could the nation’s highest ranking financial official dare to tip off these hedge fund elites about the imminent 
government takeover of Fannie and Freddie before Congress and the public were informed? Well, one answer is 
that Paulson felt obliged to warn his old comrades of the impeding nationalization. Maybe, he wanted to get them 
out of harm’s way just in case they were heavily involved in those markets. Or maybe he also wanted to give them 
a very valuable tip to profit by. But the deeper explanation, I believe, is that Wall Street’s key government officials – 
Paulson, Summers, Geithner, Orszag (the former Obama OMB chief who now makes millions working for CitiGroup), 
etc. truly believe the following: 
 

• Wall Street banks are the best in the world and are the cutting-edge of the American economy. They are 
our future. 
 
• Wall Street bankers and hedge fund managers are enormously smarter and sharper than the rest of us. 
They deserve our admiration. 
 
• Helping Wall Street to grow and prosper is precisely the same thing as helping all Americans and the 
entire economy. They deserve our support. 
 
• Secret meetings to provide insider information are normal on Wall Street. There’s nothing wrong with 
warning your friends about upcoming policy decisions that might impact their profits. 
 
• There’s also absolutely nothing wrong with providing trillions of dollars of secret loans to the best and the 
brightest and not telling Congress about it. 

 
It’s all a closed loop of self-justification and self-deception: Wall Street is brilliant. What Wall Street does is for the 
good of the country. Helping Wall Street profit is good for the country. Hiding the truth from democratically elected 
leaders is also for the good of the country because Wall Street is brilliant and knows better. 
 
And all this is deeply believed by Wall Street and its secret government, even though Wall Street, and Wall Street 
alone, took down the economy and killed 8 million jobs in a matter of months. Simply brilliant! 
 
5. Wall Street is a clear and present danger to democracy. 



 
Usually, I am not an alarmist. In fact, I often argue against facile conspiracy theories. I want to believe that our 
democracy still has promise. But, the Wall Street-induced crash and the government’s response to it has me very 
worried. The Bloomberg News revelations suggest that Wall Street’s secret government has enormous disdain for 
what remains of our democracy. The financial elites obviously believe that Congress cannot be trusted to do the 
right thing even when it is bought and paid for by the very banks it supposedly regulates. As for the rest of us? 
We’re just a financially illiterate mass to be manipulated through the mass media. Our minds too can be bought and 
sold through careful marketing. 
 
This financial arrogance and corruption is enormously corrosive to our democratic values. Already, many Americans, 
and for good reason, no longer trust their government. Already, many Americans, and for good reason, no longer 
vote. Already, many Americans, and for good reason, believe that democracy as we know it is a sham. Wall Street 
couldn’t have written a better script to maintain its domination. 
 
6. Occupy Wall Street is fundamentally correct, but we need more. 
 
The occupiers dramatically attacked Wall Street elites and captured the country’s imagination with their 1 percent, 
99 percent framework. And the idea is sticking and spreading. But that’s only the start. To reclaim our country from 
Wall Street’s secret government we will need to develop an enormous movement among the 99 percent. Although 
we hope it just happens spontaneously through Twitter and Facebook, we all know it will require hardcore 
organizing involving millions of us. 
 
At the moment, no one knows what form it will take. But we do know this: great concentrations of power and 
wealth do not give up their power and wealth without an enormous fight. Wall Street’s secret government is more 
than ready to protect itself, even if it means subverting democracy. Our occupiers have shown great courage in 
helping us reclaim our democratic rights. Let’s hope it spreads…and soon. 
 
Les Leopold is the executive director of the Labor Institute and Public Health Institute in New York, and author of 
The Looting of America: How Wall Street's Game of Fantasy Finance Destroyed Our Jobs, Pensions, and 
Prosperity—and What We Can Do About It (Chelsea Green, 2009). 
 
© 2011 Independent Media Institute. 
 
 

20111201-24 20:26 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" (reply 
to Dennis, above) 

 
I do find these 6 revelations shocking, if not surprising.  I think by now we all agree that corruption and greed have 
infected our government at even the highest level.  The first step in solving a problem is to identify it.  We have 
done that.  What concerns me is how far this will go.  I resist contemplating violent confrontation in our streets, but 
will big money hold on so tightly to their power and privilege that it will defend itself with bullets?  The next election 
is so important.  If voters make it clear that this pillaging of America has got to stop, will we see a sweep of reform 
and a return to sanity, or are all our politicians so controlled by lobbyists and special interests that resistance is 
futile?  Government already has access to everything there is to know about us.  I know, I sound paranoid, but just 
think about it.  Our cell phones track our every movement, our phone records are accessible, as is our financial 
information.  Even our home computers have cameras that could be used to spy on us.  I tried to read the House 
Bill, but I couldn't make heads or tails of it.  Has John McCain really come out for preventive detention?  I cannot 
believe that America could ever become the kind of repressive state we've always feared and despised, but I can't 
help wondering where we are headed.  I hope one of you will tell me my fears are unjustified and help me believe 
it.  It just can't be as bad as it seems, can it? 
 
 

20111201-25 20:29 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" (reply 
to Pam, above) 

 
Remember in 1930 Germans thought of themselves as one of the most civilized people in the world. 

http://www.chelseagreen.com/bookstore/item/the_looting_of_america:paperback
http://www.chelseagreen.com/bookstore/item/the_looting_of_america:paperback


 
 

20111201-26 20:33 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" (reply 
to Art, above) 

 
That's what I keep thinking.  A lot of well-educated, assimilated, well-to-do Jews simply could not believe that what 
was happening was in fact happening—until it was too late.  I know the Occupy movement doesn't want violence, 
but how far is Wall Street willing to go?  God, I feel like a Cassandra.  But then, she was right. 
 
 

20111201-27 20:35 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Pam & Art, above) 

 
If Senate Bill 1867 is as Jim says and what is written on some internet sites, we are not too far from 1930.  And all I 
have is a single shot .22 built in the 1930’s. 
 
 

20111201-28 20:37 Dennis 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" 
(reply to Pam, above) 

 
Pam: I hope one of you will tell me my fears are unjustified and help me believe it.  It just can't be as bad 
as it seems, can it? 

 
It's probably worse. We just don't know all the details yet. 
 
As for the next election, it's more likely to be a distraction than a way to correct the problem. 
 
 

20111201-30 20:46 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" (reply 
to Dennis, above) 

 
Thanks a lot, Dennis.  I'll sleep well tonight.  (irony) 
 
Sometimes I think the whole political circus is just a huge side show to keep our eyes off the main event. 
 
 

20111201-31 21:43 SteveB 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection (reply to all, above) 

 
I think I forgot to warn all of you that you can always count on Dennis for solid evidence that things are much 
worse than you ever thought possible. 
 
I agree with Pam. Thanks a lot. :-) 
 
SteveG, you have to upgrade your armaments, but at least you’re armed. 
 
Art, are you sure about the Army? Did you take into account all my points. Please tell me your reasoning. Think 
about Libya and tell me how the battle scenario and strategy might unfold. You too, Tom. 
 
 

20111201-33 23:43 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Not really armed — it is in Florida. 
 
 



20111201-15 17:49 Jim 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

 
In regard to comments made about the American military vs. U.S. citizens, there is a new Senate Bill (S.1867) from 
John McCain that declares that America is now a battleground and gives the military the right to arrest and hold 
U.S. citizens  in America without trial. 
 
This seems unconstitutional on so many grounds that I find it hard to believe, but it apparently has had secret 
committee hearings and is being sent to the full Senate. 
 
 

20111201-16 18:55 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

 
[I’m confused here. I thought the Constitution forbids use of the military against citizens? No? –SteveB] 
 
Print Subscribe Share/Save 
 
S.1867 
Latest Title: National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 
Sponsor: Sen Levin, Carl [MI] (introduced 11/15/2011), Cosponsors (None) 
Related Bills: H.R.1540 
Latest Major Action: 11/30/2011 Senate floor actions. Status: Cloture on the measure invoked in Senate by Yea-
Nay Vote. 88 - 12. Record Vote Number: 212. 
 
SUMMARY AS OF: 11/15/2011—Introduced. 
 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 - Authorizes appropriations for the Department of Defense 
(DOD) for FY2012. 
 
Authorizes appropriations to DOD for: (1) procurement, including aircraft, missiles, weapons and tracked combat 
vehicles, ammunition, shipbuilding and conversion, and other procurement; (2) research, development, test, and 
evaluation; (3) operation and maintenance; (4) active and reserve military personnel; (5) Working Capital Funds; 
(6) the National Defense Sealift Fund; (7) the Defense Health Program; (8) chemical agents and munitions 
destruction; (9) drug interdiction and counter-drug activities; (10) the Defense Inspector General; (11) the Armed 
Forces Retirement Home; (12) overseas contingency operations; (13) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
Security Investment Program; (14) Guard and reserve forces facilities; (15) base closure and realignment activities; 
and (16) the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board. 
 
Sets forth provisions or requirements concerning: (1) military personnel policy, including education and training, 
military justice, and sexual assault prevention and response; (2) military pay and allowances; (3) military health 
care; (4) acquisition policy and management, including major defense acquisition programs; (5) DOD organization 
and management, including space, intelligence, and cyber-security matters; (6) financial matters, including counter-
drug activities and detainee matters; (7) civilian personnel matters; (8) matters relating to foreign nations, including 
assistance and training; (9) cooperative threat reduction; and (10) matters relating to military construction and 
military family housing. 
 
Revises and adds new offenses under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) relating to rape, sexual assault, 
and other sexual misconduct. Provides procedures for the judicial review of decisions concerning the correction of 
military personnel records. Consolidates and revises DOD travel and transportation authorities. Establishes: (1) the 
Joint Urgent Operational Needs Fund, and (2) the Global Security Contingency Fund. Requires a DOD plan to 
acquire capabilities to detect previously unknown cyber attacks. Military Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2012 - Authorizes appropriations for FY2012 for military construction for the Armed Forces and defense 
agencies. Authorizes appropriations to the Department of Energy (DOE) for DOE national security programs. 
Authorizes the obligation and expenditure of amounts specified in funding tables for a DOD project, program, or 
activity authorized under this Act. 

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d112:SN01867:@@@D&summ2=m&#locshare/print
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d112:SN01867:@@@D&summ2=m&#locshare/print
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d112:SN01867:@@@D&summ2=m&#locshare/share
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/?&Db=d112&querybd=@FIELD%28FLD003+@4%28%28@1%28Sen+Levin++Carl%29%29+01384%29%29
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d112:HR01540:


 
 

20111201-17 18:59 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

 
The amendments are longer than the summary of the bill. 
 
Surprising, huh? Sarcasm. 
 
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/L?d112:./temp/~bdaSgKT:1[1-
380]%28Amendments_For_S.1867%29&./temp/~bdZdqo 
 
 

20111201-18 19:02 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

 
PDF of Congressional Budget Office cost estimate of senate Bill 1867: 
 

http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/125xx/doc12575/s1867.pdf. 
 
 

20111201-19 19:14 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

 
From the Library of Congress: 
 

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c112:S.1867. 
 
 

20111201-20 19:17 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim, above) 

 
XML U.S. Senate Roll Call Votes 112th Congress - 1st Session as compiled through Senate LIS by the Senate Bill Clerk 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Senate Vote Summary 
 

Question: On the Cloture Motion (Motion to Invoke Cloture on S. 1867 ) 
 

Vote Number:  212 Vote Date:  November 30, 2011, 11:15 AM 

Required For 
Majority:  

3/5 Vote Result:  Cloture Motion Agreed to 

Measure 
Number: 

S. 1867 (National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 ) 

Measure 
Description:  

An original bill to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military construction, and for defense activities of the Department of 
Energy, to prescribe military personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

Vote 
Counts: 

YEAs 88 

 
NAYs 12 

 

Vote Summary 
   

Akaka (D-HI), Yea 
Alexander (R-TN), Yea 
Ayotte (R-NH), Yea 
Barrasso (R-WY), Yea 

Gillibrand (D-NY), Yea 
Graham (R-SC), Yea 
Grassley (R-IA), Nay 
Hagan (D-NC), Yea 

Moran (R-KS), Yea 
Murkowski (R-AK), Yea 
Murray (D-WA), Yea 
Nelson (D-FL), Yea 

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/L?d112:./temp/~bdaSgKT:1%5b1-380%5d%28Amendments_For_S.1867%29&./temp/~bdZdqo
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/L?d112:./temp/~bdaSgKT:1%5b1-380%5d%28Amendments_For_S.1867%29&./temp/~bdZdqo
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/125xx/doc12575/s1867.pdf
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c112:S.1867
http://www.senate.gov/legislative/LIS/roll_call_votes/vote1121/vote_112_1_00212.xml
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d112:SN1867:


Baucus (D-MT), Yea 
Begich (D-AK), Yea 
Bennet (D-CO), Yea 
Bingaman (D-NM), Yea 
Blumenthal (D-CT), Yea 
Blunt (R-MO), Yea 
Boozman (R-AR), Yea 
Boxer (D-CA), Yea 
Brown (D-OH), Yea 
Brown (R-MA), Yea 
Burr (R-NC), Nay 
Cantwell (D-WA), Yea 
Cardin (D-MD), Yea 
Carper (D-DE), Yea 
Casey (D-PA), Yea 
Chambliss (R-GA), Yea 
Coats (R-IN), Yea 
Coburn (R-OK), Nay 
Cochran (R-MS), Yea 
Collins (R-ME), Yea 
Conrad (D-ND), Yea 
Coons (D-DE), Yea 
Corker (R-TN), Yea 
Cornyn (R-TX), Nay 
Crapo (R-ID), Nay 
DeMint (R-SC), Nay 
Durbin (D-IL), Yea 
Enzi (R-WY), Yea 
Feinstein (D-CA), Yea 
Franken (D-MN), Yea 

Harkin (D-IA), Yea 
Hatch (R-UT), Yea 
Heller (R-NV), Yea 
Hoeven (R-ND), Yea 
Hutchison (R-TX), Yea 
Inhofe (R-OK), Yea 
Inouye (D-HI), Yea 
Isakson (R-GA), Yea 
Johanns (R-NE), Yea 
Johnson (D-SD), Yea 
Johnson (R-WI), Yea 
Kerry (D-MA), Yea 
Kirk (R-IL), Yea 
Klobuchar (D-MN), Yea 
Kohl (D-WI), Yea 
Kyl (R-AZ), Yea 
Landrieu (D-LA), Yea 
Lautenberg (D-NJ), Yea 
Leahy (D-VT), Yea 
Lee (R-UT), Nay 
Levin (D-MI), Yea 
Lieberman (ID-CT), Yea 
Lugar (R-IN), Yea 
Manchin (D-WV), Yea 
McCain (R-AZ), Yea 
McCaskill (D-MO), Yea 
McConnell (R-KY), Yea 
Menendez (D-NJ), Yea 
Merkley (D-OR), Nay 
Mikulski (D-MD), Yea 

Nelson (D-NE), Yea 
Paul (R-KY), Nay 
Portman (R-OH), Yea 
Pryor (D-AR), Yea 
Reed (D-RI), Yea 
Reid (D-NV), Yea 
Risch (R-ID), Nay 
Roberts (R-KS), Yea 
Rockefeller (D-WV), Yea 
Rubio (R-FL), Nay 
Sanders (I-VT), Yea 
Schumer (D-NY), Yea 
Sessions (R-AL), Yea 
Shaheen (D-NH), Yea 
Shelby (R-AL), Yea 
Snowe (R-ME), Yea 
Stabenow (D-MI), Yea 
Tester (D-MT), Yea 
Thune (R-SD), Yea 
Toomey (R-PA), Yea 
Udall (D-CO), Yea 
Udall (D-NM), Yea 
Vitter (R-LA), Yea 
Warner (D-VA), Yea 
Webb (D-VA), Yea 
Whitehouse (D-RI), Yea 
Wicker (R-MS), Yea 
Wyden (D-OR) 

 
 

20111201-21 19:18 Ben 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim & SteveG, above) 

 
http://www.snopes.com is watching this, and currently considers its truth to be "undetermined". I mention snopes, 
because commentary is typically erudite and well documented: 
 

http://www.snopes.com/politics/military/ndaa.asp. 
 
 

20111201-22 19:46 Ben 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Jim & SteveG, above) 

 
This is almost certainly a trap for Obama.  Unless he disavows his Constitutional Law Professor background, he will 
find himself vetoing the military appropriations bill.  And, of course, explanations as to why will be too complicated 
for most voters to comprehend, even if they look for those explanations. 
 
Ugh.  It's a great reason for "one issue, one bill, one law" and NO riders, earmarks, or nose bleeds. 
 
If it has merit, invoke it on its merit alone!  Let the deal making be TRANSPARENT. 
 
 

20111201-23 20:15 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

 

http://www.snopes.com/
http://www.snopes.com/politics/military/ndaa.asp


Hmmmmm. Big mistake if correct.  Last thing we need is the military involved in domestic politics. And no SteveB, 
the NRA gun nuts wouldn't stand a chance. 
 
 

20111201-34 23:55 SteveG 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

 
Just read the article on Yahoo about senate bill 1867.  The return of McCarthy cannot be far behind. 
 
 

20111201-11 15:02 SteveB “End Welfare for the Wealthy” 

 
“End Welfare for the Wealthy” by Tom Coburn, CNN 
 
updated 9:13 AM EST, Thu December 1, 2011 (http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/01/opinion/coburn-welfare-to-
wealthy/index.html) 
 

 
Sen. Tom Coburn says it's hard to defend mortgage interest deductions on luxury yachts, 

such as these lined up in Miami. 
 
 
(Editor's note: Tom A. Coburn is a Republican senator from Oklahoma.) 
 
The debate in Congress this week about whether to pay for extending the payroll tax cut by imposing a new tax on 
millionaires will have nothing to do with solving our nation's economic challenges and everything to do with 
election-year politics. Senate Democratic leaders have already signaled they will use the debate as a purely partisan 
exercise designed to embarrass Republicans into opposing tax cuts for the poor while defending tax cuts for the 
rich. 
 
I intend to offer an alternative. Instead of punishing the rich with higher taxes, I will give Congress the option of 
helping pay for extending the payroll tax cut by ending welfare to the wealthy. 
 
Read Sen. Coburn's report, "Subsidies of the Rich and Famous" 
 
Every year, politicians on both sides engage in a process of reverse Robin Hood in which they steal $30 billion from 
low- and middle-income Americans and provide handouts to the rich and famous. 
 

http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/01/opinion/coburn-welfare-to-wealthy/index.html
http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/01/opinion/coburn-welfare-to-wealthy/index.html
http://coburn.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?a=Files.Serve&File_id=544ae3e7-195b-40ad-aa84-334fdd6a5e1f


Millionaires receive tax earmarks and deductions crafted by both parties that allow them to write off billions each 
year. These write-offs include mortgage interest deductions on second homes and luxury yachts, gambling losses, 
business expenses, electric vehicle credits and even child care tax credits. 
 
Meanwhile, direct handouts for millionaires have included $74 million in unemployment checks, $316 million in farm 
subsidies, $89 million for preservation of ranches and estates, $9 billion in retirement checks and $7.5 million to 
compensate for damages caused by emergencies to property that should have been insured. Millionaires have even 
borrowed $16 million in government-backed education loans to attend college since 2007. 
 
The goal of highlighting these excesses is not to demonize those who are successful. Instead, by highlighting the 
sheer stupidity of pampering the wealthy with lavish benefits through our safety net and tax code, I hope to make a 
moral and economic argument for real entitlement and tax reform. 
 
The most troubling gap in America today is not an income gap. It is an integrity gap — and even intelligence gap — 
between Washington and the rest of the country. 
 
Families are struggling to make ends meet and are making painful economic choices as politicians in Washington 
borrow billions to provide welfare to the wealthy. Politicians on both sides refuse to fix big problems and defend 
stupid policies because changing those policies would involve upending a comfortable political status quo. 
 
It's important for taxpayers to understand that these distortions are not accidental loopholes in the law. On the 
contrary, these provisions are intentional efforts to get all Americans to buy into a system where everyone appears 
to benefit while the poor and middle class are being robbed. 
 
In the case of entitlements such as Social Security, progressives have argued for decades that a program for poor 
people will be a poor program. Yet, Warren Buffett hardly needs the same retirement check as his secretary. Ending 
welfare handouts to millionaires will strengthen, not undermine, the safety net for people who need it most. 
 
Even Canada has adopted means testing in its retirement program by limiting benefits for high-earners. That fact is 
we can't afford the system we have today. Only by adopting common-sense reforms can we sustain a safety net for 
those who truly need assistance. 
 
On the tax side, both parties have been reluctant to alter tax earmarks and deductions, such as the mortgage 
interest deduction. These are considered sacrosanct. 
 
Yet, it's hard to understand how limiting the mortgage interest deductions for yachts will hurt working families. 
Defending spending in the tax code is not conservative. 
 
Providing tax earmarks and deductions to millionaires is a tax increase on everyone who doesn't receive the benefit. 
The only way we will enact real tax reform, and grow the economy, is by lowering tax rates and broadening the 
base by scaling back these egregious handouts. This is precisely what President Ronald Reagan did in 1986. 
 
Even though the super committee failed to reach an agreement on broad deficit reduction, there is no reason why 
the other super committee — Congress — should drag its feet. Change in Washington tends to start with small 
steps. There is no better place to start than scaling back ludicrous handouts to millionaires that expose an 
entitlement system and tax code that desperately need to be reformed. 
 
 

20111201-12 15:37 Pam Re: “End Welfare for the Wealthy” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Bravo!  When a Republican speaks sense, I listen. 
 
 

20111201-13 16:30 Art Fw: MoveOn Action: Spread Our Video on Marriage Equality! 

 
I know some of you hold strong religious objections to this, but tell me what is wrong here please. 



 
 
from MoveOn.org: 
 
This video is the most viral thing that we've ever seen—it got over 600,000 Facebook shares, Likes, and comments 
in less than 24 hours. That's off the charts. 
 
Plus, it's incredibly moving. If everyone in the country saw it, it could open countless hearts and maybe even 
change the national conversation on marriage equality. 
 
It's that good. Can you take a look and share it with your friends and family right now? 
 
Video: “Two Lesbians Raised a Baby and This Is What They Got” (http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268463&id=33426-
19347378-8dCP5bx&t=2) 
 
Countless research studies have shown that seeing people speak like Zach Wahls in this video is one of the best 
ways to change people's opinions about LGBT equality. That's why it's so important that we help this video reach as 
many people as possible today. 
 
Thanks for all you do. –Julia, Milan, Elena, Eli, and the rest of the team  
 
 

20111201-14 17:25 SteveG Fw: The Other 98% Action: Tell Clarence Thomas to Recuse Himself! 

 
Sorry about sending the Clinton survey, didn’t realize it was a funding request.  Will do better in the future. 
 
 
from The Other 98%: 
 
Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas is about to rule on President Obama's healthcare reform - even though he 
has an enormous financial stake in its failure. 
 
That's just plain wrong. 
 
It's time for Clarence Thomas to recuse himself - join our letter to Associate Justice Thomas today: 
 

http://other98.com/time-for-clarence-thomas-to-recuse-himself/. 
 
How blatant is Justice Thomas’ conflict of interest? 74 members of Congress urged him to recuse himself from any 
decision regarding Obama's Affordable Care Act – more than six months before it even reached the Supreme Court. 
Justice Thomas only just revealed that his wife Ginni Thomas' lobbying against the ACA brought their household 
hundreds of thousands of dollars because of his legal obligation to do so. Even worse, there is the promise of future 
gigs if she can defeat the piece of legislation before the bulk of it goes into effect. 
 
Thank you for all you do to make this movement real. 
 
Sincerely, John Sellers, The Other 98% 
 
 

20111201-29 20:44 SteveB Fw: From Sen. Jon Tester (Montana) 

 
from Sen. Jon Tester: 
 
This week the Senate will vote on two different proposals dealing with the Social Security payroll tax. Neither 
proposal is expected to pass. 
 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268463&id=33426-19347378-8dCP5bx&t=2
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268463&id=33426-19347378-8dCP5bx&t=2
http://other98.com/time-for-clarence-thomas-to-recuse-himself/


I want to tell you exactly why I'm going to vote against both proposals. I believe they are designed more for 
political posturing rather than what Congress really ought to be doing: working together to create jobs on a long-
term basis, to create long-term certainty for Montana's businesses, and to cut spending and cut our deficit. 
 
One proposal, sponsored by Senator Casey (D-PA), is the same plan included in the President’s American Jobs Act, 
which I voted against several weeks ago. My reasons for voting against that proposal haven't changed. It would 
temporarily extend the Social Security payroll tax holiday through 2012 and expand it to businesses big and small — 
paid for by raising taxes on the wealthy. 
 
Although I support making sure millionaires and corporations pay their fair share in taxes, I do not believe this 
particular proposal will create jobs or give our economy the boost it needs right now. A small, one-year, temporary 
tax cut will not give Main Street businesses the long-term certainty they need to grow and hire. 
 
The other proposal, sponsored by Senator Heller (R-NV), also temporarily extends the payroll tax holiday, but only 
by cutting Medicare benefits, cutting jobs and extending the current pay freeze for folks in public service. 
 
Neither of these proposals is right for Montana, and neither will earn my vote. 
 
Since coming to the U.S. Senate just a few years ago, I have supported nearly $1.4 trillion in tax cuts for small 
businesses and middle-class Americans. And I do not want to see working folks get hit with a payroll tax increase 
next year. But this week, the Senate will vote on bills that are written with 30-second political attack ads in mind. 
That’s the wrong approach to solving a serious problem. 
 
In November, Congress unanimously passed my veterans’ jobs bill, the VOW to Hire Heroes Act. The President 
already signed it into law. I believe Congress has a responsibility to spend more time passing legislation like that — 
real solutions that create real jobs in Montana and across this country. Not political theater. And I know we can do 
it. It was appropriate for us to work together for veterans. It is also appropriate for us to work together to create 
jobs for all Americans. 
 
As always, I am interested in your feedback. Please don’t hesitate to give me call or drop me a note: 
http://tester.enews.senate.gov/mail/util.cfm?mailaction=clickthru&gpiv=2100080891.113814.169&gen=1&mailing_l
inkid=42602 
 
—Jon Tester [Senator from Montana] 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 

http://tester.enews.senate.gov/mail/util.cfm?mailaction=clickthru&gpiv=2100080891.113814.169&gen=1&mailing_linkid=42602
http://tester.enews.senate.gov/mail/util.cfm?mailaction=clickthru&gpiv=2100080891.113814.169&gen=1&mailing_linkid=42602
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The Return of Bad Newt 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 5, 2011) 
 
 
We have a new Republican presidential front runner – Newt Gingrich! 
 

 
See what I mean about the flashlight in the dark? The dude is Scary! 

 
Ginger Gibson reports today in Politico (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1211/69715.html), “Newt Gingrich 
has taken the lead in Iowa, despite a minimal organization in the state, according to a new Des Moines Register poll 
out Saturday. Gingrich is at 25 percent, with Ron Paul at 18 percent and Mitt Romney dropping to 16 percent.” 
 
I think I’m missing Herman already. I’d much rather contend with a light weight than this two ton gorilla, but what 
are you going to do? The powers that be (and they sure ain’t Democratic or democratic or the media!) decided 
Herman had to go. I think I’d prefer control by Republican primary voters (shudder) to whoever is actually 
controlling things in the Republican party and maybe in the country. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1211/69715.html


It will be interesting to see what history digs up on all this, but by then, it will be too late to help anyone. Because, 
you see, dear reader, I assume that the future will be like the present, where people apparently don’t know enough 
history to learn any lessons from it whatsoever. 
 
 
“The Return of Bad Newt” by Maggie Haberman and Alexander Burns, Politico 
 
Dec. 2, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1211/69669.html) 
 
(WEST DES MOINES) Bad Newt’s coming back. 
 
The all-too-familiar character from the 1990s has only peeked out in public a handful of times so far. But already, 
Newt Gingrich — flush with pride over new polls showing his left-for-dead candidacy now leading the pack — is 
letting his healthy ego roam free again, littering the campaign trail with grand pronouncements about his celebrity, 
his significance in political history and his ability to transform America. 
 
“I helped lead the effort to defeat communism in the Congress,” Gingrich said this week on Sean Hannity’s show. 
 
“I’m going to be the nominee,” he informed ABC News while in Iowa. 
 
“I was charging $60,000 a speech and the number of speeches was going up, not down,” Gingrich said in South 
Carolina, explaining why he didn’t actually need his consulting fee from Freddie Mac. “Normally, celebrities leave 
and they gradually sell fewer speeches every year. We were selling more.” 
 
“The degree to which I challenge the establishment and the degree to which I’m willing to follow ideas and 
solutions to their natural consequence without regard to Republican or Democratic political correctness makes me 
probably the most experienced outsider in modern times,” he told Radio Iowa. 
 
Even descriptions of his wife Callista fall prey to aggrandizement: “She actually describes herself as being a cross 
between Nancy Reagan and Laura Bush with just a slight bit of Jackie Kennedy tossed in and I think there is, 
somewhere swirling in there, the model Callista would like to live up to.” 
 
The economy? There’s a vainglorious boast for that, too. 
 
“Obama is now 34 months into his presidency, and the economy has lost 1.9 million total jobs since he took office. 
At the same point in the Gingrich speakership (November 1997), Americans had created 303,000 jobs in one month 
alone, and had created 7.7 million total new jobs since he became speaker. This is an ‘Obama-Gingrich jobs gap” of 
9.5 million,” the former congressman said in a statement. 
 
Longtime Gingrich watchers see clear signs that “Good Newt” (disciplined, charming, expansive in personality and 
intellect) is engaging in an internal battle with “Bad Newt” (off-message, bombastic, self-wounding) as his political 
fortunes rise. 
 
“Remember, this is the man of the combination of Churchill and de Gaulle to begin with,” conservative columnist 
George Will told radio host Laura Ingraham. “He’s the embodiment of a nation in deep peril. The stage has to be lit 
by the fires of crisis and grandeur to suit Newt Gingrich.” 
 
“Gingrich [is] always a fine a line between charming and brilliant on one hand, and eccentric and borderline 
dangerous on the other,” said Dan Schnur, director of the Jesse M. Unruh Institute of Politics at the University of 
Southern California. “He’s been ‘Charming Newt’ for the last several weeks. But the last couple of days have been a 
reminder of his other side.” 
 
Gingrich “only has two modes — attack and brag,” explained one veteran GOP strategist. 
 
Gingrich spokesman R.C. Hammond dismissed criticism about the speaker’s self-regard, saying his boss is speaking 
the truth about the nation’s problems. 

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1211/69669.html


 
“Newt Gingrich has been against the status quo in Washington since he first arrived from Georgia,” Hammond said. 
“Many times he’s the first to point out a dumb idea and say, ‘here’s how to fix it.’ And in many cases, he uses the 
words ‘dumb idea.’ “ 
 
Gingrich’s backers note there are various policy points that they say more than back up the former speaker’s 
comment about communism, for example, saying he was referring to actions Congress took to thwart it while he 
was there. 
 
There’s no question Gingrich is working harder, and with more success, than he has in years to keep his flair for the 
grandiose in check — his talk is less fire-and-brimstone, and more positive, there’s-another-way-forward. 
 
At times, Gingrich sounds like he’s consciously striking a different and humbler tone, telling audiences that he will 
need their help. He asks Republicans not to vote for him, but to “be with me.” 
 
“We have to have a team campaign,” Gingrich told Iowa Republicans at a dinner event Thursday night. “I am totally 
committed to a team campaign.” 
 
During the same event, Gingrich delivered a notably moderate and nonpartisan riff — that is, for a politician long 
known for his sharp partisanship and rhetorical excess — telling the audience: “We need an American campaign, 
not a Republican campaign. And we need to be open to every person of every background.” 
 
But at the same event, Gingrich couldn’t help himself, offering comparisons between his approach to politics to 
Thomas Jefferson’s, and noting that he’d model parts of his campaign strategy on Abraham Lincoln’s. Only a few 
hours before, Gingrich bragged of having overseen the creation of 11 million jobs as speaker of the House. 
 
“The self-aggrandizing comments probably don’t hurt him that much. They may strike his strongest supporters as a 
sign of confidence,” said Schnur, adding that the policy pronouncements could be a bigger issue: “These ‘porridge 
for poor children’ things probably don’t do him much good.” 
 
That’s the side of Gingrich that has some Republican insiders privately fretting that, for all their worries about Mitt 
Romney’s failings, it is Gingrich who may be especially susceptible to damaging himself if he emerges as the party’s 
nominee. 
 
“He’s going to blow up at some point, and I’m just hoping it comes before he gets the nomination,” said one 
unaligned Republican insider, who has worked with presidential campaigns before. 
 
“I’m waiting for him to say, ‘Literally, I’m the smartest guy to ever run for president,’ ” said the insider, adding that 
comparisons of Callista as Nancy Reagan fuel the notion that he thinks of himself as a new incarnation of The 
Gipper. “He’s now kind of like the crazy scientist that’s having his science proven correct….and you just don’t know 
what the hell’s gonna happen next.” 
 
Some Republicans are willing to say it on the record. 
 
“He’d be a terrible nominee,” said Long Island Rep. Pete King, who credited Gingrich with winning back the House 
for Republicans in the 1990s but also said Gingrich was driven out of the job because he “wears everybody else 
out.” 
 
“It’s not like, with Newt, you end up dying for a noble cause,” said King. “You end up dying for Newt Gingrich, 
because he puts himself in the center of everything.” 
 
Yet even if "Bad Newt" is back, given the fluidity of the race it might not be so damaging. 
 
“Yes, ‘Bad Newt’ is emerging again,” said GOP strategist Alex Castellanos. “He refers to himself as a celebrity, when 
voters despise Washington’s arrogance and he knows that was one of McCain’s most effective assaults against 



Obama. He dismisses charges of corruption by telling us he’s too successful to be tempted, when he’s just seen 
what happened when Rick Perry declared he was “insulted” by charges that he could be bought for only $5,000.” 
 
But, he added, “So what? The rule in politics is that if you tell voters what they already know, they remain where 
they already are. You have to give voters new information to change how they react to candidates. We already 
know ‘Bad Newt’ is undisciplined, even, reckless and has an inflated sense of self-worth. And Gingrich is leading in 
Iowa. A lot of ‘Bad Newt’ is already built into the front-runner’s stock price.” 
 
The options for conservatives, Castellanos added, are dwindling. 
 
“Despite his best efforts, Newt may not be able to dispatch himself as easily as he did the first time,” Castellanos 
said. “And the Christmas holiday is a great gift for Newt: he only has to hang around for a couple of weeks before 
Christmas freezes the race and mitigates his opportunity to damage himself.” 
 
Craig Shirley, another longtime Republican strategist, argued that Gingrich is giving people what they want right 
now. 
 
“I think it’s based on his instincts, but you know, other politicians have talked like this before and invoked great 
leaders and great writers — Ronald Reagan invoked Cicero and Thomas Paine and Winston Churchill, and quoted 
them and cited them,” he said. 
 
“I think what it says to a lot of voters is, this is a very self-confident man, and right now I think the country wants a 
self-confident man. That was the great contrast between Reagan and Carter. Carter was full of doubts and blaming 
the American people … He was lost in power. Obama was lost in power.” 
 
© 2011 POLITICO LLC 
 
 
 

20111202-01 12:04 Art Herman Cain & the Koch Brothers 

 
How's this for conspiracy theory?  As you know I have long felt Cain is simply a puppet for the Koch brothers 
thrown into the pile to show us all that tea baggers and the far Right are not racists.  I remember when he started 
being mentioned thinking, where did this guy come from? 
 
Cain freely admitted, when his connections with the Koch brothers came out, that he loved the Koch brothers. 
However, the Koch brothers also had no intention of him ever being seriously considered as the Republican 
nominee, so they had this dirt on hold just in case. When he did, for whatever strange reason leap to the front, 
they are the one who carefully released this info on these little indiscretions.  I mean the timing is really interesting. 
Not earlier when he was just another low level candidate and not after he perhaps won the nomination but instead, 
just now. You notice there has been very little follow up as to whether anyone encouraged these women to come 
out. It would also be interesting to see if they don't all receive a healthy deposit to their bank accounts in a few 
months. 
 
Along that line I agree with you that there seems to be a long range plan afoot. We can see it in all the actions in 
the House to destroy unions. The Post had a good article today on the efforts to eliminate the Labor Relations 
Board by denying the nomination of any new members. If the Board goes to two members only the courts have 
said it can no longer function.  At the State level the actions to disenfranchise voters is remarkable. These are not 
the actions of publicly stated positions as much as they are the plans made in back rooms by a few.  I am generally 
not a conspiracy guy but I think just maybe there is a conspiracy and the Koch brothers may well be at the heart of 
it. Or as Newt called it a few months ago, social re-engineering.  
 
 

20111202-02 12:57 Pam Re: Herman Cain & the Koch Brothers (reply to Art, above) 

 



Strangely, this makes me feel better.  I believe you are right and that neither of us is crazy.  There's just so much 
evidence of Right-wing creep.  Bit by bit, our democracy is being undermined.  We are in the midst of a revolution 
that probably began in the 'thirties, only it's so incremental we haven't noticed until now.  There is so much power 
behind the scenes.  Think of J. Edgar Hoover, for one.  Yes, Cain is a stooge of the Koch brothers.  They know the 
real way to get things done is not to run for office but to buy the office-holders.  Karl Rove, Grover Norquist, the 
Koch bros., the Supreme Court; add it up.  I just read an article in the NY Review of Books about FDR and his trials 
and tribulations with his Supreme Court.  It sounded a lot like today, except FDR came out on top.  The '60s really 
galvanized the Right and they became more aggressive in pushing their agendas.  I was encouraged when Nixon 
left office without bringing tanks into the streets.  At this point, I think I trust our military more than our politicians.  
As a good pacifist, I never imagined I'd say that, but the military has a tradition it pretty much follows, and it's all 
out in the open.  Except for waterboarding, etc., and I blame that on Washington.  Young men can be monsters, 
but a strong, principled military can keep them in line.  Nothing, and no one, is perfect, but at least there is an 
unfailing military code.  That said, I don't believe our military would mobilize against civilians.  At least, I want to 
believe it wouldn't.  My second husband's first wife was the daughter of a 4-star General in the Army.  During the 
riots at the Democratic convention in 1968, he was consulted about drawing up a plan to being in the army to quell 
the disturbances.  Thank god that didn't come to pass, but it's not a thought that hasn't crossed some people's 
minds. 
 
 

20111204-13 07:31 SteveB “Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” 

 
I have to tell you all what seriously amazes me. In the midst of perhaps our biggest crisis since WWII, men run for 
president who have no idea what the job is even about. They aren’t even, apparently, interested in the kinds of 
things one might hope a president would be interested in – things like foreign policy, geography, current events, 
economics, and keeping one’s zipper up (maybe Clinton wasn’t too good at the latter, but he certainly knows his 
chops). 
 
As the article, below, by a noted conservative, says, “Herman Cain knew what he didn't know. He should have 
realized that it was too much to be president.” 
 
True, the pizza dude is probably not as bad as John Edwards. What a slimy rat that guy proved to be! Yuck! But the 
vast hypocrisy and ignorance of Herman Cain appalls me just as much. 
 
I feel exactly as my youngest daughter did when she first stared into the incredible emptiness of the Grand Canyon. 
She looked for a long time in utter wonder at so much of what should have been there—gone!. Then she simply 
said, “I don’t get it. I just don’t get it.” 
 
Perfect words in the face of perfect mystery. Dear Herman Cain (and others)…I just don’t get it! 
 
 
“Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” by S. E. Cupp, CNN 
 
Dec. 3, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/03/opinion/cupp-cain-candidacy/index.html?hpt=hp_t1) 
 
(Editor's note: S.E. Cupp is author of Losing Our Religion: The Liberal Media's Attack on Christianity and co-author 
of Why You're Wrong About the Right. She is a columnist at the New York Daily News, senior writer at the Daily 
Caller, and a political commentator.) 
 
(CNN) — Earlier this summer, before the allegations against Herman Cain had surfaced and life was, by all 
accounts, more innocent, I met him for an interview in New York City's Bryant Park. Amid sounds of chirping birds 
and a morning yoga lesson on the lawn, we had a long talk, about his family, his politics, and what was then Cain's 
most controversial material, his stance on Muslims in the Cabinet. It feels like such a simpler time. 
 
Oh, what a difference a few months on the campaign trail make. 
 

http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/03/opinion/cupp-cain-candidacy/index.html?hpt=hp_t1
http://www.redsecupp.com/


It seems the Cain train has come to an abrupt halt, not, it would seem, because of Cain's many challenges in 
effectively discussing both domestic and foreign policy, but because of numerous allegations of sexual harassment, 
at least one of sexual assault, and another of infidelity. In his bizarre announcement to suspend his campaign he 
said he was at peace with his wife, Gloria, and she was at peace with him, but the continued "distraction" of the 
allegations was too much to bear. 
 
That morning in the park, when Cain was still just a long shot, he didn't yet speak in the third person, and we didn't 
know that Mark Block was a smoker, I remember being impressed with him. He seemed genuine and thoughtful. I 
remember applauding him for admitting that "he knows what he doesn't know." That's when I thought what he 
didn't know wasn't, well, just about everything. 
 
While Cain's supporters may not have believed the allegations about him (or maybe they did and weren't bothered 
by them) if true, they would matter. They should matter. But for all the facts we still don't know about Herman 
Cain's relationships with women over the years, the facts that Cain doesn't know about the world — from Libya to 
China's nuclear program, to the president of "Beki, Beki, Beki" — should matter a lot more. 
 
Herman Cain's appeal was that he was real. He wasn't politically savvy or polished. And when a candidate, as 
Charles Krauthammer asserted, decides to "wing it," as he did, that means that two things will happen. One, the 
candidate will appear authentic, unscripted, genuine and approachable. And two, the candidate will make mistakes. 
Cain made a bunch. 
 
In his announcement, Cain blamed the media for spinning his campaign. And his supporters, as well as some 
conservative commentators, will likely continue to blame the media, Democrats and the women who spoke out 
against him for his campaign's demise. They will bemoan the campaign trail as an ugly place that eats its 
unsuspecting victims alive. But as unprepared as Cain may have been for life in the political spotlight and the 
invasive cavity search that is performed on presidential hopefuls, the truth is he was far less prepared to actually be 
our president. 
 
He can't blame the media for his fumbles on foreign policy, or his inability to explain his own position on abortion. 
Nor can he blame Democrats or his alleged victims for his failure to sell his 9-9-9 plan as the solution to all of our 
ills. 
 
Herman Cain is not a victim. He's a man who decided he deserved the highest vote of confidence the country could 
give him. And though he may be a genuine, likable and thoughtful person with some good ideas, he did not deserve 
that vote. 
 
Herman Cain knew what he didn't know. He should have realized that it was too much to be president. 
 
 

20111204-03 12:25 SteveG Re: “Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Most candidates have no idea what it takes to be president until they get there, and then it is too late.  To give 
Cain, Trump, Newt, Perry, etc. the press and attention  that have gotten and are getting is a disgrace to the political 
system. 
 
 

20111204-07 13:11 Pam Re: “Herman Cain Is Not a Victim” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Americans love distractions, the more raucous the better.  Consider all the reality TV shows, like Jerry Springer or 
whatever Nancy Grace calls her program.  It's hard to sit down and figure things out.  The ability to focus, 
concentrate, and stick with a difficult task is not something most people have, whether they're six or sixty.  It's so 
easy to chill out and let a football game flow past your eyeballs, then listen passively when ex-athlete 
commentators analyze what the think is going to happen in the next game while you crack open another beer.  Let 
them do the thinking and the talking.  I'm not blaming sports fans—I'm married to one—I'm just making the point 
that most people check out when thinking becomes too hard. 
 



But not us! 
 
I keep thinking about the end of the Roman Republic, when lots of soldiers returned from the wars and flooded 
Rome with unemployed men because their land had been consolidated into plantations while they were away.  
Bread and circuses—that's what they were given.  This may be simplistic, but it seems to me that our Republicans 
want to give the people circuses, while the Democrats want to give them bread.  Not the greatest analogy, I admit, 
but there's some truth to it. 
 
I'm going to go back and re-read Dale's post to see what I come up with.  One thing I realize more and more is just 
how complicated everything is.  People want simple solutions—me too—but there are no simple solutions to 
complex problems.  Another analogy: amputating an injured limb (think Civil War battlefield) is a lot simpler than 
reconstructive surgery.  Dale said, "patience is a virtue."  It is indeed. 
 
 

20111202-03 13:12 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #30) 

 
Today's military is a professional patriotic armed force. The words are carefully chosen and you don't have a lot of 
examples of those in history.  Rome had that at the end of the Republic and initially in the Empire. Like you,  I think 
the military would really think twice, if it were ordered into the streets, but I also equally think that many elected 
officials, especially Republican tea baggers would not hesitate to do that. I think many tea baggers feel they have 
the approval of God in many ways and that any ends may be justified. 
 
To answer SteveB's question of how well we with our single shot 22s would do in opposition, it's complicated.  First 
would the Army and Marines (the rest don't really count in a domestic dispute) stay together?  Frighteningly they 
might. For better of worse we have created a professional force that is somewhat removed from the general 
population.  Their loyalty may be more to one another than to the general populace, especially if the opposing 
populace presents itself as an unwashed mob out to loot and kill. Remember any domestic dispute will have folks 
on both sides and there will be those citizens who will be calling for the troops to save them. Right now I get these 
e-mails, one picture showing the tea baggers all orderly and well dressed displaying the American flag in 
abundance.  The next picture shows the OWS folks slovenly dressed barfing on a car or defecating in the park etc.  
The intent of those two pictures is obvious and it will be used on the troops. 
 
Most officers and senior people will see through all that but they are professionals trying to keep their jobs, so 
which way to go?  Follow orders or resign?  As for us with our 22s,  we can cause lots of irritation ambushing 
conveys etc. and staying out of any stand up fight, but that will require a vast majority of the population to support 
us.  Probably that won't be the case and we will be sold out by our neighbors. Steve mentions Libya but the first 
thing those rebel guys did was get heavy weapons. Fairly early on they were as well armed on the ground as the 
other side. 
 
If for any reason the opposition secures certain areas like a big city, then the Government will bring in the heavy 
stuff like aircraft and naval weapons.  Revolutionaries have no counter for that.  Again in Libya, it was NATO that 
grounded the Libyan AF and made that a non factor.  We wouldn't be so lucky. 
 
So, for the short term use of the national military by the government will be pretty decisive. They are conditioned to 
take orders from higher authority and will do so.  Over the long haul,  as you challenge the mission,  you may 
influence individuals or units but that takes time. 
 
This is very rough and quick, but my initial thoughts. 
 
 

20111202-05 14:06 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Art, above) 

 
Golly, it gets worse and worse.  I truly appreciate your insights into this, as you have lots of knowledge here.  I 
remember reading somewhere that when the Chinese leaders cracked down in Tiannamen Square, they brought in 



soldiers from the countryside who didn't know the protesters and were suspicious of city dwellers anyway.  I take 
your point about there being a disconnect between the troops and the population.  For most of us, the events 
taking place in Iraq, Afghanistan, or Libya are as remote as a video game.  The reason there was so much protest 
against the Viet Nam war, one big reason anyway, was that everyone was in the same boat.  Anyone could be 
drafted, so everyone was touched.  I don't want a return of the draft, but I do think a draft keeps the general public 
more on its toes.  We also saw more of the Viet Nam war on TV.  The nightly news programs always had a body 
count for the day.  We saw images of soldiers suffering unimaginable things and couldn't ignore what was 
happening.  Now we seldom see what war actually does, unless we make an effort to find out. What we do see is 
Richard Engel walking bravely among a crowd of cheering Libyans or hunkered down with soldiers in Afghanistan 
while invisible bullets whiz by overhead.  What we are being sold is a heroic, sanitized version of our wars.  I know 
some of you, as well as Art, are Viet Nam vets.  What is your feeling about this?  We are fighting wars that have 
tepid public support, at best.  Compare that to Britain at the beginning of WW II. 
 
What is it they say?  The generals are always fighting the last war?  I wonder if the real threat we face in the 21st 
c. isn't invasion but a more insidious hijacking of the computer world.  Already there are thousands of hackers 
attacking business and government every day.  Didn't we disable an Iranian nuclear power plant or something by 
getting into their computer system?  I can think of so many scenarios of things that could happen that I don't even 
want to name them.  Sometimes I feel so overwhelmed I just want to retreat into my own small life and forget 
about everything else, but I know that is cowardly.  People have to stand up and fight back.  I believe the tea 
baggers believe that's what they're doing, but that's what the crowds at the Nuremburg rallies believed too.  The 
tea baggers display many of the traits of Hitler's supporters: they feel they've been looked down upon by 
intellectuals and elites, they feel cheated because they've played by the rules and are now in big trouble, they are 
paranoid and turn to abstractions like religion and ideology for justification.  There was general euphoria when 
Obama was elected.  If a Republican leader emerged who could arouse that kind of passion, we'd be in deep doo-
doo.  It is observably true that every movement needs a charismatic leader to lead it, someone who can stir the 
emotions as much or more than the intellect.  The Occupy movement is trying not to go that way—despite Michael 
Moore's ambitions—and I think that's a good thing.  I just learned that the bailouts to the banks are hugely more 
than the public and Congress were led to believe.  I know, those figures were posted on here, but I had a hard time 
wrapping my mind around them.  When it comes from Jon Stewart, I believe it.  If our finances are in similar 
shambles to those of Weimar Germany, it is not inconceivable that the 21st c. could produce a Hitler of its own.  
This is what I'm thinking.  Please tell me if I'm wrong. 
 
 

20111202-09 15:55 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Pam, above) 

 
That's what the tea bag masses are waiting for.  That's why they've jumped from Palin to Bachmann to Perry to 
Cain.  Fortunately, and I never thought I'd say this, none of them is the caliber of Herr Hitler. Notice they don't 
want intelligence or reasoning, they want blood. 
 
 

20111202-06 14:07 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Art, above) 

 
Your email above makes my stomach hurt. 
 
 

20111202-15 20:24 Art 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Pam, above) 

 
You should have seen the first one I wrote which was much more specific but it got wiped out in an e-mail crash 
when I hit send.  Didn't have the heart to do it again.  But this is really an issue.  Tea baggers are the new 
Brownshirts.  Look at the parades, flag waving rallies fueled by hatred of others, rants against immigrants, etc etc. 
Again,  maybe it is more  modern  communications which allows us to continually pour the cold water of fact  on  
their parade but they are looking for a new Adolf Shiklegrubber. (sp) to lead   them to the promise land.  He won't 
be here for this round but could show up for the next. 



 
 

20111203-02 10:41 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
Insurrection & S.1867 (reply to Art, above) 

 
Hitler started out with only a small following.  No one took him seriously, especially the officer corps and the well-
educated.  But we all know what happened.  Hitler kept pushing, and no one pushed back, I think because no one 
believed things could really go so far.  Times are different now.  We have groups like this for one thing.  Call me 
crazy, but I hear alarm bells clanging.  Bit by bit, piece by piece, our freedoms and our individual autonomy are 
being eroded.  Instead of limiting campaign financing to equal public funding for all legitimate candidates, we're 
going to have NO public funding and a deluge of special interest money that doesn't even have to be accounted for.  
Arrest without trial for suspected "terrorists."  Hatred of immigrants.  Financial instability and mass unemployment.  
Religious extremism made not only tolerable but mandatory.  Anti-intellectualism.  Homophobia.  All that's missing 
is a charismatic leader.  We've watched the Republican attempt to produce such a person; luckily they haven't 
managed to come up with one.  Mitt Romney is too even-tempered to arouse a crowd, and the rest have revealed 
their own craziness.  Except for Newt.  He's the one we have to watch out for.  I've always felt that, ever since his 
Speaker days and his Contract with America.  He has the ego and the, excuse me, balls to go the limit.  His 
arrogance makes him seem to some as if he knows what he's doing, so they would feel safer with him in charge.  
The ignorance of a Sarah Palin or a Herman Cain is frightening enough.  The idea of Newt at the helm brings on the 
nightmares.  Again, if anyone disagrees with me, I wish you'd tell me why. 
 
 

20111202-04 13:35 Pam 
Re: “6 Shocking Revelations About Wall Street's ‘Secret Government’" & 
S.1867 (reply to all, above) 

 
I just heard a piece on the radio (NPR) about that Senate bill.  Whoever's behind it wants the military, not civilians, 
to be able to arrest and hold without trial any suspected terrorist, even if they're an American citizen.  I couldn't 
believe it when I read about this yesterday.  It sounded too far-fetched.  But no, it's true.  Joe McCarthy must be 
smiling somewhere. 
 
 

20111202-07 14:09 SteveG Fw: MoveOn’s “The Daily Share” (OWS & Graphics) 

 
from MoveOn’s The Daily Share: 
 
Hello! Here are the three hottest progressive videos and graphics that we found on the web today, Dec. 2, 2011: 
 
“300 Economists Who Stand with Occupy Wall Street” (http://front.moveon.org/300-economists-who-stand-with-
occupywallstreet/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux) 
 
What Did Teddy Roosevelt Have To Say About Money In Politics? (http://front.moveon.org/what-did-teddy-
roosevelt-have-to-say-about-money-in-politics/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux) 
 
 

http://front.moveon.org/300-economists-who-stand-with-occupywallstreet/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux
http://front.moveon.org/300-economists-who-stand-with-occupywallstreet/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux
http://front.moveon.org/what-did-teddy-roosevelt-have-to-say-about-money-in-politics/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux
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Below is how FOX News would fix the jobs problem: (http://front.moveon.org/this-is-how-fox-news-would-fix-the-
jobs-problem/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux). 
 

 
[OMG! And, so far, this seems to be the Republican platform too. –SteveB] 

 
 

20111202-08 14:40 SteveG Fw: EDF Petition: Stand Up for Cleaner Air! 

 
from Environmental Defense Fund: 
 
The coal-burning lobby is pulling out the stops to pressure the White House to weaken and add 
gaping loopholes to the landmark Mercury and Air Toxics rule. 
 
This is the same rule you helped fight for by sending an incredible 800,000 supportive comments to the EPA this 
spring and summer. 
 
The Mercury and Air Toxic rule is one of the most important clean air standards to ever come out of the EPA. It 
would reduce mercury, arsenic, acid gases, and other hazardous air pollution from America’s oldest and most 
polluting coal-fired power plants. 

http://front.moveon.org/this-is-how-fox-news-would-fix-the-jobs-problem/?rc=daily.share&id=33468-18997482-m0h%3DFux
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http://cdn.front.moveon.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/teddy2-full.jpg
http://cdn.front.moveon.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/fox-jobs-MAIN.jpg


 
Power plants emit half of all toxic mercury pollution in the U.S and over 386,000 tons of other hazardous 
air pollution every year, endangering you and your family. 
 
The 1990 Clean Air Act called for the EPA to address these dangerous emissions and we have been waiting for this 
crucial health protection ever since. 
 
But now, led by Southern Company and a handful of other coal utility companies, an army of lobbyists is pressuring 
the Obama administration for delays in cleaning up and weakening clean air standards for the most toxic pollutants. 
 
The Mercury and Air Toxics rule would prevent up to 17,000 premature deaths every year. We must make sure 
President Obama hears from us! 
 
Please act now: Tell President Obama you support the Mercury and Air Toxics rule: 
 

http://support.edf.org/site/R?i=VG4UP3MruA87Qm9oosssWQ. 
 
Thank you for standing up for clean air, Sam Parry, Director, Online Membership and Activism 
 
 

20111202-10 16:58 SteveG Fw: DNC Action: Help Protect Voters’ Rights! 

 
Learn how Republicans have introduced and passed anti voter laws in many states. Learn how to keep your rights 
to vote and to fight these anti voter laws. Do everything you can do to be able to vote.  Be an activist.   Don't bring 
us back to the old days.  They weren't so good. 
 
Be sure to VOTE! 
 
 
from the Democratic National Committee (DNC): 
 
If you value your right to vote, you need to look at our interactive report on how it's being threatened — and 
believe me, you will be amazed by some of the stuff in there. Then, sign on to fight back: 
 

http://www.protectingthevote.org. 
 
Here's why: 
 
In at least 40 states, Republicans have introduced laws that would make voting more difficult for everyone — 
particularly minorities and young voters. 
 
Coincidence? Of course not. It's all for partisan gain. GOP leaders have said it themselves: They do better when 
fewer people show up to vote. 
 
That's right: Right here in America, some people are actually trying to make sure fewer people show up at the polls 
next year. 
 
This is an issue that Democrats have always fought for — bringing more people into the electoral process. It's 
central to who we are. That's why we're jumping to action right now — and our vigilant voter protection team is on 
the case, digging in on these suppression efforts every day. Check out our report now. 
 
When you do, you'll see that some of these new laws are downright absurd. You can vote with a gun license in 
Texas, but not a student ID. In some states, even a Veterans ID card wouldn't be sufficient photo identification to 
vote. Republicans are trying to justify their suppression efforts by claiming "voter impersonation" is rampant, but 
here's what's funny: 
 

http://support.edf.org/site/R?i=VG4UP3MruA87Qm9oosssWQ
http://www.protectingthevote.org/


Between 2001 and 2007, there were just nine possible occurrences of voter impersonation. (During that same 
period, 352 people were killed by lightning, and there were more than 32,000 reports of UFO sightings.) 
 
Republican lawmakers have already rammed through laws like these in Wisconsin and Florida, and given that they 
currently control both chambers in 24 other state legislatures — nearly all of which also have Republican governors 
— I'll bet they're thinking they're going to keep getting away with this. 
 
They're banking on you not doing anything about it. Let's show them that's a bad assumption to make — and that 
we're just getting started fighting this. 
 
Here's how we can beat this: 
 
First, we spread the word about these laws, so that we're poised to fight them — one ballot initiative, one state 
legislature at a time. 
 
Second, we compound our on-the-ground efforts to register and educate new voters in all 50 states. Because here's 
something we know: One of the best ways to thwart any voter suppression efforts is going to be by making 2012 
the largest turnout ever — even larger than 2008. 
 
Sound like something you want to be a part of? Learn more, and sign on to join us now. 
 
Because this isn't about Democrats and Republicans. It's not about red states versus blue states. It's about a 
fundamental right that should transcend the politics that some of our own representatives are foisting on our 
democracy. 
 
We're slapping that down right now, and that starts with a massive showing of support from people like you. Read 
our report, add your name, and stay tuned: 
 
Thanks, Debbie Wasserman Schultz, Chair, Democratic National Committee 
 
 

20111202-11 17:12 Pam Re: DNC Action: Help Protect Voters’ Rights! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
The noose tightens. 
 
 

20111202-12 17:19 SteveG Expatiate Retirement 

 
Read yesterday that Panama, Thailand, and Malaysia are good places to move to.  A couple of South American 
countries made the list too - Bolivia wasn’t one of them. 
 
 

20111202-13 17:35 SteveB Re: Expatiate Retirement (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Well, I think I agree that Bolivia shouldn’t be on the list for most people. You have to be a little rugged to live here, 
I think. We lack a large, English-speaking ex-patriot community, though there are always 50-100 of us at any given 
time, that I know of. Probably about half are permanent. English is not spoken extensively otherwise, though there 
are at least three good schools teaching English, as well as high schools that are English only. 
 
I always keep up on the ex-pat stuff and what’s happening with the countries people recommend, etc. In South 
America, Ecuador, Peru, and Uruguay are always ranked ahead of Bolivia as good places for Americans to retire. 
 
But I’ll let you in on a secret. Bolivia is more inexpensive and, I think, better than anywhere else to be in South 
America. The economy is exploding, so there are all kinds of opportunities. I love that. Brazil and Peru are booming 
too, but Brazil has too much crime and Portuguese language, and Peru starts getting a little alien to me after a 
while, though I love it. People are so sweet in Bolivia. My experiences the last 10 years with healthcare, insurance, 



hospitals, facilities, dentists, and doctors have been better with the Bolivian healthcare system than the American, 
where we were met with misdiagnosis and outright fraud. And EXPENSIVE! Not in Bolivia. 
 
The bottom line is that a couple can live very well indeed in Santa Cruz for $1000/month total! Every single thing. If 
you want to add a full-time maid to clean and cook and shop and run errands, add $125 to that. You’ll have no 
need for a car. Our public transportation system in impeccable and a taxi ride usually costs about $1. For road trips 
out of town, just rent a car for the day or the week. 
 
Not for everyone, perhaps, but I love it. 
 
P.S. I would also love any of those other places I mentioned too. Include Costa Rica and maybe Belize in that list. 
Panama seems to be up and coming. And so in Colombia. Cartagena would be an incredible place to live. 
 
 

20111202-14 17:37 SteveG Fw: PCAF Action: Help Save Public Financing of Election! 

 
The House of Representatives does not want PUBLIC FINANCING OF POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS. 
 
That is a big mistake.  Public Financing gives us a chance to cure special interest problems. 
 
This is a big issue to protest about. 
 
 
from Public Campaign Action Fund: 
 
Yesterday, the U.S. House of Representatives voted to eliminate the presidential public financing system that was 
passed after the Watergate scandal in the 1970s. The legislation, which passed by a margin of 235 to 190, is a clear 
gift to special interests. 
 
"With the continuing national debate about the influence of Wall Street and other corporate interests on our political 
process, a vote to end rather than fix this anti-corruption law is completely tone deaf," said Public Campaign Action 
Fund's David Donnelly. "Though, in a year in which House Republicans have done nothing but push legislation to 
benefit the bankers, Big Oil, and insurance companies funding their campaigns, we shouldn't be surprised. Congress 
should fix, not eliminate this program. They should be working to raise the voice of the 99%, not give the 1% even 
more control over our political process." 
 
Public Campaign Action Fund's (PCAF) electoral accountability project, Campaign Money Watch, announced that it 
will consider this vote in its electoral targeting decisions in the 2012 election. The group has previously spent 
approximately $10 million in congressional and presidential races. 
 

http://www.campaignmoney.org/ 
 
In addition to eliminating the presidential public financing system, HR 3463 would also eliminate the Election 
Assistance Commission. 
 
As evidenced by the Occupy movement, more and more people are fed up with big money influence in our 
government. Congress should be coming up with ways to raise the voice of everyday people in the political process-
not drown it out. 
 
 

20111203-01 09:05 SteveB Suggested Constitutional Amendment 

 
This is as much a reminder to myself as anything, to remember to add the Constitutional Amendment proposal 
described below to my Constitutional Amendment article. I’m trying to keep my list as exhaustive as I can. 
 

http://www.campaignmoney.org/


…to limit Congress, both houses, to “1 Bill, 1 Purpose”. Everything lives or dies, is voted up or down, vetoed or not, 
overridden or not, on its own merits. No more smoke and mirrors. If that is more work for Congress…better get 
crackin’! 
 
 

20111203-03 10:47 SteveBA “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” 

 
Thought you might enjoy what one economist thinks about Europe. 
 
 
“Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” by Brian S. Wesbury, First Trust 
 
Nov. 30, 2011, (http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/11/30/europe—-no-more-tricks-
in-the-keynesian-bag) 
 
Watching Europe twist in the wind is very educational. For decades, European politicians have perfected the art of 
defending the Keynesian myth that government spending and government jobs actually do create wealth. 
 
They are not alone in this practice…for example, here in the United States, Mark Zandi from Moody’s is well known 
for his estimates of multipliers. These multipliers – which show how much a dollar of government spending will 
boost GDP – are used to support government spending.  Zandi argued that $1 spent extending unemployment 
benefits would increase GDP by $1.63, and $1 for infrastructure would add $1.59 to GDP. 
 
To a supply-sider, this talk of multipliers is ridiculous. However, proving that they do not exist is sometimes 
problematic. There are so many moving parts in an economy (for example Fed policy, regulatory policy, tax rates) 
that it is impossible to prove a multiplier does or does not exist by looking at short-term economic trends. After all, 
the Fed is super easy today and new technology is coming on line – so the question becomes whether current 
growth in consumer spending and jobs should be attributed to the Fed and tech; or to government spending? 
 
The good news for those who are serious about finding an answer to this question is that we do have a long-term 
experiment. It’s called Europe. Europe has been the Economic Petri Dish for experiments in Keynesian theory. And 
the results are spectacularly bad. Despite government spending of nearly 50% of GDP, European economies have 
been a mess. Unemployment, living standards and overall economic growth have lagged significantly. 
 
Between 1980 and 2008, unemployment rates in Europe rose well above unemployment in the US. Only recently, as 
the US has massively expanded the size of its government, have these unemployment rates converged again. Now, 
all of them are at very high levels. 
 
Faced with these facts, what did European politicians do? Well, they did lots of things – after all, their bag of tricks 
is deep. First, they moved the goal lines. They started talking about “happiness.” They argued that growth rates 
and jobs were not the important measures of economic success…happiness was. And for a long time they got away 
with this. As long as they could borrow and make people happy, it worked. 
 
Today, Europe is not growing…and it’s not happy, either. The most disappointed person in the world is the 54-year 
old Italian or Greek who thought they were about to retire to a happy, upper-middle-class, worry-free existence. 
But Santa Claus is no more. The European welfare state is dead. 
 
The Bag of Tricks is now empty. European politicians and economists have borrowed just about everything they can 
and they have no more room in the back of closets or under the rug to hide or sweep government spending and 
debt. They can’t devalue their currency and inflate to make things look better, they can’t fool the bond markets 
anymore and the only people left who believe that they can possibly spend their way out of this are teaching in 
American classrooms. 
 
Italy has debt equal to 100% of GDP, a nominal GDP growth rate of about 1.8%, and interest rates of over 7%. In 
other words, debt service costs are higher than the economic growth rate. Greece is in worse shape by this 
measure. 

http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/11/30/europe---no-more-tricks-in-the-keynesian-bag
http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/11/30/europe---no-more-tricks-in-the-keynesian-bag


 
There are only two ways out. Austerity – spend less than you take in and use the difference to pay down debt. Or 
default – like Greece. The stand-up thing to do is austerity. You borrowed the money, you should repay it. None of 
this is a surprise, or at least it shouldn’t be. The Continent has known for a long time that growth rates were weak 
and that pension funds were underfunded. While government can and should do certain things, modern day 
politicians around the world have pushed it so far that government spending has become harmful to economic 
growth. Keynesian multipliers are less than zero – government spending subtracts from growth. 
 
The obvious question at this point is whether or not the US has reached this point? The answer is, “not yet.” 
Government spending in the US is hurting growth, but underlying productivity is still able to create new wealth. 
Entrepreneurs are pulling a very heavy wagon, but they are still making progress. The US is still ten years away 
from facing the kinds of problems so prevalent in Europe. There is still time to avert disaster in the US. 
 
The next question is whether or not problems in Europe will drag the US down, too? Our answer is, “no.” Banks in 
Europe may become zombie banks like those in Japan…they may be propped up by central bank or IMF money, but 
a contagion can be avoided either by action in Europe or actions in the US. 
 
The real fix is to throw the Keynesian bag of tricks in the trash and pull out a supply-side bag of fixes. Cut 
spending, hold tax rates low and increase freedom. That’s what creates wealth. 
 
 

20111203-04 11:44 SteveB 
Re: “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” (reply to SteveBA, 
above) 

 
Thank you for this. I wonder if, historically, in situations such as Europe and the US face right now, it has ever 
worked to deny Keynes and do what this article suggests? I keep hearing it doesn’t, yet how can more debt help 
either? Austerity didn’t bring us out of the Depression, but economics always seems to present a unique, evolving 
flow, rather than the same thing over and over. What a situation! 
 
Maybe Europe should try one approach and we should try another and see which works? (probably not possible) 
 
How the heck did we ever let ourselves get to this point? I’m especially amazed that the Germans would put 
themselves at such risk, unless there’s something I’m missing. 
 
No solution seems good to me. In the U.S. or Europe. 
 
COUNTRIES SHOULD NO GO INTO DEBT UNLESS ALL ELSE FAILS. Here in our poor little country of Bolivia, we are 
rather backward. We like cash. We have no national debt. This way, if the government can just keep itself from 
running the printing presses, which has been OK for quite a while now, there are not nearly as many catastrophes 
that can befall Bolivia as can my beloved USofA. 
 
 

20111203-07 15:07 Dennis 
Re: “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” (reply to SteveBA, 
above) 

 
The next question is whether or not problems in Europe will drag the US down, too? Our answer is, “no.” 
Banks in Europe may become zombie banks like those in Japan…they may be propped up by central bank or 
IMF money, but a contagion can be avoided either by action in Europe or actions in the US. [from “Europe 
— No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag,” by Brian S. Wesbury. –SteveB] 

 
This is so simplistic, it is simply rubbish.  It stupidly lumps all the economies in the EU together, from a dynamic one 
like Germany to a basket case like Greece.  And since U.S. banks are highly invested in European debt, concluding 
that there is no risk of contagion is pretty naive.  But it's not surprising for a libertarian economist to be naive. 
 



The real fix is to throw the Keynesian bag of tricks in the trash and pull out a supply-side bag of fixes. Cut 
spending, hold tax rates low and increase freedom. That’s what creates wealth. [from “Europe — No More 
Tricks in the Keynesian Bag,” by Brian S. Wesbury. –SteveB] 

 
More likely it will increase the speed of spiraling to the bottom.  Three decades of supply-side fixes, such as 
deregulation of the banks (as if that is "increasing freedom"), has gotten both Europe and the U.S. into their 
present fix and has done a good job of sabotaging the capitalist system from within. 
 
I'm not a Keynesian, but this guy's argument is based on a crude distortion of it.  The assertion that "European 
politicians have perfected the art of defending the Keynesian myth that government spending and government jobs 
actually do create wealth" is a myth.  Keynes never said it did. 
 
 

20111203-08 15:19 SteveB 
Re: “Europe — No More Tricks in the Keynesian Bag” (reply to SteveBA 
& Dennis, above) & “Schnitts-Krieg in Europe: Germany's Plan for Euro 
Domination” 

 
Maybe this is the answer? 
 
 
“Schnitts-Krieg in Europe: Germany's Plan for Euro Domination” by Michael Moran, Slate 
 
Dec. 2, 2011, 
(http://www.slate.com/blogs/the_reckoning/2011/12/02/schnitts_krieg_in_europe_germany_s_plan_for_euro_domi
nation.html) 
 
Daily, at least, someone in the blogosphere or media points out the irony: having attempted twice in the last 
century to force its writ on its European neighbors at gunpoint, in the twenty-first century Germany has a new 
weapon: sovereign default. 
 
Call it Schnittskrieg: a war of cuts, deep, damaging austerity that amputates and excises and rearranges the 
targeted economies until – at least in theory – they can safely be allowed to maintain their links to the Reich … I 
mean, euro zone. 
 
An unfair characterization? Perhaps a bit overdone, I’ll allow. But from the point of view of many in Europe – and 
not just “those old enough to remember” – a bit of hyperbole right now seems warranted. 
 
The need for Europe’s PIIGS (Portugal, Italy, Ireland, Greece and Spain) to produce viable, medium-term blueprints 
for major reform and fiscal deleveraging cannot be debated. But Germany actions (and German inaction in some 
cases) have made the situation worse, imposing radical austerity that destroyed any chance for growth in these 
economies. At the same time, German policymakers have dictated European monetary and other policies that 
produced a very strong euro on international currency markets, rendering the bright spots inside these small 
economies – the Greek shipping sector, Ireland’s high-tech firms, for instance, or Spain’s vibrant telecoms and wine 
industries — impossibly uncompetitive at precisely the moment when they are most vital to national survival. 
 
On the surface, German Chancellor Angela Merkel seems to be balancing domestic political interests (“stop sending 
our hard-earned money to bailout profligate Greeks) against hard economic reality (the collapse of the single 
European market hurts no economy as much as Germany’s, whose manufacturers have thrived since the euro 
zone’s creation). 
 
This oversimplifies the issue, however. For Germany’s economic policymakers, wired to focus like a laser beam on 
hyperinflation of the kind that destroyed the Weimar Republic and brought you-know-who to power, this is a 
teaching moment. Most economists insist the obvious fix is to allow the European Central Bank to act as the Fed did 
in 2008 – standing at the ready to lend into the crisis and prevent credit markets from seizing up, systemic risks like 
major bank defaults and the contagion that implies from taking down the global economy. 
 

http://www.slate.com/blogs/the_reckoning/2011/12/02/schnitts_krieg_in_europe_germany_s_plan_for_euro_domination.html
http://www.slate.com/blogs/the_reckoning/2011/12/02/schnitts_krieg_in_europe_germany_s_plan_for_euro_domination.html


Irwin Stelzer, director of economic policy at the Hudson Institute, lays out Germany’s battle plan in the Wall Street 
Journal: 
 

Lenders fleeing from risk put their money in safer bunds, keeping German interest rates low, saving 
Germany €20 billion between 2009 and 2011, with an additional €20 billion still to come according to a 
Brussels research institute. The troubles of Greece et a l. are keeping the euro lower than it would otherwise 
be, fueling Germany's export machine. And German voters heartily approve of Ms. Merkel's insistence on 
teaching the overly-indebted nations the virtues of German prudence and hard work. 

 
So what, you realists say? Germany should look out for itself – like all great nations do. Perhaps, but other “great 
nations” have a huge stake in this problem, and the Fed’s intervention on Thursday should have put to rest any silly 
questions about whether Europe’s flu could spread across the Atlantic. 
 
Arguing for precisely this move, the co-directors of the Center for Economic Policy Research laid out the global 
stakes here as they demanded action: 
 
“The risk of a financial meltdown in Europe is significant and growing each day,” wrote Dean Baker and Mark 
Weisbrot. “The financial fallout could be bigger than that following the collapse of Lehman Brothers in 2008, and 
could easily push the U.S. economy into recession. The European authorities are moving much too slowly to contain 
this risk. The European Central Bank (ECB), especially, is not fulfilling its function as a central bank to act as a 
lender of last resort in a crisis situation.” 
 
The Fed’s coordinated action spurred a rally on Wall Street and other markets, but it really only provided blood for a 
patient that is hemorrhaging from multiple sovereign wounds. Yet Germany continues to refuse to act – or to allow 
the ECB, which it controls for all practical purposes, from intervening. 
 
Merkel, speaking Friday, insisted the idea of a “Eurobond” backed by the healthiest six EZ economies, or massive 
ECB intervention to restore confidence that there is a “bottom” to the crisis, both remain out of the question. The 
debt crisis, she told her parliament today, is a marathon, not a sprint. A strong Germany – and Germany’s economy 
has chugged along quite nicely so far, thank you – is synonymous with a strong Europe. Ipso facto, I’m not going to 
do anything to hurt the German economy even if it causes enormous pain outside of it. 
 
“Marathon runners often say that a marathon gets especially tough and strenuous after about 35 kilometers. But 
they also say you can last the whole course if you’re aware of the magnitude of the task from the start.” 
 
Some advice to the chancellor: Don’t let the Spanish or Irish runners get hold of that starting gun. They are angry – 
and while the know they have themselves to blame for allowing things to get out of hand during the bubble years, 
they also see clearly that Germany’s selfish approach to the solution has made their plight far worse than it needs 
to be. They also understand that Germany’s true interest – protecting German financial giants like Commerzbank, 
Deutsche Bank and others that lent recklessly in the boom years – has taken precedent. 
 
The anger directed at Berlin takes on local characteristics, of course. The Greek media has taken to dressing up 
Merkel in an SS uniform. In one, a Greek “collaborator” points out a man relaxing in a café to a group of arm-
banded German soldiers (the swastika replaced by the euro’s symbol, €). The incredulous caption: “Here’s another 
one enjoying a coffee!” 
 
In Ireland, bailed out last year by the European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF), some ask whether they fought the 
English for 300 years only to wind up ruled by Berlin. As one Irish commentator puts it, “Is this what Ireland has 
come to? A country which by 2016, the 100th anniversary of the 1916 Rising ... sold our assets [and] ceded our 
sovereignty to a nation which only 60 years ago was butchering its way across Europe. “ 
 
But the die seems cast, and Schnittskrieg, relying as it does on the markets rather than the Luftwaffe or Wehrmacht 
to bring smaller nations to heel, is working like a charm. So, does this mean Merkel has Die Volk back home on her 
side? 
 



Hardly. This is where the analogies end, however. For Germans, enthusiastic participants in the last century’s effort 
to take over the continent, want nothing to do with it today. 
 
Spiegel, Germany’s best news magazine, ran a roundup on its website this week of newspaper editorials entitled 
“Germany as Isolated on Euro as US Was on Iraq.” The round up is filled with anguished accounts of Germany’s 
dilemma, from left and right. 
 
Die Welt, the conservative weekly, wrote an op-ed labeling Germany “Europe’s indispensible nation,” borrowing a 
phrase from U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright. In the 1990s, of course, Albright meant used that phrase to 
emphasize America’s willingness to wear the mantle; in contract, Die Welt regards it as an affliction. 
 
“Scarcely a people is less suited to this task than the contrite Germans, who spent decades pretending to be smaller 
than they really are and who would prefer to be just a big Switzerland in foreign policy terms. But now they're 
suddenly realizing that the world is relying on them to save the euro and avert a disaster for the global economy. 
The Germans are going through a crash course in being a leading power.” 
 
Let’s hope the lesson sinks in soon. 
 
 

20111203-05 12:16 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stop the Keystone XL Pipeline! 

 
from CREDO Action: 
 
The fight to stop Keystone XL is far from over. 
 
President Obama may have delayed his decision on the pipeline, but Republicans have redoubled their efforts, and 
could be dangerously close to forcing its approval. 
 
House Republicans said Friday that they are planning to push a bill to force a decision on the pipeline and strip the 
President's authority to make that decision. Worse, they will attach this bill to the President's payroll-tax and 
unemployment benefit extension package — considered a must-pass piece of legislation that contains crucial help 
for our long-term unemployed. 
 
Tell Leaders Reid and Pelosi: No back room deals on Keystone XL. Click here to sign the petition: 
 
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/keystone_end_run/?r=232233&id=31506-3891339-%3D02c9Hx. 
 
 

20111203-06 12:28 SteveG Fw: From Alan Grayson: "Labor is the Superior of Capital" 

 
from Alan Grayson: 
 
During my two years in Congress, I heard an awful lot of speeches. Some of them were delivered by some of the 
finest public speakers in America today – like Barack Obama, Neil Abercrombie, John Lewis, Anthony Weiner and 
Alcee Hastings. But none of them was as profound and poignant as the one that I’m about to share with you. It was 
delivered to a Joint Session of Congress by President Abraham Lincoln, exactly 150 years ago today. The focus of 
the President’s speech was, of course, the Civil War. But President Lincoln took a short detour, and with a few bare 
sentences, he summed up an issue that remains with us to this day. 
 
This is what President Lincoln said to Congress, to America, and to us: 
 

It is not needed, nor fitting here [in discussing the Civil War] that a general argument should be made in 
favor of popular institutions; but there is one point, with its connections, not so hackneyed as most others, 
to which I ask a brief attention. It is the effect to place capital on an equal footing with, if not above, labor, 
in the structure of government. It is assumed that labor is available only in connection with capital; that 
nobody labors unless somebody else, owning capital, somehow by the use of it induces him to labor. This 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/keystone_end_run/?r=232233&id=31506-3891339-%3D02c9Hx


assumed, it is next considered whether it is best that capital shall hire laborers, and thus induce them to 
work by their own consent, or buy them, and drive them to it without their consent. Having proceeded thus 
far, it is naturally concluded that all laborers are either hired laborers or what we call slaves. And further, it 
is assumed that whoever is once a hired laborer is fixed in that condition for life. 
 
Now, there is no such relation between capital and labor as assumed, nor is there any such thing as a free 
man being fixed for life in the condition of a hired laborer. Both these assumptions are false, and all 
inferences from them are groundless. 
 
Labor is prior to, and independent of, capital. Capital is only the fruit of labor, and could never have existed 
if labor had not first existed. Labor is the superior of capital, and deserves much the higher consideration. 
Capital has its rights, which are as worthy of protection as any other rights. 

 
If I were still in Congress, I would have repeated President Lincoln’s speech on the Floor of the House this week, in 
the same spot where he rendered it 150 years ago. “Labor is the superior of capital.” And we must not “place 
capital above labor in the structure of government.” Thank you, Mr. Lincoln. If I had to sum up my job as a 
Congressman in 25 words or less, that would do it. 
 
I realize that for a statement as profound as this one, it is “far beyond [my] poor power to add or detract” (as 
Lincoln himself said, two years later, at Gettysburg). But I’ll try anyway, recognizing that “the world will little note, 
nor long remember, what we say. 
 
I find it startling to read something like this, and realize how timeless these battles are. As the French say, “Plus ça 
change, plus c’est la même chose.” (“The more things change, the more they stay the same.”) In fact, you can hear 
echoes of Lincoln’s words in what Elizabeth Warren said just ten weeks ago: “There is nobody in this country who 
got rich on his own. Nobody.” 
 
Now, admittedly, capital is wealthier, better organized, and far more powerful today than it was in Lincoln’s time. 
Capital gorges on Republican tax cuts for the rich, on bailouts, on government contracts and corporate welfare, on 
free money from the Fed, and on monopoly profit. Capital treats politicians and whole political parties like puppets. 
Capital creates and perpetuates a system where Labor is unemployed, where Labor is in debt up to its eyeballs, 
where Labor cannot see a doctor when ill, where Labor is pitted against Labor. There probably are plenty of well-
meaning people who realize this, throw up their hands, and say, “if you can’t beat them, join them.” 
 
And then there are us. People with a head, and a heart. People who want to occupy Wall Street, occupy K Street, 
and occupy America with the simple concept of justice for all. People who understand that the very fact that this 
fight has been going on for 150 years or more, and will continue after you and I are gone – that very fact – makes 
this a fight that is worth fighting for. 
 
And gradually, things do get better. I know, I know — two steps forward, one step back. But then two more steps 
forward. Oh say can you see, by the dawn’s early light, What so proudly we hailed, at the twilight’s last gleaming. 
 
When Lincoln spoke, 150 years ago today, his time was the twilight’s last gleaming. And today, you can see the 
dawn’s early light. Can you see it? 
 
Courage, Alan Grayson [I like the way Alan Grayson says “Courage” at the ends of his communications. Based on 
our recent discussions, we know why he says it. –SteveB] 
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“The Rebirth of Social Darwinism” by Robert Reich, NationofChange 
 
Dec. 3, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/rebirth-social-darwinism-1322924980) 
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What kind of society, exactly, do modern Republicans want? I’ve been listening to Republican candidates in an 
effort to discern an overall philosophy, a broadly-shared vision, an ideal picture of America. 
 
They say they want a smaller government but that can’t be it. Most seek a larger national defense and more 
muscular homeland security. Almost all want to widen the government’s powers of search and surveillance inside 
the United States – eradicating possible terrorists, expunging undocumented immigrants, “securing” the nation’s 
borders. They want stiffer criminal sentences, including broader application of the death penalty. Many also want 
government to intrude on the most intimate aspects of private life. 
 
They call themselves conservatives but that’s not it, either. They don’t want to conserve what we now have. They’d 
rather take the country backwards – before the 1960s and 1970s, and the Environmental Protection Act, Medicare, 
and Medicaid; before the New Deal, and its provision for Social Security, unemployment insurance, the forty-hour 
workweek, laws against child labor, and official recognition of trade unions; even before the Progressive Era, and 
the first national income tax, antitrust laws, and Federal Reserve. 
 
They’re not conservatives. They’re regressives. And the America they seek is the one we had in the Gilded Age of 
the late nineteenth century. 
 
It was an era when the nation was mesmerized by the doctrine of free enterprise, but few Americans actually 
enjoyed much freedom. Robber barons like the financier Jay Gould, the railroad magnate Cornelius Vanderbilt, and 
the oil tycoon John D. Rockefeller, controlled much of American industry; the gap between rich and poor had turned 
into a chasm; urban slums festered; children worked long hours in factories; women couldn’t vote and black 
Americans were subject to Jim Crow; and the lackeys of rich literally deposited sacks of money on desks of pliant 
legislators. 
 
Most tellingly, it was a time when the ideas of William Graham Sumner, a professor of political and social science at 
Yale, dominated American social thought. Sumner brought Charles Darwin to America and twisted him into a theory 
to fit the times. 
 
Few Americans living today have read any of Sumner’s writings but they had an electrifying effect on America 
during the last three decades of the 19th century. 
 
To Sumner and his followers, life was a competitive struggle in which only the fittest could survive – and through 
this struggle societies became stronger over time. A correlate of this principle was that government should do little 
or nothing to help those in need because that would interfere with natural selection. 
 
Listen to today’s Republican debates and you hear a continuous regurgitation of Sumner. “Civilization has a simple 
choice,” Sumner wrote in the 1880s. It’s either “liberty, inequality, survival of the fittest,” or “not-liberty, equality, 
survival of the unfittest. The former carries society forward and favors all its best members; the latter carries 
society downwards and favors all its worst members.” 
 
Sound familiar? 
 
Newt Gingrich not only echoes Sumner’s thoughts but mimics Sumner’s reputed arrogance. Gingrich says we must 
reward “entrepreneurs” (by which he means anyone who has made a pile of money) and warns us not to “coddle” 
people in need. He calls laws against child labor “truly stupid,” and says poor kids should serve as janitors in their 
schools. He opposes extending unemployment insurance because, he says,  ”I’m opposed to giving people money 
for doing nothing.” 
 
Sumner, likewise, warned against handouts to people he termed “negligent, shiftless, inefficient, silly, and 
imprudent.” 
 
Mitt Romney doesn’t want the government to do much of anything about unemployment. And he’s dead set against 
raising taxes on millionaires, relying on the standard Republican rationale millionaires create jobs. 
 



Here’s Sumner, more than a century ago: “Millionaires are the product of natural selection, acting on the whole 
body of men to pick out those who can meet the requirement of certain work to be done… It is because they are 
thus selected that wealth aggregates under their hands – both their own and that intrusted to them … They may 
fairly be regarded as the naturally selected agents of society.” Although they live in luxury, “the bargain is a good 
one for society.” 
 
Other Republican hopefuls also fit Sumner’s mold. Ron Paul, who favors repeal of Obama’s healthcare plan, was 
asked at a Republican debate in September what medical response he’d recommend if a young man who had 
decided not to buy health insurance were to go into a coma. Paul’s response: “That’s what freedom is all about: 
taking your own risks.” The Republican crowd cheered. 
 
In other words, if the young man died for lack of health insurance, he was responsible. Survival of the fittest. 
 
Social Darwinism offered a moral justification for the wild inequities and social cruelties of the late nineteenth 
century. It allowed John D. Rockefeller, for example, to claim the fortune he accumulated through his giant 
Standard Oil Trust was “merely a survival of the fittest.” It was, he insisted “the working out of a law of nature and 
of God.” 
 
Social Darwinism also undermined all efforts at the time to build a nation of broadly-based prosperity and rescue 
our democracy from the tight grip of a very few at the top. It was used by the privileged and powerful to convince 
everyone else that government shouldn’t do much of anything. 
 
Not until the twentieth century did America reject Social Darwinism. We created the large middle class that became 
the core of our economy and democracy. We built safety nets to catch Americans who fell downward through no 
fault of their own. We designed regulations to protect against the inevitable excesses of free-market greed. We 
taxed the rich and invested in public goods – public schools, public universities, public transportation, public parks, 
public health – that made us all better off. 
 
In short, we rejected the notion that each of us is on his or her own in a competitive contest for survival. 
 
But make no mistake: If one of the current crop of Republican hopefuls becomes president, and if regressive 
Republicans take over the House or Senate, or both, Social Darwinism is back. 
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This is a post from the FotM Group Archive, but it presents such clear points to argue, and since we’re still in the 
middle of tax debates in Congress, I thought I would reprise it. 
 
I would love to hear any of these points refuted. The last paragraph is great. This article was originally submitted by 
Dennis. 
 
 
“Getting to the Truth About Taxes and Public Spending” by Joshua Holland, AlterNet 
 
Dec. 19, 2010, (http://www.alternet.org/story/149265/) 
 
It’s difficult to know where to begin deconstructing conservative rhetoric on taxes and spending. It's such a central 
part of their worldview, and yet it's a view informed by a whole slew of falsehoods that have been repeated again 
and again during this year's debates over the Bush tax cuts, public spending and the deficit.  
 
What follows are nine of the biggest fact-free whoppers that conservatives insist are true: 
 
1. Cutting Taxes Leads to More Money for the Government 
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Conservatives can't say they oppose popular programs on ideological grounds, and they can't admit they're happy 
to run up huge budget deficits, so they've come up with the fiction that cutting taxes actually brings in more 
revenues to finance the public sector. 
 
What's especially brazen about this is that it's usually preceded by debate-stifling phrases such as “as everyone 
knows,” “history shows us” or “every single time taxes have been cut.” 
 
In 2007, Sen. John McCain, R-Arizona, said, “Tax cuts, starting with Kennedy, as we all know, increase revenues”; 
Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchinson, R-Texas, claimed that “Every major tax cut we've had in history has created more 
revenue," and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-KY said earlier this year that the myth represented “the 
view of virtually every Republican on that subject." 
 
It's also complete nonsense, and it's worth noting that only conservative politicians and pundits make the claim—
economists across the ideological spectrum agree that the argument is cursed by voodoo math. 
 
As Time Magazine's Justin Fox noted in 2007, "Every economics Ph.D. who has worked in a prominent role in the 
Bush administration acknowledges that the tax cuts enacted during the past six years have not paid for 
themselves—and were never intended to.” Harvard professor Greg Mankiw, a former chairman of Bush’s Council of 
Economic Advisers, dedicated a whole section of his economics textbook to debunking the claim. 
 
And in an opinion column in the Wall Street Journal responding to Bush's claim that "You cut taxes, and the tax 
revenues increase," Andrew Samwick, who served as chief economist on Bush’s Council of Economic Advisers, 
wrote, “You are smart people....You know that the tax cuts have not fueled record revenues... You know that the 
first order effect of cutting taxes is to lower tax revenues.” 
 
2. Conservatives' Favorite Economist Proves the Point 
 
As I note in my book, The Fifteen Biggest Lies About the Economy, that falsehood is based in large part on an 
abuse of “Laffer’s curve,” the conservative media’s favorite economic theorem. The idea, first scribbled on a cocktail 
napkin by economist George Laffer (according to lore), is pretty simple. It holds that you can raise income taxes to 
a degree, but when the top tax rate exceeds a certain point, people will go to such extraordinary lengths to avoid 
paying the piper that the government will actually end up collecting less revenue. 
 
When Dylan Thomas asked a number of experts where the Laffer Curve “bends” for the Washington Post, the 
economists (he asked some conservative opinion columnists as well) all agreed that a top rate of 50 percent – 
several went as high as 70 percent – would still fall below the curve. That's important to keep in kind as we debate 
the merits of letting the top rate return to the 39 percent that prevailed during the Clinton years. 
 
Each time taxes have been cut in the past few decades, it's led to a drop in revenues, which is why people like 
McCain like to go back to the Kennedy era, when cutting the top rate did spur growth and bring more money into 
the government's coffers. What they don't mention is that Kennedy cut the top rate from 91 percent to 70 percent, 
which has no bearing on the debate we're having today. (The "Kennedy tax cuts" were signed into law by Johnson, 
a year after JFK's assassination.) 
 
3. Taxes on the Rich Keep 'Wealth Producers' from 'Creating Jobs' 
 
We're all familiar with this one. In a New York Post column last week, Fox Business columnist Charles Gasparino 
claimed that businesses have "been hoarding cash instead of hiring" because of "the likelihood for higher taxes.” 
Media Matters responded by citing the CBO's finding that "Increasing the after-tax income of businesses typically 
does not create much incentive" to hire. 
 
What's noteworthy about the narrative is the degree to which it defies simple common sense. It shouldn't be a 
matter of debate that only one thing creates jobs, and that's demand for companies' goods and services. The idea 
that a business that was booming would refuse to hire people and forego expansion because top tax rates might 
nudge upward is as silly as the idea that a business that has no customers would add new employees because its 
owners expect taxes to be low. 



 
4. The Opposite: Tax Cuts for Upper Earners Spur Job Growth 
 
Demand creates jobs, and U.S. Demand is way down because American households lost around $15 trillion dollars 
in wealth during the downturn. So it's important to note that research has shown that when you give a tax break to 
high-earners, they bank it, and when you give relief to working people, they spend it, increasing demand. 
 
Like other types of public spending, giving cuts to those at the top does stimulate the economy, but very, very 
badly. According Mark Zandi, chief economist for Moody's, a dollar in tax cuts on capital gains adds .38 cents of 
economic growth and a dollar in corporate tax cuts brings us just .30 cents worth of stimulus, but a dollar in 
unemployment benefits gives the economy a boost of $1.63 and a buck worth of food stamps adds $1.73 in 
stimulus (PDF). 
 
5. Only Half of American Families Pay Taxes 
 
Rush Limbaugh put it this way: “The bottom 50 percent is paying a tiny bit of the taxes.... Remember this the next 
time you hear the ‘tax cuts for the rich’ business. Understand that the so-called rich are about the only ones paying 
taxes anymore.” 
 
That's an entirely false narrative that emerges from some rather transparent sleight-of-hand. You have to look at 
the federal income tax in isolation and then pretend that it represents the government’s entire take. But the reality 
is that the government isn't financed from federal income taxes alone – far from it. Payroll taxes, for example, 
represent the biggest tax bite for the average worker. 
 
When you add it all up—state and local taxes, federal taxes, sales taxes and excise fees—it turns out that the rich, 
the poor, and those in between all end up with about the same tax rate. That’s the conclusion of a 2007 study by 
Boston University economists Laurence J. Kotlikoff and David Rapson. They summarized, “The average marginal tax 
rate on incomes between $20,000 and $500,000 is 40.3%, the median tax rate is 41.8%, and the standard 
deviation of all of those rates is 5.3 percentage points. Basically, most of us pay about 40%, plus or minus 5.3 
percentage points.” 
 
6. Americans Are Taxed to Death 
 
This is one of those claims made so frequently that it becomes a matter of faith. But faith doesn't rely on fact, and 
this one is totally untrue. In 2008, we ranked 26th out of the 30 countries in the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) in terms of our overall tax burden—the share of our economy we fork over 
to the government. The U.S. came in almost 9 percentage points below the average of the group of wealthy 
nations, and some 20 percentage points below highly taxed countries like Denmark. 
 
7. We're Being Killed by Runaway Government Spending 
 
Public spending has increased with the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and, temporarily, with the stimulus package. 
And it will rise in the future as more baby boomers retire. But beyond that, it's important to understand how 
“limited” our government really is relative to other wealthy countries. 
 
Sabina Dewan and Michael Ettlinger of the Center for American Progress crunched the data and found that between 
2004 and 2007, the U.S. ranked 24th out of 26 OECD countries in overall government spending as a share of our 
economic output. Only Ireland and South Korea, both relative newcomers to the club, had a more “limited 
government” than we did during that span. Again, we came in around 7 percentage points of GDP below the OECD 
average—and almost 20 percentage points beneath that of big spenders like France. 
 
8. Conservatives Favor Low Taxes and Limited Government 
 
The Right loves “Big Government” as long as it's pursuing their preferred agenda. What they don't like are the 
government's most popular functions – assuring a social safety net, protecting consumers and the environment, 



subsidizing education, etc. They don't want to debate priorities, so they claim an ideological preference for a smaller 
government while showering tons of money on the military, law enforcement, corporate subsidies, etc. 
 
That's why the share of the economy represented by government spending (at the local, state, and federal levels 
combined) has been remarkably consistent during the last 40 years or so, regardless of which party controlled the 
White House or Congress. 
 
In the two years that Gerald Ford presented budgets, government spending as a share of GDP averaged 31.4 
percent; in ultra-liberal Jimmy Carter’s four years, it dropped to 30.7 percent; Ronald Reagan, the patron saint of 
fiscal conservatism, came into office, and it rose to 32.2 percent. It nudged slightly higher during the first George 
Bush’s term in office, then dropped to an almost Nixonian 30.3 percent during the Clinton years, before rising to 
31.6 percent during the second Bush administration. 
 
Looking at the other side of the ledger, overall government revenues have also remained relatively stable, but the 
pattern is reversed. The government’s take, as a share of GDP, dropped during the Ford era, rose again under 
Carter, and fell again under Reagan. Revenues rose by almost 2 percent under Clinton and fell by a percent and a 
half under George W. Bush. (The only exception: government revenues rose from 27.3 percent of GDP during the 
Reagan years to 27.6 percent under George Herbert Walker Bush – that was the “peace dividend.”) 
 
Although the government taxes and spends at fairly similar rates, under Republican leadership the nation shells out 
a bit more for government services and takes in just a bit less in taxes. With a $15 trillion economy, those little 
differences add up to pretty big deficits, and this, rather than hot school lunches for poor kids, is responsible for a 
large chunk of our federal debt. 
 
Given that reality, it's a wonder that conservatives have managed to convince the mainstream media and much of 
the country that they’re the fiscally responsible ones who are always ready to step in and clean up the nation’s 
budgetary mess. 
 
9. Taxes on Top Earners Are Actually Taxes on 'Small Businesses' 
 
For years, Republicans have pushed the spin that most of the Bush cuts for the highest earners were going to 
“small business owners,” the proverbial lifeblood of Small Town U.S.A. Then Republican national committee chair Ed 
Gillespie launched the meme in a 2003 speech, saying that “80% of the tax relief for upper income filers goes to 
small businesses.” 
 
Fact-check.org, the nonpartisan campaign watchdog, looked at the claim, which was cooked up by GOP staffers on 
the House Economic Committee, and concluded that “it’s untrue—and a classic example of a statistical distortion 
gone amok.” The lie is pretty simple: around 80 percent of the wealthiest Americans report some business income 
on their tax returns, either from private partnerships (think big law firms) or from “hobby” businesses. And the GOP 
committee counted everyone who reported even a dollar on Schedule C of their returns as a “small business 
owner.” 
 
The reality? Less than 2 percent of tax returns reporting small-business income are filed by people in 
the top two income brackets. As a Washington Post analysis concluded, “If the objective is to help 
small businesses, continuing the Bush tax cuts on high-income taxpayers isn't the way to go—it would 
miss more than 98 percent of small-business owners and would primarily help people who don't make 
most of their money off those businesses.” 
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If there are reasonable counter-arguments to any of this, PLEASE divulge them.  I assume that silence means there 
are no counter-arguments. 
 
 



20111203-12 19:59 Dale 
Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

 
Wrong assumption…again. 
 
 

20111203-13 20:42 SteveG 
Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to Dale, 
above) 

 
You declare the assumptions wrong and yet offers no counter assumptions.  Interesting. 
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Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to 
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Patience is a virtue. 
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Re: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes & Public Spending” (reply to all, 
above) & “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, 
Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” 

 
You asked for an explanation, read on....and then tell me specifically where this is faulty. The facts, the numbers 
are in front of you. Actually you will be unable to do so, because the logic is support by the results. SteveB, please 
have the balls to post the whole set of facts and charts, not just the link. 
 
 
“Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” by Curtis Dubay, 
The Heritage Foundation 
 
Sept. 6, 2011, (http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-
slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery) 
 
Despite evidence to the contrary, President Obama and his supporters insist that a tax increase will not impede 
economic recovery. They claim that the Clinton tax hikes spurred the boom of the 1990s and that the subsequent 
Bush tax cuts hurt the economy. Members of Congress must reject this faulty notion—and reject the President’s call 
for burdening Americans with higher taxes and an even slower economy. 
 
President Barack Obama and his allies in Congress and elsewhere continue to press for tax increases, whether as 
part of a deal to raise the government’s debt ceiling, or for any other reason. Even though common sense would 
dictate not raising taxes in the face of a badly weakened economy and almost non-existent job growth, the 
President and his supporters argue that tax hikes will not imperil the still-nascent recovery because the economy 
grew during the 1990s after President Bill Clinton raised taxes. The inference being that today’s economy could also 
absorb the blow of tax hikes and grow despite them. They also argue the converse: that the tax cuts passed during 
President George W. Bush’s tenure slowed growth and cost jobs. 
 
This cursory and errant analysis of recent history has serious implications for policymaking today. If Congress raises 
taxes based on the faulty notion that tax hikes have no ill effects on economic growth, it will impede the still-
struggling recovery and keep millions of Americans on the unemployment rolls far too long. 
 
Clinton Tax Hikes Slowed Growth 
 
A favorite liberal argument is to attribute the economy’s strong performance during the 1990s to President Clinton’s 
economic policies, chief among which was a huge tax increase. Clinton signed his tax hike into law in September 
1993, the same year he took office. It included an increase of the top marginal tax rate from 31 percent to 39.6 
percent; repeal of the cap on the 2.9 percent Medicare tax, applying it to every dollar of income instead of being 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery
http://heritage.org/research/reports/2007/01/ten-myths-about-the-bush-tax-cuts


capped to levels of income like the Social Security tax; a 4.3-cent increase in the gas tax; an increase in the taxable 
portion of Social Security benefits; and a hike of the corporate income tax rate from 34 percent to 35 percent, 
among other tax increases.[1] 
 
The economic defense of the Clinton tax hikes does not hold up against the historical facts. The economy did 
exhibit strong economic growth during the 1990s, but rapid growth did not occur soon after the tax hike—it came 
much later in the decade, when Congress cut taxes. After the 1993 tax hike, the economy actually slowed to a point 
below what one would expect, considering the once-in-a-generation favorable economic climate that existed at the 
time. 
 
As for the overall economic recovery—that started well before President Clinton took office. In January 1993, the 
economy was in the 22nd month of expansion following the recession from July 1990 to March 1991. 
 
In addition to coming into office in the midst of an economic expansion, Clinton also benefited from a very unusual 
confluence of events that created a remarkably favorable environment for rapid economic growth: 
 

• The end of the Cold War brought a sigh of relief to the world and a powerful dose of growth-enhancing 
certainty to the global economy. 
 
• The price of energy was astoundingly low, with oil prices dropping below $11 per barrel and averaging 
under $20 per barrel, versus $100 per barrel today.[2] 
 
• The Federal Reserve had tamed inflation to an extent previously thought impossible, with inflation 
averaging 2 percent during the Clinton Administration.[3] 
 
• The biggest wind at the economy’s back was, of course, a tremendous set of new productivity-enhancing 
information technologies and the explosion of the Internet as a powerful tool for commerce and 
communication, further increasing productivity. 

 
With these factors clearing the way, the economy should have displayed spectacular and accelerating growth in the 
years immediately after Clinton entered the White House, but growth of that magnitude did not materialize until 
later in the decade. 
 
From 1993 until 1997, the economy grew at a pedestrian 3.3 percent per year.[4] While solid, this growth was 
certainly not exceptional. During that same time, real wages declined, despite the perception that the 1990s were 
an era of unmitigated abundance.[5] 
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It was not until after a 1997 tax cut, passed by the Republican-led Congress—a tax cut President Clinton resisted 
but ultimately signed—that the spectacular growth kicked in. While small in revenue impact, the 1997 cuts included 
a reduction of the capital gains rate from 28 percent to 20 percent. This opened the capital floodgates necessary for 
entrepreneurs to develop, harness, and bring to market the wonders of the new information technologies. 
 
Business investment skyrocketed after the tax cut,[6] and the economy grew at an annualized rate of 4.4 percent 
(33 percent faster than after the Clinton tax hike) from 1997 through the end of the Clinton presidency. Real wages 
reversed their downward trend and grew 1.7 percent per year during the same time. 
 
Altogether, how much worse did the economy perform because of the Clinton tax hike? The data from the period do 
not provide a clear answer. What is clear is that the economy performed well below reasonable expectations given 
the favorable conditions existing in the years after the tax hike—and took off after the often-forgotten tax cut.  
 
Bush Tax Cuts Promoted Strong Growth  
 
Liberals also like to argue that the Bush tax relief hurt the economy and cost jobs. Again, the evidence runs to the 
contrary. 
 
Unlike President Clinton, who entered office with a strong economic wind at his back, President Bush came into 
office on the precipice of a recession caused by the bursting of the “dot-com” bubble. President Bush entered office 
in January 2001; the recession began in March. 
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In addition to the recession, the peaceful conditions President Clinton enjoyed reversed course. The terrorist attacks 
of 9/11 brought on the beginning of the war on terrorism. There was no growth-enhancing advancement 
comparable to the tech boom to further boost the economy; energy prices were creeping up. Instead of swimming 
with the current, the economy was now fighting squarely against it to achieve even modest growth. 
 
Faced with this new reality, President Bush pushed for tax cuts to revive the economy and set it on a stronger 
foundation for economic growth. 
 
In June 2001, President Bush signed into law the first wave of tax cuts. The relief included reductions of marginal 
income tax rates and tax relief for families, for example, doubling the child tax credit from $500 to $1,000. To 
reduce the budgetary impact, Congress phased in the tax cuts over several years. 
 
Since the tax cuts were slow to go into effect, they were slow to help the economy. In fact, the economy continued 
to lose jobs after the tax cuts even though the recession officially ended in November 2001. 
 
Realizing the error of its ways, in May 2003 Congress accelerated the tax cuts to make them effective immediately. 
In addition to reducing marginal income tax rates, Congress also lowered the tax rates on capital gains and 
dividends. 
 
It was at this point that economic growth took off. From May 2003 until December 2007 (when the recession 
caused by the global financial meltdown occurred) the economy created 8.1 million jobs, or 145,000 a month. By 
comparison, after the beginning of the 2001 recession and before the 2003 tax cuts, the economy was losing 
103,000 jobs a month.[7] 
 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn7


 
 
Those opposed to the tax relief argue that it blew a hole in the budget and dramatically increased deficits. Again, a 
look at the numbers disproves that argument. While receipts were below the historical level of 18 percent of GDP in 
2003 as a result of the sluggish economy, they rebounded to above their historical norm by 2006 and grew further 
above their historical level in 2007.[8] They clearly would have continued growing thereafter had it not been for the 
housing bust and global recession. 
 
Tax revenue rebounded quickly because the tax cuts encouraged economic growth by increasing the incentives to 
work, save, invest, and take on new risk. These are the basic elements of economic growth. When those activities 
increase, tax revenues increase because more Americans work and earn more money. From 2003 to 2007, the 
number of tax filers rose by 9.6 percent, and taxable income, by 44 percent. By contrast, in the last four years of 
the previous expansion, from 1997 to 2001, these numbers grew by 6.4 percent and 23.6 percent, respectively.[9] 
With income and taxpayers growing at such a fast clip it is not hard to see why tax revenue did not suffer from the 
tax cuts. 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn8
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn9
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/~/media/Images/Reports/2011/09/b2601/b2601_chart2750px.ashx


 

 
 
To be clear: The Bush tax cuts did not pay for themselves. Revenues, on balance, are lower as a result of the Bush 
tax relief. However, the Bush tax cuts did accelerate the recovery markedly, and they did, and still do, create the 
possibility of a permanently stronger economy which, in turn, means the net revenue cost of the Bush tax cuts is far 
less than the traditional static score implies. 
 
In 2008, the last full year of the Bush presidency, the economy entered a severe recession brought on by the global 
financial meltdown. The 2001 and 2003 tax relief packages had made the economy more resilient against economic 
shocks, but no tax policy can protect an economy against the storm that struck that year. The tax cuts certainly did 
not contribute in any way to recession, nor can anyone credibly claim that these policies had something to do with 
the financial implosion that was global in origin and impact. 
 
Even with a recession at the beginning of his presidency and another severe recession at the end, the economy still 
created more than 1 million net jobs during President Bush’s tenure. The tax cuts he pushed Congress to pass are a 
major reason for that job growth. 
 
Lessons for Today 
 



It is vitally important for the millions of Americans looking for work today that Congress and President Obama learn 
and accept what really happened when President Clinton raised taxes and President Bush lowered them. The 
evidence is clear that the Clinton tax hikes stifled what should have been remarkable economic growth and the 
Bush tax cuts cleared the way for the economy to grow despite growing obstacles in its way. 
 
President Obama insists that tax hikes must be part of a “balanced” approach to reducing the deficit. He defends his 
tax hike desires by pointing to the Clinton tax hikes as evidence that the economy can withstand higher taxes. 
 
But if the Clinton tax hikes were powerful enough to slow an economy that had everything going in its favor, what 
would tax hikes today do to an economy that has everything working against it? The unemployment rate remains 
stuck over 9 percent and there appears to be little hope for it to fall in the near future.[10] The President should 
not be looking for policies the economy can withstand, but for policies that will encourage it to grow. 
 
At best, tax increases would slow the already stalled recovery, and at worst, would reverse it altogether. A slowed 
recovery or double-dip recession would further reduce the chances that the more than 14 million Americans 
currently looking for work would find a job in the near future. 
 
The best way to grow revenues is to promote faster economic growth, which will increase the number of taxpayers 
and taxable income more rapidly. Tax hikes—whether through higher tax rates or slashing credits, deductions, and 
exemptions without offsetting reductions elsewhere—will not do the job. Under President Obama’s current policies, 
spending will continue to grow at a faster rate than can be paid for by tax hikes—even assuming the huge tax 
increases the President insists upon. To add insult to injury, as history has shown, tax hikes would slow economic 
growth and make it even harder for unemployed Americans to find a job. 
 
(Curtis S. Dubay is a Senior Analyst in Tax Policy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The 
Heritage Foundation.) 
 
 

20111203-16 23:17 SteveG 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, 
Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
The information you provided is from the Heritage Foundation. The Heritage Foundation is funded by the Olin 
Foundation, Scaife Foundation, DeVos Foundation, Bradley Foundation, and is a part of the Koch Brothers Associate 
Program. 
 
Below is information of the Heritage Foundation straight from their website (http://www.heritage.org/) 
 
Founded in 1973, The Heritage Foundation is a research and educational institution—a think tank—whose mission is 
to formulate and promote conservative public policies based on the principles of free enterprise, limited 
government, individual freedom, traditional American values, and a strong national defense. 
 
We believe the principles and ideas of the American Founding are worth conserving and renewing. As policy 
entrepreneurs, we believe the most effective solutions are consistent with those ideas and principles. Our vision is 
to build an America where freedom, opportunity, prosperity, and civil society flourish. 
 
Heritage’s staff pursues this mission by performing timely, accurate research on key policy issues and effectively 
marketing these findings to our primary audiences: members of Congress, key congressional staff members, 
policymakers in the executive branch, the nation’s news media, and the academic and policy communities. 
 
Governed by an independent Board of Trustees, The Heritage Foundation is an independent, tax-exempt institution. 
Heritage relies on the private financial support of the general public—individuals, foundations, and corporations—for 
its income, and accepts no government funds and performs no contract work. Heritage is one of the nation’s largest 
public policy research organizations. More than 710,000 individual members make it the most broadly supported 
think tank in America. 
 
 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn10
http://www.heritage.org/


20111203-17 23:39 Dale 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Yes this is correct.  So what are the specific flaws you find in the data and conclusions. Does the source change the 
facts?  
 
In the spirit of full disclosure, the article: “Getting to the Truth About Taxes and Public Spending”, by 
Joshua Holland comes from AlterNet (http://www.alternet.org/). 
 
“Alternet is in the pocket of left-wing billionaire George Soros, and as part of a liberal group called the Media 
Consortium, has taken $425,000 from his Open Society Institute. The Media Consortium is a propaganda apparatus 
that creates an "echo chamber" (http://support.edf.org/site/R?i=VG4UP3MruA87Qm9oosssWQ) in which a 
message pushes the larger public or the mainstream media to acknowledge, respond, and give airtime 
to progressive ideas because it is repeated many times." 
 
Please stop changing the subject and respond to the facts. 
 
 

20111203-18 23:50 SteveG 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, 
Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
The source always makes the difference.  Hasn’t that been the claim of the conservative side versus the liberal 
side?  The two sides typically pick the information they want and interpret it in a manner that proves their point of 
view.  A good accountant can make a set of numbers say anything you want to be stated, that doesn’t make 
anything fact. 
 
How about the numbers that the national debt at the beginning of Clinton’s term was 79% GDP and 49% at the 
end of his presidency?  You can go further back and find that Eisenhower and Clinton were the only two presidents 
in modern history to end their terms with surpluses.  But, today Eisenhower would be labeled a liberal. 
 
 

20111204-01 00:54 Dale 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I agree completely with your comments above. That is exactly why I find the use of pasted, professionally written 
and heavily tilted articles distasteful.  And yes, that is just what I did.  
 
I'm not particularly proud of the move, but my point is when people challenge me, by name, to respond to a 
treatise and imply that if I don't it is because there is not a counter argument, I don't have much choice.  I am not 
a professional writer or political science student, but I try to learn both sides of the positions we discuss and make 
judgments based on my experience and education.  If my writing seems all right/conservative leaning, it is out of a 
perceived need to add some balance to this newsletter.  My hope is that others will be willing to step out of their 
comfort zone of liberal-only web/press sources and read a different perspective.  (Now I've probably offended those 
who already read widely...I'm sorry, if so.) 
 
I'm not in this to win anything.  I welcome the intellectual challenge of looking at alternative concepts, testing my 
own positions to see if they are still valid and trying to serve up some information that helps others do the same.  
As I recently told Steve, if this exchange is all about organizing a progressive, liberal action unit......a way to rally 
the troops, I probably ought to drop out and let others get on with it. 
 
It is kind of a perverse philosophy that makes it impossible to believe anything written by "the opposition" and to 
pro forma label it as "lies" or subversive.  I think that leads to the same polarization at our local level that has 
evolved in Congress. The people in Washington don't trust each other, so they automatically view a proposal, 
almost no matter what it is, as a trick, a ploy, a maneuver which needs to be contested.  They are so busy trying to 
outmaneuver each other that they've lost sight of the goal. 
 

http://www.alternet.org/
http://support.edf.org/site/R?i=VG4UP3MruA87Qm9oosssWQ


 

20111204-02 06:08 SteveG 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, 
Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Points well taken, as we get out of comfort zones that is when we challenge ourselves and are able to learn. 
 
 

20111204-04 12:32 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
[before receiving Dale’s 10:31 pm email, above.] 
 
Well, OK then.  What are the counter-arguments?  I seriously want to know.  I realize it's always a temptation (a 
strong one) to try to make the facts fit your prior assumptions.  I'm sure I do it all the time.  But I'm TRYING to be 
open-minded and rational.  If I can understand WHY my "opposition" feels so strongly, then maybe I'll either 
change my mind or strengthen my own arguments. 
 
 

20111204-05 12:35 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
[after receiving Dale’s 10:31 pm email, above.] 
 
This is more like it.  I have to study this closely and get back to you. 
 
 

20111204-06 12:38 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
I hope I can make some sense here.  The Heritage Foundation (HF) says that liberals credit the '90s economic 
boom to Clinton tax hikes and the recession to Bush tax cuts.  HF disagrees and goes on to present evidence they 
believe supports that.  I know I'm sticking my neck out, because I'm neither an economist nor a mathematician.  
I'm going to go with my own paltry reasoning and see where I come out. 
 
To begin their argument HF observes that Obama (and his admin.) wants tax hikes, but they offer no suggestion as 
to why that might be.  If it's such a bad idea, then what is their reason for supposing that Obama wants to do 
something destructive?  They also lump all tax hikes into one bundle, when taxes are not a monolithic entity.  An 
increase in a cigarette tax does not affect the price of milk.  In fact, Obama wants to REDUCE the payroll tax, a 
move Republicans inexplicably oppose. 
 
The HF argument rests on cause and effect, citing economic shifts that followed upon changes in the tax code.  
Some of those changes came quickly, some more slowly, but the assumption is that post hoc ergo propter hoc.  
After this, therefore because of this.  As any good logician knows, this is a logical fallacy.  Let's go through their 
argument point by point.  HF says the Clinton tax hikes produced no growth in '93.  It was, they point out, not until 
later in the '90s that real growth kicked in—after Congress had reduced taxes.  Additionally, HF notes the good 
economic climate Clinton enjoyed, a benefit that began before he took office.  There was the end of the Cold War, 
which shifted spending priorities and boosted morale.  Energy costs were low; there was low inflation, and IT was 
burgeoning, thereby prompting a 3.3% growth in GDP between '93 and '97.  All these observations are accurate, 
but, like everything, they are open to interpretation.  To zero in on but one, technology was indeed rapidly 
expanding.  Twenty-somethings were becoming millionaires virtually overnight.  Even I, risk averse as I am, 
invested a small amount in what I thought was an up and coming tech. firm.  (I lost my money.)  Yes, there was 
growth.  Some economists believed the DOW would hit 30,000.  That seems ludicrous today.  A rapidly expanding 
economy is not necessarily a sustainable economy, as we have seen all too clearly. 
 



HF provides a bar graph that visually displays the difference in rates of GDP growth and real wage gain (or loss).  In 
'93 GDP grew 3.3%.  After '97 it grew 4.4%.  This is described as a huge gain, but is it?  It looks dramatic when 
graphed, but what is the real impact?  Where did growth occur (IT, housing?)?  I'd like a fuller explanation.   
 
HF says that when capital gains went from 28% to 20% the "floodgates" of investment opened.  Again, what 
accounts for this influx of money, and where did that money go?  If it went into IT, that's one thing.  If it went into 
education and infrastructure, that's another.  The economic growth that occurred  between '03 and '07 is explained 
by HF as the result of tax cuts, but I would point out that this is the time of the great housing bubble, which could 
also account for it.  What is the actual cause?  What is the real effect? 
 
I don't know if my argument convinces anyone.  My intent here was mainly to convince myself—one way or 
another—by looking at both sides.  Perhaps I'm twisting the truth to make it fit my preconceptions, but obviously I 
don't think so. 
 
 

20111204-09 15:29 Dale 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Kudos to you for making the effort and making a good effort at that!  It is complicated and whether it's the HF or a 
Soros driven entity, the interpretations are all about supporting a preconceived thesis.  But, if this stuff was easy, as 
easy and obvious as some writers would make you think, there would not be so much controversy. 
 
There are left and right extremists who take the argument one more step, which I believe is counter productive and 
dangerous.  That step is automatically attributing bad intent to "the other guy."  For instance, to believe and say 
that Obama's real goal is to turn the US into a socialist state, with himself as the ruler, and then build a case to 
support that contention is flat wrong.....but I get right-wing material to that end.  To say GOP candidates or even 
the majority of the party are stupid, heartless, selfish, money-grubbing, conniving SOB's is flat wrong.  That they 
have different economic and social philosophies and approaches from the "yours" (not you specifically) does not 
automatically mean they don't care about the people of America or are trying to better conditions for all citizens.  It 
means they believe in a different approach. 
 
When we demonize the "other guy" it has a tendency to take away the responsibility of giving their arguments 
serious consideration.  One of the fundamentals for propaganda campaigns, defined as the wartime effort to win 
hearts and minds USING ANY AND ALL MEANS POSSIBLE, is to dehumanize and demonize the enemy.  Lump them 
together.  Attribute evil intent and evil doing to all of these people.  And, if you don't have enough real dirt on 
them, make some up. 
 
The problem is, there are those practicing these same WARTIME, anything goes, techniques to our current political 
system.  Washington, read the Congressional machine, has gone beyond the "civility to no civility" shift, to a total 
"winner take all" mode.  My concern is that this basically conscienceless, hatred filled attitude is spreading outside 
of Washington. 
 
I have real mixed feelings about OWS events.  On the one hand I support the right of people to make their case 
known and to use non-violent, non-destructive freedom-of-speech methods.  I used the phrase earlier, hold their 
feet to the fire, and I meant it.  What concerns me is what I perceive to be the manipulation of some college 
students, unemployed, homeless and basically clueless people by larger forces.  BTW, I acknowledge that there are 
also well meaning and intelligent people in the mix, but most of them are equally repulsed by the "circus 
performers" and the conditions and dissociate themselves relatively quickly.  These are NOT spontaneous 
gatherings and it's naive to believe so; to pretend there is no organization is a lame facade.  Unfortunately the 
pawns, like the ex-soldier who was hit in the head by a projectile or the druggies found dead in their tents, are 
paying the price for the organizers' play for publicity.  All of us are frustrated, but we don't use the weak to do our 
dirty work. 
 
 

20111204-10 16:54 Pam 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale, above) 



 
OWS protesters are pawns.  Tea baggers are pawns.  No argument there.  But there ARE intelligences behind these 
movements, and the point is to figure out what they're trying to accomplish and why, bad blood and 
misunderstanding notwithstanding.  (Lots of "standings" there.)  I agree with you that not all Republicans are evil 
and ill-intentioned, nor are all liberals Socialists who want to flatten society into a pancake.  The "winner take all" 
mindset has taken over, and it's proving to be a disaster for all of us.  Human beings need civilization; otherwise, 
the winner take all approach has no bounds. 
 
I don't want to demonize the "other guy" but I do want to identify real points of difference.  And when I see what 
are fundamental differences (privileging private enterprise and profit above government intervention—of whatever 
kind—to ensure health, safety, and opportunity for all), then I feel compelled to point them out.  The Tea baggers 
have been making a lot of noise for some time now.  Why wouldn't you expect the left to do the same—finally?  
OWS may not be totally pure, but it is trying to alert the public to very real injustices.  The spokespeople for OWS 
are being far more civil than many of those in Congress.  I'd go so far as to say OWS is setting a good example. 
 
I'm glad you appreciate how complicated everything is, but that still does not explain our differing perspectives.  
But simply saying, "interpretations are all about supporting a preconceived thesis" you seem to assume that no 
accurate interpretation is possible—for either side.  I think people can be better than that, if they try.  If we take 
things back to first principles, those positions we hold that are not negotiable, then where are we?  I believe society 
should provide for the general welfare, which includes physical safety, adequate diet, good health care for all, good 
education for all, freedom for the individual so long as his actions don't hurt others, and an economy that 
maximizes broad social well being as well as individual opportunity.  What I hear from the Right is: No one owes 
you nothing!  Life is not fair!  Failure is your own fault!  Quit your whining!  What this translates into is, it's OK for 
the rich to increase their wealth exponentially, simply by virtue of having money, but it's not OK for people who are 
struggling to catch a break.  I'm being overly dramatic here, but this is how I see it. 
 
No one owes you anything, but compassion dictates that you help those in need (and that doesn't just mean the 
homeless and the insane).  Life is not fair, but that does not mean we shouldn't try to make things more equitable.  
Getting rich is great, but that does not entitle you to special tax breaks or advantages that others don't get.  We are 
in danger of blaming the victim when we say a family shouldn't have bought that big house they couldn't afford, 
when every financial adviser, politician, and property developer was urging them to do it.  Yes, it was unreasonable 
to over-extend, but it's also easy and understandable to "go with the flow" when banks are begging to lend you 
money. 
 
I gather you disagree with my response to the HF piece on taxes.  I'm not saying you're wrong, but I'd like to know 
specifically why.  This conversation is not easy, but I, at least, find it valuable. 
 
 

20111204-11 17:36 SteveB 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (FULL reply to Dale, above) 

 
I have commented on your email within the text, so I will try to duplicate that here as best I can. I’m enjoying this 
discussion and the others we have going on at the same time! 
 
Note: Please reference Dale’s email above, concerning my reference to “HERITAGE FOUNDATION”. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  Despite evidence to the contrary, President Obama and his supporters insist that a 
tax increase will not impede economic recovery. They claim that the Clinton tax hikes spurred the boom of the 
1990s and that the subsequent Bush tax cuts hurt the economy. Members of Congress must reject this faulty 
notion—and reject the President’s call for burdening Americans with higher taxes and an even slower economy. 
 
STEVEB:  An interesting start. 
 

http://heritage.org/research/reports/2007/01/ten-myths-about-the-bush-tax-cuts


1. Obama, etc. do want certain, specific tax hikes that are thought not to impede economic recovery. Proof: 
The assertion from my article that 98% of small businesses would be unaffected by the tax cuts the 
democrats want (un-refuted). You yourself claim that small business is the engine of job creation. 
 
2 I don’t think anyone claims that any Clinton tax hikes spurred any boom, just that they didn’t seem to 
harm one either. Proof: your article proves it, above, when they say, “the boom of the 90’s.” 
 
3. I don’t see how republicans can continue to think they can have both sides of this issue their way. 
Republicans are supposed to be the ones who think the deficit is so almighty awful, not Democrats. But 
democrats are willing to risk some tax increases to try to do something about the problem. As far as 
economic risk goes, or impeding “economic recovery” Democrats now agree with the abandoned Republican 
idea that such huge deficits represent a risk in themselves and must be dealt with. I see Obamacare as 
another effort to deal with this among other problems. 

 
History has clearly shown us the results of the Bush economic policies. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  President Barack Obama and his allies in Congress and elsewhere continue to press 
for tax increases, whether as part of a deal to raise the government’s debt ceiling, or for any other reason. Even 
though common sense would dictate not raising taxes in the face of a badly weakened economy and almost non-
existent job growth, the President and his supporters argue that tax hikes will not imperil the still-nascent recovery 
because the economy grew during the 1990s after President Bill Clinton raised taxes. The inference being that 
today’s economy could also absorb the blow of tax hikes and grow despite them. They also argue the converse: 
that the tax cuts passed during President George W. Bush’s tenure slowed growth and cost jobs. 
 
STEVEB:  Frankly, this paragraph states absolutely nothing and proves even less. Sorry. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  This cursory and errant analysis of recent history has serious implications for 
policymaking today. If Congress raises taxes based on the faulty notion that tax hikes have no ill effects on 
economic growth, it will impede the still-struggling recovery and keep millions of Americans on the unemployment 
rolls far too long. 
 
STEVEB:  Frankly, this paragraph states absolutely nothing and proves even less. Sorry. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  A favorite liberal argument is to attribute the economy’s strong performance during 
the 1990s to President Clinton’s economic policies, chief among which was a huge tax increase. Clinton signed his 
tax hike into law in September 1993, the same year he took office. It included an increase of the top marginal tax 
rate from 31 percent to 39.6 percent; repeal of the cap on the 2.9 percent Medicare tax, applying it to every dollar 
of income instead of being capped to levels of income like the Social Security tax; a 4.3-cent increase in the gas 
tax; an increase in the taxable portion of Social Security benefits; and a hike of the corporate income tax rate from 
34 percent to 35 percent, among other tax increases.[1] 
 
STEVEB:  OK, Clinton raised taxes. I don’t call that tax hike huge. You might want to read: 
 
http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/the_gist/1996/08/the_biggest_tax_increase_in_history.html 
 
For Democrats, the important thing about these “huge tax increases” is revealed here: 
 

The only part of the 1993 tax bill that directly affected middle-income families was a 4.3-cent-per-gallon 
boost in the gasoline tax. This cost the average family $45 a year and accounted for less than 10 percent 
of the total revenue raised. 

 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn1
http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/the_gist/1996/08/the_biggest_tax_increase_in_history.html


So my case is actually proven even more. The Clinton tax cuts, like what the Democrats want now, were geared 
more toward raising revenue from the upper stata of society. The result in the 90’s, direct or not, was your “the 
boom of the 90’s.” (above) 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  The economic defense of the Clinton tax hikes does not hold up against the historical 
facts. The economy did exhibit strong economic growth during the 1990s, but rapid growth did not occur soon after 
the tax hike—it came much later in the decade, when Congress cut taxes. After the 1993 tax hike, the economy 
actually slowed to a point below what one would expect, considering the once-in-a-generation favorable economic 
climate that existed at the time. 
 
STEVEB:  This is irrelevant when the Democratic argument is stated the correct way, instead of using the deceptive 
“straw dog” tactic of this Republican argument. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  As for the overall economic recovery—that started well before President Clinton took 
office. In January 1993, the economy was in the 22nd month of expansion following the recession from July 1990 to 
March 1991. 
 
STEVEB:  Again, this is a distraction. The validity of the position I have stated does not depend upon Clinton 
having spurred any boom, only not suppressed it. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  In addition to coming into office in the midst of an economic expansion, Clinton also 
benefited from a very unusual confluence of events that created a remarkably favorable environment for rapid 
economic growth: 
 

• The end of the Cold War brought a sigh of relief to the world and a powerful dose of growth-enhancing 
certainty to the global economy. 
 
• The price of energy was astoundingly low, with oil prices dropping below $11 per barrel and averaging 
under $20 per barrel, versus $100 per barrel today.[2] 
 
• The Federal Reserve had tamed inflation to an extent previously thought impossible, with inflation 
averaging 2 percent during the Clinton Administration.[3] 
 
• The biggest wind at the economy’s back was, of course, a tremendous set of new productivity-enhancing 
information technologies and the explosion of the Internet as a powerful tool for commerce and 
communication, further increasing productivity. 

 
With these factors clearing the way, the economy should have displayed spectacular and accelerating growth in the 
years immediately after Clinton entered the White House, but growth of that magnitude did not materialize until 
later in the decade. 
 
STEVEB:  Pure unmitigated conjecture! And, gee, maybe that’s the way good tax increases work, maybe they take 
a while to have the desired effect? None of this bolsters the case this article is making, not one iota. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  From 1993 until 1997, the economy grew at a pedestrian 3.3 percent per year.[4] 
While solid, this growth was certainly not exceptional. During that same time, real wages declined, despite the 
perception that the 1990s were an era of unmitigated abundance.[5] 
 
STEVEB:  Well, I don’t understand them calling their own “the boom of the 90’s.” pedestrian, but, hey, using 
whatever slant they want doesn’t change the facts. They actually bolster, here, the current Democratic arguments 
because we also worry about the way “real wages declined in the 90’s.” We thought we were alone, but this article 
proves otherwise. Hey, glad to have the company, Heritage Foundation. 

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn2
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn3
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn4
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-bush-cuts-promoted-recovery#_ftn5


 
(Graph #1) This articles states below, “Altogether, how much worse did the economy perform because of the 
Clinton tax hike? The data from the period do not provide a clear answer.” 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  It was not until after a 1997 tax cut, passed by the Republican-led Congress—a tax 
cut President Clinton resisted but ultimately signed—that the spectacular growth kicked in. While small in revenue 
impact, the 1997 cuts included a reduction of the capital gains rate from 28 percent to 20 percent. This opened the 
capital floodgates necessary for entrepreneurs to develop, harness, and bring to market the wonders of the new 
information technologies. 
 
Business investment skyrocketed after the tax cut,[6] and the economy grew at an annualized rate of 4.4 percent 
(33 percent faster than after the Clinton tax hike) from 1997 through the end of the Clinton presidency. Real wages 
reversed their downward trend and grew 1.7 percent per year during the same time.  
 
Altogether, how much worse did the economy perform because of the Clinton tax hike? The data from the period do 
not provide a clear answer. What is clear is that the economy performed well below reasonable expectations given 
the favorable conditions existing in the years after the tax hike—and took off after the often-forgotten tax cut. 
 
Liberals also like to argue that the Bush tax relief hurt the economy and cost jobs. Again, the evidence runs to the 
contrary. 
 
Unlike President Clinton, who entered office with a strong economic wind at his back, President Bush came into 
office on the precipice of a recession caused by the bursting of the “dot-com” bubble. President Bush entered office 
in January 2001; the recession began in March. 
 
In addition to the recession, the peaceful conditions President Clinton enjoyed reversed course. The terrorist attacks 
of 9/11 brought on the beginning of the war on terrorism. There was no growth-enhancing advancement 
comparable to the tech boom to further boost the economy; energy prices were creeping up. Instead of swimming 
with the current, the economy was now fighting squarely against it to achieve even modest growth. 
 
Faced with this new reality, President Bush pushed for tax cuts to revive the economy and set it on a stronger 
foundation for economic growth. 
 
In June 2001, President Bush signed into law the first wave of tax cuts. The relief included reductions of marginal 
income tax rates and tax relief for families, for example, doubling the child tax credit from $500 to $1,000. To 
reduce the budgetary impact, Congress phased in the tax cuts over several years. 
 
Since the tax cuts were slow to go into effect, they were slow to help the economy. In fact, the economy continued 
to lose jobs after the tax cuts even though the recession officially ended in November 2001. 
 
Realizing the error of its ways, in May 2003 Congress accelerated the tax cuts to make them effective immediately. 
In addition to reducing marginal income tax rates, Congress also lowered the tax rates on capital gains and 
dividends. 
 
It was at this point that economic growth took off. From May 2003 until December 2007 (when the recession 
caused by the global financial meltdown occurred) the economy created 8.1 million jobs, or 145,000 a month. By 
comparison, after the beginning of the 2001 recession and before the 2003 tax cuts, the economy was losing 
103,000 jobs a month.[7] 
 
STEVEB:  Well, they can claim all they want that the Bush tax cuts prompted a surge in employment, but that 
would be a claim based on no evidence. Our economy is just too complex is say this for sure. Maybe it was the 
deficit spending that created the jobs? Or the wars? Or illegal immigration? Stating a lie does not make it true, 
stating an assumption does not make it fact. 
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That being said, I am willing to concede the same as I want conceded to me: that from all we know, we seem to 
know this from the evidence: neither the Clinton tax hikes nor the Bush tax cuts can be proven to have done any 
harm to the economy, but how much relative good or harm they might have done is unknown and probably 
unknowable at this time. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  Those opposed to the tax relief argue that it blew a hole in the budget and 
dramatically increased deficits. Again, a look at the numbers disproves that argument. While receipts were below 
the historical level of 18 percent of GDP in 2003 as a result of the sluggish economy, they rebounded to above their 
historical norm by 2006 and grew further above their historical level in 2007.[8] They clearly would have continued 
growing thereafter had it not been for the housing bust and global recession. 
 
STEVEB:  OK, let me make sure I understand this right. If the Bush years had brought us something like “the boom 
of the 90’s.” instead of “the housing bust and global recession” (to put the crisis mildly), then the Bush years would 
have worked out fine. But unfortunately that was not the case. Therefore, Republican policies can hardly be 
exonerated, even if he can’t be absolutely proven to be guilty. Besides, what is at issue is not so much that receipts 
increased, thereby putting a damper on the economy by the article’s argument, but that spending skyrocketed. If it 
hadn’t, no one would be asking for any kind of tax increase. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  Tax revenue rebounded quickly because the tax cuts encouraged economic growth 
by increasing the incentives to work, save, invest, and take on new risk. These are the basic elements of economic 
growth. When those activities increase, tax revenues increase because more Americans work and earn more 
money. From 2003 to 2007, the number of tax filers rose by 9.6 percent, and taxable income, by 44 percent. By 
contrast, in the last four years of the previous expansion, from 1997 to 2001, these numbers grew by 6.4 percent 
and 23.6 percent, respectively.[9] With income and taxpayers growing at such a fast clip it is not hard to see why 
tax revenue did not suffer from the tax cuts. 
 
To be clear: The Bush tax cuts did not pay for themselves. Revenues, on balance, are lower as a result of the Bush 
tax relief. However, the Bush tax cuts did accelerate the recovery markedly, and they did, and still do, create the 
possibility of a permanently stronger economy which, in turn, means the net revenue cost of the Bush tax cuts is far 
less than the traditional static score implies. 
 
In 2008, the last full year of the Bush presidency, the economy entered a severe recession brought on by the global 
financial meltdown. The 2001 and 2003 tax relief packages had made the economy more resilient against economic 
shocks, but no tax policy can protect an economy against the storm that struck that year. The tax cuts certainly did 
not contribute in any way to recession, nor can anyone credibly claim that these policies had something to do with 
the financial implosion that was global in origin and impact. 
 
Even with a recession at the beginning of his presidency and another severe recession at the end, the economy still 
created more than 1 million net jobs during President Bush’s tenure. The tax cuts he pushed Congress to pass are a 
major reason for that job growth. 
 
STEVEB:  This part seems to make some contentions, but that’s all. No proof of anything. 
 
 
HERITAGE FOUNDATION:  It is vitally important for the millions of Americans looking for work today that 
Congress and President Obama learn and accept what really happened when President Clinton raised taxes and 
President Bush lowered them. The evidence is clear that the Clinton tax hikes stifled what should have been 
remarkable economic growth and the Bush tax cuts cleared the way for the economy to grow despite growing 
obstacles in its way. 
 
President Obama insists that tax hikes must be part of a “balanced” approach to reducing the deficit. He defends his 
tax hike desires by pointing to the Clinton tax hikes as evidence that the economy can withstand higher taxes. 
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But if the Clinton tax hikes were powerful enough to slow an economy that had everything going in its favor, what 
would tax hikes today do to an economy that has everything working against it? The unemployment rate remains 
stuck over 9 percent and there appears to be little hope for it to fall in the near future.[10] The President should 
not be looking for policies the economy can withstand, but for policies that will encourage it to grow. 
 
At best, tax increases would slow the already stalled recovery, and at worst, would reverse it altogether. A slowed 
recovery or double-dip recession would further reduce the chances that the more than 14 million Americans 
currently looking for work would find a job in the near future.[11] 
 
The best way to grow revenues is to promote faster economic growth, which will increase the number of taxpayers 
and taxable income more rapidly. Tax hikes—whether through higher tax rates or slashing credits, deductions, and 
exemptions without offsetting reductions elsewhere—will not do the job. Under President Obama’s current policies, 
spending will continue to grow at a faster rate than can be paid for by tax hikes—even assuming the huge tax 
increases the President insists upon. To add insult to injury, as history has shown, tax hikes would slow economic 
growth and make it even harder for unemployed Americans to find a job. 
 
STEVEB:  Based on everything I said above, this is all unproven conjecture. 
 
 
This article is an opinion piece. Unsubstantiated propaganda. 
 
Meanwhile, I believe not one specific word of the article Dennis and I submitted to the group, Getting to the Truth 
About Taxes and Public Spending, by Joshua Holland, has been challenged, let alone disputed. Nice try, though. 
 
 

20111204-08 15:02 Pam Morality (to SteveB) 

 
I already said it, but I say again, you are right about sympathy/empathy.  I've thought a lot about this, and my 
belief is that empathy is the foundation of morality, real morality.  Following a set of rules laid down by a religious 
leader or movement is not morality; it's psychological coercion.  Believing that morality comes from "God" and only 
from god shifts the responsibility for human action away from the individual or group onto an ever-changing, 
constantly disputable abstraction that by definition can have no agency.  I believe (believe, not know) that human 
beings create their own moral codes, based on social necessity and cultural history.  A shared morality is adhesive 
for community, provides a sense of identity, and reduces chaos.  But, for me, the important morality is personal.  I 
create my own set of values, and I am responsible for living up to them.  Of course, many of my values I share with 
others, but for whatever reason I have always tried to base my thoughts and actions on how it would feel to be 
inside another person's skin.  If someone let their dog crap on my lawn (this happened one memorable time when I 
lived in Canada), I react.  (My children play here!  What are you thinking?!)  Therefore, I would not let my dog crap 
in someone else's yard.  If it would crush me to be criticized by a teacher, then I would never want to hurt a 
student's feelings, no matter what.  A 15 yr. old juvenile delinquent who is setting fire to a school probably wouldn't 
have his feelings hurt if I yelled, "What the hell are you doing, you idiot?"  I'd probably say something even worse.  
Circumstances alter cases.  Sometimes what you want to do is hurt another person's feelings.  Many years ago, one 
of my teenage sons teased an African-American kid and chased him out of our yard.  I witnessed this and sprang 
into action.  You can believe I let my son have it.  I know I hurt his feelings.  When he started crying, I knew he'd 
gotten the point.  I wanted him to FEEL for that kid.  Morality is feelings, which need to be educated and developed 
just like everything else.  One of the biggest things I get from literature (fiction) is insight into how others think, 
what their motivations are, why they do or don't suffer.  Recognizing the humanity in others, even villains, is 
essential to negotiating the world.  Terrorists fail at this, quite obviously, and by doing so place themselves outside 
the human community.  It is important to know the reasons why someone does something.  WHY was Hitler the 
way he was?  Was he abused as a child?  Did he have sexual issues?  Did he feel like a failure and 
overcompensate?  He obviously had no empathy.  Sometimes if you know the reasons, you can forgive the act.  A 
teenage girl goes to bed with her boyfriend because she needs to feel loved.  An unemployed father steals a pound 
of hamburger to feed his kids.  Some things are forgivable, some aren't.  But you have to have empathy, as well as 
codes and laws, in order to know what is right. 
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20111204-12 17:45 SteveB Re: Morality (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I think I told you one my Zen teacher’s warnings: “The only problem with thinking is that it doesn’t get you 
anywhere.” What I didn’t tell you is the beautiful Zen thing about this. The world that underlies it, because, when 
you think about it, and one thing leads to another, each single thing leads to everything, is in some sense 
supported by the world. The chain of meaning between my teachers words and “reality” starts with knowing that he 
knew he was lying, yet not. 
 
I think you are right about morality being grounded in empathy. I haven’t been able to figure anything better than 
that out and neither could one of our greatest moral philosophers, Jesus. Is empathy an emotion? Do we know 
what the heck it is? It sure is important. It seems that we have some sort of instinct for it, yet it can be bent or 
destroyed or nurtured to fruition. 
 
Of course, one of my favorite moral philosophers, Lenny Bruce, sounded a lot like Jesus and you (below) when he 
used to define morality by how roommates would feel if their companions would “take a shit in the living room.” 
You know foul-mouthed Lenny. 
 
Too bad, maybe, Hitler didn’t live so we could have studied him better. But maybe that would have ended up 
humanizing him somehow and done more harm than good, increasing the chances of another Reich arising. He is 
an interesting case to say the least. 
 
 

20111204-14 21:14 SteveG OWS 

 
I would bet than no one outside of myself has been to an OWS meeting or participated in an OWS event.  And yet 
OWS is referred of as “pawns” and “the manipulation of some college students, unemployed, homeless and 
basically clueless people by larger forces.” 
 
Very interesting comments given the sources, but are not all of us pawns, and are not all of us manipulated by 
larger forces? 
 
If you are satisfied with the status quo, do nothing.  If you want change, get up and do something. 
 
 

20111204-15 22:18 Pam Re: OWS (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I wouldn't condemn an entire movement as well-intentioned and on-target as OWS just because some jerk pooped 
on a cop car.  I commend you, Steve, for getting out there and standing up for what you believe and for what I 
believe it right.  I talk a good game, but I don't do nearly enough. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 



 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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The Real Divide in America 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 6, 2011) 
 
 
Republicans and Democrats. Right and Left. Red and Blue. As polarized as this seems, it does not represent the 
complete reality of American politics. 
 
Yet we end up in two camps, sniping at each other between occasional bursts of machinegun fire. Despite having as 
many things in common as opposed. 
 
Three things are interesting to me here: 1) Why we tend to extremes; 2) Why people hold the views they do; 3) 
What common ground can we find and build upon. 
 
This article sheds light on these. Between the polarities of Individualism and Institutionalism that the article 
discusses, I feel exactly in the middle of the continuum. Institutions should protect society from bad individuals and 
bad individual behavior, even one’s own, and should do everything else possible to promote the freedom and 
success of the individual. Neither is more important than the other. Else we might as well live like bobcats. 
 
May we find a way forward together. 
 
 
“The Real Divide in America” by David Sirota, Salon 
 
Dec. 5, 2011, (http://www.salon.com/2011/12/05/the_real_divide_in_america/singleton) 
 
(The real divide in America isn't red versus blue, it's individualists versus institutionalists. And the latter may finally 
be winning.) 
 
Less than a year from the presidential election, the harrowing television graphics, tired sports metaphors, and end-
of-the-world fundraising pitches are once again upon us. You know the script — Democrats versus Republicans, 
good versus evil, with-us-or-against-us. Whichever team you happen to be on, you are encouraged to see it as your 
side’s phalanx lining up on the battlefield against the other’s, in hopes that this time, your troop offensive will finally 
vanquish the despised opponent once and for all. 
 
But while so much of our culture asks us to rely on this vapid red-versus-blue analysis to understand American 
society, the truth is there are other binary constructs that better explain the very real chasms separating us. 
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Economic policy, for instance, typically ends up being a fight not between Democrats and Republicans, but between 
two competing forms of socialists — Corporate Socialists, who insist that public money is best used to bribe or 
subsidize private business, and Democratic Socialists, who want public money spent exclusively on publicly owned 
entities (corporate socialists, who dominate both parties, almost always win the big legislative fights). Foreign 
policy, as we’ve seen most blatantly in the post-9/11 era, is now a fight between Interventionists and Mind-Our-
Own-Business types, with the bipartisan coalition of the former usually winning out. And social policy has long been 
a struggle between Huge-Government Moralists, who want to regulate every aspect of your private life, and Live-
and-Let-Livers. 
 
While certainly as crude as Red versus Blue, these paired archetypes better reflect the political and cultural gaps 
that cleave America. But of all those fissures, none has been more defining than the one between Individualists and 
Institutionalists — and the unexpected good news in the awful events of the last year is that we may be 
experiencing a once-in-a-lifetime psychological shift toward the latter. 
 
To clarify these two broad terms, let’s review their contemporary meaning. 
 
Individualists are those who see society’s successes and problems as coming mostly from individual behavior. 
Motivated by impulse and human nature’s affinity for simple good-versus-evil stories, Individualists tend to see 
history as a series of parables about Great Men and Bad Men, Rogues and Bureaucrats, Heroes and Villains. In 
other words, Individualists subscribe to Margaret Thatcher’s theory that “there is no such thing as society — there 
are individual men and women.” 
 
So, for example, an economic boom period is viewed by the Individualist as a success story of individual and/or 
presidential intelligence, innovation and hard work, not a triumph of institutions such as good schools, solid 
infrastructure or properly calibrated tax and trade laws. Likewise, rich people are viewed as singular superheroes 
whose wealth is a consequence of personal perseverance, not beneficiaries of institutional support whose assets 
have been accrued through systemic privilege. 
 
At the same time, problems are portrayed by the Individualist as the result of personal transgressions, but not 
systemic forces: Crime is the scourge of individuals like Willie Horton, not a result of institutional forces like poverty 
or desperation; the education crisis is the result of individual bad teachers or parents, not systemic economic 
inequality or misguided school funding formulas; prejudice is the plague of individual bigots, not institutional racism; 
housing market meltdowns happen because of irresponsible home buyers, not because of predatory financial 
institutions or the banking system; and recessions occur because of “welfare queens,” “parasites,” “takers,” or other 
assorted layabouts — but not larger forces like globalization or crony capitalism. 
 
Institutionalists, by contrast, see it the other way around. They tend to see institutions – whether governmental 
agencies, corporations, popular cultures or specific policies and incentives – as the most prominent forces in society. 
To them, it’s “The Man,” more than the particular men. 
 
Rooted more in data and empiricism than in gut feeling and apocrypha, this camp sees the most famous historical 
achievements like, say, the New Deal and civil rights movement not as merely the personal victory of people like 
Franklin D. Roosevelt and Martin Luther King Jr., but as the result of decades of mass organizing for systemic 
change. 
 
Similarly, the big problems in society aren’t seen as a reflection of individual shortcomings, but as a product of 
systemic dysfunction. In this Institutionalist view, Congress’ recent refusal to reduce the national debt isn’t merely 
the crime of individual lawmakers serving on the so-called supercommittee, but also the fault of a democratic 
system that’s rigged to fail. Likewise, abuses of state power — whether torture at Abu Ghraib prison or brutality 
from municipal police forces — are less the sin of the individual grunts than the product of a culture of violence. 
And nationwide unemployment doesn’t stem from a lack of “personal responsibility” among workers, but from an 
economy that is producing only one job opening for every seven job applicants — that is, an economy in systemic 
crisis. 
 
To be sure, it’s not this simple — after all, mass psychology and real-world situations don’t function on a strict 
either/or continuum. Individualists, for instance, will selectively complain about systemic problems if such 



grievances fit their political agenda (notice how many Ayn Rand acolytes, for instance, vent broad-brush attacks on 
institutions like organized labor or “Big Government”). Similarly, Institutionalists often channel part of the 
Individualist analysis, like when they criticize Congress and yet tell pollsters they love their congressperson, or when 
they chastise the banking system as a whole but also demand that individual bankers be prosecuted. And, of 
course, corporations try to selectively blur the distinction between the two, simultaneously presenting themselves as 
multifaceted organizations but also as individual persons whenever the definitions suit their objectives. 
 
That said, the general differences between these overarching worldviews are real — and it’s no overstatement to 
say that contemporary American history has been defined by a back-and-forth battle between the two. Think back 
to just the last 75 years or so: With the Great Depression attributed to the Individualist every-man-for-himself mind-
set run amok, the New Deal and Great Society predicated their agenda on building public systems and institutions 
like Social Security, Medicare and the regulatory state. Then came the Reagan Revolution — its deregulatory 
agenda aimed to free the individual from those systems and its law-and-order, demonize-the-poor posture focused 
on punishing the so-called bad eggs. 
 
For most of the last 30 years, the political pendulum has been swinging in that same Individualist direction. Even in 
the face of overwhelming economic data indicating the Individualist worldview, it has remained the dominant 
paradigm, with little sign of retreat. That’s most likely because it is particularly well-suited to an information age 
that rewards oversimplified narratives about Great Men and dramatized individual stories over nuanced analysis and 
multifaceted reality. 
 
Not surprisingly, this has deeply frustrated Institutionalists, whose recent political victories have been essentially 
limited to stopping or slowing the destruction of institutions like Social Security, Medicare and public schools rather 
than actually building new ones. Unable to gain any kind of traction or agency, and yet nonetheless still blamed for 
unpopular government-backed monstrosities like the TARP bailout, the Institutionalist argument seemed destined to 
reside only in magazine essays, little-read nonfiction books and Washington symposia — not in American society at 
large. 
 
But then in the last year or so, as if out of nowhere, came three sets of events suddenly articulating the 
Institutionalist argument in a more powerful, cogent and far-reaching way than any academic white paper, political 
convention speech or epic cable-TV rant ever could. 
 
In the hallowed cathedral of religion, we learned that Pope Benedict XVI may have been part of systemic efforts to 
cover up sexual abuse allegations against the Catholic Church. No longer could the Individualist argument stand — 
no longer could the allegations against the Vatican be viewed as only a transgression of single priests-turned-
pedophiles. Even the legal system, which on crime-and-punishment matters leans toward the Individualist ideal, 
began agreeing that this is a systemic problem. As the Associated Press reported in November, a British court has 
cited the doctrine of “vicarious liability” in ruling that the church as a whole could be held liable for the crimes of its 
clergy. 
 
This fall has also witnessed the sudden rise of the Occupy Wall Street protests, a collective primal scream 
anthropomorphized as a functioning social movement. And not just any social movement — one whose critique of 
economic and political institutions directly contradicts the Individualist ideology. As if deliberately underscoring that 
key point, this insurrection isn’t succumbing to the media’s Individualist pressures for singular iconic spokespeople 
and a narrow agenda, nor is it organized around toppling individual politicians. It’s actually living its Institutionalist 
creed, refusing to elect individual leaders or to voice demands via individual mediators — all while calling for 
systemic change of American society. 
 
Now, as the year comes to a close, big-time sports — the ultimate stage for “Just Do It” hyper-individualism — finds 
itself being viewed not through the prism of singular superstars, but through the more dispassionate lens of 
institutional inequities. On the professional side, NFL and NBA labor strife has turned football and basketball into 
cautionary tales about the iniquities of today’s employer-employee system. On the college level, high-profile booster 
scandals and lawsuits seeking remuneration for unpaid players have transformed the NCAA into a lesson in the 
persistence of the institution of indentured servitude. And with its unspeakable allegations and systemic coverup 
over years, the Penn State sexual abuse scandal has turned a mirror onto an entire higher education monolith that 
can seem more interested in protecting its treasured brands than anything else. 



 
Though America will no doubt continue its historical vacillation between the Individualist and Institutionalist mind-
set, the high-profile nature of these recent events, and the fact that they pervade so many different arenas of 
public life, may foreshadow a deeper shift in mass psychology. 
 
Survey data and political rhetoric highlight that potentially huge change. 
 
In the last few years, polls have shown large majorities viewing the Catholic Church scandal as systemic in nature, 
with most holding the Vatican leadership — not just individual priests — partially responsible. Same thing for Penn 
State — a new Gallup survey shows most seeing the situation in institutional terms, with 59 percent believing that 
the scandal proves the football program as a whole “had become too powerful.” Meanwhile, polls indicate that while 
Americans may have questions about the individual Occupy Wall Street demonstrations, the data also prove 
America overwhelmingly supports the Occupy movement’s Institutionalist critique of government and the economy 
(tellingly, the right’s major critique of the Occupy protests mimic Richard Nixon’s assault on the Vietnam protests by 
focusing on individual-themed criticism — i.e., stories of protesters’ individual illicit behavior, etc. — in order to try 
to distract from the movement’s uber-popular institutional critique). 
 
These numbers are likely why major leaders of both parties — who typically offer up Individualist bromides — are 
suddenly rushing to echo the Institutionalist analysis. 
 
Last month, conservative radio host Rush Limbaugh and Republican icon Sarah Palin added their voice to the 
Occupy critique of systemic inequities. At the same time, President Obama responded to the Penn State controversy 
by saying “every institution has to examine how they operate.” 
 
Those words could be the official motto of Institutionalism. They don’t exonerate the individual or pretend “personal 
responsibility” doesn’t matter, nor do they make a Nazis-at-Nuremberg argument about institutional immorality 
wholly absolving individuals of responsibility. But they do reaffirm that systems can be just as culpable as individuals 
— and in many cases, even more culpable. 
 
Herein lies the unspoken truth in the Institutionalist viewpoint. For all the Individualist rhetoric about 
“personal responsibility” and “bad eggs,” there will always be irresponsible and bad people among us, 
no matter how Good and Decent our society is. That’s just a fact of life, which is exactly why a 
civilized society sets up institutions in the first place: to make sure dispassionate systems are in place 
to be more consistently rational, judicious and fair than impulsive individuals who so often end up 
being the opposite. 
 
[And not only crooks in the street, but criminals in the Board Room must be controlled too! —SteveB] 
 
This is precisely what John Adams was speaking to when he said “the very definition of a republic is an 
empire of laws, and not of men.” In light of that founding ethos, when an institution allows those laws to be 
broken, it should be as culpable in America as any single perpetrator. To put that sentiment in real-world terms, if 
the allegations are true that Jerry Sandusky raped children, then he clearly deserves a serious punishment. But if 
the allegations are true that Penn State systematically ignored those allegations and didn’t report them to police, 
then the entire university — or at least its athletic department and administration — deserves a similarly harsh 
punishment, or worse. 
 
Obvious as this principle is, it’s hard to deal with, because institutions supposedly represent all of us — or at least 
our universal ethic. Many of us, in fact, draw our very self-image from the institutions we associate with, whether a 
football team, a religion or a nation. To admit institutional culpability, then, is to admit our own failings — which is 
why we have too often opted for diversionary explanations. Rather than admitting to systemic problems, we have 
sought simplicity over nuance, looked for reassurance in the face of disturbing realities, and taken refuge in the 
Individualist fairy tale — the one that insists that problems are all the fault of singular Villains. The process brings 
us almost completely full circle — our Individualist religion births a twisted omertà that prioritizes the protection of 
our treasured institutions over the protection of individuals themselves. 
 



But all those horrifying headlines about priests abusing children and rapes in college locker rooms and police 
brutality against peaceful protesters just can’t fit into an Individualist narrative anymore. Our anger is rightly 
moving us beyond the silly idea that every problem is merely the fault of a few bad guys. 
 
This is why when we read Pope Benedict’s old letters going easy on accused pedophiles, we aren’t just enraged at 
him — we want much-needed reform of the Vatican as a whole. This is why when we read the grand jury 
indictment in Penn State, we don’t just fume at Sandusky or coach Joe Paterno — we are rightly horrified at their 
university. And this is why when we see a multinational bank throwing thousands out of their homes, or we see that 
YouTube clip (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6AdDLhPwpp4) of peaceful Occupy protesters being pepper-
sprayed at the University of California, Davis, we don’t just get mad at the bank CEO or the pepper sprayer, Lt. 
John Pike — we understandably demand answers from the entire financial system and the police force that is 
violently defending that system’s interests. 
 
Indeed, with systemic forces so obviously at work, and with the costs of these atrocities so obvious 
and so huge, we are no longer willingly deceiving ourselves with the Individualist’s reassuring-but-
fraudulent explanation. We are instead being forced to accept that the institutions and society are 
part of the story. 
 
If there are any positives to come out of the economic, religious and cultural tragedies that have marked these last 
few years, that radical-yet-rational realization will be the biggest of them all. 
 
(David Sirota is a best-selling author of the new book Back to Our Future: How the 1980s Explain the World We Live 
In Now. He hosts the morning show on AM760 in Colorado. E-mail him at ds@davidsirota.com, follow him on 
Twitter @davidsirota or visit his website at www.davidsirota.com.) 
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20111205-01 07:52 SteveB Replay: “The Cost of Corporate Communism” 

 
I would think American small businessmen would be at the fore of any movement to fight monopolies, government 
favoritism, and system rigging to favor large international corporations, which are all essentially against small 
business. No? If so, you’re on our side! This is the danger we see. That government is being manipulated unfairly 
against the American people and small business. Gads! The middle class is falling like flies! 
 
By the way, this is an opinion piece to get you thinking. It doesn’t prove anything. That’s up to each of you. 
 
 
(The article below thanks to one of our two great researchers, Dennis. The other, SteveG, did an amazing job on 
Senate Bill S.1867 recently.) 
 
“The Cost of Corporate Communism” by Dylan Ratigan, Huffington Post 
 
Aug. 23, 2011, (http://www.dylanratigan.com/2011/08/23/the-cost-of-corporate-communism/) 
 
Lately I have been using the phrase “Corporate Communism” on my television show. I think it is an especially fitting 
term when discussing the current landscape in both our banking and health care systems. 
 
As Americans, I believe we reject communism because it historically has allowed a tiny group of people to 
consolidate complete control over national resources (including people), in the process stifling competition, freedom 
and choice. It leaves its citizens stagnating under the perpetual broken systems with no natural motivation to 
innovate, improve services or reduce costs. 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6AdDLhPwpp4
http://www.dylanratigan.com/2011/08/23/the-cost-of-corporate-communism/


Lack of choice, lazy, unresponsive customer service, a culture of exploitation and a small powerbase formed by 
cronyism and nepotism are the hallmarks of a communist system that steals from its citizenry and a major reason 
why America spent half a century fighting a Cold War with the U.S.S.R. 
 
And yet today we find ourselves as a country in two distinctly different categories: those who are forced to compete 
tooth and nail each day to provide value to society in return for income for ourselves and our families and those 
who would instead use our lawmaking apparatus to help themselves to our tax money and/or to protect themselves 
from true competition. 
 
If you allow weak, outdated players to take control of the government and change the rules so they are protected 
from the natural competition and reward systems that have created so many innovations in our country, you not 
only steal from the citizens on behalf of the least worthy but you also doom them by trapping the capital that would 
be used to generate new innovation and, most tangibly in our current situation, jobs. 
 
We are losing the opportunity cost of all the great ideas that should be coming from the proper deployment of that 
23.7 trillion in capital. Everything from innovation in medical delivery systems to accessible space travel, free energy 
to the driverless car; all of these things may never come to bear because those powerful individuals who have 
failed, been passed over by technological advancements, innovation and flat-out smarts, have commandeered our 
government to unfairly sustain their wealth and power. 
 
Unfortunately, they use our wealth and laws not only to benefit their outdated, failed companies, but also spend a 
small pittance of their ill-gotten gains lobbying and favor-trading with politicians so the government will continue to 
protect them from competition and their well-deserved failure. 
 
The massive spike in unemployment, the utter destruction of retirement wealth, the collapse in the value of our 
homes, the worst recession since the Great Depression have all resulted directly from the abdication of proper 
government. 
 
Even with all that — the only changes that have been made, have been made to prop up and hide the massive 
flaws on behalf of those who perpetuated them. Still utterly nothing has been done to disclose the flaws in this 
system, improve it or rebuild it. Only true rules-based capitalism ensures constant adaptation and implementation of 
the latest and best practices for a given business, as those businesses that don’t adapt fail, and those who deploy 
the latest innovations to their customers benefit, prosper. 
 
The concept of communism is rightly reviled in this country for the simple reason that it is blind to human nature, 
allowing a small group of individuals near-total control, while sticking everyone else with the same crappy systems 
— and the bill. America spent countless lives and half a century fighting against this system of government. So why 
are we standing for it now? 
 
 

20111205-03 10:11 Pam Re: “The Cost of Corporate Communism” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
A great piece.  I never thought of it this way. 
 
 

20111205-02 08:28 SteveB From the Right: “Metrics of National Decline” 

 
Were the Bush years were great for America or a disaster? Here’s what a conservative Republican has to say. 
 
 
“Metrics of National Decline” by Patrick J. Buchanan, Human Events 
 
Feb. 17, 2009, (http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=30725) 
 
"Bush Boom Continues" trilled the headline over the Lawrence Kudlow column, as George W. Bush closed out his 
seventh year in office. 

http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=30725


 
"You can call it Goldilocks 2.0," purred Kudlow. 
 
Yes, you could. But what a difference 12 months can make. 
 
Final returns are now in on the eight years of George Bush. Charles McMillion of MBG Information Services has 
crunched the numbers. And, pace Kudlow, the only relevant comparison is to Herbert Hoover. 
 
From January 2008, right after Kudlow's column ran, through January 2009, the U.S. economy lost 3.5 million jobs. 
The private sector loss of 3.65 million jobs was slightly offset by 148,000 jobs created by federal, state and local 
governments. Say what you will, the Bush years were boom times for Big Government. 
 
And the private sector? Beginning and ending in recession, the Bush presidency added a net of 407,000 private 
sector jobs over eight years, less than 51,000 a year, the worst eight-year record since 1927-35, which includes the 
first six years of the Great Depression. 
 
By January 2009, the average workweek had fallen to 33.3 hours, the lowest since record keeping began in 1964. 
 
From Jan. 31, 2001, through Jan. 31, 2009, 4.4 million manufacturing jobs, 26 percent of all of the manufacturing 
jobs in the United States, disappeared. 
 
Semiconductors and electronic component producers lost 42 percent of their jobs. Communications equipment 
producers lost 48 percent of their jobs. Textile and apparel producers lost, respectively, 63 percent and 61 percent 
of their jobs. 
 
As a source of American jobs, manufacturing, for the first time in our history, fell below health care and education 
in 2001, below retail sales in 2002, below local government in 2006, below leisure and hospitality, i.e., restaurants 
and bars, in 2008. 
 
Between this unprecedented loss in manufacturing capacity and jobs, and the $3.5 trillion in trade deficits in 
manufactured goods alone, run up by George W. Bush, the correlation is absolute. 
 
Last week, final trade figures for 2008 came in. They make for riveting reading for Americans who yet believe that 
manufacturing is an indispensable element of national power. 
 
With China exporting five times the dollar volume in goods to us as she imports from us, Beijing's trade surplus with 
the United States set yet another world record: $266 billion. In those critical items the Commerce Department 
defines as advanced technology products (ATP), our trade deficit with China in 2008 reached an astonishing $72 
billion. Since Bush took office, our total trade deficit with China in ATP exceeds $300 billion. Which of us, China or 
America, has the trade profile of a mature industrial and technological power? 
 
Americans deplore our deepening dependence on foreign regimes for the vital necessity of oil. Are they unaware 
that the U.S. trade deficit in manufactured goods, $440 billion, is $89 billion greater than our all-time record trade 
deficit of $351 billion in crude oil? Why is a dependence on Canada, Mexico, Venezuela or Saudi Arabia for oil a 
greater peril than a reliance on China and Asia for vital necessities upon which our prosperity and military depend? 
 
A week ago, the Washington Times ("Volcker Blames Recession on Trade Imbalances") reported that ex-Fed Chair 
Paul Volcker told Congress the "massive trade-related imbalances in the United States economy were the source of 
the financial crisis." Pressed by Sen. Chris Dodd, Volcker said, "Go back to the imbalances in the economy. The 
United States has been consuming more than it has been producing for many years." What "imbalances" was 
Volcker referring to? Perhaps these: 
 
Since 1982, the United States has run $5.7 trillion in trade deficits in manufactured goods, and $2.1 trillion in trade 
deficits in auto parts, trucks and automobiles. In the Bush years alone, the United States ran more than $1 trillion in 
trade deficits in auto parts, trucks and cars. 
 



These statistics, these realities—factories closing in the United States, manufacturing jobs being outsourced in the 
millions to China and Asia, enormous, endless trade deficits in goods—testify to a painful truth: America is a 
receding and declining world power. And in dealing with this systemic crisis, Obama's stimulus package is as 
irrelevant as were the Bush tax cuts. 
 
How do we correct those "trade-related imbalances" of which Volcker spoke? We must export more and import less, 
save more and spend less, produce more and consume less. We need to emulate the ants and behave less like the 
grasshoppers of summer. 
 
But how do you tell that to two generations of Americans who have been raised in an era of entitlement? 
 
America needs an Industrial Policy. 
 
But how do you tell that to Americans indoctrinated in the hoary myth that Reed Smoot and Willis Hawley caused 
the Great Depression and anything that sounds like America First risks a rerun of the 1930s? 
 
 

20111205-04 10:17 Pam Re: “Metrics of National Decline” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Wow.  I never thought I'd listen to anything Pat Buchanan had to say, but he sure has my attention here. 
 
 

20111205-05 11:24 SteveG “Prosecuting Wall Street” 

 
In case you missed “60 Minutes” last night. 
 
 
“Prosecuting Wall Street” by Steve Kroft, CBS/”60 Minutes” 
 
Dec. 4, 2011, (http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-18560_162-57336042/prosecuting-wall-
street/?tag=contentMain;cbsCarousel) 
 
(Two whistleblowers offer a rare window into the root causes of the subprime mortgage meltdown. Eileen Foster, a 
former senior executive at Countrywide Financial, and Richard Bowen, a former vice president at Citigroup, tell 
Steve Kroft the companies ignored their repeated warnings about defective, even fraudulent mortgages. The result, 
experts say, was a cascading wave of mortgage defaults for which virtually no high-ranking Wall Street executives 
have been prosecuted.) 
 
The following is a script of "Prosecuting Wall Street" which aired on Dec. 4, 2011: 
 
It's been three years since the financial crisis crippled the American economy, and much to the consternation of the 
general public and the demonstrators on Wall Street, there has not been a single prosecution of a high-ranking Wall 
Street executive or major financial firm even though fraud and financial misrepresentations played a significant role 
in the meltdown. We wanted to know why, so nine months ago we began looking for cases that might have 
prosecutorial merit. Tonight you'll hear about two of them. We begin with a woman named Eileen Foster, a senior 
executive at Countrywide Financial, one of the epicenters of the crisis. 
 
Behind the financial crisis: A fraud investigator talks (http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-504803_162-57336046-
10391709/behind-the-financial-crisis-a-fraud-investigator-talks/): 
 

Steve Kroft: Do you believe that there are people at Countrywide who belong behind bars? 
 
Eileen Foster: Yes. 
 
Kroft: Do you want to give me their names? 
 

http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-18560_162-57336042/prosecuting-wall-street/?tag=contentMain;cbsCarousel
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-18560_162-57336042/prosecuting-wall-street/?tag=contentMain;cbsCarousel
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-504803_162-57336046-10391709/behind-the-financial-crisis-a-fraud-investigator-talks/
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-504803_162-57336046-10391709/behind-the-financial-crisis-a-fraud-investigator-talks/


Foster: No. 
 
Kroft: Would you give their names to a grand jury if you were asked? 
 
Foster: Yes. 

 
But Eileen Foster has never been asked - and never spoken to the Justice Department - even though she was 
Countrywide's executive vice president in charge of fraud investigations. At the height of the housing bubble, 
Countrywide Financial was the largest mortgage lender in the country and the loans it made were among the worst, 
a third ending up in foreclosure or default, many because of mortgage fraud. 
 
It was Foster's job to monitor and investigate allegations of fraud against Countrywide employees and make sure 
they were reported to the Board of Directors and the Treasury Department. 
 

Kroft: How much fraud was there at Countrywide? 
 
Foster: From what I saw, the types of things I saw, it was— it appeared systemic. It, it wasn't just one 
individual or two or three individuals, it was branches of individuals, it was regions of individuals. 
 
Kroft: What you seem to be saying was it was just a way of doing business? 
 
Foster: Yes. 

 
In 2007, Foster sent a team to the Boston area to search several branch offices of Countrywide's subprime division - 
the division that lent to borrowers with poor credit. The investigators rummaged through the office's recycling bins 
and found evidence that Countrywide loan officers were forging and manipulating borrowers' income and asset 
statements to help them get loans they weren't qualified for and couldn't afford. 
 

Foster: All of the— the recycle bins, whenever we looked through those they were full of, you know, 
signatures that had been cut off of one document and put onto another and then photocopied, you know, 
or faxed and then the— you know, the creation thrown— thrown in the recycle bin. 
 
Kroft: And the incentive for the people at Countrywide to do that was what? 
 
Foster: The loan officers received bonuses, commissions. They were compensated regardless of the quality 
of the loan. There's no incentive for quality. The incentive was to fund the loan. And that's— that's gonna 
drive that type of behavior. 
 
Kroft: They were committing a crime? 
 
Foster: Yes. 

 
After Foster's investigation, Countrywide closed six of its eight branches in the Boston region and 44 out of 60 
employees were fired or quit. 
 

Kroft: Do you think that this was just the Boston office? 
 
Foster: No. No, I know it wasn't just the Boston office. What was going on in Boston was also going on in 
Chicago, and Miami, and Detroit, and Las Vegas and, you know— Phoenix and in all of the big markets all 
over Florida. 

 
After the Boston investigation, Foster says Countrywide's subprime division began systematically concealing 
evidence of fraud from her in violation of company policy, and Countrywide's internal financial controls system. 
Someone high up in the top levels of management - she won't say who - told employees to circumvent her office 
and instead report suspicious activity to the personnel department, which Foster says routinely punished other 
whistleblowers and protected Countrywide's highest earning loan officers. 



 
Foster: I came to find out that there were— that there was many, many, many reports of fraud as I had 
suspected. And those were never— they were never reported through my group, never reported to the 
board, never reported to the government while I was there. 
 
Kroft: And you believe this was intentional? 
 
Foster: Yes. Yes, absolutely. 

 
Foster, with the support of her boss, took the information up the corporate chain of command and to the audit 
department, which confirmed many of her suspicions, but no action was taken. In late 2008, with Countrywide 
sinking under the weight of its bad loans, it merged with Bank of America. Foster was promoted and not long 
afterwards was asked to speak with government regulators to discuss Countrywide's fraud reports. But she was 
fired before the meeting could take place. 
 

Kroft: What would you have told 'em? 
 
Foster: I would have told 'em exactly— exactly what I've told you. 
 
Kroft: Did you have any discussions with anybody at Countrywide or Bank of America about what you 
should say to the federal regulators when they came? 
 
Foster: I got a call from an individual who, you know, suggested how— how I should handle the questions 
that would be coming from the regulators, made some suggestions that downplayed the severity of the 
situation. 
 
Kroft: They wanted you to spin it and you said you wouldn't? 
 
Foster: Uh-huh (affirm). 
 
Kroft: And the next day you were terminated? 
 
Foster: Uh-huh (affirm). 
 
Kroft: I mean, it seems like somebody at Countrywide or Bank of America did not want you to talk to 
federal regulators. 
 
Foster: No, that was part of it, no, they absolutely did not. 
 
Kroft: Do you feel like you were a victim of criminal activity? 
 
Foster: It's a crime to retaliate against someone for making reports of mail fraud, bank fraud, wire fraud, 
mortgage fraud, things that would harm stockholders and investors. And that's what I did and that's why I 
was terminated. 
 
Kroft: Were you offered a settlement? 
 
Foster: They asked me to sign a 14-page document that basically would buy my silence in exchange for a 
large amount of money. 
 
Kroft: But you didn't sign it? 
 
Foster: No. 
 
Kroft: Why not? 
 



Foster: How many people can they— can they buy off? They just pay for it. They commit the crime and 
they buy their way out of it. And just do it over and over and over again. I wanted them to have some 
sleepless nights thinkin' about what they would say to a federal investigator and worry about being exposed 
and being held accountable for committing a crime. 

 
Eileen Foster spent three years trying to clear her name. This fall she finally won a federal whistleblower complaint 
against Bank of America for wrongful termination and was awarded nearly a million dollars in back pay and benefits. 
 
All of this raises several questions. Why has the Justice Department failed to go after mortgage fraud inside 
Countrywide? There has not been a single prosecution. Even more puzzling is the Justice Department's reluctance 
to employ one of its most powerful legal weapons against Countrywide's top executives. It's called the Sarbanes 
Oxley Act of 2002. 
 
It was overwhelmingly passed by Congress and signed by President Bush following the last big round of corporate 
scandals involving Enron, Tyco and Worldcom. It was supposed to restore confidence in American corporations and 
financial markets. 
 
The Sarbanes Oxley Act imposed strict rules for corporate governance, requiring chief executive officers and chief 
financial officers to certify under oath that their financial statements are accurate and that they have established an 
effective set of internal controls to insure that all relevant information reaches investors. Knowingly signing a false 
statement is a criminal offense punishable with up to five years in prison. 
 
Frank Partnoy is a highly regarded securities lawyer, a professor at the University of San Diego Law School and an 
expert on Sarbanes Oxley. 
 

Frank Partnoy: The idea was to have a criminal statute in place that would make CEOs and CFOs think 
twice, think three times before they signed their names attesting to the accuracy of financial statements or 
the viability of internal controls. 
 
Kroft: And this law has not been used at all in the financial crisis. 
 
Partnoy: It hasn't been used to go after Wall Street. It hasn't been used for these kinds of cases at all. 
 
Kroft: Why not? 
 
Partnoy: I don't know. I don't have a good answer to that question. I hope that it will be used. I think 
there clearly are instances where CEOs and CFOs— signed financial statements that said there were 
adequate controls and there weren't adequate controls. But I can't explain why it hasn't been used yet. 

 
We told Partnoy about Eileen Foster's allegations of widespread mortgage fraud at Countrywide and efforts to 
prevent the information from reaching her, the federal government and the board of directors in violation of the 
company's internal controls. 
 

Kroft: I mean, that's a deliberate circumvention, right? 
 
Partnoy: It certainly sounds like it. And it certainly sounds like a good place to start a criminal 
investigation. Usually when the federal government hears about facts like this, they would start an 
investigation and they would try to move up the organization to try to figure out whether this information 
got up to senior officers, and why it wasn't disclosed to the public. 

 
In fact, according to a civil suit filed by the Securities and Exchange Commission, Countrywide's chief executive 
officer, Angelo Mozilo, knew as early as 2006 that a significant percentage of its subprime borrowers were engaged 
in mortgage fraud and that it hid this and other negative information about the quality of its loans from investors. 
 
When the case was settled out of court a year ago October, the SEC's director of enforcement, Robert Khuzami, 
called Mozilo "a corporate executive who deliberately disregarded his duty to investors by concealing what he saw 



from inside the executive suite — a looming disaster in which Countrywide was buckling under the weight of 
increasing risky mortgage underwriting, mounting defaults and delinquencies, and a deteriorating business model." 
 
Mozilo, who admitted no wrongdoing, accepted a lifetime ban from ever serving as an officer or director of a 
publicly traded company, and agreed to pay a record $22 million fine, less than five percent of the compensation he 
received between 2000 and 2008. 
 

Kroft: What did you think of the settlement with Countrywide? 
 
Partnoy: I'd think a lot of it if I were Angelo Mozilo. I'd think I did pretty well for myself. No jail, a relatively 
small fine compared to the hundreds of millions of dollars I was able to take out of this company. 
 
Kroft: Slap on the wrist. 
 
Partnoy: Clearly a slap on the wrist. And part of the problem is the dual nature of how we prosecute these 
kinds of violations. We have the Department of Justice, which can put people in jail and the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, which can't. And its sort of like we have this two-headed monster - one head has 
some teeth. The other head has no teeth. And it was the head with no teeth that went after Angelo Mozilo. 
So the greatest danger he was in from the beginning was maybe he'd be gummed to death, but not even 
that happened. 

 
Three months after the SEC settled the civil suit, federal prosecutors in Los Angeles dropped their criminal 
investigation of Countrywide and its CEO, Angelo Mozilo. We wanted to know why the Justice Department has been 
unable to bring a single criminal case against Countrywide or any of the major Wall Street banks and Lanny Breuer, 
the head of the criminal division at the Justice Department, agreed to talk to us. 
 

Kroft: A year ago, in September of 2010, you told the congressional hearing that you seek to prosecute 
people who make materially false statements. People who told the investors one thing and did something 
different. 
 
Lanny Breuer: That's absolutely right. And we're— we're doing exactly that. 
 
Kroft: We spoke to a woman at Countrywide, who was a senior vice president for investigating fraud. And 
she said that the fraud inside Countrywide was systemic. That it was basically a way of doing business. 
 
Breuer: Well, it's hard for me to talk about a particular case. Of course, in the Countrywide case, Steve, as 
you know, terrific office, U.S. attorney's office in Los Angeles investigated that, interviewed many, many 
people, hundreds of people perhaps, and reviewed millions of documents. 
 
Kroft: They never talked to the senior vice president inside Countrywide, who is charged with investigating 
fraud. 
 
Breuer: Well, I— we— look, I— I can't speak about that, because I actually don't know about that 
particular case. But if the senior vice president of any company believes they know about fraud, I want 
them to contact us. 

 
Breuer says the department has brought major financial prosecutions involving hedge funds, insider trading, Ponzi 
schemes and a huge bank fraud case in Florida but he acknowledged there have been no prosecutions against 
major players in the financial crisis. 
 

Breuer: In our criminal justice system, we have to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that you intended to 
commit a fraud. But when you can't or when we think we can't, there's still many, many important 
resolutions and options we have. 

 
And that's why there have been civil lawsuits and regulatory action. 
 



Kroft: Do you lack confidence in bringing cases under Sarbanes Oxley? 
 
Breuer: Steve, no— no one is— really has accused this Department of Justice or this division or me of 
lacking confidence. If you look at the prosecutors all over the country, they are bringing record cases, with 
respect to all kinds of criminal laws. Sarbanes Oxley is a tool, but it's only one tool. We're confident. We 
follow the facts and the law wherever they take us. And we're bringing every case that we believe can be 
made. 

 
Lanny Breuer says this Justice Department has been as aggressive as any in history. But a recent report on federal 
prosecutions from a research center at Syracuse University, says the number of cases brought against financial 
instutions for fraud is at a 20-year low. When we come back, we talk to a whistleblower who was inside Citigroup 
during the financial meltdown. 
 
If you had looked at the financial statements of the major banks on Wall Street in the weeks leading up to the 
financial crisis of 2008, you wouldn't have guessed that most of them were about to crumble and require a trillion 
dollar bailout from the taxpayers. It begs the question did the CEO's of these banks and their chief financial officers 
withhold critical information from their investors. If they did they can be subject to criminal prosecution under the 
Sarbanes Oxley Act for knowingly certifying false financial reports and statements about the effectiveness of their 
internal controls. The Justice Department has not brought a single case against Wall Street executives for violating 
Sarbanes Oxley, inspite of some compelling evidence. Tonight we take a look at Citigroup beginning with a former 
vice president, Richard Bowen. 
 

Richard Bowen: There are things that obviously went on in this crisis, and decisions that were made, that 
people need to be accountable for. 
 
Kroft: Why do you think nothing's been done? 
 
Bowen: I don't know. 

 
Until 2008, Richard Bowen was a senior vice president and chief underwriter in the consumer lending division of 
Citigroup. He was responsible for evaluating the quality of thousands of mortgages that Citigroup was buying from 
Countrywide and other mortgage lenders, many of which were bundled into mortgage-backed securities and sold to 
investors around the world. Bowen's job was to make sure that these mortgages met Citigroup's own standards - no 
missing paperwork, no signs of fraud, no unqualified borrowers. But in 2006, he discovered that 60 percent of the 
mortgages he evaluated were defective. 
 

Kroft: Were you surprised at the 60 percent figure? 
 
Bowen: Yes. I was absolutely blown away. This— this cannot be happening. But it was. 
 
Kroft: And you thought that it was important that the people above you in management knew this? 
 
Bowen: Yes. I did. 
 
Kroft: You told people. 
 
Bowen: I did everything I could, from the way— in the way of e-mail, weekly reports, meetings, 
presentations, individual conversations, yes. 
 
Kroft: How high up in the company? 
 
Bowen: My warnings, which were echoed by my manager, went to the highest levels of the Consumer 
Lending Group. 

 



Bowen also asked for a formal investigation to be conducted by the division in charge of Citigroup's internal 
controls. That study not only confirmed Bowen's findings but found that his division had been out of compliance 
with company policy since at least 2005. 
 

Kroft: Did the situation improve? 
 
Bowen: I started raising those warnings in June of 2006. The volumes increased through 2007 and the rate 
of defective mortgages increased to an excess of 80 percent. 
 
Kroft: So the answer is no? 
 
Bowen: The answer is no, things did not improve. They got worse. 

 
Not only was Citigroup on the hook for massive potential losses, Bowen says it was misleading investors about the 
quality of the mortgages and the mortgage securities it was selling to its customers. We managed to get our hands 
on a prospectus for a mortgage-backed security that was made up of home loans that Bowen had tested. 
 

Kroft: It says, "These loans were originated under guidelines that are substantially, in accordance with Citi 
Mortgage's guidelines, for its own originations, its own mortgages." Is that a true statement? 
 
Bowen: No. 
 
Kroft: This is not some insignificant statement. This is— speaks to the quality of the— of the mortgages 
that— that investors are putting their money in. 
 
Bowen: Yes. 
 
Kroft: And it's wrong? 
 
Bowen: Yes. 
 
Kroft: And people at Citigroup knew it was wrong. Had been warned that it was wrong, had been told that 
it was wrong. 
 
Bowen: Yes. 

 
In early November of 2007, with Citi's mortgage losses mounting, Bowen decided to notify top corporate officers 
directly. He emailed an urgent letter to the bank's chief financial officer, chief risk officer, and chief auditor as well 
as Robert Rubin, the chairman of Citigroup's executive committee and a former U.S. treasury secretary. The letter 
informed them of "breakdowns of internal controls" in his division and possibly "unrecognized financial losses 
existing within our organization." 
 

Kroft: Why did you send that letter? 
 
Bowen: I knew that there existed in my area extreme risks. And one, I had to warn executive 
management. And two, I felt like I had to warn the Board of Directors. 
 
Kroft: You're saying there's a serious problem here, you've got a big breakdown in internal controls. You 
need to pay attention. This could cost you a lot of money. 
 
Bowen: Yes. Somebody needed to pay attention. Somebody needed to take some action. 

 
The next day Citigroup's CEO Charles Prince, in his last official act before stepping down, signed the Sarbanes Oxley 
certification endorsing a financial statement that later proved to be unrealistic and swore that the bank's internal 
controls over its financial reporting were effective. 
 



Bowen: I know that there were internal controls that were broken. I served notice in that e-mail that they 
were broken. And the certification indicates that they are not broken. 
 
Kroft: It would seem the chief financial officer and the people that signed the Sarbanes Oxley certification 
disregarded those warnings. 
 
Bowen: It would appear. 

 
We received a letter from Citigroup saying the bank had acted promptly to address Richard Bowen's concerns and 
that the issues he raised were limited to his division and had little bearing on the bank's overall financial health. 
Citigroup also told us that it did not retaliate against Bowen for sending the email. But not long after he sent it, 
Bowen's duties were radically changed. 
 

Bowen: I was relieved of most of my responsibility and I no longer was physically with the organization. 
 
Kroft: You were told not to come into the office? 
 
Bowen: Yes. 
 
Phil Angelides: Mr. Bowen. 
 
Bowen: I am very grateful to the commission to be able to give my testimony today. 

 
The Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission thought enough of Bowen's story to call him as one of its first witnesses 
and he turned over more than a thousand pages of documents to the Securities and Exchange Commission. Nothing 
ever came of it. But Bowen wasn't the only one to warn Citigroup's top officials about its financial weaknesses and 
breakdowns in the company's internal controls. 
 
Three months after Bowen's email Citigroup's new CEO Vikrim Pandit received a blistering letter from the office of 
the comptroller of the currency, its chief regulator. It questioned the valuations that Citi had placed on its mortgage 
securities and found internal controls deeply flawed. The letter stated, among other things, that risk management 
had insufficient authority and risk was insufficiently evaluated and that the Citibank board had no effective 
oversight. 
 
Yet eight days later, CEO Vikrim Pandit and Chief Financial Officer Gary Crittenden personally signed the Sarbanes 
Oxley certification. They attested to the bank's financial viability and the effectiveness of its internal controls. The 
deficiencies cited by the comptroller of the currency were never mentioned. Citi said it didn't consider the problems 
serious enough that they had to be disclosed to investors and says the certifications were entirely appropriate. But 
nine months later, Citigroup would need a $45 billion bailout and $300 billion more in federal guarantees just to 
stay in business. 
 

Frank Partnoy: I don't think Wall Street senior people really think they'll ever end up in jail and they've 
been right. 

 
Frank Partnoy, the securities lawyer and expert on Sarbanes Oxley law, says the facts about Citigroup raise some 
troubling questions. 
 

Partnoy: They certainly knew the internal controls were inadequate and that the company was out of 
control from a reporting perspective. 
 
Kroft: And yet they signed the Sarbanes Oxley letter saying that everything was fine. 
 
Partnoy: I'm very surprised that the CEO and CFO would sign those letters. I wouldn't have signed them 
under those conditions. You're signing them under penalties of potentially 10 years in prison. You're 
certifying that you designed and implemented effective internal controls in the aftermath of all this news 
about the company's problems. 



 
Kroft: How is that not a violation of Sarbanes Oxley? 
 
Partnoy: I don't know. I think that it might be hard to establish knowledge. That might be what 
prosecutors are thinking in not bringing the cases. 
 
Kroft: The letter was addressed to Vikram Pandit, the new CEO of Citigroup. 
 
Partnoy: And he had eight days to think about it, from February 14th, Valentine's Day, he gets the letter. 
And then February 22nd, he sits down and signs his name, certifying that financial statements are accurate 
and that he had designed and evaluated and reported any problems with internal controls. Eight days is a 
long time on Wall Street. I can't get inside his head, but I would certainly think, as a prosecutor, that this 
would be something I'd be interested in asking some questions about. 

 
We wanted to know what Assistant Attorney General Lanny Breuer, thought about that, and why no prosecutions 
have been directed at Wall Street. We also wanted to know why Sarbanes Oxley has not been used against big 
banks like Citigroup. 
 

Lanny Breuer: When you talk about Sarbanes Oxley we have to know that you intended— had the specific 
intent to make a false statement. 
 
Kroft: They knew there was a problem. Not only had they been told that there was a problem by one of 
their chief underwriters, that the loans that they were buying were not what they claimed, and that the 
federal government, that the comptroller of the currency didn't think their internal controls were adequate 
either. 
 
Breuer: If a company is intentionally misrepresenting on its financial statements what it understands to be 
the financial condition of its company and makes very real representations that are false, we want to know 
about it. And we're gonna prosecute it. 
 
Kroft: Do you have cases now that you think that will result in prosecution against major Wall Street 
banks? 
 
Breuer: We have investigations going on. I won't predict how they're gonna turn out. 
 
Kroft: Has anybody at Treasury or— or the Federal Reserve or the White House come to you and said, 
'Look, we need to go easy on the banks. That— there are collateral consequences if you bring prosecutions. 
Some of these organizations are still very fragile and we don't want to push them over the edge?' 
 
Breuer: Steve, this Department of Justice is acting absolutely independently. Every decision that's being 
made by our prosecutors around the country is being made 100 percent based on the facts of that particular 
case and the law that we can apply it. And there's been absolutely no interference whatsoever. 
 
Kroft: The perception. I mean, it doesn't seem like you're trying. It doesn't seem like you're making an 
effort. That the Justice Department does not have the will to take on these big Wall Street banks. 
 
Breuer: Steve, I get it. I find the excessive risk taking to be offensive. I find the greed that was manifested 
by certain people to be very upsetting. But because I may have an emotional reaction and I may personally 
share the same frustration that American people all over the country are feeling, that in and of itself doesn't 
mean we bring a criminal case.  
 
Kroft: If you had said two years ago that nobody was gonna be prosecuted on Wall Street for the subprime 
mortgage scandal, I think people would think, "It's not possible." 
 



Breuer: Sometimes it takes a number of years to bring these cases. So I'd say to the American people, 
they should have confidence that this is a department that's working hard and we're gonna keep working 
hard, so stay tuned. 

 
© 2011 CBS Interactive Inc. 
 
 

20111205-06 SteveG 11:30 “Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” 

 
How much is gasoline in your area?  How many times do we have to be screwed by major companies? 
 
 
“Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” by Steve Hargreaves, CNN 
 
Dec. 5, 2011, (http://money.cnn.com/2011/12/05/news/economy/gasoline_export/index.htm) 
 
(NEW YORK) The United States is awash in gasoline. So much so, in fact, that the country is exporting a record 
amount of it. 
 
The country exported 430,000 more barrels of gasoline a day than it imported in September, according to the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration. 
 
That is about twice the amount at the start of the year, and experts and industry insiders say the trend is here to 
stay. 
 
The United States began exporting gas in late 2008. For decades prior, starting in 1960, the country used all the 
gas it produced here plus had to import gas from places Europe. 
 
Oil roars back to $100, but does anybody care? 
 
But demand for gas has dropped nearly 10% in recent years. It went from a peak of 9.6 million barrels a day in 
2007 to 8.8 million barrels today, according to the EIA. 
 
The drop was caused partially by the recession but also by the advent of more fuel efficient vehicles, higher prices 
and the greater use of ethanol as an ingredient in gasoline. Demand for other products made from crude oil like 
diesel and jet fuel has also declined, although not as much. 
 
To be sure, the United States is still importing plenty of oil to make that gasoline — and is still dependent on foreign 
countries for well over half the crude it uses. 
 
But now the country's massive refining infrastructure is producing more gasoline, diesel and jet fuel than the United 
States needs, freeing it up to be exported to places like Brazil, Mexico and Chile where demand is still strong. 
 
The Wall Street Journal, which reported on the export trend last week, said the United States is on track this year to 
be a net exporter of refined products for the first time in 62 years. 
 
"We've got plenty of excess refining capacity," said Jonathan Cogan, a spokesman for EIA. "It's a reminder that this 
is a global oil market, and it's reflected by the movements of products to where they will get the highest prices." 
 
Mark Williams, global head of refining, trading and marketing for Royal Dutch Shell (RDSA), said exporting diesel 
and other refined products from the United States used to happen fairly irregularly but is now becoming much more 
common. 
 
"It's growing as a new business," he said, although he cautioned that the United States would probably not become 
a huge exporter of fuel. 
 

http://money.cnn.com/2011/12/05/news/economy/gasoline_export/index.htm


Still, the ability to export oil is good news for Shell and other oil companies like Exxon Mobil (XOM, Fortune 500), BP 
(BP) and Chevron (CVX, Fortune 500). They can use their extensive and modern refineries in the United States to 
make gasoline for the rest of the world. 
 
But it may be bewildering for American drivers, who could experience record high gas prices next year even though 
U.S. demand could hit the lowest level in a decade, said Tom Kloza, chief oil analyst at the Oil Price Information 
Service. 
 
 

20111205-07 11:48 Pam Re: “Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Here in NC it's around $3.38/gal., give or take 10 cents. 
 
 

20111205-08 11:55 SteveG Re: “Gasoline: The New Big U.S. Export” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
$3.80+ here.  It seems that the oil companies have decided we have become comfortable  paying $3 plus per 
gallon.  When we were in Crawfordsville the gas prices went up every Thursday around noon and then would 
gradually decrease Monday through Wednesday.  The stations on the north end would go up first and the last ones 
to raise their prices were on the south end of town.  It had nothing to do with the availability of gasoline, more to 
do with what the corporations wanted.  Some stations, across the street from each other would be $.20 different in 
prices. 
 
Corporate greed at work again. 
 
[I think oil companies need to make a lot of money to find more oil, etc. to keep prices down in the future. Believe 
it or not, right now, they’re down. The problem is that oil companies don’t do the right thing with their profits…like 
pay enough taxes for the damage they cause and the potential for disaster, and reinvest in exploration, drilling, etc. 
Instead, they like to divert profits to paying big bonuses and dividends and buying back their stock. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111205-09 14:47 SteveG Fw: The Wall Street Bailouts (from Alan Grayson) 

 
Forget the contribute part at the bottom. 
 
 
[SteveG—I’m not so sure about not contributing! This guy is great! I do love the tie! We saw him speak in Orlando 
and I was so impressed. I think SteveG or Pam first turned me on to him. He wasn’t wearing a tie then. He loves to 
and can talk about the specifics of bills, as he does in this letter. I don’t remember another politician doing that. –
SteveB] 
 
 
from Alan Grayson: 
 
I think it’s fair to say that Congressman Ron Paul and I are the parents of the GAO’s audit of the Federal Reserve. 
And I say that knowing full well that Dr. Paul has somewhat complicated views regarding gay marriage. 
 
Anyway, one of our love children is a massive 251-page GAO report technocratically entitled “Opportunities Exist to 
Strengthen Policies and Processes for Managing Emergency Assistance.” It is almost as weighty as that 13-lb. baby 
born in Germany last week, named Jihad. It also is the first independent audit of the Federal Reserve in the Fed’s 
99-year history. 
 
Feel free to take a look at it yourself, it’s right here: 
 
http://grayson.salsalabs.com/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c=BRNrEh9CMCIluMwcUzUsYH9fwJW8QTkU. 
 

http://grayson.salsalabs.com/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c=BRNrEh9CMCIluMwcUzUsYH9fwJW8QTkU


It documents Wall Street bailouts by the Fed that dwarf the $700 billion TARP, and everything else you’ve heard 
about. 
 
I wouldn’t want anyone to think that I’m dramatizing or amplifying what this GAO report says, so I’m just going to 
list some of my favorite parts, by page number: 
 

Page 131 – The total lending for the Fed’s “broad-based emergency programs” was $16,115,000,000,000. 
That’s right, more than $16 trillion. The four largest recipients, Citigroup, Morgan Stanley, Merrill Lynch and 
Bank of America, received more than a trillion dollars each. The 5th largest recipient was Barclays PLC. The 
8th was the Royal Bank of Scotland Group, PLC. The 9th was Deutsche Bank AG. The 10th was UBS AG. 
These four institutions each got between a quarter of a trillion and a trillion dollars. None of them is an 
American bank. 
 
Pages 133 & 137 – Some of these “broad-based emergency program” loans were long-term, and some 
were short-term. But the “term-adjusted borrowing” was equivalent to a total of $1,139,000,000,000 more 
than one year. That’s more than $1 trillion out the door. Lending for these programs in fact peaked at more 
than $1 trillion. 
 
Pages 135 & 196 – Sixty percent of the $738 billion “Commercial Paper Funding Facility” went to the 
subsidiaries of foreign banks. 36% of the $71 billion Term Asset-Backed Securities Loan Facility also went to 
subsidiaries of foreign banks. 
 
Page 205 – Separate and apart from these “broad-based emergency program” loans were another 
$10,057,000,000,000 in “currency swaps.” In the “currency swaps,” the Fed handed dollars to foreign 
central banks, no strings attached, to fund bailouts in other countries. The Fed’s only “collateral” was a 
corresponding amount of foreign currency, which never left the Fed’s books (even to be deposited to earn 
interest), plus a promise to repay. But the Fed agreed to give back the foreign currency at the original 
exchange rate, even if the foreign currency appreciated in value during the period of the swap. These 
currency swaps and the “broad-based emergency program” loans, together, totaled more than $26 trillion. 
That’s almost $100,000 for every man, woman, and child in America. That’s an amount equal to more than 
seven years of federal spending — on the military, Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, interest on the debt, 
and everything else. And around twice American’s total GNP. 
 
Page 201 – Here again, these “swaps” were of varying length, but on Dec. 4, 2008, there were 
$588,000,000,000 outstanding. That’s almost $2,000 for every American. All sent to foreign countries. 
That’s more than twenty times as much as our foreign aid budget. 
 
Page 129 – In October 2008, the Fed gave $60,000,000,000 to the Swiss National Bank with the specific 
understanding that the money would be used to bail out UBS, a Swiss bank. Not an American bank. A Swiss 
bank. 
 
Pages 3 & 4 – In addition to the “broad-based programs,” and in addition to the “currency swaps,” there 
have been hundreds of billions of dollars in Fed loans called “assistance to individual institutions.” This has 
included Bear Stearns, AIG, Citigroup, Bank of America, and “some primary dealers.” The Fed decided 
unilaterally who received this “assistance,” and who didn’t. 
 
Pages 101 & 173 – You may have heard somewhere that these were riskless transactions, where the Fed 
always had enough collateral to avoid losses. Not true. The “Maiden Lane I” bailout fund was in the hole for 
almost two years. 
 
Page 4 – You also may have heard somewhere that all this money was paid back. Not true. The GAO lists 
five Fed bailout programs that still have amounts outstanding, including $909,000,000,000 (just under a 
trillion dollars) for the Fed’s Agency Mortgage-Backed Securities Purchase Program alone. That’s almost 
$3,000 for every American. 
 



Page 126 – In contemporaneous documents, the Fed apparently did not even take a stab at explaining 
why it helped some banks (like Goldman Sachs and Morgan Stanley) and not others. After the fact, the Fed 
referred vaguely to “strains in the financial markets,” “transitional credit,” and the Fed’s all-time favorite 
rationale for everything it does, “increasing liquidity.” 
 
81 different places in the GAO report – The Fed applied nothing even resembling a consistent policy 
toward valuing the assets that it acquired. Sometimes it asked its counterparty to take a “haircut” 
(discount), sometimes it didn’t. Having read the whole report, I see no rhyme or reason to those decisions, 
with billions upon billions of dollars at stake. 
 
Page 2 – As massive as these enumerated Fed bailouts were, there were yet more. The GAO did not even 
endeavor to analyze the Fed’s discount window lending, or its single-tranche term repurchase agreements. 
 
Pages 13 & 14 – And the Fed wasn’t the only one bailing out Wall Street, of course. On top of what the 
Fed did, there was the $700,000,000,000 TARP program authorized by Congress (which I voted against). 
The Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. (FDIC) also provided a federal guarantee for $600,000,000,000 in 
bonds issued by Wall Street. 

 
There is one thing that I’d like to add to this, which isn’t in the GAO’s report. All this is something new, very new. 
For the first 96 years of the Fed’s existence, the Fed’s primary market activities were to buy or sell U.S. Treasury 
bonds (to change the money supply), and to lend at the “discount window.” Neither of these activities permitted the 
Fed to play favorites. But the programs that the GAO audited are fundamentally different. They allowed the Fed to 
choose winners and losers. 
 
So what does all this mean? Here are some short observations: 
 

1. In the case of TARP, at least The People’s representatives got a vote. In the case of the Fed’s bailouts, 
which were roughly 20 times as substantial, there was never any vote. Unelected functionaries, with all 
sorts of ties to Wall Street, handed out trillions of dollars to Wall Street. That’s now how a democracy 
should function, or even can function. 
 
2. The notion that this was all without risk, just because the Fed can keep printing money, is both laughable 
and cryable (if that were a word). Leaving aside the example of Germany’s hyperinflation in 1923, we have 
the more recent examples of Iceland (75% of GNP gone when the central bank took over three failed 
banks) and Ireland (100% of GNP gone when the central bank tried to rescue property firms). 
 
3. In the same way that American troops cannot act as police officers for the world, our central bank cannot 
act as piggy bank for the world. If the European Central Bank wants to bail out UBS, fine. But there is no 
reason why our money should be involved in that. 
 
4. For the Fed to pick and choose among aid recipients, and then pick and choose who takes a “haircut” and 
who doesn’t, is both corporate welfare and socialism. The Fed is a central bank, not a barber shop. 
 
5. The main, if not the sole, qualification for getting help from the Fed was to have lost huge amounts of 
money. The Fed bailouts rewarded failure, and penalized success. (If you don’t believe me, ask Jamie 
Dimon at JP Morgan.) The Fed helped the losers to squander and destroy even more capital. 
 
6. During all the time that the Fed was stuffing money into the pockets of failed banks, many Americans 
couldn’t borrow a dime for a home, a car, or anything else. If the Fed had extended $26 trillion in credit to 
the American people instead of Wall Street, would there be 24 million Americans today who can’t find a full-
time job? 

 
And here’s what bothers me most about all this: it can happen again. I’ve called the GAO report a bailout autopsy. 
But it’s an autopsy of the undead. 
 
Courage, Alan Grayson [“Courage”! I love it! —SteveB] 



 
 

20111205-10 15:07 Pam Re: The Wall Street Bailouts (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
It keeps piling up.  How on earth are we ever going to get out of this? 
 
 

20111205-11 15:26 Dennis 
Re: The Wall Street Bailouts (reply to SteveG, above) & “Finally, 
Someone Stands Up to Wall Street” 

 
Well, not everyone is giving the criminals on Wall Street a pass. 
 
 
“Finally, Someone Stands Up to Wall Street” by Keith Fitz-Gerald, Money Morning 
 
Dec. 5, 2011, (http://moneymorning.com/2011/12/05/maverick-judge-jed-rakoff-stares-down-street/) 
 
One of the biggest problems with Wall Street's malfeasance is how the ruling elite view legal settlements - as little 
more than an acceptable cost of doing business. 
 
Well, no more. 
 
Thanks to Judge Jed Rakoff we may see some real regulatory action leading to good old-fashioned investigations, 
perp walks, and even jail for the guilty. 
 
I'm not talking just about the Bernie Madoffs or the Raj Rajaratnams either. I'm talking about potentially CEOs and 
even entire corporate boards. 
 
Judge Rakoff recently rendered a 15-page decision rejecting the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission's (SEC) 
$285 million settlement with Citigroup Inc. (NYSE: C) over toxic mortgages, calling it "neither reasonable, nor fair, 
nor adequate, nor in the public interest." 
 
This is important because settlements like these have been a farce for years - little more than the financial 
equivalent of a parking ticket and having about as much impact. 
 
In fact, in a world where banking secrecy is paramount and investment firms like Goldman Sachs Group Inc. (NYSE: 
GS), JPMorgan Chase & Co. (NYSE: JPM), Bank of America Corp. (NYSE: BAC) and others rule the roost, they're 
little more than obfuscations of the truth. 
 
The investigations into these banks are toothless or highly secretive at best. Rarely does the public see anything 
even remotely resembling full disclosure. 
 
Instead we're supposed to be placated by headlines insinuating that the SEC, the National Futures Association 
(NFA) and more than 20 other regulatory agencies are looking out for our best interests. 
 
Who are they kidding? 
 
Remember the $550 million fine Goldman was forced to pay for its role in toxic credit default swaps (CDOs)? At the 
time it was the largest ever levied. 
 
SEC officials couldn't stumble over themselves fast enough nor get enough sound bites. I recall lots of PR shots with 
earnest-looking people evidently proud of themselves for having made Goldman pony up at the time. 
 
And the mainstream press loved it. But there was one tiny problem. 
 



The firm booked $13.3 billion that year. Paying off the SEC in a settlement that neither admitted nor denied 
wrongdoing was an acceptable cost of doing business that amounted to a mere 4% of revenue. 
 
The proposed Citi settlement was much the same. It would have required Citi to give up $160 million of alleged ill-
gotten profits, $30 million of interest, and a $95 million kicker for negligence. 
 
Bear in mind, Citi reported full-year net income of $10.6 billion on revenue of $60.5 billion in 2010 which means 
that, like the Goldman fine, the settlement is a drop in the bucket at a mere 1.50% of net income. 
 
I think Judge Rakoff's ruling has been a long time coming. And I love the fact that he specifically called out the Citi 
settlement as too lenient - especially when it also potentially allows Citi to skate on reimbursing investors for the 
$700 million the firm lost as part of its toxic mortgage trading. 
 
You may not realize this, but private investors cannot bring securities claims based on negligence. In my mind, they 
should be able to, but for now this is the way the law stands. 
 
The way I see it, Rakoff's decision finally gets at the core of what caused the financial crisis: toothless regulators 
beholden to the very powerful elite they were supposed to keep in check. 
 
I am all too glad to see him show the public the first glimpse of backbone we've seen yet. 
 
Washington, are you watching and listening? 
 
Judge Rakoff noted in his ruling that there is an "overriding public interest in knowing the truth." 
 
Yes, there is. 
 
And as Judge Rakoff put it, the SEC's core duty is to "see that the truth emerges." In the event that it doesn't as 
part of the settlement process, "courts must not, in the name of deference of convenience, grant judicial 
enforcement, to the agency's contrivances." 
 
I did some checking and I learned that this is not the first time Rakoff has stuck it to the SEC. 
 
Apparently, he's the one who made headlines when he initially rejected the BofA settlement related to that bank's 
shotgun takeover of Merrill Lynch & Co., a fact I'd forgotten. 
 
At the time, Rakoff rejected the SEC's $33 million BofA settlement on the grounds that it punished shareholders. 
The SEC then came back with a much more realistic $150 million agreement. 
 
Some think Rakoff has gone too far. They worry that judges have no business interfering in agreements ostensibly 
reached by private parties. 
 
But I disagree. I believe the SEC is the public. 
 
And the public has the right to know about any case where the transparency of the financial markets (or lack 
thereof) has so impacted the markets as to destroy the wealth of millions of hard working people and bring the 
global markets to the edge of oblivion. 
 
Frankly, I'd love to shake Judge Rakoff's hand. 
 
I hope what he's done encourages judges to finally stand up for the body of law they supposedly represent and the 
public that it's intended to protect. 
 
 

20111205-12 23:13 SteveBA “Economy Improving, Stocks Cheap” 

 



Thought this report might be of interest. 
 
 
“Economy Improving, Stocks Cheap” by First Trust 
 
Dec. 5, 2011, (http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/5/economy-improving,-stocks-
cheap) 
 
Remember the big fat “zero” jobs reports back in August? The Pouting Pundits of Pessimism reported it as the end 
of the world. The US was supposedly teetering on the brink of another recession, or maybe depression. Democrats 
wanted more government spending “stimulus.” Republicans said President Obama was the equivalent of a “zero.” 
With all this negative sentiment, the Dow fell 250 points that day. 
 
But something happened on the way to the bank. One month later, that big fat zero was revised up to a +57,000, 
the next month it was revised up again to +104,000. All that recession talk in early September was highly 
misleading. 
 
Private payrolls are up 157,000 per month in the past year and that’s happening even though the “labor-intensive” 
construction industry is still in the doldrums. 
 
Unemployment is now 8.6%, way down from 9.8% last November.   Many are saying that the lower unemployment 
rate was caused by a 315,000 drop in the labor force (people looking for work). These pessimists say, “everyone is 
discouraged, so falling unemployment rates are actually a bad thing.” But this is a Chicken Little view of the world. 
 
In the past four months, civilian employment (calculated by canvassing households), has jumped by 1.28 million – 
an average of 321,000 new jobs each month. During the same four months, the labor force has expanded by an 
average of 164,000 new entrants per month. In other words, the labor market is getting better, on all fronts, not 
worse. We may see unemployment tick up next month, but this would be a correction for an exaggerated one 
month drop. 
 
Meanwhile, reports on consumer spending and manufacturing production keep signaling growth. Auto sales – big-
ticket items people shy away from when they anticipate recession – hit 13.6 million in November, the best pace 
since early 2008 (except for “cash for clunkers,” when the government was cutting checks of $4,000 each to buy a 
vehicle). Industrial production is up 4.5% from a year ago. 
 
Even the housing market is starting the long path back to normalcy. So far this year, multi-family builders have 
started 45% more homes than they did in the same time frame in 2010. And permits to build single-family homes 
are up 5% from a year ago. 
 
And yet the stock market is more undervalued today than it was at the very bottom of the panic in March 2009. 
 
We use a capitalized profits model to value stocks, dividing corporate profits by the 10-year Treasury yield. We 
compare the current level of this index to that from each quarter for the past 60 years to estimate an average fair-
value. Not only are 10-year yields low (2.1%), but corporate profits are at a record high. As a result, the model says 
fair value for the Dow is currently 45,000. 
 
But this result is largely due to artificially low interest rates. If we use a more realistic discount rate of 5% for the 
Treasury, we get a fair value of 19,500 on the Dow and 1,980 for the S&P 500. 
 
As we’ve said before, there are many moving parts to this model. Interest rates could go higher than 5%, profits 
could fall or both could happen. Profits, for example, are now 13% of GDP, the highest in measured history (back to 
1947) except for one quarter in 1950. 
 
So what does our model say if profits revert to the historical mean of about 9.5% of GDP? Even in that scenario, 
and assuming a 5% yield on the 10-year Treasury, fair value is 14,200 for the Dow and 1450 for the S&P 500. 
 

http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/5/economy-improving,-stocks-cheap
http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/5/economy-improving,-stocks-cheap


Back at the peak of the stock market in 2000, an ounce of gold could get an investor fewer than 4 shares of Intel 
(INTC). Today it is trading for about 70 shares. Meanwhile, Intel yields around 3.4% and gold yields zilch. Stocks 
are dirt cheap, relative to bonds and relative to gold. 
 
Of course, it would be great to know the exact moment that all the bad news from Europe finally at long last blows 
over. But no one knows. Investors have a simple choice. Do they want to own stocks when they are dirt cheap, or 
will they wait and pay more when the fear disappears? 
 
(This information contains forward-looking statements about various economic trends and strategies. You are 
cautioned that such forward-looking statements are subject to significant business, economic and competitive 
uncertainties and actual results could be materially different. There are no guarantees associated with any forecast 
and the opinions stated here are subject to change at any time and are the opinion of the individual strategist. Data 
comes from the following sources: Census Bureau, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Bureau of Economic Analysis, the 
Federal Reserve Board, and Haver Analytics. Data is taken from sources generally believed to be reliable but no 
guarantee is given to its accuracy.) 
 
[SteveBA, does this mean Obama is a hero? :-) —SteveB] 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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America’s Healthcare Disaster 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 12, 2011) 
 
 
As some of you know and some of you may have guessed by noticing three missing Newsletters from last week, I 
have been ill—with some serious food poisoning. It’s the first time this has happened to me in Bolivia in about four 
years here. The doctor said my system, not being born here, will never be as resistant to the local organisms as if I 
were local too. 
 
Actually, food poisoning is much more common in the U.S., but who knows if reporting is better or what. I think 
there’s a lot of food poisoning everywhere in the world. It doesn’t take much. A simple act of carelessness by a 
restaurant worker (which I believe was my case—a chicken quesadilla). It’s very hard to track, because it can take a 
few days to develop. Or it can happen almost immediately. It depends on what organism you “consume”, how 
many there are, or if there are so many that a lot of toxins are already present. 
 
In case you don’t know it, it is very easy to die from what they call dehydration, but it is actually the electrolyte 
imbalance that kills you. Hence Gator-Aide and pickle juice for football players. 
 
In 24 hours, totally unable to eat or drink, I lost six pounds of water in my body and I was helpless. Dizzy as hell. 
Couldn’t think straight. Couldn’t really get out of bed. Without my wife figuring out what to do (not always easy in 
medical cases, especially with me, who shuns doctors and heals myself most of the time), I might have been a 
goner. If this ever happens to you, don’t assume your body will take care of itself. Seek medical care! 
 
My wife found an excellent doctor who makes house calls for $30, outside of out insurance system. Can you 
imagine? I don’t think house calls exist any more in most of the U.S. do they? Maybe at any price. They want you to 
take the ambulance to the Emergency Room. In other words, the only option for treatment is the most expensive 
and over-blown (very often) possible. 
 
It’s like when my step-son was in an accident in Montana. The cop convinced the four teenagers (who were without 
injuries) to take an ambulance to the Emergency Room. They didn’t know any better, they thought they were just 
supposed to. The kids had no real complaints, (very fortunately, the car was totaled), but my step-son had to, for 
some reason, have MRI’s etc. totaling over $10,000. Emergency Rooms! Don’t get me started. 
 
And, to me, this all points to how inadequate our American healthcare system has become. I don’t know what the 
solution is. I think Obamacare seems like a step in the right direction, but who really knows? I would think 
Republicans would like it because it does seem to get people paying into the system who aren’t now and need to 
be. WE NEED EVERY CITIZEN AND LEGAL ALIEN IN THE SYSTEM. 
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What I don’t understand is why we don’t hear more in the way of helpful solutions from doctors and the medical 
community. What we get is expensive lobbying to fight any and all solutions. Where is their solution? Why haven’t 
they implemented it? That’s a trick question, actually, because the current system is the one they have 
implemented themselves. I thought private enterprise was so great? Why isn’t it working? The doctors took an oath, 
essentially to deliver good healthcare to all. I know almost all of them strive mightily, individually, to deliver on that 
promise. It is not their fault that the system often does not permit their oath to be met. The statistics on American 
healthcare are dismal, as most of you know. I think we rank 25th in infant mortality. Terrible! The way the health 
insurance companies are allowed to operate is the most reprehensible of all. Yet a few simple laws could mandate 
their cooperation. That’s what it always takes! 
 
The system is broken. If it cannot be fixed privately (Do you really see that happening?), the government must step 
into the vacuum, as it has tried to do. I believe Obamacare offers fixes for some of the most unfair and unwise 
insurance company practices: defining groups in weird ways that benefit only them, excluding pre-existing 
conditions and preventive medicine, and anyone who costs them too much. I don’t know if it addresses the 
malpractice lawsuit issue. 
 
Where are the solutions from the doctors, the hospitals, the insurance companies? What about their Oath? People 
are suffering and dying needlessly. And the staggering cost of failing, as we are now, is one of the things 
bankrupting all of us. 
 
Here again is a great example of what private enterprise can achieve (the best of our healthcare system) and what 
it seems unable to achieve (at least in the healthcare industry)—containing costs in any meaningful way and 
delivering broad, fair, adequate healthcare to Americans. Doctors and the industry have been given every chance, 
for many many years, as the situation has continued to worsen. Despite all the lobbying money thrown against it, 
there is no other option but for government to step in. Something needed to be done before Obamacare and I’m 
sure more needs to be done still . But this ain’t rocket science. Lots of stupid countries have figured this one out. 
Americans can’t? 
 
The Supreme Court is a big worry. More about that in a future issue. 
 
 
 

20111210-02 09:47 Pam Re: America’s Healthcare Disaster (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I'm glad you didn't peg out over a chicken quesadilla.  Golly.  Food poisoning is no joke.  Thank goodness your wife 
knew what to do. 
 
I really like what you say here about health care.  Every point you make is valid.  I'm sick of all the attacks on 
Obamacare (not perfect by a long shot, but, as you say, a step in the right direction) and nothing else suggested.  
If we went about this in a logical, problem-solving way—look at other systems, examine costs and where the most 
money is wasted, get everyone in the same program (you're so right about that)—maybe we could do something 
besides all the stupid name-calling.   This has been my BIG issue for years, and for years no one so much as 
mentioned there was a problem.  I'm getting pretty fed up with just about everything, I can tell you.  And I'm such 
a sweet person. ;-) 
 
 

20111206-01 05:57 SteveB 
Re: THE CHALLENGE (see FotM Newsletter #31: “Getting to the Truth 
About Taxes & Public Spending”) 

 
Dear Republicans, 
 
The gauntlet lies on the ground, unacknowledged. Complete, utter, silence. The morning mists are subsiding and a 
new day is dawning. 
 



I know you guys work and are really busy sometimes, so maybe you just haven’t had a chance to respond to my 
little challenge. Even to say you are planning a response. I believe I met Dale’s challenge when I commented on the 
article he submitted. 
 
But take your time! I imagine it has to be difficult to find real information and facts to support the right-wing 
positions. I don’t envy your assignment, should you choose to accept it. 
 
Specifically, the challenge is to present evidence to contradict the author of the article which appears in FotM 
Newsletter #31, “Getting to the Truth About Taxes and Public Spending” by Joshua Holland, Alternet 
(http://www.alternet.org/story/149265/) 
 
This article is great for our purposes because the author very clearly lays out both positions on nine issues that we 
have discussed a lot here in this forum. The author calls the Republicans positions “lies.” Can you prove any of 
them aren’t? With facts? Or perhaps present a rationale for why any of the Republican positions might make sense? 
 
 

20111206-02 10:15 Pam Re: “The Real Divide in America” 

 
This essay is really good.  Needless to say, I completely agree with it.  Individualist vs. Institutionalist: the author 
really nailed it. 
 
I'd like to point out one other thing, an irony, actually.  The contrast between "Huge-government Moralists and 
Live-and-let-Livers" isn't what Sirota implies it is.  Big-G Moralists are NOT those nasty liberals who want to impose 
a nanny state for the nation's own good, and Let Livers are NOT freedom-loving pioneer types who just want to be 
left alone.  Liberals, in general, want to be left alone too.  My hero John Stuart Mill went so far as to say that so 
long as a person doesn't harm others, he should be allowed to harm himself, if that's what he wants to do.  (*On 
Liberty*)  In all honesty, I'm a bit ambivalent on this one.  I'm not sure we should permit hardcore drug addicts to 
persist in their self-destruction without any sort of intervention, but that's a topic for another day.  The core of a 
liberal outlook is an emphasis on individual freedom.  Any restriction is for the purpose of protecting others who 
might be affected by an individual's actions, ie., prohibiting smoking in public places.  Let Livers, the Right 
supposedly, are the ones who want to dictate: who can marry whom, who can vote, who can hold office (Christians 
only, with a few token Jews, who are suspect because they "control the media."), who counts as a patriot, what a 
woman can do with her own body.  I fear the Right not because I believe they'll let individuals run amok, but 
because I'm afraid they'll impinge on the way I want to live.  It is the Right that wants to make decisions for 
everyone else.  It's the Right that wants to transform corporations into single individuals, thereby hijacking the 
"liberal" desire to protect individual autonomy.  If the Right prevails, what I fear is the loss of my own freedom. 
 
 
“The Real Divide in America” by David Sirota, Salon  
 
Dec. 5, 2011, (http://www.salon.com/2011/12/05/the_real_divide_in_america/singleton) 
 
 

20111206-03 11:27 Pam Martin Scorsese & 3D Media 

 
I was just listening to the end of an interview with Martin Scorsese on NPR and it got me thinking.  The gist of the 
interview was that Scorsese is an innovator—his new movie Hugo is in 3D and he stands ready to go wherever 
technology leads him.  I have a prediction.  People say 3D is a fluke, that it won't go mainstream, but I believe 3D 
is just the beginning of a whole new kind of entertainment/experience.  Sooner rather than later, probably, 
everything will be in 3D, and we'll wonder how we ever got along without it—just as we do today with color TV.  I 
also predict that 3D will be superseded by interactive, holographic movies (maybe they'll have a new name, I don't 
know) that will allow people not just to watch passively but to actually experience a story.  I know I always ask 
myself how people in the 19th c. kept from being bored.  What did they do all day long without TV, radio, (iPads 
etc.) and their only literature went up through Nathaniel Hawthorne or George Eliot?  How did they endure long 
separations from friends and loved ones and manage with only sporadic letters in the meantime?  Of course, I know 
Victorians felt their lives to be full, even without all our distractions, but I know I'd be bored if I had to live the way 
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they did.  I imagine in 25 or 50 years, maybe sooner, our entertainments will seem tame to future audiences.  How 
did we ever stand just having a flat-screen TV?  There will probably be political ramifications to these changes, so 
maybe I am still on topic.  I wonder if Jefferson or Lincoln would have been so effective on the radio with their 
high, squeaky voices.  We know TV didn't do Nixon any good during those debates.  Romney just may get the 
nomination because he LOOKS like a President.  Our criteria for holding office have changed because of the way we 
get information.  Is that progress, or not?  Just what I was thinking about. :-) 
 
 

20111206-04 11:30 SteveB Re: Martin Scorsese & 3D Media (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I think you are right about 3D, etc., but if civilization continues its technical advances (I’m hopeful only), within 50 
years or less we will see your 3D interactive “TV” replaced by computers that input sensory and plot information 
directly into your brain, so that the “imagined” experience is as real as at least a dream and maybe reality. Probably 
even your emotions and sensory situations such as orgasm will be available for the computers to manipulate if so 
desired. 
 
Maybe this is where all civilization has been leading—since we stopped eating dead things, then killed things and 
picked fruit, then discovered farming, then the industrial revolution, then space and computers, then… 
 
And then where will we be? The end? Why live “out here”? Which would you prefer? The world or the Matrix? And 
there we are in even worser trouble than now! 
 
Keanu? Help! 
 
 

20111206-05 11:48 Pam Re: Martin Scorsese & 3D Media (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I've never seen Matrix.  My students used to talk about it all the time, and I hear references to it a lot.  I'm not too 
keen on science fiction, but maybe I should watch it just to be able to get the point when people talk about it. 
 
I talked to my son last night.  He's reading Atlas Shrugged, because he hears references to it all the time.  He said 
he can only read a couple of pages at a time before falling asleep.  No kidding.  I read that book eons ago, and all I 
remember is how turgid it was.  What is it with the Right-wing and Ayn Rand anyway? 
 
I agree with SteveB.  The future will probably be even worse than we can imagine, but people then will probably 
think they never had it so good.  I have another prediction.  Within 100 years, most people will be living 
underground much of the time, at least in the developed world.  I saw a thing on TV recently about Antarctica.  
They have practically a whole town down there, and it's all inside.  Gyms, gardens, the works.  In Montreal they 
have whole shopping malls underground.  When our climate becomes too hostile, we'll adapt and turn into the mole 
people.  Or else move to that new planet they've discovered where the temperature is always in the 70s—or so they 
think. 
 
 

20111206-06 13:16 Pam Video: “An Open Message to American Police & Military” 

 
Video: “An Open Message to American Police and Military” by Josey Wales, Before It’s News 
 
Dec. 6, 2011, 
(http://beforeitsnews.com/story/1468/858/An_Open_Message_To_American_Police_And_Military.html) 
 
 

20111206-07 13:19 SteveB 
Re: Video: “An Open Message to American Police & Military” & Ayn Rand 
(reply to Pam, above) 

 
Well…an interesting looking radical (of some kind?) website. The Prophet of God one sounds pretty wild. 
 

http://beforeitsnews.com/story/1468/858/An_Open_Message_To_American_Police_And_Military.html


But, you know, some of the things we’re been thinking and saying lately sound pretty wild too—and we tend to 
believe them! 
 
I don’t get most video well here. I couldn’t get that one about the police to load. For some reason, YouTube video 
uses some process that works pretty well for me here. Most of the rest don’t, my connection is just a little too slow. 
 
I always thought the police didn’t have anything to do with the military, except sometimes with military police? 
Maybe Art would know something? 
 
I read every one of Ayn Rand’s books when I was in high school. The reason was because they were some of the 
thickest books around and I read every thick book I could get my hands on. Why I read the thin one, Anthem, I 
don’t know. I can remember seeing many holes in the philosophy, even then. She’s such a dogmatist. And society 
plays no part in anything, except stealing from the talented? The impression I most remember coming away with 
was that I wanted to have more earth shattering sex like the characters had sometimes. Fountainhead makes some 
sense. Atlas Shrugged is based on a premise ridiculous on its face. 
 
Ayn Rand is about as far in one direction as you can go with that Individualist thing, don’t you think? And it took her 
nowhere, really, though now she could get into any Tea Party event—especially the orgies—for free! 
 
 

20111206-08 13:39 Pam 
Re: Video: “An Open Message to American Police & Military” (reply to 
Pam, above) 

 
I didn't see the “Prophet of God” video.  It does sound pretty wild.  I got this on Facebook from an old friends of 
my husband's from Stanford.  This guy, African-American if that matters, was in France with Mark during their 
study-abroad year.  Anyway, Bill is now a cameraman for various news organizations in D.C.  So—he's a smart man.  
But he's always posting this weird, way-out there stuff.  I met him a year ago when we were at Mark's Stanford 
reunion, and he's a super nice guy.  He just has some strange ideas.  I don't want to get into it with him, but I find 
his take interesting, to say the least.  I did like the military/police video though.  Too bad you couldn't get that one.  
Basically, it says the police and military should be on the side of the people. 
 
 

20111206-09 15:06 SteveB “Introducing: A Tea People’s History” 

 
Very funny! This must be part of the hero worship of the individualists, huh, Pam? 
 
 
“Introducing: A Tea People’s History” by Alex Pareene, Salon  
 
(http://politics.salon.com/2011/10/07/a_tea_peoples_history/) 
 
 

20111206-10 17:29 Jim 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Dale & SteveB, FotM Newsletter #31) 

 
It is interesting that the graph in Dale's post of the "success of Bush tax cuts" stops at 2007, while the Pat 
Buchanan piece tells what happened the next year (last year of GW) when it all fell apart and we lost more jobs 
than had been created. 
 
 
“Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush Cuts Promoted Recovery” by Curtis Dubay, 
The Heritage Foundation 
 
(http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/09/setting-the-tax-record-straight-clinton-hikes-slowed-growth-
bush-cuts-promoted-recovery) 
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“Metrics of National Decline” by Patrick J. Buchanan, Human Events  
 
February 17, 2009, (http://buchanan.org/blog/2009/02/pjb-metrics-of-national-decline/) 
(http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=30725) (see FotM Newsletter #32) 
 
 
 

20111206-11 18:00 SteveB 
Re: “Setting the Tax Record Straight: Clinton Hikes Slowed Growth, Bush 
Cuts Promoted Recovery” (reply to Jim, above) 

 
Excellent point, Jim. Consider it raised. I’d love to be able to get a Republican pinned down on anything. 
 
 

20111206-12 18:19 SteveG 
“Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” 

 
Mitch Daniels: stupid is as stupid does… 
 
 
“Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in Account” by Mary Beth Schneider, Indianapolis 
Star  
(http://www.indystar.com/article/20111206/NEWS05/112060378/State-finds-300M-account-Democrats-call-
investigation?odyssey=tab%7Ctopnews%7Ctext%7CIndyStar.com) 
 
 

20111206-13 19:58 Pam 
Re: “Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Jeesh!  A paltry tax refund to people who didn't even miss the money or fund education.  I wonder what I'd do? 
 
 

20111207-01 10:23 Phil 
Re: “Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
It's a windfall.  The Gov says I might get as much as $50.00.  There may be Christmas after all! 
 
 

20111207-02 11:39 Bill 
Re: “Governor Eyes Taxpayer Refund after Nearly $300M Discovered in 
Account” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I hope the auditor gets some kind of commendation for doing what should generally be part of an audit, 
substantive testing of transactions and controls.  As your subject line indicates, some cynicism may be appropriate 
for this money having been found just now and well after the worst of the state's pinched revenue. 
 
 

20111207-03 12:09 Dale Video: “Government Gone Wild” 

 
I think you are really going to like this informative video on special interests. 
 
 
Video: “Government Gone Wild” by Blaise Ingoglia 
 
(http://www.youtube.com/watch_popup?v=xOAgT8L_BqQ&feature=player_embedded) 
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20111207-04 12:48 Pam Re: Video: “Government Gone Wild” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
OK.  A couple of things.  I'm not sure what the statistics this guy is throwing around really mean.  You can get an 
"average" a lot of ways.  I'd rather see salaries plotted out on a graph that would show how many workers earned 
what.  Maybe the "median" would be better.  Mathematicians, help! 
 
There are a lot of things government supports that the private sector never would: food stamps, development of 
sustainable energy, regulation of all kinds, formal relations with other governments (treaties, etc.), and more. 
 
I do think government is getting too big and too powerful in at least one important way though.  There's an article 
in the Dec. 22 New York Review of Books  called One Nation Under Surveillance... by David Cole.  I highly 
recommend it.  New technologies (GPS, cell phones, the internet) have made watching people as easy as pressing a 
button.  We see these tools used all the time on TV crime shows, where they're useful in pursuing criminals, but the 
danger is that all of us could just as easily have our privacy violated without even knowing it.  There are no laws to 
protect us.  The Fourth Amendment has been superseded in ways the framers of the Constitution could never have 
imagined, but new regulation is slow in coming.  It's only after something terrible happens that anyone thinks to do 
anything about it.  I've seen videos of TSA employees patting down six-year old girls and old ladies with walkers.  I 
worry that in the hysteria over terrorism, we are handing over substantial freedoms that we might never get back.  
I'm not worried about government spending on education, health care, or infrastructure (which is where the 
Republicans want to see cuts) but I am deeply concerned about all the stuff that's going on that we hear nothing 
about.  A lot of money is being spent on that too, but where's the outcry? 
 
 

20111210-12 19:47 Art Re: Video: “Government Gone Wild” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Just back, but this is loaded with false data. 
 
[Art’s right. It just doesn’t seem like government has “gone wild” lately. At least not since Bush and his cronies took 
the country to its knees. Can’t figure out what this particular paranoia is all about. Just more fear mongering, I 
guess. Another famous Republican tactic. —SteveB] 
 
 

20111207-05 13:16 Dale Videos: Humorous 

 
Since all the "Friends" readers have a sense of humor, I think you'll enjoy these too: 
 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZWTbswcCIsg&NR=1&feature=endscreen 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JtxqtBq0uVw&feature=related 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=201pgTaEseQ&feature=related 
 
Campaigns are tough for everyone, if they don't have their teleprompter: 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EpGH02DtIws&feature=related 
 
This one is not so funny, no matter what party you identify with: 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UErR7i2onW0&feature=related 
 
 

20111207-06 14:08 Pam Re: Videos: Humorous (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Candidate Obama and President Obama are two different beings, as any candidate is before election.  I don't think 
we're going to get the truth from anyone—except maybe Alan Grayson and Elizabeth Warren.  Politicians don't think 
we can handle the truth—and they have a point. 
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20111207-07 16:39 Dennis Re: Videos: Humorous (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Don't forget Bernie Sanders and Ron Paul.  You may not agree with all they say, but they say it with honesty. 
 
 

20111207-08 16:54 Phil Re: Videos: Humorous (reply to Pam & Dennis, above) 

 
Well, maybe not honesty, but at least conviction. 
 
 

20111207-09 15:17 Phil Fw: Medal of Honor Recipient Ed Freeman 

 
Being an American.  Always better than being a Democrat or a Republican. 
 

http://urbanlegends.about.com/od/military/a/ed_freeman.htm 
 
[A true story, Phil, and Mr. Freeman was indeed a hero. I am confused about the unfounded accusations against 
the media. I had read this great American’s story before. It seems like this type of email is always accusing other 
Americans (Possibly Democrats? Definitely the media!) of not being as patriotic as the author, or as they should be. 
Why is that? In this case, that part of the email is untrue and even malicious, in my opinion. You know what I 
mean? —SteveB] 
 
 

20111207-10 17:06 SteveG 
Fw: UUSC Action: Urge Your Senators to Support the Water for the Poor 
Act! 

 
from UUSC: 
 
The Water for the Poor Act ensures that millions of people around the globe have access to safe drinking water and 
sanitation. Contact your senators today and urge them to make sure that the Water for the Poor Act receives 
funding for 2012! Urge your senators to allocate $315 million to implement programs to provide water and 
sanitation for those most in need! 
 
https://secure2.convio.net/uusc/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=281 
 
 

20111207-11 19:34 SteveG “Marching Off the Cliff” 

 
“Marching Off the Cliff” by Noam Chomsky, NationofChange 
 
Dec. 7, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/marching-cliff-1323280609) 
 
A task of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, now under way in Durban, South Africa, is 
to extend earlier policy decisions that were limited in scope and only partially implemented. 
 
These decisions trace back to the U.N. Convention of 1992 and the Kyoto Protocol of 1997, which the U.S. refused 
to join. The Kyoto Protocol’s first commitment period ends in 2012. A fairly general pre-conference mood was 
captured by a New York Times headline: “Urgent Issues but Low Expectations.” 
 
As the delegates meet in Durban, a report on newly updated digests of polls by the Council on Foreign Relations 
and the Program on International Policy Attitudes reveals that “publics around the world and in the United States 
say their government should give global warming a higher priority and strongly support multilateral action to 
address it.” 
 

http://urbanlegends.about.com/od/military/a/ed_freeman.htm
https://secure2.convio.net/uusc/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=281
http://www.nationofchange.org/marching-cliff-1323280609


Most U.S. citizens agree, though PIPA clarifies that the percentage “has been declining over the last few years, so 
that American concern is significantly lower than the global average – 70 percent as compared to 84 percent.” 
 
“Americans do not perceive that there is a scientific consensus on the need for urgent action on climate change 
â(euro) [ A large majority think that they will be personally affected by climate change eventually, but only a 
minority thinks that they are being affected now, contrary to views in most other countries. Americans tend to 
underestimate the level of concern among other Americans.” 
 
These attitudes aren’t accidental. In 2009 the energy industries, backed by business lobbies, launched major 
campaigns that cast doubt on the near-unanimous consensus of scientists on the severity of the threat of human-
induced global warming. 
 
The consensus is only “near-unanimous” because it doesn’t include the many experts who feel that climate-change 
warnings don’t go far enough, and the marginal group that deny the threat’s validity altogether. 
 
The standard “he says/she says” coverage of the issue keeps to what is called “balance”: the overwhelming 
majority of scientists on one side, the denialists on the other. The scientists who issue the more dire warnings are 
largely ignored. 
 
One effect is that scarcely one-third of the U.S. population believes that there is a scientific consensus on the threat 
of global warming – far less than the global average, and radically inconsistent with the facts. 
 
It’s no secret that the U.S. government is lagging on climate issues. “Publics around the world in recent years have 
largely disapproved of how the United States is handling the problem of climate change,” according to PIPA. “In 
general, the United States has been most widely seen as the country having the most negative effect on the world’s 
environment, followed by China. Germany has received the best ratings.” 
 
To gain perspective on what’s happening in the world, it’s sometimes useful to adopt the stance of intelligent 
extraterrestrial observers viewing the strange doings on Earth. They would be watching in wonder as the richest 
and most powerful country in world history now leads the lemmings cheerfully off the cliff. 
 
Last month, the International Energy Agency, which was formed on the initiative of U.S. Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger in 1974, issued its latest report on rapidly increasing carbon emissions from fossil fuel use. 
 
The IEA estimated that if the world continues on its present course, the “carbon budget” will be exhausted by 2017. 
The budget is the quantity of emissions that can keep global warming at the 2 degrees Celsius level considered the 
limit of safety. 
 
IEA chief economist Fatih Birol said, “The door is closing…if we don’t change direction now on how we use energy, 
we will end up beyond what scientists tell us is the minimum (for safety). The door will be closed forever.” 
 
Also last month, the U.S. Department of Energy reported the emissions figures for 2010. Emissions “jumped by the 
biggest amount on record,” The Associated Press reported, meaning that “levels of greenhouse gases are higher 
than the worst-case scenario” anticipated by the International Panel on Climate Change in 2007. 
 
John Reilly, co-director of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s program on climate change, told the AP that 
scientists have generally found the IPCC predictions to be too conservative – unlike the fringe of denialists who gain 
public attention. Reilly reported that the IPCC’s worst-case scenario was about in the middle of the MIT scientists’ 
estimates of likely outcomes. 
 
As these ominous reports were released, the Financial Times devoted a full page to the optimistic expectations that 
the U.S. might become energy-independent for a century with new technology for extracting North American fossil 
fuels. 
 
Though projections are uncertain, the Financial Times reports, the U.S. might “leapfrog Saudi Arabia and Russia to 
become the world’s largest producer of liquid hydrocarbons, counting both crude oil and lighter natural gas liquids.” 



 
In this happy event, the U.S. could expect to retain its global hegemony. Beyond some remarks about local 
ecological impact, the Financial Times said nothing about what kind of a world would emerge from these exciting 
prospects. Energy is to burn; the global environment be damned. 
 
Just about every government is taking at least halting steps to do something about the likely impending 
catastrophe. The U.S. is leading the way – backward. The Republican-dominated U.S. House of Representatives is 
now dismantling environmental measures introduced by Richard Nixon, in many respects the last liberal president. 
 
This reactionary behavior is one of many indications of the crisis of U.S. democracy in the past generation. The gap 
between public opinion and public policy has grown to a chasm on central issues of current policy debate such as 
the deficit and jobs. However, thanks to the propaganda offensive, the gap is less than what it should be on the 
most serious issue on the international agenda today – arguably in history. 
 
The hypothetical extraterrestrial observers can be pardoned if they conclude that we seem to be infected by some 
kind of lethal insanity. 
 
© 2011 Noam ChomskyDistributed by The New York Times Syndicate. 
 
 

20111207-12 20:56 Dale Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
"The source of information is always important."  I think that's the gist of what I was told once.  Read how this 
publication describes its relationship with George Soros: 
 

http://www.nationofchange.org/george-soros-1316102151. 
 
 
[Note: No response to dense, fact-packed article, above. –SteveB] 
 
 

20111207-13 20:59 SteveG Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Thanks Dale, appreciate the information. 
 
Koch Industries, Inc. (http://kochind.com/) 
 
 

20111208-02 10:18 Pam Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
And your point is...? 
 
 

20111208-01 06:35 SteveB Re: “Marching Off the Cliff” & THE CHALLENGE (reply to Dale, above) 

 
But, Dale, all you have to do to prove the truth of your side is to take up my challenge. Maybe you’ll have some 
help from our group? I think it’s important to get to the truth here. 
 
I’ll repeat the challenge: 
 
The gauntlet lies on the ground, unacknowledged. Complete, utter, silence. The morning mists are subsiding and a 
new day is dawning. 
 
I know you guys work and are really busy sometimes, so maybe you just haven’t had a chance to respond to my 
little challenge, even to say you are planning a response. I believe I met Dale’s challenge when I commented on the 
article he submitted. I haven’t heard back from any of that yet. 

http://www.nationofchange.org/george-soros-1316102151
http://kochind.com/


 
But take your time! I imagine it has to be difficult to find real information and facts to support the right-wing 
positions. I don’t envy your assignment, should you choose to accept it. 
 
Specifically, the challenge is to present evidence to contradict the author of the article which appears in Newsletter 
#31, “Getting to the Truth About Taxes and Public Spending” by Joshua Holland, Alternet 
(http://www.alternet.org/story/149265/). 
 
This article is great for our purposes because the author very clearly lays out both positions on nine issues that we 
have discussed a lot here in this forum. The author calls the Republicans positions “lies.” Can you prove any of 
them aren’t? With facts? Or perhaps present a rationale for why any of them might make sense? 
 
 

20111208-03 10:56 Dale Video: How Great Leaders Inspire 

 
This 18 min. clip is totally non-partisan, non-political in nature; however, it may explain why people like Obama, 
Clinton and Reagan are/were effective communicators.  I found it very thought provoking and I hope you enjoy it. 
 
http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/en/simon_sinek_how_great_leaders_inspire_action.html 
 
 
[Dale’s right. The TED website is a treasure. —SteveB 
 
 

20111208-04 11:06 SteveG Re: Video: How Great Leaders Inspire (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Did enjoy it, is very thought provoking.  Thank you. 
 
When, what, how, and why are the standards used for a news reporter.  Good switch on the defining methodology 
of the four parts. 
 
 

20111208-10 18:49 Pam Re: Video: How Great Leaders Inspire (reply to Dale, above) 

 
What a wonderful speech!  So simple, but so true.  It's our emotions, not our intellects, that need developing if 
we're to have a just society.  George Eliot (19th c. novelist Marian Evans) wrote much the same thing in her great 
novels *Middlemarch* and *Adam Bede*.  The heroine of *Middlemarch*, Dorothea Brooke, is very intelligent and 
wants to do something that will matter in the world.  She tries various plans and schemes, but finally decides she 
will devote herself to an older "intellectual" who is working on "the Key to all Mythologies."  This is a hopeless task, 
but Casaubon (the scholar) beavers away at his researches with no end in sight.  A scholar is ALL he is.  Dorothea 
marries this dry stick, and of course the marriage is a disaster.  Cut to the chase....Casaubon dies, stipulating in his 
will that Dorothea will lose her inheritance if she marries again.  Dorothea is in love with Casaubon's somewhat 
flaky but handsome nephew Will Ladislaw.  They marry; Ladislaw goes into politics and works for liberal causes; 
and Dorothea, the once ambitious zealot for good works, steps back into domesticity and motherhood, where she is 
a blessing to all who know her.  I love this novel, and I believe it says much the same thing as this speaker.  It's 
why, not just what, you do that matters most.  I think that's why we don't trust our politicians—because we don't 
see any faith in them.  And I'm not referring to religion.  When Alan Grayson or Elizabeth Warren or Ralph Nader 
(or even kooky Ron Paul) speak, I sense their conviction.  What are Gingrich's beliefs?  That he should get $60,000 
a speech and a hotel room with two bathrooms.  Of course, sincerity is no argument, but at least it's something I 
can respect.  Unless it's Michelle Bachman or Rick Santorum, who merely want to impose their beliefs on others. 
 
 

20111208-05 13:16 SteveB 
“Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” (to 
Dale) 

 

http://www.alternet.org/story/149265/
http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/en/simon_sinek_how_great_leaders_inspire_action.html


I have just one simple question. Maybe you have answered this question before, but I can’t find it and I don’t 
remember. If that’s the case, I’m sorry. I feel your answer will be 
 
You seem like such a Republican to me. You seem to argue all the important Democratic positions. You don’t seem 
to like OWS. 
 
Let me ask you this: Do you feel that more, better, government regulation of the financial industry is needed? To 
protect investors. To provide a level playing field for big and little and titanic and little. Are you against this? What 
do you think should be done? Let big money work its magic unfettered? 
 
I mean, look at the results of erroneous regulation. Without proper supervision, these folks have shown the world 
what they do with a ‘free marketplace”. They use it do destroy people, companies, even countries if it serves their 
greed. 
 
Yet you seem to me to want less government regulation, even in this crucial area. Do I have that wrong? 
 
 
“Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” by Kevin McCoy, USA Today 
 
Dec. 8, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/brokerage/story/2011-12-08/mf-global-
corzine/51732752/1) 
 
 

20111209-05 12:28 Dale 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” (reply 
to SteveB, above) 

 
I will not have time until this weekend to reply more fully, but I thought I'd put your mind at ease.  I have been 
very involved with the financial industry for the past 18+ years.  In fact, I have even been a FINRA (Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority) Neutral Arbitrator, one of about 6,000 in the U.S., for the past six years.  I was also 
on the National Board of the FPA (Financial Planning Association) when we decided to sue the SEC over a ruling 
they were applying to the Brokerage industry.  Incidentally, we won and it has led to the current legislation 
hopefully resulting in a uniform fiduciary standard that is to be applied to anyone who sells gives investment 
financial advice.  (I'll explain more this weekend.) 
 
The financial industry is totally screwed up.  The SEC is totally screwed up.  The laws could use tweaking and 
specificity, but a bigger problem is the way they are interpreted by the SEC and then (not) enforced.  The SEC is 
supposed to oversee FINRA, but they have a cozy relationship where FINRA people regularly "graduate" to SEC 
positions, so the lack of oversight is perpetuated.  FINRA is impossibly opaque and secretive, but one thing is 
certain....they do everything they can to protect and advance the interests of the large brokerage firms.  They are 
fighting the fiduciary mandate tooth and nail. 
 
One of the reasons I became a FINRA Arbitrator was to see if I could learn more by working on the inside.  Indeed, 
I have learned, but you'll have to wait for the conclusions. 
 
The whole system is intertwined and rotten.  Congress has been writing bad laws (both parties are at fault), the 
SEC takes their vague direction, interprets it the way they want to, unless they are challenged, then the SEC 
selectively enforces some areas and some cases as they see fit.  the SEC is singularly responsible for the registering 
of securities - stocks, bonds, mutual funds, commodities, currency derivatives, etc.  The oversight of the brokers 
(who are really salespeople working for the broker/dealer firms) is delegated to FINRA.  The oversight of the 
exchanges is also an SEC responsibility.  The oversight of Investment Advisors (financial planners) who give advice 
and are treated as fiduciaries who must act in the clients best interests is also an SEC responsibility.  The SEC has 
failed in all areas. 
 
IMO, the underlying causes are the usual suspects — greed, self-interest, power, incompetence.  There is no level 
playing field.  It's tilted toward the larger firms and then there are also smaller people playing games with the 
cracks in the rules on a smaller scale. 

http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/brokerage/story/2011-12-08/mf-global-corzine/51732752/1
http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/brokerage/story/2011-12-08/mf-global-corzine/51732752/1


 
Does that give you a hint about how I feel? 
 
BTW, the Banks, large and small, are regulated and monitored by a different organization.  If they sell securities 
and most do, they are supposed to have oversight from both the SEC and the OTS (Office of Thrift Supervision).  
OWS is really madder at the banks, I think, but they don't differentiate who "Wall Street" is and they are just 
demonstrating against anything that isn't to their liking. 
 
 

20111209-06 13:13 SteveB 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to Dale, above) 

 
This all great info! Looking forward to more if you have a chance. It’s hard to get details like this, I’m sure the 
whole group appreciates this. 
 
So you are obviously for  at least better regulation, if not more, though it sounds like more of something might be 
in order. 
 
And here is my point. If the government has an important part to play here, doesn’t it naturally follow that it has an 
important part to play regulating and “interfering” in a few other areas of life in these United States. Things that are 
important to all of us: 
 

1. Education 
2. Healthcare 
3. Energy 
4. Security (though I’m sure Republicans have no problem with this one) 
5. Farming and Food 
6. International Trade 
7. Fair and Transparent Elections (paper ballots archived for 100 years, I don’t care what it costs!) 
8. The Workplace (remember how people would work up high with no safety equipment before OSHA? Evil 

government?) 
9. What am I leaving out? 

 
If this is the case, and I believe it is, then it could alter our entire focus here, my friend. If we can agree that the 
government has a legitimate role to play in these vital area, we make nonsense of the Republican attempt to return 
to the 19th Century. They want to go back to the era of Robber Barrons, monopolists, complete laissez faire 
capitalism, no or incredibly low income taxes, weak and ineffective government, the huddled masses. 
 
For a long, long time, a large majority of Americans from both parties have supported the progress we have made 
since the late 1800’s. There’s no sense in pretending that this is not a fact. Most people even want unions, Social 
Security, Medicare and more, which I am told is socialist, oh my. 
 
So our disagreements are only small ones of degree and means. Not ends. All Americans want America to be the 
best it can be in all these areas. You and I do too, I believe. I do not think we have any vast or even large 
philosophical differences. We are all Americans, after all, with very much in common. 
 
I believe it is what we find in common that will same us. Not what we find in opposition. 
 
 

20111209-08 14:10 Pam 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to Dale & SteveB, above) 

 
Dale, I can't wait for the next installment.  This is riveting! 
 
Well said, SteveB. 
 



 

20111209-09 17:07 Art 
Re: “Corzine: 'Don't Know' Where MF Global Customers' $1.2B Went” 
(reply to Dale & Pam, above) 

 
Me too. [I can’t wait for the next installment either.] The preliminary backs up what I know. Whole system is rotten, 
especially the SEC. 
 
 

20111208-06 14:33 SteveG “Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” 

 
“Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” by David Jackson, USA Today  
 
Dec. 8, 2011, (http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/12/obama-to-speak-on-cordray-at-
1130-am/1) 
 
 

20111208-07 15:23 Pam Re: “Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I can understand how Republicans could keep attacking.  Being the aggressor has its own kind of self-propelling 
energy.  What I can't imagine is how Obama (and others like ElizabethWarren) can continue to fight when they're 
always on the defensive.  It wears me out just to think about it. 
 
 

20111208-08 15:44 SteveG Re: “Obama 'Not Giving Up' on Cordray” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
It is the same process that Carl Rove started and used successfully for George Bush.  Remember the swift boat ads 
against Kerry and McClelland from Georgia. 
 
[Jeez, that cr*p was effective, wasn’t it? —SteveB] 
 
 

20111208-09 15:50 SteveB A.A.A.A. 

 
I think it seems to many of us that the American right has become against everything in America except for three 
things: 
 

1.  Total Anarchy for Free Enterprise. 
2.  The Second Amendment. 
3.  The Almighty Dollar. 
 
A.A.A.A. — Anarchy (at least in the marketplace, not the bedroom), Arms Amendment, Almighty. Those 

four words sum up so much, so poetically. 
 
If all this is true, then hasn’t the right actually become against America? Become, you know, as the Right loves to 
say, “Anti-American?” At least, to the American way of life I know and love. 
 
 

20111209-01 10:04 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Support Bernie Sanders’ Amendment to Overturn 
Citizens United! 

 
from Care2: 
 
“Bernie Sanders Files Amendment to Overturn Citizens United” by Beth Buczynski, Care2 
 
Dec. 8, 2011, (http://www.care2.com/causes/bernie-sanders-files-amendment-to-overturn-citizens-
united.html#ixzz1g2uw0NSk) 

http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/12/obama-to-speak-on-cordray-at-1130-am/1
http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/12/obama-to-speak-on-cordray-at-1130-am/1
http://www.care2.com/causes/bernie-sanders-files-amendment-to-overturn-citizens-united.html#ixzz1g2uw0NSk
http://www.care2.com/causes/bernie-sanders-files-amendment-to-overturn-citizens-united.html#ixzz1g2uw0NSk


 
A Petition to Support the Saving American Democracy Amendment: 
 

http://sanders.senate.gov/petition/?uid=f1c2660f-54b9-4193-86a4-ec2c39342c6c. 
 
 

20111209-11 17:36 SteveG Fw: Update: Bernie Sanders’ Amendment to Overturn Citizens United! 
 
from Sen. Bernie Sanders (Bernie Buzz): 
 
Click and take the poll to tell Bernie what you think!! http://sanders.senate.gov/polls/index.cfm 
 
Video: http://sanders.senate.gov/newsroom/media/view/?id=482464ae-ad32-4a45-a4b5-fe12dc976a81. 
 
Fact Sheet on Proposed Constitutional Amendment to Overturn Citizens United: 
 
http://sanders.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Constitutional%20Amendment%20FAQs.pdf. 
 
 

20111209-02 10:54 SteveB “The Infantile Style in American Politics” 

 
Be careful! If you read this entire article, and you are on the right, are a Republican, or a Teabagger, this article 
could change your life. For the rest of us, it sure explains some interesting mysteries. Here’s a great quote: 
 

The reaction of the Tea Party (which for all intents and purposes has become the Republican 
Party) to the mild and innocuous centrist Barack Obama—a president little different in his 
governing style, with due allowances being made for changed circumstances, from Dwight D. 
Eisenhower—is so irrational that it is difficult even to grasp what president it is talking about. 

 
“The Infantile Style in American Politics” by Gary Kamiya, Salon 
 
Dec. 5, 2011, (http://politics.salon.com/2011/12/05/the_infantile_style_in_american_politics/) 
 
 

20111209-03 11:08 Pam Re: “The Infantile Style in American Politics” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Fabulous essay!!! 
 
 

20111209-04 11:33 SteveB Re: “The Infantile Style in American Politics” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Isn’t it? I just loved it! 
 
 

20111209-07 13:50 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Oppose Internet Censorship! 

 
from CREDO Action: 
 
Petition to stop internet censorship: 
 
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/internet_censorship/?r=232214&id=31859-3891339-W2j4W1x. 
 
 

20111209-10 17:08 Dennis “Made in America—Again!” 

 

http://sanders.senate.gov/petition/?uid=f1c2660f-54b9-4193-86a4-ec2c39342c6c
http://sanders.senate.gov/polls/index.cfm
http://sanders.senate.gov/newsroom/media/view/?id=482464ae-ad32-4a45-a4b5-fe12dc976a81
http://sanders.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Constitutional%20Amendment%20FAQs.pdf
http://politics.salon.com/2011/12/05/the_infantile_style_in_american_politics/
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/internet_censorship/?r=232214&id=31859-3891339-W2j4W1x


Here are some prescient remarks made by my former Michigan governor (and Facebook friend) about American 
manufacturing at a business roundtable: 
 
 
“Made in America—Again!” by Harold Meyerson, The American Prospect 
 
Dec. 7, 2011, (http://prospect.org/article/made-america-%E2%80%94-again) 
 
(Five top business and labor leaders discuss returning manufacturing to the U.S. in a Prospect roundtable.) 
 
 

20111210-03 10:00 Pam Re: “Made in America—Again!” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
This is fantastic.  Thanks for posting it. 
 
 

20111210-01 07:00 SteveB “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” 

 
I’m not normally a big fan of Carville, but he can sure be pithy. The Paul Krugman piece is also worthy of reading. 
 
 
“Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” by James Carville, CNN 
 
Dec. 8, 2011, (http://edition.cnn.com/2011/12/08/opinion/carville-gop-field/index.html) 
 
 
And for some hilarity, try this video of Rick Perry’s amazingly, incredibly unbelievable candidacy. (He’s skipping 
tonight’s Iowa debate, for some strange reason. Can you imagine? And this is the 17-term governor of Texas? No 
comment.) 
 
Video: Catastrophe strikes again: (http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2011/12/video-of-the-day-perry-
thinks-there-are-8-supreme-court-justices/249794/) 
 
The only thing that makes sense to me is that they got this idiot into the race to make the other candidates look 
smarter. Even Sarah Palin looks like a genius compared to this clown who would enslave us with creationism, public 
prayer, and terrible schools, try to end abortion, and wants to use up the precious oil we have left that we need to 
save for the bitter future. 
 
Don’t they have one of those big vaudeville hooks in the Republican Party to get this guy offstage? 
 
 

20111210-04 12:56 SteveB Re: “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” (UPDATE) 

 
Now I read that Perry will be there tonight. John Huntsman didn’t qualify (he’s too darned smart for that particular 
electorate) and Herman Cain, for some reason, decided not to show his face. 
 
I think I’m actually starting to feel sorry for Rick Perry. Is that a bleeding-heart liberal thing? Which I am not! But I 
can’t help it. I feel the poor guy’s pain and I wish he would just go have Herman Cain fix him up with a hot date. 
That seems to be what the shell-shocked guy needs. A mistress giving him a nice neck massage as she sits in the 
small of his back completely naked. A politicians’ fantasy come true if there ever was one. Maybe Cain and Perry 
could have John Edwards, Clinton, and Newt come over too. They like that dangerous, illicit sex for money or power 
game too. 
 
Perry may be stupid as a fricking Texas stump, and he is certainly not presidential or probably even governmental 
clerk material, and despite that stupid, fake, macho bluster they made him start the campaign with, and despite the 

http://prospect.org/article/made-america-%E2%80%94-again
http://edition.cnn.com/2011/12/08/opinion/carville-gop-field/index.html
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2011/12/video-of-the-day-perry-thinks-there-are-8-supreme-court-justices/249794/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2011/12/video-of-the-day-perry-thinks-there-are-8-supreme-court-justices/249794/


fact he may be wrong about every issue under the sun because he wants to impose his religious views on all the 
rest of us, I doubt if we’re really going to find him at the party with the bad boys I just mentioned.  
 
Rick Perry is just a sad, lost, misguided puppet who turned out to be not nearly as good a puppet as someone 
hoped. 
 
 

20111210-05 13:19 Pam Re: “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” (reply to SteveB, above X2) 

 
Don't you just love the way Perry says he doesn't apologize for being a Christian?  As if somehow Christians across 
America were under attack.  Hell, they rule the roost.  Why does the issue of being apologetic even come up, unless 
it's to try to cast himself as some sort of victim?  I don't apologize for not being a smoker. 
 
[I have to interrupt here to point out what a very clever thing Pam has done. Believe me, folks, the tools of 
deception are subtle and powerful. Do you honestly think advertising does not make us more acquisitive and 
materialistic? This tactic of pretending to be under attack, repeating and amplifying the charges over and over, 
especially from the airwaves, is used by the Right in several areas. They really don’t have very much to complain 
about gun control, really. I know we don’t really have sensible policies in many places that might keep guns out of 
the hands of those who would do harm, or might have a high probability. But it’s like Democrats (many of whom 
are ardent hunters, etc.) want to take every gun in America, depriving the Right of their rights. The pretend attack 
on Christianity extends to the schools, where trying to protect another of their beloved Constitutional Rights by 
keeping prayer and school separate, creationism and science separate, are decried as attacks on the baby Jesus 
Himself. Another important area under pseudo-attack by the Left? Business and free enterprise. Pretending that 
Democrats, for instance, are commies who want everything done and owned by the state. As if everyone in the 
country are like the Right-wingers—almost completely ignorant of American history and the simple fact that we all 
know and love our system. Face it, the world loves our system. We all love Las Vegas and Wall Street. We all hope 
to hit upon some get-rich idea someday. But, no, business, businessmen, and free enterprise are somehow in 
danger of being wiped off the planet by Democrats. Ludicrous! I could go on… Thanks, Pam for stating your, I 
think, brilliant insight in such a strong, direct way! —SteveB] 
 
I love James Carville.  He is super creepy, but I love what he says.  Have you seen the guy on “Saturday Night Live” 
who does an imitation of him?  Perfection. [No, unfortunately, I have not. Sure love the show, though. —SteveB] 
 
Krugman nailed it when he attributed cynicism or cluelessness to the Republican Scramble for the Presidency.  The 
only one who is remotely qualified is Romney, but he scares me too.  He's so rigid.  I think he's a pragmatist who 
backs himself up with the Mormon dogma that the man is in charge.  And he's The Man.  Still, he probably wouldn't 
embarrass the U.S. at a conference in Paris, at least if was cool about not drinking their wine.  Will they serve iced 
tea at State Dinners? 
 
I love Paul Krugman.  My brother-in-law's girlfriend knows him.  She works in banking and says she likes him 
personally, though she disagrees with him.  Yes, she's a Republican.  My brother-in-law is a Democrat.  How does 
that work?  Sometimes I'm tempted to send them stuff from FotM, but I don't want to cause trouble. 
 
 
[We would never cause trouble around here! :-) —SteveB] 
 
 

20111210-13 21:07 Art Re: “Why the GOP Field Is So Weak” (reply to SteveB, above X2) 

 
This is really spot on.  Here's a quote I got from somewhere that I think really nails part of this down.  I'm not sure 
all of it is accurate but the part about anything other than hate is. 
 

Second, the Chicago Tribune’s estimable Steve Chapman captured the essence of Gingrich’s appeal to the 
GOP’s propagandized base: “Demonizing adversaries is what he does best. Some on the right don't want a 
conservative so much as they want a hater. Gingrich is their dream come true. Romney shows no flair for 
irresponsible hysteria and crude smears—and many count that as a serious flaw. 



 
 

20111210-14 09:38 SteveG 
“The Real History of 'Corporate Personhood': Meet the Man to Blame for 
Corporations Having More Rights Than You” 

 
“The Real History of 'Corporate Personhood': Meet the Man to Blame for Corporations Having More Rights Than 
You” by Jeffrey Clements, Alternet 
 
Dec. 6, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153345/) 
 
 

20111210-15 09:57 SteveG 
Video: “Howard Zinn on Obama: ‘If You Want to End Terrorism, You 
Have to Stop Being Terrorists’" 

 
Video: “If You Want to End Terrorism, You Have to Stop Being Terrorists" 
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dbzkhu1CiVU&feature=share) 
 
 

20111210-06 14:05 Jim Book Recommendation: The Whole Truth by Dan Baldacci 

 
I know it is a busy season and there are a lot of current gaffes to laugh or cry at along with dire warnings about 
threats to everything from Bryce Canyon to internet censorship and unpatriotic use of the patriot act or airport 
scanner. 
 
Still, I would like to recommend for your fiction reading The Whole Truth  by Dan Baldacci.  This book is about a 
wealthy arms company president's desire to restart the cold war with every country feeling the need to re-arm 
against some traditional foe so they will buy more weapons.  The feature I want to emphasize is the use of fake 
stuff on the Internet.  They create what looks like a smuggled out video of a torture victim who makes some claims 
that get posted everywhere and can't be verified.  They do other internet stuff and then arrange a few real terror 
attacks to give credence to some of it. 
 
It is a good thriller, but it lets you see behind the curtain how easy it is to manipulate "public opinion" to fall into 
line with your opinion on very little real evidence or reasoning.  We get really close to a lot of wars or armed 
borders in the story before the skeptical reporter can break the real story. 
 
The author gives an afterword on the history of some disinformation campaigns by our own CIA in other countries. 
 
It has been three or four years since I read it so I can't give more details off the top of my head, but I think you 
would enjoy the book as a good story and be disturbed by how possible it all seems. 
 
 

20111210-07 15:23 Pam Some Interesting Economic Numbers 

 
From the January, 2012, Harper's Index: 
 

1. Amount of money employees of private-equity firm Bain Capital have donated to the campaigns of: 
 

• Its co-founder, Mitt Romney: $69,500. 
• President Obama: $119,900. 

 
2. Republicans who say the current economic order "favors a very small portion of the rich": 62% 
 
3. Workers with only a high school diploma who received employer-based health insurance in 1979: 70% 
 
4. Workers with a bachelor's degree or higher who receive it today: 66% 
 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153345/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dbzkhu1CiVU&feature=share


5. Citizens who struggled to pay for food: 
 

Country 2008 2011 
 
China 16% 6% 
U.S.A. 9% 19% 

 
 

20111210-08 15:30 SteveB Re: Some Interesting Economic Numbers (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Wow! It is simply amazing to me the way the statistics everyone in this group has found pile up so one-sidedly 
against one side. 
 
Unfortunately, President Obama has done nothing to determine the direction of this country except internationally, 
where I think he has achieved some stunning successes. His foreign policy should make any Republican happy, 
except for maybe his Israel policy, and who really knows what to do there—not Glenn Beck or Michelle Bachmann! I 
guess Trump isn’t happy about leaving Iraq without “taking their oil” whatever that means. I think I’m just happy to 
get out of there in one piece, as long as we keep an eye on Iran, and I trust Obama to do the right thing, more 
than any of the candidates. 
 
The course we are on, and have been on for a long time, since Nixon, at least, is solidly conservative Republican—
deregulation, low taxes, wars, political corruption, and battles against unions, education, and the middle class and 
poor. During this time, we have seen an incredible decline in the quality of life for the all-important, economy-
driving middle class. And, for far too long, a real decline in middle class incomes, while prices rise. 
 
Very difficult for anyone to say otherwise against such massive evidence and be believed. So far, we’ve seen, I 
believ, zero real evidence to support any contrary position. If I am wrong, please let me know. 
 
It’s time to change direction, America. Unfortunately, the word “change” has been a little over-used and people are 
very cynical about it. It’s a shame when a whole country has such an attitude about something it so badly needs. 
 
 

20111210-10 18:06 Pam Re: Some Interesting Economic Numbers (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I just read another article in the latest Harper’s that has me reeling.  It's about the housing foreclosure crisis and 
something called MERS, that was started in 1999.  MERS was created by business interests to essentially launder 
mortgages.  Here's how I understand it: a bank lends money to a borrower to buy a house.  Two documents are 
produced—a deed of trust and a promissory note—that traditionally (until 10 or so years ago) were kept together 
by the Clerk of Court in the county where the sale took place.  MERS got the idea of splitting the two, leaving the 
deed with the original lender and selling off the note to be bundled in a mortgage security, which was then sold, 
then sold again, and on and on, until it was lost.  You can't sell a property without that note, but if it couldn't be 
found, then the mortgage was cancelled.  No one could prove who owned the property.  This only happened, 
though, if the homeowner was savvy enough to take the issue to court.  This has happened a few times, but once 
class action suits began to be filed, the courts began to rule against plaintiffs and in favor of MERS.  The thing is, if 
thousands and thousands of properties can't be proved to belong to anybody, then the whole idea of private 
property goes out the window—along with trust and billions of dollars.  You can see why the courts wouldn't want 
this to happen—we'd fall into an abyss—but it's the trusting, ignorant homeowner who loses.  At the end of the 
payment period (30 yrs. or whatever), he may find it impossible to find the legal holder of the note, with the result 
that he wouldn't be able to sell the property.  He'd have virtually been paying rent the whole time.  Read the article 
for yourselves.  This strikes me as a terrible, terrible thing—as bad as anything that's happened in the past three 
years.  We are in such sh*t. 
 
 

20111210-09 16:04 SteveB “Gingrich in Bull's Eye at GOP Showdown” 

 
This is an interesting exchange: 



 
 
“Gingrich in Bull's Eye at GOP Showdown” by Paul Steinhauser, CNN 
 
Dec. 9, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/09/politics/gop-debate/index.html) 
 

"I'm still undecided. I am looking for a candidate that can beat Obama!" said Becky Beach, a GOP strategist 
and Iowa resident. 
 
What issues is she looking for when it comes to the debate? 
 
"It would be reducing the federal debt and cutting government spending, so we can create 
jobs," she said. 

 
 
Do you see how pervasive the lies of the right are? No economist on Earth can prove or even demonstrate that 
“reducing the federal debt and cutting government spending” has, can, or will ever do anything to create jobs in the 
situation we are in. If our currently low interest rates and taxes and incentives to business and trade stay the same, 
and we merely reduce the size and debt of government, how could one additional job be created? What exactly 
would create it? Jobs would instead be lost, at least in government. This is truly Herman Cain’s famous “apples and 
oranges.” They just don’t add up, do they, lover boy? 
 
 

20111210-11 18:37 SteveB “The Most Important Economic Speech of His [Obama's] Presidency” 

 
At least we’ve got President Obama onboard now. I’ve been a little worried about the big guy. He states the 
position well, too. A must read! 
 
 
“The Most Important Economic Speech of His [Obama's] Presidency” by Robert Reich, NationofChange 
 
Dec. 8, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/most-important-economic-speech-his-presidency-1323355215) 
 
The President’s speech today in Osawatomie, Kansas — where Teddy Roosevelt gave his “New Nationalism” speech 
in 1910 — is the most important economic speech of his presidency in terms of connecting the dots, laying out the 
reasons behind our economic and political crises, and asserting a willingness to take on the powerful and the 
privileged that have gamed the system to their advantage. 
 
Here are the highlights (and, if you’ll pardon me, my annotations): 
 

For most Americans, the basic bargain that made this country great has eroded. Long before the recession 
hit, hard work stopped paying off for too many people. Fewer and fewer of the folks who contributed to the 
success of our economy actually benefitted from that success. Those at the very top grew wealthier from 
their incomes and investments than ever before. But everyone else struggled with costs that were growing 
and paychecks that weren’t - and too many families found themselves racking up more and more debt just 
to keep up. 

 
He’s absolutely right – and it’s the first time he or any other president has clearly stated the long-term structural 
problem that’s been widening the gap between the very top and everyone else for thirty years – the breaking of the 
basic bargain linking pay to productivity gains. 
 

For many years, credit cards and home equity loans papered over the harsh realities of this new economy. 
But in 2008, the house of cards collapsed. 

 
Exactly. But the first papering over was when large numbers of women went into paid work, starting the in the late 
1970s and 1980s, in order to prop up family incomes that were stagnating or dropping because male wages were 

http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/09/politics/gop-debate/index.html
http://www.nationofchange.org/most-important-economic-speech-his-presidency-1323355215


under siege – from globalization, technological change, and the decline of unions. Only when this coping 
mechanism was exhausted, and when housing prices started to climb, did Americans shift to credit cards and home 
equity loans as a means of papering over the new harsh reality of an economy that was working for a minority at 
the top but not for most of the middle class. 
 

We all know the story by now: Mortgages sold to people who couldn’t afford them, or sometimes even 
understand them. Banks and investors allowed to keep packaging the risk and selling it off. Huge bets - and 
huge bonuses - made with other people’s money on the line. Regulators who were supposed to warn us 
about the dangers of all this, but looked the other way or didn’t have the authority to look at all. 
 
It was wrong. It combined the breathtaking greed of a few with irresponsibility across the system. And it 
plunged our economy and the world into a crisis from which we are still fighting to recover. It claimed the 
jobs, homes, and the basic security of millions - innocent, hard-working Americans who had met their 
responsibilities, but were still left holding the bag. 

 
Precisely – and it’s about time he used the term “wrong” to describe Wall Street’s antics, and the abject failure of 
regulators (led by Alan Greenspan and the Fed) to stop what was going on. But these “wrongs” were only the 
proximate cause of the economic crisis. The underlying cause was, as the President said before, the breaking of the 
basic bargain linking pay to productivity. 
 

Ever since, there has been a raging debate over the best way to restore growth and prosperity; balance and 
fairness. Throughout the country, it has sparked protests and political movements - from the Tea Party to 
the people who have been occupying the streets of New York and other cities. It’s left Washington in a 
near-constant state of gridlock. And it’s been the topic of heated and sometimes colorful discussion among 
the men and women who are running for president. 
 
But this isn’t just another political debate. This is the defining issue of our time. This is a make or break 
moment for the middle class, and all those who are fighting to get into the middle class. At stake is whether 
this will be a country where working people can earn enough to raise a family, build a modest savings, own 
a home, and secure their retirement. 

 
Right again. It is the defining issue of our time. But I wish he wouldn’t lump the Tea Party in with the Occupiers. 
The former hates government; the latter focuses blame on Wall Street and corporate greed – just where the 
President did a moment ago. 
 

Now, in the midst of this debate, there are some who seem to be suffering from a kind of collective 
amnesia. After all that’s happened, after the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, they want to 
return to the same practices that got us into this mess. In fact, they want to go back to the same policies 
that have stacked the deck against middle-class Americans for too many years. Their philosophy is simple: 
we are better off when everyone is left to fend for themselves and play by their own rules. 

 
He might have been a bit stronger here. The “they” who are suffering collective amnesia include many of the 
privileged and powerful who have gained enormous wealth by using their political muscle to entrench their privilege 
and power. In other words, it’s not simply or even mainly amnesia. It’s a clear and concerted strategy. 
 

Well, I’m here to say they are wrong. I’m here to reaffirm my deep conviction that we are greater together 
than we are on our own. I believe that this country succeeds when everyone gets a fair shot, when 
everyone does their fair share, and when everyone plays by the same rules. Those aren’t Democratic or 
Republican values; 1% values or 99% values. They’re American values, and we have to reclaim them. 

  
Amen. 
 

In 1910, Teddy Roosevelt came here, to Osawatomie, and laid out his vision for what he called a New 
Nationalism. “Our country,” he said, “…means nothing unless it means the triumph of a real democracy…of 
an economic system under which each man shall be guaranteed the opportunity to show the best that there 
is in him.” 



 
Some background: In 1909, Herbert Croly, a young political philosopher and journalist, argued in his best-selling 
The Promise of American Life that the large American corporation should be regulated by the nation and directed 
toward national goals. “The constructive idea behind a policy of the recognition of the semi-monopolistic 
corporation is, of course, the idea that they can be converted into economic agents…for the national economic 
interest,” Croly wrote. Teddy Roosevelt’s New Nationalism embraced Croly’s idea. 
 

For this, Roosevelt was called a radical, a socialist, even a communist. But today, we are a richer nation and 
a stronger democracy because of what he fought for in his last campaign: an eight hour work day and a 
minimum wage for women; insurance for the unemployed, the elderly, and those with disabilities; political 
reform and a progressive income tax. 
 
Today, over one hundred years later, our economy has gone through another transformation. Over the last 
few decades, huge advances in technology have allowed businesses to do more with less, and made it 
easier for them to set up shop and hire workers anywhere in the world. And many of you know firsthand the 
painful disruptions this has caused for a lot of Americans. 
 
Factories where people thought they would retire suddenly picked up and went overseas, where the 
workers were cheaper. Steel mills that needed 1,000 employees are now able to do the same work with 
100, so that layoffs were too often permanent, not just a temporary part of the business cycle. These 
changes didn’t just affect blue-collar workers. If you were a bank teller or a phone operator or a travel 
agent, you saw many in your profession replaced by ATMs or the internet. Today, even higher-skilled jobs 
like accountants and middle management can be outsourced to countries like China and India. And if you’re 
someone whose job can be done cheaper by a computer or someone in another country, you don’t have a 
lot of leverage with your employer when it comes to asking for better wages and benefits - especially since 
fewer Americans today are part of a union. 
 
Now, just as there was in Teddy Roosevelt’s time, there’s been a certain crowd in Washington for the last 
few decades who respond to this economic challenge with the same old tune. “The market will take care of 
everything,” they tell us. If only we cut more regulations and cut more taxes - especially for the wealthy - 
our economy will grow stronger. Sure, there will be winners and losers. But if the winners do really well, 
jobs and prosperity will eventually trickle down to everyone else. And even if prosperity doesn’t trickle 
down, they argue, that’s the price of liberty. 
 
It’s a simple theory - one that speaks to our rugged individualism and healthy skepticism of too much 
government. It fits well on a bumper sticker. Here’s the problem: It doesn’t work. It’s never worked. It 
didn’t work when it was tried in the decade before the Great Depression. It’s not what led to the incredible 
post-war boom of the 50s and 60s. And it didn’t work when we tried it during the last decade. 

 
Obama is advocating Croly’s proposal that large corporations be regulated for the nation’s good. But he’s updating 
Croly. The next paragraphs are important. 
 

Remember that in those years, in 2001 and 2003, Congress passed two of the most expensive tax cuts for 
the wealthy in history, and what did they get us? The slowest job growth in half a century. Massive deficits 
that have made it much harder to pay for the investments that built this country and provided the basic 
security that helped millions of Americans reach and stay in the middle class - things like education and 
infrastructure; science and technology; Medicare and Social Security. 
 
Remember that in those years, thanks to some of the same folks who are running Congress now, we had 
weak regulation and little oversight, and what did that get us? Insurance companies that jacked up people’s 
premiums with impunity, and denied care to the patients who were sick. Mortgage lenders that tricked 
families into buying homes they couldn’t afford. A financial sector where irresponsibility and lack of basic 
oversight nearly destroyed our entire economy. 
 
We simply cannot return to this brand of your-on-your-own economics if we’re serious about rebuilding the 
middle class in this country. We know that it doesn’t result in a strong economy. It results in an economy 



that invests too little in its people and its future. It doesn’t result in a prosperity that trickles down. It results 
in a prosperity that’s enjoyed by fewer and fewer of our citizens. 
 
Look at the statistics. In the last few decades, the average income of the top one percent has gone up by 
more than 250%, to $1.2 million per year. For the top one hundredth of one percent, the average income is 
now $27 million per year. The typical CEO who used to earn about 30 times more than his or her workers 
now earns 110 times more. And yet, over the last decade, the incomes of most Americans have actually 
fallen by about six percent. 

 
This is the first time the President — and president — has emphasized this grotesque trend. Now listen for how he 
connects this with the deterioration of our economy and democracy: 
 

This kind of inequality - a level we haven’t seen since the Great Depression - hurts us all. When middle-class 
families can no longer afford to buy the goods and services that businesses are selling, it drags down the 
entire economy, from top to bottom. America was built on the idea of broad-based prosperity - that’s why a 
CEO like Henry Ford made it his mission to pay his workers enough so that they could buy the cars they 
made. It’s also why a recent study showed that countries with less inequality tend to have stronger and 
steadier economic growth over the long run. 
 
Inequality also distorts our democracy. It gives an outsized voice to the few who can afford high-priced 
lobbyists and unlimited campaign contributions, and runs the risk of selling out our democracy to the 
highest bidder. And it leaves everyone else rightly suspicious that the system in Washington is rigged 
against them - that our elected representatives aren’t looking out for the interests of most Americans. 
 
More fundamentally, this kind of gaping inequality gives lie to the promise at the very heart of America: that 
this is the place where you can make it if you try. We tell people that in this country, even if you’re born 
with nothing, hard work can get you into the middle class; and that your children will have the chance to do 
even better than you. That’s why immigrants from around the world flocked to our shores. 

 
And what it’s done to equal opportunity, and how it’s eroded upward mobility: 
 

And yet, over the last few decades, the rungs on the ladder of opportunity have grown farther and farther 
apart, and the middle class has shrunk. A few years after World War II, a child who was born into poverty 
had a slightly better than 50-50 chance of becoming middle class as an adult. By 1980, that chance fell to 
around 40%. And if the trend of rising inequality over the last few decades continues, it’s estimated that a 
child born today will only have a 1 in 3 chance of making it to the middle class. 
 
It’s heartbreaking enough that there are millions of working families in this country who are now forced to 
take their children to food banks for a decent meal. But the idea that those children might not have a 
chance to climb out of that situation and back into the middle class, no matter how hard they work? That’s 
inexcusable. It’s wrong. It flies in the face of everything we stand for. 
 

What should we do about this? Not turn to protectionism or become neo-Luddites. Nor turn to some version of 
government planning. 
 

Fortunately, that’s not a future we have to accept. Because there’s another view about how we build a 
strong middle class in this country - a view that’s truer to our history; a vision that’s been embraced by 
people of both parties for more than two hundred years. 
 
It’s not a view that we should somehow turn back technology or put up walls around America. It’s not a 
view that says we should punish profit or success or pretend that government knows how to fix all society’s 
problems. It’s a view that says in America, we are greater together - when everyone engages in fair play, 
everyone gets a fair shot, everyone does their fair share. 

 
So what does that mean for restoring middle-class security in today’s economy? 
 



It starts by making sure that everyone in America gets a fair shot at success. The truth is, we’ll never be 
able to compete with other countries when it comes to who’s best at letting their businesses pay the lowest 
wages or pollute as much as they want. That’s a race to the bottom that we can’t win - and shouldn’t want 
to win. Those countries don’t have a strong middle-class. They don’t have our standard of living. 
 
In 1910, Teddy Roosevelt came here, to Osawatomie, and laid out his vision for what he called a New 
Nationalism. 
 
The fact is, this crisis has left a deficit of trust between Main Street and Wall Street. And major banks that 
were rescued by the taxpayers have an obligation to go the extra mile in helping to close that deficit. At 
minimum, they should be remedying past mortgage abuses that led to the financial crisis, and working to 
keep responsible homeowners in their home. We’re going to keep pushing them to provide more time for 
unemployed homeowners to look for work without having to worry about immediately losing their house. 

 
I wish the Obama administration had made this a condition for the banks receiving bailouts. 
 
But there’s far more to the speech. Read it in full. It lays out the basis for what could be the platform Obama will 
run on in 2012 — increasing taxes on the rich, investing in the rest us, requiring corporations and Wall Street banks 
that reap benefits from being in America create good jobs for Americans, and protecting our democracy from being 
corrupted by money — a new New Nationalism. 
 
Here, finally, is the Barack Obama many of us thought we had elected in 2008. Since then we’ve had a president 
who has only reluctantly stood up to the moneyed interests Teddy Roosevelt and his cousin Franklin stood up to. 
 
Hopefully Obama will carry this message through 2012, and gain a mandate to use his second term to take on the 
growing inequities and game-rigging practices that have been undermining the American economy and American 
democracy for years. 
 
 

20111211-01 10:25 Pam 
Re: “The Most Important Economic Speech of His [Obama's] Presidency” 
(reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Well, it's about time.  Give 'em hell, Barry. 
 
 

20111211-02 11:49 SteveB “GOP Shows It Doesn't Care About U.S. Consumers” 

 
And they are very loyal boot lickers for their Masters, aren’t they? No tax increases for the rich, payroll tax increases 
for the middle class. No money for jobs, plenty of money for lobbying and campaigns. 
 
And, of course, Republican politicians have no interest in regulating or even monitoring the behavior of their Lords 
and Masters who control the almighty dollars and power in our nation. 
 
This is American democracy in 2011. As Roland says, “Despicable.” 
 
 
“GOP Shows It Doesn't Care About U.S. Consumers” by Roland Martin, CNN 
 
Dec. 10, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/10/opinion/martin-gop-block/index.html) 
 

Republicans, led by Richard Shelby, of Alabama, blocked confirmation of Obama's pick for consumer 
financial protection chief. 

 
 

20111211-04 13:45 Pam 
Re: “GOP Shows It Doesn't Care About U.S. Consumers” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/10/opinion/martin-gop-block/index.html


 
It is hard for me to believe that so many people (Republicans and their sympathizers) could be so intent on 
ruination.  Why? I keep asking myself.  Are they evil or ignorant?  They must be one or the other.  Is it the 
blindness of myopia or complete indifference to the harm they do? 
 
The Right justifies itself by alluding to "American values," by which they mean, Christianity, extreme individualism, 
fear and loathing of anything communal, opposition to others' ideas about sex and religion when they don't conform 
to their narrow definition of what is "normal," and the free market.  They are  floating in a cloud of abstraction, 
dogma, and belief—all intangibles.  Democrats (at least traditional ones, not necessarily the go-along to get-along 
types we have these days), on the other hand, see problems in the real world: hunger, disease, poor housing, lack 
of transportation, shortage of vital medicines, etc.  All of these are tangible, measurable, and potentially solvable, 
without reliance on any belief system whatsoever.  We have a conflict between magical thinking and rational 
pragmatism, and I see little chance of meaningful communication between the two.  This, at least, is my take on 
the rank-and-file Republicans, who see the world in simple terms and want a return to what they think they 
remember of the 1950s.  These are the ignorant. 
 
The leadership, if you can call it that, of the GOP has a different agenda, and it's about money, first, last, and 
always.  I love that video that Steve G. posted about how we find meaning in life by giving.  I never hear 
Republicans discuss in any meaningful way what can be done to help the unemployed (cut off their benefits), the 
poor (failure is the loser's fault), the sick (don't allow Medicare to bargain for cheaper medications), the 
disenfranchised (you gotta have a particular kind of picture ID), the homeless (cut funds to local governments), the 
debt-ridden (foreclose, and don't let the door hit you on the way out).  These are the evil ones.  For the life of me, I 
don't understand their motivation.  It seems pathological. 
 
Every day I become more convinced that our whole system—government AND business—is rotten at the core.  We 
have nothing to lose by taking to the streets, the airwaves, the steps of Congress to show those in power that we 
know what they are doing, and we intend to stop them doing it.  Obama has NOTHING to lose by coming out 
swinging.  The speech he gave that is quoted in Robert Reich's blog is great, but why didn't he give it years ago?  
Why don't we see his anger and frustration?  Is he really as cool, calm, and collected as he appears to be?  His 
graying hair belies that.  I want to see intelligence in our President, but we need to see the flash of fire too.  To 
quote another infinitely quotable President, "Bring it on! 
 
 

20111211-03 12:53 SteveB Conservative? P-u-leeze! 

 
The Right talks about being “Conservatives.” It seems like the rest of us are automatically socialist, communist, 
terrorist, Christian-haters, or gay. OK. 
 
What do they mean by these terms? 
 
How “conservative” was it to dismantle the banking and financial laws that protected all of us between the 
Depression and the 1990’s? This radical experiment was “conservative”? How is that, exactly? 
 
How “conservative” were the deficit-busting, unprecedented rounds of tax cut experiments, made during good 
times, and based on some radical theory that has never born fruit and probably never will. 
 
In the creation of the Bush Financial Meltdown, how “conservative” were the predatory lending practices and the 
laws that allowed them? How “conservative” were the regulators? How “conservative” have the Republican trade, 
jobs, and manufacturing policies been? They certainly created change! Not the stability and uniformity usually 
associated with conservatism. 
 
This glorious deregulation was all a key part of the Republican plan for America. And where did this conservatism 
lead? Nowhere except back full circle to malaise or worse. 
 



I thought conservatism was sticking to what you know works? Changing only if absolutely necessary? What we all 
knew worked in this case. Not throwing it out the widow and trying radical experiments with unknown ramifications. 
Especially with something like a great and prosperous nation and people. 
 
These “conservatives” twist the truth to every angle. 
 
 

20111211-05 13:50 Pam Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I remember when we first began corresponding, you called yourself a conservative.  It sounds to me like you and 
today's "conservatives" are parting company.  What's in a name anyway?  Well-intentioned, intelligent people tend 
to share the same values and ideas no matter what they call themselves.  Hiding behind a label is just a way of 
avoiding specifics.  I bet you and I could even find some common ground on immigration if we looked hard enough. 
:-) 
 
 

20111211-06 14:04 SteveB Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I know I sure do not want to be to the right of Newt on any issue, even immigration.:-) 
 
I still think of myself as a true conservative. The kind I am saying the Republicans are not, I guess. Maybe like Art 
still considers himself sort of a Republican. 
 
But we need so many fixes now, that there may truly be no place for genuine conservatism at this time in our 
history. We sure don’t want more of the same radical experiments. 
 
The lies we are assailed with are incredible, are they not? 1984 and Brave New World have been perhaps 
surpassed, and in so little time too. 
 
 

20111211-08 15:39 Pam Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
From Pam (Dec. 11, 2011, 3:39 pm)—reply to SteveB, above, ref: Politics 
 
Yes.  1984 and Brave New World were indeed prophetic.  That article I read in Harper's made me realize just how 
dysfunctional our system really is.  I'm reading a book now that talks about what this country was like in the 50s 
and 60s and how a conformist mindset got entrenched.  Maybe some lingering effects of that time are with us more 
than we realize.  There is such a reluctance to challenge what was once the source of our prosperity.  Remember, 
what's good for GE is good for America?  The people wanted to be believers, and the smartypants at the top 
believed they could do anything.  I am becoming such a cynic. 
 
 

20111211-07 14:05 SteveB Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Mmmm...a "coformist mindset." I think they're onto something there. 
 
It turns out to be like Plato knew. The education of a nation's leaders is of the utmost importance. The education of 
its citizens isn't far behind. Now people don't even see the way the truth is twisted. 
 
I would think a democracy, especially a great one, would have spent a lot more resources than America ever did, 
studying and discussing what an important part of the political process this education is for a democracy. Trying to 
find ways to do it better and better, if that's possible. Trying to perfect democracy. 
 
If democracy is not seen as precious, it seems like it has a way of disappearing. 
 



To truly challenge this system...well, that is why Alan Grayson ends all his communications and speeches with one 
very significant and portentious word, "Courage!" 
 
 

20111211-09 16:22 Pam Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Yes, yes, yes.  You're so right.  Education is everything.  You can't have a democracy without it.  There's a reason 
why Afghanistan is such a god-forsaken country; most of the population can't even read.   
Critical thinking?  Forget it.  I don't know where it came from, but I've always been a person to want to go the 
opposite way everyone else is going.  My parents were of that conformist 50's generation and they didn't 
understand that at all.  My mother once said to me, You don't fly in the face of convention.  Well, I did.  When I 
was young, I thought at some level that she was probably right and I'd grow out of my contrariness, but no.  I 
challenge everything, even myself.  That's why I'm so eager to hear from the other side.  If they have any good 
arguments, I want to hear them.  I'll change my mind if it seems reasonable.  I think most people are terrified of 
changing their mind or admitting they've been wrong about something.  I used to be totally against legalizing 
drugs.  Totally.  But I've come to see the terrible price we're paying for the war on drugs.  Legalizing marijuana and 
taxing it for the good of all would be the smart thing to do, only we can never admit that, because that would mean 
we'd been wrong all along.  Just like the Catholic Church.  If they do an about-face on birth control today, what 
does that say to all the people who were denied it in the past?  Better just to keep on as we are.  Only it's not 
better; we just go deeper and deeper into whatever hole we've been digging. 
 
One reason I love FotM is because I'm learning so much and thinking a lot too.  It's taken the place of teaching for 
me.  I learned more from teaching than I ever did from taking classes.  No way was I going to get up in front of a 
class of 150 and talk about the Roman Republic without studying the hell out of it first.  When you study under that 
pressure, things tend to stick.  I taught Western Civilization, among other things, and I learned SO much.  With 
FotM I have a new reason to read and think hard.  It's a real motivation to me.   
 
 

20111211-10 17:05 SteveB Re: Conservative? P-u-leeze! (reply to Pam, above) 
 

 
I’m going to work on the website next, since the Archive is so far along now. That and a little SEO (Search Engine 
Optimization) and we should really start growing. I’ll try to keep it controlled, but I think we do need more of 
everything, just not too much more, except maybe readers. How many readers would ever be too many? 
 
Voices from the Right are always welcome, though a little rare. 
 
I too am learning a lot. You and I are even learning things about email! 
 
And, as you say, there is nothing like teaching to learn a subject. In my student and teaching years, I got to do 
quite a bit of private tutoring for some pretty brilliant students. I taught all the subjects and loved it, because I had 
to learn too and stay ahead. In college and graduate school, I studied and partially understood (you know how that 
is) a lot of incredible literature. All of Shakespeare. Proust. Woolf. All the Americans. Like I told you about reading 
Atlas Shrugged in high school, I loved the thick books in college too—the Russians especially. But when you have to 
teach, it is very very motivating. Plus, if you simply treat students of any age as real people, you will be blessed by 
what they can discover that, perhaps, you never would. 
 
That is also what happens in this group. 
 
P.S. We had great schools in Greencastle in our day! They graduated a lot of rebels and free spirits, from everything 
I can tell. That tells you they must have been doing something right. And so cheaply. The best bargain in our 
society! Maybe in any society. 
 
 

20111211-11 22:21 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Help Imprisoned Afghan Women Claim Their Rights! 

 
From Care2: 



 
Imprisoned Afghan Women Deserve Due Process. 
 
In 2009, the Afghan Congress ratified the Elimination of Violence Against Women Act (EVAW), which criminalized 
the traditions of forced marriage, enslavement and abuse of women. 
 
Unfortunately, Afghan women are still being put in prison for resisting these cultural practices. 
 
Tell Presidents Barack Obama and Hamid Karzai that the legal rights of Afghan women deserve to be respected: 
 
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/9/tell-president-obama-imprisoned-afghan-women-deserve-due-process-according-
to-international-rule-of/. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

The Republican Reality 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 14, 2011) 
 
 
And so the slow spiral down continues for the GOP. For some reason I can’t guess (yet am very afraid to know), the 
Republicans don’t even feel the need to throw the poor or even the middle class a bone any more. It’s not only all 
about 2012 and bringing down, Obama, it’s about serving their masters—a very tiny minority in a sea of democracy. 
There are no other stated goals than to bring down the President. 
 
If this strategy works for the GOP in 2012, all is lost. It seems to me to be the strangest method of winning 
elections that I can imagine: “America, Go to Hell!” 
 
I know many of you hope for or fear a Republican takeover in 2012. I’m just as worried about the GOP self-
destructing either after, or even before, the election. And what I fear more than the Republicans is what might 
replace them. 
 
 
“GOP's Horse-Race Politics” by Rep. Rosa DeLauro, Politico 
 
Dec. 13, 2011, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1211/70382.html) 
 
(There's been brinkmanship and bad faith arguments from the GOP, the author writes.) 
 
Republicans in Congress, despite their affinity for tax cuts, last week blocked a critical extension and expansion of 
the payroll tax cut in the Senate that would save the average American family roughly $1,500 a year. They are 
again showing that they will go to absurd lengths to oppose President Barack Obama and serve the interests of 
their wealthiest donors. Even if that means hurting middle-class working families. 
 
We have seen no meaningful attempts to create and retain jobs this year. However, we have seen plenty of 
brinkmanship, budget crises and bad faith arguments from the GOP. This is because, at the bottom of it all, 
Republicans in Congress are only focused on the 2012 horse race. 
 
They would rather see the president hamstrung in next year’s election than have the economy recover. As Senate 
Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said, “The single most important thing we want to achieve is for 
President Obama to be a one-term president.” 
 
Continue reading at Politico… 
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20111212-01 14:27 SteveB “Cato Unbound: Will the Real John Maynard Keynes Please Stand Up?” 

 
“Cato Unbound: Will the Real John Maynard Keynes Please Stand Up?” by Rick Lowe, Weblog Bahamas 
 
Dec. 12, 2011, (http://www.weblogbahamas.com/blog_bahamas/2011/12/cato-unbound-will-the-real-john-
maynard-keynes-please-stand-up.html) 
 
Just when many of the political class around the world thought it was safe to cart the spectre of John Maynard 
Keynes out yet again, Cato Unbound (http://www.cato-unbound.org/) opens up the debate. 
 
Tim Congdon, British Economist and Businessman, leads off with his essay entitled: “Dangerous Waffle about the 
‘Liquidity Trap’” http://www.cato-unbound.org/2011/12/05/tim-congdon/dangerous-waffle-about-the-liquidity-trap/. 
 
Response essays from Dean Baker, co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research, Don Boudreaux of 
George Mason University, and Robert Hetzel, an economist with the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond can be 
found at the links below: 

 
Dean Baker: “Keynes and the Current Crisis” http://www.cato-unbound.org/2011/12/07/dean-baker/keynes-
and-the-current-crisis/. 
 
Don Boudreaux: “Keynes, Friedman and Higgs” http://www.cato-unbound.org/2011/12/09/donald-j-
boudreaux/keynes-friedman-and-higgs/. 
 
Robert Hetzel: Tim Congdon on Liquidity Traps vs. Portfolio Rebalancing, http://www.cato-
unbound.org/2011/12/12/robert-hetzel/tim-congdon-on-liquidity-traps-vs-portfolio-rebalancing/. 

 
 

20111212-02 15:55 Pam Re: The Return of Bad Newt (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #31) 

 
I guess you've all see Newt's economic proposals to forget about jobs, throw out regulation, lower the tax rate on 
corporations, and eliminate capital gains.  Good Lord.  Obama is right: the differences between the two parties are 
stark.  I don't believe I've seen a more significant election than the upcoming one.  I feel about it like I'd feel about 
major surgery.  I hope the outcome will be good, and I can't wait until it's over. 
 
 

20111212-03 17:50 SteveB Animation: Happy Ride 

 

 
 
The picture here is an animated GIF that I hope works for you in the email. If not, you can open it with this link: 
 
(http://i22.photobucket.com/albums/b314/tmcatee/l_dca3f880d61e59e216f0855be9ef5667.gif) 
 
I’m not sure who did this. Some right-wing blog, I think. I guess it is supposed to somehow be critical of the 
President and his “buddies.” 
 
But I think it is a very funny, cool, happy video. It would certainly never happen in real life. It’s a shame we’re in 
too serious a crisis for the clip to ever happen, but I wish it could. It just makes me smile! 
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Enjoy! 
 
 

20111213-05 Larry 16:40 Re: Happy Ride (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I think that is sooooooooooo funny!  
 
Take care over the holiday, and thank you for the enjoyment your new “Friends of the Middle” brings to me. 
 
 

20111212-04 19:04 SteveB “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” 

 
I’m probably bad, but I just loved this! LOL! Never heard of this guy before, so he’s a discovery for me! 
 
 
“The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” by Walter Brasch, Nov. 30, 2011, (http://www.pacificviews.org/) 
 
"O.K., class, we have a few minutes at the end of today's lecture about how the godless Communists created 
evolution to try to destroy the decent loyal patriotic capitalist society of America. Any questions? Yes, Billy Bob." 
 
"Mr. Jim Bob, I heard about this thing called a person. What is that?" 
 
"Good question. With all the distortions by the lyin' liberal left-wing, it can get confusing. But, it's really simple. A 
person is an egg that has just been fertilized by a sperm. We call this young person a Zygote." 
 
"Does it have to be a goat? Can it be anything else?" 
 
"Well, Susie Bob, if you nurture it, that fertilized egg can grow up to be anything it wants to be, because this is the 
United States of America. And no one has the right to tell us white folks what to do." 
 
"Are there advantages of being a single-celled person?" 
 
"Definitely. Their parents don't have to wait until they emerge from the birth canal to claim them as an IRS 
deduction. Also, with more persons in Mississippi, we can get more single-cell congresspersons to represent us." 
 
"Then why did our parents vote against the constitutional amendment?" 
 
"It was a close defeat. While those abortion activists voted against the measure, most of the opposition was 
because us conservatives were worried that the way the proposed amendment was written would allow them liberal 
types to go to Washington and overturn our states' rights." 
 
"You mean Congress can do that?" 
 
"No, Junie Bob, the Supreme Court can do that. It was a craps roll. You see, there are four decent Americans on 
the Supreme Court. And there are four who are women, or Jews, or both. And they were likely to say something 
stupid, like the state isn't allowed to use religious dogma to justify new laws. That would mean there would be a 
4â€“4 tie. We couldn't trust the other judge to do what's right, because he changes what side heâ€™s on all the 
time. Even our illustrious governor said he had doubts about how broad that amendment was, and what the courts 
would do." 
 
"But he voted for it anyway." 
 
"He's a politician, Kenny Bob. That's what they do. Next question." 
 

http://www.pacificviews.org/


"My mommy says that abortion and wearing condoms is murder, and to protect persons she plans to run down 
baby-killer doctors when she sees them on the streets." 
 
"Your mommy is looking out for the best interests of the fertilized egg. In that case, the courts will rule that what 
your mother does is justified homicide. Just like them lynchings your pappies and grandpappies might have done for 
fun on some hot weekend. It sent a message that we don't tolerate uppity colored people doing dumb things like 
voting or demanding constitutional rights. Those were meant only for the white people." 
 
"Is slavery still legal?" 
 
"No, Bertie Bob, Mississippi outlawed it in 1995 when we ratified the 13th Amendment to the Constitution." 
 
"Why did it take so long?" 
 
"Well, Martha Bob, you have to understand that decent conservatives just don't go rushing into making important 
decisions. It takes time to figure out all the issues and their implications. Thirteen decades seemed about the right 
time." 
 
"I'm still confused Mr. Jim Bob. My pappy says that we got to keep the gummint out of our lives, like not allowing 
revenooers on our property. Don't all of them laws intrude on our rights?" 
 
"Sometimes, you have to intrude for the good of society. That's why we have laws about who you can and can't 
marry?" 
 
"You mean, me and-?" 
 
"Yes, Jenny Bob, I was planning to talk to you about you and your brother. Marriage has to be between a man and 
a woman who aren't siblings." 
 
"So, it's OK for me and Calvin Bob to marry?" 
 
"Since you're first cousins that's OK, just as long as marriage is between a man and a woman, as God intended." 
 
"Is that why we don't like the coloreds and the Asians to marry us? I heard that half the state doesn't want 
intermarriages and the rest are the colored people." 
 
"What people don't understand, Beauford Bob, is that we made those laws to help the colored people. Before the 
War Between the States-Praise Jeff Davis and Jesus, Hallelujah!-we allowed white slave owners to have sex with 
anyone they wanted, as long as they were women. But, then we realized that wasn't fair to the African people, 
because it diluted their purity. So, to protect the darkies, we didn't have any choice but to forbid whites from 
marrying anyone with even one-eighth dark blood." 
 
"I heard about this thing called sodomy, which them homosexual and lesbian ladies practice. That's just yucky." 
 
"Indeed it is. That's why sodomy is a felony, and homosexuals can get 10 years in prison, where they can practice 
deviant. After that, they have to register as sex offenders. That's another reason why the government is allowed 
into our bedrooms, so they can protect respectable voyeurs from having to participate in such immoral activity. 
Time for just one more question. Yes, Horatio Bob." 
 
"Mr. Jim Bob, how did you become so wise?" 
 
"I'm a graduate of the Mississippi school system." 
 
(Walter Brasch’s latest book is the mystery/thriller, Before the First Snow, set in rural Pennsylvania. The book is 
available through http://www.greeleyandstone.com, http://www.amazon.com, and other bookstores.) 
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20111212-06 20:03 Art Re: “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Good one. 
 
As sort of an add on, I am on Speaker Bonehead's electronic mailing list (perhaps many of you are)  and get the 
opportunity to respond to some of his more interesting ideas. The latest, of course, is the brilliant idea to connect 
the proposed pipeline from Canada and the payroll tax break extension. I am at a loss to see the connection of 
these two and therefore took the opportunity to make my views known. 
 
What struck me, as I read through the numerous replies (maybe close to a hundred) posted on his web site, was 
the contrast between responses of those that support the Speaker and those opposed.  Those that supported the 
Speaker's position were almost to a message inarticulate with poor to nonexistent grammar and only sort of vague 
references about how that "commie socialist in the whit horse' is out to destroy us all.” Not a single one (I confess it 
was simply to wearying to read them all) that I read had one laid out logical argument.  In fact there was no 
argument presented at all - just hate for that pinko commie president whose goal is to destroy us all. 
 
By contrast those who opposed linking the two topics all presented some rational as to their position.  Whether you 
agree or not with the proposal or their positions, the contrast was striking. 
 
I'm not sure what this means but it does mirror my personal experience.  I have challenged a number of my right 
wing leaning friends outside this august body to tell me exactly what they feel is wrong with President Obama.  
Most have not responded or said " I just don't trust him". No reason just a gut feeling.  One objected to his 
'Apology Tour' which the Washington Post Fact Checker pretty well debunked this week. So I am left with nothing 
but vagueness.  I do believe for these people the approach is "I am not interested in facts or logic, I just want to 
hate who I want to hate."  On the other hand, the hate is really there. Doesn't say much for us as a people does it? 
 
 

20111212-07 20:18 Dennis 
Re: “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” (reply to SteveB & Art, 
above) 

 
Yep, it does no good to argue logic with most right-wingers, except for my libertarian friend Larry who has all the 
dogmatic reasons for his position down pat since reading Ayn Rand in college.  My rightist relatives have all the 
rants memorized from the FauxNews-Blech-Limpbag echo chamber.  When I argue that their opinions are 
delusional it somehow pisses them off.  Not even an intervention could save them. 
 
 

20111212-08 20:27 Pam 
Re: “The Personhood of a Mississippi Zygote” (reply to SteveB & Art, 
above) 

 
It's hard for me to believe anything other than that the majority of people are, well, dim.  I want to believe in the 
goodness of the human heart, and I know there are plenty of good, smart people, but I can't help noticing that a 
huge number of them aren't.  Americans want so much to grant everyone dignity and respect (unless you're gay, 
non-white, or non-Christian) that we can't bring ourselves to find fault with our own species.  "The American 
People" is an entity that does not exist, certainly not if it's seen as something wise and judicious.  Like most 
cultures, I suppose, we are riddled with suspicion, contempt, selfishness, greed, intolerance, and anger.  Jonathan 
Swift certainly saw this in the 18th c. and wrote scorching satires that are still relevant today.  We are in many ways 
an adolescent culture; we often act like one.  We are, I fear, junior high writ large. 
 
 

20111212-05 19:39 Art “Fed Bashing Gone Wild” 

 
“Fed Bashing Gone Wild” by Robert J. Samuelson, The Washington Post 
 
Dec. 11, 2011, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/fed-bashing-gone-
wild/2011/12/09/gIQA6sMDoO_story.html) 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/fed-bashing-gone-wild/2011/12/09/gIQA6sMDoO_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/fed-bashing-gone-wild/2011/12/09/gIQA6sMDoO_story.html


 
The further we get from 2008, when the American economy flirted with another Great Depression, the more people 
forget what happened and create stories that satisfy some political, ideological or journalistic urge. Among the 
biggest losers in this revisionism is the Federal Reserve. Although it helped save the economy from a deeper 
collapse, it is increasingly portrayed as the epicenter of an unspoken conspiracy to use government money to 
benefit Wall Street at everyone else’s expense. 
 
Continue reading at The Washington Post… 
 
 

20111212-09 20:30 Pam Re: “Fed Bashing Gone Wild” (reply to Art, above) 

 
This is why I like to keep the information coming in.  Maybe at the end of the day the truth will rise to the top. 
 
 

20111213-01 09:21 GaryF Joke: The Difference Between Democratic & Republican Brains 

 
In the hospital the relatives gathered in the waiting room, where a family member lay gravely ill. Finally, the doctor 
came in looking tired and somber. 
 
"I'm afraid I'm the bearer of bad news, he said as he surveyed the worried faces. The only hope left for your loved 
one at this time is a brain transplant. It's an experimental procedure, very risky, but it is the only hope. Insurance 
will cover the procedure, but you will have to pay for the BRAIN." 
 
The family members sat silent as they absorbed the news. After a time, someone asked, 'How much will a brain 
cost? 
 
The doctor quickly responded, "$5,000 for a Republican’s brain; $500 for a Democrat's brain." 
 
The moment turned awkward. Some of the Republicans actually had to 'try' to not smile, avoiding eye contact with 
the Democrats. A man unable to control his curiosity, finally blurted out the question everyone wanted to ask, "Why 
is the Republican’s brain so much more than a Democrat’s brain?" 
 
The doctor smiled at the childish innocence and explained to the entire group, "It's just standard pricing procedure. 
We have to price the Democrats brains a lot lower because they've been used." 
 
 

20111213-02 10:12 Dale “How to Create 6 Million Jobs with a Few Changes: Milken Economist” 

 
I don't even know who this guy is, but his observations are very interesting and positive in nature.  I'm sure there is 
some way to put a political spin to this and there will be those who feel compelled to do so, but sometimes it's 
better to just read non-partisan intended suggestions/comments with an open mind and look for ways they could 
be applied. 
 
 
“How to Create 6 Million Jobs with a Few Changes: Milken Economist” by Gil Weinreich with Armen Bedroussian, 
AdvisorOne 
 
Dec. 12, 2011, (http://www.advisorone.com/2011/12/12/how-to-create-6-million-jobs-with-a-few-changes-
mi?utm_source=dailywire121211&utm_medium=enewsletter&utm_campaign=dailywire) 
 
WEINREICH: Negativity about the economy has reigned over the past several years. Is that attitude still justified? 
 
BEDROUSSIAN: There’s a lot of cause for optimism, contrary to many people’s beliefs out there. Despite low 
consumer sentiment and the debt crisis in Europe, there is a resurgence in business investment in equipment and 
software, purchases of servers and routers, communications equipment. These purchases are being made very 
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aggressively. Natural gas is seeing increased productivity. Exports have remained a big source for growth; they 
grew 18% compared to a year ago. Exports of high tech products, computers and peripherals should enjoy rapid 
growth in the next 5 years. 
 
Continue reading at AdvisorOne… 
 
 

20111213-03 11:32 Pam Re: “How to Create 6 Million Jobs…” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Why can't our politicians talk like this?  I don't even want to know this guy's politics; what he says makes sense to 
me.  It's refreshing to hear some real-world, practical solutions rather than America uber allies and Let's go mine 
the moon. 
 
 

20111213-04 14:37 Art Re: “How to Create 6 Million Jobs…” (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Thanks Dale, Interesting and I agree with some of this, but he flings out a lot of numbers for employment without 
much to back it up.  Some things I do know a little about. Dual-use technology is tricky. Most of it is obviously 
military related and we do not want to give away some significant advantages on the battlefield lightly. As for 
Corporate taxes that's an old song.  How about this: reduce corporate taxes and raise individual taxes for the rich to 
pay for it? R&D credits are a good idea but not sure his rates have anything to do with his employment numbers. 
Rest of it seems reasonable at first look. 
 
Not trying to be negative but it's sort of like "trickle down" economics.  Would like to have a little more data as to 
how these 'outcome' decisions were reached. 
 
 

20111213-06 20:40 SteveG 
“Analysis: Gingrich’s Tax Plan Would Cause Perpetual Trillion Dollar 
Deficits, Triple the Debt by 2024” 

 
[Dear SteveG, I couldn’t get the exact link to work in your email. They have an entire section on Newt, if anyone is 
interested. I found another article for today, but would be happy to add the one you intended for tomorrow. –
SteveB] 
 
 
“Analysis: Gingrich’s Tax Plan Would Cause Perpetual Trillion Dollar Deficits, Triple the Debt by 2024” by Seth 
Hanlon, Think Progress 
 
Dec. 13, 2011, (http://thinkprogress.org/tag/newt-gingrich) 
 
2012 GOP presidential frontrunner Newt Gingrich is outdoing his Republican rivals in promising enormous tax cuts 
for the very wealthiest Americans. According to an independent analysis by the Tax Policy Center, Gingrich’s plan 
would violate basic notions of fairness by requiring middle-class families to pay higher tax rates than millionaires. 
 
But that’s not all that’s wrong with it. Gingrich’s plan is by far the most fiscally reckless plan to be released by a 
major 2012 contender. The magnitude of the tax cuts he is proposing to the wealthy and corporations would drive 
the debt to unprecedented and dangerous levels even if federal spending is cut drastically. 
 
 

20111213-07 21:07 SteveG 
Fw: DCCC Petition: Stop Holding the Payroll Tax Cut Hostage to Tea 
Party Demands! 

 
from DCCC: 
 
Moments ago, Speaker John Boehner, Eric Cantor and Tea Party Republicans rammed through their plan to hold the 
middle class hostage in exchange for extending the payroll tax cut. 

http://www.advisorone.com/2011/12/12/how-to-create-6-million-jobs-with-a-few-changes-mi?utm_source=dailywire121211&utm_medium=enewsletter&utm_campaign=dailywire
http://thinkprogress.org/tag/newt-gingrich


 
Their plan is a radical blow to seniors and middle class families. And it’s a gift to billionaires and big oil. 
 
Here are the most outrageous Republican provisions: 
 

• Requires millions of seniors to pay more for health care. 
• Cuts unemployment insurance benefits for one million Americans. 
• Tacks on unrelated, controversial provisions like the Keystone XL Pipeline while undermining 

environmental air quality standards. 
• Lets billionaires and big oil off the hook. They won’t pay one more cent under the Republican plan. 

 
This is an extreme plan, and President Obama has already issued a veto threat. Stand with President Obama 
against the Republicans’ extreme bill: 
 

http://www.dccc.org/pages/payroll. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org    FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 

 
 
INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Gingrich: Our Problem Is the Work Ethic of the Poor 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 15, 2011) 
 
 
Here’s Newt’s latest pontification (by Elicia Dover, ABC News): 
 

(Des Moines, Iowa) Responding to controversial comments he  made about child labor in late November at 
Harvard University, Newt Gingrich today told a crowd in Des Moines, Iowa, that children in poor 
neighborhoods have “no habits of working and nobody around them who works.” [Nobody, Newt? –SteveB] 
 
Gingrich was asked by an audience member to clarify the comments he made last month in which  he called 
the current child labor laws  ”stupid” and would replace janitors with schoolchildren to work in the 
community school. 
 
“They have no habit of showing up on Monday and staying all day or the concept of ’I do this and you give 
me cash,’ unless it’s illegal,” Gingrich said. 

 
It’s really just a continuation of what has become an old standby for the Republicans: The plight of the poor? That’s 
the problem of the lazy poor. Joblessness? That’s the problem of the lazy jobless. Not getting a good education? 
That’s the problem of the lazy teachers and lazy students. (They should get to work as janitors immediately, instead 
of waiting for later.) 
 
And, lastly, the problem of being rich and having to pay a single dollar in taxes? Now, that’s a problem the 
Republicans are prepared to deal with! 
 
 
“Gingrich Has It Wrong About the Poor” by LZ Granderson, CNN 
 
Dec. 13, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/13/opinion/granderson-poor-families/index.html?hpt=us_mid) 
 
My mother and stepfather both held full-time jobs and it wasn't unusual for them to work overtime. Sometimes 
days would go by when I wouldn't see my stepfather because he was working a double shift on consecutive days. 
 
And yet, despite all their hard work, my family struggled to make ends meet. 
 
Sometimes I would have to hurry home to get my homework done before nightfall and an unpaid electric bill put 
the house in the dark. We depended on the cinder blocks of cheese, powdered milk and canned meats encased in 
saturated fat that the government distributed. School clothes shopping typically began and ended at Goodwill. None 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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of this was unusual in my neighborhood on the east side of Detroit, so I didn't know then what I know now. We 
were poor. My friends were poor. My cousins who lived nearby were poor. Most everyone I encountered on my 
block was poor. 
 
True, a few of them were lazy and leaned too heavily on the welfare system, while others turned to crime to 
survive. The first time I was mugged I was in elementary school. And yes, by saying "the first time," I am also 
saying it was not the only time. 
 
But most adults were like my folks. They were sacrificing, hardworking people who wanted one thing: a better life. 
Better for themselves, better for their children. My story is very similar to that of my partner, whose mother worked 
hard to feed him and his sister, and that meant peanut butter and jelly sandwiches everyday. Our stories are similar 
to that of Starbucks president Howard Schultz who grew up in the projects in Brooklyn and whose father never 
made more than $20,000 a year, or to that of William Jefferson Clinton, who started off as a poor kid from Arkansas 
and 46 years later was in the White House. 
 
It is because of all of this that when I think of what it means to be poor in this country, I don't see a bunch of 
parasites looking for tax-subsidized handouts. I see hardworking people who could use a helping hand. I see my 
mother, who to this day shops at the Goodwill, even though her children can now buy her clothes whenever she 
wants. None of us is rich, but we are the fruit of her years of nonstop labor and inherited the work ethic we saw all 
around us. And if you scan through the biographies of some of this nation's greatest success stories across every 
conceivable demographic, you will find people with humble beginnings like mine. Perhaps you yourself came from 
little. 
 
But more important, some people start from humble beginnings and die that way, which is no indication of how 
hard they did or didn't work, or how good or bad a person they were. 
 
As we begin the painful work of tightening the belt of a nation that has gotten fat on credit, it is important that we 
don't forget: Those stories are the reason we are such a great nation. The middle class doesn't comprise a bunch of 
affluent people who fell on hard times, but is made up of children and grandchildren of poor people who busted 
their ass to pull their families up. 
 
Newt Gingrich and others say the work ethic is absent in neighborhoods like the one I grew up in. That's just 
wrong. Gingrich and his like have their collective noses too high up in the air to see this country isn't great in spite 
of the poor. It is great because of the poor. 
 
I'm not saying that the richest country in the world should celebrate millions of her children going to bed hungry 
each night. But it should celebrate that so many of these children make it out of poverty and reach back to help 
those behind. They remember what it is like to be hungry. To be cold. To only be recognized for what they don't 
have, if they are recognized at all. 
 
I was walking along the boardwalk in Santa Monica, California, this past weekend enjoying the view of the ocean, 
while pretending I didn't see the homeless people lying on the beach. How ironic to be in southern California to 
attend "CNN Heroes" and too afraid to look another human being in the eye. Growing up, I didn't do that. 
 
Now that I have a little money in my pocket to make donations and the luxury of time so I can volunteer, I 
rationalize that I am doing my part. And in a way, maybe I am. But that should not excuse me, excuse us from 
having enough decency to simply look another person in the eye. 
 
Or to remember there are faces behind the issues of unemployment benefits and Medicare. To remember with 14 
million people looking for work, compassion is our greatest weapon against despair. 
 
When you hear politicians talk about deficits, it's all about finances. But culturally we seem to be in an deficit of 
empathy as well. We have equated the American Dream with being rich, and now that resources are scarce, the 
rhetoric has a "kill or be killed" tone to it. 
 



When I was growing up in Detroit, it never occurred to me to equate a person's net worth with his or her worth as 
a person, or look at it as a snapshot of a value system. No one around me did. That's because we saw so many 
people working hard for a better life. With that as your backdrop, it is hard to see poor as a four-letter word. 
 
 
 

20111214-05 18:49 Pam 
Re: Gingrich: Our Problem Is the Work Ethic of the Poor (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
"Deficit of empathy."  I like that.  I can't believe Gingrich is looking more and more like the Republican nominee.  
Why are people fooled by this charlatan?  Who are these people anyway?  Everything that comes out of his mouth 
is despicable and arrogant, and his ideas are laughable.  We've seen his like before, but why do so many Americans 
fall for it time and again? 
 
 

20111214-01 10:53 Art 
Re: DCCC Petition: Stop Holding the Payroll Tax Cut Hostage to Tea Party 
Demands! (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #34) 

 
Probably different opinions on this one, but holding the payroll tax cut extension for millions of Americans hostage 
to the Canadian pipeline’s hasty approval (which by the way will not generate many jobs, period, even for a short 
time) is just criminal. Each needs to stand on its own merit. You can express views below: 
 

http://www.dccc.org/pages/payroll. 
 
 

20111214-02 11:47 SteveB Replay: “Obama's Biggest Mistake: Selling Out to the Bankers” 

 
The remains of the past… 
 
 
submitted by Dennis: 
 
“Obama's Biggest Mistake: Selling Out to the Bankers” by James K. Galbraith, New Deal 2.0/AlterNet 
 
Nov. 7, 2010, (http://www.alternet.org/story/148770/) 
 
One cannot defend the actions of Team Obama on taking office. Law, policy and politics all pointed in one direction: 
turn the systemically dangerous banks over to Sheila Bair and the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. Insure the depositors, replace the management, fire the lobbyists, audit the books, 
prosecute the frauds, and restructure and downsize the institutions. The financial system would have 
been cleaned up. And the big bankers would have been beaten as a political force. Team Obama did 
none of these things. Instead they announced “stress tests,” plainly designed so as to obscure the banks’ true 
condition. They pressured the Federal Accounting Standards Board to permit the banks to ignore the market value 
of their toxic assets. Management stayed in place. They prosecuted no one. The Fed cut the cost of funds to zero. 
The President justified all this by repeating, many times, that the goal of policy was “to get credit flowing again.” 
 
Continue reading at AlterNet… 
 
 

20111214-03 13:26 SteveG Fw: CREDO Action: Tell Lowe’s Not to Discriminate Against Muslims! 

 
from CREDO Action: 
 
The major home improvement retailer Lowe's just pulled its ads from a popular reality show featuring the everyday 
lives of Muslim families in Detroit. 
 

http://www.dccc.org/pages/payroll
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The move by Lowe's came as a result of a campaign by a rightwing group based in Florida. The Florida Family 
Association objected to the Discovery Channel/TLC's "All-American Muslim" calling it "propaganda that riskily hides 
the Islamic agenda's clear and present danger to American liberties and traditional values." 
 
In response, California State Senator Ted Lieu called Lowe's decision "bigoted, shameful, and un-American" and 
"profoundly ignorant." We join State Senator Lieu in calling on Lowe's to reverse its decision. 
 
Tell Lowe's: Reverse your ignorant and un-American decision to pull your advertising from "All-American Muslim.": 
 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/lowes_ad/. 
 
 

20111214-04 17:29 Jim 
"House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill in Bid to Avoid Obama 
Veto, But Fears Remain" 

 
By the time you watch/read this, the House may have passed it, but it is important to be aware of this major attack 
on Constitutional rights to fair and speedy trials, habeus corpus, etc. 
 
 
"House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill in Bid to Avoid Obama Veto, But Fears Remain" by Democracy 
Now!/NationofChange 
 
Dec. 14, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/house-senate-revise-indefinite-detention-bill-bid-avoid-obama-veto-
fears-remain-1323881202) 
 
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=mnEUx_JNBqg 
 
Democracy Now! speaks to Chris Anders, the senior legislative counsel in the American Civil Liberties Union’s 
Washington Legislative Office, on a massive $662 billion defense bill that could usher in a radical expansion of 
indefinite detention under the U.S. government. 
 
Continue reading at NationofChange… 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
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FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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Congressional Tyranny, White House Surrender 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 16, 2011) 
 
 
“Congressional Tyranny, White House Surrender” by Ralph Nader, Eurasia Review 
 
Dec. 15, 2011, (http://www.eurasiareview.com/15122011-ralph-nader-congressional-tyranny-white-house-
surrender-oped/) 
 
Paraphrasing Shakespeare, something is rotten in the state of Capitol Hill. A majority of Congress is just about to 
put the finishing touches on an amendment to the military budget authorization legislation that will finish off some 
critical American rights under our Constitution. 
 
Here is how two retired 4 star marine generals, Charles C. Krulak and Joseph P. Hoar, described in the New York 
Times the strip mining of your freedom to resist tyranny in urging a veto by President Obama: 
 
"One provision would authorize the military to indefinitely detain without charge people suspected of involvement 
with terrorism, including United States citizens apprehended on American soil. Due process would be a thing of the 
past.... 
 
"A second provision would mandate military custody for most terrorism suspects. It would force on the military 
responsibilities it hasn't sought"..."for domestic law enforcement...." 
 
"A third provision would further extend a ban on transfers from Guantanamo, ensuring that this morally and 
financially expensive symbol of detainee abuse will remain open well into the future." 
 
All of Obama's leading military and security officials oppose this codification of the ultimate Big Brother power. 
Imagine allowing the government to deny people accused of involvement with terrorism (undefined), including U.S. 
citizens arrested within the United States, the right to a trial by jury. Imagine allowing indefinite imprisonment for 
those accused without even proffering charges against them. Goodbye 5th and 6th Amendments. 
 
On some government agency's unbridled order: just pick them up, arrest them without charges and throw them 
into the military brig indefinitely. This atrocity deserves to be repeatedly condemned loudly throughout the land by 
Americans who believe in the rights of due process, habeas corpus, right to confront your accusers, right to a jury 
trial—in short, liberty and the just rule of law. 
 
Some stalwart lawyers are speaking out soundly: They include Georgetown Law Professor, David Cole, George 
Washington University Law Professor, Jonathan Turley, Republican lawyer, Bruce Fein, former American Bar 
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Association (2005-2006) president, Michael Greco, and the always alert lawyers at the civil liberties groups. Their 
well-grounded outcries are not awakening the citizenry. 
 
Where are the one million lawyers? Where are the thousands of law professors? Where are the scores of law school 
deans? Are they not supposed to be our first constitutional responders? 
 
Where is the Tea Party and its haughty rhetoric about the sanctity of constitutional liberty? Most of the Tea caucus 
voted for tyranny. Presidential candidate, Rep. Ron Paul has been an outspoken critic of this attack on our civil 
liberties. 
 
The majority also voted to ratify a dictatorial procedure in the Congress, as well. This indefinite, arbitrary, open-
ended dictatorial White House mandate was never subjected to even a House or Senate Committee hearing, and 
was not explained with any rationale known as legislative "findings." It was rammed through by the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committees without the Judiciary and Intelligence Committees invoking their concurrent 
jurisdiction for public hearings. 
 
So extreme are these majority Congressional extremists, composed of both Republicans and renegade Democrats, 
the latter led by Senator Carl Levin, that the Obama Administration has to lecture them about the fundamental 
American principle that "our military does not patrol our streets." 
 
It is not as if the imperial presidencies of Bush and Obama need any more encouragement and legitimization to 
continue on their lawless paths to criminal wars of aggression, unlawful surveillance, arbitrary slayings of innocents, 
wrongful imprisonments, and unauthorized spending. Instead of Congress using its constitutional authority 
regarding the war, appropriations and investigative powers, it formalizes its impotence by handing the "go for it" 
power to the Executive branch with the vaguest of language boundaries. 
 
Usually there are a few Senators whose upfront defense of our Constitution would lead them to stand tall against 
the "Senate Club" and put a "hold" on this pernicious amendment. Civil libertarians hope that, before the final 
Senate vote in the rush to get home for the Holidays, Senators Rand Paul, Tom Harkin, Al Franken, Richard 
Blumenthal, Ron Wyden, Bernie Sanders, Jeff Merkley, Tom Coburn or Mike Lee would step forth. A "hold" could 
spark the demand for public hearings and floor debate to give the American people the time and information to 
react and ask themselves "how dare Congress take away our most fundamental rights?" 
 
President Obama initially threatened to veto the entire bill and make Congress drop these pernicious dictates that 
so insult the memory and vision of our founding fathers. He is already signaling that he doesn't have the backbone 
to reject the false choice "between our safety and our ideals," that he asserted in his Inaugural Address. 
 
 
 

20111215-01 08:30 SteveB Replay: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” 

 
Also known as “The Unvarnished Truth about Business Taxes”. 
 
 
submitted by Dennis: 
 
“Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” by Larry Beinhart, AlterNet 
 
Dec. 14, 2010, (http://www.alternet.org/story/149201/) 
 
MYTH #1: Tax cuts create jobs. Tax increases cost jobs. 
 
All Republican politicians, and many Democratic ones as well, make the claim that tax increases will prevent small 
business people from hiring. Indeed, it may force them to fire people. 
 
Alright, we expect politicians to say loony things. 

http://www.alternet.org/story/149201/


 
But we have a right to expect reporters to break out in hysterical laughter, economists to call their nearest media 
outlet to say how ridiculous that is, and competing politicians to explain why they're wrong. 
 
That doesn't happen. And that's the weird part. Because it's pretty simple. 
 
Let's do some basic economics. Real basic. 
 
Taxes are not paid on revenue. 
 
Taxes are paid on profits. 
 
Profits are revenues minus costs. 
 
Labor is a cost. 
 
Let's imagine a small business. 
 
For the sake of simplicity, let's say it's a personal business, not a corporation. 
 
It has gross revenues of $10,000,000 a year. 
 
It has one hundred employees. They each make about the median income, about $35,000 a year. So they have a 
payroll of $3,500,000. 
 
All it's other expenses come to $5,000,000 a year. This includes all the things it buys to make whatever it sells, rent, 
utilities, shipping, legal, accounting, etc., etc., and so forth. 
 
That leaves a profit of $1,500,000 a year. 
 
Let's look at a very high tax situation. 
 
Taxes on everything over a million dollars a years is 90%. (The rate from WWII until 1964) 
 
So, on the final half million of my profits, I have to give the government $450,000, leaving just $50,000. 
 
If I add ten employees at $35,000 each, that costs me $350,000. Those are costs, deducted from revenues, 
decreasing profits. 
 
Do I want to do that? 
 
I would only have kept $35,000 of that $350,000 anyway. 
 
You bet I want to do it. I get to add ten employees at a cost - to me - of just $35,000. Or $3,500 per employee. 
 
I get more production, more territories, more sales. My business grows. 
 
Indeed, the whole community benefits. 
 
Let's look at a much lower tax situation. 
 
Say 30% (just 1% lower than what we have now.) 
 
We'll assume the same business, same employees, same costs and profits. 
 



Let's say I'm approached by a factory in China. For simplicity's sake, let's say that even with shipping and other 
ancillary costs, I can cut fifty jobs and walk away with half their salaries as profits. 
 
Fifty employees cost me $1,750,000. Half of that is $875,000. After taxes (30%), I keep $612,000. That's worth 
doing. 
 
I'm a bit tired of Chinese villains. 
 
Let's say that by increasing hours, decreasing benefits, firing older workers, hiring new workers at a lower pay scale 
and a variety of other maneuvers, I can decrease my costs by the equivalent of ten employees. That's $350,000. At 
a 90% tax rate I only keep $35,000. Not chump change. But balanced against continuity, happiness, and efficiency 
in my company and the likelihood that it will grow my business, I'm likely to keep my people. At a 30% tax rate I 
keep $245,000. I'll jump on it. 
 
In any debate on taxes and their effect on business, keep in mind that taxes are only paid on profits. Costs are 
counted against profits. High taxes are, therefore, an inducement to invest (create deductible costs). Labor is a 
cost. High taxes are, therefore, an inducement to higher people. Not, of course, at random, but people who will 
grow the business and increase the value of the business. 
 
Low taxes are an inducement to reduce costs - at whatever cost - and take profits. We currently have low taxes. If 
the theoretical model above is correct, the result should be high unemployment and high corporate profits. 
Moreover, profits that are retained. That are not reinvested. Except to purchase other companies. Which is exactly 
what we have. 
 
 

20111215-02 12:38 SteveG Fw: EDF Petition: Urge Congressional Action on the RESTORE Act! 

 
From Environmental Defense Fund: 
 
We need your help right now to seize an historic chance to restore the Gulf Coast to environmental health. 
 
Please Take Action Today! Urge Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-NV) and Senate Minority Leader Mitch 
McConnell (R-KY) to include the RESTORE Act in any end-of-year legislation. 
 
It is outrageous that a year and a half after the worst environmental disaster in American history, Congress still has 
not passed a single new law to repair the long-term damage done to the extraordinary and economically vital Gulf 
Coast and Mississippi River Delta. 
 
https://secure2.edf.org/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=1913&autologin=true&utm_so
urce=EDF%20action%20network&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=advocacy&JServSessionIdr004=zxayn6ck81
.app341b 
 
 

20111215-03 14:28 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Jim, FotM 
Newsletter #35) 

 
I can’t help but think there’s been some kind of major development in the world and world history, or at least my 
understanding of it. 
 
We’ve talked about this subject before, though with the new laws coming, I hesitate to mention…civilian 
insurrection. 
 
From today’s news, it looks like the thing is unraveling in Syria just as it did in Libya. Surely these two are far more 
brutal on their own people than the U.S. would be? Who could be more brutal than Syria has been? 
 

https://secure2.edf.org/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=1913&autologin=true&utm_source=EDF%20action%20network&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=advocacy&JServSessionIdr004=zxayn6ck81.app341b
https://secure2.edf.org/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=1913&autologin=true&utm_source=EDF%20action%20network&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=advocacy&JServSessionIdr004=zxayn6ck81.app341b
https://secure2.edf.org/site/Advocacy?pagename=homepage&page=UserAction&id=1913&autologin=true&utm_source=EDF%20action%20network&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=advocacy&JServSessionIdr004=zxayn6ck81.app341b


But it doesn’t seem to work. Libya fell. Syria is headed to somewhere far from where it thought it was. In Russia, 
Putin is in fear. 
 
It is the time of a great rising of the desire for freedom in the world. Meanwhile, the U.S. becomes more 
totalitarian. 
 
Power to the people! 
 
 

20111215-04 14:36 SteveG 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
Don’t forget Tunisia, Egypt, Bahrain, and Yemen. 
 
 

20111215-05 15:10 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Yes. Where they didn’t even have to really fight. Much anyway. But the actual battle scenario is what has me 
thinking. 
 
It seems like our government is preparing for the eventuality. Goodbye habeas corpus. Very ominous signs indeed. 
I hope this is not what OWS costs us, though, if so, better to know early, I suppose. 
 
And what we forget about our precious freedoms that the Right proposes to guard so fiercely (another big lie!), is 
that in whatever the government decides is an Emergency, there go your rights. 
 
So what the hell… all could be lost unless the battle can be won. Now, that gives me the shivers. These are 
becoming serious times. I’m beginning to think we have a traitor to the cause in the White House. 
 
But, hey, Teabaggers, etc., let me give you some advanced warning: Your damned guns are next! 
 
 

20111215-06 15:22 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB & 
SteveG, above) 

 
Remember Europe in 1848.  Of course, one of the problems with these civilian spontaneous uprisings is what comes 
next?  Too often it is a regime more repressive than the previous one. Remember Iran after the Shah.  Maybe 
history will treat this as a watershed period by I ain't voting just yet.  Also need to recognize we have been pretty 
cozy with all the outgoing thugs, so that may not sit so well with the new folks coming in. 
 
 

20111215-07 16:06 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Art & 
SteveG, above) 

 
I’m more concerned about the lessons we can transfer to the U.S. domestic situation. I’m just curious about the 
possibilities. It seems the Founding Fathers may have been right—citizen soldiers can apparently be a more 
powerful force than I, growing up during the protest years, ever thought possible. I wonder if Americans could be 
as brave as the Libyans and Syrians? I hope. We did it in Terminator. 
 
 

20111215-08 16:07 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply SteveB, 
above) 

 
SteveB: We did it in Terminator. 

 



And yet, it was a very near thing. 
 
 

20111215-09 16:12 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply SteveB, 
above) 

 
Well Terminator was a movie, you know. :-) 
 
I think if that should ever come, and I think we are a long way from it, one of the questions is what would the 
soldiers do?  In the case of Syria today and to some degree Libya, an awful lot of them went over to the other side  
- with their weapons. In our case I think a bigger issue is how deep are the divides between the Tea Baggers and 
the OWS folks?  Pretty deep me thinks. 
 
 

20111215-11 16:30 Pam Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, above) 

 
I was thinking today about bring this subject up, but you beat me to it, SteveB.  Great minds, and all that. 
 
First it's Citizens United redefining the definition of "person" to benefit corporate interests.  Then it's law 
enforcement officers told to stop and search people who may look funny—or brown.  Now Congress wants to allow 
arrest without trial and get rid of habeas corpus for American citizens.  I don't know about the rest of you (well, I 
do), but I'm getting more than a little nervous about the way things are going.  I used to think issues like abortion, 
gun control, and capital punishment were the most serious conflicts we face, but those seem tame (if possible) 
compared to losing our Constitutional rights.  If I were a Muslim, I'd be rather uneasy.  We seem very close to the 
paranoia of the McCarthy era; maybe we're already in a version of it.  It does seem that as the Middle East, and 
even Russia, erupts, the American power structure is trying to entrench itself.  I wonder if 2012 will be a reprise of 
1968 at the conventions. 
 
I just read a book review on a new biography of Thomas Mann.  It talks about those who fled Germany in the 
'thirties, and those who didn't.  Freud made it out, but he lost four sisters in the camps.  What will be the sign that 
things are seriously deteriorating here, and how will we recognize it?  I find myself somewhat in disbelief at some of 
the things I'm thinking.  This is America, after all.  Such things don't happen here.  We're all about freedom and 
individual rights and tolerance, at least I used to think so.  Now I'm not so sure.  At all. 
 
The piece SteveG. (I believe it was he) posted from Ralph Nader is what got me started on all this. [See today’s 
lead piece. –SteveB] 
 
Yes, where are the lawyers and law professors, the political scientists and judges?  Why don't these professions rise 
up and denounce what's going on?  Sometimes I feel that Obama has been taken over by body snatchers.  Why 
didn't he start fresh with new people to address the financial crisis?  Why did he back off on Guantanamo?  I realize 
the President can't do everything, and compromises are inevitable, but what does it take to shake the political tree?  
Has anyone asked the GOP candidates what they think about this latest legislation to allow arrest without trial and 
to make the military take on internal law enforcement?  Maybe I'm not looking in the right places, but I haven't 
seen anything about this in the mainstream news.  I just see clips of Romney back in the day, claiming to be a 
"moderate progressive."  Oh, how the worm has turned. 
 
Also, Dale, I am still looking forward to your inside scoop on the SEC, or did you have second thoughts? 
 
 

20111215-12 16:39 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

 
Mmmmm…yes….and with the new military bill in Congress…don’t know what’s happened up to this moment with 
that…but… 
 



It seems to me like the Arab Spring or, more likely, OWS has the government frightened. I don’t remember such a 
blatant grab of my rights before. Since they can call anyone a terrorist…then no trial… 
 
Though, as I say, when push comes to shove, the rights don’t really exist anyway. It’s just a fr*cking piece of 
paper, isn’t it? To be discarded by our beloved current Congress and president. 
 
Not that I want to sound like the Right with their gun crap (I’ll keep mine too, thanks), but this is some serious sh*t 
going down! 
 
 

20111215-13 16:43 Ben Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, above) 

 
From Ben (Dec. 15, 2011, 4:43 pm)— ref: American Insurrection, Loss of Habeas Corpus in Military Bill 
 
Don't forget: the recent pillaging of rights began with Cheney.  Big Dick Cheney. 
 
I really had believed that Obama wouldn't sign that one, that the suspension of habeas corpus and 'suspected 
terrorists' was something the Republicans had thrown into that bill so that Obama would be seen to veto something 
that - otherwise - was important to the military. 
 
Was it signed?  I missed that. 
 
 

20111215-14 16:48 Pam Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, above) 

 
And now we've got Iraq and Iran making friendly noises toward each other.  I am not Islamophobic, but I don't for 
a minute believe Islamic extremists, and there are a lot of them, are going to stop pushing against the West.  
Everyone dumps on Samuel Huntington, and I admit I haven't read his book, only reviews, but I can't help seeing a 
pretty fundamental conflict between theocracy and democracy. Islam is all about "submission."  Christianity is all 
about "obedience."  Both seem potentially dangerous to me, but the demand by the mullahs that Muslims submit to 
Islamic rule is medieval.  Do I sound like a bigot?  I certainly hope not.  I'm not trying to castigate an entire people, 
just leaders who take advantage of, and indeed promote, the ignorance of their followers.  The Tea Party is doing 
much the same thing, if you think about it, only the teabaggers are being used by shadowy moneyed interests 
instead of some idea of theocratic purity.  Actually, Santorum would probably like to impose that. 
 
Our history is being rewritten.  The Founding Fathers are being redefined and deified.  The Right seems to forget 
that our revolution and the philosophy behind it grew out of Enlightenment rationalism.  Most of the Founders were 
deists, which is rather like being a Unitarian today, I guess, and they were careful to follow the French example of 
separation of church and state.  I know the world has never been and never will be a stable place, but I try to tell 
myself that even if it's hopeless it's not pointless to speak out about things that are wrong. 
 
Another long-winded diatribe.  If anyone reads my stuff, I commend your endurance and thank you for your 
patience. :-) 
 
 

20111215-15 16:50 Pam 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
SteveB: Not that I want to sound like the Right with their gun crap (I’ll keep mine too, thanks), but this is 
some serious sh*t going down! 

 
I'm glad you agree.  Serious it is.  We have so much "news" thrown at us 24/7 that the really important things, like 
this proposed legislation, seem to get drowned out.  I'm freaking out, for real. 
 
 

20111215-29 19:30 Art Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Pam, above) 



 
Pam, I avidly read all your "stuff".  You are always well spoken, thoughtful and clearly concerned.  When I compare 
it to virtually all of the drivel I read in the AOL news responses and on speaker Bonehead's BLOG, I keep thinking , 
"How come none of this gets through?" 
 
People want to believe what they want and don't want to be confused by fact or logic.  The favorite response when 
you catch them in some undeniable position is "Well both sides do it."  As if that makes it OK. I don't know, I am 
not quite as gloomy as some of you but I do think we are maybe entering an 'age of stupidity'? 
 
Tomorrow, now that I have rescued my quota of Golden retrievers for the week, I would like to build on what Steve 
had written previously as to what should be the focus on the differences between the Republicans and Democrats. 
Hopefully some of our more righty friends will review and see if they agree. If so, then the question becomes, are 
these issues really a problem and who is best qualified to address them. 
 
 

20111215-16 16:52 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Pam, 
above) 

 
Thomas Mann? I love it! Pam, you are a treasure. (I bet Christmas is really fun with those grandkids!).  

 
You asked, “What will be the sign that things are seriously deteriorating here, and how will we recognize it?” 
 
This bill, our Obamaless (How did they steal him? Did they threaten him?) Obamacracy, and the ascendency of the 
perfect embodiment of everything Rightwing totalitarianism loves, Newt “Zany” Gingrich, I think I have all the signs 
I need. I’m leaving the country! 
 
 
God, I hope Obama hasn’t signed the Military Bill and doesn’t. Who owns him?????? I had also thought that Obama 
was simply engaged in political strategy, Ben. 
 
I’m having trouble finding what’s happening in Congress. 
 
 

20111215-17 16:58 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
If it hasn't been signed, then I don't feel Obama's been compromised.  But I do regard this particular bill as critical 
to determining that, and that it not be signed as critical to our future as a nation. 
 
 

20111215-18 16:59 Pam 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
SteveB: I’m leaving the country! 

 
Hold on!  I think you already did. ;-) 
 
 

20111215-19 17:10 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) & “The President’s Constitutional Authority to Conduct Military 
Operations Against Terrorists and Nations Supporting Them” 

 
WE HAVE NO RIGHTS, UNLESS THE GOVERNMENT DECIDES TO GIVE THEM TO US LIKE BEGGARS. THIS IS WHY 
THE RICH RULE! 
 



And…I was thinking…ah…but this is so unconstitutional, I think. But here’s some bad news from the Bush White 
House: 
 
 
“The President’s Constitutional Authority to Conduct Military Operations Against Terrorists and Nations Supporting 
Them” Memorandum Opinion for the Deputy Counsel to the President  
 
Sept. 25, 2001, (http://www.justice.gov/olc/warpowers925.htm) 
 
 

20111215-20 17:11 Dennis 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, 
above) 

 
Guess you all missed the documentary on Current TV about Gene Sharp, the Harvard professor who is probably the 
most influential person in the world.  His playbook for nonviolent revolution, Dictatorship to Democracy, is being 
used throughout the world and has been instrumental from Serbia to Tunisia to Syria in fomenting change. He 
should be Time Magazine's Person of the Year and not the anonymous Protestor since he is the strategist behind all 
the protests: 
 
http://www.aeinstein.org/organizations98ce.html 
 
 

20111215-21 17:21 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

 
This is getting very interesting, if very frightening. I’m going to read this guy, Dennis. 
 
And it does seem like Ben is right: If Obama signs this bill, he is a sissy clone or pod or something. 
 
Have they been feeding him that same weird puss from Roswell that Cheney used to make Bush eat??? Damn! 
 
 
Funny, the Right always thought they’d come for the guns. They bypassed that. I wonder if this means we’re all on 
the same side now? :-) 
 
 

20111215-22 17:24 Ben 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
Remember: Obama had a distinguished career as a professor of constitutional law.  I still have hope. 
 

SteveB: I wonder if this means we’re all—the Right and the Left—on the same side now? 
 
Nope. 
 
Why would it? 
 
 

20111215-23 17:29 SteveB Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, above) 

 
Any thoughts on our Constitutional Rights? 
 
All of us fighting for that piece of paper I thought the Right loved so much (at least one or two parts). 
 
 

http://www.justice.gov/olc/warpowers925.htm
http://www.aeinstein.org/organizations98ce.html


20111215-24 17:43 SteveG 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, above) 
& “Peak Oil Primer” 

 
If you have access to Netflix, watch “Collapse”. Have either of you read anything about the concept of Peak Oil?  
Scary. Basically the collapse: 
 
 
“Peak Oil Primer” by the Post Carbon Institute 
 
Oct. 20, 2011, (http://www.energybulletin.net/primer.php) 
 
What is peak oil? 
 

Peak oil is the simplest label for the problem of energy resource depletion, or more specifically, the peak in 
global oil production. Oil is a finite, non-renewable resource, one that has powered phenomenal economic 
and population growth over the last century and a half. The rate of oil 'production', meaning extraction and 
refining (currently about 85 million barrels/day), has grown almost every year of the last century. Once we 
have used up about half of the original reserves, oil production becomes ever more likely stop growing and 
begin a terminal decline, hence 'peak'. The peak in oil production does not signify 'running out of oil', but it 
does mean the end of cheap oil, as we switch from a buyers' to a sellers' market. For economies leveraged 
on ever increasing quantities of cheap oil, the consequences may be dire. Without significant successful 
cultural reform, severe economic and social consequences seem inevitable. 

 
Why does oil peak? Why doesn't it suddenly run out? 
 

Oil companies have, naturally enough, extracted the easier-to-reach, cheap oil first. The oil pumped first 
was on land, near the surface, under pressure, light and 'sweet' (meaning low sulfur content) and therefore 
easy to refine. The remaining oil is more likely to be off-shore, far from markets, in smaller fields and of 
lesser quality. It therefore takes ever more money and energy to extract, refine and transport. Under these 
conditions, the rate of production inevitably drops. Furthermore, all oil fields eventually reach a point where 
they become economically, and energetically, no longer viable. If it takes the energy of a barrel of oil to 
extract a barrel of oil, then further extraction is pointless, no matter what the price of oil. 

 

 
 
 
[You and Dennis and the news are scaring the hell out of me today! –SteveB] 

http://www.energybulletin.net/primer.php
http://www.energybulletin.net/sites/default/files/growing_gap_large2011.gif


 
 

20111215-25 17:56 SteveB 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to all, above) & 
“White House Drops Veto Threat on Defense Bill” 

 
It’s Invasion of the Body Snatchers! 
 
Looks like they preserved the rights of the police (naturally) and snatched ours! 
 
(Psssst! I heard a rumor that a whole lot of Obama supporters are really Al Qaeda sympathizers, even going so far 
as sending Christmas present to Arabs. NOTE TO SELF: SELF, MUST DETAIN THESE “TERRORISTS” BEFORE THEY 
CAN ACTUALLY TERRORIZE ANYONE. And if someone arrested can prove they are innocent? So what? Who’s to 
tell? No evidence required. No trial. Neat, huh? The perfect police state. Just what they’ve always been after. We’re 
a giant step closer.) 
 
AH, BUT CLARENCE AND THE SUPER SUPREME COURT WILL SAVE US! — LOL LOL LOL LOL LOL LOL LOL LOL LOL 
LOL LOL LOL LOL 
 
THIS IS CHANGE WE CAN BELIEVE IN! 
 
OBAMA IS A P.O.D. !!!! 
 
 
“White House Drops Veto Threat on Defense Bill” by CNN 
 
Dec. 15, 2011, (http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/14/politics/congress-defense-bill/index.html) 
 
(WASHINGTON) The White House lifted a veto threat against a giant $662 billion defense authorization bill on 
Wednesday after legislators made changes in language involving detainees. 
 
In particular, the legislators added language to make clear that nothing in the bill requiring military custody of al 
Qaeda suspects would interfere with the ability of civilian law enforcement to carry out terrorism investigations and 
interrogations in the United States. 
 
 

20111215-10 16:13 Art 
Re: "House-Senate Revise Indefinite Detention Bill…” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
read Jared Diamond's book.  Same thing? 
 
 

20111215-30 22:00 Jim Anniversary of the Bill of Rights 

 
Today (Dec 15) marks the anniversary of the Bill of Rights becoming official when the last state necessary to make 
it part of the Constitution ratified it. 
 
 

20111215-27 19:08 SteveG 
Fw: The Other 98% Petition: It’s Time for Clarence Thomas to Recuse 
Himself! 

 
from The Other 98%: 
 
You and more than 45,000 others signed our petition earlier this month to tell Justice Clarence Thomas to recuse 
himself from the health care case. We're still collecting signatures to pressure him to do the right thing. Can you 
please forward this e-mail to family and friends and encourage them to add their voices too? Thanks for your 
support! 

http://www.cnn.com/2011/12/14/politics/congress-defense-bill/index.html


 
It's time for Clarence Thomas to recuse himself - join our letter to Associate Justice Thomas TODAY: 
 

http://other98.com/time-for-clarence-thomas-to-recuse-himself/. 
 
 

20111215-32 23:08 Dale 
Re: The Other 98% Petition: It’s Time for Clarence Thomas to Recuse 
Himself! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Wow...45,000!  That's really something. 
 
Let's see, there were about 90,000,000 people who cast votes in 2010 and 45,000 have now boldly signed a 
meaningless petition.  I guess that makes them The Other .05%. 
 
Nice waste of time. 
 
 

20111215-35 SteveG 23:43 
Re: The Other 98% Petition: It’s Time for Clarence Thomas to Recuse 
Himself! (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Apparently 45,000 people believe in integrity.  If integrity is a waste of time, count me in. 
 
 

20111215-31 22:56 Dale Fw: Real Care vs. Photo Op's 

 
I've seen this before.  You probably have too.  I still think it's worth another look. 
 
(Pam, please have your snarkiness meter ready for the comments which may follow.) 
 
 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
A doctor had his TV on in his office when the news of the military base shootings at Ft. Hood , TX came on. The 
husband of one of his employees was stationed there. 
 
He called her into his office and as he told her what had happened, she got a text message from her husband 
saying, "I am okay." Her cell phone rang right after she read the message. It was an ER nurse,” I’m the one who 
just sent you a text, not your husband. I thought it would be comforting but I was mistaken in doing so. I am sorry 
to tell you this, but your husband has been shot 4 times and he is in surgery." 
 
The soldier's wife left Southern Clinic in Dothan , AL and drove all night to Ft. Hood. When she arrived, she found 
out her husband was out of surgery and would be OK.  
She rushed to his room and found that he already had two visitors there to comfort him. 
 
He was just waking up and found his wife and the visitors by his side. The nurse took this picture: 
 

http://other98.com/time-for-clarence-thomas-to-recuse-himself/


 
 
What? No news crews and cameras? This is how people with class respond and pay respect to those in uniform. 
 
I sent my cousin in Fayetteville , N.C. (Retired from Special Forces) that picture of Geo. W. visiting the wounded at 
Ft. Hood . I got this reply: 
 
What is even better is the fact George W. Bush heard about Fort Hood, got in his car without any escort, apparently 
they did not have time to react, and drove to Fort Hood. He was stopped at the gate and the guard could not 
believe who he had just stopped. Bush only asks for directions to the hospital then drove on. The gate guard called 
that "The President is on Fort Hood and driving to the hospital." 
 
The base went bananas looking for Obama. When they found it was Bush, they immediately offered escort. Bush 
simply told them it was o.k. and to let him visit the wounded and the dependents of the dead. 
 
He stayed at Fort Hood for over six hours, and was finally asked to leave by a message from the White House. 
 
Obama flew in days later and held a "photo opportunity" session in a gym, and did not even go to the hospital. 
 
All this I picked up from two soldiers here who happened to be at Fort Hood when it happened. 
 
This Bush/Obama/Ft.Hood story is something that should be sent to every voter in the US . Those who wanted 
"change". You certainly got it. 
 
Someone, PLEASE, show me anything that will tell us that Obama has ANY respect for the country he leads! I'm 
looking for just a little sign of respect. 
 
 

20111215-33 23:11 SteveBA Re: Real Care vs. Photo Op's (reply to Dale, above) 

 
Well said. The liberals that yak on this thread never have gotten it. They seem to think their freedom of speech 
came free. 
 
 

20111215-34 23:36 SteveB Re: Real Care vs. Photo Op's (reply to Dale, above) 

 



Not that it wasn’t real nice of George and Laura to visit a soldier in the hospital, or real nice of you to send it, Dale, 
but your story is full of lies. 
 
Please see: http://www.snopes.com/photos/military/forthood.asp. But I suppose I’m just being “snarky”? 
 
You somehow have the nerve to insult my friends and then send out sh*t? I’m calling you out this time. 
 
“Wow...45,000!  That's really something. Let's see, there were about 90,000,000 people who cast votes in 2010 and 
45,000 have now boldly signed a meaningless petition.  I guess that makes them The Other .05%.  Nice waste of 
time.” –Dale 
 
Dale: I thought SteveG’s answer to your “snarkiness” was beautiful: “Apparently 45,000 people believe in integrity.  
If integrity is a waste of time, count me in.” 
 
THE TRUTH IS NEVER A WASTE OF TIME, MY FRIEND. Nor is the democratic process, including the right to 
petition. If there is any truth at all on your side, why do you refuse to answer my simple challenges of fact? 
¿Posiblemente “sin huevos?” 
 
And when it comes to simple facts, your side has nothing but silence (or insults) Wonder why that is? 
 
 

20111215-26 18:24 SteveB An Electric Indianapolis 500 

 
from a letter I wrote to people at the Track: 
 
I am a retired engineer currently living in Bolivia, but I am originally from Greencastle, Indiana, just a few miles 
from you, really. When I was growing up—and still!—I loved the race so much! It was the giant event that kicked 
off the summer and, if I was very lucky, I got to go with my Dad! 
 
I think I have a great idea for you! 
 
Your track and race, as we all know, have been at the forefront of vehicle technology for a long time. Why not 
continue that trend, do a ton of good, and also make a lot of money? 
 
Simply hold an annual ELECTRIC INDY 500! Maybe starting in 2013 (the sooner the better). It could be held a day 
after or a week after the big race. (Or whenever you think best, of course.) Technology would be more important 
than driving at first. Then electric cars will become faster than gasoline-powered. Mark my words. At pit stops, 
batteries would be changed (at least, in the early years). The first year, maybe, there would be no rules, or they 
would be limited. Each year you would learn more, just as you do with the regular race, and adjust your rules 
accordingly. Same process. 
 
The prize would be $10,000,000 each year, adjusted for inflation. (Again, at your discretion. I’m just trying to 
present what I see as possibilities.) 
 
Just as innovations developed at and for your track have helped all our lives, think know much you would help the 
world by advancing cleaner technology in this way? 
 
Electric vehicles are poised to take off into a bright future, I feel (though I have no economic connection to this 
industry or any other). Your race would be an incredible publicity boost for electric vehicles, Indy, the 
track…everyone wins. 
 
What do you think? The idea is yours for free as a public service from me to you. Thank you. 
 
  

http://www.snopes.com/photos/military/forthood.asp


20111215-28 19:18 Art Graphic: Communications Between Democrats & Republicans 

 
May have stumbled on part of the problem: 
 

Translations of Common Euphemisms 

DEMOCRAT REPUBLICAN 

Arsenal of Weapons Gun Collection 

Delicate Wetlands Swamp 

Undocumented Worker Illegal Alien 

Cruelty-Free Materials Synthetic Fiber 

Assault and Battery Attitude Adjustment 

Heavily Armed Well-protected 

Narrow-minded Righteous 

Taxes or Your Fair Share Coerced Theft 

Commonsense Gun Control Gun Confiscation Plot 

Illegal Hazardous Explosives Fireworks or Stump Removal 

Non-viable Tissue Mass Unborn Baby 

Equal Access to Opportunity Socialism 

Multicultural Community High Crime Area 

Fairness or Social Progress Marxism 

Upper Class or "The Rich " Self-Employed 

Progressive, Change Big Government Scheme 

Homeless or Disadvantaged Bums or Welfare Leeches 

Sniper Rifle Scoped Deer Rifle 

Investment For the Future Higher Taxes 

Healthcare Reform Socialized Medicine 

Extremist, Judgmental, or Hater Conservative 

Truants Homeschoolers 

Victim or Oppressed Criminal or Lazy Good-For-Nothing 

High Capacity Magazine Standard Capacity Magazine 

Religious Zealot Church-going 

Reintroduced Wolves Sheep and Elk Killers 

Fair Trade Coffee Overpriced Yuppie Coffee 

Exploiters or "The Rich " Employed or Land Owner 

The Gun Lobby NRA Members 

Assault Weapon Semi-Auto (Grandpa's M1 Carbine) 

Fiscal Stimulus New Taxes and Higher Taxes 

Same Sex Marriage Legalized Perversion 

Mandated Eco-Friendly Lighting Chinese Mercury-Laden Light Bulbs 

Accepted Facts Horse Sh*t 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 



 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Where Almighty ‘Free Enterprise’ Has Failed 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 19, 2011) 
 
 
If I am to believe the Republican politicians, their loyal lackey pundits, Fox News, and the “conservative” emails and 
hate mail than come through my In-Box, Republicans and the Right love (idealize? worship?) the capitalist system 
of FREE (or PRIVATE) ENTERPRISE. They seem to feel the need to save the country from Democrats, who 
Republicans say want to destroy BUSINESS with “Big Government.” 
 
Is that a pretty fair assessment of where we stand right now? I over-generalize, of course, but I’m merely trying to 
understand and express the heart of one of our key political differences, according to what the Right tells me—over 
and over and over again. 
 
Republicans define themselves as the party of BUSINESS and FREE ENTERPRISE. Republicans define Democrats as 
being somehow opposed to their god, CAPITALISM, a god that apparently demands blind, unswerving loyalty. 
Republicans say that Democrats worship a different god, GOVERNMENT, which everyone knows, they say, is in total 
opposition to CAPITALISM and the AMERICAN WAY. 
 
Their religious fervor permits no logic, no debate, no rationality, no compromise, just plenty of good, old fashioned 
emotion. Christians and Muslims seem to feel pretty much the same way about their God (GOD, himself) as 
Republicans feel about their gods—BUSINESS, CAPITALISM, “FREE” ENTERPRISE, GUNS, BIG ARMIES, SMALL 
GOVERNMENT (OLIGARCHY). Amen. 
 
But, unfortunately, as is so often the case, there is a snake in this Garden of Eden of the Right. Even a quick look 
around the country and a careless reading of American History produces evidence of a ton of problems that Free 
Enterprise has caused or failed to solve in America. We might want to discover the facts before blindly worshipping 
such an imperfect system. It turns out that Free Enterprise is not the “Perfect Shining God.” Just saying. 
 
Before I present the obvious failures of Free Enterprise, let me first try to dispel a gigantic myth Republicans and 
the Right disseminate vociferously—that Democrats are anti-business, against free enterprise and, therefore, the 
American Way, or are socialists out to destroy business and, therefore, the American Way. 
 
Nothing could be further from the truth! To the degree that Republican economic philosophy fosters and 
perpetuates monopolies and concentration of power, Democrats are probably more in favor of true Free Enterprise 
(a level playing field between large and small) than Republicans. Democrats love free enterprise. Democrats love 
business. Always have. Always will. That’s America for you. History proves over and over that it is a blatant lie for 
anyone to advance the claim that Republicans are more pro-business than Democrats. There is merely a minor 
difference of focus or emphasis between the two parties, just as there always has been. Modern Republicans seek 
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to inflate this difference into some gigantic divide which exists only in their minds, but this myth poisons the air of 
the debate. It achieves its goal: it prevents debate. 
 
Personally, I could not be more pro-business. I have been a businessman almost all my life. I started my first 
company when I was fifteen-years-old. I designed electronic circuits, sold plans, kits, and devices, and paid a good 
part of my expenses in college. No one recognizes more than I do that the engine of America’s success, is Free 
Enterprise. But, please, just not completely free. 
 
Given human nature, anarchy doesn’t work. It doesn’t work in the streets and it doesn’t work in the markets. 
History shows that almost all Americans—Republicans and Democrats—agreed upon this long ago and have worked 
together on the enterprise of controlling the beast, until recently. We might disagree on how much government 
involvement is appropriate, we might disagree on strategy, tactics, and method, but to pretend that the argument is 
between Republican Free Enterprise and Government Control is a lie. Both sides sincerely seek something in 
between, but only one side will admit to that. 
 
Let me ask one further question: Has the Free Enterprise entities of the Church and of institutions like Penn State 
protected our children? Even non-profit corporations need a little oversight, or terrible excesses develop and remain 
hidden indefinitely or forever. No thank you. Yet you tell me that government is not the solution to our problems? 
Then what the h*ll is? 
 
Here, then, please allow me to present the important areas where Free Enterprise and the Republican Masterplan 
have failed America and the American people. These are the areas where government must step in and do 
something, and where government, with the agreement of the vast majority of Americans, has been active for a 
long time. 
 
 
1. Poverty, Disability, Disaster, Hunger, Homelessness 
 
If Private Enterprise and private citizens, with the help of the entire non-profit world, has eradicated these 
problems, I have not noticed, have you? I didn’t think so. If the Republicans could have solved them without 
government, why are the problems still huge, even with government help? Why haven’t Republicans just fixed 
things themselves, if government is not required? Oh, I see, government is somehow preventing Free Enterprise 
and the charitable hearts of people from doing a good job of combating poverty, etc? Even the charitable tax 
deduction is somehow a plot to destroy the private charity that rich Republicans would otherwise perform? They 
just need for government to get out of their way? This would, of course, be a lie and we all know it. We all know 
none of these problems will ever be solved without government help, or they would have vanished as problems 
long ago. They have not. 
 
2. Healthcare 
 
We all know the system is broken and is breaking the backs of people and businesses. Healthcare costs affect our 
ability to compete in international markets. Yet all the statists show that, despite devoting an inordinately huge 
share of our GNP to healthcare costs, we are doing a very poor job as a nation of providing good healthcare to our 
citizens. We have presented bountiful statistics in this Newsletter. If you don’t believe me that the system is broken, 
just reply to this Newsletter with your point of view and I’ll get you all the evidence you could want. And, just as 
with poverty, etc., above, Private Enterprise and citizens have had ample opportunity to fix the healthcare problem. 
Obviously, they have not. One of the fundamental problems (and opportunities) of Free Enterprise is that its goal, 
though worthy, is simply to make money. Making money is not necessarily a good solution to the problems of 
society. Healthcare represents a great example of that fact. 
 
3. Retirement 
 
Remember, in the early Bush years, there was talk of how much better Social Security would be if it were privatized 
and the money invested in the stock market, etc? I suppose this would have been done by AIG, Lehman Brothers, 
Goldman Saks, Citicorp., Bernie Madoff, and MF Global, among others. Maybe Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac could 
have sold the Social Security system a bunch of those great mortgages. Post-2008, I think we all realize that the 



government has a big role to play in the retirement funds of Americans. Or you can trust Jeff Corzine. It’s up to 
you. 
 
4. Banking, Finance, Insurance, Mortgages, Real Estate, Housing 
 
My goodness! What could I possibly say here? If you truly believe the government has no place in preventing 
anarchy and thievery in this industry after what has transpired, I have a bridge I want to sell you! 
 
5. Working Conditions 
 
Many of you have never been in a union. I have. You probably don’t like union strikes and possibly having to pay 
more for things when union wages rise. That’s logical. Maybe you don’t remember when the American workplace 
was a very dangerous place indeed. If you want to learn what working conditions were like in America when 
unregulated Business ruled, read Upton Sinclair’s classic, The Jungle. Unions fought huge battles to achieve better 
working conditions and a living wage (barely) for Americans. They ballooned the middle class. Good people lost 
their lives fighting those battles. They should not be forgotten. We must never return to those awful days and, with 
unions dwindling, at least for now, only government can prevent a return to the sweatshops and deadly abuses of 
the past. 
 
One of my summer jobs, when I was teaching near Chicago, years ago, was at a small chemical plant that treated 
waste from the steel mills and other chemical manufacturers in the area. They recovered precious and semi-
precious metals from the gunk, by chemically treating it, heating it, then further processing. One day they were 
heating this huge open tank full of unknown sludge, when it went off in a giant fireball. Pretty soon, other parts of 
the building had caught on fire. I was hurrying out when my boss saw me and told me to grab a small fire 
extinguisher from the wall and use it. A very stupid order, but my family needed me to have the job, so I quickly 
complied, though never getting nearly close enough to actually reach any flames. Impossible. The next day, when I 
went back to work, the fire was out, the gunk in the tank that had gone off was just glowing with a few smoking 
embers of something. Two of us were told to take picks and shovels, climb down into the tank, and start digging. 
My family needed me to have the job, so I did it, with no respirator or anything. The next thing I knew, I was 
outside the tank, lying on the floor, being revived. I had a huge nosebleed and an even bigger headache. My family 
needed me to have that job, but they also needed me alive, so I quit immediately. I received no medical care or 
compensation. It all happened before OSHA. Later, this gross negligence and disregard  for the lives of workers 
would likely have been prevented. By the GOVERNMENT, not FREE ENTERPRISE. 
 
Free Enterprise did not protect me. Government has to be involved or simple greed rules. 
 
During the days when I first started working as an engineer, I remember an orange juice factory in Florida that we 
were automating. They were constructing another huge factory building at the time, just across the street from us. 
It had just one very tall floor, but as tall as a three-story building, as factory building sometimes are. The roof was, 
therefore, pretty high. The construction workers were all over the edge of the roof, using jury-rigged cranes, 
climbing around. I noticed that none of them used safety harnesses which, at the time, would have been required 
up north by state law. Apparently, in Florida, such laws, unions, and insurance company intrusion did not exist. Free 
Enterprise ruled. The Republican way ruled. One day a man fell from that roof, needlessly, no safety harness. A 
man with three children. Death ruled. Free Enterprise ruled. 
 
Free Enterprise did not protect that man and his family. Government has to be involved or simple greed rules. 
 
History has proven this point all over the world time and time again. Unfettered, business sees ensuring the safety 
of its workers to be an expense that can be shaved. Do you want your safety or that of your loved ones sacrificed 
to the almighty dollar or do you prefer a little government intervention? I know where I stand. 
 
6. Safety (incl. toys, cars, food, drugs, etc.) 
 
I have already mentioned OSHA. Do you really believe that seatbelts, air bags, and other requirements for safer 
vehicles would ever have been implemented by Free Enterprise alone? Do you think Ron Paul is right and that these 
are not things that are necessary to preserve life and limb and lower insurance rates for all of us? That they are a 



governmental intrusion on the liberty of Free Enterprise? If so, I guess you probably hold your little baby in your lap 
while you drive without your seatbelt on, as you talk on your cell phone. Please tell me what state you are driving in 
so that I may avoid it. 
 
Time and time again, even very recently, it has been proven that Free Enterprise cannot be trusted with the purity 
and safety of our food supply, our medicines, even our baby formula. Or maybe you don’t care if your grandchild 
eats lead-based paint? Maybe that means you ate a little of it yourself? 
 
7. Environment 
 
Maybe you don’t remember the huge yellow cloud of deadly acid smoke that used to extend over the South Side of 
Chicago and Northwest Indiana, often as far south as Rensselaer and as far east as Ft. Wayne. Maybe you don’t 
remember when the Cuyahoga River in Cleveland caught fire. Love Canal? Have you ever been to the 
manufacturing district in Guangzhou, China? Where the air is almost unbreathable, where there is not one tree or 
bird or insect for miles, where environmental hell has been created on Earth. 
 
I remember and I have seen. I do not want that for my children and grandchildren, nor for yours. 
 
Even the scientists that the Right has relied upon to fight against the concept of global warming and, therefore, 
having to do anything about it (you know how Free Enterprise operates), now have confirmed that the trend is real. 
This is a huge step forward. Unfortunately, the Republicans themselves now want to refute the work of their own 
scientists. And, as usual, Republicans don’t need scientific principles to argue science or creationism. Democrats 
admit that we still can’t prove the cause of the warming, but a little logic points in the right direction to look first—
Man! The truly conservative approach would be to use an abundance of caution before polluting the air, water, and 
land. The Republican approach is, “What? Me worry?” 
 
The EPA is a great example of government that works, not perfectly, but well. I thank whoever your deity might 
be—God, the dollar, whatever! Government is so obviously required here that everyone except radicals accepted 
this truth long ago, especially those of us who love to get out and enjoy nature, wilderness, the sea, being able to 
breathe, etc. 
 
8. Transportation, Communications 
 
Free Enterprise did not create America’s transportation system, with the possible exception of Henry Ford. The 
government gave huge land subsidies, concessions, tax breaks, guaranteed loans, and more to the railroads. The 
airlines would never have flown without the government. Government built the Interstate Highways that business 
takes advantage of, almost for free. Government put up the communications satellites that make your cell phone 
and GPS work. Government invented the internet, not Al Gore. Government funded semiconductor and computer 
research and development. 
 
If Private Enterprise could do these things alone, why did it request and receive so much government help? I think 
we all know the answer to that. 
 
As great a thinker as Steve Jobs might have been, where would the Apple have been without the billions of tax 
dollars that were spent to develop the basic technology? 
 
9. Energy 
 
I’m probably as critical as anyone of the Energy Department and America’s energy policy, or lack of. You say Free 
Enterprise is the answer? Then why have the energy and oil companies, with all their $billions, not provided us with 
a stable energy policy and situation that guarantees a dependable, lowest cost supply of oil and energy? Maybe 
their goals and those of our larger society do not exactly correspond, maybe they don’t even overlap. The 
government has relinquished and left the search for a solution to Free Enterprise, Free Enterprise has been heavily 
subsidized by government with tax, royalty, and exploration breaks. Yet we’re in bigger trouble than ever! Is that 
the fault of Free Enterprise? Only if you expect a corporation to be more than a mindless eating machine whose 



purpose is to sh*t money. It takes government to see to it that the long-term interests of the people are kept 
foremost in the minds of this important industry. Government must set the policy, and soon! 
 
10. Scientific/Medical Research, Space 
 
Despite the Republican individualistic fantasy, little scientific research gets done without governmental help to Free 
Enterprise. I’ve already mention satellites and Steve Jobs. Maybe pharmaceutical companies want to pretend that 
Free Enterprise develops life saving drugs, but I have worked for several of the largest, and I have seen 
government money working at nearly every turn. In the university or hospital laboratory. In the research laboratory. 
Government grants, at least as much as Free Enterprise dollars, drives scientific research in this country and on this 
planet. The government’s medical research has more than paid for itself in lives and suffering saved. The space 
program has already paid for itself through the technology it helped create. Then there are all the jobs and tax 
revenues. 
 
Along with the Free Enterprise system, this government funding of science (partly military) is one of the two 
American geese that have laid our golden eggs. To threaten it, just as to threaten the educational system, is to 
threaten our most basic values as Americans. 
 
 
Free Enterprise (Capitalism) is a wonderful wealth and job creating tool. It takes a very short-term view because it 
must make a profit today, and as much as possible. They’d rather worry about the long term, well, later. 
Government is a wonderful tool for controlling the greed and abuses of Free Enterprise. Government, hopefully, 
takes a longer view for the good of its citizens. Obviously, we need both. One is no good without the other. 
 
In conclusion, for Republicans and the Right to argue that government has no important role to play in the areas 
discussed is a lie. To argue that Democrats think big government can solve all our problems is equally a lie. All of us 
know we need both. To pretend otherwise is a three letter work that starts with “L.” Even worse, these lies divide 
us as a nation. These lies seek to destroy the hopefulness and optimism of the American people. These lies have no 
interest in solving the problems, they are an attempt to run away from the problems as if they don’t exist. 
 
Wealth gets redistributed in America, alright. It largely gets redistributed not from rich to poor, but from all 
taxpayers, to be applied in solving the very real problems I have listed that all Americans want solved. Now, let us 
talk about the solutions, not more lies. 
 
 
 

20111218-10 15:53 Pam Re: Where Almighty ‘Free Enterprise’ Has Failed (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Hear! Hear!  This pretty well sums things up so far as I'm concerned. 
 
I caught about 30 seconds of Gingrich on “Meet the Press” this morning and heard him going on about the "elite, 
secular, liberal"....I couldn't take any more.  Name-calling, not argument.  I'm the biggest conservative!  No, I am!  
Are not!  Am!  Where does it get us?  I have seen nothing in the world around me to dispute anything you, SteveB, 
say here.  We can argue about how much to spend on what and what solutions to try, but Republicans don't want 
to do that.  All they can do is attack "liberals" and crow about how religious they are.  As that Smirnoff guy used to 
say, What a country! 
 
 

20111216-01 09:41 Pam 
Re: The Other 98% Petition: Clarence Thomas Should Recluse Himself! 
(reply to Dale & SteveG, FotM Newsletter #36) 

 
I'm with SteveG.  It's the principle, stupid.  I think both Thomas and Kagan should recuse themselves.  Better yet, 
come up with a GOOD health care plan: single payer, universal coverage. 
 
 

20111216-02 09:48 Pam Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #36) 



 
I suppose Mission Accomplished in a Flak Jacket wasn't a photo op?  I wonder if Bush thought the word would get 
out about what he'd done at Ft. Hood.  Yes, I'm always going to be snarky when it comes to Bush.  My high school 
boyfriend went to prep school with him and knew him when.... Let's just say Bush didn't get his vote.  OK, he did a 
lot to fight AIDS in Africa.  What did he do for the U.S.?  My answer would be too long. 
 
 

20111216-03 09:51 Pam Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to SteveBA, FotM Newsletter #36) 

 
From SteveBA to Dale (Dec. 15, 2011): 
 

Well said. The liberals that yak on this thread never have gotten it. They seem to think their freedom of 
speech came free. 

 
 
I'm afraid I don't see the connection between this tragedy and freedom of speech.  In any case, it is a mistake to 
believe that liberals don't appreciate our freedoms or recognize those who have sacrificed to secure them.  When 
the Right proposes arrest without trial and indefinite detention, then I think the Right doesn't "get it.” 
 
 

20111216-08 12:10 
The Grammar 
Police 

Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #36) 

 
"Photo Ops"... what? 
 
Where is it?  What is it? Does this entity have gender, or is it a business, or an object? 
 
Most of all, if we had this thing that belongs to Photo Op: what would we do with it? 
 
Your subject raises many profound questions. 
 
 

20111216-09 13:25 Art 
Re: Real Care vs. Photo Ops (reply to Dale & SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#36) 

 
This is what just amazes me!  Dale, you're not a stupid person.  Why can't you just see one of these and instantly 
recognize the BS factor and check it out before sending it on?  As I've said before,  it is stuff like this that so turned 
me against the Republicans.  If they have so much truth on their side,  why is it so necessary to lie and lie again?  
Do they think we are all that stupid???? 
 
 

20111216-04 10:04 Pam 
Re: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #36) 

 
Terrific.  I'm so glad to see this spelled out.  OK, you guys who don't want even a small tax increase, explain 
yourselves. 
 
 

20111216-16 16:27 Art 
Re: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #36) 

 
The whole 'tax thing hurts business' has always been a myth without any serious data to back it up. We built this 
country's economic power in the post WW II period with 75% to 90% taxes. If you just adjust the taxes for people 
and not corporations - almost every small business quickly incorporates -  you could get away from even that small 
factor.  The tax danger all pretty much smoke and mirrors by the Republicans, always has been. 
 



 

20111216-10 13:26 SteveB Re: “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs” (reply to Art, above) 

 
And you notice that our friends on the Right love to take potshots at Obama, but have no response to logic. 
 
They complain about statistics being lies or, let’s say, pliable, so they present none. They believe everything they 
are told by the powers that be (like the photo op piece of trash), yet believe no statistics. 
 
OK. But then there are the strictly logical arguments that don’t rely on statistics, simply logic. (I won’t even mention 
the other possible area- of confirmation—ethics.) Logic. Reason. Rationality. Like the beautiful tax analysis in the 
article, “Tax Cuts Simply Do Not Create Jobs”, by Larry Beinhart (below). 
 
The other major article I presented recently that contained, I think, 9 big Republican lies, beautifully refuted, 
depended on some statistics (OK’ed by Snopes.com) J, but also contained some logical arguments that were very, 
very good. For instance, see #3. No statistics required, see? To me, that article is so useful and important: 
 
From Newsletter #31, “The 9 Biggest Conservative Lies About Taxes and Public Spending” by Joshua Holland, 
Alternet (http://www.alternet.org/story/149265/). 
 
All have gone un-refuted. Not a single point has been scored against these arguments. Not one. Instead, lies and 
op-ed’s are presented as evidence. 
 
 

20111216-05 11:07 Pam 
Re: Graphic: Communications Between Democrats & Republicans (reply to 
Art, FotM Newsletter #36) 

 
Everyone go out right now and read George Orwell's essay, "Politics and the English Language."  It's a classic. 
 
 

20111216-06 11:10 Pam Loss: Christopher Hitchins 

 
R.I.P., Christopher Hitchens.  You will be missed. 
 
[I agree! –SteveB] 
 
 

20111216-07 11:11 Art Michele Bachmann 

 
Go Bachmann!!!!  (My personal pick for the Republican  nominee.) 
 
[Is this something romantic, or…? –SteveB] 
 
 

20111216-11 15:17 SteveB From the FotM Archives: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! 

 
What I expect next from the Right is that Bush was good because he's white and Obama is bad because he's black. 
I believe that is what goes to the core of much of the mystery about why the Right can't seem to express itself. 
Stupid lies are the best the Right has been able to come up with lately. We liberals have offered much more cogent 
criticism of Obama and the Democrats than the entire American Right. And it amounts to nothing. But he is black. 
 
Some of you might remember Bob, who was with us for a while before the 2088 Elections. Here’s a quote from the 
archive (slightly * edited to get through spam filters): 
 
 
From: Bob 
Ref: You really need to do some research!!!! 

http://www.alternet.org/story/149265/


Date: Tue, 28 Oct 2008, 21:59:20 +0200 
 
Dear SteveB, 
 
I have been receiving from you many emails smashing McCain and praising Obama, via somebody on your mailing 
list. However I have noted that you are very much for Obama and very much against McCain. 
 
I am not saying McCain is the best choice by no means, by the way where is Ross Perot now when we really need 
him!!!! The USA needs to be ran like a business not a world bank and world police. The USA needs to put back its 
pride and forget about what the rest of the world says or thinks. 
 
...could go on and on, but I won’t! 
 
However you really need to look at world history and look at every country in the world that has been under a white 
president and then turned over to a n*gger. Every country where this has happened that n*gger has ran the 
country into a sh*t hole bigger then ever. 
 
Also it is one thing that he is a n*gger, but also he is an islamic f*cking n*gger which is even worse. Do you know 
the extreme muslims are looking to destroy the USA from the inside out not from the outside in????? Especially with 
a name like Obama!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! Come on people wake the f*ck up!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
 
But anyway I see the USA quickly catapulting to the sewer the way it is, but if people are really as stupid as they 
seem and if they do vote for this extreme muslim n*gger well I hope you are all ready to pay the consequences. 
 
So I hope you really think about this and don't vote for the rag head n*gger!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! And if you do well get 
ready for the consequences. 
 
All of the best regards, —Bob 
 
 

20111216-12 15:28 Art Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Ugly,  but I think seriously that is what most tea baggers really believe. 
 
 

20111216-20 17:23 SteveG Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Obama isn’t Black, he is white – his mother was white and her parents were white.  Interesting country we live in. 
 
Who is this Bob – he completely needs to be left out! 
 
 

20111216-21 18:05 SteveB Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Don’t worry, he is left out, though I bet we get at least one more like him before the election. 
 
Ya, I forgot Obama was white! Was Cain black? I’m getting confused. 
 
 

20111216-22 18:55 Pam Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Good grief!  I see what you mean now about vicious emails.  This Bob is a real piece of work.  He can't even spell, 
but that aside, what a jerk.  I think of people with ideas like this as someone with an infection—of the mind.  He 
may look like a normal man, but he's SICK. 
 
 



20111216-25 19:30 Art Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Actually I think this is the first honest response we have received as  to why they oppose President Obama.  Sick, 
but honest. 
 
 

20111217-01 05:01 SteveB Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I think I have to agree with you completely, Art. This is the missing piece of the puzzle. This is why none of the 
stuff we get from the right makes any sense to us. 
 
The very fact that this is the honest but untold truth. 
 
What else makes sense? 
 
Other than his color, what does the Right have to complain about with Obama? His war policy? He’s a damn hawk! 
Taxes? He caves at every turn! Re-Regulation? He kept the Republican culprits in office and in power. Obamacare? 
Name one person on the Right who understands it! Being an “uppity n….”? Maybe getting warm! 
 
 

20111217-04 07:14 SteveG Re: You Really Need to Do Some Research!!!! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
A black protestor I met this fall has constantly said the country was not ready for a black president.  Rodgers 
understands and has viewed first hands the racism that was and is in the country.  He also graduated from high 
school in 1964.  He has seen a lot of changes, but also sees and lives the need for more changes.  Race will always 
be an issue on some level, as will religion. 
 
  



20111216-13 16:13 Dennis Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism 

 
Here are some things to consider regarding American freedom, and how it is maintained...or not. 
 
 

 
 
 

20111216-14 16:14 SteveB Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
It’s the last one on the list I’m starting to worry about a lot: “Fraudulent Elections.” 
 
I like the list. I would add Racism and Constitutional Revision. The latter is what happened here in Bolivia. The 
“commies” won an election, threw out the old Constitution, and wrote their own. The courts permitted it, because 
they were controlled. The press and the people (though a minority) were powerless. The new President created an 
entirely new country to his own liking overnight. Hello, U.S.? In our case, the Supreme Court could do it in about 
one month. 
 
 

20111216-23 16:59 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
I don't know where you got this, but it's spot on. 
 
 

20111216-15 16:17 Dennis Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
America has a new twist on this one, claiming nonexistent fraudulent elections in an attempt to justify 
disenfranchising eligible voters. 
 



 

20111216-18 16:56 SteveB Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
I hope Eric Holder is on the job! A lot of disenfranchising has, is, and will be attempted in regards to this crucial 
election. And look at the reapportionment battles. 
 
Call me a conservative, but you know what I want? 
 
I want a Constitutional amendment that establishes a mandatory uniform paper ballot for all U.S. elections at every 
level. These ballots would be archived (in Yucca Mountain?) for a minimum of 100 years, available for verification. 
Perhaps other voting regulations would be part of this. In fact, you could add election finance reform and call it the 
“Fair and Honest Elections Amendment.” 
 
This computerization crap? Knowing something about the limits and weaknesses of computer software, knowing 
true verification is impossible, it scares me. A lot! An election could be stolen so easily. A piece of hacker cake. You 
think the CIA couldn’t do it? (Oh ya, they aren’t supposed to operate in the U.S. LOL.) Or the DSD? 
 
 

20111216-24 19:12 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Maybe we could have both computer voting and paper ballots.  Of course, if both turned out not to be exactly the 
same, there would be a problem, but hand counting millions of paper ballots doesn't seem feasible.  I agree that we 
need a system that isn't susceptible to fraud, but I'm not sure what it should be.  One thing we could do is have 
voting on more than one day, maybe on weekends as well as Tuesdays.  We need to make it easier for ALL the 
electorate to vote and prevent jerrymandering (sp?). 
 
 

20111216-26 20:48 SteveG Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Gerrymandering  is probably necessary as population shifts according to census information, but needs to be done 
by independent non-political councils/committees.  
 
I will go against what I just wrote by the following example: 
 
We left Indiana on October 1, 2009; spent October and November in Florida; traveled in December, returned to 
Florida the first week in 2010; completed census data in Florida; left Florida in March; in Washington state in April 
2010 and have been here since; a census worker knocked on our door in May and census data was not completed 
since we had done so in Florida; where should we have been counted as residents?  We were counted as residents 
of Florida, but only there for 4 months out of our lifetime. 
 
All federal elections should be done in the same manner, using the same equipment and process with the same 
paper trail across the country.  Won’t happen. 
 
 

20111217-13 04:53 SteveB 
Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Pam & SteveG, 
above) 

 
It's actually very feasible and easy to do paper ballots. It's done all over the world (including Bolivia) and we did it 
in the U.S. until recently. 
 
Nothing else can be trusted! No verification is possible. No way of knowing for sure an election was honest. 
 
Paper ballots are now signed, thumbprinted, and archived for verification elsewhere in the world. And with national 
ID's, voter registration is unnecessary and much voter fraud and unfairness are eliminated. 
 
Our elections are rigged for easy cheating, on the one hand, and denying the vote to some, on the other hand. 



 
 

20111217-06 10:07 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Paper ballots, count me in! 
 
 

20111217-08 10:44 Jim 
Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to SteveB & Pam, 
above) 

 
Here in Indiana or at least in my county we do mark our paper ballots by filling in a bubble with pencils and then 
they are scanned through a computer terminal so there is a quick count, but there is a hard copy.  I don't know 
how long they have to keep the hard copies. 
 
There is a process of picture ID and signing a register in front of poll watchers from the neighborhood of both 
parties but there is not anything like a (intentional) fingerprint on the ballot that tells which ballot went with which 
voter. 
 
 

20111217-10 15:14 Art Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Jim, above) 

 
Recently finished That Used To Be Us and would recommend it to all.  Very well done and while not a lot really 
new, put things together very nicely. 
 
Their take on Gerrymandering is interesting.  By creating these "safe" voting districts we have fostered the creation 
of an extremist Congress where individual Congressmen no longer have to worry about serving all the people.  
Instead, as individual Congressmen, the only threat they have is during the nomination process and then generally 
the more radical you are, either way, the more likely you are to be receive the nomination. The election is a slam 
dunk, no matter what. It may help explain why 20 years ago individuals in Congress would cross party lines and 
agree to compromises,  since they had to respond to and serve all the people.  Today that seems to rarely happen. 
 
Voting districts should be determined by geography period. No wanderings around.  Yet another example of how 
the people are losing ground. 
 
 

20111217-11 16:10 Jim Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Art, above) 

 
I just received an email from a Democratic state leader who said that 414,000 women voters in Indiana who had 
voted in 2008 did not show up to vote in 2010. 
 
That was something like 51% of the women voters who took time in a presidential year but not in a year with 
"only" congress and state offices to vote on. 
 
They naturally want to get these women back to the voting booths.  
 
It makes a point for compulsory voting except that I can't see how to require voters to be informed or responsible  
in this age of television attack adds sponsored by those corporate citizens united. 
 
 

20111217-12 16:46 Pam Re: Graphic: Early Warning Signs of Fascism (reply to Jim, above) 

 
Isn't it always true that elections in "off" years see fewer voters.  When I voted for our City Council recently, I was 
the only person there.  I bet those voters will be back in 2012.  Maybe they would have made more effort if they'd 
had any idea of what lay ahead.  Just saying. 
 
 



20111216-17 16:47 Art “Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors” 

 
Well not quite Christmas and the Republican beat down goes on. Below a list of just some of the Internet crap 
many of you have received and sadly some still accept as gospel. First time I've seen some of this put together . It's 
all pretty much one sided. If you are not questioning why all these lies and just who is initiating them, you might 
want to rethink that. 
 
That lies pass more quickly than the truth is never truer nor sadder than in the internet world. Here are many 
debunked by a reliable source (http://www.FactCheck.org): 
 
 
“Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors” by FactCheck.org 
 
updated occasionally, (http://www.factcheck.org/hot-topics/) 
 
Just because you read it on somebody’s blog or in an email from a friend or relative doesn’t mean it’s true. It’s 
probably not, as we advised in our special report “Is this chain e-mail true?” (http://factcheck.org/2008/03/that-
chain-e-mail-your-friend-sent-to-you-is-likely-bogus-seriously/) back on March 18, 2008. On this page we feature a 
list of the false or misleading viral rumors we’re asked about most often, and a brief summary of the facts. But 
click on the links to read the full articles. There is a lot more detail in each answer. 
 
Will the Obamas do away with the White House Christmas tree? 
 

No. This zombie rumor first appeared in 2009 and was proved false. It is still false today. Nov. 10, 2011 
(http://factcheck.org/2011/11/we-repeat-still-a-christmas-tree/) 

 
Does George Soros own the company buying many firms that make guns and ammunition? 
 

No. Contrary to a fanciful claim made in a viral email, the Freedom Group is not linked to the liberal 
billionaire. The National Rifle Association says the real owners are “strong supporters” of gun rights. Oct. 21, 
2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/10/george-soros-gun-grab/) 

 
Did Obama order the military to drop the words “on behalf of the president of the United States” 
when presenting the flag to the next of kin at funerals? 
 

A chain email that makes that claim is wrong. Spokespersons for the Defense Department and the armed 
forces say that no change was ordered. Oct. 10, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/10/change-in-military-
funeral-protocol/) 

 
Was President Obama’s tour bus made in Canada? 
 

The shell of the $1.1 million bus came from Canada, but it was converted for the Secret Service by a 
company in Tennessee. Aug. 25, 2011 (http://www.factcheck.org/2011/08/obamas-canadian-american-
bus/) 

 
Is a chart claiming to show the “top 20 raises” to White House staffers accurate? 
 

It’s misleading. The salary increases for 19 of the 21 employees listed resulted from promotions. Average 
pay for White House staff actually declined. Aug. 4, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/08/top-20-white-
house-raises/) 

 
Is President Obama flying on Air Force One more than other presidents did? Is he being accompanied 
by more people on international trips? 
 

Two chain e-mails suggesting that the president’s travel habits are more excessive than his predecessors 
are off base. July 8, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/07/the-traveling-president/) 
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Will the new health care law raise Medicare’s basic monthly premium to $247 in 2014, as a viral 
message claims? 
 

No, Medicare officials project the basic premium will be less than half that. But the law will eventually cause 
14 percent of seniors with incomes over $85,000 a year ($170,000 for couples) to pay higher “income-
related” premiums, up from 5 percent currently. April 1, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/04/premium-
nonsense-on-medicare/) 

 
Is it true that boycotting companies that import foreign oil will “avoid putting more money into the 
coffers” of foreign countries? 
 

No. There is no way to know for sure whether your local station is selling gasoline from imported or 
domestic oil. Besides, U.S. oil demand is twice its domestic supply. March 25, 2011 
(http://factcheck.org/2011/03/who-sells-american-gasoline/) 

 
What about the “Congressional Reform Act of 2011″? 
 

A viral e-mail calls for fixing some abuses and excesses that don’t exist, repeating misinformed claims that 
we’ve addressed before. March 18, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/03/congressional-reform-act/) 

 
Is President Obama using tax dollars to rebuild mosques around the world? 
 

Yes — and to rebuild historic churches and temples as well. The State Department’s program to preserve 
overseas cultural landmarks started under President Bush in 2001. March 10, 2011 
(http://factcheck.org/2011/03/funding-mosques-overseas/) 

 
Do statistics in a chain e-mail give an accurate “report card” of President Obama’s first two years? 
 

Not exactly. The author made many minor mistakes and some major omissions in describing the terrible 
economic conditions he attributes to the president. Feb. 25, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/02/sorry-
statistics/) 

 
Is it true that members of Congress, their staffers and their family members do not have to pay back 
their student loans? 
 

Not true. Some congressional employees are eligible to have up to $60,000 of student loans repaid after 
several years — just like other federal workers. But that’s not the case for members of Congress or their 
families. Jan. 6, 2011 (http://factcheck.org/2011/01/congress-not-exempt-from-student-loans/) 

 
Does Illinois pay a grandmother $1,500 per month per child to be the foster parent to her eight 
grandchildren? 
 

No. State officials have no record of such a case, and state law would not allow it. This second-hand story 
spread by a Danville urologist isn’t true. Dec. 10, 2010 (http://www.factcheck.org/2010/12/fostering-a-
fortune/) 

 
Is President Obama honoring Jane Fonda as one of the women of the century? 
 

No. That was done 11 years ago by Barbara Walters of ABC News. Nov. 22, 2010 
(http://factcheck.org/2010/11/blame-jane-falsehoods/) 

 
Did President Obama have his dog, Bo, flown to Maine in his own private jet for the family vacation? 
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No. The family and staff took two small jets because the airport couldn’t accommodate the usual 
presidential plane. Bo flew with several staffers. Sept. 16, 2010 (http://www.factcheck.org/2010/09/bos-
private-plane/) 

 
Is “Obama’s finance team” recommending a 1 percent tax on all bank transactions, as a chain e-mail 
claims? 
 

No. This idea was first floated in 2004 by one House member, who says it would replace the federal income 
tax and eliminate the national debt. So far it has gone nowhere. Sept. 8, 2010 
(http://www.factcheck.org/2010/09/1-transaction-tax/) 

 
Will Muslim Americans be exempt from the mandate to have health insurance? 
 

The Muslim faith does not forbid purchasing health insurance, and no Muslim group has ever been 
considered exempt under the definitions used in the health care law. May 20, 2010 
(http://www.factcheck.org/2010/05/dhimmitude-and-the-muslim-exemption/) 

 
Has President Obama canceled the May 6 National Day of Prayer? 
 

No. This widely circulated falsehood echoes similar claims made last year when the president issued a pro-
prayer-day proclamation but didn’t hold White House services as President Bush had done. April 29, 2010 
(http://www.factcheck.org/2010/04/national-day-of-prayer-still-on/) 

 
Does the new health care law impose a 3.8 percent tax on profits from selling your home? 
 

No, with very few exceptions. The first $250,000 in profit from the sale of a personal residence won’t be 
taxed, or the first $500,000 in the case of a married couple. The tax falls on relatively few — those with 
high incomes from other sources. April 22, 2010 (http://www.factcheck.org/2010/04/a-38-percent-sales-tax-
on-your-home/) 

 
Was Michelle Obama’s brother’s job saved with money from the stimulus act? 
 

This chain email is a hoax. It makes a ridiculously false claim about Craig Robinson, who is the head coach 
of Oregon State University’s men’s basketball team and the first lady’s older brother. March 22, 2010 
(http://www.factcheck.org/2010/03/stimulus-saves-first-ladys-brother/) 

 
Is it true that nobody remembers Obama attending Columbia University? 
 

At least one of his classmates remembers him well, and the university proudly claims Obama. Feb. 16, 2010 
(http://www.factcheck.org/2010/02/obama-at-columbia-university/) 

 
Did Congress raise its own pay for 2010 while voting to deny an increase for Social Security 
recipients? 
 

No. A chain e-mail calling for “retribution” in the fall elections makes false claims and uses fabricated 
figures. Jan. 8, 2010 (http://factcheck.org/2010/01/retribution-fabrication/) 

 
Did Obama loan $2 billion to Brazil’s oil company to benefit China and George Soros? 
 

The president had nothing to do with the loan, which the Export-Import Bank approved for Brazil to buy 
U.S.-made equipment and services. Sept. 18, 2009 (http://www.factcheck.org/2009/09/bogus-brazilian-oil-
claims/) 

 
Is there any truth in the e-mail claiming to give “a few highlights from the first 500 pages of the 
Healthcare bill”? 
 

http://www.factcheck.org/2010/09/bos-private-plane/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/09/bos-private-plane/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/09/1-transaction-tax/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/05/dhimmitude-and-the-muslim-exemption/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/04/national-day-of-prayer-still-on/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/04/a-38-percent-sales-tax-on-your-home/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/04/a-38-percent-sales-tax-on-your-home/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/03/stimulus-saves-first-ladys-brother/
http://www.factcheck.org/2010/02/obama-at-columbia-university/
http://factcheck.org/2010/01/retribution-fabrication/
http://www.factcheck.org/2009/09/bogus-brazilian-oil-claims/
http://www.factcheck.org/2009/09/bogus-brazilian-oil-claims/


Barely. We examined all 48 claims, finding 26 of them to be false and 18 to be misleading, only partly true 
or half true. Only four are accurate. Aug. 28, 2009 (http://factcheck.org/2009/08/twenty-six-lies-about-hr-
3200/) 

 
Is the ACLU suing to have cross-shaped headstones removed from military cemeteries? 

 
The ACLU has filed no such suit, and it hasn’t sued to “end prayer from the military” either. July 5, 2009 
(http://www.factcheck.org/2009/07/aclu-and-cemetary-crosses/) 

 
Did Obama accuse veterans of “selfishness” and whining? Would he have forced them to “pay for 
their war injuries”? 
 

This chain e-mail contains fabricated quotes and misrepresents a budget idea that the White House 
scrapped. May 12, 2009 (http://factcheck.org/2009/05/would-obama-have-soldiers-pay-for-own-war-
injuries/) 

 
Has a “smoking gun” been found to prove Obama was not born a U.S. citizen? Did he attend 
Occidental College on a scholarship for foreign students? 
 

This chain e-mail is a transparent April Fools’ Day hoax. It fabricates an AP news story about an nonexistent 
group, and makes false claims about Obama and the Fulbright program. May 7, 2009 
(http://factcheck.org/2009/05/was-obama-born-in-the-usa/) 

 
Is Congress about to give Social Security to illegal immigrants? 
 

No. Congress hasn’t voted on any measure to pay benefits to illegal immigrants, and has no plans for any 
such vote. March 1, 2009 (This long-standing falsehood was bandied about back in 2006 and again during 
the 2008 presidential election.) (http://factcheck.org/2009/03/social-security-for-illegal-immigrants/) 

 
What’s the deal with Prof. Joseph Olson’s “unreported stats” from the 2008 election? 
 

This chain e-mail is a hoax. The “statistics” are grossly incorrect, and Olson says he didn’t write it. Jan. 5, 
2009 (http://www.factcheck.org/2009/01/unreported-stats/) 

 
Was Obama born in the U.S.A.? 
 

Yes. We give you the truth about Obama’s birth certificate. Aug. 21, 2008 Updated Nov. 1, 2008 
(http://www.factcheck.org/elections-2008/born_in_the_usa.html) 

 
Is there a connection between FactCheck.org and Barack Obama or Bill Ayers? 
 

None, aside from benefiting at different times from the charity of the late publisher Walter Annenberg. We 
are a project of the Annenberg Public Policy Center of the University of Pennsylvania and get funding from 
the Annenberg Foundation, created by Walter Annenberg in 1989. Ayers was one of three Chicago 
educators who applied for a grant from the Annenberg Foundation in 1995, which was one of 5,200 grants 
the foundation made during its first 15 years. That $49 million grant, plus additional funds raised locally, 
funded the Chicago Annenberg Challenge, which sought to improve Chicago public schools. Obama was 
selected by Chicago officials (not Ayers) to chair the board set up to administer Annenberg Challenge funds, 
and he headed it until 1999. FactCheck.org came into being in late 2003. For other details see our Oct. 10, 
2008, article about Obama and Ayers, which includes a sidebar: “FactCheck.org and the ‘Annenberg 
Challenge.’“ (http://www.factcheck.org/elections-2008/he_lied_about_bill_ayers.html) 

 
 

20111216-19 17:20 SteveB Re: “Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors” (reply to Art, above) 

 
These are beautiful, Art. All in one place! 
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20111216-27 20:53 SteveG 
Fw: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! 

 
From SumOfUs.org: 
 
On Monday, a handful of millionaire corporate executives sitting in a boardroom in New Jersey will decide the fate 
of HIV/AIDS patients around the world. 
 
Johnson & Johnson executives will announce whether they plan to negotiate a global agreement that could save 
more than 100,000 lives every year — from babies in Kenya to teachers in Vietnam. 
 
J&J cares deeply about its family-friendly brand — spending billions of dollars a year on advertising with slogans like 
“No more tears” for its baby shampoo. And if you’ve ever bought Tylenol or Band-Aids, you’re a Johnson & Johnson 
customer. 
 
Tell Johnson & Johnson — put patients before profits and make your life-saving drugs available to HIV patients 
everywhere: 
 

http://sumofus.org/campaigns/jandj-mpp/ (campaign now suspended) 
 
Right now, the most effective HIV/AIDS medications are unavailable or unaffordable in most of the developing 
world. HIV/AIDS activists have been working to get major pharmaceutical companies like J&J into a deal with the 
Medicines Patent Pool (MPP) — a move that would save precious lives. 
 
Johnson & Johnson owns three key HIV/AIDS drugs. After a year of dithering, its executives are finally announcing 
on Monday whether to begin formal negotiations with the MPP — or to leave millions of the world’s HIV/AIDS 
patients untreated. 
 
 

20111216-28 21:07 Pam 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
You might want to read John Le Carre's The Constant Gardner.  It's about big pharma and Africa.  It presents a 
horrible picture, but Le Carre's Afterword says that bad as the novel is, the reality is worse. 
 
P.S.   Does anyone else notice that most of what we say in this forum is sad, desperate, and disillusioned?  I really 
feel the big challenge of older age is figuring out how to be happy in a world that is so f—-ed up.  I don't want to 
be a Debbie Downer, but what's a more realistic response to what's going on?  I had dinner with my best friend last 
night—a former Republican turned Libertarian; I've referred to her before.  We got into some of this stuff, and her 
response is, I want to be happy, so I'm not going to think about this anymore.  I love her, but I can't shrug things 
off so easily.  I don't want to turn into a crotchety, old curmudgeon, and I don't want to be terminally sad, but I 
can't help feeling that pretending cheerfulness is choosing delusion.  You guys are sensible.  How do you cope with 
the grim realities?  Another friend we ran into at the same restaurant said he just wants to withdraw and go into 
hedgehog mode.  Is that the best we can do? 
 
 

20111216-29 21:32 SteveG 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I don’t know. 
 
Yesterday Jason, our son,  and I had lunch – he is the one that suggested “Collapse” from Netflix.  He said the first 
time he watched it, the guy started making sense and at the end Jason said to himself “Oh shit”.  He has watched it 

http://sumofus.org/campaigns/jandj-mpp/


two more times and he said each time he says “Oh shit”.  The basics is the collapse of the world as we know it – 
economy, oil, agriculture, etc.  Do we become survivalists, isolationists, violent over throw, etc? 
 
Until we, whomever we are, figure it out we communicate with all that listen, we petition, we vote, we write letters, 
we demonstrate, we read, we watch, we think, we laugh, we smile, we make a plan, we execute the plan. 
 
The world is screwed up to put it mildly.  Maybe we join Steve B in Bolivia?  Maybe we move to a completely new 
country where we can more readily have a positive impact?  Maybe we start our own country? 
 
 

20111216-30 21:40 Pam 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I'll tell you one thing.  Being able to share my thoughts with this group is a life saver.  Even those of you I don't 
agree with, I guess we're all in this together. 
 
 

20111217-02 05:44 SteveB 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveG & Pam, above) 

 
Such a worthy subject…a couple of thoughts come to mind…early on this beautiful tropical morning, as my 
neighbors start to sing their odes to the madrugada, the morning sun, from the trees, and people gradually appear. 
 
Starting a country… When I was in late college, our extended circle of friends gave some seemingly serious thought 
to buying an entire town and all of us living there communally. It wouldn’t be a commune. We would commute to 
work, or farm, etc., as normal. But our neighbors would be our friends and we would always be together. We 
explored the countryside and found the perfect little town near the Portland Arch, outside of Lafayette, Indiana. I 
bet to this day the place has not changed. But we did, I guess. SteveG’s email reminded me of that. 
 
I’m working on an “epic” poem called “Climate Control” that is not about the weather. In it, I talk about my belief 
that our generation is what I call (after Jefferson Airplane) the “crown of the crown of creation”. We have lived 
during the peak of civilization, or very close to it. Naturally, in every direction we look, forward and back, we look 
down. When we look at the past, we are sorry because it is gone, but we see that we ascended. When we look at 
the future, well…we are inevitably saddened. The more we care, the more love we have within us, the more 
sadness. That is the price of love and attachment. As much as it may hurt, we have a simple job. To truly love and 
appreciate, with all the strength we have, what we have been fortunate enough to have been given, and life often 
takes more strength than we have. This is one reason why I think Alan Grayson’s farewell admonition is so 
appropriate, even without its political context, “Courage!” 
 
Maybe Republicans will tell you that you earned this life by your individual actions and those of some mythical 
superheroes. I say they lie. We only earn it with our love, appreciation, and our efforts to share it with others. That 
is what built this world. Love, not hate. We live at the peak. Let us do all the living we can. Let us have adventures 
in this wondrous, incomprehensible time and place. 
 
 

20111217-07 10:13 Pam 
Re: SumOfUs Petition: Tell Johnson & Johnson to Join the Medicines 
Patent Pool! (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Beautifully said.  I like what you say about our generation being at the peak looking down.  That makes a lot of 
sense.  There will always be peaks and valleys.  We were lucky (and it's pure luck) to be born when and where we 
were.  Gratitude is required.  And love.  That's the only intangible I believe in.  Others may sense a presence of 
something divine; I don't.  But I do know love, and that is where all my meaning lies.  Since I believe we create our 
own meaning, I feel fortunate that my proclivity is toward loving those close to me. 
 
 



20111217-03 07:10 SteveG 
“Bail-out Bombshell: Fed Emergency Bank Rescue Totaled $29 Trillion 
Over Three Years” 

 
from “Bail-out Bombshell: Fed Emergency Bank Rescue Totaled $29 Trillion Over Three Years” by J. Andrew 
Felkerson, AlterNet (http://www.alternet.org/story/153462/): 
 

Here’s the hurricane: In reality, no less than $29.616 trillion is the total emergency assistance provided by 
the Fed to foreign and domestic entities during the Global Financial Crisis. Let’s repeat that: $29 trillion. This 
astounding number is over twice U.S. gross domestic product, the nominal value of all goods and services 
produced for the year 2010. This is the total of the bailout as calculated by Nicola Matthews and myself as 
part of the Ford Foundation project, A Research And Policy Dialogue Project On Improving Governance Of 
The Government Safety Net In Financial Crisis. We will be presenting the results of our analysis in a series 
of papers published by the Levy Economics Institute, the first of which, “29,000,000,000,000: A Detailed 
Look at the Fed’s Bailout by Funding Facility and Recipient,” is already available here.: 
http://www.levyinstitute.org/publications/?docid=1462. 

 
 

20111217-05 07:41 SteveB Replay: The Truth About News Media 

 
Here’s a possibly instructional item from the Archive. (below) 
 
When one side is dedicated to the truth as a core part of their most basic “Constitution” and one side is not, 
communications becomes more difficult, does it not? 
 
 
from: SteveM, Ref: Check this – the John Edwards affair with Rielle Hunter, Date: Sun, 3 Aug 2008, 10:53:41—0700 
 

Here's some better detail from MSM web sights also. Why has this not made the Evening news like the 
discredited story about McCain's alleged "affair did for 3 days? 
 
Note that unlike the NY times "McCain affair" there are photogs, eye witnesses and progeny as a result of 
an affair, from which DNA could be offered up as proof of paternity. Oh how the mighty Democratic social 
conscience for us un-washed minions has fallen. 
 
You got love the liberal media, Note the LA Times pull the story than reposted and edited venison with no 
explanation in OCT 07 and only 5 days ago reposted with an explanation once the "evidence' became 
"overwhelming", and in their BACKYARD! 
 
What a bunch of .................. 

 
 
Source of original email is unknown. This is another one of those emails which, while honestly telling about a true 
story on the surface, are in fact telling a world of lies beneath. I’d estimate that this email is 50% truth and 50% lie 
so insidious that it will literally rot the brain of an unsuspecting person. Here’s the way it works. 
 
Fact (and admittedly a strike against Democrats by association): John Edwards is a rat. 
 
Lie: There was no liberal media conspiracy. It’s a pretend conspiracy that the truth is being repressed. How dare 
they! The hidden agenda of this email is nefarious—to sew distrust and discord, at the very least. In a time when 
there is as much conservative media as liberal, the myth of the evil, lurking liberal media is perpetuated. 
 
And then there is the simple yet inescapable fact that one of the most basic and important tenants of 
liberal media is, duh, trying to get as close to the truth as it is humanly possible to do. Media that 
does not do this cannot be defined as “liberal.” What would be liberal about it? Is respect for the truth 
a basic tenant of Rupert Murdock, FOX, Rush, Glenn, and the rest of the conservative media gang? 
Their only basic tenants seem to be money and their agenda. 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153462/
http://www.levyinstitute.org/publications/?docid=1462


 
In the case of this particular “liberal media conspiracy” the facts are these: All the mainstream media, liberal, 
middle, and conservative were slow to pick up the story from the Enquirer, because there was no corroboration and 
the Enquirer is a sleazy publication, what can I say? (Though they did a good job on this story.) Then, The 
Washington Post was a leader in getting the story out there in July, 2008, forcing Edward’s admission of the affair, 
if not the child, on Aug. 7, 2008. 
 
And, hey, why doesn’t the National Enquirer count as part of the evil liberal media? They don’t really seem to be a 
“family values” kind of publication. 
 
 

20111217-16 08:47 MarthaH Re: The Truth About News Media (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
AMEN. Back when people read to get news, not click a control, there was more respect for the fourth branch of 
government—and ethics in writing, for the most part.  Granted it was in 5th grade reading level words, but it was 
not for ratings like modern NEWS.  Looking at something in 360 degrees leads to thinking and concluding so 
rereading. It was not a sound-bite story, much less a for-bankrolling side show.. Some wackos think there is only 
one side and thinking is out of style. 
 
 

20111217-09 13:57 Pam 
“How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — It's 
Time to Tax the Church” 

 
The Church (Religion, call it what you will) is too rich and powerful for the suggestions in this essay ever to be 
discussed, let alone implemented, but it's worth considering all the same.  In today's political climate religion is 
beyond reproach, making it another special interest, one with an edge.  Why can't churches be taxed at the same 
rate as non-profits? 
 
 
“How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — It's Time to Tax the Church” by Adam Lee, 
Alternet 
 
Dec. 14, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/belief/153448) 
 
(By some estimates, the property tax exemption alone removes $100 billion in property from U.S. tax rolls, and 
that's only the tip of the iceberg.) 
 
Would the world be better off without religion? That was the topic of a recent debate in the NYU Intelligence 
Squared series. One of the audience questions concerned the enormous wealth hoarded by churches, which 
Christian apologist Dinesh D'Souza defended as follows: 
 

I think in the case of the Vatican, the wealth of the Vatican is in priceless treasures, tapestries, the ceiling of 
the Sistine Chapel, art. Now, let's remember... it was popes, the Medici popes and so on, who commissioned 
those paintings. If it wasn't for Catholicism, we wouldn't have the Sistine Chapel. 

 
This was the only line of the night that got boos from the audience. It's easy to see why, since D'Souza was clearly 
trying hard to overlook the obvious reply: The reason it was the church that commissioned those artworks, and not 
some other buyer, is because the church had all the money! The great composers, painters and sculptors of the 
Renaissance worked for whomever could afford to pay them, which is why they often ended up working for the 
church even when they were notorious freethinkers, as in the case of Giuseppe Verdi. If it wasn't for Catholicism, 
we might not have the Sistine Chapel, but it's a near-certainty that we'd have different artworks, equally majestic 
and famous, by the same artists. As Richard Dawkins has suggested, wouldn't you love to hear Beethoven's 
Evolution Symphony? 
 
I bring this up because, thanks to the Occupy protests, inequality has come to dominate the American political 
conversation. Poverty and inequality are at their highest levels since the Great Depression, and there's a growing 

http://www.alternet.org/belief/153448


clamor to raise taxes on the wealthy to provide more opportunity for the rest of us. I think this is an excellent idea, 
and I'd like to suggest that beside Wall Street bankers and stock traders, there's another group of the mega-
wealthy that's often overlooked. 
 
Why don't we consider taxing the churches? 
 
Not all churches or all ministers are rich, but some of them are very rich indeed. And that's no surprise, because 
society subsidizes them through a constellation of generous tax breaks that aren't available to any other institution, 
even non-profits. For example, religious organizations can opt out of Social Security and Medicare withholding. 
Religious employers are exempt from unemployment taxes, and in some states, from sales tax. Religious ministers -
- and no other profession; the law specifies that only "ministers of the gospel" are eligible for this benefit -- can 
receive part of their salary as a "housing allowance" on which they pay no taxes. (Compounding the absurdity, they 
can then turn around and double-dip, deducting their mortgage interest from their taxes, even when their mortgage 
is being paid with tax-free money in the first place.) And, of course, churches are exempt from property tax and 
from federal income tax. 
 
We're all paying for the special privileges afforded to religion. Your taxes and mine have to be higher to make up 
the revenue shortfall that the government isn't taking in because these huge, wealthy churches don't pay their own 
way. By some estimates, the property tax exemption alone removes $100 billion in property from U.S. tax rolls. 
(And it's not just the big churches where that exemption bites: According to authors like Sikivu Hutchinson, the 
proliferation of small storefront churches is a major contributor to poverty and societal dysfunction in poor 
communities, since these churches remove valuable commercial property from the tax base and ensure that local 
governments remain cash-strapped and unable to provide basic services.) Just about the only restriction that 
churches have to abide by in return is that they can't endorse political candidates -- and even this trivial, easily 
evaded prohibition is routinely and flagrantly violated by the religious right. 
 
Combined with a near-total lack of government scrutiny, the privileges granted to religion have enabled 
megachurch ministers to live fantastically luxurious lifestyles. An investigation by Sen. Chuck Grassley in 2009 gave 
a rare public glimpse of how powerful preachers spend the cash they rake in from their flocks: jewelry, luxury 
clothing, cosmetic surgery, offshore bank accounts, multimillion-dollar lakefront mansions, a fleet of private jets, 
flights to Hawaii and Fiji, and most famously in the case of Joyce Meyer, a $23,000 marble-topped commode. 
Meyer's ministry alone is estimated to have an annual take of around $124 million. 
 
Most of these Elmer Gantry-types preach a theology called the "prosperity gospel." The basic idea of this is that God 
wants to shower you with riches, but only if you first "plant a seed of faith" by giving your church as much money 
as you possibly can, trusting that God will repay you tenfold. (The typical ask is for 10 percent of your annual 
income -- gross, not net; people who tithe based on their net income hate the baby Jesus.) Naturally, this idea has 
made some churches very, very rich, while making a large number of poor, desperate people even poorer. 
 
One might think this scam would only work for so long before people start to realize that giving all their money 
away isn't making them rich. But the pastors who preach it have a very convenient and clever rationalization: when 
supernatural wealth fails to materialize, they tell their followers that it must be their own fault, that they're 
harboring some secret sin that's preventing God from fulfilling his promises. 
 
But beyond the prosperity gospel, we're now witnessing a new and even more brazen idea spreading among the 
American religious right: that the poor should accept their lot without complaint, and that calling for a stronger 
social safety net or advocating higher taxes on the rich is committing the sin of envy. For example, here's 
Watergate felon Chuck Colson, who's found a profitable after-prison career as a born-again right-wing pundit, 
denouncing the poor for wanting a better life for themselves: 
 

Despite this, many people insist on soaking the well-off because... what they want is to see their better-off 
neighbors knocked down a peg. That's how envy works. 
 
Thomas Aquinas defined envy as "sorrow for another's good." It is the opposite of pity. And it is one of the 
defining sins of our times. 

 



(I would guess that by Colson's standard, some of the authors of the Bible would also be committing the sin of envy 
with their denunciations of the rich.) 
 
The right-wing Family Research Council has also joined in, calling for its followers to pray that God stifles the 
Occupy Wall Street protests; its president, Tony Perkins, has said that Jesus "endorses the principles of business 
and the free market". And then there's this billboard, which asserts that protesters' demands for health insurance 
and higher corporate tax rates violate the biblical commandment against coveting. I would've thought this was a 
bizarre joke if not for the fact that so many powerful right-wing Christians are openly saying the same thing. 
 
On its surface, Christianity seems like the least likely religion for this theology of the rich and powerful to take root. 
The Bible, after all, denounces wealth and praises poverty in no uncertain terms. In fact, Jesus unequivocally 
commands that Christians should sell all their possessions, give the money to the poor, and live as wandering 
mendicant evangelists. The famous analogy about a camel going through the eye of a needle was a parable 
intended to forcefully make the point that it's almost impossible for a rich person to get into Heaven -- and by the 
Bible's standard, millions of modern Christians are very rich indeed: 
 

Now a man came up to Jesus and asked, "Teacher, what good thing must I do to get eternal life?" ...Jesus 
answered, "If you want to be perfect, go, sell your possessions and give to the poor, and you will have 
treasure in heaven. Then come, follow me." When the young man heard this, he went away sad, because 
he had great wealth. Then Jesus said to his disciples, "I tell you the truth, it is hard for a rich man to enter 
the kingdom of heaven. Again I tell you, it is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a 
rich man to enter the kingdom of God." —Matthew 19:16-24 

 
In another verse, Jesus tells his followers not to save money or store up possessions, but to travel constantly with 
no thought for the future, having faith that God will somehow feed and clothe them each day: 
 

"And he said unto his disciples, Therefore I say unto you, Take no thought for your life, what ye shall eat; 
neither for the body, what ye shall put on. Consider the ravens: for they neither sow nor reap; which 
neither have storehouse nor barn; and God feedeth them: how much more are ye better than the fowls? 
 
Consider the lilies, how they grow: they toil not, they spin not; and yet I say unto you, that Solomon in all 
his glory was not arrayed like one of these. If then God so clothe the grass, which is today in the field, and 
tomorrow is cast into the oven; how much more will he clothe you, O ye of little faith? And seek not ye what 
ye shall eat, or what ye shall drink, neither be ye of doubtful mind... But rather seek ye the kingdom of God; 
and all these things shall be added unto you." —Luke 12:22-31 

 
The Bible goes so far as to say that the first community of Christians weren't just socialists, but communists: 
 

"And all that believed were together, and had all things common; and sold their possessions and goods, and 
parted them to all men, as every man had need." —Acts 2:44-45 

 
By some accounts, this verse is what inspired Karl Marx's dictum, "From each according to his ability, to each 
according to his need." Irony of ironies: Communism was espoused in the pages of the Bible! 
 
Of course, these commands are nearly impossible to follow, and that's precisely the point. In the beginning, 
Christianity was a small, radical sect whose followers expected the world to end within their own lifetimes. It's no 
wonder that they saw no use for earthly possessions. But when Christianity became the state religion of the Roman 
Empire and began to convert the powerful and the comfortable, this would no longer do. No large, organized 
religion could possibly thrive on precepts like this, and so they were left by the wayside in the pursuit of worldly 
riches and imperial grandeur. 
 
This pattern happens over and over: Even when it begins among the poor and disenfranchised, religion almost 
always ends up being co-opted by the wealthy and powerful and used as a convenient excuse to justify inequality. 
Nothing is more effective at persuading the poor not to rebel or protest than the belief that, if they stay quiet and 
compliant, they'll be rewarded after death. As the columnist Ed Weathers wrote, "If you would have your slaves 
remain docile, teach them hymns." And this idea isn't just prominent in Christianity -- we also see it in other 



religions, like Hinduism, which teaches that people's social caste is the deserved result of the karma they 
accumulated in past lives. Obey the rich people in this life, and maybe you'll be reborn as one of them next time! 
 
The repeated exploitation of religion throughout history to further beat down the downtrodden isn't just a 
coincidence. Any belief system which teaches people to fix their gazes on another life can by its nature be leveraged 
to excuse poverty, oppression, and injustice in this one. When we see wealthy preachers joining hands with wealthy 
bankers to urge the masses to stop protesting and quietly accept their lot, it shouldn't be surprising -- it's a 
reminder of the natural order of things. Both groups are privileged elites whose highest concern, with a few rare 
and honorable exceptions, is hanging on to that privilege. 
 
There's a lesson here for the 99 percent of us: If we seek social justice, the only way we'll ever truly attain it is to 
overthrow every ideology that promises pie in the sky by and by. As long as our effort is focused, even partially, on 
another world, it will always be divided and therefore less effective than it could be. (It's not for nothing that John 
Lennon put "Imagine no religion" together with "No need for greed or hunger.") We'll have real equality and real 
opportunity when we learn to set aside fantasies of another existence and turn our attention fully to this life and the 
things of this world, which are the only real or important things. 
 
 

20111218-01 07:57 SteveB 
Re: “How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — It's 
Time to Tax the Church” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I think this is a tough issue, though I would start with the premise that churches and religion should be treated 
exactly as any non-profit organization/corporation. 
 
They would never pay any income tax. 
 
I thought that, in many places, non-profits pay no property or sales tax, so in those cases neither should the 
churches. 
 
The only change I can see, and one I might be able to get behind, would be to make all non-profits, including 
churches, pay property taxes. This would be up to individual states. I could support this only because these taxes 
are the main way we finance our schools. They could use a little help. 
 
A large proportion of the money taken from churches would come from charitable, educational, and medical work 
that they do. I can't see them cutting much staff or auctioning crosses, but entire schools, hospitals, soup kitchens, 
and homeless shelters would close. 
 
In the case of charity, non-profit and religious organizations are part of the private sector, of course, though lines 
can blur a little where the government gets involved. For Monday's Newsletter, I'm writing about the failures of 
private enterprise. One of the biggest is help for the poor and needy. If the state is going to tax churches, it had 
better be prepared to come to the aid of many Americans in dire distress. 
 
 

20111218-03 12:44 Pam 
Re: “How We All Pay for the Huge Tax Privileges Granted to Religion — 
It's Time to Tax the Church” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
I guess I wouldn't really go after ordinary churches.  Treating them like non-profits is fine.  But when you read 
about those mega-churches where some charismatic minister rakes in millions (Jim and Tammy Faye), then I think 
we need to look closely at that.  People are free to spend their money however they want, but those "corporate" 
churches take advantage of foolish, gullible people. 
 
I hope everyone has a peaceful holiday season. 
 
 

20111217-14 18:06 Pam Video: "Robert Reich Puts an Offer on the Table for President Obama” 

 



Video: "Robert Reich Puts an Offer on the Table for President Obama” by MoveOn.Org, (http://bit.ly/tCPLvF) 
 
 

20111217-15 18:38 SteveG “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” 

 
“Perry Double Dips State Salary and Pension” by AP 
 
Dec. 16, 2011, (http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/Perry-double-dips-salary/2011/12/16/id/421260) 

 
(AUSTIN, Tex.) Texas Gov. Rick Perry is a double-dipper, collecting a salary and retirement benefits simultaneously, 
according to a personal financial disclosure form made public Friday. 
 
The report filed with the Federal Election Commission shows that Perry is collecting his $7,700 monthly state 
pension in addition to his nearly $133,000 annual salary as governor. State law allows any employee to begin 
collecting retirement benefits if their years of military and state service plus their age adds up to more than 80. 
 
Continue… 
 
 

20111218-02 11:27 Art Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Forgetting everything else, that is an incredible monthly retirement. After 28 years in the Army,  I get nothing like 
that. Clearly I joined the wrong government. 
 
 

20111218-04 12:59 Pam Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
That IS a huge retirement.  I think I don't have a very good sense of what people actually earn.  When I look at 
that yearly Parade magazine issue that shows various salaries for different jobs, I'm always surprised—sometime by 
how little, sometimes by how much people make.  I was never on tenure track and the longest contract I ever had 
at UNCG was for 3 years.  I knew I'd never be fired, but I didn't feel secure enough to ask for a big raise.  When I 
neared retirement, I decided to go for it and got a little one, but what I thought was a nice salary would probably 
seem paltry to some people.  I read somewhere that something like 60% of Americans are poor or close to it. 
 
That's a lot of people.  But when I drive around my NC city, I see lots and lots of big, fancy houses.  I always ask 
myself, Who lives there?  Do some people who have a similar income to us just spend more?  We are very frugal.  
Living on a tight budget for so long has become a habit.  For all the talking we do about economics and money and 
what's fair, I really have no figures to attach to the discussion.  I remember when I was in college the starting 
salary for a high school teacher was $5,000/yr.  When I taught high school, I made around $7,000.  My then father-
in-law remarked at the time that a family needed at least $20,000/yr. to be comfortable.  It was a looooooong time 
before I made anything close to that.  People seem as reluctant to talk about money as about sex or religion, yet 
it's one of the most important parts of our lives.  I'm not asking anyone to divulge how much they make, but I 
wouldn't mind some basic parameters.  How much do you need to be considered "rich."  I knew a stockbroker 
about 20 years ago who was intending to retire once he had accumulated $2 million.  He told me I had no idea how 
hard it was to save up that much.  Would that still be true today?  I hope this is relevant to our discussions. 
 
 

20111218-07 15:25 Art 
Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG & Pam, 
above) 

 
I have heard you need $7M to feel rich.  And your stockbroker is right, for us normal mortals saving up $2M is very 
hard. 
 
 

20111218-08 15:26 Pam Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to Art, above) 

 

http://bit.ly/tCPLvF
http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/Perry-double-dips-salary/2011/12/16/id/421260
http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/Perry-double-dips-salary/2011/12/16/id/421260


$7M!  Yikes.  I just don't want to end up in the poorhouse.  Do those of you from Greencastle remember the county 
poorhouse from our youth?  We used to go sing Christmas carols out there.  I thought it was the saddest place I'd 
ever been. 
 
I guess what lurks in the back of my mind is the fear that we all might lose everything, like in Weimar Germany.  
When you lose your life savings, or don't have any, you're sunk.  I feel like we're all teetering on the edge, but then 
you know what a worry wart I am. 
 
 

20111218-14 17:37 SteveG Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
The poor farm closed a couple of years ago in Putnam County.  There is still one in Clinton County (Frankfort).  All 
of us are close to one medical catastrophe from the poor house. 
 
 

20111218-18 19:31 Art 
Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG & Pam, 
above) 

 
It does however portray the other side of the issue and that is the run away retirement costs for State workers.  
Some are just outrageous.   Further,  many are allowed to retire early, latching onto the privilege given to those 
who risk their lives, policemen, firemen and a few others.  Now  garbage truck drivers can retire early with absurd 
pensions. It really does need cleaning up. Trouble they will all scream like scalded cats if you even approach  the 
subject.  I get a NARFE ( National Association of Retired Federal Employees) newsletter every screaming at me to 
write my Congressman and Senators  about the terrible injustice being done to Federal workers. So far I have  
ignored them,  because I believe we all need to contribute to getting the  financial ship back on course.  No one 
should be exempt - except the very rich of course.  Someone has to keep those corporate jets flying. 
 
 

20111218-20 20:28 SteveG Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to Art, above) 

 
I think you are the exception rather than the rule.  I know a couple of retired Colonel level individuals that bemoan 
every time they have to pay more for their medical coverage and that they had to go a couple of years without a 
cost of living increase.  The ship isn’t right, but I see no one in congress willing tio give up an ounce of their 
benefits – active or retirement.  Like your sense of humor too. 
 
 

20111218-21 20:39 Pam Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
It doesn't have to be like that, but I'm afraid it's not likely to change soon. 
 
 

20111218-09 15:48 Mark “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” 

 
Pres. Obama has a war on the American people...here’s what I’ve gotten from him...higher healthcare costs with a 
poorer government plan, higher electricity costs and the potential for disruptions (outages due to lack of electrical 
capacity were unheard of ten years ago), trying to shut down the domestic coal industry, doubling of fuel costs, a 
30% increase in food prices....new stealth taxes, a permanent protesting class...reduced stature abroad. 
 
 
“Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” by Christopher Prandoni, Townhall 
 
Dec. 16, 2011, 
(http://townhall.com/columnists/christopherprandoni/2011/12/16/obamas_war_on_domestic_oil_production/page/f
ull/) 
 

http://townhall.com/columnists/christopherprandoni/2011/12/16/obamas_war_on_domestic_oil_production/page/full/
http://townhall.com/columnists/christopherprandoni/2011/12/16/obamas_war_on_domestic_oil_production/page/full/


This week the Department of Interior (DOI) sold its first oil lease in the Gulf of Mexico in over a year. Withholding 
drilling permits and cancelling leases, the Obama Administration has made what was once routine nearly impossible. 
Upon assuming office, President Obama cancelled 31 oil and gas lease sales, delaying thousands of jobs and billions 
in economic activity. Not letting any crisis go to waste, the Department of Interior imposed a six month drilling 
moratorium on the Gulf following the Macondo disaster and then followed that with denial for the Keystone Pipeline, 
with Canada's oil now having the potential of going to China. 
 
The Obama Administration’s recent offshore drilling plan codifies the White House’s anti-energy, anti-jobs position. 
The Obama 2012-2017 draft drilling plan closes a majority of the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) to new energy 
production. In fact, less than 3 percent of America’s OCS will be available for development. 
 
Continue… 
 
 

20111218-11 16:15 Pam Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

 
Oh, goody.  A nice juicy argument.  To begin, the Obama administration, to my knowledge, shut down offshore 
drilling in the wake of the BP oil spill, an environmental disaster we still don't know the full extent of.  Let's suppose 
the oil companies could do all the drilling they want, anywhere they want.  What would happen?  We'd lose pristine 
beaches and ocean views, we'd almost certainly experience more Exxon Valdez and BP spills that would cost billions 
to clean up, the oil industry would continue to run the country through its Washington lobbyists, the rich would get 
richer, and in a finite number of years the oil will run out and the lights will go off.  Short-term profits; long-term 
environmental destruction that will only hasten global warming with its attendant catastrophes.  Once a pipeline is 
laid, few workers are needed to keep it going.  Lots of jobs may be created during construction, but once it is up 
and running, those jobs disappear, and all the restaurant owners and landlords who depended on workers' money 
will discover their customers have moved on—or are collecting unemployment. 
 
Obama is right to urge the development of sustainable energy, and we need government money to support that 
research.  No private company is going to invest a ton of money in something that might not bring in a return for 
years; that would be bad business, no?  But government can make long-term investment in things that are for the 
public good, like energy, medicine, technology, etc.  Once the publicly supported research is done, then private 
companies can step in and do the manufacturing and distribution.  Like Steve says, we need a partnership between 
government and business.  Yes, OSHA is sometimes irritating to employers, but then falling to your death from an 
unsafe scaffold can be a bit annoying too.  Do you really trust business to police itself?  Everybody has oversight: 
teachers get evaluated, my son who works for a hardware manufacturing company gets evaluated every quarter, 
doctors have licensing boards.  Maybe you or I wouldn't, but people will cheat, cut corners, and hope for the best.  
It's the nature of the beast.  If we let the oil companies loose, we will lose a lot more than jobs.  We will lose our 
future. 
 
 

20111218-12 16:27 SteveB Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

 
I think Obama’s conservatism here is a very good thing. We should go slow. I think we should preserve as much of 
our own oil as we can for the future. Kind of a strategic reserve, if you will. A giant one that we will greatly need. At 
that time, the alternative—to obtain international oil—will be war and oil will be costly indeed, especially if we are 
out of it ourselves. 
 
Now, while oil is cheap, we should buy oil from other countries as much as possible, but use as little as possible. 
There should be a very hefty tax on gasoline, making it cost consistently above $5-$6 per gallon, as it is in Europe, 
to encourage alternative development, which the government should assist in, just as it did with railroads and 
airlines and many other industries. (see my other recent posts) 
 
We have seen the disasters these oil companies can cause. You have seen that, haven’t you??? It is good if we bide 
our time before doing much more offshore drilling. I’d be even more conservative than Obama. I think he’s right in 
the middle on this one. The longer we wait to drill, the stronger our reserves and the more technology will have 
time to develop so, hopefully, spills can be prevented. 

http://townhall.com/columnists/christopherprandoni/2011/12/16/obamas_war_on_domestic_oil_production/page/full/


 
This is what true conservatism is all about. Thinking long term!!!! 
 
 

20111218-13 16:38 Dennis Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

 
from Mark, above: 
 

Not letting any crisis go to waste, the Department of Interior imposed a six month drilling moratorium on 
the Gulf following the Macondo disaster and then followed that with denial for the Keystone Pipeline, with 
Canada's oil now having the potential of going to China. 

 
 
This statement alone shows a complete ignorance of the energy industry.  The Keystone Pipeline makes no sense 
since it will transport oil to refineries in Texas and then the petroleum would go into the world market to mostly be 
sold outside the U.S., including to China.  Huge new sources of oil now being exploited from the Eagle Ford basin in 
East Texas will fill all of the available refinery capacity and there will be little room for oil from Canada in any case.  
Keystone would jeopardize the aquifers of the Great Plains for no sound economic reason. 
 
 

20111218-16 19:23 Art Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Mark, above) 

 
Interesting argument, but a little short on facts.  The truth is oil companies have failed to drill on hundreds of leases 
they already hold. The current Administration has also resumed releasing new leases so that also is no longer 
correct. Given the nature of the oil spill this summer by BP and their inability to control it, one would think any 
prudent individual would at least temporarily halt new drilling until we figured out what went wrong. 
 
Tell all those fishermen and recreation people in the Gulf it was no big deal. 
 
But the real issue is the last paragraph.  Again much incorrect.   Fuel prices at the pump have actually gone down 
from the latter years of the Bush Administration. The run up was caused by investment speculators not the 
availability of fuel by the way.  The electricity stats are totally bogus and domestic coal production has some terrible 
disasters due to lack of enforcement of safety regulations.  Not to mention the cost of mountain top mining. New 
stealth taxes - name them.  A permanent protesting class -  where were you in the 60s?  And lastly "reduced 
stature abroad"?  I travel a lot overseas, did and still do.  Headlines in the London Times when we re-elected Bush: 
"How Could 58 Million People Be So Stupid?" They don't say that now. 
 
 

20111218-22 20:42 Pam Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Art, above) 

 
Soooo glad you joined this group, Art. 
 
 

20111218-19 20:05 SteveB Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to all, above) 

 
Here's my question. Where does this stuff really come from? Who tells people what to think? 
 
All of a sudden the stupid Keystone Pipeline is a big deal. It is not! Who tells people to think it is? 
 
Who tells people to think Obama is not a natural born American citizen? 
 
Who tells people who know nothing about Obamacare that it is to be called “Obamacare” and it is bad. So people 
say it's bad. Who tells people to think it is? 
 
Even poor people parrot the party-line: “DON’T TAX THE RICH!” 
 



I could go on and on. The Republican Right-wing party-line gets repeated over and over like a mantra, but it is 
without meaning and usually based on lies. We debunk them here all the time, including today (see above). 
 
But who tells these people to all think and say the same thing, invariably, for no reason, and they do? What 
control!!!! 
 
 

20111218-17 19:24 SteveG 
Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to Art & Mark, 
above) 

 
Currently the US has a surplus of gasoline and is exporting it to other countries while our prices remain abouve $3 a 
gallon and we continue to subsidize oil companies. 
 
I heard that Art was setting himself up to run for congress in 2016 and that SteveB was setting up to run for 
president.  But they may be rumors. 
 
 

20111218-23 20:44 Pam Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Now, that's a campaign I could get behind! 
 
 

20111218-24 20:54 SteveB Re: “Obama's War on Domestic Oil Production” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
SteveG!! I would run but I'm not a natural born citizen, I was born you-know-where. 
 
 

20111218-15 17:49 SteveG 
Fw: Sierra Club Action: Tell the White House: Put Our Health First, End 
Mountaintop Removal Coal Mining! 

 
from Sierra Club: 
 
My name is Donna Branham and I live in Mingo County, WV — smack dab in the middle of coal mining country. I'm 
a registered nurse and I've seen first hand how mining hurts the health of my community. I've seen how it is 
making my community sick1 and year after year it's only getting worse. 
 
Mountaintop removal coal mining blows off the tops of mountains to extract the coal that fuels our nation's power 
plants. It has already leveled 500 mountains and buried over 1,200 miles of streams2 — but it gets worse. It raises 
my community's risk of birth defects, cancer, and heart disease. 
 
Right now, dozens of permits are pending for new mines and the Obama Administration could approve them any 
day. If they get approved, it will mean more people get sick and more mountains get destroyed. I don't know about 
you, but I don't want any more families to suffer the effects of Big Coal's pollution. 
 
Send a message to the White House before it's too late. I'm tired of seeing families get sick just so Big Coal can 
increase its profits. Tell the Obama Administration to put our health first: no more mountaintop removal coal mines. 
 
https://secure.sierraclub.org/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=7343 
 
 

20111218-05 13:09 Pam “Banana Republicans’ Assault on Democracy” 

 
“Banana Republicans’ Assault on Democracy” by David Sirota, NationOfChange 
 
Dec. 17, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/banana-republicans-assault-democracy-1324149748) 
 

https://secure.sierraclub.org/site/Advocacy?cmd=display&page=UserAction&id=7343
http://www.nationofchange.org/banana-republicans-assault-democracy-1324149748


When the Senate minority leader of the United States calls something "a genuine threat to our country," everyone 
— regardless of party — should listen. Even in the post-9/11 era of overheated language and hyper-partisanship, 
that kind of declaration from such a powerful public official is not to be taken lightly. 
 
So, what horrible menace to our way of life was Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-KY) talking about when he recently 
uttered those words? Communism? Al-Qaida? Hostile extra-terrestrials? 
 
None of the above. He was referring to democracy. 
 
That sounds hard to believe, but it's absolutely true. In a speech last week to the Heritage Foundation, McConnell 
used that War on Terror-flavored jeremiad about an existential "threat" to describe a grassroots effort aimed at 
electing presidents via a national popular vote. 
 
Prompted by frustration with swing states' disproportionate power, the national popular vote idea is elegant in its 
simplicity. States commit their Electoral College votes to the national popular vote-winner, regardless of the 
outcome of the presidential contest within their boundaries. The plan does not go into effect until a majority of 
Electoral College votes are signed on, but if and when that happens, America finally gets what should be a 
fundamental democratic guarantee: that our president is the candidate who received the majority of votes. 
 
To most readers, that seems like a non-ideological no-brainer — it means every vote is equally important, 
regardless of geography. And why shouldn't it be that way? After all, there's no moral or substantive reason that a 
vote in liberal Denver should be more valued by a presidential election system than a vote in rural Idaho just 
because the Denver vote was cast in the swing state of Colorado. Similarly, there's no democratic justification for 
candidates reaching the Oval Office when they didn't win the most votes. 
 
Yet, despite those non-partisan truisms, McConnell billed the accelerating national popular vote campaign as a 
nefarious liberal plot. 
 
While such a paranoid theory sounds like a "Saturday Night Live" spoof of a Fox News diatribe, the Senate minority 
leader was dead serious, which made his statements all the more hilarious — but also painfully revealing. They 
highlight the fact that Republicans are now openly defining themselves as opponents of the most basic democratic 
ideals. 
 
In the states, the onslaught against voting has been unselfconsciously overt. As civil rights lawyer Judith Browne 
Dianis told CNN, "Through a spate of restrictive laws passed in Republican-led legislatures, a disproportionate 
number of African-Americans, Latinos, people with disabilities, the elderly and the young will find voting difficult and 
in many cases impossible." These statutes, she notes, "require a state photo ID to vote, limit early voting, place 
strict requirements on voter registration and deny voting rights to Americans with criminal records who have paid 
their debt to society." 
 
Now, with 132 electoral votes signing onto the national popular vote compact, there's the real possibility of more 
democratic presidential elections. So the highest-ranking Republican in America is mobilizing the opposition. 
 
Taken together, this coordinated war on democracy leads to a frightening question: Why is it being waged? 
 
Republicans claim they are moved by (totally unproven) fears of rampant voter fraud, but their obvious motivation 
is authoritarian self-interest. With polls showing the party's policy goals wholly out of line with public attitudes, the 
GOP is trying to limit the public's democratic rights. In other words, Republicanism is at odds with public opinion. 
So, rather than bend to that opinion, Republicans are trying to disenfranchise it. 
 
Such fanatical ends-justify-the-means-ism was once the exclusive hallmark of foreign banana republics. Should our 
own Banana Republicans succeed in their assault on democracy, that's exactly the kind of backward country 
America will become. 
 
 

20111218-06 13:20 Pam “There Goes the Republic” 



 
“There Goes the Republic” by Robert Scheer, TruthDig 
 
Dec. 16, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/there-goes-republic-1324045094) 
 
Once again the gods of war have united our Congress like nothing else. Unable to agree on the minimal spending 
necessary to save our economy, schools, medical system or infrastructure, the cowards who mislead us have 
retreated to the irrationalities of what George Washington in his farewell address condemned as “pretended 
patriotism.” 
 
The defense authorization bill that Congress passed and President Obama had threatened to veto will soon become 
law, a fact that should be met with public outrage. Human Rights Watch Executive Director Kenneth Roth, 
responding to Obama’s craven collapse on the bill’s most controversial provision, said, “By signing this defense 
spending bill, President Obama will go down in history as the president who enshrined indefinite detention without 
trial in U.S. law.” On Wednesday, White House press secretary Jay Carney claimed “the most recent changes give 
the president additional discretion in determining how the law will be implemented, consistent with our values and 
the rule of law, which are at the heart of our country’s strength.” 
 
What rubbish, coming from a president who taught constitutional law. The point is not to hock our civil liberty to the 
discretion of the president, but rather to guarantee our freedoms even if a Dick Cheney or Newt Gingrich should 
attain the highest office. 
 
Sadly, this flagrant subversion of the constitutionally guaranteed right to due process of law was opposed in the 
Senate by only seven senators, including libertarian Republican Rand Paul and progressive Independent Bernie 
Sanders. 
 
That onerous provision of the defense budget bill, much discussed on the Internet but far less so in the mass 
media, assumes a permanent war against terrorism that extends the battlefield to our homeland. It reeks of a 
militarized state that threatens the foundations of our republican form of government. 
 
This is not only a disaster in the making for civil liberty but a blow to effective anti-terrorist police work. Recall that 
it was the FBI that was most effective in interrogating al-Qaida suspects before the military let loose the torturers. 
Under the newly approved legislation, that bypassing of civilian experts will be codified as a routine option for a 
president. 
 
As The New York Times editorialized, the bill “would take the most experienced and successful anti-terrorism 
agencies—the F.B.I. and federal prosecutors—out of the business of interrogating, charging and trying most 
terrorism cases, and turn the job over to the military.” Not only has FBI Director Robert Mueller III opposed this 
shift in the law, but so has Defense Secretary Leon Panetta, who previously ran the CIA. 
 
What’s alarming is not just that one pernicious aspect of the defense spending bill, but the ease with which an 
otherwise deadlocked Congress that can’t manage minimal funding for job creation and unemployment relief can 
find the money to fund at Cold War levels a massive sophisticated arsenal to defeat an enemy that no longer exists. 
 
Throwing $662 billion, plus hundreds of billions more in non-Pentagon “security” programs, at what that other 
great-general-turned-president, Dwight Eisenhower, condemned as the “military-industrial complex,” with its 
tentacles in every congressional district, is an act of absurdity in a world bereft of a serious military challenge to the 
United States. Not even the best-funded terrorists can afford aircraft carriers. 
 
There is simply no militarily significant enemy in sight, yet we spend almost as much on our armed forces as the 
rest of the world combined, and are already ludicrously superior in military might to any rogue power, like Iran, that 
might threaten us. The hawks who attempt to justify Cold War levels of spending on advanced weaponry by 
reviving “Red China” as a formidable enemy are undermined in their argument by China’s sharply limited regional 
force projection. The real leverage that China exercises over U.S. policy options is not military but rather economic 
and derives precisely from the fact that we have gone into debt to those same communists in order to fund our 
irrational military spending. 

http://www.nationofchange.org/there-goes-republic-1324045094


 
Military spending is rationalized with patriotic froth, but it is driven by the unfortunate fact that it is the most reliable 
source of government-funded profits and jobs. It is an obviously inefficient use of resources as a means of lifting 
the overall economy compared with building infrastructure and training workers for the jobs of the future, but don’t 
count on Congress or the president to change that dynamic anytime soon. The White House’s five-year projection of 
defense spending aims not at the one-third budget cut initiated by the first President Bush in response to the end of 
the Cold War, but at a “flattening” of military expenditures between 2013 and 2017. 
 
We had every right to expect President Obama to stick to his word and veto this bill, not as a means of forcing a 
much needed bigger cut in government waste, but more urgently because its assault on the Constitution’s 
requirement of due process represents a direct threat to the freedom of the American people every bit as menacing 
as any we face from foreign enemies. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
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Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 20, 2011) 
 
 

I am done with the monster of “we,” the word of serfdom, of plunder, of misery, falsehood and shame. And 
now I see the face of god, and I raise this god over the earth, this god whom men have sought since men 
came into being, this god who will grant them joy and peace and pride. This god, this one word: “I.” —Ayn 
Rand 

 
Ronald Reagan admired her. Rep. Paul Ryan loves her. So, apparently, does much of the American Right, the Tea 
Party, Ron Paul, Clarence Thomas, and Mark Sanford (the former governor with the Buenos Aires mistress). 
 
Ayn Rand and her followers, including her Republican followers, feel that the individual is supreme. The individual, 
in all his glory, is hindered by society, crippled, used for its own ends. The individual owes nothing to this society 
which abuses him. No debt. No gratitude. Society is nothing. There is no morality except what is right for the 
individual, apparently any individual, no matter how evil—like Ayn Rand herself. 
 
This is the philosophy that now dominates the Republican Party—selfishness as a virtue, the glorification of the few, 
and the demonizing of the many. This is exactly where we stand. No wonder we are in such trouble! 
 
Do they really believe they owe nothing to society or others, only to themselves? Yes! The only thing Ayn Rand 
could conceive as correct was going all the way to this extreme. She allowed no compromise (for others, at least). I 
believe there is a middle way that allows the respect and consideration the individual is due, without denigrating 
society to nothing. 
 
I could go on and on about the interconnectedness and interdependence of mankind, especially at this point in 
time. It’s all so obvious. But, to refute her stupid “philosophy,” let me just say this: I would love to hear any of 
these individuals stand before their mothers, fathers, families, friends, teachers, the businessmen which serve 
them, and the farmers who grow their food…and tell them that they don’t owe them a damned thing and will, in 
fact, grind them into the dirt as if they are nothing if it advances the cause of the self. RIDICULOUS! 
 
I mean, let’s get real here! Does anyone out there really think that mankind has ever had a problem with people not 
being selfish enough? Did you have to tell your children that they needed to start working harder at being selfish 
when they played with other kids? Have you had experiences in the streets of major U.S. cities where people came 
up to you to give you things instead of sticking a gun in your back to rob you? Do we really have to worry about 
bankers and brokers taking money out of their own pockets and giving it to their clients, rather than stealing them 
blind? It just does not seem like there is a dearth of selfishness and narcissism in the world I know. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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Any crackpot can take an extreme, illogical position, and defend it and all its ramifications to the hilt in black and 
white terms. Even the Nazis were able to do this. It’s also what Ayn Rand did. But just because our minds can be 
permitted to dwell in these cul de sacs way out there on the fringe, does not mean that this is the way to happiness 
or mental health. It certainly wasn’t for Ayn Rand herself. 
 
The greatest gift Ayn Rand gave us was not when she sat and thought and wrote her novels, but rather it was 
when she hypocritically took money from social programs she violently opposed—Social Security and Medicare. 
When she was in need, her principles became nothing. I think this means that it is time to stop calling these 
programs “entitlements,” because even this heroine of the Right realized that she had contributed to the system—
against her selfish will, of course. 
 
Henry Ford had the right idea. When he started his first factory, he doubled the wages of his workers to $5 per day. 
His competitors thought he was crazy. He was brilliant. He knew he needed customers. By paying a living wage, his 
workers could have decent lives and afford to buy Fords. Henry Ford realized he needed customers! More than his 
customers needed him! He understood the connectedness of all our lives—rich and poor. He understood that life 
itself is a chain. 
 
Ayn Rand and the Republicans apparently do not. 
 
 
“How Ayn Rand Seduced Generations of Young Men and Helped Make the U.S. into a Selfish, Greedy Nation” by 
Bruce E. Levine, AlterNet 
 
Dec. 15, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153454/) 
 

Ayn Rand’s “philosophy” is nearly perfect in its immorality, which makes the size of her audience all the 
more ominous and symptomatic as we enter a curious new phase in our society....To justify and extol 
human greed and egotism is to my mind not only immoral, but evil.— Gore Vidal, 1961 

 
Only rarely in U.S. history do writers transform us to become a more caring or less caring nation. In the 1850s, 
Harriet Beecher Stowe (1811-1896) was a strong force in making the United States a more humane nation, one that 
would abolish slavery of African Americans. A century later, Ayn Rand (1905-1982) helped make the United States 
into one of the most uncaring nations in the industrialized world, a neo-Dickensian society where healthcare is only 
for those who can afford it, and where young people are coerced into huge student-loan debt that cannot be 
discharged in bankruptcy. 
 
Rand’s impact has been widespread and deep. At the iceberg’s visible tip is the influence she’s had over major 
political figures who have shaped American society. In the 1950s, Ayn Rand read aloud drafts of what was later to 
become Atlas Shrugged to her “Collective,” Rand’s ironic nickname for her inner circle of young individualists, which 
included Alan Greenspan, who would serve as chairman of the Federal Reserve Board from 1987 to 2006. 
 
In 1966, Ronald Reagan wrote in a personal letter, “Am an admirer of Ayn Rand.” Today, Rep. Paul Ryan (R-WI) 
credits Rand for inspiring him to go into politics, and Sen. Ron Johnson (R-WI) calls Atlas Shrugged his “foundation 
book.” Rep. Ron Paul (R-TX) says Ayn Rand had a major influence on him, and his son Sen. Rand Paul (R-KY) is an 
even bigger fan. A short list of other Rand fans includes Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas; Christopher Cox, 
chairman of the Security and Exchange Commission in George W. Bush’s second administration; and former South 
Carolina governor Mark Sanford. 
 
But Rand’s impact on U.S. society and culture goes even deeper. 
 
The Seduction of Nathan Blumenthal 
 
Ayn Rand’s books such as The Virtue of Selfishness and her philosophy that celebrates self-interest and disdains 
altruism may well be, as Vidal assessed, “nearly perfect in its immorality.” But is Vidal right about evil? Charles 
Manson, who himself did not kill anyone, is the personification of evil for many of us because of his psychological 
success at exploiting the vulnerabilities of young people and seducing them to murder. What should we call Ayn 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153454/


Rand’s psychological ability to exploit the vulnerabilities of millions of young people so as to influence them not to 
care about anyone besides themselves? 
 
While Greenspan (tagged “A.G.” by Rand) was the most famous name that would emerge from Rand’s Collective, 
the second most well-known name to emerge from the Collective was Nathaniel Branden, psychotherapist, author 
and “self-esteem” advocate. Before he was Nathaniel Branden, he was Nathan Blumenthal, a 14-year-old who read 
Rand’s The Fountainhead again and again. He later would say, “I felt hypnotized.” He describes how Rand gave him 
a sense that he could be powerful, that he could be a hero. He wrote one letter to his idol Rand, then a second. To 
his amazement, she telephoned him, and at age 20, Nathan received an invitation to Ayn Rand’s home. Shortly 
after, Nathan Blumenthal announced to the world that he was incorporating Rand in his new name: Nathaniel 
Branden. And in 1955, with Rand approaching her 50th birthday and Branden his 25th, and both in dissatisfying 
marriages, Ayn bedded Nathaniel. 
 
What followed sounds straight out of Hollywood, but Rand was straight out of Hollywood, having worked for Cecil 
B. DeMille. Rand convened a meeting with Nathaniel, his wife Barbara (also a Collective member), and Rand’s own 
husband Frank. To Branden's astonishment, Rand convinced both spouses that a time-structured affair—she and 
Branden were to have one afternoon and one evening a week together—was “reasonable.” Within the Collective, 
Rand is purported to have never lost an argument. On his trysts at Rand’s New York City apartment, Branden would 
sometimes shake hands with Frank before he exited. Later, all discovered that Rand’s sweet but passive husband 
would leave for a bar, where he began his self-destructive affair with alcohol. 
 
By 1964, the 34-year-old Nathaniel Branden had grown tired of the now 59-year-old Ayn Rand. Still sexually 
dissatisfied in his marriage to Barbara and afraid to end his affair with Rand, Branden began sleeping with a married 
24-year-old model, Patrecia Scott. Rand, now “the woman scorned,” called Branden to appear before the Collective, 
whose nickname had by now lost its irony for both Barbara and Branden. Rand’s justice was swift. She humiliated 
Branden and then put a curse on him: “If you have one ounce of morality left in you, an ounce of psychological 
health—you'll be impotent for the next twenty years! And if you achieve potency sooner, you'll know it’s a sign of 
still worse moral degradation!” 
 
Rand completed the evening with two welt-producing slaps across Branden’s face. Finally, in a move that Stalin and 
Hitler would have admired, Rand also expelled poor Barbara from the Collective, declaring her treasonous because 
Barbara, preoccupied by her own extramarital affair, had neglected to fill Rand in soon enough on Branden's extra-
extra-marital betrayal. (If anyone doubts Alan Greenspan’s political savvy, keep in mind that he somehow stayed in 
Rand’s good graces even though he, fixed up by Branden with Patrecia’s twin sister, had double-dated with the 
outlaws.) 
 
After being banished by Rand, Nathaniel Branden was worried that he might be assassinated by other members of 
the Collective, so he moved from New York to Los Angeles, where Rand fans were less fanatical. Branden 
established a lucrative psychotherapy practice and authored approximately 20 books, 10 of them with either “Self” 
or “Self-Esteem” in the title. Rand and Branden never reconciled, but he remains an admirer of her philosophy of 
self-interest. 
 
Ayn Rand’s personal life was consistent with her philosophy of not giving a shit about anybody but herself. Rand 
was an ardent two-pack-a-day smoker, and when questioned about the dangers of smoking, she loved to light up 
with a defiant flourish and then scold her young questioners on the “unscientific and irrational nature of the 
statistical evidence.” After an x-ray showed that she had lung cancer, Rand quit smoking and had surgery for her 
cancer. Collective members explained to her that many people still smoked because they respected her and her 
assessment of the evidence; and that since she no longer smoked, she ought to tell them. They told her that she 
needn’t mention her lung cancer, that she could simply say she had reconsidered the evidence. Rand refused. 
 
How Rand’s Philosophy Seduced Young Minds 
 
When I was a kid, my reading included comic books and Rand’s The Fountainhead and Atlas Shrugged. There 
wasn’t much difference between the comic books and Rand’s novels in terms of the simplicity of the heroes. What 
was different was that unlike Superman or Batman, Rand made selfishness heroic, and she made caring about 
others weakness. 



 
Rand said, “Capitalism and altruism are incompatible....The choice is clear-cut: either a new morality of rational self-
interest, with its consequences of freedom, justice, progress and man’s happiness on earth—or the primordial 
morality of altruism, with its consequences of slavery, brute force, stagnant terror and sacrificial furnaces.” For 
many young people, hearing that it is “moral” to care only about oneself can be intoxicating, and some get addicted 
to this idea for life. 
 
I have known several people, professionally and socially, whose lives have been changed by those close to them 
who became infatuated with Ayn Rand. A common theme is something like this: “My ex-husband wasn’t a bad guy 
until he started reading Ayn Rand. Then he became a completely selfish jerk who destroyed our family, and our 
children no longer even talk to him.” 
 
To wow her young admirers, Rand would often tell a story of how a smart-aleck book salesman had once 
challenged her to explain her philosophy while standing on one leg. She replied: “Metaphysics—objective reality. 
Epistemology—reason. Ethics—self-interest. Politics—capitalism.” 
 
How did that philosophy capture young minds? 
 
Metaphysics—objective reality. Rand offered a narcotic for confused young people: complete certainty and a 
relief from their anxiety. Rand believed that an “objective reality” existed, and she knew exactly what that objective 
reality was. It included skyscrapers, industries, railroads, and ideas—at least her ideas. Rand’s objective reality did 
not include anxiety or sadness. Nor did it include much humor, at least the kind where one pokes fun at oneself. 
Rand assured her Collective that objective reality did not include Beethoven’s, Rembrandt’s, and Shakespeare’s 
realities—they were too gloomy and too tragic, basically buzzkillers. Rand preferred Mickey Spillane and, towards 
the end of her life, “Charlie's Angels.” 
 
Epistemology—reason. Rand’s kind of reason was a “cool-tool” to control the universe. Rand demonized Plato, 
and her youthful Collective members were taught to despise him. If Rand really believed that the Socratic Method 
described by Plato of discovering accurate definitions and clear thinking did not qualify as “reason,” why then did 
she regularly attempt it with her Collective? Also oddly, while Rand mocked dark moods and despair, her 
“reasoning” directed that Collective members should admire Dostoyevsky, whose novels are filled with dark moods 
and despair. A demagogue, in addition to hypnotic glibness, must also be intellectually inconsistent, sometimes 
boldly so. This eliminates challenges to authority by weeding out clear-thinking young people from the flock. 
 
Ethics—self-interest. For Rand, all altruists were manipulators. What could be more seductive to kids who 
discerned the motives of martyr parents, Christian missionaries and U.S. foreign aiders? Her champions, Nathaniel 
Branden still among them, feel that Rand’s view of “self-interest” has been horribly misrepresented. For them, self-
interest is her hero architect Howard Roark turning down a commission because he couldn’t do it exactly his way. 
Some of Rand’s novel heroes did have integrity, however, for Rand there is no struggle to discover the distinction 
between true integrity and childish vanity. Rand’s integrity was her vanity, and it consisted of getting as much 
money and control as possible, copulating with whomever she wanted regardless of who would get hurt, and her 
always being right. To equate one’s selfishness, vanity, and egotism with one’s integrity liberates young people 
from the struggle to distinguish integrity from selfishness, vanity, and egotism. 
 
Politics—capitalism. While Rand often disparaged Soviet totalitarian collectivism, she had little to say about 
corporate totalitarian collectivism, as she conveniently neglected the reality that giant U.S. corporations, like the 
Soviet Union, do not exactly celebrate individualism, freedom, or courage. Rand was clever and hypocritical enough 
to know that you don’t get rich in the United States talking about compliance and conformity within corporate 
America. Rather, Rand gave lectures titled: “America’s Persecuted Minority: Big Business.” So, young careerist 
corporatists could embrace Rand’s self-styled “radical capitalism” and feel radical — radical without risk. 
 
Rand’s Legacy 
 
In recent years, we have entered a phase where it is apparently okay for major political figures to publicly embrace 
Rand despite her contempt for Christianity. In contrast, during Ayn Rand’s life, her philosophy that celebrated self-
interest was a private pleasure for the 1 percent but she was a public embarrassment for them. They used her 



books to congratulate themselves on the morality of their selfishness, but they publicly steered clear of Rand 
because of her views on religion and God. Rand, for example, had stated on national television, “I am against God. 
I don’t approve of religion. It is a sign of a psychological weakness. I regard it as an evil.” 
 
Actually, again inconsistent, Rand did have a God. It was herself. She said: 
 

I am done with the monster of “we,” the word of serfdom, of plunder, of misery, falsehood and shame. And 
now I see the face of god, and I raise this god over the earth, this god whom men have sought since men 
came into being, this god who will grant them joy and peace and pride. This god, this one word: “I.” 

 
While Harriet Beecher Stowe shamed Americans about the United State’s dehumanization of African Americans and 
slavery, Ayn Rand removed Americans’ guilt for being selfish and uncaring about anyone except themselves. Not 
only did Rand make it “moral” for the wealthy not to pay their fair share of taxes, she “liberated” millions of other 
Americans from caring about the suffering of others, even the suffering of their own children. 
 
The good news is that I’ve seen ex-Rand fans grasp the damage that Rand’s philosophy has done to their lives and 
to then exorcize it from their psyche. Can the United States as a nation do the same thing? 
 
(Bruce E. Levine is a clinical psychologist and author of Get Up, Stand Up: Uniting Populists, Energizing the 
Defeated, and Battling the Corporate Elite (Chelsea Green, 2011). His Web site is http://www.brucelevine.net) 
 
© 2011 Independent Media Institute 
 
 
“Ayn Rand Railed Against Government Benefits, But Grabbed Social Security and Medicare When She Needed 
Them” by Joshua Holland, AlterNet 
 
Jan. 29, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/149721/) 
 
Ayn Rand was not only a schlock novelist, she was also the progenitor of a sweeping “moral philosophy” that 
justifies the privilege of the wealthy and demonizes not only the slothful, undeserving poor but the lackluster 
middle-classes as well. 
 
Her books provided wide-ranging parables of "parasites," "looters" and "moochers" using the levers of government 
to steal the fruits of her heroes' labor. In the real world, however, Rand herself received Social Security payments 
and Medicare benefits under the name of Ann O'Connor (her husband was Frank O'Connor). 
 
As Michael Ford of Xavier University's Center for the Study of the American Dream wrote, “In the end, Miss Rand 
was a hypocrite, but she could never be faulted for failing to act in her own self-interest.” 
 
Her ideas about government intervention in some idealized pristine marketplace serve as the basis for so much of 
the conservative rhetoric we see today. “The reason I got involved in public service, by and large, if I had to credit 
one thinker, one person, it would be Ayn Rand,” said Paul Ryan, the GOP's young budget star at a D.C. event 
honoring the author. On another occasion, he proclaimed, “Rand makes the best case for the morality of democratic 
capitalism.” 
 
“Morally and economically,” wrote Rand in a 1972 newsletter, “the welfare state creates an ever accelerating 
downward pull.” 
 
Journalist Patia Stephens wrote of Rand: 
 

[She] called altruism a “basic evil” and referred to those who perpetuate the system of taxation and 
redistribution as “looters” and “moochers.” She wrote in her book The Virtue of Selfishness that accepting 
any government controls is “delivering oneself into gradual enslavement.” 

 

http://www.brucelevine.net/
http://www.alternet.org/story/149721/


Rand also believed that the scientific consensus on the dangers of tobacco was a hoax. By 1974, the two-pack-a-
day smoker, then 69, required surgery for lung cancer. And it was at that moment of vulnerability that she 
succumbed to the lure of collectivism. 
 
Evva Joan Pryor, who had been a social worker in New York in the 1970s, was interviewed in 1998 by Scott 
McConnell, who was then the director of communications for the Ayn Rand Institute. In his book, 100 Voices: An 
Oral History of Ayn Rand, McConnell basically portrays Rand as first standing on principle, but then being mugged 
by reality. Stephens points to this exchange between McConnell and Pryor. 
 
“She was coming to a point in her life where she was going to receive the very thing she didn’t like, which was 
Medicare and Social Security,” Pryor told McConnell. “I remember telling her that this was going to be difficult. For 
me to do my job she had to recognize that there were exceptions to her theory. So that started our political 
discussions. From there on – with gusto – we argued all the time. 
 
The initial argument was on greed,” Pryor continued. “She had to see that there was such a thing as greed in this 
world. Doctors could cost an awful lot more money than books earn, and she could be totally wiped out by medical 
bills if she didn’t watch it. Since she had worked her entire life, and had paid into Social Security, she had a right to 
it. She didn’t feel that an individual should take help.” 
 
Rand had paid into the system, so why not take the benefits? It's true, but according to Stephens, some of Rand's 
fellow travelers remained true to their principles. 
 
Rand is one of three women the Cato Institute calls founders of American libertarianism. The other two, Rose 
Wilder Lane and Isabel “Pat” Paterson, both rejected Social Security benefits on principle. Lane, with whom Rand 
corresponded for several years, once quit an editorial job in order to avoid paying Social Security taxes. The Cato 
Institute says Lane considered Social Security a “Ponzi fraud” and “told friends that it would be immoral of her to 
take part in a system that would predictably collapse so catastrophically.” Lane died in 1968. 
 
Paterson would end up dying a pauper. Rand went a different way. 
 
But at least she put up a fight before succumbing to the imperatives of the real world – one in which people get 
sick, and old, and many who are perfectly decent and hardworking don't end up being independently wealthy. 
 
The degree to which Ayn Rand has become a touchstone for the modern conservative movement is striking. She 
was a sexual libertine, and, according to writer Mark Ames, she modeled her heroic characters on one of the most 
despicable sociopaths of her time. Ames’ conclusion is important for understanding today’s political economy. 
“Whenever you hear politicians or Tea Partiers dividing up the world between ‘producers’ and ‘collectivism,’” he 
wrote, “just know that those ideas and words more likely than not are derived from the deranged mind of a serial-
killer groupie....And when you see them taking their razor blades to the last remaining programs protecting the 
middle class from total abject destitution—Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid—and bragging about how they 
are slashing these programs for ‘moral’ reasons, just remember Rand’s morality and who inspired her.” 
 
Now we know that Rand was also just as hypocritical as the Tea Party freshman who railed against “government 
health care” to get elected and then whined that he had to wait a month before getting his own Cadillac plan 
courtesy of the taxpayers. 
 
But, as I note in my book, The Fifteen Biggest Lies About the Economy, that's par for the course. A central rule of 
the U.S. political economy is that people are attracted to the idea of “limited government” in the abstract—and 
certainly don’t want the government intruding in their homes—but they really, really like living in a society with 
adequately funded public services. 
 
That's just as true for an icon of modern conservatism as it is for a poor mother getting public health care for her 
kids. 
 
(Joshua Holland is an editor and senior writer at AlterNet. He is the author of The 15 Biggest Lies About the 
Economy (and Everything else the Right Doesn't Want You to Know About Taxes, Jobs and Corporate America).) 
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20111219-01 12:04 SteveG “Congress Blocks Light Bulb Efficiency Standards with Spending Bill” 

 
“Congress Blocks Light Bulb Efficiency Standards with Spending Bill” by Jennifer Mueller, Care2.com 
 
Dec.18, 2011, (http://www.care2.com/causes/congress-blocks-light-bulb-efficiency-standards-with-spending-
bill.html#ixzz1h4XYDob7) 
 
Under a 2007 energy law signed by President George W. Bush, the United States. was poised to cut energy use and 
climate pollution equivalent to 17 million cars by retiring the incandescent light bulb. Last week, Congress blocked 
those regulations from going into effect as planned next month by inserting language into the spending bill that 
averted a federal government shutdown on Friday. 
 
While Rep. Jan Schakowsky (D-Ill.) referred to the rider as “another poke in the eye” and Rep. Peter Welch (D-Vt.) 
credited the postponement of efficiency standards to “…the power of Michele Bachmann and the presidential 
campaign,” the rider only preserves the 100-watt incandescent temporarily, until October 2012. 
 
According to The Wilderness Society, the irony of defending the 135-year-old incandescent technology is that light 
bulb manufacturers supported the new regulations. Consumers could have saved $15.8 billion in energy costs 
annually by full adoption of the new, more efficient, but still incandescent, bulbs the industry has introduced. 
 
“In the real world, outside talk radio’s echo chamber, lighting manufacturers such as GE, Philips and Sylvania have 
tooled up to produce new incandescent light bulbs that look and operate exactly the same as old incandescent 
bulbs, and give off just as much warm light,” Republicans for Environmental Protection Policy Director Jim DiPeso 
told Politico. “The only difference is they produce less excess heat and are therefore 30 percent more efficient. 
Same light, lower energy bills. What’s not to like?” 
  
Whatever the presidential campaign about the light bulb uprising out there, most American’s actually support 
efficiency standards, with 61% regarding them favorably according to a USA Today/Gallup poll. “Of those surveyed, 
71%, said they have replaced standard light bulbs in their home with more efficient options, and 84% said they are 
“very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the alternatives,” the paper reported. 
 
 

20111219-02 15:19 Art 
Re: “Perry Double Dips State Salary & Pension” (reply to SteveG, FotM 
Newsletter #37) 

 
Thanks SteveG, I also will not support MOAA and others who want to draw a line in the sand on TRICARE increases. 
But then, I also actually paid for Blue Cross/Blue Shield while I worked and used that as my insurance.  That does 
not make me any hero, I just thought it made sense. 
 
 

20111219-03 15:57 SteveB Worrisome Rick Perry Advertising (Wink!) 

 
Rick Perry’s “Strong” ad: 
 

http://www.funnyordie.com/videos/2cd51d335b/bad-lip-reading-rick-perry-s-strong-ad. 
 
Another version of Rick Perry’s “Strong” ad: 
 

http://www.funnyordie.com/videos/772554004b/rick-perry-weak-strong-parody. 
 
Jesus responds: 

http://www.care2.com/causes/congress-blocks-light-bulb-efficiency-standards-with-spending-bill.html#ixzz1h4XYDob7
http://www.care2.com/causes/congress-blocks-light-bulb-efficiency-standards-with-spending-bill.html#ixzz1h4XYDob7
http://www.funnyordie.com/videos/2cd51d335b/bad-lip-reading-rick-perry-s-strong-ad
http://www.funnyordie.com/videos/772554004b/rick-perry-weak-strong-parody


 
http://www.funnyordie.com/videos/e23d1c26d4/jesus-responds-to-rick-perry-s-strong-ad. 

 
  

http://www.funnyordie.com/videos/e23d1c26d4/jesus-responds-to-rick-perry-s-strong-ad


20111219-04 16:04 SteveB Photo: Newt 3.0 

 
Newt took a cue from his third wife and upgraded his face to better connect with today's youth: 
 
 

 
 (http://www.funnyordie.com/pictures/ac581f8dba/newt-3-0) 

 
 

20111219-05 16:27 Art Re: Photo: Newt 3.0 (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
The left strikes back????  I loved the Perry alternate ad, but unfortunately we are not dealing with tea baggers,  so 
I suspect most of your readers will recognize that this is a parody. 
 
 

20111219-06 16:50 Art 
“8 Stories Buried by the Corporate Media That You Need to Know About” 
(incl. “Our Planet Saw the Largest Increase in Carbon Emissions Since the 
Industrial Revolution”) 

 
Can't exactly vouch for this one 100% but it sounds right and should send a chill down everyone's spine: 
 
 
“8 Stories Buried by the Corporate Media That You Need to Know About” by Rania Khalek, AlterNet 
 
Dec. 15, 2011, 
(http://www.alternet.org/story/153455/8_stories_buried_by_the_corporate_media_that_you_need_to_know_about?
page=entire) 
 
1. Our Planet Saw the Largest Increase in Carbon Emissions Since the Industrial Revolution 
 

Global emissions of carbon dioxide increased 5.9 percent in 2010, the largest increase on record, according 
to Global Carbon Project, an international group of scientists tracking the numbers. This increase, reports 

http://www.funnyordie.com/pictures/ac581f8dba/newt-3-0
http://www.alternet.org/story/153455/8_stories_buried_by_the_corporate_media_that_you_need_to_know_about?page=entire
http://www.alternet.org/story/153455/8_stories_buried_by_the_corporate_media_that_you_need_to_know_about?page=entire


the New York Times, is “almost certainly the largest absolute jump in any year since the Industrial 
Revolution, and the largest percentage increase since 2003.” 
 
Another study, published in the journal Nature Geoscience, traces an estimated three-quarters of the 
planet’s warming since 1950 to human activities. On top of that, the World Meteorological 
Organization warned that 10 of the hottest years ever recorded have occurred in the last 15 years, with 
temperatures this year registering as the 10th highest on record. 
 
It’s obvious that the world is getting warmer at an accelerating rate and it’s our fault. What are world 
leaders going to do about it? Wait another eight years to cut emissions. 
 
These statistics were released before last week’s United Nations Climate Change Conference in Durban, 
South Africa, which ended with an agreement to kick the can down the road – they will negotiate a new 
climate treaty by 2015, which would postpone emission cuts until 2020. 
 
To avoid the most devastating effects of climate change, we must limit the earth’s warming to 2°C. For that 
to happen, emission volumes cannot exceed 450 parts per million (ppm) of carbon dioxide. Since emissions 
have already reached 390 ppm, higher than any other time in recorded history, the International Energy 
Agency warns that action cannot be delayed past 2017. Based on the Durbin agreement, emissions won’t be 
cut until 2020. 
 
Unless something drastic pushes our leaders to change the destructive path we’re on, 2011 may go down in 
the history books as the year that humans irreversibly screwed themselves and the planet. 

 
Continue reading at AlterNet… 
 
 

20111219-07 19:30 Pam Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms 

 
Read an article today about how the 20 biggest U.S. banks hold 90% of the wealth, and the top 3 hold 44%.  This 
article said if we had competition among banks some would succeed and some would fail, and that's how it should 
be.  As it is, the huge banks won't be allowed to fail (as we have seen), and in fact have made huge profits during 
the past three years.  Smaller banks don't get the same breaks.  It also said hedge funds are mostly unsuccessful 
after a few years and are more like crap shooting than investing (my interpretation).  When I consider how 
completely North Koreans are controlled by their totalitarian, cult-led government, it seems very, very unlikely that 
the people will ever rise up.  As I watch our rights being whittled away and fewer and fewer people getting more 
and more power, I wonder if we have a chance in hell of reversing global warming, income inequality, and all the 
other stuff that's going on.  I hope we don't end up in that vanishing point of light that used to blink out when you 
turned off your TV. 
 
 

20111219-08 19:35 Dennis Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Here are a couple of interesting observations I just came across in a libertarian publication. 
 

We used to be so happy when we got to the US,” said another European. “We felt we could breathe more 
freely. The country was so big...so prosperous...and so open. 
 
That was what I remember from about 20 years ago. But now it is quite different. I dread coming to the US. 
We came through US customs in Atlanta a few weeks ago. My wife had a half-eaten sandwich in her 
bag...which she had forgotten about. They put us in a special room and treated us like we were criminals. It 
was ridiculous...and humiliating. 
 
But there’s always something. Someone is always yelling at you. Everything is illegal or forbidden. It just 
doesn’t seem like the same country it was a few years ago. So, we only come here when we have to for 
business reasons. 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153455/8_stories_buried_by_the_corporate_media_that_you_need_to_know_about?page=entire


 
 

20111219-09 20:28 Art Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
Thanks, Dennis, I would still like to know more about this.  I don't  want to turn into an NRA zombie who 
immediately goes into battle stations every time someone even proposes the most reasonable gun restriction.  The 
concerns may well be valid but the President is a pretty savvy guy,  so if he signs it,  there must be a bit more to it 
than perhaps I at  least understand.  Just say'n. 
 
 

20111219-10 21:22 SteveG Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Several banks fail annually, the last I saw was 79 in 2011.  All small banks of course and customers or banks 
absorbed by the larger banks.  Washington Mutual went belly up in 2008 I think – FDIC took them over and then 
sold them to CHASE for $1.9 billion.  Same thing happened to another bank in Florida.  Piranhas waiting in the 
wings. 
 
Agree with the dwindling of our rights and seemingly a handful (comparatively speaking) care – most people don’t 
and rationalize with “that would never happen”.  I really don’t know what if anything will wake people.  
 
Forgot about that vanishing point of light 
 
 

20111219-11 21:32 Pam Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Indefinite detention, military custody for criminal suspects—this doesn't make you uncomfortable? 
 
 

20111219-12 21:38 SteveG Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Makes me extremely uncomfortable. 
 
Panetta saying no options are off the table in regards to stopping Iran from getting a nuclear weapon makes me 
uncomfortable. 
 
The change in leadership in Korea makes me uncomfortable. 
 
Citizens United makes me uncomfortable. 
 
All of the conservative right make uncomfortable. 
 
The GOP choices for president make me uncomfortable. 
 
I think I am becoming more paranoid and need medication. 
 
 

20111219-13 21:41 Pam Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
You and me both. 
 
I believe it's going to take a few outspoken political leaders to man the barricades—like Elizabeth Warren and Alan 
Grayson, my two current favorites.  It will have to be someone with some inside connections.  Ralph Nadar and Ron 
Paul are too much on the fringe.  Michael Moore is right, but a joke.  We need another Ted Kennedy, Barney Frank, 
or even Lyndon Johnson.  Someone who can kick a*s and be on the right side. 
 
 



20111219-14 22:45 SteveG 
“House Ethics Panel Asked to Probe Discounted Loans to Four 
Lawmakers” 

 
“House Ethics Panel Asked to Probe Discounted Loans to Four Lawmakers” by Larry Margasak, AP/Washington 
Times 
 
Dec. 19, 2011, (http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/dec/19/house-ethics-panel-asked-to-probe-
discounted-loans/) 
 
(WASHINGTON) Four House lawmakers received VIP discounted loans from the former Countrywide Financial Corp., 
the lender whose subprime mortgages was largely responsible for the nation’s foreclosure crisis, according to 
congressional investigators. 
 
Rep. Darrell E. Issa, California Republican and chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee, declined to name the four but has told the House ethics panel that it should investigate the lawmakers. 
 
Congressional sources said three of the four are Republicans. The sources spoke on the condition of anonymity, 
because they were not authorized to publicly discuss the investigation. 
 
In 2009, Democratic Rep. Edolphus Towns of New York was identified in the media as having two loans that went 
through the Countrywide VIP program. On Monday, Mr. Towns insisted he was not involved in a VIP program of the 
lender and did not receive benefits that weren’t available to every customer of the lender. 
 
Mr. Issa, in a letter dated Friday and released Monday, said there could be additional lawmakers who received 
discounted loans. 
 
The most favored customers of Countrywide were known as “Friends of Angelo,” who were given discounts in a VIP 
section under control of the company’s CEO, Angelo Mozilo. However, Mr. Issa said his investigators discovered that 
other sections of Countrywide also processed VIP loans to public officials and others in position to help the 
company. 
 
Countrywide was taken over by Bank of America, which has given Mr. Issa’s committee 100,000 documents in 
response to subpoenas. 
 
Mr. Issa’s letter to ethics Chairman Jo Bonner of Alabama and ranking Democrat Linda T. Sanchez of California said 
that between 1996 and 2008, “Countrywide used the VIP program to build relationships with government officials 
and others positioned to advance Countrywide’s business interests. 
 
It was previously revealed that Sens. Kent Conrad, North Dakota Democrat, and Christopher Dodd, Connecticut 
Democrat, while still in office received VIP loans from Countrywide. Both said they did not know they were getting 
unique deals and Mr. Dodd maintained he received no preferential treatment. 
 
Others named as recipients of the VIP program were James Johnson, former head of Fannie Mae who later stepped 
down as an adviser to Barack Obama’s first presidential campaign, and Franklin Raines, who also headed Fannie 
Mae. Still other “friends” included retired athletes, a judge, a congressional aide and a newspaper executive. 
 
The Senate’s ethics committee looked at the Dodd and Conrad cases and cleared them of wrongdoing, but warned 
that they should have exercised better judgment. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/dec/19/house-ethics-panel-asked-to-probe-discounted-loans/
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/dec/19/house-ethics-panel-asked-to-probe-discounted-loans/


You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Politics: The Biggest Lies of 2011 
 
 
(posted by SteveG and Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 21, 2011) 
 
 
We spend a lot of time and effort working to discover the truth around here. Friends of the Middle is devoted to the 
truth! Here are just some of the sources we use to help us debunk all the lies being told in the political arena (see 
past issues for many examples): 
 

For government and political fact-checking: 
 

1.  http://www.factcheck.org/ 
2.  http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/fact-checker 
3.  http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/ 

 
For other Internet “forwards” and “urban legends”: 
 

1.  http://urbanlegends.about.com/ 
2.  http://www.hoax-slayer.com/ 
3.  http://snopes.com/ 

 
 
“Fact Check: The Whoppers of 2011” by Brooks Jackson, FactCheck.org 
 
Dec. 20, 2011, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2011-12-20/fact-check-whoppers-
2011/52115936/1?loc=interstitialskip) 
 
Here are the year's worst political deceptions, from both sides. For our full run-down of the worst political whoppers 
we encountered during the year, please read on . And get ready for more in the presidential election year that is 
about to begin. 
 
Republican whopper: 'Job-killing' health care law 
 
The truth first: The best economic analysis of the new health care law points to the loss of a "small" number of low-
paid jobs — starting in 2014. That's when firms with 50 or more workers will be required either to provide health 
insurance coverage to their employees or pay a penalty. 
 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
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The Congressional Budget Office also says that the law will lead to fewer people who want to work — or who will 
want to work as many hours as they normally would — because they'll be better off financially, or won't feel the 
need to stay on a job they don't like just to keep their coverage. 
 
But you would never know that if all you listened to was the constant repetition of the phrase "job-killing" by 
Republicans bent on repealing the law before it can take full effect. 
 
We first wrote about this back in January, when we noted that House Republicans were attaching the misleading 
"job-killing" label to the law, and offering only misrepresentations of the evidence to back up their slogan. But the 
bogus claim has been repeated over and over all year. On Dec. 10, Bachmann falsely claimed that a study showed 
the U.S. will "lose 1.6 million jobs over five years if we keep Obamacare" — referring to a business group's study 
that did not examine the new law at all, and showed nothing of the sort. And we also found the worst part of 
former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney’s first TV spot wasn't the out-of-context video editing that caused the 
Obama campaign to label it "dishonest," but instead was the more substantive claim that the new law is "killing 
jobs." 
 
It may be that the constant repetition of this false claim will make a lot of voters believe it. But repeating a whopper 
doesn't make it true, it just makes it a bigger whopper. A 'Job-Killing' Law? (Jan. 7), More Baloney at ABC/Yahoo! 
Debate (Dec. 11), Romney's Ad 'Deceitful & Dishonest'? (Nov. 22). 
 
Democratic whopper: Republicans would 'end Medicare' 
 
First, the truth: The budget plan that Republicans pushed through the House in 2011 would have radically changed 
Medicare in the future — for workers now under age 55. Starting in the year 2022, the GOP plan called for new 
Medicare beneficiaries to purchase private insurance with the help of federal subsidies. 
 
But the plan would have continued the present Medicare system indefinitely for those now getting benefits, and also 
for all those who reach age 65 during the next decade. 
 
But the truth didn't stop Democrats from misrepresenting the proposal shamelessly to scare senior citizens and win 
election votes. They tested this tactic in a May 26 special House election in New York state, running ads accusing 
the Republican candidate of endorsing a plan that would "essentially end Medicare" and amount to "cutting benefits 
for seniors," claims that were far from the truth. 
 
It worked: Democrat Kathy Hochul won in a district that normally leans Republican. So the Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee rolled out even more misleading robotic telephone calls in 13 other House 
districts to soften up the Republican incumbents for 2012. These calls claimed the GOP House members cast a "vote 
to end Medicare." 
 
One independent liberal group even posted a widely seen Internet video of a man pushing a white-haired woman in 
a wheelchair (apparently well over age 55) to the edge of a scenic cliff and dumping her over it. It ends by asking, 
"Is America Beautiful without Medicare?" That bogus claim is being satirized by our new sister site, 
"FlackCheck.org," which found it to be among the "Worst of the Worst" of 2011. 
 
The truth is that not all Democrats think that changing Medicare in the way Republicans proposed is tantamount to 
murdering grannie. In fact, Sen. Ron Wyden of Oregon joined Republican Rep. Paul Ryan of Wisconsin on Dec. 14 
to offer a bipartisan plan that is a modified version of the GOP plan Ryan authored earlier. And the New York Times 
noted Nov. 28 that there is growing support among some Democrats for reining in Medicare costs through a 
"premium support" system similar to the GOP plan if accompanied by enough safeguards. 
 
But falsely claiming that any such change is an "end" to Medicare has already helped win one election for 
Democrats. So we suspect this whopper may be making our list again a year from now. Test Market for Spin (May 
19), DCCC Dials Wrong Number (June 13). 
 
Republican whopper: 'Job-killing' small business taxes 
 



For years Republicans have been claiming that raising taxes on high-income individuals is equivalent to raising taxes 
on "small businesses" and thus killing jobs. We first debunked this big exaggeration in 2004, in fact. Boehner's Big 
Stretch on Small Business (Nov. 9), Keith, Tamara. "GOP Objects To 'Millionaires Surtax'; Millionaires We Found? 
Not So Much." National Public Radio. 9 Dec 2011. 
 
This year, House Speaker John Boehner carried the idea to a new extreme with a claim that more than half of those 
who would be hit by a tax increase on "millionaires" are small-business owners: "the very people that we're hoping 
will reinvest in our economy and create jobs." 
 
That's rubbish. As we pointed out, only 13 percent of those reporting $1 million or more in income have even one-
quarter of their earnings from small-business sources. The truth is that for the vast majority of those making over 
$1 million a year — a group that includes hedge-fund managers, corporate CEOs, owners of very large businesses 
and even wealthy coupon-clippers — any small-business income is incidental. Even Boehner's spokesman admitted 
later that the speaker had, well, misspoken. 
 
National Public Radio reporter Tamara Keith went searching for business owners who would be affected by the 
"millionaire" tax, but found that both the House and Senate GOP leadership was "unable to produce a single 
millionaire job creator for us to interview." Undaunted, she asked for help from the business groups that have been 
lobbying against the surtax, but they couldn't produce any millionaire job creator willing to talk either. 
 
She finally found three who would talk — by cleverly posting a notice on Facebook. But none of them said an 
increase in the personal tax rate would inhibit them from trying to create jobs, contradicting this GOP whopper. One 
said, "What my business does is based on the contracts that it wins and the demand for its services," and not the 
tax rate the owner pays on profits. 
 
Democratic whopper: Obama's dying mother 
 
We also discovered in 2011 that one of Obama's favorite personal anecdotes — which he had told any number of 
times to sell his health-care legislation to the public — was not true. Obama's Untrue Anecdote (July 14), Sweet: 
Another Stretch By Obama (Sept. 13, 2009), Too Good to Check? (Sept. 19, 2009). 
 
The president told the story often during the 2008 presidential campaign and the many months before he signed 
the health care law. He said his mother, as she was dying, nearly was denied health insurance coverage due to the 
fact that her ovarian cancer was considered a preexisting condition. But in 2011, author Janny Scott published a 
biography, "A Singular Woman: The Untold Story of Barack Obama's Mother." And in it she wrote that Stanley Ann 
Dunham's health insurance provider did, in fact, cover most of the medical expenses. 
 
The author had access to Dunham's letters to her insurance company and reported that her fight was over disability 
coverage (which is not affected by the new health care law) and not over medical insurance. The White House did 
not dispute the account. 
 
This is not the first time Obama has been caught using an embellished anecdote to sell the massive new health care 
law. In 2009 — in a televised health care address to Congress and the nation, no less — he claimed an insurance 
company delayed covering an Illinois man's chemotherapy and "he died because of it." But as reporters later 
pointed out, the man's coverage was reinstated. His treatment resumed, and however badly he was treated, he 
nevertheless survived another four years. In that case, Obama's speechwriters relied on a mistaken news account 
and never bothered to check the facts, which had been aired in public hearings before Congress. 
 
Republican presidential whoppers: Bachmann and Cain 
 
We could devote an entire article to the false or misleading claims that Republican presidential candidates are 
making — about each other, about the president or about liberals in general. But two stand out in our minds as 
truly memorable whoppers: 
 

• Bachmann's totally groundless claim, based on a story she said a stranger told her, that HPV vaccine 
somehow causes mental retardation. We found no scientific evidence to support that claim. In fact, 35 



million doses of the vaccine have been delivered without a single reported case of mental retardation. 
Bachmann was taken to task by the American Academy of Pediatrics for her "false statements" about the 
vaccine. An Antidote for Bachmann's Anecdote (Sept. 14). 
 
• Herman Cain's equally groundless claim — which he repeated on national television — that Planned 
Parenthood's founder wanted to prevent "black babies from being born," and that the organization built 75 
percent of its clinics in black communities. In fact, Margaret Sanger's actual words don't support the twisted 
interpretation Cain and others have put on them. Furthermore, only 9% of abortion clinics are in 
predominately black neighborhoods. Cain's False Attack on Planned Parenthood (Nov. 1). 

 
Democratic whopper: Teachers pay higher tax rates than Obama 
 
President Obama went overboard arguing for higher tax rates on high earnings, claiming that he pays a lower tax 
rate than a teacher making $50,000 a year. That's not true. 
 
A single taxpayer with $50,000 of income would have paid less than half the effective rate paid by the Obamas in 
2008, 2009 or 2010. And if the $50,000-a-year teacher was supporting a spouse and two children — like Obama — 
he or she would have paid no federal income taxes at all. Obama's Teacher Tax Whopper (Sept. 28). 
 
Assorted absurdities 
 
Don't see your favorite tall tale here? You can mine our archives for rich deposits of political spin from 2011. There 
you'll find (among many other items): 
 

• An exaggerated Democratic National Committee Web video accusing Romney of far more flip-flopping 
than he really committed. It's a preview of what the general election campaign will see should Romney win 
the GOP nomination. 
 
• Lots of jobs spin, from all sides. Democratic National Committee Chairwoman Debbie Wasserman Schultz 
wrongly claimed that the U.S. has begun to add "millions of jobs in manufacturing." And the Senate 
Republican Policy Committee admitted using a grossly over-inflated number of "potential" jobs that 
supposedly won't materialize due to Obama's oil and gas drilling policies. The Republicans conceded that 
they had overstated the total by more than half a million. 
 
• Biden's multiple whoppers about rapes in Flint, Mich., following police layoffs. He claimed variously that 
they went up 152%, tripled and even "quadrupled." But FBI data show the number of rapes in Flint went 
down by 11% over two years. Michigan State Police figures, which include male victims, show a 9.8% 
reduction. The city supplied rape statistics to both the state and federal agencies. 
 
• Texas Gov. Rick Perry's Web video claiming the U.S. poverty rate is at an "all-time high," when it's actually 
7.3 percentage points lower than it was in 1959. 
 
• And what list of whoppers would be complete without Donald Trump? During his presidential fling, Trump 
forced Obama to release his long-form birth certificate by making a bushelful of whoppers, including these 
false statements: The president's grandmother revealed Obama was born in Kenya; the official "Certification 
of Live Birth" that Obama released in 2008 is "not a birth certificate," and there's no signature or 
certification number on it; "nobody knew" Obama when he was growing up and "nobody ever comes 
forward" who knew him as a child; and birth announcements that appeared in Hawaii newspapers in 1961 
"probably" were put there fraudulently by his now-deceased American grandparents. 

 
And it wasn't just the politicians spreading false information: Lies spread like viruses through carelessly forwarded 
email messages that were also copied and pasted on personal blogs and social media. We wrote in 2008: "That 
Chain E-mail Your Friend Sent to You Is (Likely) Bogus. Seriously." And that continued to be true in 2011. Check our 
"Viral Spiral" page for the most current cyber-whoppers. 
 



Our favorite example from all the delusional nonsense that circulated in 2011 was another claim — circulated by 
gun fanciers - that liberal billionaire George Soros was behind an investment company that has been buying many 
companies that make guns and ammunition. In fact, Soros has no connection to the company. Even the National 
Rifle Association weighed in, calling this e-rumor "completely false and baseless" and adding: "The owners and 
investors involved are strong supporters of the Second Amendment and are avid hunters and shooters." 
 
Will 2012 bring more honesty and respect for facts? We certainly hope so. But it is an election year after all — so 
we'll be ready for whatever that brings. 
 
 
 

20111220-15 20:08 SteveG “Fact Check: The Whoppers of 2011” 

 
[Today’s lead article. –SteveB] 
 
http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2011-12-20/fact-check-whoppers-
2011/52115936/1?loc=interstitialskip 
 
 

20111220-01 09:48 Pam 
Re: Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#38) 

 
"Whenever you hear politicians or Tea Partiers dividing up the world between ‘producers’ and ‘collectivism,’” 
he wrote, “just know that those ideas and words more likely than not are derived from the deranged mind 
of a serial-killer groupie" —Mark Ames 

 
Call me crazy, but I've read a few books on sociopathy (I guess that makes me an expert), and one of the main 
things I learned is, a sociopath can be anyone—teacher, therapist, parent, boss.  There have been many sociopaths 
who have risen to great power (Kim Jung-Il, Stalin, Hitler, Pol Pot, Saddam) because they are ready and willing to 
go to any lengths to further their own self-interest.  Another key trait is lack of empathy, along with an ability to 
mimic natural emotion.  They can be charming, intelligent, charismatic even.  They are the cobras of human 
society.  When I look at the roster of Republican candidates, I see what to my eye is at least one sociopath.  I leave 
it to you to guess which one. 
 
 

20111220-02 09:55 Pam 
Re: “House Ethics Panel Asked to Probe Discounted Loans to Four 
Lawmakers” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #38) 

 
From Pam (Dec. 20, 2011, 9:55 am)—reply to SteveG, Dec. 19, 2011, ref: Corruption in Congress 
 
One more sign of rot.  We've got termites in our government. 
 
 

20111220-03 10:07 Pam 
Re: Loss of Our Rights & Freedoms (reply to Dennis, FotM Newsletter 
#38) 

 
From Pam (Dec. 20, 2011, 10:07 am)—reply to Dennis, Dec. 19, 2011, ref: Loss of Our Rights & 
Freedoms 
 
Yet again I am reminded of the fall of the Roman Republic.  (Art, please correct any mistakes.)  The Republic prided 
itself on its virtues: stoicism, individual pride, good citizenship, manliness, dignity, piety, straightforwardness.  When 
things began going downhill, with corruption and decadence swamping the body politic, Octavian declared himself 
Emperor for Life and renamed himself Augustus Caesar.  He continued to pay homage to the Roman virtues, 
including pride in working the land, but the Republic itself was hollow, and the Empire began.  It's a long history, 
but I think it has relevance today.  The teabaggers pay homage to American virtues, well, all politicians do, but 
there are an awful lot of cracks in the foundation that are being ignored.  Just look at Italy now. 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2011-12-20/fact-check-whoppers-2011/52115936/1?loc=interstitialskip
http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2011-12-20/fact-check-whoppers-2011/52115936/1?loc=interstitialskip


 
 

20111220-04 11:53 SteveBA ”Greedy Innkeeper or Generous Capitalist?” 

 
Here is another view of how the real markets work. Something that most people here don't get. 
 
 
”Greedy Innkeeper or Generous Capitalist?” by First Trust 
 
Dec. 19, 2011, (http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/19/greedy-innkeeper-or-
generous-capitalist) 
 
The Bible story of the virgin birth is at the center of much of the holiday cheer at this time of the year. The book of 
Luke tells us Mary and Joseph traveled to Bethlehem because Caesar Augustus decreed a census should be taken. 
Mary gave birth after arriving in Bethlehem and placed baby Jesus in a manger because there was “no room for 
them in the inn.” 
 
Over the centuries, people have come to believe that because Jesus was born in a stable, and not in a hotel room, 
Mary and Joseph must have been mistreated by a greedy innkeeper. This innkeeper only cared about profits and 
decided the young couple was not “worth” his best accommodations. We have heard this narrative of the Christmas 
story repeated many times in plays, skits and sermons. 
 
This narrative persists even though the Bible records no complaints at the time and there was apparently no charge 
for the use of the stable. It may be that the stable was the only place available. Bethlehem, like other small towns, 
was overflowing with people who were forced to return to their ancestral homes for the census - ordered by the 
Romans for the purpose of levying a tax. 
 
If there was a problem, it was caused by the unintended consequences of this government policy. But this source of 
the problem has been ignored in favor of a more palatable complaint, that capitalism and capitalists are greedy, 
uncaring, and maybe even evil. 
 
But a different narrative makes even more sense. The innkeeper was generous to a fault – a hero even. He was 
over-booked, but he charitably offered his stable, a facility he built with unknowing foresight. A facility he was able 
to offer, while the government officials who ordered the census slept in their own beds with little care for the well-
being of those who had to travel regardless of their difficult life circumstances. 
 
If you must find “evil” in either one of these narratives, remember that evil is ultimately perpetrated by individuals, 
not the institutions in which they operate. 
 
And this is why it’s important to favor economic and political systems that limit the use and abuse of power over 
others. In the story of baby Jesus, a law that requires innkeepers to always have extra rooms, or to take in anyone 
who asks, would “fix” the problem. 
 
But this new law would also have unintended consequences. It would create fewer hotel rooms because the costs 
of building would rise. A hotel big enough to handle the rare census, would be way too big in normal times. And 
who would open a bed and breakfast, if the law could crack down at any time the house became full? With fewer 
hotel rooms, prices would rise, and innkeepers would once again be called greedy. Government would then try to 
regulate prices. 
 
This does not mean free markets are perfect or create utopia, they aren’t and they don’t. But, business can’t force 
you to buy a service or product. You have a choice – even if it’s not exactly what you want. And good business 
people try to make you happy in creative and industrious ways. 
 
Government doesn’t always care. In fact, if you happen to live in North Korea or Cuba, and are not happy about the 
way things are going, you can’t leave. And just in case you try, armed guards will help you think things through. 
 

http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/19/greedy-innkeeper-or-generous-capitalist
http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/19/greedy-innkeeper-or-generous-capitalist


This is why the framers of the US Constitution made sure there were “checks and balances” in the system. We’re 
now seeing that system operate. So, for example, we still do not know whether the major health care bill passed 21 
months ago will ever be fully implemented. In the year ahead, both the Supreme Court and the voters will have 
their say. 
 
These checks and balances are not like having a true Savior. But they should give us all reason to hope for a better 
world in the years ahead 
 
 

20111220-09 14:10 SteveB Re: ”Greedy Innkeeper or Generous Capitalist?” (reply to SteveBA) 

 
What’s tough to figure out about how markets work? It’s how I made most of my money. The markets are why I 
haven’t worked for a long time. The same thing is true of one of my Republican friends. The only problem was the 
markets weren’t really regulated, so he lost everything in one of the big scams, millions, and had to go back to work 
and is still working. 
 
Oh, bad Democrats who want to prevent such a thing! Bad Democrats who want to put such crooks in jail! 
 
Funny, Republicans want the law to be highly enforced in the street and in my bedroom, but not in the boardroom 
or on the trading floor. Why? Crime is crime, is it not? And isn’t a rich banker who steals more guilty and worthy of 
jail than a beggar who needs food and “liberates” it? 
 
You might want to read FotM Newsletter #37, about how liberals and Democrats are really more supportive of truly 
free markets than Republicans. 
 
Believe me, we get it! The question is, does Goldman Saks and MF Global? Does Congress? 
 
 

20111220-05 13:08 SteveG “Prayer Changes Your Brain in 4 Astonishing Ways” 

 
Ad from The National Memo: 
 
(http://view.exacttarget.com/?j=fe5b1574776d017a7712&m=fe6b15707660057f7010&ls=fdfe17727364017e77177
17d&l=fe9317717261047e7c&s=fe26137770650478761079&jb=ffcf14&ju=fe2e15767161007e741174&r=0): 
 
Millions of Americans believe prayer works. Yet the mainstream media tends to avoid the subject altogether.  But 
our Mind Health Report team at Newsmax Health wanted answers to questions like these: 
 

Can modern science explain prayer? 
 
Does praying strengthen your brain and prevent mental decline? 
 
What benefits, if any, does prayer offer you — physically, mentally, and emotionally? 

 
Video (“What Prayer Does to Your Brain”): 
 

http://w3.newsmax.com/newsletters/mhr/prayer_video.cfm?promo_code=DBE8-1. 
 
 

20111220-06 13:33 Pam 
Re: “Prayer Changes Your Brain in 4 Astonishing Ways” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Meditation, relaxation, laughter—don't think you have to be religious, or even spiritual (whatever that means), to do 
any of these.  I'm sure there is a brain-body connection, and we probably don't know much about it yet.  I read 
Sam Harris's book *The End of Faith* and at the end he says the only religion he has much use for is Buddhism, 
mostly for its spiritual rigor.  Harris says eastern cultures have made much better use of "spirituality" than the West.  

http://view.exacttarget.com/?j=fe5b1574776d017a7712&m=fe6b15707660057f7010&ls=fdfe17727364017e7717717d&l=fe9317717261047e7c&s=fe26137770650478761079&jb=ffcf14&ju=fe2e15767161007e741174&r=0
http://view.exacttarget.com/?j=fe5b1574776d017a7712&m=fe6b15707660057f7010&ls=fdfe17727364017e7717717d&l=fe9317717261047e7c&s=fe26137770650478761079&jb=ffcf14&ju=fe2e15767161007e741174&r=0
http://w3.newsmax.com/newsletters/mhr/prayer_video.cfm?promo_code=DBE8-1


I'm willing to agree there's something to mind over matter, but I think it comes from "in here," not "out there."  My 
brother, on the other hand, is a believer.  We don't discuss religion much, but I sometimes think a religious 
sensibility is like musical talent or color-blindness.  You either have it or you don't.  Oliver Sacks is good on the 
brain too.  And, not coincidentally, Sam Harris is a neurologist as well as a philosopher. 
 
 

20111220-07 13:48 Pam “Christopher Hitchens: A Salute to Intellectual Honesty” 

 
“Christopher Hitchens: A Salute to Intellectual Honesty” by Sharon Waxman, Reuters 
 
Dec. 18, 2011, (http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/12/18/us-christopherhitchens-appreciation-
idUSTRE7BH0OW20111218) 
 
(LOS ANGELES) Nothing sharpened Christopher Hitchens' mind like cancer. 
 
He wrote the best, most piercing, most clarifying prose of his career as he faced down the specter of his own 
demise. 
 
As he dealt with fatigue and nausea, with the anger, disgust and frustration that must accompany what he knew 
was a death sentence, Hitch poured it all into words that were as painfully honest as they were hilarious. 
 
"I sympathize afresh with the mighty Voltaire, who, when badgered on his deathbed and urged to renounce the 
devil, murmured that this was no time to be making enemies," he wrote in September 2010 in Vanity Fair, to those 
who hoped for a last-minute conversion to faith. 
 
His illness was a terrible irony. Hitchens was at the peak of his career. For decades he had toiled in the margins of 
the intellectual elite, plunging into distant political conflicts that only a few Americans noticed, and hanging with the 
denizens of British literary journalism and highbrow fiction. 
 
None of this paid very well, and despite Hitch's fancy accent, he did not come from money. But suddenly he got rich 
and pretty famous. 
 
He was diagnosed with cancer just a few years after writing the 2007 bestseller God Is Not Great. It turned out that 
attacking George Bush, Bill Clinton and Mother Teresa got him nowhere near the notoriety that he won for taking 
on God. (Or "god," as he always wrote it.) 
 
Hitch became a constant presence on the debate circuit on the topic of atheism, a familiar face on the shows of Jon 
Stewart and Bill Maher (another vocal atheist) and a sought-after blogger, letter writer and columnist. ("It seems 
there is no utterance of mine that isn't worthy of publishing," he told me, when I asked him to think about blogging 
for TheWrap.) 
 
And so: Cancer was very ill-timed. 
 
"Rage would be beside the point," he wrote, on learning of his illness, in one in a series of columns in Vanity Fair 
that won him a national magazine award. "Instead, I am badly oppressed by a gnawing sense of waste. I had real 
plans for my next decade and felt I'd worked hard enough to earn it. Will I really not live to see my children 
married? To watch the World Trade Center rise again? To read — if not indeed write — the obituaries of elderly 
villains like Henry Kissinger and Joseph Ratzinger? But I understand this sort of non-thinking for what it is: 
sentimentality and self-pity. Of course my book hit the bestseller list on the day that I received the grimmest of 
news bulletins, and for that matter the last flight I took as a healthy-feeling person (to a fine, big audience at the 
Chicago Book Fair) was the one that made me a million-miler on United Airlines, with a lifetime of free upgrades to 
look forward to ... To the dumb question 'Why me?' the cosmos barely bothers to return the reply: Why not?" 
 
WITHSTANDING THE GLOATERS 
 
And of course, his religious detractors found much irony here, much about which to gloat. 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/12/18/us-christopherhitchens-appreciation-idUSTRE7BH0OW20111218
http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/12/18/us-christopherhitchens-appreciation-idUSTRE7BH0OW20111218


 
But it was here where Hitchens rose to the challenge so few of us could imagine, using humor and a core 
intellectual honesty to face down the existential challenge that was suddenly of immediate relevance. 
 
He absorbed many horrible insults, including those from observers who called his cancer some kind of divine 
retribution, something he somehow "deserved." 
 
He responded thusly in September 2010: 
 

The vengeful deity has a sadly depleted arsenal if all he can think of is exactly the cancer that my age and 
former 'lifestyle' would suggest that I got. Why cancer at all? Almost all men get cancer of the prostate if 
they live long enough: it's an undignified thing but quite evenly distributed among saints and sinners, 
believers and unbelievers. If you maintain that god awards the appropriate cancers, you must also account 
for the numbers of infants who contract leukemia. Devout persons have died young and in pain. Bertrand 
Russell and Voltaire, by contrast, remained spry until the end, as many psychopathic criminals and tyrants 
have also done. These visitations, then, seem awfully random. While my so far uncancerous throat, let me 
rush to assure my Christian correspondent above, is not at all the only organ with which I have blasphemed 
... And even if my voice goes before I do, I shall continue to write polemics against religious delusions, at 
least until it's hello darkness my old friend. In which case, why not cancer of the brain? As a terrified, half-
aware imbecile, I might even scream for a priest at the close of business, though I hereby state while I am 
still lucid that the entity thus humiliating itself would not in fact be 'me.' (Bear this in mind, in case of any 
later rumors or fabrications.) 

 
I never could decide whether to laugh or cry at this prose. In the end, I could only marvel at Hitch's ability to pierce 
the heart of his own mortality with such detachment and wit. 
 
He always jumped into the middle of great moral debates. And he never took the side that was easiest to defend. 
In fact, it was easy to suspect that he liked to take the opposite argument — just because. 
 
This aspect of Hitchens — the gadfly who loved the spotlight — used to annoy me. I first remember seeing him a 
couple of decades ago on a talk show like "Meet the Press," and he showed up a vision of scruffiness — unshaven, 
and wearing Birkenstocks. I thought it stunk of anti-establishment grandstanding. 
 
But I watched him over the years, and changed my mind when I got to know him during the release of my last 
book, "Loot," about stolen antiquities. The fate of the Elgin Marbles — the Parthenon sculptures taken to England a 
century and a half ago — was another of his thankless causes, rooted in that core of intellectual honesty. 
 
(The sculptures were taken by stealth. They belong in Greece. Not a lot of Brits spent their time saying so. Hitch 
did.) 
 
He came to debate the topic with me at a New York Times lecture in 2008, and after beating up the British cultural 
establishment for about an hour, we headed out to a lunch at an empty Italian restaurant. It lasted for four hours, 
and he drank his way through many whiskeys and regaled the table with tale after ribald tale of his adventures. 
 
It was one of the most memorable afternoons I've spent, ever. 
 
Farewell, Hitch. We salute your brilliant mind, and a moral heartbeat that pulsed so strongly throughout. 
 
And that pen. Oh how we will miss that pen. [What a strange, wonderful man! –SteveB] 
 
 

20111220-08 14:04 Dennis “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” 

 
If the following examples are representative of how the rich think, then why should they object to paying higher 
taxes?  
 



 
“If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” by Dr. Steve Sjuggerud, Daily Wealth 
 
Dec. 20, 2011, (http://www.dailywealth.com/1934/If-You-re-So-Rich-Why-Do-You-Still-Work-) 
 
I have a few friends who have "silly" wealth – more wealth than they could ever need or spend. 
 
These guys are at retirement age or older… But for some reason, they work harder than just about anyone else I 
know… 
 
Why are they working so hard? Isn't the dream to "bank" enough money so you don't have to work? 
 
I called a few of these friends yesterday and asked why. The answers were interesting… 
 
One wealthy friend started out with this story to explain it… 
 
I had dinner with an extremely wealthy guy last week who's 71. He just retired to the desert in Palm Springs, 
supposedly to play some golf. I asked him how it was going… 
 
"Retirement is horrible," he told me. He said, "I do NOT enjoy sitting in the desert doing nothing. I don't have a 
clue what I'm doing out here. I don't think I can do this. I don't need the money… But I think I'll have to go back to 
work." 
 
My wealthy friend described the same feeling… "I love what I do," my friend told me. "I don't want to stop." 
 
I asked my friends specifically what it is that keeps them working so hard… 
 
One said, "Nothing in life beats the thrill of coming up with a big idea and making it a reality." 
 
Another said, "I like mentoring younger people… passing on what I do and seeing them succeed at it." 
 
A few more talked about the thrill of a great opportunity and the chance to increase their wealth. "I know there's no 
economic reason for me to work," one friend told me… "But that doesn't mean I don't like to get paid." 
 
I then asked these friends if they had any advice to help people join them in the "big leagues"… 
 
First, they explained, opportunity doesn't knock. You have to create it. And when opportunity is close by, you have 
to drop everything and pursue it. The more you make those sacrifices, the better your chances of finding financial 
success. 
 
Second, if you KNOW MORE than everyone in the room, nobody can take advantage of you… So read a lot. Do 
more homework than anyone else at the table. 
 
Finally, one friend told me, "Work to the task, not to the reward." Don't wash a car for the $5 payment, for 
example… Wash a car because that's the task at hand – and do a fantastic job. Then you'll get noticed for your 
work and have a chance to move up in the world. 
 
So why do these "silly rich" guys still work? And how can you get there too? 
 
They work because they say it keeps them "alive…" 
 
"If I stop working, I'll die," one of them told me. They believe that finding success is all about recognizing, creating, 
and seizing opportunities. 
 
You make your own luck, they say, so create opportunities for yourself as best as you can. 
 

http://www.dailywealth.com/1934/If-You-re-So-Rich-Why-Do-You-Still-Work-


If you do that enough times in life, you'll know you're giving yourself a legitimate shot at success… at having the 
kind of wealth that means you're working because you love to, like my friends, not just working because you have 
to. 
 
 

20111220-10 14:18 Art Re: “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
Good point.  I think many of them don't. 
 
 

20111220-11 15:31 SteveG Re: “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
My dad was not rich by any stretch of the imagination, at least money wise.  He owned a dry cleaning business, 
sold it when he turned 65, signed a non-compete clause for one year.  He went back to work on a part time basis at 
66 and then quit for good at 78 – He was too busy laughing and dating Norma. 
 
 

20111220-12 16:28 Pam Re: “If You're So Rich, Why Do You Still Work?” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Laughter and love—the perfect combination. 
 
 

20111220-14 19:32 Mark Fw: Psychology 101 

 
Thought this was appropriate!  Merry Christmas! 
 
 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Psychology 101 
 
If you start with a cage containing five monkeys and inside the cage, hang a banana on a string from the top and 
then place a set of stairs under the banana, before long a monkey will go to the stairs and climb toward the 
banana. 
 
As soon as he touches the stairs, you spray all the other monkeys with cold water. After a while another monkey 
makes an attempt with same result ... all the other monkeys are sprayed with cold water. Pretty soon when another 
monkey tries to climb the stairs, the other monkeys will try to prevent it. 
 
Now, put the cold water away. Remove one monkey from the cage and replace it with a new one. The new monkey 
sees the banana and attempts to climb the stairs. To his shock, all of the other monkeys beat the crap out of him. 
After another attempt and attack, he knows that if he tries to climb the stairs he will be assaulted. 
 
Next, remove another of the original five monkeys, replacing it with a new one. The newcomer goes to the stairs 
and is attacked. The previous newcomer takes part in the punishment... with enthusiasm. Then, replace a third 
original monkey with a new one, followed by a fourth, then the fifth.  Every time the newest monkey takes to the 
stairs he is attacked. Most of the monkeys that are beating him up have no idea why they were not permitted to 
climb the stairs. Neither do they know why they are participating in the beating of the newest monkey. 
 
Finally, having replaced all of the original monkeys, none of the remaining monkeys will have ever been sprayed 
with cold water. Nevertheless, none of the monkeys will try to climb the stairway for the banana. 
 
Why, you ask?  Because in their minds...that is the way it has always been! 
 
This, my friends, is how Congress operates and is why, from time to time, ALL of the monkeys need to be 
REPLACED AT THE SAME TIME. 



 
 

20111220-13 17:29 SteveG “The Defining Issue: Not Government’s Size, But Who It’s For” 

 
“The Defining Issue: Not Government’s Size, But Who It’s For” by Robert Reich, NationOfChange 
 
Dec. 20, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/defining-issue-not-government-s-size-who-it-s-1324391772) 
 
The defining political issue of 2012 won’t be the government’s size. It will be who government is for. 
 
Americans have never much liked government. After all, the nation was conceived in a revolution against 
government. 
 
But the surge of cynicism now engulfing America isn’t about government’s size. The cynicism comes from a growing 
perception that government isn’t working for average people. It’s for big business, Wall Street, and the very rich 
instead. 
 
In a recent Pew Foundation poll, 77 percent of respondents said too much power is in the hands of a few rich 
people and corporations. 
 
That’s understandable. To take a few examples: 
 

Wall Street got bailed out but homeowners caught in the fierce downdraft caused by the Street’s excesses 
have got almost nothing. 
 
Big agribusiness continues to rake in hundreds of billions in price supports and ethanol subsidies. Big 
pharma gets extended patent protection that drives up everyone’s drug prices. Big oil gets its own federal 
subsidy. But small businesses on the Main Streets of America are barely making it. 
 
American Airlines uses bankruptcy to ward off debtors and renegotiate labor contracts. Donald Trump’s 
businesses go bankrupt without impinging on Trump’s own personal fortune. But the law won’t allow you to 
use personal bankruptcy to renegotiate your home mortgage. 
 
If you run a giant bank that defrauds millions of small investors of their life savings, the bank might pay a 
small fine but you won’t go to prison. Not a single top Wall Street executive has been prosecuted for Wall 
Street’s mega-fraud. But if you sell an ounce of marijuana you could be put away for a long time. 

 
Not a day goes by without Republicans decrying the budget deficit. But the biggest single reason for the yawning 
deficit is big money’s corruption of Washington.  
 
One of the deficit’s biggest drivers — Medicare – would be lower if Medicare could use its bargaining leverage to get 
drug companies to reduce their prices. Why hasn’t it happened? Big Pharma won’t allow it. 
 
Medicare’s administrative costs are only 3 percent, far below the 10 percent average administrative costs of private 
insurers. So why not tame rising healthcare costs for all Americans by allowing any family to opt in? That was the 
idea behind the “public option.” Health insurers stopped it in its tracks. 
 
The other big budgetary expense is national defense. America spends more on our military than do China, Russia, 
Britain, France, Japan, and Germany combined. The basic defense budget (the portion unrelated to the costs of 
fighting wars) keeps growing, now about 25 percent higher than it was a decade ago, adjusted for inflation. 
 
That’s because defense contractors have cultivated sponsors on Capitol Hill and located their plants and facilities in 
politically important congressional districts. 
 

http://www.nationofchange.org/defining-issue-not-government-s-size-who-it-s-1324391772


So we keep spending billions on Cold War weapons systems like nuclear attack submarines, aircraft carriers, and 
manned combat fighters that pump up the bottom lines of Bechtel, Martin-Marietta, and their ilk, but have nothing 
to do with 21st-century combat. 
 
Declining tax receipts are also driving the deficit. That’s partly because most Americans have less income to tax 
these days. 
 
Yet the richest Americans are taking home a bigger share of total income than at any time since the 1920s. Their 
tax payments are down because the Bush tax cuts reduced their top rates to the lowest level in more than half a 
century, and cut capital gains taxes to 15 percent. 
 
Congress hasn’t even closed a loophole that allows mutual-fund and private-equity managers to treat their incomes 
as capital gains. 
 
So the four hundred richest Americans, whose total wealth exceeds the combined wealth of the bottom 150 
Americans put together, pay an average of 17 percent of their income in taxes. That’s lower than the tax rates of 
most day laborers and child-care workers. 
 
Meanwhile, Social Security payroll taxes continue to climb as a share of total tax revenues. Yet the payroll tax is 
regressive, applying only to yearly income under $106,800. 
 
And the share of revenues coming from corporations has been dropping. The biggest, like GE, find ways to pay no 
federal taxes at all. Many shelter their income abroad, and every few years Congress grants them a tax amnesty to 
bring the money home. 
 
Get it? “Big government” isn’t the problem. The problem is big money is taking over government. 
 
Government is doing less of the things most of us want it to do — providing good public schools and affordable 
access to college, improving our roads and bridges and water systems, and maintaining safety nets to catch 
average people who fall — and more of the things big corporations, Wall Street, and the wealthy want it to do. 
 
Some conservatives argue we wouldn’t have to worry about big money taking over government if we had a smaller 
government to begin with. 
 
Here’s what Congressman Paul Ryan told me Sunday morning when we were debating all this on ABC’s “This 
Week”: 
 

If the power and money are going to be here in Washington, that’s where the influence is going to go … 
that’s where the powerful are going to go to influence it. 

 
Ryan has it upside down. A smaller government that’s still dominated by money would continue to do the bidding of 
Wall Street, the pharmaceutical industry, oil companies, big agribusiness, big insurance, military contractors, and 
rich individuals. 
 
It just wouldn’t do anything else. 
 
If we want to get our democracy back we’ve got to get big money out of politics. 
 
We need real campaign finance reform. [As I have been saying FOREVER! –SteveB] 
 
And a constitutional amendment reversing the Supreme Court’s bizarre rulings that under the First 
Amendment money is speech and corporations are people. [Yes! –SteveB] 
 
 

20111220-16 21:09 Larry Fw: Have America's Gold Reserves Been Plundered? 

 



I just thought I'd send this but I know nothing about it. 
 
 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
From Sandy Franks, Inside Investing Daily (http://real-forex-news.blogspot.com/2011/12/have-americas-gold-
reserves-been.html): 
 
I recently watched a video presentation that made me angry as hell. I learned more than I wanted to about our 
nation's gold supplies... mainly that we may not even have a gold supply! 
 
Did you know American people have never been granted a complete, independent audit of our sovereign gold 
reserves? 
 
Despite the fact that Title 31 of the U.S. Code requires an annual physical inventory, the United States Mint and the 
Treasury Department have steadfastly refused to allow a legitimate independent audit of Fort Knox. 
 
Why? Seems there might be something to hide. A cover-up for missing inventory, perhaps? 
 
In the 1970s the U.S. Mint and Treasury Departments were forced to admit that a shipment containing 1,762,381 
ounces of gold was unaccounted for. 
 
That cost the American people — in today's dollars — nearly $3 billion. 
 
And it's been rumored that even more is missing. 
 
Are you angry yet? 
 
Editor Andrew Snyder has determined a ruthless cartel of bankers plundered America's gold reserves... this criminal 
plot could help you fill your own vault. 
 
I urge you to watch this video: 
 

http://clicks.insideinvestingdaily.com//t/AQ/AAiRow/AAihcQ/AAVkeQ/AQ/A0fRbQ/wwCW. 
 
[May require subscription. –SteveB] 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
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Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Bankers Join Billionaires to Debunk ‘Imbecile’ Attack on 
Top 1% 

 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 22, 2011) 
 
 
Two opposing points of view that you might find to be quite instructive. I’d love to hear your opinions on this “hot 
topic.” BS or not BS? 
 
 
FIRST OPINION: 
 
 
“Bankers Join Billionaires to Debunk ‘Imbecile’ Attack on Top 1%” by Max Abelson, Bloomberg 
 
Dec. 20, 2011, (http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-12-20/bankers-join-billionaires-to-debunk-imbecile-attack-
on-top-1-.html) 
 
Jamie Dimon, the highest-paid chief executive officer among the heads of the six biggest U.S. banks, turned a 
question at an investors’ conference in New York this month into an occasion to defend wealth. 
 
“Acting like everyone who’s been successful is bad and because you’re rich you’re bad, I don’t understand it,” the 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. (JPM) CEO told an audience member who asked about hostility toward bankers. “Sometimes 
there’s a bad apple, yet we denigrate the whole.” 
 
Dimon, 55, whose 2010 compensation was $23 million, joined billionaires including hedge-fund manager John 
Paulson and Home Depot Inc. (HD) co-founder Bernard Marcus in using speeches, open letters and television 
appearances to defend themselves and the richest 1 percent of the population targeted by Occupy Wall Street 
demonstrators. 
 
If successful businesspeople don’t go public to share their stories and talk about their troubles, “they deserve what 
they’re going to get,” said Marcus, 82, a founding member of Job Creators Alliance, a Dallas-based nonprofit that 
develops talking points and op-ed pieces aimed at “shaping the national agenda,” according to the group’s website. 
He said he isn’t worried that speaking out might make him a target of protesters. 
 
“Who gives a crap about some imbecile?” Marcus said. “Are you kidding me?” 
 
‘Feels Lonely’ 
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The organization assisted John A. Allison IV, a director of BB&T Corp. (BBT), the ninth-largest U.S. bank, and 
Staples Inc. co- founder Thomas Stemberg with media appearances this month. 
 
“It still feels lonely, but the chorus is definitely increased,” Allison, 63, a former CEO of the Winston-Salem, North 
Carolina-based bank and now a professor at Wake Forest University’s business school, said in an interview. 
 
At a lunch in New York, Stemberg and Allison shared their disdain for Section 953(b) of the Dodd-Frank Act, which 
requires public companies to disclose the ratio between the compensation of their CEOs and employee medians, 
according to Allison. The rule, still being fine-tuned by the Securities and Exchange Commission, is “incredibly 
wasteful” because it takes up time and resources, he said. Stemberg called the rule “insane” in an e-mail to 
Bloomberg News. 
 
“Instead of an attack on the 1 percent, let’s call it an attack on the very productive,” Allison said. “This attack is 
destructive.” 
 
Income Tripled 
 
The top 1 percent of taxpayers in the U.S. made at least $343,927 in 2009, the last year data is available, according 
to the Internal Revenue Service. While average household income increased 62 percent from 1979 through 2007, 
the top 1 percent’s more than tripled, an October Congressional Budget Office report showed. As a result, the U.S. 
had greater income inequality in 2007 than China or Iran, according to the Central Intelligence Agency’s World 
Factbook. 
 
Not all affluent Americans are on the defensive. Billionaire Warren Buffett, 81, chairman and CEO of Berkshire 
Hathaway Inc., has called for increasing taxes on the wealthy, as has Patriotic Millionaires, a group whose 
supporters include Ask.com co-founder Garrett Gruener and Peter Norvig, director of research at Google Inc., 
according to its website. 
 
“Rich businesspeople like me don’t create jobs,” Nick Hanauer, co-founder of Quantive Inc., an online advertising 
company he sold to Microsoft Corp. for about $6 billion, wrote in a Dec. 1 Bloomberg View article. “Let’s tax the rich 
like we once did and use that money to spur growth.” 
 
Two out of three Americans support raising taxes on households with incomes of at least $250,000, according to a 
Bloomberg-Washington Post national poll conducted in October. 
 
Schwarzman, Paulson 
 
Asked if he were willing to pay more taxes in a Nov. 30 interview with Bloomberg Television, Blackstone Group LP 
(BX) CEO Stephen Schwarzman spoke about lower-income U.S. families who pay no income tax. 
 
“You have to have skin in the game,” said Schwarzman, 64. “I’m not saying how much people should do. But we 
should all be part of the system.” 
 
Some of Schwarzman’s capital gains at Blackstone, the world’s largest private-equity firm, are taxed at 15 percent, 
not the 35 percent top marginal income-tax rate. Attacking the banking system is a mistake because it contributes 
to “a healthier economy,” he said in the interview. 
 
Paulson, the New York hedge-fund manager who became a billionaire by betting against the U.S. housing market, 
has also said the rich benefit society. 
 
“The top 1 percent of New Yorkers pay over 40 percent of all income taxes,” Paulson & Co. said in an e-mailed 
statement on Oct. 11, the day Occupy Wall Street protesters left a mock tax-refund check at its president’s Upper 
East Side townhouse. 
 
‘Going to Vomit’ 
 

http://topics.bloomberg.com/internal-revenue-service/
http://topics.bloomberg.com/household-income/
http://topics.bloomberg.com/income-inequality/
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/rankorder/2172rank.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/rankorder/2172rank.html
http://topics.bloomberg.com/warren-buffett/
http://topics.bloomberg.com/stephen-schwarzman/


Tom Golisano, billionaire founder of payroll processer Paychex Inc. (PAYX) and a former New York gubernatorial 
candidate, said in an interview this month that while there are examples of excess, it’s “ridiculous” to blame 
everyone who is rich. 
 
“If I hear a politician use the term ‘paying your fair share’ one more time, I’m going to vomit,” said Golisano, who 
turned 70 last month, celebrating the birthday with girlfriend Monica Seles, the former tennis star who won nine 
Grand Slam singles titles. 
 
Ken Langone, 76, another Home Depot co-founder and chairman of the NYU Langone Medical Center, said he isn’t 
embarrassed by his success. 
 
“I am a fat cat, I’m not ashamed,” he said last week in a telephone interview from a dressing room in his Upper 
East Side home. “If you mean by fat cat that I’ve succeeded, yeah, then I’m a fat cat. I stand guilty of being a fat 
cat.” 
 
Job Creators 
 
Wilbur Ross, 74, another private-equity billionaire, said in an e-mail that entrepreneurship and capitalism didn’t 
cause the financial crisis. 
 
“Tearing down the rich does not help those less well- off,” said the chairman of New York-based WL Ross & Co. 
LLC. “If you favor employment, you need employers whose businesses are flourishing.” 
 
That view is shared by Robert Rosenkranz, CEO of Wilmington, Delaware-based Delphi Financial Group Inc., a seller 
of workers’-compensation and group-life insurance. 
 
“It’s simply a fact that pretty much all the private- sector jobs in America are created by the decisions of ‘the 1 
percent’ to hire and invest,” Rosenkranz, 69, said in an e- mail. “Since their confidence in the future more than any 
other factor will drive those decisions, it makes little sense to undermine their confidence by vilifying them.” 
 
‘Persecuted Minority’ 
 
Peter Schiff, CEO of Westport, Connecticut-based broker- dealer Euro Pacific Capital Inc., is delivering the message 
directly. He went in October to Zuccotti Park in lower Manhattan, where Occupy Wall Street protesters had camped 
out, with a sign that said “I Am the 1%” and a video camera. 
 
“Somebody needs to do it,” Schiff said in an interview. 
 
Schiff, 48, disclosed assets of at least $64.7 million before losing the 2010 Republican primary for a Connecticut 
U.S. Senate seat, according to filings. He’s wealthier now, even though his taxes are “more than a medieval lord 
would have taken from a serf,” he said. 
 
A clip from Schiff’s video was used in a Nov. 1 segment of Comedy Central’s “The Daily Show,” in which comedian 
John Hodgman, wearing a cravat, called the wealthy a “persecuted minority.” He asked that the phrase “moneyed 
Americans” replace “the 1 percent.” 
 
Neither term appeared in a Nov. 28 open letter to President Barack Obama from hedge-fund manager Leon 
Cooperman, the Omega Advisors Inc. chairman and former CEO of Goldman Sachs Group Inc. (GS)’s money-
management unit. Capitalists “are not the scourge that they are too often made out to be” and the wealthy aren’t 
“a monolithic, selfish and unfeeling lot,” Cooperman wrote. They make products that “fill store shelves at Christmas” 
and provide health care to millions. 
 
Cooperman, 68, said in an interview that he can’t walk through the dining room of St. Andrews Country Club in 
Boca Raton, Florida, without being thanked for speaking up. At least four people expressed their gratitude on Dec. 5 
while he was eating an egg-white omelet, he said. 
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“You’ll get more out of me,” the billionaire said, “if you treat me with respect.” 
 
 
SECOND OPINION: 
 
 
“One Percent to 99: Stop Picking on Us” by Jason Linkins, Huffington Post 
 
Dec. 20, 2011, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/12/20/bankers-still-whining-abo_n_1160938.html) 
 
According to Bloomberg today, what the major banks and the gentlemen who run them want for Christmas is for 
everyone to stop persecuting them with all this talk of "the 1 percent," and to stop reminding them of the fact that 
they've profited while the rest of the country has suffered through an epic crisis of unemployment and home 
foreclosures as a direct result of their cosmic incompetence. 
 
They're quite sick of it, and they want it to stop! So they whined at length to a Bloomberg reporter and, as Choire 
Sicha characterizes the end result, "It's an incredibly hot, defensive mess up in there." 
 
To wit: 
 
Jamie Dimon, the highest-paid chief executive officer among the heads of the six biggest U.S. banks, turned a 
question at an investors' conference in New York this month into an occasion to defend wealth. 
 
"Acting like everyone who's been successful is bad and because you're rich you're bad, I don't understand it," the 
JPMorgan Chase & Co. (JPM) CEO told an audience member who asked about hostility toward bankers. "Sometimes 
there's a bad apple, yet we denigrate the whole." 
 
And sometimes, you know, "the whole" turns out to be entirely rotted through with "apples" that were not 
adequately capitalized against the crazy bets they were making with each other, forcing teachers and firefighters 
and mail-carriers and, I don't know — stevedores? — to give them $4.7 trillion so that they can pretend to be 
solvent. But that money was donated with the explicit expectation that it would be lent productively. What 
happened instead is that all the banks posted record profits and spent that money on an army of lobbyists, 
dispatched to Washington, D.C., to ensure that whatever financial regulation comes out of the just-averted disaster 
doesn't actually prevent the casino-derivatives game from ramping up all over again. 
 
It's pretty understandable for denigration to commence at that point. Apparently, we're just expected to forget that 
"2008-present" actually happened. 
 
While there are a few people who show up in the piece to speak from a position of reason to discuss how jobs are 
actually created, the piece, in the main, seems to exist just so the reporter can stuff as many quotes as possible 
into it, so that the reader comes away thinking, "My God, the balls on these guys!" You have the guy who's proud 
to call himself a "fat cat," and the guy who says he was going to "vomit" if he hears about paying his fair share 
again. Honestly, this is all forgiveable bluster from pretty ignorant people. By far, this is the most hilarious 
statement: 
 
"Instead of an attack on the 1 percent, let's call it an attack on the very productive," [director of BB&T Corp. John 
A.] Allison said. "This attack is destructive." 
 
That's what's so comical about this: The massive derivatives casino that exploded, taking down the global economy 
with it, was an extraordinarily unproductiveenterprise for wealth to have been involved in. What would these people 
do with their lives, if they sequestered themselves to Galt's Gulch? Based on what we've learned, the most likely 
outcome is that they'd spend their time passing the same 20-dollar bill back and forth between them, with each 
new recipient exclaiming, "I can feel it getting more valuable!" until they all starved to death, leaving the rest of us 
to bury them in a mass grave. 
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The other hilarious statement comes from Blackstone's Stephen Schwarzman, who says of people who are not 
wealthy bankers: "You have to have skin in the game ... I'm not saying how much people should do. But we should 
all be part of the system." 
 
Hey, speaking of: 
 
Five banks that received federal bailout funds during the financial crisis didn't pay income taxes for one or more 
years between 2008 and 2010, according to an iWatch News analysis of a new study of tax dodgers [from the 
Citizens for Tax Justice & the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy.] 
 
Wells Fargo & Co., Goldman Sachs Group, PNC Financial Services Group, Capital One Financial Inc. and State Street 
Corp. were among 78 of America's largest and most profitable corporations that managed to avoid paying income 
tax in at least one of those years. 
 
Researchers looked at 280 corporations that reported a total pretax U.S. profits of $1.4 trillion. The federal 
corporate tax code "ostensibly requires big corporations to pay a 35 percent corporate income tax rate, on average, 
the 280 corporations in our study paid only about half that amount." 
 
The study was released Thursday by nonpartisan advocacy groups Citizens for Tax Justice and the Institute on 
Taxation and Economic Policy. 
 
All five financial institutions named were profitable, but still received funds in the form of stock purchases from the 
Treasury Department's Troubled Asset Relief Program. 
 
And so we return to where we began, with ordinary Americans ponying up $4.7 trillion to save the world, sacrificing 
their own jobs and homes along the way. 
 
Now, as it happens, I've been thinking of ways for the Jamie Dimons of the world to get back in good favor with the 
rest of country that saved his bacon. You know who the greatest human beings in the country are right now? It's 
these anonymous donors who are going around, paying off people's layaway items at K-Mart. Whoever this person 
or persons are, they are giving the entire nation the gift of anti-cynicism for Christmas. He/she/they are just out 
there, doing some good for the holidays. 
 
Something that these aggrieved financiers could do, if they wanted, is, say, agree to pay off the student loans of 
everyone who has graduated from college or grad school since 2008. It would send a strong message, that the 
people who have posted the highest profits during this decline are not willing to permit the next generation or 
producers and innovators and teachers and healers to be saddled with debt at a time when jobs are unavailable. 
Instead of placing high-tech bets on who will default on their mortgage, they'd be placing a bet on the next 
generation of Steve Jobses. (Yes, they'd be benefitting people in other fields of study, too, but the last time I 
checked, rich people like to underwrite opera companies and symphony orchestras and museums and libraries as 
well.) 
 
I mean, failing that, they could pay that fee that people need to pay, in some areas, for the fire department to 
come and pour water on house fires? Just an idea I had. Or they could simply agree to return the $1.5 trillion they 
owe taxpayers from all of the bailouts? I mean, if you're really going to take pride in the fact that you're a fat cat, 
shouldn't your fat-cattedness be based on something other than the fact that you received charity from taxpayers? 
 
Or you could just thank America for saving your entire industry from that time you nearly destroyed it 
through your own titanic mess-ups, instead of lecturing your saviors about what awful people they 
are. 
 
 
 

20111221-01 09:33 Pam 
Re: Politics: The Biggest Lies of 2011 (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter 
#39) 

 



An amazing compendium.  Very useful!! 
 
 

20111221-02 11:14 SteveG 
“Wisconsin Would Rather Let You Get Breast Cancer Than Go to Planned 
Parenthood” 

 
“Wisconsin Would Rather Let You Get Breast Cancer Than Go to Planned Parenthood” by Robin Marty, Care2 
 
Dec. 20, 2011. (http://www.care2.com/causes/wisconsin-would-rather-let-you-get-breast-cancer-than-go-to-
planned-parenthood.html) 
 
Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker, who was elected with the help of extreme anti-choice groups who not only 
advocate against abortion, but also against contraceptive use, has made it a key priority to roll back initiatives in the 
state that assist with providing more accesses, resources and education when it comes to reproductive health in the 
state.  He’s limited teen access to the birth control pill, attempted to clamp down on age appropriate fact based sex 
ed, and even removed low income men from being to able to access STI screenings through BadgerCare. 
 
Now, he’s continuing his mission to eliminate as much funding as possible from the state’s Planned Parenthood 
facilities, in this case by denying the group $130,000 in federal funding usually used to provide cancer screenings 
through the state’s “Well Woman” program. Walker has deemed that money should instead go to “less 
controversial” entities. 
 
Planned Parenthood of Wisconsin states, “In what appears to be yet another politically motivated effort to end 
health care services coordinated by Planned Parenthood, Department of Health Services Secretary Dennis Smith, a 
Governor Walker appointee, indicated that he is ending the state’s 16 year partnership with Planned Parenthood to 
facilitate breast and cervical cancer screenings as a part of the Wisconsin Well-Women program in Winnebago, 
Outagamie, Sheboygan and Fond du Lac counties. This sudden and unexpected decision was communicated in a 
phone call to staff earlier this month with no further explanation or written notice to help direct existing patients. 
Because no replacement staffing or health services plan has been communicated to Planned Parenthood or any of 
the public health providers in the four affected counties, up to 1,000 women in the Fox Valley are likely to lose 
access to lifesaving cervical and breast cancer screenings, referrals and treatment starting January 1, 2012.” 
 
Anti-choice activists both in the state and nationally are applauding Walker for his decision.  “On behalf of the 
members and supporters of Wisconsin Right to Life, I want to extend our thanks to Governor Walker and Secretary 
Smith for making sure that this vital health care will be provided by local entities that are not engaged in the 
destruction of unborn human life and the endangerment of women,” said Susan Armacost, Wisconsin Right to Life 
Legislative Director.  “These important services will continue to be provided to low income women by other 
providers throughout Wisconsin.” 
 
It’s repeated by everyone — “other providers” will be taking over the service instead.  But who are these “other 
providers” that they refer to?  The state’s DHS Secretary doesn’t really have any idea yet.  “We are committed to 
making sure these vital prevention services are provided to women in these counties and will work with local 
community providers to ensure continued access,” Smith has said in response to the accusations that women are 
being cut off with no alternative sources. 
 
No list of alternative providers can be seen in the state’s Well Woman site, and Planned Parenthood is still listed as 
the contact for coordianting a screening in a variety of counties. 
 
Maybe they haven’t updated their info yet?  Oh, well, no rush. After all, it’s just cancer. 
 
 

20111221-03 11:47 SteveB “Payroll Tax Stalemate Caps Off an Ugly First Year for Boehner” 

 
“Payroll Tax Stalemate Caps Off an Ugly First Year for Boehner” AP/The National Memo 
 
Dec, 20, 2011 (http://nationalmemo.com/article/payroll-tax-stalemate-caps-ugly-first-year-boehner) 

http://www.care2.com/causes/wisconsin-would-rather-let-you-get-breast-cancer-than-go-to-planned-parenthood.html
http://www.care2.com/causes/wisconsin-would-rather-let-you-get-breast-cancer-than-go-to-planned-parenthood.html
http://nationalmemo.com/article/payroll-tax-stalemate-caps-ugly-first-year-boehner


 
(WASHINGTON) John Boehner vowed early on that as speaker, he would let the House "work its will." At the end of 
his first year in charge of the fractious Republican-controlled chamber, it's clear he has little choice. 
 
An uncompromising band of conservatives, led by GOP freshmen to whom Boehner owes his speakership, has 
repeatedly forced him to back away from deals with President Barack Obama, Democrats and, this week, even one 
struck by Senate Republicans. Gridlock, again and again, has defined Congress in the Boehner era even as 
Americans fume and the economy continues to wobble. 
 
In a closed meeting Monday night, a few Republicans gave voice to widely whispered questions about Boehner's 
ability and willingness to represent them in negotiations with the White and Senate. They were incensed that the 
Senate had overwhelmingly passed a two-month extension of a payroll tax cut for 160 million Americans and then 
left town for the holidays. House Republicans were demanding a year-long tax cut, but there was no longer a 
Senate in session to negotiate with. 
 
How could this have happened, Rep. Duncan Hunter, R-Calif., asked Boehner, according to multiple officials who 
were present. 
 
Rep. Cliff Stearns was more direct: Was the Senate deal really a total surprise? Or did Boehner give some sort of 
tacit agreement? 
 
Boehner tersely, adamantly denied doing so, according to those present. He said he had not expected the Senate's 
overwhelming approval of the two-month extension. 
 
"I take the speaker at his word that he was surprised by the strong support for the payroll tax legislation in the 
Senate, which approved it with 89 votes, including from 39 Republicans," Stearns said Tuesday in a statement to 
The Associated Press. 
 
Did Rep. Jeff Flake believe Boehner? "Oh, I don't know," said the Arizona Republican, grinning and edging away. 
"You'll have to ask the leaders that." 
 
Boehner "has told us he did not agree to this," said Rep. Virginia Foxx, R-N.C. "I am not a mind reader, and I can 
only go on what the speaker has said." 
 
At midday Tuesday, the House rejected the Senate's two-month extension, leaving hanging the fate of the tax cut 
for 160 million Americans, unemployment benefits for 2 million more, and Medicare reimbursements for physicians 
to treat 48 million Medicare beneficiaries. As it now stands, Social Security taxes on workers will by up to $40 a 
week on Jan. 1, people out of work for more than six months will start losing jobless benefits and doctors will see 
their fees for treating Medicare patients cut 27 percent. 
 
It was an ugly end to a year of gridlock on Capitol Hill that earned Congress historically low approval ratings and 
the nation a downgrade in its credit rating. The policy debate changed, but the question was the same each time: 
Compromise, or no deal? 
 
First was the fight last spring over how many billions of dollars to cut from the 2011 federal budget after talks 
strayed far below the Republicans' campaign promise to slash $100 billion. Rather than standing firm and allowing 
parts of the government to shut down until enough lawmakers came around, Boehner did exactly what the tea 
partiers campaigned had campaigned against — he negotiated with Obama and Senate Democrats on smaller 
spending cuts. 
 
"Cut it or shut it!" chanted a crowd of tea partiers outside the Capitol. 
 
OK as a campaign slogan, but not a viable technique for lawmaking in a divided government. Some of the 87-
member freshman class, swept to power by tea party enthusiasm, insisted that Boehner rewrite the GOP proposal. 
He did, and submitted instead a proposal to cut about $61 billion— the pro-rated remainder of conservatives' 
campaign pledge to cut $100 billion in the 2011 budget year. 



 
Moments before the government was set to shut down, most of the freshman class voted for the final, six-month 
deal to cut $38.5 billion. 
 
Soon followed the showdown over whether to raise the nation's debt limit. Deficit cuts totaling $2 trillion or more 
over a decade would be the price for Congress to raise the nation's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling and continue 
borrowing 35 to 40 cents of every dollar it spends. Failure to lift that cap could cause the U.S. government to 
default on its bills and previous borrowing for the first time in its history. Experts warned the cascading reaction in 
world financial markets could trigger another recession. 
 
Massive spending cuts were mandatory, and raising taxes was out of the question, Republicans said. Boehner 
assigned his lieutenant, Majority Leader Eric Cantor, to negotiate a blend of spending cuts into the deal with Vice 
President Joe Biden. But Boehner was meeting secretly with Obama on a grander deal to cut as much as $4 trillion. 
House Republicans were furious when they learned about it, and the speaker broke off his talks with the president. 
 
In the end, Congress agreed to a deal cutting spending by more than $2 trillion and raising the debt limit by nearly 
the same amount. But the bill was still highly unpopular among House conservatives who felt it didn't go far enough 
in slashing government spending. 
 
And finally, the end-of-year debate over the payroll tax cut. The House voted Tuesday, 229-193, to kick the 
measure back to the Senate, where the bipartisan two-month measure passed on Saturday. Senate Majority Leader 
Harry Reid, D-Nev., says he won't allow bargaining until the House approves the Senate's short-term measure. 
 
Back to gridlock. 
 
The speaker's allies say his patience and his willingness to pull back is preventing conservatives from trying to 
replace him. 
 
"It's a maturation process" for the House's feisty newcomers, said Rep. Steve LaTourette, a fellow Ohioan and close 
Boehner ally. "They came to town not knowing how this place works. Now that they have a year under their belts, 
we're in a much better place going into next year." 
 
Copyright 2011, The Associated Press. 
 
 

20111221-04 13:26 SteveG Fw: MoveOn Petition: Make Publix Stop Using Styrofoam Packaging! 

 
Publix Super Markets continue to package numerous vegetables and fruits in Styrofoam packaging. As the largest 
supermarket chain in Florida, this creates a huge amount of non-recyclable trash. 
 
That's why I created a petition to the CEO of Publix, Ed Crenshaw, on SignOn.org urging Publix to switch to 
recyclable and sustainable packaging for all of its produce. The petition says: 
 
As loyal Publix customers, we urge you to discontinue the use of all Styrofoam packaging—especially the Styrofoam 
trays still used by Publix in packaging vegetables—and switch to sustainable, or at a minimum, recyclable 
packaging. We recognize the positive measures Publix has taken to date to help protect the environment and urge 
you to take this important additional step. 
 
Will you sign the petition? Click here to add your name, and then pass it along to your friends: 
 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268898&id=34045-20195165-35XeeIx&t=2. 
 
 

20111221-05 13:51 Ben Re: Psychology 101 (reply to Mark, FotM Newsletter #39) 

 
Well, that certainly explains the so-called "conservative way of thinking", doesn't it? 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268898&id=34045-20195165-35XeeIx&t=2


 
 

20111221-07 16:24 Art 
Re: Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster (reply to SteveB, FotM 
Newsletter #38 

 
Thanks SteveB, This FotM Newsletter particularly informative, not that they all aren't, but I very much appreciate 
your digging for different things to think about.  Like many our age, I guess, I read Ayn Rand back in the 60s.  I 
found both Fountainhead and Atlas Shrugged forgettable at best.  Maybe it reflects my lack of intellect but, while I 
recognized at the time her sort of glorifying the individual, I did not see it as particularly illuminating.  I'm probably 
just not the thinkers Clarence Thomas and Ronald Reagan are. 
 
 

20111221-08 16:25 SteveB Re: Ayn Rand Was a Hypocritical Monster (reply to Art, above) 

 
Thank you! We’re having a good week, I think. 
 

Art: I'm probably just not the thinkers Clarence Thomas and Ronald Reagan are. 
 
Thank God most of us aren’t! 
 
Ya, I read all her stuff when I was about 14 or 15 because they were thick and had some sex in them. I can 
remember thinking, “There’s something wrong with this,” but I couldn’t quite put my finger on it, so I just moved 
on to Lord of the Rings. More fantasies. 
 
 

20111221-06 16:05 SteveG “Bradley Manning & the Fog of War” 

 
“Bradley Manning and the Fog of War” by Amy Goodman, NationofChange 
 
Dec. 21, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/bradley-manning-and-fog-war-1324485462) 
 
Accused whistle-blower Pvt. Bradley Manning turned 24 Saturday. He spent his birthday in a pretrial military hearing 
that could ultimately lead to a sentence of life…or death. Manning stands accused of causing the largest leak of 
government secrets in United States history. 
 
More on Manning shortly. First, a reminder of what he is accused of leaking. In April 2010, the whistle-blower 
website WikiLeaks released a video called “Collateral Murder.” It was a classified U.S. military video from July 2007, 
from an Apache attack helicopter over Baghdad. The video shows a group of men walking, then the systematic 
killing of them in a barrage of high-powered automatic fire from the helicopter. Soldiers’ radio transmissions narrate 
the carnage, varying from cold and methodical to cruel and enthusiastic. Two of those killed were employees of the 
international news agency Reuters: Namir Noor-Eldeen, a photojournalist, and Saeed Chmagh, his driver. 
 
Renowned whistle-blower Daniel Ellsberg, who released the Pentagon Papers that helped end the war in Vietnam 
and who himself is a Marine veteran who trained soldiers on the laws of war, told me: “Helicopter gunners hunting 
down and shooting an unarmed man in civilian clothes, clearly wounded…that shooting was murder. It was a war 
crime. Not all killing in war is murder, but a lot of it is. And this was.” 
 
The WikiLeaks release of the Afghan War Logs followed months later, with tens of thousands of military field 
reports. Then came the Iraq War Diaries, with close to 400,000 military records of the U.S. war in Iraq. Next was 
Cablegate, WikiLeaks’ rolling release (with prominent print-media partners, including The New York Times and The 
Guardian in Britain) of classified U.S. State Department cables, more than a quarter-million of them, dating from as 
far back as 1966 up to early 2010. The contents of these cables proved highly embarrassing to the U.S. government 
and sent shock waves around the world. 
 
Among the diplomatic cables released were those detailing U.S. support for the corrupt Tunisian regime, which 
helped fuel the uprising there. Noting that Time magazine named “The Protester,” generically, as Person of the 

http://www.nationofchange.org/bradley-manning-and-fog-war-1324485462


Year, Ellsberg said Manning should be the face of that protester, since the leaks for which he is accused, following 
their impact in Tunisia, “in turn sparked the uprising in Egypt … which stimulated Occupy Wall Street and the other 
occupations in the Middle East and elsewhere. So, one of those ‘persons of the year’ is now sitting in a courthouse.” 
 
Another recently revealed Cablegate release exposed details of an alleged 2006 massacre by U.S. troops in the Iraqi 
town of Ishaqi, north of Baghdad. Eleven people were killed, and the cable described eyewitness accounts in which 
the group, including five children and four women, was handcuffed, then executed with bullets to the head. The 
U.S. military then bombed the house, allegedly to cover up the incident. Citing attacks like these, the Iraqi 
government said it would no longer grant immunity to U.S. soldiers in Iraq. President Barack Obama responded by 
announcing he would pull the troops out of Iraq. Like a modern-day Ellsberg, if Manning is guilty of what the 
Pentagon claims, he helped end the war in Iraq. 
 
Back in the Fort Meade, Md., hearing room, defense attorneys painted a picture of a chaotic forward operating base 
with little to no supervision, no controls whatsoever on soldiers’ access to classified data, and a young man in 
uniform struggling with his sexual identity in the era of “don’t ask, don’t tell.” Manning repeatedly flew into rages, 
throwing furniture and once even punching a superior in the face, without punishment. His peers at the base said 
he should not be in a war zone. Yet he stayed, until his arrest 18 months ago. 
 
Since his arrest, Manning has been in solitary confinement, for much of the time in Quantico, Va., under conditions 
so harsh that the U.N. special rapporteur on torture is investigating. Many believe the U.S. government is trying to 
break Manning in order to use him in its expected case of espionage against WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange. It 
also sends a dramatic message to any potential whistle-blower: “We will destroy you.” 
 
For now, Manning sits attentively, reports say, facing possible death for “aiding the enemy.” The prosecution 
offered words Manning allegedly wrote to Assange as evidence of his guilt. In the email, Manning described the leak 
as “one of the more significant documents of our time, removing the fog of war and revealing the true nature of 
21st century asymmetrical warfare.” History will no doubt use the same words as irrefutable proof of Manning’s 
courage. 
 
© 2011 Amy Goodman 
 
 

20111221-09 17:47 Pam 
"’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’: How Student Debt Changed One Woman's 
Mind on ‘Christian Charity’" 

 
I encourage you to read Kristin Rawls' essay "I Can't Eat Your Prayers" in this edition of AlterNet. [See below. –
SteveB]  I guess I identify with her because I spent so many years in graduate school, living on education loans and 
a graduate assistantship to support my three kids.  I felt like Kristen: a woman who could "pass."  Pass for normal, 
middle-class, educated, and just like everyone else I passed in the hallways everyday.  Only I wasn't.  I was an 
authority figure of sorts to my students, a respected teacher to my colleagues, a successful graduate student to my 
professors, and I couldn't afford to take my kids to McDonald's.  One year my sons got their winter coats from a 
charity.  We had a wood stove for heat and no air conditioning—in NC.  All my kids began working as soon as they 
turned 15.  Two of them put themselves through college with Pell Grants and work because I couldn't afford to help 
them.  I have been where Kristen Rawls is, without the lupus.  I was able to pay off my enormous debt with an 
inheritance, which is all that kept me from going under financially.  Once I began teaching full time and moved into 
lower administration, I was able to get on my feet, but by then my kids were grown and on their own.  I help them 
now as much as I can, but I am so traumatized by those years of struggle that I live in fear of ending up under a 
bridge, irrational, I know, but true nonetheless. 
 
I figure if this young woman could have to courage to tell her story, I could find enough gumption to tell some of 
mine.  Most of my friends have always been better off than I; they are sympathetic, but I don't believe they really 
KNOW what poverty is like.  Financial hardship can happen to anyone.  No one, especially these days, should feel 
entirely safe.  The poor are not the "other;" they could be you or your kids or your parents.  At one point I cut my 
hair because I couldn't afford both shampoo AND conditioner to detangle it.  I bought my clothes at discount 
outlets and my furniture came from used furniture stores.  I say this not to elicit sympathy.  I did choose to live this 
way because I was so determined to get my PhD and couldn't imagine a life outside academia.  I loved teaching 



and studying and interacting with other intellectual people.  I thought I would die without that.  So my kids and I 
paid a heavy price for me to pursue my dreams.  Somehow I always knew that difficult time would end, and 
ultimately it did, but I will never be the same person who grew up in a nice, middle-class family, with a comfortable 
home and a new family car every year.  Where were my parents, you ask?  I never let them know the extent of my 
difficulties.  They knew about the As and my classes and how well my kids were doing;  that's all I wanted them to 
know.   
 
I'll probably regret posting this.  On the other hand, I've decided in my old age to try to tell the truth—unvarnished 
and without shame. 
 
Merry Christmas, everyone.  I love this group! 
 
 
"’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’: How Student Debt Changed One Woman's Mind on ‘Christian Charity’" by Kristin 
Rawls, AlterNet 
 
Dec. 19, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153485/) 
 
(From an evangelical home to over $100,000 in student loans and healthcare debt, one writer faces the ways in 
which even progressive Christianity comes up short.) 
 
I’m going to tell you a story. It’s the story of a good girl from a quiet town who prayed, studied hard, said no to 
drugs, and otherwise did everything she was told—and then went on to become Sallie Mae’s bitch and lost just 
about everything. This story is mine.  
 
I grew up in an evangelical home, and was an earnest “liberal-evangelical” into my early twenties. Now I think that 
my former religious faith—not unlike my faith in the U.S. higher education system—gave me a warped sense of 
optimism about the way the world works. I believed in faith-based platitudes, plus a few secular ones. Examples: 
 

1. God has a plan for my life. 
2. My whole future is ahead of me. 

 
Continue reading at AlterNet… 
 
 

20111221-10 18:47 SteveB Re: "’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’…” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
I love what you have to say here and I agree with all of it. I am so sorry you had to suffer! Like many of our group, 
it seems, I grew up in the middle class, but with not much left over for candy, so to speak. We were about as 
totally unaware of class distinctions as kids can be. And I was so lucky that, as a kid and, later, as a college 
student, I always knew I could count on my parents for support. For kids who have to worry about such things, it 
must be hard. Later, when I had three kids and my wife didn’t work, I lived by my wits alone and was lucky, but 
there were nights I simply couldn’t sleep because of the worry. I didn’t really have any backup. It’s not a fun way to 
live when you have rug-rats you kinda like and mine were the greatest. Once I lost a job at a bad time. It’s funny 
how that works. Often, the job can be there, then the company slightly redefines itself, maybe in a slightly more 
efficient way, and the job is not there, farewell, here’s your severance (generous) and maybe you could consult for 
us for a lot more money (and I did). But when I lost the job, I didn’t know what I was going to do. I couldn’t even 
tell my sweet wife. I would get-up, get ready for work, and leave as usual. I did that for about a week. Then I 
would go look for jobs. Finally, I told her. She’s wasn’t happy, but finally, it all worked out for the best. Lucky again. 
But it’s so easy not to be so lucky. 
 
I look at society now with a lot of time on my hands and a purpose, and whether I am sh*t or Shinola, it is an 
artist’s purpose, mainly to bend life into my poetry and storytelling. Then there is the fact that I’ve been here for a 
while now and have witnessed a fair amount of history as an interested observer. The two, together, give one a 
strange focus. I think that if a person can grow…”older”…without becoming senile (stay active), cranky (I hate 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153485/
http://www.alternet.org/story/153485/


that), or selfish (we all hate that) then great, interesting things can be accomplished that can’t be done when you 
have to worry about making money all the time to survive. 
 
And with that focus, it is easy to see some of the faults of society that must be fixed. I love America. I love its 
people even more. When its people cannot lead lives of dignity, we all suffer. When students, who are our future, 
are forced to take-on poverty inducing debt, we put that future in great jeopardy. When teachers at any level, 
because of the incredibly crucial work they do, are not rewarded with lives of simple dignity, the future of us all 
suffers. These problems are simply intolerable to me in my America. This is not how I want my fellow citizens to be 
treated. 
 
If I must pay more, if we all must pay more, surely we want education fixed. I want the brightest half of high-
school graduates to go to college for free, unless their parents are rich. The rich have more than convinced me that 
they don’t need or want government benefits, so be it. Teachers must be plentiful and paid a living wage. I want 
foreign languages taught to almost all, from kindergarten up. 
 
Yet, like healthcare, education must somehow become more efficient. Are we stupid or what? Can’t we do 
something? Maybe that top half of students could take-on a little more responsibility for their own educations, 
starting at the junior high or high school level? Couldn’t we get more college students involved on a voluntary 
basis? Couldn’t computers and the internet help? What are we waiting for? We can end up with fewer teachers 
more fully employed if they have enough help, so that students gain teacher time, not have it reduced. But the 
country must face this reality: teachers should make good money and the total cost of K-12 will rise. It must. 
 
I want everyone possible to go to public schools and I want them to be good enough that almost everyone wants to 
go there. I think public schools are the great equalizer of American society and are one of our great treasures. It is 
also more cost efficient, just like with health insurance, to have as many students in the system as possible, not in 
private schools or home schooled. We need to find a way to maintain local control, while finding a way to more and 
better funding. 
 
I agree with Ron Paul. I don’t think the Republican wars that have bankrupted us have made us safer or more 
secure and have, in fact, made us many enemies, thus making us less safe and secure in the world. Let’s take that 
money from “Defense” and spend it on the future. One way is to improve the education of our children and the lives 
of those involved. Why not? 
 
 

20111221-11 23:21 SteveG Fw: Important Legislative Update on Medicare’s SGR 

 
from Patients’ Action Nework (AMA): 
 
Debate in Congress has raged over the last few weeks concerning Medicare's flawed sustainable growth rate (SGR) 
formula and what must be done to prevent an end-of-year 27.4 percent physician payment cut that would put 
Medicare patients' access to quality care at serious risk. 
 
Unfortunately, efforts have now stalled as we head into the holidays and the status of the critical SGR issue remains 
in limbo. 
 
The following legislative update will help give you the lay of the land on Capitol Hill as we prepare to re-double our 
efforts in January on this critical issue. 
 
Votes on H.R. 3630. As originally passed by the House on December 13 by a vote of 234-193, the legislation would 
have provided Medicare physician payment updates of 1 percent a year for two years, followed by a return to the 
current negative trend line produced by the sustainable growth rate (SGR) formula. But, due to disagreements over 
financial offsets and other policy issues unrelated to the SGR, the legislation could not attract a sufficient number of 
votes to pass the Senate. 
 
On December 17, the Senate voted 89-10 to pass an amended version of the bill that would extend all the expiring 
policies, including current Medicare physician payment rates, for two months. The rationale for the short-term 



extension was to avoid disruptions on January 1 and provide time for further negotiations on financing longer-term 
extensions. 
 
House action on December 20. Following the Senate's action, a significant number of House Republicans expressed 
strong opposition to the two-month extension, and several relevant votes were scheduled for December 20. Most 
important of these, the House approved a resolution by a vote of 229-193 to disagree with the Senate and appoint 
members to a House-Senate conference committee, which would be charged with working out differences between 
the two versions of the bill. 
 
Prior to the House vote that day, the Senate leadership announced that the Senate would not reconvene over the 
holidays to engage in further negotiations and votes. In addition, members of the House departed for the holidays, 
after being informed that they could be called back to Washington on short notice. At this time, it does not appear 
likely that the outstanding issues will be resolved before January 1. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up. 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org    FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 

 
 
INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year to All! 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 23, 2011) 
 
 

 
 
 
This is our new Nativity we’re so proud of. It’s a one-of-a-kind ceramic sculpture by a local Indian artist named 
Tiburcio. (For scale, it’s about 15” wide and 9” tall.) My photo doesn’t really do it justice. We love its innocence, 
sweetness, and life. This is what the world was like before Republicans got to it. JUST KIDDING! Let’s have peace 
on Earth, at least this time of year. May blessings rain down on all, just as the tropical showers renew life in 
Amazonia. 
 
The Friends of the Middle Newsletter will continue on Jan. 2, 2012, stronger than ever, with more than 150 
subscribers. Thank you all for your contributions and for caring. See you next year! Have a happy… 
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20111222-01 07:33 SteveG 
“Mitt Romney Flip-Flops on Iraq: GOP Candidate Says 'We Would Not Have 
Gone In' If We Knew There Were No Weapons of Mass Destruction” (to 
SteveM) 

 
It looks to me like even Republicans now know there were no WMD’s and that the war was a waste and a huge 
mistake. Even the generals seem to think so now. George W is destined for the lowest trash bin of history. He 
bankrupted the country for nothing. He made us less safe. He made us broke. He made us a laughing stock. Things 
are better now. Wonder why? 
 
Or, maybe I could be wrong this time around? Who’s your candidate? I like Ron Paul. 
 
 
“Mitt Romney Flip-Flops on Iraq: GOP Candidate Says 'We Would Not Have Gone In' If We Knew There Were No 
Weapons of Mass Destruction” (w/video), by Huffington Post 
 
Dec. 22, 2011, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/12/22/mitt-romney-iraq-war-position_n_1164384.html) 
 
Mitt Romney, speaking on Wednesday to NBC News' Chuck Todd, seemed to shift positions on the Iraq War. 
 
As highlighted by New York Magazine's Jonathan Chait, Romney explained to Todd, "If we knew at the time of our 
entry into Iraq that there were no weapons of mass destruction, if somehow we had been given that information, 
obviously we would not have gone in." 
 
The former Massachusetts governor then gave a more detailed response: 
 

Todd: "You don't think we would have gone in?"  
 
Romney: "Well of course not. The president went in based upon intelligence that they had weapons of 
mass destruction. Had he known that that was not the case, the U.N. would not have put forward 
resolutions authorizing this type of action. The president would not have been pursuing that course. But we 
did not know that. Based upon what we knew at the time, we were very much under the impression as a 
nation, our president was under the impression, that they had weapons of mass destruction, that Saddam 
Hussein was intent on potentially using those weapons, and so he took action based upon what he knew. 
But to go back and say, well knowing what we know now would we have gone in. Well, knowing what we 
know now, they did not have weapons of mass destruction, there would have been no effort on the part of 
our president or others to take military action." 

 
Chait points out that Romney previously took a much different position on the conflict. Per The New York Times, 
moderator Tim Russert asked Romney during a 2008 presidential debate if the Iraq War was "a good idea worth the 
cost in blood and treasure we have spent." Romney answered, "It was the right decision to go into Iraq. I 
supported it at the time; I support it now." As Chait explains, Romney's debate answer came at a time when it was 
already clear that Iraq possessed no weapons of mass destruction. 
 
Romney's latest comments come only a few days after the U.S. marked the end of the nearly nine year conflict. The 
Republican contender has not been shy in his criticism of President Obama's handling of the troop withdrawal. This 
past Sunday, BBC News reported that Romney said, "I think we're going to find that this president, by not putting in 
place a status-of-forces agreement with the Iraqi leadership, has pulled our troops out in a precipitous way and we 
should have left 10-, 20-, 30,000 personnel there to help transition to the Iraqis' own military capabilities." 
 
 

20111222-02 07:44 SteveB Video: Cat Soothes Crying Baby 

 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/12/20/cat-soothes-crying-baby-video_n_1160759.html?ref=mostpopular 
 
 

20111222-03 10:36 Larry Re: Video: Cat Soothes Crying Baby (reply to SteveB, above) 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/12/22/mitt-romney-iraq-war-position_n_1164384.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/12/20/cat-soothes-crying-baby-video_n_1160759.html?ref=mostpopular


 
Neat cat! Thanks. 
 
 

20111222-04 10:48 Beth Re: "’I Cannot Eat Your Prayers’…” (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #40) 

 
Thanks for your story, Pam.  It is very powerful. 
 
 

20111222-06 12:59 SteveG Quote: About Senator John Boehner 

 
Best quote I have heard lately:  “Negotiating with Boner is like trying to nail Jell-O to the wall.” 
 
 

20111222-05 11:43 SteveB Fw: The Battle to Stop Internet Censorship (from MoveOn) 

 
from MoveOn: 
 
I just had a meeting with Senator Ron Wyden of Oregon, our champion fighting against Internet censorship. He 
asked me to thank you for all the hard work you've done to help stop Internet censorship. 
 
We can be thankful this holiday season that the Internet as we know it is safe. We stopped lobbyists 
from big record and movie companies and the Chamber of Commerce from giving themselves the ability to demand 
that the government shut down websites they're uncomfortable with without due process. 
 
But this fight is not over. The big corporations that want this legislation rammed through are still going to push hard 
for it in early 2012. 
 
MoveOn members, along with other progressive organizations, entrepreneurs, tech companies, and free speech 
advocates, created tremendous public pressure to block this legislation. The House version of the Internet 
Censorship Act stalled during its House Judiciary Committee hearing last week.1 The Senate version has been 
punted to next year, and Sen. Wyden has reaffirmed his promise to filibuster the legislation.2 

 
We've got to stay committed to protecting the Internet. In early January we'll need to go to bat for this 
again to stop Internet censorship with more action and energy. In the meantime, enjoy the Internet, and thanks for 
all you do. 
 
–Garlin, Daniel, Elena, Stefanie, and the rest of the team 
 
1. "Stop Online Piracy Act Vote Delayed," Wired, December 16, 2011, 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268935&id=34084-20195165-_mIWWtx&t=1. 
 
2. "Wyden Delivers Floor Speech on the Motion to Proceed to Protect IP," Senator Ron Wyden, December 17, 2011, 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268936&id=&id=34084-20195165-_mIWWtx&t=2. 
 
 

20111222-07 17:29 SteveG Fw: DCCC Petition: Tell Sen. Boehner to Stop the Payroll Tax Hike! 

 
[Flash! The House passed the two-month extension at the last minute. –SteveB] 
 
 
from DCCC: 
 
Thanks to tremendous grassroots support, we are aggressively holding Tea Party Republicans accountable for 
blocking a payroll tax cut for the middle class and leaving for their holiday vacation. 
 

http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268935&id=34084-20195165-_mIWWtx&t=1
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=268936&id=&id=34084-20195165-_mIWWtx&t=2


As Republicans try to walk away from the American people, we've just launched: 
 

http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1d8/970424926/VEsH/. 
 
HowTheGOPStoleChristmas.com, so you and your friends can send a message to Speaker Boehner telling him to 
stop the middle class tax increase before it's too late. 
 
After you send your message, forward this email to 3 friends and share the site on Facebook and Twitter: 
 

http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1da/970424926/VEsC/. 
 

http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1d8/970424926/VEsD/. 
 
Your pressure on House Republicans is paying off.  Take a look at some of the headlines across the country blasting 
Republicans for irresponsibly leaving Washington and forcing a $1,000 tax hike on 160 million middle income 
Americans on January 1st. 
 

• CBS News: House GOP Takes a Political Beating in Payroll Tax Fight [12/21/11] 
• ABC: House Republicans Under Attack in Payroll Tax Standoff [12/21/11] 
• LA Times: House GOP hearing it from all sides over payroll tax cut [12/21/11] 
• Washington Post: Dems Go On Offense Over GOP Payroll Tax Cut Opposition [12/19/11] 
• The Hill: DCCC Unleashing Carville on House GOP [12/19/11] 

 
Even some of their own party are calling out House Republicans on their recklessness. More than 235,000 
individuals have signed our petition telling House Republicans to stand with the middle class, not the Tea Party, and 
support the payroll tax cut compromise before it's too late. Let's keep the pressure on Republicans. If you haven't 
already, sign our petition: 
 

http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1d8/970424926/VEsA/. 
 
Thank you, Robby Mook, DCCC Executive Director 
 
 

20111222-09 19:16 Cândida Fw: Petition Site: Stop the Abuse of Homeless Pets in Russia! 

 
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/24/stop-the-mass-killing-and-poisoning-of-homeless-pets-in-russia/ 
 
 

20111222-10 22:42 SteveG Fw: Privatizing Money (from Alan Grayson) 

 
from Alan Grayson: 
 
WHAT THE EUROPEAN BANKS GOT FOR CHRISTMAS: 
 

http://grayson.salsalabs.com/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c=8ocQsHYnGwZshtRsn%2FlOBvnelx37cf0s. 
 
Yesterday, the European Central Bank (ECB) announced that it will hand out $645,000,000,000 in three-year loans 
to European banks. Which the ECB printed out of thin air, like Monopoly money! The interest rate will be one 
percent per year. 
 
The ECB will not be lending this money to the Government of Greece, even though that government is running a 
budget deficit of just under 10% of GDP – and the Greek GDP dropped by 5% this year.  The Government of 
Greece is now paying 37% per year on its ten-year bonds, when it can borrow anything at all. 
 

http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1d8/970424926/VEsH/
http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1da/970424926/VEsC/
http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1d8/970424926/VEsD/
http://www.dccc.org/page/m/1d63c853/1b4e9c00/396b807e/4e0ce1d8/970424926/VEsA/
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/24/stop-the-mass-killing-and-poisoning-of-homeless-pets-in-russia/
http://grayson.salsalabs.com/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c=8ocQsHYnGwZshtRsn%2FlOBvnelx37cf0s


The ECB will not be lending this money to the people of Spain, even though official unemployment in Spain is now 
at 23%.  Spain’s Economy Minister said recently that “Spain faces its deepest recession in half a century.”  Tough 
luck; their Christmas tree has nothing under it. 
 
And when the European banks get this $645 billion, to whom will the banks be lending?  Anybody, or nobody.  No 
strings attached.  They can borrow from the ECB at 1%, lend it back to the German Government at 2%, lock in that 
profit, and take the next three years off. 
 
I just have one question. Why? 
 
The world continues to face the greatest economic crisis since the Great Depression.  Unemployment throughout 
Europe is over ten percent.  Entire national governments are on the verge of going broke.  Why would anyone think 
that THE THING THAT WE HAVE TO DO RIGHT NOW is to hand out $645 billion in more funny money to the banks?  
In Europe or anywhere else? 
 
The ECB is a public institution.  How can it possibly justify yet another bailout for selfish private interests, while the 
public is sent straight to hell? 
 
If a Martian were to land in Paris today, and just read the headlines of the newspapers today, he could reach only 
one conclusion.  That there has been a coup in Europe, the banks are now in charge, and they’re grabbing 
everything that they can get their hands on. 
 
Mark my words:  at some point, people are just not going to take it anymore. 
 
Courage, Alan Grayson 
 
 

20111222-08 17:29 Tom Fw: Teaching Math in Britain Over the Years 

 
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB] 
 
Teaching Math in Britain 
 
1. Teaching Math in 1970: A logger sells a truckload of timber for £100. His cost of production is 4/5 of the price. 
What is his profit? 
 
2. Teaching Math in 1980: A logger sells a truckload of timber for £100. His cost of production is 80% of the 
price. What is his profit? 
 
3. Teaching Math in 1990: A logger sells a truckload of timber for £100. His cost of production is £80. How much 
was his profit? 
 
4. Teaching Math in 2000: A logger sells a truckload of timber for £100. His cost of production is £80 and his 
profit is £20. Your assignment: Underline the number 20. 
 
5. Teaching Math in 2005: A logger cuts down a beautiful forest because he is selfish and inconsiderate and 
cares nothing for the habit of animals or the preservation of our woodlands. Your assignment: Discuss how the 
birds and squirrels might feel as the logger cut down their homes just for a measly profit of £20. 
 
6. Teaching Math in 2009: A logger is arrested for trying to cut down a tree in case it may be offensive to 
Muslims or other religious groups not consulted in the felling licence. He is also fined a £100 as his chainsaw is in 
breach of Health and Safety legislation as it deemed too dangerous and could cut something.. He has used the 
chainsaw for over 20 years without incident however he does not have the correct certificate of competence and is 
therefore considered to be a recidivist and habitual criminal. His DNA is sampled and his details circulated 
throughout all government agencies. He protests and is taken to court and fined another £100 because he is such 
an easy target. When he is released he returns to find Gypsies have cut down half his wood to build a camp on his 



land. He tries to throw them off but is arrested, prosecuted for harassing an ethnic minority, imprisoned and fined a 
further £100. While he is in jail again the Gypsies cut down the rest of his wood and sell it on the black market for 
£100 cash. They also have a departure BBQ of squirrel and pheasant and leave behind several tons of rubbish and 
asbestos sheeting. The forester on release is warned that failure to clear the fly tipped rubbish immediately at his 
own cost is an offence. He complains and is arrested for environmental pollution, breach of the peace and invoiced 
£12,000 plus VAT for safe disposal costs by a regulated government contractor. Your assignment: How many times 
is the logger going to have to be arrested and fined before he realizes that he is never going to make £20 profit by 
hard work, give up, sign onto the dole and live off the state for the rest of his life? 
 
7. Teaching Math in 2010: A logger doesn’t sell a lorry load of timber because he can’t get a loan to buy a new 
lorry because his bank has spent all his and their money on a derivative of securitised debt related to sub- prime 
mortgages in Alabama and lost the lot with only some government money left to pay a few million pound bonuses 
to their senior directors and the traders who made the biggest losses. The logger struggles to pay the £1,200 road 
tax on his old lorry however, as it was built in the 1970s it no longer meets the emissions regulations and he is 
forced to scrap it. Some Bulgarian loggers buy the lorry from the scrap merchant and put it back on the road. They 
undercut everyone on price for haulage and send their cash back home, while claiming unemployment for 
themselves and their relatives. If questioned they speak no English and it is easier to deport them at the 
governments expense. Following their holiday back home they return to the ****UK**** with different names and 
fresh girls and start again. The logger protests, is accused of being a bigoted racist and as his name is on the side 
of his old lorry he is forced to pay £1,500 registration fees as a gang master. The Government borrows more money 
to pay more to the bankers as bonus's are not cheap. The parliamentarians feel they are missing out and claim the 
difference on expenses and allowances.  You do the math. 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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INDEX: Click here. 
 
 

Republicans Kick the Year Off Right 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 31, 2011) 
 
 

 
 

 
 
I hope you all had a great New Year’s Eve celebration and that you’re none the worse for wear. 
 
Tomorrow, the Republicans kick-off the 2012 Presidential Primaries with a little fireworks of their own and the Iowa 
Caucuses. Just based on things I’ve read, without having looked at any polls for a while, I’m going to make my 
predictions based on instinct: 
 

1. Ron Paul (Iowa is crazy) 
2. Mitt Romney (the guy they want but don’t want) 
3. Ron Santorum (he’s worked hard, but still a zero) 
4. Rick Perry (“Oops!”) 

http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/
mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com


5. Newt Gingrich (despite crying) 
6. Jon Huntsman (doubtfully) 
7. Michele Bachmann (hopefully) 

 
Soon, we shall see. 
 
 
 

20111223-01 09:20 Pam Re: Alan Grayson, Privatizing Money (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #41) 

 
Yikes.  History will remember this era as "The Great Collapse." 
 
 

20111223-02 11:14 SteveG 
“Trump Thinks African-American Vote Would Propel Him to 3rd Party 
Win” 

 
from “Trump Thinks African-American Vote Would propel Him to 3rd Party Win” by Henry Decker, The National 
Memo 
 
Dec. 22, 2011 (http://nationalmemo.com/article/trump-thinks-african-american-vote-would-propel-him-3rd-party-
win-video) 
 
Reality TV star Donald Trump is continuing to hint at a third party presidential bid, telling Fox News' Greta van 
Susteren that he could defeat President Obama in a hypothetical match-up -- by winning African-American voters 
away from the nation's first black president. 
 
"I think I’d get a great cross-section," Trump told Van Susteren. "I think I’d get Hispanic votes, frankly. I think — 
and people smile when I say it — I think I’d do great with the African American votes. I think I’d do great with 
that." 
 
 

20111223-03 11:19 Anonymous What Happened Yesterday Just Before Boehner Caved? 

 
Thought your crew may be interested that when I got to work yesterday morning and checked my Google news 
feed, the first listed article in the National News section bore this headline: 
 
“Rove Tells Boehner to Cave on Tax” 
 
How many more days of criticism will the House GOP endure over its failure to pass a payroll-tax extension? The 
latest turn of the screw: GOP star strategist Karl Rove publicly urged House Speaker John Boehner to cave and pass 
the bill, saying the party has already "lost the optics on it." Meanwhile, in interviews with 10 current and former 
congressional Republican advisers, The Washington Post notes a “recurring critique” of House Speaker John 
Boehner and Majority Leader Eric Cantor for failing to warn their Senate counterparts of House opposition—a failure 
that allowed nearly all Senate Republicans to vote in favor of the extension. A top House GOP aide called the Senate 
bill “disastrously bad” and say the House rank and file want leadership to better defend their position. 
 
 
Article is now: “House Republicans Face Pressure on Extension of Payroll Tax Cut” by Paul Kane, Washington Post 
Dec. 22, 2011, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/house-republicans-face-pressure-on-extension-of-payroll-
tax-cut/2011/12/21/gIQA7nLJAP_story.html) 
 
 
What's REALLY interesting about this is that the Washington Post internet reference here doesn't mention Karl Rove 
any longer.  But about an hour and a half later, the news went around that Boehner had surrendered. 
 

http://nationalmemo.com/article/trump-thinks-african-american-vote-would-propel-him-3rd-party-win-video
http://nationalmemo.com/article/trump-thinks-african-american-vote-would-propel-him-3rd-party-win-video
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-57346952-503544/karl-rove-piles-on-tells-republicans-to-cut-bait-in-tax-standoff/
http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2011/12/capitol-stand-off-republicans-caving/
http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2011/12/capitol-stand-off-republicans-caving/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/house-republicans-face-pressure-on-extension-of-payroll-tax-cut/2011/12/21/gIQA7nLJAP_story.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/house-republicans-face-pressure-on-extension-of-payroll-tax-cut/2011/12/21/gIQA7nLJAP_story.html


None of the news articles released since mentions that Rove has any opinion at all, but you can still find 
references... 
 
http://www.thedailybeast.com/cheats/2011/12/22/gop-continues-tax-squabbling.html 
 
Unlike this one, most of the others seem to have been redacted to exclude any mention of Mr Rove. The cached 
stuff on Google still mentions it. But when you follow the link, to the "original" articles, there's just no "Rove" 
there... 
 
Golly. Wouldn't do at all to show the public how the Grand Old Party really works, would it? 
 
Ever read The Spike, by Borchgrave and Moss? Great book, if a little dated to the Viet Nam era.  But that kind of 
stuff is still going on, even though it's no longer the KGB pulling the strings: just somebody else who read their 
playbook. 
 
http://www.amazon.com/Spike-Arnaud-
Borchgrave/dp/0517536242/ref=sr_1_1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1324653377&sr=1-1 
 
 

20111223-04 12:50 SteveG 
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Tell President Obama to Stop the Keystone 
XL Pipeline! 

 
from CREDO Action: 
 

http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/keystone_timeline/?r=239724&id=32546-3891339-TzcuBIx. 
 
 

20111223-05 14:58 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Tell President Obama to Support Increased Fuel 
Efficiency for Cars! 

 
from Care2: 
 

http://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/414/576/205/?z00m=20158992. 
 
 

20111223-06 16:39 SteveG “Who Will Fix the U.S. Economy?” 

 
“Who Will Fix the U.S. Economy?” by Henry Mintzberg, NationofChange 
 
Dec. 23, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/who-will-fix-us-economy-1324655842) 
 
Much commentary about the American economy nowadays leaves the impression that economists should fix its 
problems. But Washington is teeming with smart economists, and the problems remain. 
 
An economy is like a cloud: only when inside does one realize how diffuse it is – and that what matters are the 
particles of vapor that it comprises. 
 
Likewise, an economy is an accumulation of transactions involving goods and services, mostly carried out by 
business enterprises. Their behaviors are what matters, and they cannot be adequately perceived from the distant 
perspective of economic models and statistics, but only on the ground – where an economy is built, where it breaks, 
and where it must be fixed. 
 
On the ground, there are two kinds of enterprises: those that rely on exploration, and those that rely on 
exploitation. Every economy has both, but a healthy one favors the explorers. This fosters the sense of enterprise 
that made the United States such an economic powerhouse. Unfortunately, the American economy now favors the 
exploiters. 

http://www.thedailybeast.com/cheats/2011/12/22/gop-continues-tax-squabbling.html
http://www.amazon.com/Spike-Arnaud-Borchgrave/dp/0517536242/ref=sr_1_1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1324653377&sr=1-1
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http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/keystone_timeline/?r=239724&id=32546-3891339-TzcuBIx
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/414/576/205/?z00m=20158992
http://www.nationofchange.org/who-will-fix-us-economy-1324655842


 
Economic development proceeds through a cycle that begins with young, exploring enterprises introducing new 
products, services, and processes. Over time, however, as they succeed, many explorers become exploiters. They 
saturate their markets, run out of new ideas, and get lazy. They then extend their product lines instead of 
developing new products; cut costs by putting pressure on their workers; lobby governments for favorable 
treatment; merge with competitors to reduce competition; and manipulate customers to squeeze out every last 
penny. 
 
This, of course, makes these enterprises vulnerable to the creative challenges of the next wave of explorers – the 
fast new firms that confront the fat old corporations – and the cycle of destruction and reconstruction begins anew. 
 
Contrast this with the America of bailouts, where the fat are considered “too big to fail.” In fact, many are too big – 
or at least too mismanaged – to succeed. How else to explain why major banks and insurance companies bet their 
futures on mortgages that a little investigation would have shown to be junk? Their senior managers either didn’t 
know, or cynically thought that they could get away with it, while the rest of their managers either didn’t care, or 
couldn’t get through to their bosses. 
 
This American problem goes far beyond the bailouts. For every Apple and Google – explorers par excellence – count 
the energy companies with their cozy tax deals, the defense contractors that live off government budgets, and the 
pharmaceutical companies that buy their innovations and price what the market will bear, thanks to patents that 
governments grant, but without policing their holders. 
 
On top of this, many US startups now leap into exploitation. Whereas America’s entrepreneurs had traditionally 
been inclined to create sustainable legacies, now many of them strive for an early IPO that will let them cash out 
quickly. This can be terribly dysfunctional, cutting off much of what still must be learned. 
 
When economists boast about America’s great productivity, what they have in mind is exploration – finding ways to 
do things better, especially through superior processes. But much of this “productivity” has in fact been 
destructively exploitative. Think of all the corporations that have fired great numbers of people at the drop of a 
share price, leaving behind underpaid, overworked employees and burned-out managers, while the CEOs escape 
with their bonuses. 
 
To see where this leads, imagine a company that fires all of its workers and then ships its orders from stock. 
Economic statistics would record this as highly productive – until, of course, the company runs out of stock. 
American enterprise is running out of stock. 
 
Seen in this way, there is no quick fix for America’s current economic problems. Firing workers or even printing 
money can be easy; changing dysfunctional behaviors is not. The U.S. economy will have to be fixed by its 
enterprises, one by one, on the ground. Attitudes will have to change, and this will demand great dedication and 
patience – traits that seem to be in short supply in the U.S. today. 
 
The place to start is America’s executive suites, which should be cleared of mercenaries in order to encourage real 
leadership. That is the easy part: get rid of the obscene compensation packages and watch the mercenaries 
disappear. People who care about building and sustaining decent enterprises – and who understand that doing so is 
a team exercise – can then take over. 
 
Successful enterprises take time to create – time spent on inventing better products, serving customers more 
effectively, and supporting workers in ways that enhance their commitment. Symbols matter, too: the term “human 
resources,” for example, should be retired, because a great enterprise is a community of engaged human beings, 
not a collection of detached capital. 
 
Public support should be shifted from protecting large established corporations to encouraging the growth of newer 
enterprises. And startups should be discouraged from rushing into the embrace of the stock market’s short-sighted 
analysts (and many an established corporation should be encouraged to escape that embrace). At the same time, 
regulation and taxation should be used to rein in disruptive day trading and other exploitative speculation that 
crowds out sustainable investment and disrupts regular business activities. 



 
Above all, what the American economy needs now are managers who know and care about their businesses. Armies 
of MBAs who have been trained to manage everything in general but nothing in particular are part of the problem, 
not the solution. So are economists who study clouds without ever getting wet. 
 
 

20111223-07 18:00 Pam 
“President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military Detention 
Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” 

 
I just read the piece below on Obama's failure to veto the bill authorizing the indefinite detention of American 
citizens.  My stomach feels like I just dropped down an elevator shaft.  I am currently reading a novel by Helen 
Dunmore called The Betrayal, about the Soviet Union after WW II under Stalin.  It is totally chilling and reminds me 
a lot of Eugenia Ginsburg's memoirs about her years in Soviet prisons and camps.  So many innocent people were 
utterly destroyed and for no good reason.  I've also read Arthur Koestler's Darkness at Noon, another prison novel 
about the show trials in the '30s.  I see so many signs in America today that remind me of these books.  It's as if 
there is a creeping tide moving incrementally closer to us, so slowly that we don't even notice.  There's the big stuff 
like Citizens United (what a euphemism!), this latest failure by Obama, the pandering to the Tea Party, the 
ridiculous accusations.  But there are other things too that don't even seem related to government.  The new mania 
for assessment is one.  Hitler's and Stalin's regimes were notorious for their precise record-keeping.  Having the 
right forms was a matter of life and death.  What do we have?  Our schools and universities are increasingly choked 
by demands for "accountability" and quantifiable "student outcomes."  Teachers have to follow a prescribed 
curriculum.  University professors have to submit lengthy syllabi and what amount to contracts with their students 
that cover all contingencies, and these documents have to follow a prescribed protocol so they are all uniform.  
These documents are time-consuming and pointless, so most professors, especially young ones, simply sigh and fill 
out the bloody things.  Anyone who objects is a "trouble maker" who probably ought to retire. 
 
We require immigrants to carry ID.  Most of us are already in the system through our credit cards and cell phones.  
Intersections have cameras to photograph speeders or red-light runners.  Private homes have security systems, as 
if there were a major crime wave (yes, we have one).  The 2000 election was stolen, and there is no public outcry.  
Drip by drip the foundations of our democracy are being eroded, and most of us have lost trust in our political 
institutions.  I don't trust the Supreme Court; I don't trust the system for appointing federal judges; I certainly don't 
trust the Congress; and now I am forced to admit my doubts about Obama.  He says the right things, but look at 
what he does.  I thought Jimmy Carter was weak, but I trusted him.  I thought Nixon was a son of a bitch, but I 
didn't think he was trying to ruin the country.  I thought Reagan was a pawn of the Right, but I thought he was 
well-intentioned.  Maybe I was wrong about all of them.  I think the tide turned a long time ago, and we're only 
noticing it now because it is up to our necks. 
 
I read (in the New Yorker) that the thing Putin fears most is people in the streets.  We have seen time and again 
that the only way to change course is for masses of people to band together and create a rumpus.  I'm sure it 
worries you that freedom of the Internet is coming under attack.  It sure worries me.  I don't want to sound like I'm 
up on a soap box.  I've never been much of an activist, and I'm always a bit leery of people who pursue a cause 
with what seems to me like an excess of zeal.  Something in me always wonders if they are a little bit crazy.  But 
the fracturing of America is truly frightening to me.  I'm not personally afraid--unless there's a revolution of the 
wrong sort, in which case those of us on this list will be among the first to go.  I do worry about the world my 
beloved grandsons will inherit.  Politics always changes eventually.  No single system lasts forever.  But if our 
climate alters the earth's atmosphere beyond our ability to live without catastrophic hardship, our politics will grow 
even more rancorous.  I fear we will destroy ourselves, intent on tearing each others' throats out as we all plunge 
off the last cliff 
 
 
“President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” by Brian 
Walker, NationofChange 
 
Dec. 23, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/president-obama-requested-removal-indefinite-military-detention-
exemptions-us-citizens-1324653317) 
 

http://www.nationofchange.org/president-obama-requested-removal-indefinite-military-detention-exemptions-us-citizens-1324653317
http://www.nationofchange.org/president-obama-requested-removal-indefinite-military-detention-exemptions-us-citizens-1324653317


Here is the full-text of a presidential order to indefinitely detain a US citizen under military conditions as an enemy 
combatant: 
 

TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
 
Based on the information available to me from all sources, 
 
REDACTED 
 
In accordance with the Constitution and consistent with the laws of the United States, including the 
Authorization for Use of Military Force Joint Resolution (Public Law 107-40); I, GEORGE W. BUSH, as 
President of the United States and Commander in Chief of the U.S. armed forces, hereby DETERMINE for 
the United States of America that: 

 
(1) Jose Padilla, who is under the control of the Department of Justice and who is a U.S. citizen, is, 
and at the time he entered the United States in May 2002 was, an enemy combatant; 
 
(2) Mr. Padilla is closely associated with al Qaeda, an international terrorist organization with which 
the United States is at war; 
 
(3) Mr. Padilla engaged in conduct that constituted hostile and warlike acts, including conduct in 
preparation for acts of international terrorism that had the aim to cause injury to or adverse effects 
on the United States; 
 
(4) Mr. Padilla possesses intelligence, including intelligence about personnel and activities of al 
Qaeda, that, if communicated to the U.S., would aid U.S. efforts to prevent attacks by al Qaeda on 
the United States or its armed forces, other governmental personnel, or citizens; 
 
(5) Mr. Padilla represents a continuing, present and grave danger to the national security of the 
United States, and detention of Mr. Padilla is necessary to prevent him from aiding al Qaeda in its 
efforts to attack the United States or its armed forces, other governmental personnel, or citizens; 
 
(6) it is in the interest of the United States that the Secretary of Defense detain Mr. Padilla as an 
enemy combatant; and 
 
(7) it is REDACTED consistent with U.S. law and the laws of war for the Secretary of Defense to 
detain Mr. Padilla as enemy combatant. Accordingly, you are directed to receive Mr. Padilla from the 
Department of Justice and to detain him as an enemy combatant. 
 

DATE: June 9, 2002 Signature 
 
[George Bush] 

 
In September of 2005 the Fourth Circuit of Appeals ruled on whether or not the president had the authority to 
declare a U.S. citizen (as above) an enemy combatant and then indefinitely detain him. The court ruled in the 
president's favor. 
 
The National Defense Authorization Act that originally passed through the Armed Services Committee was approved 
with provisions that explicitly exempted U.S. citizens from the indefinite detention language of section 1031 (which 
was re-numbered to 1021 immediately before it was passed) of the bill. This would have meant the legislation 
would have reduced the president’s powers to detain U.S. citizens. 
 
President Obama's administration intervened behind the scenes and requested that the specific exemptions for U.S. 
citizens from section 1031 (now 1021) be removed. 
 



The reasons for the President's veto threat were reported in such a way to suggest that the President was trying to 
protect U.S. citizens from questionable detention laws, the ACLU reported that Obama was threatening to veto the 
bill over the indefinite detention provisions, but new evidence shows this was not the case. 
 
Answering a question from Senator Udall about why the ASC did not exempt U.S. citizens before bringing the bill to 
the full congress, Senator Levin (and chairman of the Armed Services Committee) explained, “I wonder whether the 
senator is familiar with the fact that the language which precluded the application of section 1031 to American 
citizens was in the bill that we originally approved in the Armed Services Committee, and the administration asked 
us to remove the language which says that U.S. citizens and Lawful residents would not be subject to this section?” 
and continuing, “Is the senator familiar with the fact it was the administration that asked us to remove the very 
language which we had in the bill which passed the Committee and that we removed it at the request of the 
administration, that would have said the act  - that this determination - would not apply to U.S. citizens and lawful 
residents. I'm just wondering, was the senator familiar with the fact it was the administration which asked us to 
remove the very language, the absence of which is now objected to by the senator from Illinois?” 
 
The Obama administration specifically requested the removal of language which protected US citizens from 
indefinite detention by the military. After multiple attempts at amending the bill before final passage, the new 
language promises - instead of an explicit exemption - that it will not alter “existing law” in relation to the 
President’s authority to detain American citizens without trial. 
 
“Existing law” appears to already give the president the authority to detain U.S. citizens as enemy combatants 
without trial. Jose Padilla vs the 4th Circuit of Appeals ruled that the President did have the authority to indefinitely 
detain enemy combatants, regardless of if they are a U.S. citizen or not. Even before this, and even less well 
known, is that the United States of America has been in a presidentially declared state of emergency since 
September 14, 2001. While the state of emergency has a two year limitation rule under the National Emergencies 
Act, President Obama renewed it in 2009 and 2010, and again in September of 2011 so it is still in effect today. 
 
From Wikipedia: 
 

At least two constitutional rights are subject to revocation during a national state of emergency: 
 
1. The right of habeas corpus, under Article 1, Section 9; 
 
2. The right to a grand jury for members of the National Guard when in actual service, under Fifth 
Amendment. 
 

In the Fourth Circuit of Appeals ruling on whether or not the president had the authority to declare US 
citizens enemy combatants and indefinitely detain them, the court ruled that the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force passed by Congress after the terrorist attacks on 9/11/2001 granted him the authority to do 
so. 
 
Padilla v. Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals 

 
We understand the plurality’s reasoning in Hamdi to be that the AUMF authorizes the President to detain all those 
who qualify as "enemy combatants" within the meaning of the laws of war, such power being universally accepted 
under the laws of war as necessary in order to prevent the return of combatants to the battlefield during 10 
PADILLA v. HANFT conflict. Id. at 2640-41. Given that Padilla qualifies as an enemy combatant under both the 
definition adopted by the Court in Quirin and the definition accepted by the controlling opinion in Hamdi, his military 
detention as an enemy combatant by the President is unquestionably authorized by the AUMF as a fundamental 
incident to the President’s prosecution of the war against al Qaeda in Afghanistan. 
 
The Bush administration did give Padilla his day in court and eventually successfully convicted and sentenced him, 
but this does not change the ruling which determined he did not have to. 
 
Press Secretary Jay Carney released a written statement about Obama’s decision, “We have concluded that the 
[NDAA’s] language does not challenge or constrain the President’s ability to collect intelligence, incapacitate 



dangerous terrorists, and protect the American people,” and stated “The President’s senior advisers will not 
recommend a veto.” 
 
 

20111223-08 19:17 SteveG 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
My understanding is that Obama signed the bill but wrote an exception to the portion about detaining US citizens.  I 
further understand that this nullifies that portion – the process was used over 100 times by Bush and has been used 
10 times by Obama.  Dennis probably knows more about this process and if my understanding is accurate or out in 
left field. 
 
We are all up the creek and all the paddles have been stolen 
 
 

20111223-09 19:26 Dennis 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I just read an explanation by Senator Carl Levin who cited why this was not an abandonment of due process for 
American citizens.  It was convoluted one that only a lawyer could understand.  Since I scored abysmally on the law 
school entrance exam, I'm not the one to ask about this. 
 
 

20111223-10 20:40 SteveG 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to all, above) & “The 
Defense Bill Passed. So What Does It Do?” 

 
“The Defense Bill Passed. So What Does It Do?” by Adam Serwer, MotherJones 
 
Dec. 16, 2011, (http://motherjones.com/mojo/2011/12/defense-bill-passed-so-what-does-it-do-ndaa) 
 
 

20111223-11 21:39 Pam 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Thanks for the clarification.  It's not as bad as I thought, but we're still drifting… 
 
 

20111224-02 12:04 SteveG 
Re: “President Obama Requested the Removal of Indefinite Military 
Detention Exemptions for U.S. Citizens” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Drifting way too far to the right. 
 
 

20111223-12 21:14 SteveG “NLRB Could Be Shut Down in New Year” 

 
“NLRB Could Be Shut Down in New Year” by Chris Isidore, CNN Money 
 
Dec. 23, 2011, (http://money.cnn.com/2011/12/23/news/economy/nlrb/index.htm?source=cnn_bin) 
 
 

20111224-01 11:53 Jim Quote: James D. Miles on Character 

 

http://motherjones.com/mojo/2011/12/defense-bill-passed-so-what-does-it-do-ndaa
http://money.cnn.com/2011/12/23/news/economy/nlrb/index.htm?source=cnn_bin


 
 
 

20111224-03 12:20 SteveG “Mentally Ill Flood ER as States Cut Services” 

 
Having worked at a mental health center for 17 years, having worked with homeless/ill people, having seen shock 
treatments, having worked with people before they committed suicide, having helped people get their medication 
when they couldn’t afford it, having worked with mentally ill to become stable/employed/live within their 
community, having helped people move out of state institutions, I really find this article disturbing.  A really sad 
statement about our society and we are responsible. 
 
 
“Mentally Ill Flood ER as States Cut Services” by Julie Steenhuysen and Jilian Mincer, Reuters 
 
Dec. 24, 2011, (http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/12/24/us-usa-health-psychiatric-idUSTRE7BN06820111224) 
 
 

20111226-04 14:49 Pam 
Re: “Mentally Ill Flood ER as States Cut Services” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
This is so disturbing. 
 
We watched "Margin Call" the other night--about the collapse of what I assume is supposed to be Lehman Bros.  It 
was chilling.  It showed all the top executives scrambling around trying to avoid the inevitable catastrophe, and you 
feel sorry for them.  Lots of mistakes were made and warnings ignored, but you can't point the finger at any one 
person.  What you also see is these top executives getting huge packages when they get fired.  The ones at the top 
get golden parachutes.  The mentally ill and the destitute get their funding cut.  Life is not fair, but does it have to 
be quite so unfair? 
 
 

20111224-04 15:12 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Stop Organ Trafficking in Egypt! 

 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/12/24/us-usa-health-psychiatric-idUSTRE7BN06820111224


http://www.thepetitionsite.com/3/stop-organ-harvesting-of-refugees-in-egypt/ 
 
 

20111224-05 17:22 Pam Gingrich Fails to Get on Ballot in Virginia 

 
I just heard on the radio that Newt failed to qualify to be on the ballot in Virginia.  This is described as a huge 
embarrassment.  No kidding. 
 
 

20111224-06 18:21 SteveB Re: Gingrich Fails to Get on Ballot in Virginia (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Ya, Newt didn’t make it, nor Perry, though that might be a little more expected. I’m sure Cain wouldn’t have 
qualified either. I don’t think he or Newt have had any endgame plans. They were just in it to increase book sales 
and speech prices. Trump too, I’m sure (who has just changed his voter registration from Republican to 
Independent, something I’m sure the republican power brokers hate.) No one but Romney and Paul have any 
political organization to speak of. Only these four and Obama even tried to qualify in Virginia, the rest didn’t even 
try…Bachmann, et al. 
 
I don’t remember a time in American politics when candidates were so incompetent. In 2008, Republicans faulted 
Obama mightily for having no “executive” experience. I guess it does show he had none. But what I always replied 
was that he seemed to be pretty good at running a presidential campaign, which is not that easy. They said that 
was nothing. 
 
These Republican clowns are proving that maybe it isn’t that easy after all. Only Romney can do it and the Right 
hates him. Be prepared for at least one third party candidate. Maybe we could get lucky and both Ron Paul and the 
Donald would run, just to push their books, TV shows, etc., helping Obama win. 
 
In the Republican Party the dollar rules. Candidates are seriously pursuing publicity and dollars, but maybe not the 
presidency. 
 
 

20111224-07 20:17 SteveG Re: Gingrich Fails to Get on Ballot in Virginia (reply to Pam, above) 

 
Both failed to get the proper number of signatures required to be in the primary election.  Donnie has dropped his 
identity as a Republican so he may be able to run a third party candidate starting May 21, 2012.  Gary Johnson 
(former New Mexico governor) has withdrawn as a republican candidate and filed as a Libertarian candidate for 
president – plays a wicked piano.  And the round robin circus continues. 
 
 

20111225-01 17:09 SteveG “A Conservative Christmas Carol of Scrooge, Marley, Gingrich & Romney” 

 
http://www.nationofchange.org/conservative-christmas-carol-scrooge-marley-gingrich-and-romney-1324825478 
 
 

20111225-02 21:13 SteveG “Christmas Is No Time to Talk About War & Peace” 

 
http://www.truth-out.org/christmas-no-time-talk-about-war-and-peace/1324398991 
 
 

20111226-01 10:52 Art 
Re: “Christmas Is No Time to Talk About War & Peace” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Good stuff.  Thanks, Steve, and Merry Christmas to all. 
 
 

http://www.thepetitionsite.com/3/stop-organ-harvesting-of-refugees-in-egypt/
http://www.nationofchange.org/conservative-christmas-carol-scrooge-marley-gingrich-and-romney-1324825478
http://www.truth-out.org/christmas-no-time-talk-about-war-and-peace/1324398991


20111226-02 14:30 Dennis 
“Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality: Renegade Band of Economists 
Call for 'Degrowth' Economy” 

 
I don't suppose the article below will resonate with greedy, gluttonous Republicans, but as a supporter of Reverend 
Billy's Church of Stop Shopping, I say "hallelujah" to these economists.  The downside I see to degrowth is the 
question of having enough productive jobs for everyone who wants one.  Since socialist redistribution of wealth has 
proven to not be a particularly viable answer, I think some thinking outside the box will be necessary. 
 
“Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality: Renegade Band of Economists Call for 'Degrowth' Economy” by Christine 
MacDonald, AlterNet 
 
Dec. 23, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/story/153553/) 
 
In this country, shopping is not just a national pastime. Consumer spending, which makes up about 70 percent of 
the economy, is a sort of patriotic duty -- never more so than in the last four years of economic malaise. 
 
So news from the National Retail Federation that the country is on track for a record-breaking holiday shopping 
season -- $469.1 billion in sales, up 3.8 percent from last year -- could only be a good thing, right? 
 
But what if all roads to prosperity don't lead to the shopping mall, as most economists would have us believe? What 
if, in fact, all that shopping -- and the imperative to grow corporate profits quarter after quarter and continuously 
expand the economy -- was actually the root of many of the problems we face today? 
 
That's the view of a renegade but increasingly influential band of economists, who say the myth of perpetual 
economic growth and "the iron cage of consumerism" are the chief causes of world economic dysfunction and 
environmental crisis -- and the biggest obstacle to our very happiness. 
 
"Overwhelmingly, growth is seen as the solution to all problems, but growth is failing," says Herman Daly, a former 
World Bank economist who is also known as the father of "ecological economics," an offshoot of the same field that 
spawned Adam Smith three centuries ago but challenges many of the assumptions that classical economists hold 
dear. 
 
While the term may seem like an oxymoron to some, ecological economics places the economy inside the larger 
"ecosphere" that supports all life on Earth, rather than seeing the economy and job creation in direct opposition to 
environmental protection. That's an idea that has gained ground in recent years as businesses have become 
increasingly compromised by water and raw material scarcity, extreme weather, crop failures and other problems 
linked to global warming and environmental degradation. 
 
The problem, says Daly, is that the economy, once an inconsequentially small part of the natural world, has become 
so supersized that -- sort of like an ingrown toenail or an evasive Japanese knotweed bush -- it's now growing into 
the remaining ecosphere and jeopardizing our ecological life supports: things like drinkable water, fresh air and a 
stable climate. 
 
Those ideas can be found influencing, among other things, the slow money movement, D.I.Y. culture, modern 
barter systems, car sharing, and corporate sustainability rhetoric. They are also reflected in the views of ecologists 
such as Lester Brown and Jeremy Rifkin, the author, pundit and adviser to the European Union, as well as 
entrepreneurs such as Yvon Chouinard, founder of Patagonia, which ran an advertisement this holiday season 
urging consumers not to buy the pictured jacket and to think twice about making any purchases they don't really 
need. Even Unilever, the consumer goods conglomerate, has embarked on a corporate social responsibility 
campaign pledging to "decouple" its growth from its ecological footprint. 
 
Daly's work and the related "degrowth" movement have inspired books, academic conferences and documentaries. 
Even as such ideas struggle to gain purchase with the world's leading economists, they are blurring the lines 
between the economic and the environmental and acquiring new political dimensions, as well. 
 

http://www.alternet.org/story/153553/


"You can see it in the Occupy Wall Street movement; People are finally starting to say, what has growth done for 
us? It's simply increased the inequality in the country," Daly says. 
 
While some may see growing income disparity as a political issue and global warming as an environmental problem, 
Daly sees them both in economic terms. 
 
"What does the economy do when it runs into limits?" 
 
One of Daly's more prominent disciples, U.K. economist Tim Jackson, tends to agree in his report to the British 
government, later published in book form, titled: Prosperity Without Growth. Even the 2008 world financial meltdown 

can't be blamed simply on "isolated malpractice or simple failures of vigilance," Jackson writes, but that the market 
"was undone by growth itself." He goes on to suggest, "There is something odd about the modern refusal to 
countenance anything but growth at all costs." 
 
And world economic growth has been nothing short of astonishing in recent decades. Jackson notes that the global 
economy has doubled in size in the last quarter century, at the same time "an estimated 60 percent of the world's 
ecosystems have been degraded." 
 
Signs of Crisis 
 
Daly's steady state economy, which he first wrote about in the 1970s, isn't alone in calling attention to problems 
created by unchecked economic growth. Other works that waved red flags include Rachel Carson's 1962 
classic, Silent Spring, widely credited with launching the U.S. environmental movement; and Limits to Growth, the 

Club of Rome-commissioned study by a group of MIT economists, which caused public consternation when it first 
appeared four decades ago. 
 
Since then, evidence has continued to mount that humanity may be reaching the end of the road built by our 
Western industrial model with its assumptions that natural resources, and nature itself, are super-abundant. A few 
of the problems that have garnered headlines include the following: 
 

• Critical minerals are on the decline. 
• Experts worry that declining "energy quality" threatens growth, as the world's dwindling fossil fuel stores 

require more effort to extract. 
• Many countries including the world's biggest grain producers -- the U.S., India and China – are depleting 

their aquifers to keep bringing in the harvests. 
• Carbon emissions are reaching a dangerous level. 
• 2011 broke the record for extreme weather with 12 events costing $1 billion or more to clean up. 
• Plant and animal species are going extinct at unprecedented rates. 
• World population is growing and so is hunger. 
• We have already exceeded some important planetary boundaries. 

 
"One reason growth doesn't work is we've underestimated the ecological cost of growth, and overestimated the 
benefits of growth," Daly says. 
 
New Approaches 
 
Most people probably conjure up Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke or pundits like Mark Zandi, when thinking 
"economist." Daly started out similarly. He earned a PhD in economics at Vanderbilt University in the late 1960s, 
before setting off for Brazil, where he had landed a job in the northeast of the country preparing graduate students 
to follow his footsteps at U.S. universities. He says it was there that the environmental degradation he observed 
first made him challenge assumptions about resource abundance and capital scarcity that underpin classical 
economics. 
 
In the 1970s, Daly published books on the steady state economy, which laid out an alternative path for humanity 
that would substitute year-on-year growth with a system geared toward keeping the economy within the ecological 
boundaries of the planet. 



 
The books were received "violently," Daly, 73, quips today. But he thrived professionally, rising to the post of senior 
environmental economist at the World Bank until 1994, when he decamped for a teaching post at the University of 
Maryland and taught for several years before retiring. At the Bank, he was "a lonely voice of dissent in an 
organization that frowns on unbelievers," according to a 2003 profile in Grist that compared economics to a religion 
and Daly to an "arch-heretic, a member of the high priesthood turned renegade." 
 
Ecological economics got off the ground formally in the early 1980s, with an international professional society and 
an academic journal of the same name that Daly cofounded with Robert Costanza, director of the Institute for 
Sustainable Solutions at Portland State University. 
 
Today, U.S., European and Australian societies have also emerged as forums for a wide range of ideas about how 
best to strike an ecology-economy balance. There's plenty of disagreement within the field about how best to go 
about getting off the growth trendmill [“Treadmill”? –SteveB]. Daly's steady state economy, which envisions 
practically no more growth, is perhaps the purist and most cold-turkey approach. 
 
Some ecological economists such as William Rees and Costanza have done groundbreaking work helping to visualize 
the scope of the environmental-economic conundrum. Rees came up with the concept of the ecological footprint. 
Costanza was the lead author of a groundbreaking 1997 paper published in the journal, Nature, titled "The Value of 

the World's Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital." It tallied up the value of the planet's ecosystems in dollar 
terms -- between $16 trillion and $54 trillion a year. 
 
Others like the UK's Tim Jackson, Canadian Peter Victor and Australian Philip Lawn, a professor at Flinders 
University, Australia, focus on taking the ideas pioneered by Daly and putting them into practical use -- thinking 
through, for instance, how to "de-grow" the economy, essentially sending it into a planned recession, without 
throwing large numbers of people out of work. 
 
Daly says he's disappointed that more of the country's leading economists have not embraced his ideas but some 
experiments in low-growth living are underway around the world. 
 
In South London, the mixed-income BedZED development, and the Findhorn Ecovillage in Moray, Scotland are two 
developments that slash the carbon emissions of residents nearly in half compared to the U.K. average. They are 
part of a growing "ecovillage" movement, though critics suggest the promised emissions reductions are sometimes 
less dramatic than advertised. In the U.S., commercial builders are starting to construct "net zero" homes aimed at 
middle-class buyers, such as the new neighborhood going up in Fredrick, Md.'s historic downtown that uses a 
combination of insulation, geothermal heating and solar panels to generate all the energy needed to run the homes. 
 
On the city-scale, more than 1,000 U.S. cities have pledged to reduce their carbon emissions as part of U.S. 
Conference of Mayors' Climate Protection Agreement, and other cities around the world have taken even more 
aggressive measures. Malmö, Sweden, for instance, has pledged to be climate-neutral by 2020 and run the entire 
municipality on renewable energy by 2030. 
 
On a national scale, Daly says only the country of Bhutan has embraced larger changes with the substitution of its 
Gross National Happiness index in the place of the standard Gross National Product measurement. 
 
New ideas and shifting demographics, however, suggest the mantra of perpetual growth may not be forever after 
all. The International Energy Agency has released a report showing that it's possible to provide clean renewable 
electricity to the 1.3 billion people in the world living without it, with only "a negligible impact on energy security 
and climate change." 
 
Even Lester Brown, whose thought-provoking work has earned him a reputation as a Cassandra, is upbeat about a 
wind-powered new economy. He's predicting a 20 percent decline in U.S. carbon emissions by 2020 from the 2007 
level. In the last four years, the country's emissions have already fallen by 7 percent, a decline started by the 
economic recession but accelerating thanks to the phase-in of new lightbulbs and a major shift in the country away 
from the automobile as baby boomers retire and drive less and young people drive less. 
 



"Young people today are not part of a car culture as my generation was. They socialize with smart phones and over 
the Internet," Brown says. 
 
Money + Happiness 
 
Another reason to believe degrowing the economy, while not painless, may make us happier in the long run is a 
growing body of research comparing health and wellbeing across national borders and economic classes. As a billion 
poor people around the world already know and many Americans have found out as unemployment has spiked in 
this country in the last four years, money enough to ensure a roof over one's head, a full belly and other basic 
needs is very important to well-being. Beyond a certain subsistence level, however, some provocative research 
suggests money won't buy you love. 
 
In their 2009 book, The Spirit Level: Why More Equal Societies Almost Always Do Better, epidemiologists Richard G. 
Wilkinson and Kate Pickett argue that a society's overall happiness is linked to income equality. Not only do they 
argue that equality -- not more income or more consumption -- make us healthier and more contented, their 
research shows that less equal societies like the United States have higher rates of anxiety and illness, violence, 
teenage pregnancies, obesity, drug abuse and eroding public trust. And they tend to consume excessively, among 
other negative effects. 
 
"Wilkinson's and Pickett's work is unsettling to a lot of people since it basically says 'we the rich are wrecking the 
planet for no further gain.' In fact, many rich countries are going backwards," says William Rees, the Canadian 
economist who pioneered the concept of the ecological footprint. 
 
Public Awakening 
 
The latest report from the Yale Project on Climate Change Communication, released December 7, shows that 
climate denial is on the decline again in the United States, perhaps propelled by this year's extreme weather. 
 
While the percentage of people who understand global warming is happening has remained essentially unchanged 
since last May, at 63 percent, belief that human activity is fueling the warming edged up 3 points to 50 percent of 
those polled. Perhaps even more significantly, "A majority of Americans (57%) now disagree with the statement, 
'With the economy in such bad shape, the US can't afford to reduce global warming' -- an 8 point increase in 
disagreement since May 2011." 
 
Researchers say they were surprised that nearly 4 in 10 people surveyed said they had experienced the effects of 
global warming firsthand, perhaps signaling a shift toward viewing climate change as a current problem, not one 
looming off in a vague and distant future. And more than half saw a connection between global warming and 
growing poverty and said they are worried about running out of natural resources. 
 
A similarly serious public mood was captured in last week's forecast of holiday season sales put out by the National 
Retailers Federation. 
 
"They're still more cautious than in the past," Ellen Davis, an NRF vice president, told Bloomberg. While the story 
attributed the concern to continuing uncertainty over the economy and the political landscape in Washington, 
perhaps the country's continuing austere attitude isn't such a bad thing, though most observers don't expect it to 
last. 
 
Daly says he's not optimistic about the direction of the country, despite the growing interest in degrowing the 
economy and moving toward greener growth. "Green growth is better than brown growth," he says, "but the key 
problem is that you are going to have continued growth in a finite and entropic world." 
 
(Christine MacDonald is an environmental journalist and the author of Green Inc., An Environmental Insider Reveals 
How a Good Cause Has Gone Bad (The Lyons Press).) 
 
© 2011 Independent Media Institute. 
 



 

20111226-03 14:36 Pam Re: “Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality…” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
I read an article once that said there simply is not enough work in the world for every person, ie., the entire world 
population could be maintained by the work done by a subset of people, and they probably wouldn't have to work 
all that hard.  It's just that everything is distributed so unevenly. 
 
I go back and forth on this, but I am forming some new ideas and attitudes, which I will fill you in on later.  On the 
one hand, I support a simple, reasonable life style that doesn't gobble up too many of the earth's resources.  On 
the other, I would really like some new living room furniture.  I believe wanting things is a spur to achievement.  
Along with silk and faceted diamonds, we get antibiotics and cell phones.  Who's to say what we can live without? 
 
 

20111226-05 15:18 Dennis Re: “Goodbye 'Shop Til You Drop' Mentality…” (reply to Pam, above) 

 
The world is in a mess.  There is plenty of work everywhere to be done, but many jobs aren't profitable in a market 
economy.  And many jobs that are highly profitable aren't productive, such as speculating in derivatives, for 
example.  I've never met many people, even those on welfare in the inner city, who didn't want a job (although the 
entrepreneurs there, unlike the ones on Wall Street, usually end up in prison for engaging in the most profitable 
occupations). 
 
 

20111226-06 18:42 Dennis “President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” 

 
“President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” by John R. MacArthur, Harper’s 
 
December 14, 2011, (http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article29988.htm) 
 
As evidence of a failed Obama presidency accumulates, criticism of his administration is mounting from liberal 
Democrats who have too much moral authority to be ignored. 
 
Most prominent among these critics is veteran journalist Bill Moyers, whose October address to a Public Citizen 
gathering puts the lie to our barely Democratic president’s populist pantomime, acted out last week in a Kansas 
speech decrying the plight of “innocent, hardworking Americans.” In his talk, Moyers quoted an authentic Kansas 
populist, Mary Elizabeth Lease, who in 1890 declared, “Wall Street owns the country…. Money rules…. The 
[political] parties lie to us and the political speakers mislead us.” 
 
A former aide to Lyndon Johnson who knows politics from the inside, Moyers then delivered the coup de grace: 
“[Lease] should see us now. John Boehner calls on the bankers, holds out his cup, and offers them total obeisance 
from the House majority if only they fill it. Barack Obama criticizes bankers as fat cats, then invites them to dine at 
a pricey New York restaurant where the tasting menu runs to $195 a person.” 
 
As it happens, Moyers’s remarks anticipated the trenchant question posed in an interview by another prominent 
liberal, Barbara Ehrenreich, just after billionaire Michael Bloomberg and mayors of other cities cleared public spaces 
of Occupy Wall Street protesters: “Where in all this was Obama? Why couldn’t he have picked up the phone and 
called the mayors of Portland and Oakland and said: ‘Go easy on these people. They represent the anger and 
aspirations of the majority.’ Would that have been so difficult?” Well, yes, particularly if your principal occupation is 
shaking down bankers and brokers for campaign donations on the Upper East Side of Manhattan. 
 
By now it should be obvious that the system, and the Democratic Party, run Obama, not the other way around. 
Under this arrangement, the president carries out his duties as pre-eminent party functionary—fundraising being at 
the top of his list of responsibilities—and defers on legislation, leaving it to corrupt Democratic barons such as Sen. 
Max Baucus (D., Mont.), devoted friend of the insurance, pharmaceutical, and banking crowd, and sworn enemy of 
reform. 
 

http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article29988.htm


As Ron Suskind’s book “Confidence Men” confirms, there was never any question of doing things differently. 
Describing the then president-elect’s choice of economic advisers, he notes, “Obama, after all, had selected for his 
top domestic officials two men [Lawrence Summers and Timothy Geithner] whose actions [in the Clinton 
Administration] had contributed to the very financial disaster they were hired to solve.” These anti-reform 
appointments did not go unnoticed by party regulars, even though they were ignored by Obama groupies. “I don’t 
understand how you could do this,” Suskind quotes Sen. Byron Dorgan (D., N.D.) saying to Obama. “You’ve picked 
the wrong people!” 
 
The “wrong people” included Rahm Emanuel, now mayor of Chicago, and his replacement as White House chief of 
staff, William Daley; both of these advisers were four-star generals within the Chicago Democratic machine who cut 
their teeth in Washington during the campaign to pass that job-killer North American Free Trade Act and who later 
worked for investment banks. But Obama’s hypocrisy in Osawatomie, Kansas, set a new standard in deception. 
Among other things, his speech blamed “regulators who were supposed to warn us about the dangers of all this 
[the unfettered sales of bundled mortgages], but looked the other way or didn’t have the authority to look at all. It 
was wrong. It combined the breathtaking greed of a few with irresponsibility all across the system.” 
 
What’s truly breathtaking is the president’s gall, his stunning contempt for political history and contemporary reality. 
Besides neglecting to mention Democratic complicity in the debacle of 2008, he failed to point out that derivatives 
trading remains largely unregulated while the Securities and Exchange Commission awaits “public comment on a 
detailed implementation plan” for future regulation. In other words, until the banking and brokerage lobbies have 
had their say with John Boehner, Max Baucus, and Secretary of the Treasury Tim Geithner. Meanwhile, the 
administration steadfastly opposes a restoration of the Glass-Steagall Act, the New Deal law that reduced outlandish 
speculation by separating commercial and investment banks. In 1999, it was Summers and Geithner, led by Bill 
Clinton’s Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin (much admired by Obama), who persuaded Congress to repeal this 
crucial impediment to Wall Street recklessness. 
 
And then there’s Afghanistan. Obama should be condemned for escalating this grotesquely expensive, destructive, 
and self-defeating war. Thoroughly discredited by analysts on both the left and the right, the Afghan madness 
seems to bore liberals who once would have marched against Vietnam. I suggest they watch the brilliant new 
documentary “Hell and Back Again” to enhance their knowledge of the war’s casualties. The pitiful story of Marine 
sergeant Nathan Harris ought to make them furious at our commander in chief; shouldn’t it also spark an intra-
party revolt? 
 
I urge people who haven’t given up on politics to examine the career of Allard Lowenstein. Lowenstein founded the 
Dump Johnson movement in 1967 and, against all odds, persuaded Senator Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota to 
launch a Democratic primary challenge against the incumbent president over the issue of Vietnam. His example, I 
hope, might inspire someone to challenge another Democratic incumbent who has forfeited the trust of the people. 
 
You may say it’s too late, that Obama is impregnable. Consider Gene McCarthy’s obscurity on November 30, 1967, 
when he announced his insurgent crusade. At the time, many Americans confused him with Senator Joe McCarthy 
(R., Wis.), the notorious communist hunter, and in January 1968 a Gallup poll showed him winning just 12 percent 
of the votes in a presidential election. But on March 12, McCarthy nearly beat Johnson in the New Hampshire 
primary. The opposition was galvanized, Robert Kennedy jumped into the race, LBJ announced he would not seek 
re-election, and American democracy was revived. 
 
Granted, there are big differences between 1968 and 2012 — for one thing, there’s no military draft to frighten the 
young — but the great issues are the same: an immoral war and a merciless money power. Moreover, high 
unemployment and the dominance of Wall Street do frighten the young. They need a tribune. 
 
In November 1967, before he announced his candidacy, McCarthy told an audience of college students, “There is 
deep anxiety and alienation among a large number of people…. Someone must give these groups entrance back 
into the political processes. We may lose, but at least in the process of fighting within the political framework, we’ll 
have reduced the alienation.” Two days later, in remarks that would have pertained just as well to the current 
Occupy Wall Street movement, he said, “Party unity is not a sufficient excuse for silence” and Vietnam was “not the 
kind of political controversy which should be left to a children’s crusade or to those not directly involved in politics. 
It should rather be taken up by adult political leaders and activists in America.” 



 
Are there any adults left in the Democratic Party? 
 
 

20111226-07 19:50 Art 
Re: “President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

 
Thanks Dennis. Interesting but doesn't convince me. I think President Obama  is a moderate and personally I like 
that. I have a few friends on the far left  who echo some of the same items in the article but, just as I dislike 
extremist  theories from the right, I dislike them from the left also.  We need, as a  country, to steer a middle path 
that has appeal to all,  if we are to get  out of this tail spin we are seemingly in. To do that we will need the  
organizational and entrepreneurial ability of industry's leaders as well as  the collective efforts of all of us 
 
I realize you didn't necessarily endorse this article but even if you did, it brings up excellent points we all need to 
consider. 
 
Thanks again.Good stuff. 
 
 

20111227-01 05:39 SteveB 
Re: “President Obama Richly Deserves to Be Dumped” (reply to Dennis, 
above) 

 
Ya, I have to agree with Art on this one, though I share a world of disappointment with Mr. MacArthur. 
 
For a good contrarian view try to see the Fareed Zakaria interview with David McCullough that was on CNN this past 
weekend. Transcript: (http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/1112/25/fzgps.01.html). 
 
McCullough says he, “Admires President Obama very much.” 
 
It seems like there have been so many squandered opportunities for a President who has not seemed sufficiently 
engaged. Still…. 
 
 

20111227-02 09:52 SteveB “The Molotov Party” 

 
A little scary, but some aspects of the problem are well stated. 
 
Hope you all had a great Christmas and are ready to PARTY for New Year’s, because who knows how many more 
anyone has left? Celebrate life! Be there in the dark plaza when the tordos start singing their ode to the new day 
from their perches high in gigantic flowering trees! Watch, yet be part of, the freshness of the new day and the 
birth of the new year, as if you have never seen such a thing before and never will again. (And you must conduct 
this spiritual exercise, at least in Bolivia, after having consumed copious quantities of alcohol while dancing and 
singing all night long. But, don’t worry, after the tordos sing and breakfast, you can go home and go to bed.) 
 
Oh! You say you have snow and ice? Oops! Sorry…simply do your equivalent then. ^_^ 
 
 
“The Molotov Party” by Frank Rich, New York Magazine 
 
Published Dec 26, 2011, (http://nymag.com/print/?/news/frank-rich/gop-2012-1/) 
 
(For the new GOP, conservative isn’t nearly radical enough.) 
 
Even those who loathe Karl Rove’s every word may be hard-pressed to dispute his pre-Christmas summation of the 
Republican circus so far: “the most unpredictable, rapidly shifting, and often downright inexplicable primary race 
I’ve ever witnessed.” And all this, as he adds, before a single vote has been cast. The amazing GOP race has also 

http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/1112/25/fzgps.01.html
http://nymag.com/print/?/news/frank-rich/gop-2012-1/


been indisputably entertaining, spawning a new television genre, the debate as reality show. Installment No. 12, 
broadcast by ABC in the prime-time ghetto of a Saturday night in early December, drew more viewers (7.6 million) 
than that week’s episode of The Biggest Loser.It’s escapist fun for the entire family (Hispanic and gay families 
excluded). Or it would be were it not for the possibility that one of the contestants could end up as president of the 
United States. 
 
Rove does have one thing wrong, however. His party’s primary contest, while unpredictable, is not inexplicable. It is 
entirely explicable. The old Republican elites simply prefer to be in denial about what the explanation is. You can’t 
blame them. To parse this spectacle is to face the prospect that, for all the GOP’s triumphal declarations that Barack 
Obama is doomed to a one-term presidency, the winner of the Republican nomination may not reclaim the White 
House after all. 
 
In the standard analysis of the race, which the embattled GOP Establishment is eager to believe, the rapid ascent 
and implosion of each wacky presidential contender is seen mainly as a passing judgment on Mitt Romney, the 
android who just can’t close the deal and improve his unyielding 25 percent average in polls of the Republican 
electorate. The Old Guard professes to have no worries. That steady 25 percent has been good enough to induce 
much of the press to portray Romney as the “presumed” (if not the “commanding”) front-runner ever since Beltway 
handicappers like Mark Halperin of Time and Chris Cillizza of the Washington Post labeled him as such early in 2010. 
One day or another Romney will surely make good on that bet. He has money, organization, and the looks of a 
president (or perhaps an audio-animatronic facsimile of one). Eventually primary voters will exhaust all conceivable 
alternatives and accept that no Chris Christie will descend from the heavens as a deus ex machina. Then they will 
come home to the 25 percent leader of the pack, because that’s what well-mannered Republicans always do. Add to 
this scenario the GOP conviction that much of the electorate shares its judgment that Obama is an abject failure—
he’s “an incumbent nobody likes,” as Peggy Noonan framed it—and the presidency must be in the bag. 
 
But this narrative is built on a patently illogical assumption: that a 25 percent minority is the trunk wagging the 
Republican elephant. What makes anyone seriously assume that the 75 percent will accommodate itself to that 
etiolated 25 percent rather than force the reverse? That lopsided majority of the GOP is so angry at the status quo 
that it has been driven to embrace, however fleetingly, some of the most manifestly unqualified, not to mention 
flakiest, presidential contenders in American history. The 75 percent is determined to take a walk on the wild side. 
This is less about rejecting Mitt—who’s just too bland a figure to inspire much extreme emotion con or pro—than it 
is about fervently wanting something else. While the 75 percent has been splintered among the non-Romney 
candidates, it is largely unified in its passionate convictions. Just because Trump and Cain have folded their tents 
doesn’t mean those convictions have fled with them, or that financial underwriters like David Koch (a major Cain 
enthusiast) have closed their checkbooks. 
 
The 75 percent’s passions are hot because their GOP is a party of revolution. This underlying reality has tended to 
be lost in the brisk play-by-play narration of the primary-season horse race. While a recent Pew poll shows a decline 
in support for the tea party, that quaint brand, sullied by its early association with birthers and doofuses in Colonial 
Williamsburg costumes, was certain to fade and become superfluous once tea-partyers colonized the Republican 
Party. That takeover has long since been consummated. At the annual Conservative Political Action Conference in 
Washington, D.C., Romney won its influential presidential straw poll three years in a row until Ron Paul ended that 
streak in 2010, then beat him again this year. Both times Paul’s victories were dismissed by the GOP Establishment 
(CPAC’s organizers included) as aberrations—fleeting coups staged by hustling young cadres of fringe maniacs. But 
Paul’s triumphs were no aberration; he was a bellwether of the right’s new revolution. His zeal to dismantle 
Washington is now mainstream for the firebrand 75 percent. These days a Republican candidate who wants to send 
multiple departments of the federal government to the guillotine only risks a backlash when he can’t remember the 
condemned agencies’ names. Romney, a moderate reformer who emphasizes eliminating programs, not 
departments, is such an outlier next to this wrecking crew that he could be in the Obama Cabinet. 
 
The GOP is even undergoing a cultural revolution to match its ideological reboot. A party that has spent much of the 
past three decades pandering to the religious right remains adamantly opposed to reproductive rights for women 
and equal rights for gays. But now it routinely rationalizes and even embraces the same licentious sexual culture it 
once opposed with incessant anti-indecency crusades. Extramarital behavior that Republicans decried as an 
apocalyptic stain on the national moral fabric in the Clinton era is the new normal on the right. Just look at Iowa, 
long an epicenter of the family-values brigade, and the plight of Rick Santorum, a hard-line proselytizer for every 



religious-right cause and an ostentatious promoter of his own religious orthodoxy and procreative prowess. He has 
not had one even near-winning week in state polls in 2011 despite campaigning in all 99 counties among what 
would seem to be his natural constituency. The thrice-married philanderer Newt Gingrich, despite little presence in 
Iowa and an even smaller campaign outlay than Santorum’s there, effortlessly surged to the top, however 
transitorily, beating his nearest competitor (Paul) by nearly a two-to-one margin among white Evangelical Christians 
in an early December Times–CBS News poll of likely ¬Republican caucus goers. 
 
While the fierce anti-government absolutism of the 75 percent is the renewal of a creed that dates back to the 
Goldwater era, the cultural revolution is a recent phenomenon. Sarah Palin was the pioneer. Her ascent to the 
McCain ticket was almost immediately followed by the revelation of the out-of-wedlock pregnancy of her daughter 
Bristol. Enthralled with Bristol’s grizzly mama, the party instantly forgave the transgression, which the younger Palin 
would shamelessly turn into a multi¬media show-business career, replete with an ungainly stint on Dancing With 
the Stars. (Another klutz and lapsed GOP moral scold, Tom DeLay, had preceded her onto that dance floor.) The 
messiness of the Palins’ domestic arrangements, later merchandised by the family’s own reality series, was 
applauded, not condemned, by their fan base. “She is beautiful, well ¬spoken, and a sinner, but aren’t we all?” was 
Sean Hannity’s take on Bristol. Had she or her mother or perhaps even Levi Johnston had a “wardrobe malfunction” 
on-camera tantamount to Janet Jackson’s notorious Super Bowl misadventure, chances are the 75 percent would 
have ridiculed any public condemnations as a humorless overreach by insufferably p.c. liberals. It’s impossible to 
imagine the new GOP majority following the right’s previous template of demanding that the Federal 
Communications Commission punish any offending network. 
 
This relaxed moral flexibility has been highly visible as Trump, Cain, and Gingrich have enjoyed their star turns in 
the Republican field this year. Once-powerful family-values hucksters like Tony Perkins and Gary Bauer have tiptoed 
around candidates’ marital pratfalls rather than rail against them; Hannity took the easy way out with Cain by 
refusing to believe his multiple accusers even as they threatened to reach a total of 999. After Cain dropped out, 
The Wall Street Journal editorial page didn’t fault him for his apparent misbehavior, only for his campaign’s “inept” 
efforts at crisis management. Gingrich’s infidelities have also been largely forgiven once he figured out he could 
retro¬fit them into a Christian redemption narrative and wrap them in the flag. (He confessed that his affairs were 
“partially driven by how passionately I felt about this country.”) The recent Times–CBS News poll found that while 
only 8 percent of Iowa’s white Evangelical Republicans cited Gingrich as the candidate who best shares their values, 
they still rated him as their top presidential choice. 
 
Among those same voters, Romney (ranked fifth for president, behind Michele Bachmann) fared even worse on the 
values question—at 7 percent. Even allowing for the hits Romney takes with some Evangelical Christians for being a 
Mormon, that poor showing is astonishingly low for a candidate who is fond of boasting, especially since Newt’s 
reemergence, that he has been married to the same woman for 42 years. What Mitt doesn’t understand is that 
Gingrich’s personal life, like the Palins’, looks more like America than his does in the day of Modern Family. He 
doesn’t realize that parading his own picture-perfect, intact, shrink-wrapped domestic bliss carries a whiff of 
condescension and privilege, perhaps even more so than Callista Gingrich’s brandishing baubles from Tiffany. In a 
country riven by class war, the resentments are not only about money. Ann Romney’s smug campaign-trail 
mantra—“No other success can compensate for failure in the home”—is as tone-deaf as Mitt’s observation that 
“corporations are people.” 
 
Like Romney, almost every Republican gatekeeper was startled when Gingrich, long given up for dead, improbably 
staged at least a brief resurrection. The list of those who lined up against him is almost epic in its length and 
breadth: Rove and Noonan, of course, but also National Review editorialists, George Will, Charles Krauthammer, 
Michael Savage, Kathleen Parker, Alan Simpson, David Brooks, Joe Scarborough, Tom Coburn, and Peter King, not 
to mention Republican campaign hands like Alex Castellanos and Mike Murphy, and even Glenn Beck. Many of them 
have expressed a similar (if less histrionic) disdain for most of the other non-Romneys as they’ve cycled through—
Paul, Palin, Bachmann, Trump, Cain. The gulf between the party’s Establishment and its troops could not be more 
stark. 
 
Along with Rush Limbaugh, the most conspicuous conservatives missing from the list of Gingrich haters are Rupert 
Murdoch, who knows how to cover his bets, and most of his current stars. It was on The Wall Street Journal op-ed 
page that the Newt surge was anticipated in early November by Dorothy Rabinowitz of the paper’s editorial board, 
in a prescient piece titled “How Gingrich Could Win.” Her fellow board members, both in print and on their own Fox 



News program, have tended to be supportive of Newt (his $1.6 million take from Freddie Mac aside) and 
contemptuous of Mitt. Further empirical evidence of this tilt could be found in the airtime Roger Ailes bestows on 
Republican contenders. In a December 20 Media Matters accounting of the minutes Fox devoted to each candidate 
since June 1, Gingrich came in second to Cain, with Romney finishing behind Bachmann, Paul, and Santorum in this 
unofficial Fox primary. In Mitt’s most newsworthy appearance on the network, all it took was straightforward 
questioning about his record by the affable anchor Bret Baier to melt him down into a puddle of patrician prissiness. 
 
That Gingrich could soar in popularity for even a nanosecond among the 75 percent and particularly its Fox core 
would seem, to put it mildly, counterintuitive. He is a far more extravagant flip-flopper than Romney, and, like 
Romney, has in the past endorsed radioactive elements of “Obamacare.” He is nearly a career-long creature of 
Washington and its K Street gravy train. He has espoused the same (mildly) soft line on illegal immigration that was 
supposed to have destroyed Rick Perry. The Teflon that allowed Gingrich to deflect all these demerits—until an 
avalanche of attack ads threatened to bury him in Iowa—is surely not his public personality, an amalgam of 
preening egomania and snide superiority that borders on the transgressively hostile. And heaven knows his saving 
grace is not his perennially self-advertised genius as a “historian.” He is a scholar only if compared with Bill O’Reilly, 
whose current best seller, Killing Lincoln, is replete with references to the Oval Office even though the Oval Office 
wasn’t built until 1909. 
 
No, what endears Gingrich to the 75 percent is the one big thing that matters: He is the only candidate who has 
been the leader of an actual Republican revolution, even if it went down in flames within a year. He walked the 
walk beyond even Ron Paul’s dreams, shutting down the entire federal government. And he has talked the talk as 
well, with a grandiosity beyond the wildest imagination of anti-Obama tea-partyers waving DON’T TREAD ON ME 
signs. Back in his 1994–95 heyday, Gingrich positioned himself as the leader of “a rising populist majority” taking 
down the last defenders of “the old order.” He saw his mission as to advance “the cause of freedom,” and he 
portrayed a government shutdown as nothing less than “the heart of the revolution.” In 2012, such Newtonian 
rhetoric from the “Contract With America” era could be dusted off and recycled with only minor updating (e.g., 
more anti-Obama slurs like his claim that the president exhibits “Kenyan anti-colonial behavior”). 
 
The animosity of the Republican elites only empowers Gingrich, much as it did Palin and Cain; the Old Guard is the 
right enemy (along with Democrats and the news media) to have. The contrast that Mitt draws between himself 
and Newt also plays into Gingrich’s hands. “I’m not a bomb thrower, figuratively or literally,” Romney is fond of 
saying; he instead offers “sobriety” (figuratively and literally, as it happens). That’s a loser in the 75 percent 
marketplace, where bomb throwers, at least figurative ones, are the rage. If these are “crazy and extraordinary 
times,” wrote Jonah Goldberg, one conservative pundit who did not shut the door on Newt, “then perhaps they call 
for a crazy, extraordinary—very high-risk, very high-reward—figure like Mr. Gingrich.” 
 
The leaders of the 25 percent just hope this mood will go away, after Newt presumably goes the way of all the 
other non-Mitts. David Brooks has written that the GOP working class (his language) will come to its senses and 
embrace Romney “when people actually start to think seriously.” The pro-Mitt Ramesh Ponnuru of National Review 
asserts that his party is “increasingly resigned” to Romney as if he were the nutritious political equivalent of 
spinach. The sole prominent national conservative whose enthusiasm for Romney extends beyond damning him 
with faint praise is Dan Quayle. The only real reason, one imagines, that any of the Establishment supports Romney 
is that he’s an incredibly useful front man. He puts a milquetoast mask of garden-variety old-school conservatism on 
a revolutionary party that would scare the hell out of moderates if one of its rank and file’s favored non-Mitts were 
leading the charge. This “electability” argument explains why a former Romney skeptic like Ann Coulter reversed 
herself and(halfheartedly) endorsed him. 
 
The panicked GOP Establishment, belatedly closing its ranks to hasten Romney’s coronation, could well get its wish. 
Gingrich’s capacity for self-immolation is infinite, and the only non-Romney left who could make trouble is Paul. 
Either way, the 25-75 split has been a lucky break for Obama. Though the White House has made a great show of 
saying that it regards Romney as its toughest potential opponent, that stance has always seemed disingenuous. In 
a time of economic woe, it’s a gift to run against a chilly venture-capital tycoon who, in Mike Huckabee’s undying 
characterization from the 2008 GOP primary campaign, looks like “the guy who laid you off.” If a candidate can 
attract only a quarter of his own party after essentially four years of campaigning, where is the groundswell going 
to come from next November? The thinness of that 25 percent is dramatized by the Real Clear Politics compilation 
of polls of Republican contenders and voters: Of 59 surveys taken since the Perry boomlet of August, Romney has 



only placed first in 20. A bomb-throwing non-Mitt, by contrast, would energize the 75 percent majority that whipped 
Mitt the other 39 times—particularly the activists who might otherwise be tempted to sit on their hands on Election 
Day. But fielding a radical ticket would come at the price of energizing any Democrats who also are thinking of 
staying home in 2012. 
 
Given its potentially lose-lose alternatives, some GOP elites are still hoping for a last-minute savior to be drafted at 
a brokered convention. But that’s a pipe dream—if not procedurally, then substantively. Even if any of the missing 
candidates were to reverse course and run, it’s hard to picture the 75 percent embracing them. Chris Christie is 
relatively moderate on guns, immigration, and climate change. Mitch Daniels has called for a “truce” on social 
issues. Paul Ryan’s Draconian plan for a Medicare overhaul was so unpopular with voters that even many in the 
Republican congressional caucus had second thoughts about it. (Nor has any sitting member of the House been 
elected to the presidency since James Garfield in 1880.) Jeb Bush’s very name is political poison—and he’s a 
moderate on both immigration and tax hikes besides. In the end, the most powerful Obama opponent remains the 
same it has always been—the economy. 
 
Whoever ends up on the GOP ticket or in the White House, the 75 percent is no sooner going to disappear than the 
aggrieved 99 percenters in the blue populist camp. What Republican aristocrats in denial like Karl Rove can’t bring 
themselves to recognize is that “the most unpredictable, rapidly shifting, and often downright inexplicable primary 
race” they’ve ever seen is not just a conservative revolution but one that has them in its sights. 
 
 

20111227-03 11:46 Art Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Good stuff.  Sad to say, I think what they are really looking for is another Adolf Hitler to articulate and help channel 
their hate. 
 
 

20111227-06 14:12 Pam Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to Art, above) 

 
I totally agree, though one thing puzzles me.  Why would folks who are suffering because of unemployment vote 
for candidates that would cut their benefits?  We went to a party a couple of days before Christmas with a group of 
people who've been gathering like this for 30 years--all connected with UNCG and frisbee friends with my husband.  
Of the half dozen men there (with their wives and now-grown kids) one has been unemployed for three years; one 
has had to relocate to Ohio, where he and his wife are both miserable; one lost his business and is now freelancing 
as a fishtank cleaner (also his house burned down this year), and one is a newly-fledged therapist who has about 
three clients so far.  The wives all have jobs.  Their kids have college educations and work at places like Pet Smart 
and Starbucks.  I have grown really fond of these people, and I came home feeling pretty dejected.  These guys are 
in their 50s.  How on earth are they ever going to turn things around at this point?  I don't know who they plan to 
vote for; I didn't have the nerve to bring up politics.  Not the time or place.  My guess is they all feel pretty 
helpless, which is just a step away from fatalistic acceptance. 
 
 

20111227-05 13:54 Dennis Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Go to this link to read how the extreme right is attacking Ron Paul for being an extremist: 
 

http://www.patriotactionnetwork.com/. 
 
 

20111227-07 14:17 Pam Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 
A glimpse into the abyss. 
 
 

20111227-08 15:40 Art Re: “The Molotov Party” (reply to Dennis, above) 

 

http://www.patriotactionnetwork.com/


Interesting.  Lots of flash but little bang.  Tried to get into all those marvelous bills passed by the house that will 
save the country,  but all I could get was an unhappy Santa Claus. Sound demonstration of the substance of this 
site. 
 
One thing fun, you can vote for your choice for a Republican candidate.  I think maybe you can write in President 
Obama but otherwise you can vote for Huntsman. My personnel choice is still Bachman,  who I believe is 
undergoing a bit of a metamorphosis or, maybe better said, has once again crawled out from under a rock. Get out 
your veils ladies, they may become mandatory. 
 
 

20111227-04 11:53 SteveB 
From the Right: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head & Is 
That Why We Can’t See His Birth Certificate?” 

 
Maybe one to try to top Dennis… 
 
Right-wing extremism at its best (http://www.escapetyranny.com/2011/04/03/whats-that-huge-long-scar-on-
obamas-head-and-is-that-why-we-cant-see-his-birth-certificate/) 
 
What I love most about this article is that one of the people who wrote a comment (included below) nailed the 
thing, but was totally ignored. Ignorance is bliss! 
 
 
“What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head? And Is That Why We Can’t See His Birth Certificate?” posted by 
Ben Hart, Escape Tyranny 
 
April 3, 2011, (http://www.escapetyranny.com/2011/04/03/whats-that-huge-long-scar-on-obamas-head-and-is-
that-why-we-cant-see-his-birth-certificate/) 
 
 

 
 

http://www.escapetyranny.com/2011/04/03/whats-that-huge-long-scar-on-obamas-head-and-is-that-why-we-cant-see-his-birth-certificate/
http://www.escapetyranny.com/2011/04/03/whats-that-huge-long-scar-on-obamas-head-and-is-that-why-we-cant-see-his-birth-certificate/
http://www.escapetyranny.com/2011/04/03/whats-that-huge-long-scar-on-obamas-head-and-is-that-why-we-cant-see-his-birth-certificate/
http://www.escapetyranny.com/2011/04/03/whats-that-huge-long-scar-on-obamas-head-and-is-that-why-we-cant-see-his-birth-certificate/


 
 
I stumbled across these arresting photos while perusing the American Thinker. I remembered seeing them 
somewhere before. Every time I see them, they stop me in my tracks. 
 
What the heck is that long scar running up the side of Barack Obama’s noggin, up over his crown, then down the 
other side of his head? 
 
No one in the media has asked (until recently, that is, after this article appeared on this blog). 
 
The point is: We can’t see his medical records, his school records, his college records, or his birth certificate. He’s 
almost done with his first term, and we still know almost nothing about the background of the President of the 
United States. 
 
Very strange. 
 
Whatever happened to create that scar, it was clearly something serious. 
 
Was it a brain operation? Has it affected his thinking? Is he really an alien from another planet, which would explain 
no birth certificate? 
 
We have no proof as to where he was born, to whom, where he came from, or what his national origin is. Maybe 
he’s one of the androids (a replicant), like in Bladerunner, not really human at all. 
 
Anything’s possible. 
 
This is why we need answers — to put a stop to this kind of speculation. 
 
Even Obama’s pal, Hawaii Governor Neal Abercrombie, could not locate Obama’s birth certificate after boasting that 
he would find it, produce it for all to see, and forever bury the birther issue. 
But no luck. He abandoned the quest. 
 
Obama’s political team has spent millions of dollars preventing release of his birth certificate, which now allegedly 
sits in a sealed vault somewhere in Hawaii. 



 
But no one is allowed to see it. No one can find it, not even the governor of the state, after making a much-
publicized and valiant try. 
 
Now Donald Trump says he’s sent a team of detectives and investigators to Hawaii to find out about Obama’s 
origins. 
 
I can’t wait to see what Trump’s team comes up with. 
 
Obama’s just one big Mystery Man, which just adds intrigue to what that huge scar on his head is all about. 
 
What on earth is it? 
 
This big scar (or scars) also might explain why Obama can’t speak without a teleprompter and why he often gets 
lost, even while reading the teleprompter. 
 
If’s he’s a replicant (like in Bladerunner) and not really human, this might have been a case of Obama’s circuitry 
misfiring. That seems to happen a lot with Obama. 
 
Who knows? 
 
The question is: When will the media start inquiring into what that huge scar on his head is all about? 
 
Well, the U.K. Daily Mail recently took me up on this challenge and asked the White House about these apparent 
scars and what the White House thinks of this article (yes, this one you are reading now). 
 
The White House had “no comment” on the scars and called my thoughts on the matter “ridiculous.” 
 
I am now credited by one hostile blogger with having: “The Best Obama Conspiracy Theory Ever” 
 
CNN’s Anderson Cooper took up the matter and says it’s probably just some weird way Obama’s hair grows that 
creates these patterns that look like scars. It’s possible. Is this what it looks like to you? 
 
Glenn Beck’s Blaze website also wrote about this post. It’s now the most popular thread on his website. 
 
Now this little article has gone viral. It’s all over the old Soviet Bloc, Europe, Asia and the Middle East. 
 
Even something called “The Winds of Jihad” has picked this up. 
 
And to think this post took me ten minutes to write one morning over a cup of coffee. (Well, I’ve added some stuff 
to it since then). 
 
I’m now looking for more conspiracy theories. 
 
If you have a good one, please send it my way. I’ll give it wide circulation. 
 
But I think the reason this post really struck a chord is that it makes valid points about Obama The Mystery Man. 
 
He promised to be the most transparent President in history. He promised a “new era of openness” 
 
If Obama would just release his long-form birth certificate and other records, and show us who he is, Donald Trump 
could move onto other subjects, and there would be no audience for silly articles like this. 
 
 

20111227-10 18:46 Art 
Re: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 



 
I'm goin’ with alien.  He's too smart to be from this planet. 
 
 

20111227-11 19:34 Dennis 
Re: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head…” (reply to SteveB, 
above) 

 
Obama's scar is obviously from the experimental postfrontal lobotomy performed by British colonialist surgeons on 
boys born in Kenya to cause them to forget that they are congenitally Muslim.  Obama's birth certificate was sealed 
into his skull during the lobotomy which, of course, explains why he can't produce it for the media. He has tried to 
recollect this history by consulting with the hypnotist pictured below in a Tijuana clinic.  It is unquestionably the 
biggest failure of many by his administration., but it is certainly not a conspiracy. 
 
 

20111227-12 19:55 SteveB 
Re: “What’s That Huge Long Scar on Obama’s Head…” (reply to Dennis 
& Art, above) 

 
LOL! So that’s where the birth certificate is! And so they (Art’s aliens?) also have a little control thing in there so 
that in Obama’s skull. Whenever he is about to take a strong stand on an issue, they give him such a jolt of 
extreme pain or extreme pleasure (just as deadly) that he caves and gives the Republicans, or Pelosi/Reid, or the 
bankers anything they want. They’re probably using pain on Obama, because they usually reserve the extreme 
pleasure for Republicans, like Newt. Pain doesn’t work with them. They like it. But they feel so guilty at the 
orgasmic pleasure (especially Rick Perry, Herman Cain and Michele), that they couldn’t think straight if they had to. 
And, strangely, the extreme pleasure usually doesn’t work on Democrats, who are so used to the feeling that it 
doesn’t overload their synapses like pain does. The reason for this is that their consciences are clear. ^_^ 
 
 

20111227-09 18:33 SteveB “How to Argue with Right-Wing Relatives” 

 
This one is different than last year’s, but just as pertinent. Good luck! 
 
 
“How to Argue with Right-Wing Relatives” by Alex Pareene, Salon 
 
Dec. 25, 2011, (http://politics.salon.com/2011/12/25/how_to_argue_with_right_wing_relatives/) 
 
(Responding to common conservative talking points without losing your mind.) 
 
There comes a time at most large family gatherings when a heated political argument breaks out. And by “heated 
political argument” what I mean is “someone just repeats something they heard on Hannity’s radio show that you 
know to be completely untrue.” You may be the lone liberal in a conservative family, or you may have one right-
wing uncle in your left-wing family, but this will happen. What to do? 
 
If you have a “smart phone,” just bookmark Snopes (http://www.snopes.com) now. That’ll take care of the really 
weird stuff. (Well, not really weird, but “I read that airlines don’t pair Christian pilots and co-pilots in case The 
Rapture happens” weird.) 
 
But a right-wing myth generally lives on forever, no many how many times it is debunked. You are powerless to 
prevent its spread. All you can do is perhaps convince one person that one talk radio meme is completely bogus. 
But you will probably have better luck simply changing the subject. (Suggestions: Whether or not Peyton Manning 
will be a Colt next season, “American Horror Story,” Jay-Z and Beyonce’s baby.) 
 
If you insist on answering back, here are some suggestions. 
 
Barack Obama’s illegal immigrant aunt is an illegal immigrant and so is his illegal immigrant uncle, and they must be 
deported. 

http://politics.salon.com/2011/12/25/how_to_argue_with_right_wing_relatives/
http://www.snopes.com/


 
1. The immigration status of Barack Obama’s aunt Zeituni Onyango (the half-sister of Obama’s father, from 
whom the president was estranged for much of his life) was leaked to the press just before the 2008 
election. She eventually won asylum, because she is old and sick and Kenya has recently seen a rise in 
political violence. “Uncle Omar” is in the news because he was recently arrested for drunk driving, and it 
turns out he’s lived here since 1963 and been in violation of a deportation order since the early 1990s. Mitt 
Romney accidentally said he’d deport him, but then Romney sort of walked that back, because he’s 
Romney. 

 
Just ask what exactly is moral or beneficial to American interests in sending an old woman who is 
related to the United States president to a nation where she could be a target of politically 
motivated violence. And whether or not an appropriate punishment for drunk driving is to be sent 
“back” to a foreign country that you haven’t lived in in half a century. Then add that these cases 
have nothing to do with the president beyond involving people he is distantly related to, because the 
White House has never sought special treatment for either of these people. Then ask your relative if 
they really want these two people to go have to live under SHARIAH LAW, because why not. 
 
That probably won’t convince anyone so maybe now would be a good time to bring up your own 
family’s ethnic heritage, unless you all happen to be American Indians. 

 
2. Food Nazi Michelle Obama is forcing children to eat vegetables even though she herself is fat and enjoys 
hamburgers. 

 
Have you ever noticed that pretty much everyone with a creepy fixation on the first lady’s fitness is 
a fat old white guy? 

 
3. Excessive regulation/regulatory uncertainly is killing the recovery, that is why there are no jobs! 
 
Look, you can print out some lame chart from Ezra Klein or memorize some “statistics” about Obama not 
issuing any more regulations than other presidents, but those won’t help, because numbers and charts lie 
about everything. This is basically just a stand-in for the entire incomprehensible right-wing narrative of the 
ongoing miserable economy. Your best bet is just to say that it’s criminal that no Wall Street executives 
went to jail for fraud (unless your familiarly includes lots of Wall Street executives, in which case my only 
advice is to steal the silver on your way out). 

 
Barack Obama disrespected the U.K. by sending it the White House bust of Winston Churchill. 
 
Sure, the “correct” answer is that presidents change the decor when they move into the White 
House, but I’d just say, “Winston Churchill was a raging racist drunk a*shole,” because he was. 
 

4. Barack Obama’s Christmas card is anti-Christmas. 
 
Sarah Palin insinuated that the Obamas’ Christmas card — which features wrapped presents, 
poinsettias, garland and bows — is part of his secret Muslim plot to destroy Christmas, because the 
card featured Bo the dog rather than “family, faith and freedom.” I’m not sure what you say to this, 
actually, because at this point you’re dealing with a lunatic, but if there are Christmas cards from 
loved ones nearby, maybe go check and see how many of them explicitly feature “family, faith and 
freedom.” 
 

5. Solyndra! 
 
Solyndra was a solar company that got a loan guarantee from the government and then it went 
bankrupt. Conservatives say this means the government shouldn’t try to support things that it thinks 
are good ideas because the government is a lot worse at “picking winners and losers” than the 
private sector, which never loans money to companies that then go bankrupt. I dunno, the “scandal” 
here is pretty opaque. I’d recommend trying to get someone to explain, to you, what exactly 



happened that was so illegal or whatever. Basically, the review of this loan guarantee to this poorly 
managed solar company with political connections was rushed, and someone might have asked 
them not to lay everyone off until after the midterms, which is pretty stupid, but honestly much less 
stupid than spending $4 billion on subsidies for oil and gas. 
 

6. Eric Holder must resign because of “Fast and Furious.” 
 
“Fast and Furious” was such an epically stupid and awful idea that you shouldn’t bother trying to 
“defend” it (though if you care you could point out that there’s still no evidence that Eric Holder 
knew about it) — you should instead congratulate your relative on finally coming to his senses 
regarding the ridiculous counterproductive drug war. We can finally all agree that the government 
should find better things to do with our tax dollars! 
 

7. The New Black Panther Party. 
 
Tell your relatives that you have recently joined the New Black Panther Party. They will be too 
terrified to bring it up again! 

 
 

20111227-13 20:16 SteveBA “Was the 2011 Economy a Miracle?” 

 
Maybe things aren't as bad as it seems. 
 
 
“Was the 2011 Economy a Miracle?” by Brian S. Wesbury and Robert Stein, First Trust “Monday Morning Outlook” 
 
Dec. 27, 2011, (http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/27/was-the-2011-economy-
a-miracle) 
 
The year (2011) started on a high note, and apparently, will end on one, too.  What happened in the middle was 
frantic, noisy and bothersome. 
 
A year ago, in late 2010, the bears had seemingly gone to sleep.  The Dow Jones Industrial Average (DJIA) finished 
2010 at 11,576, up 15.6% in the final four months of the year.  Real GDP grew 3.1% in 2010, its fastest expansion 
since 2005.  The unemployment rate was still high (9.4%), but private sector job growth had been positive for 10 
consecutive months. 
 
The stock market continued to roll in early 2011, with the DJIA hitting 12,810 on April 29th.  Our forecast of 14,500 
for the end of the year looked reachable. 
 
And then, the wheels sort of fell off, or at least it looked like they had.  Real GDP growth slowed sharply, the 
unemployment rate ticked higher and the stock market had a major (16%) correction.  For August, both retail sales 
and non-farm payrolls were reported as big fat zeros. 
 
Massive tornadoes tore up Tuscaloosa, AL and Joplin, MO.  A tsunami hit Japan and a major nuclear event 
unfolded.  Washington, DC went to war over the debt ceiling.  Standard & Poor’s downgraded US Treasury debt, 
while Europe started to fall apart financially.  The Super Committee failed to reach any kind of agreement on deficit 
reduction.  MF Global filed for bankruptcy. 
 
The bears woke up, turned the amplifier volume up all the way to 11, and started screaming about an imminent 
recession.  They had a lot to scream about and they had a very receptive audience. 
 
In August, after the weak data of the summer, Nouriel Roubini said, “The macro data…will come out worse and 
worse, the market will start to correct again. We’re going to a recession, we are at stall speed and we are running 
out of policy bullets.” In September, Lakshman Achuthan, co-founder of ECRI said the U.S. is, “indeed tipping into a 

http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/27/was-the-2011-economy-a-miracle
http://www.ftportfolios.com/Commentary/EconomicResearch/2011/12/27/was-the-2011-economy-a-miracle


new recession. And there’s nothing that policy makers can do to head it off.”  He has reiterated this call in recent 
months. 
 
For some reason, bearish calls (about recession or depression) get a massive amount of coverage in the press – 
headlines, breaking news banners, and continued references in any story about economic data or markets for 
weeks or months after the call is made. 
 
Instead of a 2011 recession, the economy slowed early, but then picked up speed as the year progressed.  Real 
GDP grew just 0.3% at an annual rate in the first quarter, accelerated to 1.3% annualized growth in Q2, 1.8% in 
Q3, and the consensus puts Q4 real GDP growth at 3.5% to 4.0%.  And remember those zeros in August? Revisions 
now show positive retail sales and employment growth in August.  Not only did the economy avoid recession, but 
we remain confident that economic growth in 2012 will accelerate. 
 
We look at the economy like a scale, with good things on one side and bad things on the other.  Our models 
suggest that the good things outweigh the bad.  This was true in 2009, 2010, 2011 and now 2012. 
 
On the good (or growth) side, we place new technology, the Fed and a slightly better fiscal outlook. 
 
The US is experiencing a wave of new technologies – the cloud, tablets, smart-phones among the most important.  
New oil and natural gas drilling techniques are also part of the mix.  New technologies are increasing productivity 
and output despite the Super-Committee, S&P downgrades and European financial problems.  The Fed is 
accommodative and federal spending is declining as a share of GDP.  Combined, these developments all will boost 
growth. 
 
On the bad side, government spending is too high, regulation is burdensome, and the Fed is accommodative. 
 
Government spending may be falling as a share of GDP, but it is still very high.  This limits job creation and holds 
back real GDP growth from its true potential.  Excessive regulation does the same thing.  And while an easy Fed 
boosts growth, it also creates inflation, which will become more of a problem in the years ahead. 
 
Netting all this out, the scale is still tilted toward growth.  New U.S. technologies and the productivity that they 
create are so powerful and positive that they are overwhelming the drag from bad government policies.  Compared 
to forecasts of recession, it’s a miracle.  Look for another one in 2012. 
 
 

20111227-14 20:35 SteveB Re: “Was the 2011 Economy a Miracle?” (reply to SteveBA, above) 

 
I am keeping my fingers crossed. It seems like we’re limping in the right direction, doesn’t it? I really kind of like 
the volatility we had in the stock market, though. Gives me a chance to make more money than when it slogs 
along. I just don’t see how we’re going to generate enough jobs with housing/construction still in such doldrums, 
and manufacturing simply gone, in large part. 
 
Until we can generate more jobs, any recovery will be slow indeed, don’t you think? 
 
I think history might show that a miracle did occur, not only in 2011, but during this entire period from when lame 
duck Bush, Obama, and the hated federal reserve kept us from the precipice. Very possible! 
 
 

20111228-01 11:42 SteveB Fw: MoveOn Petition: Recall Florida Governor Rick Scott! 

 
from MoveOn: 
 

http://signon.org/sign/florida-right-of-recall?source=mo&id=34247-20195165-uIe2Kax. 
 
 

http://signon.org/sign/florida-right-of-recall?source=mo&id=34247-20195165-uIe2Kax


20111228-02 15:22 SteveG 
“Police Decide Gay Teen Beaten to Death, Called ‘Faggot’ Not a Hate 
Crime” 

 
http://unicornbooty.com/blog/2011/08/25/police-decide-gay-teen-beaten-to-death-called-faggot-not-a-hate-crime/ 
 
 

20111228-03 19:32 Art 
Re: “Police Decide Gay Teen Beaten to Death, Called ‘Faggot’ Not a Hate 
Crime” (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
Always like to hear the full story but this is murder no matter what. 
 
 

20111228-04 19:40 SteveG 
“10 Ultra-Rich Congresspeople Who 'Represent' Some of the Most 
Financially Screwed Districts” 

 
http://www.alternet.org/story/153583/ 
 
 

20111228-05 23:39 SteveG Fw: Care2 Petition: Improve ‘No Child Left behind’! 

 
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/787/790/995/?z00m=20162258 
 
 

20111229-01 16:34 Jim Another Heinlein Memory 

 
Most of you are too young to have read along as Robert Heinlein was developing and publishing his short stories 
that were organized around his Future History outline.  They were great stories and he continued them for many 
years.  There was a table showing key events. 
 
Way back about 1950 he saw the trend and predicted that a radical preacher would use broadcast media to get a 
national fundamentalist political movement going and get himself elected president and wipe out the opposition.  
Heinlein wrote stories leading up to that and set in the counter revolution that eventually came after that but he 
never wrote "The Sound of his Wings" about the actual rise to power because the character disgusted him so much 
that he could not continue to think about him. 
 
This was  discussed in one of the anthologies in "Concerning Stories Never Written." 
 
Starship Trooper was mentioned here earlier where the only citizens allowed to vote were veterans.  But someone 
suggested that it was hard to join the army.  this was not true.  If you wanted to join they had to take you and find 
a way for you to serve.  An example was given where a blind man signed up and they gave him jobs working with a 
sighted man in a wheelchair who could "see" for him.  The point was that you were willing to submit to discipline 
and do things for the good of the country which sometimes did involve the war against the bugs. 
 
I was reminded of this when a new post circulating now on the net pointed out that in WW 2 over 11 per cent of 
the population served but with current limited wars, no draft, and all volunteer armed forces only about 0.45% are 
serving and the rest of us have no idea what that service is like..  so that is a different 99.55%. 
 
 

20111230-01 09:25 SteveG “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” 

 
Of all the troubles with in a state or across the country, is this problem worth legislation or is it not a problem? 
 
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111230/LOCAL/112300334/Singing-anthem-you-doing-right-
?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com 
 
 

http://unicornbooty.com/blog/2011/08/25/police-decide-gay-teen-beaten-to-death-called-faggot-not-a-hate-crime/
http://www.alternet.org/story/153583/
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/787/790/995/?z00m=20162258
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111230/LOCAL/112300334/Singing-anthem-you-doing-right-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111230/LOCAL/112300334/Singing-anthem-you-doing-right-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com


20111230-02 11:49 Pam 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
This is so NOT a problem.  I don't much like it when singers go all wonky with *The Star-Spangled Banner*, but it's 
a matter of taste.  At the sporting events I've attended, I've noticed it's often the African-American singers who do 
the most embellishing.  Not my style, but this is a free country.  That's an expression I remember using a lot when I 
was a kid.  Seems no one says it anymore. 
 
 

20111230-04 13:40 Art 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
Well it is something the tea baggers can wrap their arms around. 
 
 

20111230-06 15:02 Bill 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG, 
above) 

 
No, it's chickensh*t.  I can understand the need for respect for performance of the national anthem, but this is low 
priority, in my opinion, among legislative items that need treatment. 
 
 

20111230-07 15:30 SteveG Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to Bill, above) 

 
Just thought it was unbelievable in this day and age to waste money and time on such legislation - certainly a ton 
of things that need to be done in every state.  This is an example of what is going on in one state, just imagine the 
other 49 plus the federal government.  No wonder the country is screwed up. 
 
 

20111230-08 16:30 Art 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” (reply to SteveG & 
Bill, above) & Important Issues 

 
It does bring up an interesting point however, what are the really big issues that we all should be focusing on? 
Once we get by this comedy of errors of the Republican nomination process we will then know who is going to face 
off again President Obama for the election.  It would seem to me if we could get some sort of consensus as to what 
is really important, the question would then be, who and which party,  is better focused to address these issues? 
We've taken a whack at this once before but here is my list: 
 

1. Global warming.  I know this is a bit out there and it is certainly bigger than the USA but I think it is 
going to overwhelm everything in the not very distant future. Even we, old as we are will see the 
beginnings.  I believe our children will suffer the major effects and our grandchildren will struggle to 
survive.  If we don't start taking steps now to make adjustments now, it may doom the human race.  I think 
at the minimum it will be the equivalent of the Great Mortality X 10 or even worse. From the PETM age we 
know what happens when you load the atmosphere with carbon dioxide and the only difference this time is 
how fast it is happening.   
  
2. The economy. Using the adage it is hard to remember your main task was to drain the swamp (global 
warming) when you are up to your ass in alligators, we have to somehow get that on track first. It is a huge 
issue with many moving parts but certainly addressing the federal deficit by increasing revenue (taxes), 
reducing meaningful expenditures ( social security and Medicare), addressing the huge and growing 
disparity of wealth are all part of it. We also in most States need to address State deficits.  Jobs, global 
economy etc all play a part in this issue. 
 
3. Education. Personally it is what I call the stupiding (See!)  of America. We are losing ground to 
everyone.  What is wrong?  Left and right get wrapped up in the wrong issues.  In the Post a few days ago 
was an article on the racial disparity of school suspensions.  To me far more important is what do we need 



to do to get teachers actually teaching and not playing baby sitter or school parole officer.  I'll defer to the 
far superior experience of the teachers in this group but something is very wrong with our education 
system. We have good graduate schools in the hard sciences and engineering but they are filled with 
foreign students. Almost no native born Americans.  Why?  Maybe we need to adopt the German/European 
system and weed out the non performers early.  My right wing friends tell me that white kids are real smart 
but the school averages are dragged down by those foreigners and other racial types. If that is so then why 
at a IBM sponsored computers skills challenge at the university level did only one US team even place in the 
top 12 among 105 contenders.  China won and had another team third and Russia placed 5 teams in the 
top 12. Facts are facts. All of this plays into the other factors.  If you're stupid,  you won't be very 
competitive in business with the smart folks and you certainly won't be smart enough to recognize doom 
knocking at the door. 

 
To me which group is better equipped to address some of the issue is clear but before I boor anyone further would 
be curious to know what others top issues are. 
 
 

20111230-12 17:50 SteveG 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Art, above) 

 
I would add to the list some political points: 
 

1. Election reform:  All federal elections with same equipment and same process. 
2. Repeal of Citizens United – no Super PACS. 
3. No insider trading by house, senate, their staff or other federal employees. 
4. A united approach to renewable energy. 

 
If we can agree on the list, then we could email the candidates with the agenda and ask our friends/contacts to do 
the same.  Sending the list to media sources might also be an option. 
 
 

20111231-05 15:32 Pam 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to SteveG & Art, above) 

 
These are my big three, with health care thrown in.  We're seeing the effects of climate change already in more 
extreme weather events and the warmth-creep northward.  Friends of ours from Rochester, NY, said they have only 
a dusting of snow this year, whereas, last year at this time they had 2 ft.  Just one year, I know, but I've noticed 
that our winters in NC are nowhere near as cold as they used to be.  Our summers are hotter too.  From what I 
read, extinctions occur fairly rapidly once a tipping point is reached.  The dinosaurs didn't just dwindle away.  If 
elephants can ruin a habitat by eating everything in sight, then it stands to reason humans could do something 
similar.  We're not the only destructive species, but we may be the most dangerous one.  We're so good at denial, 
which may turn out to be our fatal flaw.  Our world is changing.  Either we'll figure out a way to accommodate that 
change or we'll vanish.  As I've said before on this forum, my optimistic self believes we'll figure out a way to live in 
arctic temps. and shelter from vicious storms.  Not everyone will make it, but enough to keep the species going.  It 
is beyond crucial that we get a handle on our atmosphere, but the problem is so huge I have grave doubts of timely 
progress. 
 
The economy will probably improve eventually.  So far, throughout human history, it always has, but this recession 
is as crushing to humanity as the Black Death, the great ice age, or the dust bowl.  Starvation and suffering are like 
weather; they ebb and flow and migrate from place to place.  All we can address is the small picture; the big 
picture is beyond us.  What we can do something about are the fairness of our laws, equitable distribution of 
material goods, our education system, and the provision of adequate health care.  The one I know most about is 
education, so I'll say a word or two about that. 
 
It's a wonderful thing that Americans are given so many chances to design and change their lives.  You can flunk 
out of college and still return to succeed another day.  It's much more difficult to change direction in many other 
advanced countries.  But our democratic impulses get us in trouble sometimes.  When I hear politicians say they 



believe every American should have a college education, I want to laugh.  Any society constructs the educational 
system it needs.  Ours was formulated in the 19th c. to acculturate immigrants and train docile factory workers.  
Desks bolted to the floor, enforced silence, and authoritarian teachers were all part of that enterprise, and it worked 
quite well.  We don't need that kind of system any longer, in fact, it positively works against us, both corporately 
and individually. 
 
Starting from the top, this is what we need: Our brightest students need to collaborate in small groups with 
teacher/mentors who challenge and inspire them.  Back in the 90s, Groton Academy made a documentary about a 
Hispanic girl from a Bronx ghetto who went there on a scholarship.  The focus was on her and her adjustment, but 
we learned a lot about the school and its philosophy, which could be a model.  Classes were tiny.  Students didn't 
raise their hands to speak but joined the conversation as and when they had something to add or ask.  The 
Headmaster taught too and didn't hide in an office behind a barricade of secretaries.  Idealistic teachers (many of 
them young) taught with passion and a concern for the moral development of their students, who were encouraged 
to think for themselves and take responsibility for their clubs and activities, rather than passively wait for things to 
come to them.  I'm getting into my own thinking here, as you can probably tell.  I've seen too many helicopter 
parents who have infantilized their kids by taking responsibility for doing things their kids should be doing for 
themselves.  A high school senior should be able to fill out his own college applications, write his own essays, apply 
for his own financial aid, make out his own freshman schedule, and decide on his own major.  He should be used to 
doing his own laundry as well, and he shouldn't call home until he's been at college for at least two weeks.  Parents 
should cheer from the sidelines but otherwise stay mum. 
 
Our kids are loved and succored, as they should be, but it is not a kindness to make a child weak.  As soon as a kid 
can do something for himself, he should begin doing it.  The only tiffs I had with my daughter when she was 
growing up involved her doing her own laundry.  I thought that by 6th grade she was plenty capable.  She thought 
I should do it for her--like her friends' moms.  I told her I wasn't her servant.  Long story short, she is the most 
mature, wise, responsible, independent, compassionate person you could ever hope to meet.  My six-year old 
grandson is a whiz at the computer, and even the two-year old knows how to work the DVD player.  Earned 
competence leads to success and confidence.  If we can somehow encourage independence at a young age, I 
believe those who are young today will save the world tomorrow.  But kids don't invent themselves; adults have to 
be responsible too.  That's the toughy. 
 
Some of my best friends and family are more like orchestra conductors than mentors.  To be blunt they interfere 
too much.  No parent should EVER call his child's professor (lower grades are different) or pay for an education his 
kid obviously doesn't want or isn't ready for.  (I'm talking higher education here.)  I've seen lots of kids live out 
their parents' dreams.  I believe parents should encourage their kids to follow their own dreams and not try to script 
their lives. 
 
I could go on and on, but I'm sure you've had enough. :-) 
 
 

20111230-09 16:32 Bill 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Pam, above) 

 
I would presume, if cynically, that this pol, Vaneta Becker, anticipates lots of credit from this legislation.  Chances 
are, it'll get lost early in the legislative session.  I doubt this could be enforced anyway. 
 
 

20111230-10 16:39 Art 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Bill, above) 

 
The interesting thing is with some segments of the public she probably will get lots of credit.  I find that very 
bothering.  Saw last night that in Virginia the Republicans are trying to enforce some sort of rule/ law?  that all 
citizens who vote in the Republican primary have to take a binding oath to vote Republican in the general election.  
How's them apples? 
 
 



 

20111230-13 18:14 Pam 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Art, above) 

 
Jeesh!! 
 
 

20111230-11 17:40 SteveG 
Re: “Singing the Anthem: Are You Doing It 'Right'?” & Important Issues 
(reply to Art, above) 

 
Might as well have them sign the “oath of no new taxes” at the same time. 
 
 

20111230-03 12:00 Pam Interesting Statistics 

 
In his book Why Some Politicians Are More Dangerous Than Others, James Gilligan, a psychiatrist who works with 
violent offenders, notes that "In Republican ideology, dependence is associated with dishonor and shame.  Gilligan 
offers a compelling model of how this ethic of shame triggers intolerable feelings of being discounted, disrespected, 
or "dissed" that issue in violence."  (Terri Apter in the TLS)  It seems that during the past 100 years, when 
Republican Presidents were in office (59 yrs.) there was a 20% increase in homicide and suicide.  When Democratic 
Presidents were in office (48 yrs.) there was a 20% decrease.  Just saying... 
 
 

20111230-05 13:43 Pam 
“Our Rallying Cry Should Be, ‘We Own Wall Street and We Can Stop 
Corporate America's Worst Behavior.’” 

 
“Our Rallying Cry Should Be, ‘We Own Wall Street and We Can Stop Corporate America's Worst Behavior.’” by Eliot 
Spitzer, Slate 
 
Dec. 21, 2011, (http://www.alternet.org/economy/153535) 
 
As the year ends, American politics remains mired in the agenda of the right. The House is, at least momentarily, 
refusing to extend the payroll tax cut and unemployment benefits—two policies genuinely beneficial to the middle 
class. And the presidential campaign heading into the Iowa primaries is dominated by the libertarianism of Ron Paul 
and the astonishing, appalling ideas—eliminate child labor laws, for instance—of Newt Gingrich. 
 
Yes, Occupy Wall Street changed the debate for a brief spell, and, yes, President Obama harkened back to the glory 
days of progressivism with his Kansas speech. But in general American politics has lost sight of the most important 
crisis of our generation: the shrinking middle class. 
 
So let me offer some advice to Democrats and progressives seeking to capture the attention of the American 
people. It has long been my belief that ownership trumps regulation. What I mean by that is while laws and 
regulations can create boundaries to behavior, the reality, as we have seen after passing much legislation—
Sarbanes-Oxley, Dodd-Frank—is that even good laws leave room for bad decision making that results in cataclysm. 
Even though prosecutors should have charged many more bad actors on Wall Street, much of what led to the crisis 
was not blatant illegality: It was horrific judgment exercised by senior executives and regulators. 
 
More laws and different regulations might have mitigated the disaster, but the best remedy, and the step we have 
to focus on, is giving citizens more decision-making within the private sector. “We Own Wall Street” should be the 
rallying cry of the former Occupy Wall Street, come January. 
 
We Own Wall Street is the truth. The actual ownership of major banks, manufacturers, and retail giants resides in 
vast repositories of capital that are owned and controlled by the public: mutual funds, public pension funds, and 
endowments at public institutions. If the public exercised its huge ownership capacity by influencing board member 
selection, compensation, and political donations, then these companies would be fundamentally altered. 
 

http://www.alternet.org/economy/153535


How to do this? It’s actually pretty easy. What’s needed is a bit of leadership. The current Occupy Wall Street could 
enlist a few savvy and courageous state and city comptrollers. The first steps should be easy, almost nonideological, 
to demonstrate the power of ownership. 
 
The leaders of the newly minted We Own Wall Street should announce the following: They are putting together a 
coalition that owns in excess of 5 percent of each of the major Wall Street firms that received bailout funds or loan 
guarantees. (They could amass this 5 percent by making common cause with union and state pension funds.) 
 
This group could make the following two simple demands of the Wall Street firms: 
 

First, disclose the substance of, and all records relating to, any meetings between senior officers of the 
company and any regulator over the past five years. On behalf of the public and shareholders, we need to 
understand what happened in the regulatory process and why; we need to be comfortable that the 
company and government officials have been forthright with the public about the nature of the discussions 
that led to the massive flow of public funds to the company. 
 
Second, cease all giving of corporate funds to any entity—for-profit, not-for-profit, overtly political or not—
that is involved in attempting to sway the course of legislation or regulation in Washington or any state 
capital. This would encompass the U.S. Chamber of Commerce as well as the Sierra Club. The idea would be 
to slow the cascade of money and influence flowing into politics from inside the corporations. As owners we 
are saying: Stop trying to alter the rules you play by. Just play by the rules and focus on building a better 
product. 

 
There are many more substantive policy areas where a minority group of shareholder could alter corporate behavior 
for the benefit of both the company and the public, but it seems easiest to being with these steps relating to the 
bailouts and lobbying. The effort to reassert proper ownership need not be an argument from the left or the right. 
It is merely an effort to move responsibility and power back to where it belongs. 
 
(Eliot Spitzer is the former governor of the state of New York.) [And a favorite of mine and Ron Paul’s. –SteveB] 
 
© 2011 Slate 
 
 

20111230-14 23:42 SteveG Video: from Capitalism: A Love Story, “Flint Sit-Down Strike” 

 
from Capitalism: A Love Story, “Flint Sit-Down Strike”, by Michael Moore: 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h8x1_q9wg58. 
 
 

20111231-01 10:20 Pam 
Re: Video: from Capitalism: A Love Story, “Flint Sit-Down Strike” (reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
I don't have to be particularly fond of a person to agree with him, as I do in this case.  There is so much that needs 
fixing.  Climate change, the economy, education, health care--in that order. More to follow. :-) 
 
 

20111230-15 23:45 SteveG Fw: The Occupied Amendment Petition 

 
http://www.theoccupiedamendment.org/about/ 

 
 

20111230-16 23:55 Dennis Dennis Cox Travel Portfolio—Best of 2010 & 2011 

 
Happy New Year 2012! 
 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h8x1_q9wg58
http://www.theoccupiedamendment.org/about/


You are invited to view: Dennis Cox Travel Portfolio—Best of 2010 & 2011: 
 

ChinaStock/WorldViews — www.ChinaStockphotos.com 
 
Award Winning Travel Photography — www.DennisCox.com 
 
Photo Explorer Tours — www.PhotoExplorerTours.com 
 
Official Photographer — AllThingsCruise.com 

 
 

20111231-02 11:21 SteveG “Is Limiting Number in Statehouse Pro-Safety or Anti-Protest?” 

 
Not surprisingly anti-union, anti-middle class, right wing legislation moves to/continues in Indiana: 
 
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111231/LOCAL1805/112310319/Is-limiting-number-Statehouse-pro-safety-anti-
protest-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com 
 
 

20111231-04 13:38 Pam 
Re: “Is Limiting Number in Statehouse Pro-Safety or Anti-Protest?” (Reply to 
SteveG, above) 

 
There's a lot of space outside.  Protesters should occupy as much of that as they can.  Visible presence is what's 
important.  And call the media!  I'm turning into a real rabble-rouser in my old age.  A rabble encourager anyway. 
 
 

20111231-03 11:53 SteveG 
Fw: Care2 Petition: Don't Let Congress Cut Funding for Child Survival and 
Maternal Health! 

 
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/467/796/179/?z00m=20163998 
 
 

20111231-06 20:29 SteveG “The 12 Most Hopeful Trends to Build on in 2012” 

 
“The 12 Most Hopeful Trends to Build on in 2012” by Sarah Van Gelder, Yes! Magazine 
 
Dec. 31, 2011, (http://www.nationofchange.org/12-most-hopeful-trends-build-2012-1325349542) 
 
Who would have thought that some young people camped out in lower Manhattan with cardboard signs, a few 
sharpies, some donated pizza, and a bunch of smart phones could change so much? 
 
The viral spread of the Occupy Movement took everyone by surprise. Last summer, politicians and the media were 
fixated on the debt ceiling, and everyone seemed to forget that we were in the midst of an economic meltdown—
everyone except the 99 percent who were experiencing it. 
 
Today, people ranging from Ben Bernake, chair of the Federal Reserve, to filmmaker Michael Moore are expressing 
sympathy for the Occupy Movement and concern for those losing homes, retirement savings, access to health care, 
and hope of ever finding a job. 
 
This uprising is the biggest reason for hope in 2012. The following are 12 ways the Occupy Movement and other 
major trends of 2011 offer a foundation for a transformative 2012. 
 
1. Americans rediscover their political self-respect. 
 

In 2011, members of the 99 percent began camping out in New York's Zuccotti Park, launching a movement 
that quickly spread across the country. Students at U.C. Davis sat nonviolently through a pepper spray 

http://www.chinastockphotos.com/
http://www.denniscox.com/
http://www.photoexplorertours.com/
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111231/LOCAL1805/112310319/Is-limiting-number-Statehouse-pro-safety-anti-protest-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://www.indystar.com/article/20111231/LOCAL1805/112310319/Is-limiting-number-Statehouse-pro-safety-anti-protest-?odyssey=tab|topnews|text|IndyStar.com
http://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/467/796/179/?z00m=20163998
http://www.nationofchange.org/12-most-hopeful-trends-build-2012-1325349542


assault, Oaklanders shut down the city with a general strike, and Clevelanders saved a family from eviction. 
Occupiers opened their encampments to all and fed all who showed up, including many homeless people. 
Thousands moved their accounts from corporate banks to community banks and credit unions, and people 
everywhere created their own media with smart phones and laptops. The Occupy Movement built on the 
Arab Spring, occupations in Europe, and on the uprising, early in 2011, in Wisconsin, where people occupied 
the state capitol in an attempt to block major cuts in public workers' rights and compensation. Police 
crackdowns couldn't crush the surge of political self-respect experienced by millions of Americans. 
 
After the winter weather subsides, look for the blossoming of an American Spring. 

 
2. Economic myths get debunked. 
 

Americans now understand that hard work and playing by the rules don't mean you'll get ahead. They know 
that Wall Street financiers are not working for their interests. Global capitalism is not lifting all boats. As this 
mythology crumbled, the reality became inescapable: The United States is not broke. The 1 percent have 
rigged the system to capture a larger and larger share of the world's wealth and power, while the middle 
class and poor face unemployment, soaring student debt burdens, homelessness, exclusion from the 
medical system, and the disappearance of retirement savings. Austerity budgets just sharpen the pain, as 
the safety net frays and public benefits, from schools to safe bridges, fail. The European debt crisis is front 
and center today, but other crises will likely follow. Just as the legitimacy of apartheid began to fall apart 
long before the system actually fell, today, the legitimacy of corporate power and Wall Street dominance is 
disintegrating. 
 
The new-found clarity about the damage that results from a system dominated by Wall Street will further 
energize calls for regulation and the rule of law, and fuel the search for economic alternatives. 

 
3. Divisions among people are coming down. 
 

Middle-class college students camped out alongside homeless occupiers. People of color and white people 
created new ways to work together. Unions joined with occupiers. In some places, Tea Partiers and 
occupiers discovered common purposes. Nationwide, anti-immigrant rhetoric backfired. 
 
Tremendous energy is released when isolated people discover one another; look for more unexpected 
alliances. 

 
4. Alternatives are blossoming. 
 

As it becomes clear that neither corporate CEOs nor national political leaders have solutions to today's deep 
crises, thousands of grassroots-led innovations are taking hold. Community land trusts, farmers markets, 
local currencies and time banking, micro-energy installations, shared cars and bicycles, cooperatively owned 
businesses are among the innovations that give people the means to live well on less and build community. 
And the Occupy Movement, which is often called "leaderless," is actually full of emerging leaders who are 
building the skills and connections to shake things up for decades to come. 
 
This widespread leadership, coupled with the growing repertoire of grassroots innovations, sets the stage 
for a renaissance of creative rebuilding. 

 
5. Popular pressure halted the Keystone KL Pipeline — for the moment. 
 

Thousands of people stood up to efforts by some of the world's most powerful energy companies and 
convinced the Obama administration to postpone approval of the Keystone XL Pipeline, which would have 
sped the extraction and export of dirty tar sands oil. James Hansen says, "If the tar sands are thrown into 
the mix, it is essentially game over" for the planet. Just a year ago, few had heard of this project, much less 
considered risking arrest to stop it, as thousands did outside the White House in 2011. 
 



With Congress forcing him to act within 60 days, President Obama will be under enormous pressure from 
both Big Oil and pipeline opponents. It will be among the key tests of his presidency. 

 
6. Climate responses move forward despite federal inaction. 
 

Throughout the United States, state and local governments are taking action where the federal government 
has failed. California's new climate cap-and-trade law will take effect in 2012. College students are pressing 
campus administrators to quit using coal-fired sources of electricity. Elsewhere, Europe is limiting climate 
pollution from air travel, Australia has enacted a national carbon tax, and there is a global initiative 
underway to recognize the rights of Mother Nature. Climate talks in Durban, South African, arrived at a 
conclusion that, while far short of what is needed, at least keeps the process alive. 
 
Despite corporate-funded climate change deniers, most people know climate change is real and dangerous; 
expect to see many more protests, legislation, and new businesses focused on reducing carbon emissions in 
2012. 

 
7. There's a new focus on cleaning up elections. 
 

The Supreme Court's "Citizens United decision," which lifted limits on corporate campaign contributions, is 
opposed by a large majority of Americans. This year saw a growing national movement to get money out of 
politics; cities from Pittsburgh to Los Angeles are passing resolutions calling for an end to corporate 
personhood. Constitutional amendments have been introduced. And efforts are in the works to push back 
against voter suppression policies that especially discourage voting among people of color, low-income 
people, and students, all of whom tend to vote Democratic. 
 
Watch for increased questioning of the legal basis of corporations, which "we the people" created, but which 
now facilitate lawlessness and increasing concentrations of wealth and power. 

 
8. Local government is taking action. 
 

City and state governments are moving forward, even as Washington, D.C., remains gridlocked, even as 
budgets are stretched thin. Towns in Pennsylvania, New York, and elsewhere are seeking to prohibit 
"fracking" to extract natural gas, and while they're at it, declaring that corporations do not have the 
constitutional rights of people. Cities are banning plastic bags, linking up local food systems, encouraging 
bicycling and walking, cleaning up brown fields, and turning garbage and wasted energy into opportunity. In 
part because of the housing market disaster, people are less able to pick up and move. 
 
Look for increased rootedness, whether voluntary or not, along with increased focus on local efforts to build 
community solutions. 

 
9. Dams are coming down. 
 

Two dams that block passage of salmon up the Elwha River into the pristine Olympic National Park in 
Washington state are coming down. After decades of campaigning by Native tribes and environmentalists, 
the removal of the dams began in 2011. 
 
The assumption that progress is built on "taming" and controlling nature is giving way to an understanding 
that human and ecological well-being are linked. 

 
10. The United States ended the combat mission in Iraq. 
 

U.S. troops are home from Iraq at last. What remains is a U.S. embassy compound the size of the Vatican 
City, along with thousands of private contractors. Iraq and the region remain unstable. 
 
Given the terrible cost in lives and treasure for what most Americans see as an unjustified war, look to 
greater skepticism of future U.S. invasions. 



 
11. Breakthrough for single-payer health care. 
 

The state of Vermont took action to respond to the continuing health care crises, adopting, but not yet 
funding, a single-payer health care system similar to Canada's. 
 
As soaring costs of health insurance drain the coffers of businesses and governments, other states may join 
Vermont at the forefront of efforts to establish a public health insurance system like Canada's. 

 
12. Gay couples can get married. 
 

In 2011, New York state and the Suquamish Tribe in Washington state (home of the author of this piece) 
adopted gay marriage laws. Navy Petty Officer 2nd Class Marissa Gaeta won a raffle allowing her to be the 
first to kiss her partner upon return from 80 days at sea, the first such public display of gay affection since 
Don't Ask Don't Tell was expunged. The video and photos went viral. 
 
2011 may be the year when opposition to gay marriage lost its power as a rallying cry for social 
conservatives. The tide has turned, and gay people will likely continue to win the same rights as straight 
people to marry. 

 
With so much in play, 2012 will be an interesting year, even setting aside questions about "end times" and Mayan 
calendars. As the worldviews and institutions based on the dominance of the 1 percent are challenged, as the global 
economy frays, and as we run headlong into climate change and other ecological limits, one era is giving way to 
another. There are too many variable to predict what direction things will take. But our best hopes can be found in 
the rise of broad grassroots leadership, through the Occupy Movement, the Wisconsin uprising, the climate justice 
movement, and others, along with local, but interlinked, efforts to build local solution everywhere. These efforts 
make it possible that 2012 will be a year of transformation and rebuilding — this time, with the well-being of all life 
front and center. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
—Friends of the Middle, 
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator 
 
 
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on 
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To 
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line, 
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the 
subject line. 
 
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your 
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to 
sign with your desired user name. 
 
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be 
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking. 
 
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org 
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com 
 
 

original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved 
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mailto:FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
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