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DATE-ID
invisible

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE
(01-12) 2012 PRIMARIES

invisible
(02-12) 2012 ELECTIONS
invisible
20120601-13
20120606-10
20120606-11

18:30
20:46
21:27

MarthaH
Paula
SteveB

20120607-02

11:50

Pam

20120615-00

SteveB

20120616-01

08:40

MarthaH

20120616-04

10:17

Pam

20120617-06

18:01

SteveB

20120619-00

SteveB

FactCheck.org Hot Topics: “Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors”
Fw: Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012”
Re: Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012” (reply to Paula, above)
Re: Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012” (reply to Paula, FotM Newsletter
#155)
Statistical Analysis for Political Campaigns? by Steven W. Baker /
SteveB (“Moneyball Godfather Bill James Tackles Politics in Super PAC
Age”)
“Fact-Checking the Truthiness of the 2012 Campaign”
Re: “Fact-Checking the Truthiness of the 2012 Campaign” (reply to
MarthaH, above)
“Arizona Win 'an Oasis in the Desert' for Democrats”
Campaigns’ Bane: Bain Capital by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Bain
Capital: Barack Obama & Mitt Romney in a Muddle”)

invisible
BARACK OBAMA
invisible
20120603-09
20120603-12
20120611-01
20120611-08
20120611-10
20120611-12
20120611-13
20120615-01
20120615-02
20120615-07
20120616-08
20120616-09
20120616-13
20120616-17
20120617-05
20120616-10

13:31
16:30
07:15
11:43
16:02
20:40
20:49
11:27
12:02
19:47
11:44
12:03
13:30
15:07
16:31
12:23

SteveM
SteveB
SteveB
SteveM
SteveB
SteveM
SteveM
SteveM
SteveB
SteveM
SteveB
Art
Pam
SteveG
SteveB
SteveM

20120616-20

17:00

SteveB

20120623-03
20120624-01
20120627-15

12:25
06:14
23:29

SteveM
SteveB
SteveM

20120627-17

23:35

SteveB

20120627-18

23:50

SteveB

20120628-05

13:37

Pam

20120627-16
20120628-01
invisible

23:31
10:03

SteveM
Art

Fw: Clearing Things Up…
Re: Clearing Things Up… (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: Not Exactly (reply to SteveM)
Re: Not Exactly (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Not Exactly (reply to SteveM, above)
Fw: ” Obama Is Victim of Bush's Failed Promises”
“When Will Obama Crack in Public?”
Fw: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide”
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to all, above)
Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)
Fw: Video: The Angry Black Man — Obama, God & the Constitution
“Three Years Later, Will the Auto Rescue Skeptics Finally Admit They
Were Wrong?”
Fw: Post Turtle
Re: Post Turtle (reply to SteveM, above)
Fw: Muslim Heritage in America
“Remarks by the President on a New Beginning” (Cairo Univ., June 4,
2009) (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: Muslim Heritage in America (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: FotM Newsletter #170 & Muslim Heritage in America (reply to
SteveM)
Fw: The Cow & the Ice Cream
Re: The Cow & the Ice Cream (reply to SteveM, FotM Newsletter #170)

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE
MITT ROMNEY

invisible
20120603-04
20120603-07
20120603-10

09:01
09:25
13:36

MarthaH
Art
Dale

20120603-11

16:04

Pam

20120603-14

20:30

Art

20120603-15

21:21

Dale

20120603-16

22:05

SteveB

20120605-00
20120604-21
20120605-01
20120609-05

16:06
09:52
17:27

FotM
SteveB
Art
SteveB

20120622-00

SteveB

20120622-02

11:48

Pam

20120621-07
20120627-12
invisible

15:06
20:18

SteveB
SteveG

“Spelling Disaster: Romney Is Butt of Jokes After 'Amercia' App Gaffe”
Re: “Spelling Disaster…” (reply to MarthaH, above)
“Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Dale, above)
Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Dale, above)
Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Art, above)
Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Dale, above)
Is Mitt Fit (to Be President)? by Friends of the Middle
“5 Facts About the Massachusetts Economy Under Mitt Romney”
“The Keynesian Case for Romney”
“Romney Dodged the Draft”
R0mney Tells Governors to Lie About Recovery by Steven W.
Baker / SteveB (“Romney Campaign Asks Florida Governor to Downplay
Good Economic News”)
Re: R0mney Tells Governors to Lie About Recovery (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #166)
From the Right: “Romney Needs Big Share of White Working-Class Vote”
Cartoons: R0mney’s ‘Immigration’ Problem
(03) CONSERVATIVE MIND, THE

invisible
20120602-15
20120603-05
20120604-03

20:28
09:11
09:02

Art
Pam
MarthaH

20120604-05

10:21

Pam

20120604-06

10:24

SteveB

20120604-10

11:54

MarthH

20120604-22

16:39

SandyI

20120605-08

12:43

Pam

20120605-17
20120609-01
20120619-05
20120620-13

17:43
01:21
16:01
23:58

Art
SteveM
Art
Anne

20120621-01

07:35

SteveB

20120621-09

16:02

Pam

20120621-11

16:32

SteveG

20120621-15

18:04

Art

20120622-07
20120623-01

21:44
08:45

SteveG
Pam

Tea Party Church Sign
Re: Tea Party Church Sign (reply to Art, above)
"Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance”
Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
MarthaH, above)
Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
MarthaH & Pam, above)
Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
SteveB, above)
Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
SteveB, above)
Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (FotM
Newsletter #153)
Video: “Tea Party vs. The Constitution: ObamaCare Edition”
Liberal Logic 101, Part 1
“We're All Going to Hell or to Sweden”
Signs of the Times, Part 7
“Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist”
Re: “Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist” (reply to Pam, above)
Magic Quiz
Re: Magic Quiz (reply to SteveG, above)

DATE-ID
20120625-12
20120625-14
20120623-04
20120624-02
20120624-05
20120628-17
invisible

TIME
12:13
12:54
12:29
13:34
23:58
23:58

FROM
Jim
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveG
SteveG

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: Magic Quiz (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #167)
Re: Magic Quiz (reply to Jim, above)
“Three Big Lies about Big Government”
“Apocalypse Now Vogue Engulfs Chicken Littles”
Quotes: Where Is Your Party Now, Republicans?
Graphic: Regressive Philosophy
(04) DEMOCRATS

invisible
20120603-01
20120603-02
20120619-10
invisible

06:51
07:44
23:58

MarthaH
Art
Art

“John Edwards' Trial Leaves Only Losers”
Re: “John Edwards' Trial Leaves Only Losers” (reply to MarthaH, above)
Quote: Sen. Bernie Sanders on Gridlock
(05) LIBERAL MIND, THE

invisible
20120605-04
20120605-10
20120625-28
20120627-13
20120628-16
invisible

11:20
13:49
18:49
21:25
23:57

MarthaH
Pam
Art
SteveG
SteveG

“'Compromise' Is Not a Dirty Word”
Re: “'Compromise' Is Not a Dirty Word” (reply to MarthaH, above)
“Fifteen Differences Between Democrats and Republicans”
“What's the True Meaning of Patriotism?”
Graphic: What If There Is No Evil Conspiracy?

(06) MISC. POLITICS / CORRESPONDENCE w/ POLITICIANS
invisible
20120608-01

07:47

MarthaH

20120608-02

16:41

Art

20120608-03

17:38

Pam

“Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years”
Re: “Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years” (reply to
MarthaH, above)
Re: “Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years” (reply to
MarthaH & Art, above) / Climate Change

invisible
(07) REPUBLICANS
invisible
20120611-00
20120619-06

SteveB
16:06

20120621-00

Art
SteveB

20120621-02

07:56

SteveB

20120621-10

16:05

Pam

20120621-19

22:33

Jim

20120626-01

09:31

Art

20120626-02

10:07

Pam

20120626-03
invisible

10:33

SteveB

Reagan’s Solution: Tax and Spend! by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“Highly Muddled Arguments”)
Quote: Bill Maher on George Bush & Teabaggers
GOP Wants to Drive US Over the Cliff by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“A Secret the Republicans Know But Will Never Admit”)
“Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes It's
Unconstitutional”
Re: “Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes
It's Unconstitutional” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes
It's Unconstitutional” (reply to SteveB, above)
Graphic: Two Types of Republicans
Re: Graphic: Two Types of Republicans, Fatal Lies & “The Banality of
Evil” (reply to Art, above)
From the Right: Joe the Plumber Update
(08) STATE / LOCAL POLITICS

invisible
20120531-09

13:07

SteveB

20120531-14

17:01

Art

From the Right: “GOP Whistling Past the End of America” [Wisconsin
Gov. Walker Recall Election]
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #147)

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

20120531-16

17:46

Pam

20120531-22

19:37

SteveB

20120531-19

18:04

Art

20120531-20

18:07

Pam

20120531-21

19:23

SteveB

20120531-23

20:56

Dale

20120604-08
20120604-09
20120604-11

11:05
11:20
11:54

Art
SteveB
Dale

20120604-13

12:11

SteveB

20120604-14

12:20

Pam

20120604-17

12:48

Dale

20120604-18

13:52

Pam

20120604-20

15:53

Art

20120604-31

20:06

Dale

20120604-25

17:12

Pam

20120604-27

19:07

SteveB

20120604-28

19:15

Art

20120604-30

19:48

Dale

20120605-02
20120605-03
20120606-05

10:26
10:31
16:03

Art
Pam
SteveB

20120607-04

16:18

SteveB

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to all)
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Pam and Art, above)
Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to all, above) & “Wisconsin Unions
See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote”
“Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (to Dale)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale,
above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale,
above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Pam,
above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale,
above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale,
above)
Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Art, above)
“How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?”
Re: “How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?” (reply to SteveB, above)
Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker
Re: Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker (reply to Art, above)
“What Scott Walker’s Survival in the Wisconsin Recall Really Means”
“Silent Running: the Burgeoning Wisconsin Scandal that Major Media
Ignored”

invisible
(09) THIRD PARTIES
invisible
(10) CONSTITUTION
invisible
20120609-03
20120625-26
invisible

15:28
17:52

SteveB
SteveG

“Use The People’s Veto to End Citizens United”
“5 Reasons America Is Not — And Has Never Been — a Christian Nation”
(11) CORRUPTION

invisible
20120619-09
20120621-21

23:57
23:58

SteveG
SteveG

20120622-04

15:02

NormF

Add Corporate Logos to Our Flag or Get Corporations Out of Politics!
Cartoon: Bank CEOs Play Us All for Suckers
Re: Cartoon: Bank CEOs Play Us All for Suckers (reply to SteveG, FotM
Newsletter #166)

DATE-ID
20120627-14
invisible

TIME
FROM
22:00 SteveG

SUBJECT/TITLE
Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels’ Sweet Deal
(12) EDUCATION

invisible
20120609-02
20120609-04
20120609-06
20120609-07

15:20
16:04
19:45
20:53

Pam
Art
Pam
SteveG

20120610-01

08:38

MarthaH

20120612-01

07:00

MarthaH

20120612-02

08:55

Pam

20120612-03

10:08

Art

20120612-04

10:18

Pam

20120615-05
20120615-06
20120616-05
20120616-06

17:38
17:48
10:42
11:31

SteveG
Art
Pam
Art

20120616-07

11:37

Bill

20120616-12
20120616-14
20120616-15
20120616-16
20120616-18
20120616-19
20120616-11
20120618-07

12:41
13:31
13:36
14:03
15:10
15:40
12:27
15:27

Pam
Bill
Pam
Bill
SteveG
Pam
SteveB
SteveG

20120618-08

15:39

Pam

20120618-09

16:49

Art

20120619-07
20120621-17

20:45
19:17

SteveG
Art

20120621-18

20:45

Pam

Fw: Texas A&M Commencement Address
Re: Texas A&M Commencement Address (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Texas A&M Commencement Address (reply to Art, above)
Re: Texas A&M Commencement Address (reply to Pam, above)
“Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’”
“Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’”
Re: “Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’” (reply to MarthaH, above)
Re: “Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’” (reply to MarthaH, above)
Re: “Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’” (reply to Art & MarthaH, above)
“Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off”
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to SteveG & Art,
above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Bill, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Bill, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to SteveG, above)
“Democrats Must Oppose Republicans on Education”
Graphic: Cost/Benefit Analysis for Education
Re: Graphic: Cost/Benefit Analysis for Education (reply to SteveG,
above)
Re: Graphic: Cost/Benefit Analysis for Education (reply to SteveG,
above)
“Michigan Man Has 29 College Degrees & Counting”
“Gallup Poll: Confidence in America's Public Schools Hits Record Low”
Re: “Gallup Poll: Confidence in America's Public Schools Hits Record
Low” (reply to Art, above)

invisible
(13) ELECTION REFORM
invisible
20120601-11

15:58

Art

20120612-06
20120619-03
20120620-02
20120620-09
20120620-12
20120625-09
20120625-11
invisible

14:59
13:21
07:19
13:45
18:10
11:26
11:51

Jim
SteveB
MarthaH
SteveB
SteveG
SteveG
Pam

“Koch Brothers Plan to Funnel Tens of Millions to Conservative Allies to
Influence 2012 Elections”
“Be a Super PAC Watchdog”
“Corporate Feelings”
“Democrats, GOP Debate Political Non-Profits' Donors”
“Super PACs & Secret Money Destroying America’s Democracy”
Quote: Eugene Debs on the Power of Money
“Truth in Advertising”
Re: “Truth in Advertising” (reply to SteveG, above)

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE
(14) EXECUTIVE BRANCH

invisible
20120610-03

23:39

SteveM

20120611-06

10:33

Pam

20120611-07

11:02

Art

20120611-09

13:16

Pam

20120611-11

18:28

Art

“Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers”
Re: “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers” (reply to SteveB & SteveM, FotM Newsletter #157)
Re: “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers” (reply to Art, above)
U.S. National Parks Passes & “U.S. Agencies Join Forces to Honor &
Support Military Families”

invisible
(15) GUNS / INSURRECTION / CRIME
invisible
20120618-02
20120618-03

11:30
12:02

SteveG
Pam

20120618-10

17:00

Art

20120618-11
20120618-12
20120618-15
20120618-16
20120618-18
20120618-19
20120618-21
20120618-14
20120618-20
invisible

17:15
17:23
18:00
18:56
19:22
19:31
19:45
17:48
19:41

Pam
Art
SteveB
SteveG
SteveB
SteveG
Pam
Art
Pam

Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
above)
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along
Cartoon: It’s Better in Somalia!
Re: Cartoon: It’s Better in Somalia!

(reply to SteveG, above)
(reply to Pam & SteveG,
(reply
(reply
(reply
(reply
(reply
(reply
(reply

to
to
to
to
to
to
to

Art, above)
Pam, above)
Art, above)
all, above)
SteveG, above)
SteveB, above)
SteveB, above)

(16) IMMIGRATION
invisible
20120616-02
20120620-01
invisible

09:38
06:09

SteveB
MarthaH

Fw: Wonderful News
“The Rise of Asian Americans”
(17) JUDICIAL BRANCH

invisible
20120531-01

07:24

MarthaH

20120531-04

10:29

Pam

20120531-02
20120531-03
20120531-05
20120531-06
20120531-07
20120531-08
20120531-11
20120531-15
20120531-17
20120531-18
20120531-24
20120602-03
20120602-05
20120602-06

08:31
09:49
10:52
11:43
12:02
12:16
13:36
17:20
17:48
17:51
22:41
11:04
11:14
11:29

MarthaH
SteveB
Pam
SteveB
SteveG
Pam
SteveG
SteveB
SteveG
Art
SteveG
SteveB
SteveG
SteveB

“Former Justice Predicts Cracks in Citizens United Decision”
Re: “Former Justice Predicts Cracks in Citizens United Decision” (reply to
MarthaH, above)
“Montana Bucks the Court”
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to MarthaH, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to MarthaH, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Pam & SteveG, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to all, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #151)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveG, above)

DATE-ID
20120602-09
20120602-11
20120602-12

TIME
FROM
11:58 SteveG
13:30 SteveB
14:48 SteveG

20120626-00

SteveB

20120627-00

SteveB

20120626-09
20120628-00

23:55

SteveG
SteveB

20120627-06

13:47

Art

20120627-07

14:21

Pam

20120627-10

18:12

SteveB

20120627-11

18:25

Art

20120627-09

14:57

MarthaH

20120629-00

SteveB

20120628-02

10:47

Art

20120628-03
20120628-04
20120628-06
20120628-07
20120628-08
20120628-09
invisible

11:59
12:48
13:54
15:41
16:00
16:58

SteveB
Pam
SteveB
SteveB
Beth
SteveB

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)
Another American Tragedy by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Supreme
Court Reverses Anti-Citizens United Ruling from Montana”)
Tomorrow, It Will Be Dark News: 5 to 4 by Steven W. Baker /
SteveB (“Conservative Politics Will Again Trump Law in Supreme Court’s
Health Care Ruling”)
Graphic: Clarence Thomas
Hoping Against Hope by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
“How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate”
Re: “How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate” (reply to Pam & SteveB, above)
“What the High Court Will Decide & What the Aftermath Will Be”
Progressives Stomp Regressives! by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“Supreme Court’s Obamacare Ruling Leaves Republicans Scrambling”)
Fw: BREAKING NEWS: The Affordable Care Act Has Been Preserved (to
translate for Republicans—OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES!)
Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Art, above)
Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Art, above)
Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Pam & Art, above)
Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Pam & Art, above)
Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Beth, above)
(18) LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

invisible
(19) MISC. GOVERNMENT / CORRESPONDENCE w/ OFFICIALS
invisible
20120601-09
20120604-01
invisible

14:00
06:43

Pam
MarthaH

Quote: Anthony Burgess on ‘The State’
“Religious Rights vs. the Public's Right”
(20) REPRODUCTION / WOMEN / LGBT

invisible
20120604-04
20120606-13
20120607-07
20120610-04
20120611-16
20120605-15
20120606-12
20120610-05
20120611-17
20120626-06
invisible

09:37
23:58
23:57
23:57
23:57
16:22
23:57
23:58
23:58
13:33

Bill
Bill
Bill
Bill
Bill
SteveG
SteveG
SteveG
SteveG
SteveB

Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 1
Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 2
Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 3
Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 4
Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 5
“Senate GOP Blocks Democrats' Equal Pay Bill”
Quote: President Obama on Equal Pay for Women
Photo: Hey, GOP, Where Are the Jobs? Hint: Not My Uterus
Quote: Susan B. Anthony on Politics
“Why Women Still Can’t Have It All”
(21) SOCIAL SECURITY / RETIREMENT

invisible
20120619-08

23:56

Anne

Signs of the Times, Part 6

DATE-ID
invisible

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE
(22) STATE / LOCAL GOVERNMENT

invisible
20120611-02

07:43

MarthaH

20120611-03

08:53

Pam

20120613-07

14:13

SteveB

“Pledges Forgotten, Local Governments Repurpose Federally Funded
Parks”
Re: “Pledges Forgotten, Local Governments Repurpose Federally Funded
Parks” (reply to MarthaH, above)
From the Right: “North Dakota Voters Decide Not to Eliminate Property
Taxes”

invisible
(23) TAXES
invisible
20120607-05

16:38

SteveB

20120614-03
invisible

14:07

SteveB

“Why We Have to Raise Taxes on the Rich and End the Bush Tax Cuts
for the Wealthy”
“The Truth About Taxes”
(24) TRADE / INT’L RELATIONS

invisible
20120612-00

SteveB

20120612-05

11:36

Art

20120613-11

20:00

SteveB

20120619-04
invisible

14:31

SteveB

China: ‘Business Friendly’ by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“The Real
Reason Apple Can't Make Your iPhone in America”)
Re: China: ‘Business Friendly’ (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #158)
“Obama Trade Document Leaked, Revealing New Corporate Powers &
Broken Campaign Promises”
From the Right: “Now Korea Is Cleaning Our Clock”
(25) WAR / SECURITY

invisible
20120603-08
20120604-07
20120605-11
20120605-12
20120605-13
20120605-14
20120605-16
20120606-01
20120606-03
20120606-04
20120606-06
20120615-03
20120618-04

11:30
10:41
14:08
15:30
15:51
16:04
16:46
09:16
14:15
15:18
16:24
13:33
13:52

20120620-00

Tom
Art
Pam
SteveB
Art
SteveB
Art
Pam
Dennis
Bill
Dennis
Tom
Tom
SteveB

20120619-01
20120620-10

06:38
16:34

Tom
Ben

20120620-11

17:17

SteveB

20120621-12

17:06

Dennis

20120621-16

18:06

Art

20120622-01

11:40

Pam

20120625-16

13:34

Phil

Video: “Obama's and Brennan's ‘Kill List’”
“Truth, Lies & Afghanistan”
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #153)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #153)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #154)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Dennis & Pam, above)
Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Bill, above)
Cartoon: Nanny State Drone
Fw: How to Install a Bubba Home Security System
Bush 9/11 Failure by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“New NSA
Documents Contradict Bush Administration 9/11 Claims”)
“Do You Think America Makes Plans a Thousand Years Out?”
”Leadership Issues Plagued Rebel Alliance, Prolonged War”
Re: ”Leadership Issues Plagued Rebel Alliance, Prolonged War” (reply to
Ben, above)
“The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War”
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Dennis, above)
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Dennis, FotM Newsletter #166)
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Pam, FotM Newsletter #167)

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

20120625-29

20:01

Bill

20120625-18

13:52

Pam

20120625-21

15:15

Art

20120625-20

14:25

Dennis

20120625-23

15:36

Pam

20120625-24

15:37

Pam

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global
Phil, above)
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global
Phil, above)
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global
Pam, above)
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global
Phil & Pam, above) & “A Cruel & Unusual Record”
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global
Dennis, above)
Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global
Art, above)

War” (reply to
War” (reply to
War” (reply to
War” (reply to
War” (reply to
War” (reply to

invisible
(26) ART / LITERATURE / WRITING / MOVIES / MUSIC
invisible
20120602-07
20120602-08
20120602-10
20120602-13
20120602-14
20120606-09
20120607-06
20120615-04
20120620-06
20120620-08
20120621-03
20120626-08

11:35
11:52
13:23
15:36
16:06
20:44
17:30
16:29
10:03
11:05
09:37
22:11

SteveB
David
SteveB
David
SteveB
MarthaH
SteveB
Ben
SteveG
Pam
Art
David

20120627-01

09:29

SteveB

Gomez Again
Re: Gomez Again (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Gomez Again (reply to David, above)
Re: Gomez Again (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Gomez Again (reply to David, above)
“Author Ray Bradbury Has Died in California”
“Do One”
“Snow Crash Movie to Be Written & Directed by Joe Cornish”
Fw: Word Origins for Oldies
Re: Word Origins for Oldies (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: Word Origins for Oldies (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #165)
‘Durable’ Music from the 60’s & 70’s
Re: ‘Durable’ Music from the 60’s & 70’s (reply to David, FotM Neslwtter
#169)

invisible
(27) BUSINESS / MONEY / ECONOMICS
invisible
20120604-23
20120604-24

16:45
17:03

SteveB
Pam

20120604-26

18:56

Dale

20120604-29

19:39

SteveBA

20120606-00

FotM

20120607-00

SteveB

20120608-00
20120607-01
20120609-08

Pam
MarthaH
Anne

09:39
21:38

20120613-00

SteveB

20120613-01

10:03

Art

20120613-05
20120614-07
20120614-08
20120621-08
20120621-13
20120621-14

14:01
17:21
20:07
15:11
17:12
17:47

SteveB
Art
SteveB
Dennis
Pam
Art

“The Republican Economy”
Re: “The Republican Economy” (reply to SteveB, above)
From the Middle: “Soros on the Euro” Re: “The Republican Economy”
(reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “The Republican Economy” (reply to SteveB, above)
Wisconsin, Our ‘Republican Economy’ & More by Friends of the
Middle
When the Unraveling? by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Collapse at
Hand”)
Divining Derivative Risk by Pam McRae (“Collapse at Hand”)
Re: When the Unraveling? (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #155)
Signs of the Times, Part 1
He Didn’t Win the Nobel Prize fer Nothin’ by Steven W. Baker /
SteveB (“Paul Krugman's 13 Best GOP Zingers”)
Re: He Didn’t Win the Nobel Prize fer Nothin’ (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #159)
“Why the Economy Can’t Get Out of First Gear”
Book Reports: Boomerang & The Big Short
Re: Book Reports: Boomerang & The Big Short (reply to Art, above)
“The Crisis of Capitalism”
Re: “The Crisis of Capitalism” (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: “The Crisis of Capitalism” (reply to Pam & Dennis, above)

DATE-ID
20120625-19
20120625-22
20120627-05
invisible

TIME
FROM
13:59 SteveB
15:27 Art
13:41 SteveB

SUBJECT/TITLE
“The Myth of the Free Market”
Re: “The Myth of the Free Market” (reply to SteveB, above)
“Positive News for the Housing Market”

(28) CLASS WAR / POVERTY / RICH & POOR
invisible
20120605-07
20120605-09

12:30
12:44

SteveG
Pam

20120610-02

18:12

SteveB

20120611-14
20120613-12
20120614-02
20120618-05
20120624-03
20120624-04

23:31
21:46
14:01
14:20
22:18
22:45

SteveG
SteveG
SteveB
SteveB
SteveG
SteveB

20120625-02

08:56

Pam

20120625-03
20120625-04
20120625-06
20120625-08
20120625-05
20120625-07
20120625-10
20120625-13
20120625-15
20120625-17
20120625-25
invisible

10:21
10:40
10:46
11:24
10:43
10:49
11:30
12:14
13:18
13:37
17:46

SteveG
SteveB
SteveG
SteveB
SteveB
SteveG
Bill
Art
SteveG
Pam
SteveG

“A Crazy Fact You Need to Know When Arguing Politics”
Re: “A Crazy Fact You Need to Know When Arguing Politics” (to Dale)
"The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our
Future"
“This Next Generation Will Be Left Behind in the Land of No Opportunity”
“Sanders Releases Explosive Bailout List”
“Fed Survey Shows Middle Class Took a Big Hit”
“Paradise Lost: The Sinking Middle Class”
U.S. Average Income on the Rise!
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter
#167)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Pam, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Pam, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to all, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Art, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Pam, above)
(29) DAILY PHOTOS / PHOTOGRAPHY

invisible
20120531-25
20120603-17
20120604-32
20120605-18
20120606-14
20120607-08
20120610-06
20120611-18
20120612-11
20120613-14
20120614-10
20120617-08
20120618-22
20120619-11
20120620-14
20120621-22
20120624-06
20120625-32
20120626-10
20120627-19
20120628-18

23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59
23:59

SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveG
SteveB
SteveB

Photo: Corn Field
Photos: Assassin Beetles
Photo: Athens, Greece
Photo: Thailand Tranquility
Photo: Lincoln, Rhode Island
Photo: Morel Mushroom
Photo: Yosemite River & Valley, California
Photo: Acadia National Park, Maine
Photo: Children at Play
Photo: Anger
Photo: Iceland
Photo: Squid Embryo
Photo: Somalia
Photo: St. Lucia
Photo: World’s Shortest Building
Photo: Explosion
Photo: Romantic Moment
Photo: Santa Cruz, Bolivia
Photo: Mt. Rainier—“Bird & Mountain”
Photo: Crossing a Chasm
Photo: Chimney Pond

DATE-ID
invisible

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE

(30) ENERGY / TRANSPORTATION / WATER
invisible
20120604-00

FotM

20120604-12

12:09

Ben

20120604-15
20120604-19
20120612-07

12:27
14:02
15:23

SteveB
Ben
SteveB

20120625-00

SteveB

20120628-10

17:03

Art

20120628-11
20120628-12
20120628-14
20120628-13
20120628-15
invisible

17:56
18:34
19:32
19:21
21:21

Pam
SteveG
Pam
Art
SteveG

Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’ by Friends of the Middle
(“Slowhand. Fast Car.” & “Lamborghini Supercar Named Top Choice of
Super-Rich”)
Re: “Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’” (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #152)
Re: “Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’” (reply to Ben, above)
Re: “Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’” (reply to SteveB, above)
“New York to London in an Hour—by Train”
No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama by Steven W. Baker /
SteveB (“Gas Prices Expected to Dip Below $3 This Fall”)
Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #167 & #171)
Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to Art, above)
Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to Pam, above)
Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to Art, above)
(31) FOOD / DRINK

invisible
20120601-00

SteveB

20120601-12

16:57

SteveG

20120602-01
20120602-02
20120602-04
20120617-01

07:03
10:01
11:12
08:58

SteveB
SteveG
SteveB
SteveB

20120617-02

09:01

RalphWaldo

20120617-04

11:51

Art

20120621-06
invisible

14:46

Ben

’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“The Future of Food: Five Frontiers”)
Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter
#151)
Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveG, above)
“Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in Korea”
Re: “Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in
Korea” (repy to SteveB, above)
Re: “Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in
Korea” (repy to SteveB, above)
First Hand Reporting from Apple’s Lunchroom
(32) FRIENDS OF THE MIDDLE

invisible
20120603-06
20120604-02
20120605-06
20120613-04
invisible

09:20
07:17
12:02
12:14

SteveB
SteveB
SandyI
SteveB

Good Links
Friendship (Amistad)
Emoticons for the Emoticon-Challenged SteveB
Flash Mob Sings ‘Hail Purdue’
(33) FUN / DIVERSION

invisible
20120601-08
20120611-04
20120611-05
20120611-15
20120612-10

11:34
09:15
10:23
23:56
23:58

Art
Tom
SteveB
Anne
Anne

20120614-01

07:53

Marci

Video: The Golden Rush
Front Sight Patriots: Laugh Out Loud of the Week
D.I.Y.
Signs of the Times, Part 2
Signs of the Times, Part 3
Fw: Photos: Motherhood Strikes Again—Courage & Audacity Win the
Day!

DATE-ID
20120621-20
invisible

TIME
FROM
23:57 Anne

SUBJECT/TITLE
Signs of the Times, Part 8

(34) HEALTH CARE / HEALTH / MEDICINE
invisible
20120613-08
20120613-09
20120618-01
20120622-03
20120625-01
20120627-03
20120627-04
invisible

14:19
14:27
10:08
13:53
05:20
12:36
13:16

SteveB
SteveB
MarthaH
SteveB
MarthaH
Art
SteveB

From the Right: “Should Government Be Involved in Health Care?”
From the Middle: “A Modern Economy Has Universal Health Care”
“Challenges Give Health Care Law Four Possible Outcomes”
“Health Care: Give the People What They Want”
“A Big Unknown for Americans If Health Care Law Struck Down”
“Republicans Support ‘Obamacare’ by Any Other Name”
From the Right: “In Praise of Discrimination”
(35) HISTORY

invisible
20120612-08
invisible

18:35

SteveB

“Hubris as the Evil Force in History”
(36) JOBS / LABOR

invisible
20120601-04

09:17

Art

20120601-05

09:27

Pam

20120601-06

09:38

MarthaH

20120601-10

14:02

SteveB

20120613-13
20120614-09
20120618-06
20120619-02
invisible

23:58
23:58
14:24
10:12

Anne
Anne
SteveB
Pam

Re: “Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” (reply to
Dale, FotM Newsletter #151)
Re: “Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” (reply to
Dale, FotM Newsletter #151)
Re: “Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” (reply to
Pam, above)
“Can Apple Start Making Their Product in the U.S. Again? The Answer Is
YES.”
Signs of the Times, Part 4
Signs of the Times, Part 5
Video Report: “Chicago Workers have Economic Plan: Go Co-Op!”
Fw: 5 Minute Management Course

(37) LIFE / PHILOSOPHY / SPIRITUALITY
invisible
20120606-07

18:52

20120614-00
20120627-02
invisible

Art
SteveB

12:19

Art

Obamacare
The “Church”—Chpt. 24 by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“8 Ugly Sins of
the Catholic Church”)
Fw: Bucket Lists
(38) MEDIA / NEWS MEDIA

invisible
20120601-02
20120605-05
20120616-21
20120616-22
20120616-23
invisible

00:15
11:49
17:21
17:46
19:40

Tom
Tom
SteveB
Pam
SteveB

“Douche of the Week: Chris “The Real Hero” Hayes from MSNBC”
“Screwtape's Formula: Boys, Video Games & Porn”
Quote: Aaron Sorkin on the News Media
Re: Quote: Aaron Sorkin on the News Media (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Quote: Aaron Sorkin on the News Media (reply to Pam, above)
(39) MISC. REALITY

invisible
20120618-17
20120625-27
invisible

19:02
17:54

SteveG
SteveG

ChartsBin Website
Paul Chappell Videos
(40) OCCUPY WALL ST.

invisible

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

20120601-03

07:42

MarthaH

20120601-07

09:56

Pam

SUBJECT/TITLE
“'First Amendment Rights Can Be Terminated': When Cops, Cameras
Don't Mix”
Re: “'First Amendment Rights Can Be Terminated': When Cops, Cameras
Don't Mix” (reply to MarthaH, above)

invisible
(41) PETITIONS / ACTIONS / CAUSES
invisible
20120531-12
20120531-13
20120603-03
20120606-02

14:31
16:40
08:13
09:39

SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB

20120606-08

20:02

SteveG

20120607-03
20120612-09

12:18
22:35

SteveB
SteveG

20120613-06

14:09

SteveB

20120613-10

15:25

SteveB

20120614-04

14:34

SteveB

20120614-05

16:15

Art

20120614-06

16:59

Pam

20120616-03
20120617-03
20120620-03
20120621-05

09:57
11:13
09:09
14:22

SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB

20120622-05

15:13

SteveB

20120623-02

11:50

SteveB

20120626-07

13:33

Dennis

20120627-08

14:28

SteveB

Fw:
Fw:
Fw:
Fw:
Fw:

Ultra Violet Action: Spread the Word on the Paycheck Fairness Act!
MoveOn Action: Submit Your Airplane Banner Ideas!
Obama-Biden 2012 Action: Chip In $3, Please!
MoveOn Petitions: Start Your Own Petition!
Dennis Kucinich Petition: Support H.J. Res. 100 to Overturn Citizens

United!

Fw: USAction Action: End the Bush Tax Cuts for the Wealthiest 2%!
Fw: Public Citizen Action: Help Improve Government Transparency!
Fw: Feminist Majority Foundation Action: Help Defeat Anti-Woman
Measures in 2012!
Fw: USAction Petition: Stop Tax Breaks for Job Killers!
Fw: Ultra Violet Petition: We Want a Woman to Moderate a Presidential
Debate!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stop the House from Blocking Abortion
Access for Raped Soldiers!
Re: CREDO Action Petition: Stop the House from Blocking Abortion
Access for Raped Soldiers! (reply to Art, above)
Fw: CREDO Action Action: Tell Elizabeth Warren Happy Birthday!
Fw: MoveOn Action: Make Calls to Help Register People to Vote!
Fw: CREDO Action Action: Buy a Citizens United T-Shirt!
Fw: MoveOn Action: Donate to Help Stop Mitt R0mney!
Fw: UltraViolet Petition: Support Paid Family Leave for Working Moms &
Dads
Fw: Daily Kos Petition: No Corporate Resources for Political Purposes
Without Shareholder Opt-In Permission!
Fw: CREDO Action Action: Tell Thomas MacKenzie, Northrup Grumman's
Half Million Dollar Man in Congress, to Resign!
Fw: Daily Kos Action: Contribute to Democrats Who Support Allowing
Everyone to Purchase Medicare Insurance!
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“Maine Study Finds Potentially Disastrous Threat to Single-Celled Plants
That Support All Life”
Re: “Maine Study Finds Potentially Disastrous Threat to Single-Celled
Plants That Support All Life” (reply to Art, above)
The Scale of the Universe
Re: The Scale of the Universe (reply to Jim, FotM Newsletter #162)
Video: “Philadelphia: Bed Bug Capital of America?”
“World's Tallest Building to Be Built in Only 90 Days”
“Poisoned Search Results: More of a Malware Threat Than You Probably
Think”
“LEGO Turing Machine Is Simple, Yet Sublime”
“SpyBike GPS Tracker Is Like LoJack for Bikes”
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“Night Falls, Power Rises, in Montreal”
“Chagas: Is Tropical Disease Really the New AIDS?”
Europe
“Bolivia's Leader Wants OAS to Scrap Rights Body”
Behind the Curtain: Smoke & Mirrors by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“Tear Up Your Paper Money”)
“San Juan: Coldest Night of the Year” & “Porongo (Bolivia): Firewalkers
of San Juan”
Bolivia Has Had 17 Constitutions
Re: Bolivia Has Had 17 Constitutions (reply to SteveG, above)
Today is International Day for the Preservation of Tropical Forests
“Inca Trail Essentials”
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’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 1, 2012)
I’m sure some of you can’t wait to sink your teeth into some of this stuff. :-) Bon appetite, indeed!
“The Future of Food: Five Frontiers” by Elizabeth Weingarten, Slate
June 1, 2012,
(http://www.slate.com/articles/technology/future_tense/2012/06/vertical_farms_gmo_salmon_lab_grown_meat_an
d_the_future_of_food_.single.html)
(How nanotechnology, vertical farms, and lab-grown meat may change the way you eat. Will lab-grown meat ever
taste as good as the real thing?)

(Jupiterimages/Getty Images/Thinkstock.)

Generations of kids have grown up forbidden to taste chocolate cake batter. The rationale for this quasi- torture:
fear of salmonella poisoning.
And at the current rate of food technology, the kids of 2040 may be eating healthier cookie dough, too—gooey
hunks infused with nano-sized nutrients, with chocolate chips engineered to be less fattening.
But future children may never know what salmonella is: A Dutch company is currently developing a consumer spray
to kill the bacteria on contact. Salmonelex may sit next to Windex on future kitchen counters.
But most of the latest advancements in food technology go beyond dessert. Rather, scientists are motivated by an
impending agricultural crisis: The world population will likely hit 9 billion by 2050, while climate change may render
current agricultural systems and seeds inadequate. To stave off an agricultural doomsday, researchers are
developing new techniques to transform our unsustainable practices.
For the month of June, Future Tense—a partnership of Slate, the New America Foundation, and Arizona State
University—will look at the future of food in both the developed and developing world. We’ll explore how we grow
food, package it, genetically engineer it, and cook it at home.
To kick things off, here are five of the exciting food frontiers, some of which we’ll be addressing more thoroughly in
the weeks to come. Bon appetite.
1. Coding Corn
Some of the first genetically modified commercial crops in the ’90s were tweaked to be tolerant to
herbicides and resistant to plant diseases caused by viruses. Scientists built these superfoods by introducing
certain genes into the plant’s DNA.
Today, most genetically modified foods on the market are commodity crops used for animal feed or
processed ingredients, like corn, soybeans, and sugar beets. Typically, they aren’t manipulated to be more
nutritious for human consumers. But that may soon change. A DuPont-owned company is currently
marketing a “high oleic” heart-healthier soybean—meaning its oil has 20 percent less saturated fat than
normal commodity soybean oil. Monsanto is also developing omega-3 enriched soybeans.
Researchers are working to enhance the nutrients in staple crops like sweet potatoes and cassava, which
provide some populations in developing countires with the majority of their daily calories. That’s a problem
because though sweet potatoes, for example, are nutritious, they alone don’t contain all the nutrients
necessary for a balanced diet.
And for a couple of years, another corporation has been seeking FDA approval for genetically engineered
salmon, dubbed AquAdvantage, that matures to its full size in half the time. But the process has been mired
in controversy, particularly over concerns about the environment.
Gregory Jaffe, the director of the Biotechnology Project at the Center for Science in the Public Interest, says
that there are other concerns about GM foods in general. For example, genetic modification could introduce
a new gene that produces an allergen in a food, posing consumer health risks. Scientists also have to worry
about introducing a new gene and, in the process, inadvertently activating an existing gene in the plant that
could produce a harmful substance in the edible part.
2. Tiny Titans
Nanoparticles aren’t new: The minuscule units appear naturally in some foods. But in the past decade,
researchers have begun trying to use the particles to alter the taste and texture of food. Nanotechnology
could be particularly useful for concocting diet-friendly foods: The particles can enhance the flavor and
consistency of products without adding calories, sugar, or fat.
The Project on Emerging Nanotechnologies’ comprehensive database of nano-products in the United States
lists only four in the food and beverage category. Canola Active Oil uses nano-particles to inhibit “the

transportation of cholesterol from the digestive system into the bloodstream.” Another product,
Nanoceuticals’ chocolate-flavored SlimShake, promises “enhanced flavor without the need for excess sugar.”
But some scientists worry that nanoparticles in food could pose a danger to human health, and that
companies are releasing products without adequate safety testing. Todd Kuiken at the Project on Emerging
Nanotechnologies, which is affiliated with the nonpartisan Woodrow Wilson Center and advocates for the
advancement of nanotechnology, says he hasn’t heard of much current research “on actual food products—
what happens when [nanoparticles] get into the body, blood stream, and brain.” The FDA says it’s funding
some research into the safety of nanotech. But the paucity of testing means that right now, no one can be
certain that ingesting these tiny particles won’t come with big health consequences.
3. Lettuce Skyscrapers
Columbia University professor Dickson Despommier says Babylonians, with their hanging gardens, were first
to pioneer the idea of vertical farms. But it was Despommier’s 2010 book The Vertical Farm—and website,
launched in 2004—that inspired the modern movement. Despommier defines a vertical farm as a building
that’s at least two stories with crops growing inside—stacked greenhouses, if you will. Back in 2010, there
were none. Today, seven have sprouted around the world in places like South Korea, Japan, the
Netherlands and Chicago.
Horizontal farmland can’t grow enough food to sustain the swelling population, Despommier says. Not only
do vertical farms do more with less land; they also allow food producers to grow crops in cities next to
consumers, eliminating transportation costs. Cultivating food indoors with hydroponics (a system of growing
plants without soil) uses 60 percent to 70 percent less water than traditional farming, and indoor crops
aren’t susceptible to drought, pests, diseases or floods.
PlantLab, based in the Netherlands, is a vertical farm that goes beyond Despommier. Rather than sunlight, it
uses red, blue, and far-red LED lights to grow plants. But PlantLab isn’t a food producer (though the
researchers there do sometimes eat the tomatoes they grow). Rather, they glean information from the
plants they grow to create growing recipes for food production companies. These formulas specify the
temperature, humidity, carbon dioxide, airflow, nutrients, water, and LED light necessary to grow a crop
most efficiently. Gertjan Meeuws, the managing partner of PlantLab, told me he’s currently developing
recipes of more than 40 crops for about 20 companies—most of which have traditional greenhouses. He
guesses that in five to 10 years, retail houses like Wal-Mart will be producing their own vegetables and
herbs.
But unlike outdoor farmers, vertical cultivators don’t get government subsidies or tax breaks. “Indoor
farmers aren’t looked at as serious yet by the U.S. government -- there are no major incentive programs to
make vertical farming part of the landscape,” Despommier says, stressing the vast size and influence of the
American farm lobby. That means “the U.S. government will not be a big player in establishing vertical
farming in the U.S.—but city governments might. If you talk to the mayor of Chicago or Philadelphia, you’ll
learn that they’re passionate about this idea.”
4. Lab Burgers
Dutch scientist Willem van Eelen imagined creating animal meat—or muscle tissue—in a laboratory back in
the 1940s. Decades later, Mark Post, a stem cell scientist at the Netherlands’ Maastricht University, is
currently growing meat by capturing stem cells from cow muscles. His goal: to create a hamburger by
November. But it’s slow work, as he’s forming the patty piece by piece. He’s produced about 500 slivers of
muscle tissue and estimates he needs 3,000. Once he’s finished, Post estimates the hamburger will cost
about 250,000 euros.
When will products from Post be on supermarket shelves? With sufficient funding, Post says, “we can
probably make it happen in the order of 10 to 15 years.” But, he says, “If the research continues to be
funded the way it’s funded now, it’s never going to happen.”

Another obstacle: Right now, cell division outside the body is induced with fetal bovine serum—liquid
produced from the fetal blood of a dead cow. Not exactly PETA-friendly. Post tells me he would like to
create a solution to replace the fluid. Alternative liquids that induce division in certain cells do exist—but so
far, Post hasn’t found them to work as well with skeletal muscle cells. Creating a replacement will be tough,
he says, since fetal bovine serum contains about 10,000 individual proteins. But it’s doable. The bottom line:
You won’t be chowing down on an in-vitro steak any time soon.
5. Salmonella-Fighting Soldiers
Bacteriophages (also referred to as “phages”) are viruses that infect and kill bacteria. At Micreos, a company
based in the Netherlands, researchers have created a phage spray to target particular bacteria that cause
food-borne illnesses, like listeria and salmonella. (If you’re keeping track at home—that’s the third food
technology incubated in the Netherlands.) The technology arose from research into antibiotic alternatives
that began at the National Institute of Health in 1993. Micreos, a spinoff from the NIH project, was the first
company to introduce phage spray technology—but others are entering the field, too. Recently, the FDA
approved an American company’s E. coli spray. Right now, its main customers are large scale food
producers. But Micreos plans to release a consumer spray in the next year, CEO Mark Offerhaus told me.
The industrial spray costs a penny per pound of meat, and Offerhaus guesses that the consumer spray will
run about $10 per bottle.
Martin Loesser, a professor of food microbiology at the Institute of Food Science and Nutrition at the
Federal Institute of Technology Zurich, has been researching the consumer safety effects of phage
technology for 25 years. Though early critics of phage treatments worried that since phages contain
proteins they could cause allergic reactions, Loesser dismisses this risk. He’s confident because he can
identify the proteins that comprise each phage through genetic sequencing and then test those proteins
against a database of all known allergenic proteins—like those from wheat, soy, peanuts, and milk. He
hasn’t found a similarity between a phage protein and a known allergen yet. “The amount of protein that's
in [these treatments] is still so low that even if that was allergenic, I doubt that this would cause any kind of
reaction,” he says.
A Nano-Grain of Salt
Pondering the future of food has long captivated the imaginations of science fiction writers and policymakers. But
these visionaries are often way off the mark. Take the food pill. Matt Novak, writer of the Paleofuture blog for
Smithsonian magazine, recently traced the pill’s origins, finding that the premise—encapsulating a meal’s worth of
calories synthetically—harkens back to the 1893 World’s Fair in Chicago. As part of an essay project to promote the
fair, suffragette Mary Elizabeth Lease predicted that Americans would be eating synthetic food essences by 1993,
freeing women from their kitchen shackles.
The food-pill prediction appeared again in various newspapers, magazines, TV shows (like The Jetsons) and in the
1933 Chicago World’s Fair. We now know that cramming a meal into a pill isn’t scientifically possible. Turns out that
consuming 2,000 calories—what the average person needs daily—would mean swallowing about half a pound of
pills per day.
Lease’s prediction now sounds both quaint and sweeping: Cooks of the future, she wrote, “will take, in condensed
form from the rich loam of the earth, the life force or germs now found in the heart of the corn, in the kernel of
wheat, and in the luscious juices of the fruits. A small phial of this life from the fertile bosom of Mother Earth will
furnish men with substance for days. And thus the problems of cooks and cooking will be solved.”
Her prose offers an important reminder: Be wary of any scientist who suggests her technology is a food future
panacea. Predicting which technology will radically change the food landscape is tough. For now, we’ll have to be
content with the promise of licking a safer cake batter spoon.
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“Former Justice Predicts Cracks in Citizens United Decision”

“Former Justice Predicts Cracks in Citizens United Decision” by Pete Williams, NBC
May 30, 2012, (http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/05/30/11969505-former-justice-predicts-cracks-incitizens-united-decision?lite)
Former Supreme Court Justice John Paul Stevens took a poke at the controversial Citizens United decision
Wednesday night and said his former colleagues have probably already had second thoughts about it.
The 2010 decision paved the way for the SuperPACs to which wealthy individuals, corporations, and labor unions
can give unlimited amounts of money to support or oppose candidates. Stevens was among the justices who
dissented in the court's 5-4 ruling.
In remarks prepared for delivery at the University of Arkansas, Stevens predicted that the court will soon be forced
to issue rulings that will undermine a key part of the Citizens United ruling -- that the First Amendment "prohibits
the suppression of political speech based on the speaker's identity," including the fact that the speaker is a
corporation.
The court's decision left undecided whether the same free speech right applies to foreign corporations. In due
course, Stevens said, the court will be called upon to decide that question, forcing it to craft an exception "that will
create a crack in the foundation of the Citizens United majority opinion."
"The court must then explain its abandonment of, or at least qualify its reliance upon, the proposition that the
identity of the speaker is an impermissible basis for regulating campaign speech. It will be necessary to explain
why the First Amendment provides greater protection of some non-voters than to that of other non-voters," he said.
Stevens said a recent Supreme Court action may also undermine Citizens United. In January, the justices upheld a
lower court ruling that said two non-citizens could not make political contributions to political candidates. It's
therefore now settled, Stevens said, "that the identity of some speakers may provide a legally acceptable
basis for restricting speech" through contributions.
Unlike most retired Supreme Court justices, John Paul Stevens has not been reluctant to criticize the rulings of his
former colleagues.
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Re: “Former Justice Predicts Cracks in Citizens United Decision” (reply to
MarthaH, above)

Finally, some good news.
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“Montana Bucks the Court”

“Montana Bucks the Court” by George F. Will, The Washington Post
May 30, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/montana-attempts-to-buck-the-supreme-court-oncitizens-united/2012/05/30/gJQA4DCi2U_story.html)
Montana uses an interesting argument to justify defiance of a Supreme Court decision: Because the state is
particularly prone to political corruption, it should be trusted to constrict First Amendment protections of political
speech.
At issue is the court’s 2010 Citizens United decision, which held, unremarkably, that Americans do not forfeit their
First Amendment rights when they come together in corporate entities or labor unions to speak collectively. What
do liberals consider the constitutional basis for saying otherwise?

Three Montana corporations sued to bring the state into conformity with Citizens United by overturning a 100-yearold state law, passed when copper and other corporations supposedly held sway, that bans all corporate political
spending. The state’s Supreme Court refused to do this, citing Montana’s supposedly unique susceptibility to
corporate domination — an idea amusingly discordant with the three corporations’ failure even to persuade the
state court to acknowledge the supremacy of the U.S. Supreme Court.
Reasons for the Supreme Court to reconsider Citizens United are nonexistent. The ruling’s primary effect has been
to give unions and incorporated nonprofit advocacy groups freedom to spend what they choose on political speech
as long as they do not coordinate with candidates or campaigns. Campaign “reformers,” who advocate speech
rationing, apparently regard evidence irrelevant to argument, probably because there is no evidence for their
assertion that 2012 has been dominated by corporate money unleashed by Citizens United. An amicus brief
submitted to the Supreme Court by Sen. Mitch McConnell, Congress’s staunchest defender of the First Amendment,
notes:
Through March 31, the eight leading super PACs supporting Republican presidential candidates received
contributions totaling $96,410,614. Of this, $83,220,167 (86.32 percent) came from individuals, only
$13,190,447 (13.68 percent) from corporations, and only 0.81 percent from public companies. McConnell
says, “Not a single one of the Fortune 100 companies has contributed a cent” to any of the eight super
PACS. These facts refute such prophesied nightmares as The Post’s fear that corporate money “may now
overwhelm” individuals’ contributions.
Even an article in the ABA Journal falsely says: “These multimillion-dollar PACs were made possible by” Citizens
United. And Justices Stephen Breyer and Ruth Bader Ginsburg, who dissented in that decision, say that the Montana
case gives the court an occasion to reconsider it “in light of the huge sums currently deployed to buy candidates’
allegiance.” Disregard the unsupported smear that candidates are bought, but note this: If these justices believe
candidates are corrupted by independent expenditures, presumably they believe that regulating or outlawing them
can be justified as combating corruption or the “appearance” thereof. Hence their objection is not to Citizens United
but to constitutional protection of advocacy-funding practices that are as old as the Republic.
Before Citizens United removed restrictions on independent expenditures by for-profit corporations, a majority of
states already had no such restrictions. Neither did they have records of distinctively bad behavior.
Indisputably, this year’s super PACs have, as McConnell’s brief says, “led to more political debate over a lengthier
period of time during which more voters had the opportunity to participate in the choice of a presidential
candidate.” As McConnell notes, the Montana court’s ruling is “disdainful” and disobedient regarding the Citizens
United decision, but this lawlessness is not what bothers many people who think of themselves as defenders of
good government. Instead, much of the media and most liberals urge Americans to be scandalized about “too much
money” in politics. That three-word trope means (because most political money is spent on the dissemination of
political advocacy) that there is more political speech by others than is considered proper by much of the media,
which are unrestricted advocates.
This media and liberal anxiety was not conspicuous in 2004, when George Soros spent $24 million supporting
Democratic candidates. Back then, the liberal/media complex embraced this Supreme Court principle enunciated in
1976: “The concept that government may restrict the speech of some elements of our society in order to enhance
the relative voice of others is wholly foreign to the First Amendment.”
Last year, Procter & Gamble, America’s largest advertiser, spent $2,949,100,000 — more than will be spent by the
Obama and Romney campaigns and super PACs supporting them. The fact that more is spent to influence
Americans’ choice of their detergent than of their president is as interesting as this:
The collapse of liberals’ confidence in their ability to persuade is apparent in their concentration on rigging the rules
of political persuasion. Their problem is that the First Amendment is the rule.
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SteveB

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Montana leads the nation! They still have a lot of that independent Westerner spirit up there.
We love Montana! “The last best place.” Thanks.
20120531-05

10:52

Pam

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Two things: Liberals have not lost "confidence in their ability to persuade [made ]... apparent in their concentration
on rigging the rules of political persuasion." This is an unsupported assertion, and this liberal doesn't buy it.
I have a question the answer to which may actually help supporters of Citizens United. We have the secret ballot,
which was not so easy to come by. Voters used to be bought at the very door of the election hall or in the pub next
door. The secret ballot was intended to mitigate undue influence. Does not the same logic apply to political
donations? Shouldn't people have the right to keep secrets, for whatever reason? That's why some letters to the
editor are signed "Anonymous." I think the real crux is in the definition of "person." (Depends on what "is" "is.")
[A la Bill Clinton! –SteveB] Individuals have rights. Do groups have rights? Churches have the right to not pay
taxes (which I believe they should). Are there others? If we preserve and protect individual rights, that should
logically cover groups of these individuals as well, not as a "group" but as a collection of "individuals." Do
individuals have the right to secrecy when it comes to political donations? If there's a limit to how much an
individual can give, then that person must declare the amount someplace, ergo it's not secret. If individuals can be
limited in what they can give, why can't corporations (especially if they're just people, as the right claims) be limited
as well? Where is the logic in differentiating between PACs and actual campaigns? Wouldn't separating the two
lead to two (four, or more) separate "campaigns," each working toward its own ends? Is that what we really want?
Either there is justification for limiting the rights of certain individuals, or there isn't. I say, there isn't. The rights I
have should be the same as every other citizen's. A democracy shouldn't cherry-pick who gets these rights and
who gets those. So, if individuals must declare, corporations must too, even if you define a corp. as merely a
collection of individuals. Did I answer my own question?
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SteveB

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Pam, above)

Pam, it’s funny I was just thinking about this subject this morning and scribbled into my little carry-all journal
instead of getting it into an email, but intended to soon.
I was following the same lines. I don’t think it’s a problem, except in the short run, that corporations are defined as
people. No constitutional amendment is needed to overturn Citizens United and all that effort is probably wasted
energy that could perhaps be better expended to simply get a few laws changed—just one simple 100 page reform
bill.
Ultimately, it’s a very good and very appropriate thing that corporations be considered “people” under the law and
not above the law, as they have traditionally acted. Being “people” makes them more amenable to regulation,
perhaps.
We just need election reform laws that spell out how corporations and individuals have exactly the same restrictions
and these should be severe—in the very dear interest of democracy itself!
First, all campaign contributions must be reported on federal and state income tax forms by all taxpaying entities.
No person or corporation could contribute more than $100 (I like) or $1000 (I might be able to live with) to any one
campaign. Period. That’s directly or through PACs, eliminating the need for out-of-control PACs, I believe. In fact, a
PAC would have to be treated as an individual too (whether incorporated or not, it is a taxable entity) with the same
limits imposed. Haha on them!
Now…with the jerks we have in office, getting ‘er done? Well… Whatya think?
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SteveG

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)

How about all elections being government funded so there are equal amounts per candidate to be spent? In this
manner money is out of the picture and the focus would have to be on the content of the campaign.
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Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveG, above)

I've always thought this was the best idea. A six-week campaign and equal funds for each major candidate. End of
story.
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Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Pam, above)

Oh yeah, corporations can’t vote – just people.
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Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Pam & SteveG, above)

Why can’t the corporations vote? All they would need is a drivers license or voter ID with a photo and thumb print.
Ya, publically funded elections work great in many countries, and wouldn’t shorter be nice? It seems when we tried
public funding before, it got all screwed up. To work, things need to be kept simple, so congressmen will actually
read the bill. So something real can be debated.
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Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)

OH, you expect congress to do something? Do something and not screw it up?
We still have on our federal tax forms if we want some money donated to elections.
I have never given a thumb print. Last time I was fingerprinted, about a year ago, there were major problems –
my fingerprints were wearing out and they couldn’t get a good read – had to do it twice and still not a good set.
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Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to all, above)

You know, our whole system begs corruption. Why would companies be willing to spend tens of millions of dollars
and more to have one person elected over another, if they didn't expect substantial rewards. Clearly, they expect a
return on their investment, making the elected official pretty much bought and paid for before he/she ever enters
office. As long as we are ruminating, we need to start with the core of the problem.
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Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to Art, above)

Once you are elected it is pretty well mandated that you raise a stipulated amount of dollars each year, not only for
your own election but for the party – if you don’t do it the party support you receive decreases.
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From the Right: “GOP Whistling Past the End of America” [Wisconsin Gov.
Walker Recall Election]

“GOP Whistling Past the End of America” by Ann Coulter, Human Events
May 30, 2012 (http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=51840)

An election almost as important as the presidential election will be held next Tuesday, and conservatives aren't
making a big deal of it, just as they didn't make a fuss over the 2008 Minnesota Senate election as Al Franken stole
it from under their noses. (Gov. Tim Pawlenty: "Minnesota has a reputation for clean and fair and good elections.
We've got 4,100 precincts run by volunteers. They do a good job, and we thank them.")
The public sector unions are trying to oust Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker from office for impinging on their princely,
taxpayer-supported lifestyles. If Walker goes down, no governor will ever again suggest that snowplow operators
work when it snows. No governor will dare try to deprive public school teachers of their Viagra. Forget about ever
firing self-paced, self-evaluated, unnecessary government employees.
Always leading the nation, California has already been bankrupted by the public sector unions. That's the country's
future if Walker doesn't win, and it's not going to matter who's in the Oval Office.
Democrats know what's at stake. They're treating this election like the Normandy invasion. Meanwhile, Republicans
are sitting back, complacently citing polls that show Walker with a slight lead.
Polls don't register passion.
Public employee unions have vast organizing abilities, millions of dollars in union dues at their disposal, and millions
of voters who are either union members themselves or relatives of union members. And it's their lifestyles being
voted on.
The public sector unions will turn out 99.9 percent of their people. Even if they are only 15 percent of the
electorate, that could be enough. Union members will have every distant relative, every neighbor, every person
they can drag to the polls, voting to recall Walker next Tuesday.
Ordinary people answering polls may agree with Walker, but they'll have to decide: "Do I really want to get out of
bed early and drive to the polls, just so they don't recall the governor?"
News reports blare with the information that the Walker campaign has spent more money than the opposition. This
is absurd. Every union member in the country is working to defeat Walker.
Union political operatives aren't volunteers: They're getting salaries from the unions. But those expenditures don't
get counted as money spent on a campaign -- a little detail of campaign finance laws Republicans have been
screaming about for 20 years.
One measure of the unions' disproportionate passion is how difficult it is to obtain non-union information about the
Wisconsin fight. Try running a few Google searches on Scott Walker and the public sector unions, and you'll get 20
pages of union propaganda under names such as "Common Dreams," "All Voices," "United Wisconsin," "Veterans
News Now," "Struggles for Justice," "One Wisconsin Now," "Defending Wisconsin" and "Republic Report."
From the hysteria, you wouldn't know Walker's reforms have nothing to do with government employees' salaries.
He eliminated collective bargaining only for all other aspects of government employees' contracts. OK, you can have
two guys on a snowplow, but you can't have a snowplow watcher.
One of the most egregious union scams Walker dispensed with was the requirement -- won in collective bargaining
-- that all school districts purchase health insurance from the same provider. The monopolist insurer was WEA
Trust, which happens to be affiliated with the teachers union.
Simply by eliminating this union boondoggle, Walker has already saved individual school districts millions of dollars
per year, which could easily rise to hundreds of millions of dollars. (Most districts still get their health insurance
from WEA Trust, but the mere threat of competition forced it to lower its price.)

Amazingly, Walker actually had to eliminate "overtime" for snowplow operators who work outside of their 7 a.m.3:30 p.m. shifts. Isn't the whole idea of snowplowers to have them work when it snows and not during specific,
pre-set hours of the day?
The teachers unions wail, "It's all about the kids!" -- and then we find out the Milwaukee teachers union sued the
school district because their health insurance didn't cover Viagra. Yes, it's all about the kids.
Loads of Milwaukee bus drivers are using sick days and overtime to take home more than $100,000 a year.
Public sector employees seem to think they should be exempted from belt-tightening everyone else is subject to
under the Obama economy. (Obama thinks so, too. Most of the stimulus money went to shore up public sector
employees' salaries and perks.)
Half the country is unemployed, but these special people are indignant that Walker asked them to start contributing
a tiny amount of their salaries to their own pensions -- 5.8 percent, up from zero percent -- and a little bit more for
their own health insurance, from a measly 6.2 percent to 12.4 percent of their salaries.
Of course, it's extremely difficult to locate this information with the unions filling the Internet and the airwaves with
their "Common Dreams" nonsense.
Fox News has barely mentioned this election, while on MSNBC they're doing non-stop campaigning on behalf of the
unions. Apparently, James Madison will be rolling over in his grave if government unions aren't allowed to dictate
how many employees are required to move a copy machine.
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Art

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Dale, FotM Newsletter #147)

Hi Dale, I didn't want to leave this too long. The decision will soon be made. Looking over the below and the other
data list and checking some of the references the phrase "liars figure and figures lie comes to mind." Without
exhaustive research it is hard to tell who is right and clearly both sides are cherry picking data that serves their
purpose.
I think for me listening to that audio recording when Walker thought he was talking to one of the Koch's is almost
impossible to overcome. He sounded very much a craven puppet to these people and his true allegiance seems to
be more toward the Koch brothers and their corporate entities than to the people of Wisconsin. Maybe the Koch
brothers are right and a corporate run state that worships business and profit would be a good thing, Romney
certainly seems to think so, but if you model a state government on American big business today, it is all about
greed and the acquisition of funds at the senior level. Screw everything else. Not sure that is a good way to run a
government.
Some wag, maybe it was Lloyd George, once said "War is too important to be left to Generals". I think the same is
maybe true for government. It is to important to be left to businessmen.
Did catch part of the debate and again thought Barrett made some telling points. Big one to me is the same issue
and scolding President Obama gave the Republican nominees when some folks in the crowd at a debate loudly
booed a apparently gay serving American soldier in Iraq. Not one Republican nominee had the moral courage to
admonish the crowd that they were attacking a serving soldier who bled just like everyone else. As President
Obama put it and Barrett during the debate, when you're President or Governor, you are President or Governor of
all the people, not just the ones who are white and right.
Know we just won't agree on this one, but it is telling the apparently over 1 million people in Wisconsin felt Walker
should be recalled. Tells you something.

20120531-16

17:46 Pam

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to all)

My response to this Walker debate is going to be rather general, as I don't have facts and figures, just observations
from where I stand. I spent my career in education, and I certainly see plenty wrong with it. Politicians love to
gain points with voters by demanding "standards," "accountability," and "assessment." As with most abstractions,
these terms sound much more profound than they actually are, and they obfuscate what is really going on in
classrooms across the country. Here is my answer to troubled schools: getting the right people into the right
positions, whether that be administration or actual teaching. There are all kinds of ways to teach well, and a single
rubric cannot begin to allow for the creativity and imagination of a really strong teacher. Too often, applying
standards means clipping the wings of teachers and students alike. I wish we could hold doctors accountable the
way we do teachers. Every time someone died, there'd be a cry of, "Failure!!" Just as doctors who practice in
hospitals that care for the very ill are expected to lose a greater proportion of their patients, teachers who teach in
underfunded, inner city schools are bound to have more students fall short. Some teachers are no good. There are
a few rotten apples in every basket. But I truly believe that the vast majority of teachers teach because, despite
the hardships, the rewards are great. No one goes into education for the money, and the job is too hard unless you
do it for love.
I do not find Walker's figures on cuts to his education budget encouraging. I've never seen a school yet that
performed better with LESS money. Cutting property taxes and starving education is self-defeating.
Concentrating on STEM courses, while eliminating or curtailing programs in music and art, is not necessarily a
solution either. There are plenty of examples where under-performing students were brought up to speed by
immersion in music study. And I know one young man, a Fulbright winner when I was the Scholarship Advisor at
UNCG, who came from a Pittsburgh slum and a family of a dozen or so children. Many of his brothers and cousins
were in jail. When he was in middle school, he discovered art--not at his school, but at an after-school program-and it quite literally saved his life. He is now an art professor at a university with two graduate degrees. Schools
need to educate the whole person, and that includes their aesthetic sensibility as well as their critical thinking.
These things do not function in isolation.
What I see in Gov. Walker is just another politician who thinks that by rattling sabres at teachers and blaming
underfunded schools for "failing," he can get voters to buy into his blame game. It's not simply credentials that
assure a good teacher, it's character as much as anything. My grandson goes to a neighborhood school that serves
a lot of immigrant children, and it was, frankly, not doing so well. The neighborhood was split in two, with half the
kids going to one school, the other half to a different one, so local support was diminished. The lines were redrawn
to include all the neighborhood kids; parents jumped on the bandwagon and began sending their kids to "our"
school, rather than putting them in private schools, which is common around here; and a great young principal was
hired to "turn things around." Boy, did she. She was a ball of fire; she loved the kids and spent time with them;
she praised them to the skies when they did something well, and gave some of the children their first taste of
success. Everyone loved her. We have a new principal now, who seems very good too, because there was a
school that needed rescuing and our old principal was called in to work her magic once again. We hated to lose
her, but we understand that she needs to go where she can do the most good. Her success was based on
education, preparation, experience--and her own inimitable personality.
Politicians too often don't take intangibles into account. Budgets, bottom lines, assessment, yadda, yadda, yadda-it all sounds good--to outsiders maybe. The sad thing? The best teachers often get promoted to administration,
when they should be given incentives to stay in the classroom, and the mediocre often get into administration too,
because you can get away with being a boring principal easier than a boring teacher. The Dean of UNCG's Dept. of
Education was dull as ditch water. He was a pedestrian man with a pedestrian mind, though I hate to say it. He's
a nice guy.
I'm getting up on my soap box here, and I'm probably boring you who have read this far into insensibility, so -that's all (for now), folks.
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19:37 SteveB

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Pam, above)

No, not boring at all, Pam, I’m enjoying what you have to say, You re so, so right about the honorable Gov. Walker
and about education.
I think we have to find and explore new ways of organizing education and capitalism.
I was thinking…that if a corporation is a person, then who really is that person? Surely more than the corporate
charter, by-laws, and minutes. Is it just the owners? The management? What about the workers? The customers?
The government? The community? The nation? All have a stake in the success of that personhood, surely. The
costs, the responsibilities, the work, and the gain must be shared fairly somehow. I think owner-operated
businesses often accomplish this, even when they sometimes get very large. Maybe other ways can be found to
defeat greed without losing sight of fairness.
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18:04 Art

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Pam, above)

Pam, one question on the unions. We, of course, didn't have them in the military and I did not join any as a civil
servant, so I have no feel as to where they play in things. Many, Walker for instance, think they are the spawn of
demons and the reason this great country is failing in so many aspects. Clearly they must be destroyed, if we are
to return to our days of greatness. I did however read a lot of history and recall they may well have served a
purpose at one point.
I just don't know. I do know that a union represents a lot of people while a boss/manager/CEO just represents
him/herself. If the CEO of EXXON hopes to add another $10 Million or so to his annual salary, he's certainly not
going to look favorably on a $10 dollar annual raise for his employees, if that will jeopardize his pay raise. Seems a
little unfair.
I'm wandering. Schools better off with or without unions? We don't have them in the uniformed services and get
along pretty well. Well maybe in the Air Force, I'm not sure.
I added Martha since she has direct experience.
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18:07 Pam

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Art, above)

Yes, I want to know what Martha has to say as well.
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19:23 SteveB

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to Pam and Art, above)

I worked in and closely with the teachers and steel workers unions in NW Indiana for years. Started out in the
Musicians’ local at age 16. Don’t know if that’s still allowed. Unions are so incredibly important, or else you need
good worker-oriented laws, something that almost does not exist in the U.S. Those part-time, minimum wage
Walmart, etc., jobs are slavery, in reality. In Bolivia., a job must be full time, with benefits. Everybody gains. That
happened way before the socialists came.
But you don’t see Republicans fighting for laws to replace the unions they seek to destroy, do you? They want the
consciences of their CEO’s to replace unions, like in the old pre-middle-class days. LOL! (Except I’m crying!)
Collective bargaining has been very difficult for teachers to achieve and maintain in Indiana, also. I taught in Cedar
Lake for a short while, where, two years before, every single teacher (I believe) had been fired for striking. They

just fired them all and replaced them en masses. Need I say, morale was still not too high, though collective
bargaining was occurring. The interesting story below illustrates a little happier result.
from Jim, Oct. 8, 2011, in the FotM online archive, http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/Political_Inbox_20072011.pdf:
Just wanted to share something from my own experience forty years ago. I was president of the Mishawaka
Education Association in 1971 which was the first year state law was going to make school boards bargain with
teachers' unions.
We had been bargaining before the law for salaries and some fringe benefits like group insurance but had no
standing to bargain any other conditions of work. And after "discussions" the Board really was free to do whatever
they wanted to do.
They did not have to sign any kind of a master contract with the teachers representatives. Each individual teacher
was given a contract and in some corporations they did not use a uniform salary schedule and township trustees
bargained with each teacher to pay what would keep them there or encourage them to look for another job.
The administration and board were used to arguing money. They knew we would ask for more than our final
number and they would come back with less than theirs and we would meet somewhere in between.
In trying to bargain about working conditions and classroom conditions it was a different story. It took a long time
to get them to figure out how to do it. We would start out by saying we had a problem and we were offering a
change that we thought would solve the problem for us.
They would just say "no" After many sessions and a few years they got to the point where they could say "yes, we
see the problem exists, but we have a problem with your solution. Here is what we think we could do to solve the
problem." Then we would look at their plan and try to modify it to work better. We got pretty good at working
together later. The first year I had to lead a strike to break the ice.
Now forty years later there is a joint administration-teacher committee that meets monthly and solves a lot of
problems without waiting for contract renewal.
In Congress now there do not seem to be any Republicans who can say anything but NO and they are not
interested in solving any problems that people are interested in like jobs or protecting the environment just in
getting rid of Obama and ordinary people.
Will these people ever grow up or do we just have to take them out of government since they cannot govern this
way?
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Dale

Re: “18 Reasons Why the People of Wisconsin Should Vote Against Scott
Walker in the Recall Election” (reply to all, above) & “Wisconsin Unions
See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote”

You can have any opinion you want, but when workers are given the choice, "Do I want to join a union or not?"
what do the choose? When they are not being told what they "should" or "must" do, when the government doesn't
artificially subsidize the cost of unions, when wage earners individually weigh the advantages and disadvantages
what do they decide?
“Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” by Douglas Belkin and Kris Maher, Wisconsin State
Journal/AP/Wall Street Journal
May 30, 2012 (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304821304577436462413999718.html)

Public-employee unions in Wisconsin have experienced a dramatic drop in membership—by more than half for the
second-biggest union—since a law championed by Republican Gov. Scott Walker sharply curtailed their ability to
bargain over wages and working conditions.
Now with Mr. Walker facing a recall vote Tuesday, voters will decide whether his policies in the centrist state should
continue—or whether they have gone too far.
The election could mark a pivot point for organized labor.
Mr. Walker's ouster would derail the political career of a rising Republican star and send a warning to other elected
officials who are battling unions. But a victory for the governor, who has been leading his Democratic opponent in
recent polls, would amount to an endorsement of an effort to curtail public-sector unions, which have been a pillar
of strength for organized labor while private-sector membership has dwindled.
That could mean the sharp losses that some Wisconsin public-worker unions have experienced is a harbinger of
similar unions' future nationwide, union leaders fear. Failure to oust Mr. Walker and overturn the Wisconsin law
"spells doom," said Bryan Kennedy, the American Federation of Teachers' Wisconsin president.
Wisconsin membership in the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees—the state's secondlargest public-sector union after the National Education Association, which represents teachers—fell to 28,745 in
February from 62,818 in March 2011, according to a person who has viewed Afscme's figures. A spokesman for
Afscme declined to comment.
Much of that decline came from Afscme Council 24, which represents Wisconsin state workers, whose membership
plunged by two-thirds to 7,100 from 22,300 last year.
A provision of the Walker law that eliminated automatic dues collection hurt union membership. When a publicsector contract expires the state now stops collecting dues from the affected workers' paychecks unless they say
they want the dues taken out, said Peter Davis, general counsel of the Wisconsin Employment Relations
Commission.
In many cases, Afscme dropped members from its rolls after it failed to get them to affirm they want dues
collected, said a labor official familiar with Afscme's figures. In a smaller number of cases, membership losses were
due to worker layoffs.
Tina Pocernich, a researcher at Wisconsin Indianhead Technical College, was a dues-paying union member for 15
years. But after the Walker law went into effect she told the American Federation of Teachers she wanted out.
"It was a hard decision for me to make," said Ms. Pocernich, a 44-year-old mother of five, who left the union in
March. "But there's nothing the union can do anymore."
But economic factors also played a role. Mr. Walker required public-sector employees to shoulder a greater share of
pension and health-care costs, which ate up an added $300 of Ms. Pocernich's monthly salary of less than $3,100.
She and her husband, a floor supervisor at a machine shop, cut back on their satellite-TV package and stopped
going to weekly dinners at Applebee's.
Meanwhile, she said, she paid the AFT $18.50 out of her biweekly paycheck and was now getting nothing in return.
Her college eliminated one small-but-treasured perk, the ability to punch out an hour early during summer
months—and the union was powerless to stop it.
In the nearly 15 months since Mr. Walker signed the law, 6,000 of the AFT's Wisconsin 17,000 members quit, the
union said. It blamed the drop on the law.
A Walker victory would have other reverberations. It could put Wisconsin—which President Barack Obama won by
nearly 14 percentage points in 2008—into play in this November's presidential contest, requiring his campaign to

devote valuable resources to defending it. Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney has strongly backed Mr.
Walker's efforts.
Mr. Walker, 44, has likened his policies to Ronald Reagan's breaking of the air-traffic-controllers union in 1981. He
says unions make it difficult to balance budgets while maintaining government services without raising taxes.
Backers have poured more than $30 million into his campaign since last year, compared with $3.9 million raised by
his opponent, Milwaukee Mayor Tom Barrett, who entered the race in late March.
A victory by Mr. Walker "will be a dramatic signal to local and state politicians they can, in the name of fiscal
responsibility, tell unions…to come into parity with private-sector workers, especially on benefits," said Michael
Lotito, a San Francisco attorney who represents management in labor disputes and has testified on labor issues
before Congress.
The Walker law sharply curbed collective bargaining for nearly all the state's public-employee unions except those
for police and firefighters. Unions no longer can represent members in negotiations for better working conditions or
for pay raises beyond the increase in inflation.
Unions have spent millions of dollars on TV ads campaigning against Mr. Walker. "Unions are putting a lot on the
line and if they win, they win big, but if they lose, they lose even bigger," said Gary Chaison, a professor of
industrial relations at Clark University. A loss "will be interpreted as a sign of weakness and a lack of public
sympathy."
Organized labor's strength has been declining for 60 years, as unions failed to keep pace with globalization, an
increasingly service-oriented economy and more aggressive opposition from employers. Today, just one in eight
American workers is a union member compared with more than one in three in the mid-1950s.
But that decline has come almost entirely in the private sector, where only 7% of workers today are union
members. Public-sector union membership rates have held steady at around 37% since 1979, and the number of
members has increased, thanks to growth in government employment. In 2009, for the first time, there were more
union members in government than in companies.
The Labor Department estimates Wisconsin had 187,000 public-worker union members last year, but it hasn't
updated the data for this year. The Wisconsin affiliate of the National Education Association declined to comment on
any membership change.
Public-employee unions are under pressure elsewhere, too, as state and local officials cut spending in the wake of
the recession, although the unions have won some fights. Ohio voters last year overturned a Republican law that
went even further than Wisconsin's in limiting bargaining rights for public-sector unions by including police and
firefighters.
But Republican governors Mitch Daniels of Indiana and Chris Christie of New Jersey have seen their popularity rise
after taking on unions, and even some Democratic mayors in big cities—such as Chicago's Rahm Emanuel—have
been pressing unions to accept concessions to help balance budgets.
Membership declines could be self-perpetuating, said Mr. Chaison of Clark University. With diminished dues, unions
deliver fewer services, making membership less appealing and hampering recruiting.
The fight in Wisconsin has spawned bitter rancor across a state whose divergent progressive and conservative
political traditions were long balanced by a culture of political compromise.
After Mr. Walker proposed the law, hundreds of thousands of union members and other labor supporters shut down
the state capital for weeks, and Democratic lawmakers fled to Illinois to try to prevent the quorum the bill needed
to pass. Union organizers helped gather more than 900,000 signatures to force the recall election.
But the unions also have made mistakes. They spent $4 million backing Kathleen Falk, a labor-friendly former
official in Madison, who was crushed in the May 8 Democratic primary by Mr. Barrett.

Meanwhile, collective-bargaining rights for public employees has receded as an issue, with far more people saying
in recent polls that job creation is their top priority.
20120531-10
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SteveB

“Night Falls, Power Rises, in Montreal”

A very inspirational piece to me…
“Night Falls, Power Rises, in Montreal” by Cindy Milstein, NationofChange
May 31, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/night-falls-power-rises-montreal-1338468426)
(“Then we looked at each other and marveled how, just a mere week ago, there were four lone pots beating out a
tune of solidarity & disobedience & freedom in his neighborhood, and now, so few days later, young children are
teaching themselves rebellion, and as another friend said to me on the street, we anarchists are struggling to catch
up to what the tens of thousands of people are doing here in Montreal.”)
A week ago last Sunday night, I was sitting around a table at a friend’s house with two other friends in the Plateau
East neighborhood of Montreal, having a quiet & delicious dinner after the Anarchist Bookfair weekend, when at 8
pm, we heard the singular noise of someone banging on a pot in the nearby distance, then two, and maybe three
or four. My friend got up to peak around the corner, to see which of his neighbors was making the noise, telling us
that there was a Facebook call to bang pots & pans in solidarity with the student strike (as it turns out, it was a
professor’s idea, and he did indeed post a FB page for it).
Last night, May 27, that same friend and I met up with other friends at the “usual” corner on Mont-Royal near StDenis on the Plateau West side of this Montreal neighborhood. At first a handful came, right at 8 pm, like us, and
then dozens, growing quickly to hundreds. It was my second night at this intersection, near to the home of another
friend, and already I recognized most of the faces, and people nodded at each other, and more of them talked to
each other (and my two friends and others are busily organizing toward their first neighborhood popular assembly
this coming Saturday).
As we moved from crossing with the light, to crossing at the traffic light, to finally taking the intersection, a group of
young children–barely teens–among the many young children on the streets with us, decided to lead a breakaway
march, skirting past the police car that had now arrived to “help” us manage the traffic. We adults quickly ran after
them, laughing, as our children at the front lead us for some 15 minutes away from that cop car again and again,
turning a corner at the last minute to allude the police, and when we got to a big road, the kids took over the other
side too, at one point nearly encircling a second police car to ensure we could all get ahead of the police! And soon
we turned a corner and that, voile, was another band of casserolers, and soon we ran across another, and then our
big casserole met another huge casserole at a main intersection, and everyone raised their pots & pans in unison to
joyfully greet each other. The police couldn’t keep up with us, neither children or adults, or bikes or dogs,
wheelchairs or skateboards.
Hours later, after marching with thousands and thousands of people who never stopped banging on the sundry
metal noisemakers as we snaked our way for miles through Montreal, past tiny stickers of red or with words on
street signs and lampposts, or big swathes of radical graffiti slogans, it was hard to tell whether our legs or ears
hurt more–or as my Plateau East friend said, Emma Goldman may have wanted a revolution to dance to, but this
“walking” revolution is hard on the feet! Then we looked at each other and marveled how, just a mere week ago,
there were four lone pots beating out a tune of solidarity & disobedience & freedom in his neighborhood, and now,
so few days later, young children are teaching themselves rebellion, and as another friend said to me on the street,
we anarchists are struggling to catch up to what the tens of thousands of people are doing here in Montreal. He too
marveled: “And to think I was thinking of moving away from Montreal a year ago. This has been the best year of
my life already!”

Of course, much as the police and politicians have, for the time being, lost control of this city, they struggle each
night to figure out new ways to police and control their out-of-their-control uprising. Last night, that involved this
unusually tall and lengthy, sparkling-white oversize van–nearly a truck–with few windows, and those windows
blackened so we couldn’t see it. This truck-van appeared out of nowhere behind us, swerved toward a building wall,
and equally oversize riot-type police jumped out, pushing someone against the wall, grabbing him, throwing him in
the van, and whisking away. Some cops next to us on horses (we were, at that point, at the back of the thousandsof-people casseroles-march) said something about a new “Intervention” unit, and then “helpfully” told us to move in
front of him, so he could “protect us” in case of “an explosion.”
Some 20 minutes or so later, as the demonstration was nearing a point that would signal the end for many of us–
near a Metro, for some, and near our still-long-walk home, for us–that van-truck appeared again. I tried to capture
a photo of it, but my cell phone isn’t the best of cameras, especially as the van-truck started speeding toward us,
flying past another new police vehicle labeled “technical.” We conjectured about whether they were gathering
“intelligence” on us, listening in to cell phones, tracking people via their cell phone GPS, or putting out incorrect
info.
For instance, the SPVM police maintain a “friendly” lie-filled Twitter, with the supposedly calming slogan “Always
closer,” and they used it last night to deny nearly beating a man to death, also just over a week ago, when people
took control of a stretch of St.-Denis to build barricades and fend off the cops. Counter reports from witnesses and
those involved in this uprising are that this man is still in a hospital, in a coma, potentially paralyzed and brain
damaged. People used this Twitter access to the police to last night ask them again and again about this beating,
and the police again and again assured people everything was OK. But there are video images of the man being
beaten, first to the ground by one cop, and then again, by another, after he’s on the ground. And an eyewitness
mentioned she saw the second cop use his bike as a weapon in the beating. Indeed, last week, when we were on
the street during the St.-Denis uprising on that evening, a woman came up to us to say a man had died; that she
herself had seen him lying on the ground, not moving, for 20 minutes. We were skeptical, thinking the street
takeover would have turned into an outright riot, if someone had died. Now, a mere week later, it seems the police
have potentially destroyed yet another life.
All to say, the joy of watching preteens defy the authority of the state, so adroitly and swiftly, with such confidence,
under the approving eye of thousands of us adults, has to balanced by the presence of that same authority, even if
cowed for the moment, lurking in vans and shadows, strategizing somewhere in bureaucratic offices, trying to
figure out how to win this cat-and-mouse (or cat-and-anarchopanda) game of communizing Montreal, whether they
end up using brute force or carrot-and-stick for the students–or both.
It’s 7 pm, an hour before this evening’s casseroles slowly but surely but noisily begins again, at the “usual” corner
of Mont-Royal, where tonight my friend will hand out flyers about the popular assembly to be held in a neighborly
neighborhood park this weekend (for the parks here are still far less “privatized,” and much more anarchic and
community oriented, than many in the United States). Tomorrow, another friend, the one who is glad he didn’t
move away, is helping to initiate “Nos-Casseroles for justice for low-wage immigrant and placement-agency (daylaborer) workers” in another neighborhood, and a day or two ago, the Rosemont neighborhood held its first
assembly–150 people, who broke into four working groups.
Last night, a friend mentioned how it was important that we go to these street manifestations, night after night,
because they evidence the determination and anger, and hopefully the dreams too, of this movement that currently
has power-together in its grasp. I realized, as I walked for another five hours last night, how cynical I’ve grown
about marches in the United States. We scream in front of banks, chant as we walk, proudly hold banners and
signs, make noise and reclaim the streets and sidewalks temporarily–but the contrast here is: there’s really social
power behind those same acts now, and everyone knows it. The question, which everyone also seems to know, is
what to do with that power–hence the move to kick off neighborhood assemblies and put out calls for people to
come greet, meet, and disrupt the impending, lucrative Gran Prix in early June. Meanwhile, the power seems to just
keep growing.
Each night here, I see the differences, even if subtle, from people walking by on the streets at 5 pm with pots and
pans clearly in their backpacks; stores putting red squares on their merchandise on display in the windows; indeed,
more and more red squares, large and small, hanging off more and more balconies; restaurant workers and others

stuck in dreary low-paid jobs come out of those jobs to bang pots for a few minutes as the big casseroles marches
pass by; and last night, we saw people in an expensive hotel in downtown Montreal holding big red squares in the
windows high above us, raising their arms in silent cheer to our noisy answer from the street below.
20120531-12
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SteveB

Fw: Ultra Violet Action: Spread the Word on the Paycheck Fairness Act!

The Right’s gotta love this poster! I wonder if that’s Nita or Shaunna?
from Ultra Violet:
The Paycheck Fairness Act is coming up for a vote next week--and the vote is going to be really close.
The Paycheck Fairness Act would help bring an end to pay discrimination by closing a set of loopholes in current
labor laws that make it near impossible to enforce fair pay laws. It would ban employer retaliation against workers
who seek to expose wage discrimination, make it easier for workers to join together in class action suits to fight it
and give victims of pay discrimination full compensation and back pay.
But it might not pass because most people don't know how big the problem is--that on average, women will lose
$431,000 over the course of their lifetimes because of pay discrimination. Or that for the amount women lose each
year, they could cover a whole year's worth of rent or childcare costs.
So we put together a neat info-graphic that lays out the facts. Can you check it out and then share it with your
friends? You can also help spread the word on Facebook and Twitter too.
Click here to check the graphic out on Facebook and start sharing with your friends. Just scroll to the bottom and
click the "share" button:
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/signup/paygapshare/?akid=103.359331.z6oHfV&rd=1&t=3.
Thanks for helping get the truth out!
--Nita and Shaunna, UltraViolet
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Fw: MoveOn Action: Submit Your Airplane Banner Ideas!

from MoveOn:
We just launched 99airlines, our program to fly airplane banners over high-profile Mitt Romney events with
messages from the 99%.
And what's the coolest part? You get to decide what the banners say! If you could fly a message over Mitt
Romney's head, what would it be?
Will you suggest a short, pithy, memorable phrase for a 99airlines banner? Or check out and rate other people's
ideas?
Click here to submit or vote for a 99airlines banner:
http://99airlines.org/?source=mo-email1.
Imagine if Mitt Romney and his Super PAC friends had to deal with the sights and sounds of airplanes following
them everywhere, reminding Americans how Romney stands for corporations and the 1%. Reporters at the events
will film and write about the banners—it'll drive Romney and his corporate backers crazy.
That's why we're taking it to Romney, exposing him as Mr. 1%. Here's the banner we flew over a Romney
fundraiser in Boston last week.
We're ready to fly a whole lot more over his high-profile appearances this summer, including fundraisers and a
major event with Latino political leaders.
We need you to submit your ideas today. And the highest-rated, most shared, and most timely messages from the
99% will get flown over Romney's head. So get your ideas online today!
MoveOn members stepped up and funded 99airlines as a way to combat the Super PAC ads and corporate money
that will flood into this year's election. We're transforming Mitt Romney's 1% fundraising tour into an airborne
progressive message machine that will be seen by the people at the events and the media covering them.
They've got millions of dollars, but we've got more people and more creativity than they can muster. If you submit
your ideas—-and make sure as many people as possible rate and contribute ideas—99airlines can define Mitt
Romney and the people he represents in a visible, memorable way.
Thanks for all you do.
–Garlin, Elena, Emily, Victoria, and the rest of the team
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http://www.cornpalace.org/

—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.

Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’
(posted by Friends of the Middle, June 4, 2012)
SteveB: I usually abhor the excesses of the uber-rich (as Dennis says), but, somehow, in the case of Clapton, I say
he deserves it! He is God (as are we all, I suppose…some just more than others…).
http://www.gizmag.com/claptons-ferrari/22716/?utm_source=Gizmag+Subscribers&utm_campaign=fb02218238UA-2235360-4&utm_medium=email
http://www.gizmag.com/claptons-ferrari/22716/pictures#4
“The Ferrari SP12 EC was designed by Clapton in collaboration with Pininfarina and Centro Stile Ferrari.” And what a
beauty it is! I wanna ride! No, I wanna DRIVE!

LONG LIVE GOD! (In fact, he’s looking extremely good for his age…not like Keith, at all! Obviously, a more
reasonable, refined gentleman.

SteveG: That is pretty.
SteveB: Jeez! Ain’t it! I am jealous.
SteveG: I want to buy one and move to a state without speed limits or maybe Germany is a better place. Not only
pretty, but sexy for a car.
SteveB: Yes it is! A work of art! Like a very fast Harley, only more so. Like the finest thoroughbred horse. This car
belongs in Germany (maybe only?). I guess God probably has it at his place in England. Montana, as you know has
an independent streak. Men not carrying guns and speed limits were unknown until not very long ago. Still, on
some proper, desolate stretches of road, you can still really open it up, and that was fun to do sometimes when we
lived there. You just can’t do it at night and, even in the daytime you have to really keep an eye out, because of the
deer…well and buffalo, elk, skunks, cougars, bears, antelope, mountain sheep, and such critters. Many accidents!
High insurance state!
SteveG: During July of 1952, my parents sold all they could or wanted to and loaded what was remaining,
including my brother and I, into a 1939 Chevrolet with 104,000 miles on it and a two wheel trailer. In August we
left for Florida and I started 1st grade in Melbourne, FL. Before Christmas we packed and moved to Las Cruses, NM
and then backed up to Abilene, TX. By spring time we were in Brick Chapel and my brother and I were finishing the
school year at Bainbridge. In 1968 I basically left Greencastle with all of my belongings for Kentucky and then El
Paso returning in August 1970 with all of my belongings in a 1960 Volvo P 1800. On October 1, 2009 Brenda and I
left Indiana with all we owned in a Chevrolet Impala. We traveled for 7 months, passing through 21 states –
Louisville to Knoxville, through the Carolinas to Florida, back to Indiana through Georgia followed by a train ride on
the Empire Building route to Pasco, WA, and then returning to Florida. The final journey was a car ride with all
back to Indiana and a ride to Yakima, WA. I think at times I would make a good hermit.
SteveG: You had mentioned in earlier emails, SteveB, that you would like to take a motorcycle ride across country,
but would prefer to take a run through South America. Would this setup work? Sidecar to carry gear and supplies
in.

MarthaH: Trump you one Lamborghini, SteveB! (see first article, below)
SteveB: Man, that is a beautiful Lamborghini too! Can I have them both? They must each cost $1,000,000 or so,
don’t they? I wonder if I’m low or high? And speaking of trumping, MarthaH:

MarthaH: Price: only about $300,000 with extra costs. :-) Wonder what the insurance costs????!!!!! (see second
article below)
Art: Do they gift wrap?
SteveB: Wow! It’s a bargain! I’ll have to give up bingo though. haha
Ben: Oho! You're a closet solipsist, are you?

SteveB: ???
Ben: Solipsism mandates that yours is the only reality, and that all other entities you encounter are projections of
your own reality. "Clapton is God"... I was aboard another train of thought, when I read your message. The
concept of solipsism was presented to me very amusingly in a great book, one of my big favorites, Iain M. Banks'
Against a Dark Background. Very clever: intricate, scathing, and very, very literate.
SteveB: Happy to know about the book! To me solipsism only has to do with the fact that you cannot know
anything else is real except the self. Descartes. “Clapton is God” could be Buddhist, or maybe he’s the Second
Coming, but not in any way a projection of me. If he is, I’m a freaking genius! In fact, wouldn’t it be true that to
say, “Clapton is a man,” or “Clapton is God,” would be exactly, equally solipsistic? Everything would equally be a
projection and all real meaning, as we know it or think we do, would have ceased to exist.
Pam: Toys for boys.
SteveB: Big boys need their toys too! You girls have makeup and jewelry and clothing styles and…uh uh…homes
and children… I had a girlfriend once who had hundreds of pairs of shoes. How many can you wear? But you’re
right, Pam, women seem much freer of what I call the human “pack rat” instinct that men possess so much more
abundantly, I think. There are lots of women collectors, but men can get fanatical about it (and sometimes make a
lot of money when they do). I sure wish I had my comic books and baseball cards! I mean, isn’t it not just the
barrage of commercials? Isn’t there is something intrinsically acquisitive in us, especially in we men…women tend to
have all they need right there if they have a happy home. Not that men don’t want that too. But I just also want
just one Ferrari or Lamborghini and, as SteveG pointed out, the proper road to open it up on, and I might add, with
the proper companion and a half-drunk bottle of Jack Daniels! (just kidding about the last)
Pam: You guys know I was only pulling your leg. I think you're right, SteveB, we humans do want things. That's
why I could never be a Buddhist--all that renunciation is not my cup of herbal tea. I've always had a theory that
men are collectors and women are decorators, but there's probably quite a bit of overlap. My husband collects (and
how!) old books and early 20th c. American art pottery. He can't get enough of 'em. Shoes? Well, that just makes
sense. I heard of a man once who refused to marry his fiance until she got rid of all but a few pairs of her shoes. I
cry abuse! I do believe people have "relationships" with their stuff. The thing is to own your stuff and not have it
own you. There's something liberating about parting with worn-out or no-longer-loved items and clearing the
decks. I like to fill in spaces and if there's a nail or a hook I want to hang something on it, but a periodic purge is
good for the soul.

(AFP/Getty Images)
“Lamborghini Supercar Named Top Choice of Super-Rich” by Chris Woodyard, USA Today
June 1, 2012, (http://content.usatoday.com/communities/driveon/post/2012/06/lamborghini-supercar-named-topchoice-of-super-rich/1#.T8upR9VYuRQ)
The chronicle of the very rich, the Robb Report, has chosen its favorite car. And its list includes some of our favorite
cars.
It's the magazine's 24th annual "Best of the Best" list, and it includes cars of every persuasion. That's the good
news. The bad news is that few of us can afford any of them.
The magazine's favorite sports car, for instance, is one of the pricier supercars out there. It's the Lamborghini
Aventador LP 700-4, one of those rockets that hit 60 miles per hour in less than five seconds from a dead stop and
hit speeds over 200 miles per hour.
Here's the rest of the list:
Convertibles:
Coupes & GTs:
Sedans:
Sport-Utility Vehicles:
Classic Roadster:
Classic Muscle:
Executive Transport:
Off-Road Vehicle:

Ferrari 458 Spider
Maserati GranTurismo MC
BMW M5
Range Rover Evoque
Morgan 3 Wheeler
Classic Recreations Shelby G.T.350CR
Becker Cadillac Escalade ESV
Icon Bronco

“How Much Will That New Lamborghini Actually Cost You?” by Noah Joseph, autoblog
May 22, 2008, (http://www.autoblog.com/2008/05/22/how-much-will-that-new-lamborghini-actually-cost-you/)
Nobody buys a bare-bones Lamborghini unless they're planning on racing it or want to pretend they are. With the
Superleggera discontinued and the new lightweight Gallardo yet to rear its head, most buyers of the new LP560-4

will be spec'ing out their Lambos with all the kit. The car retails for $280,000. Big sticker price, then, but tick the
boxes for all those must-have options and a quarter-million will look like a bargain as the price inches closer to a
third.
For example, most Lambo buyers opt for the sequential paddle-shift transmission, which Sant'Agata calls e-gear,
and which adds another $12k to the price. Carbon ceramic brakes? You're going to want that stopping power to
keep your six-figure supercar out of the trees, won't you? Another $19k. Throw in sat-nav and up-rated rolling stock
and the new Lamborghini Gallardo LP560-4 is pushing $322,000. And that's if you can actually get your hands on
one without finder's speculation or premiums, not to mention the cost of gas, insurance and the racks of tires you're
bound to go through. Better talk to the kids about the benefits of going to college in-state.
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“Chagas: Is Tropical Disease Really the New AIDS?”

“Chagas: Is Tropical Disease Really the New AIDS?” by Dylan Stableford, Yahoo! News
May 31, 2012, (http://news.yahoo.com/blogs/lookout/chagas-tropical-disease-really-aids-145745645.html)
Chagas, a tropical disease spread by insects, is causing some fresh concern following an editorial—published earlier
this week in a medical journal—that called it "the new AIDS of the Americas."
More than 8 million people have been infected by Chagas, most of them in Latin and Central America. But more
than 300,000 live in the United States.
The editorial, published by the Public Library of Science's Neglected Tropical Diseases, said the spread of the
disease is reminiscent of the early years of HIV.
"There are a number of striking similarities between people living with Chagas disease and people living with
HIV/AIDS," the authors wrote, "particularly for those with HIV/AIDS who contracted the disease in the first two
decades of the HIV/AIDS epidemic."
Both diseases disproportionately affect people living in poverty, both are chronic conditions requiring prolonged,
expensive treatment, and as with patients in the first two decades of the HIV/AIDS epidemic, "most patients with
Chagas disease do not have access to health care facilities."
Unlike HIV, Chagas is not a sexually-transmitted disease: it's "caused by parasites transmitted to humans by bloodsucking insects," as the New York Times put it.
"It likes to bite you on the face," CNN reported. "It's called the kissing bug. When it ingests your blood, it excretes
the parasite at the same time. When you wake up and scratch the itch, the parasite moves into the wound and
you're infected." [But the whole story is even more gross—see below! --SteveB]
"Gaaah," Cassie Murdoch wrote on Jezebel.com, summing up the sentiment of everyone who read the journal's
report.
Chagas, also known as American trypanosomiasis, kills about 20,000 people per year, the journal said.
And while just 20 percent of those infected with Chagas develop a life-threatening form of the disease, Chagas is
"hard or impossible to cure," the Times reports:
The disease can be transmitted from mother to child or by blood transfusion. About a quarter of its victims
eventually will develop enlarged hearts or intestines, which can fail or burst, causing sudden death.
Treatment involves harsh drugs taken for up to three months and works only if the disease is caught early.

"The problem is once the heart symptoms start, which is the most dreaded complication—the Chagas
cardiomyopathy—the medicines no longer work very well," Dr. Peter Hotez, a researcher at Baylor College of
Medicine and one of the editorial's authors, told CNN. "Problem No. 2: the medicines are extremely toxic."
And 11 percent of pregnant women in Latin America are infected with Chagas, the journal said.
(from http://www.metapathogen.com/kissing-bugs/)
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“Douche of the Week: Chris “The Real Hero” Hayes from MSNBC”

“Douche of the Week: Chris “The Real Hero” Hayes from MSNBC” posted by Nick, The Rhino Den
May 29, 2012, (http://rhinoden.rangerup.com/douche-of-the-week-chris-the-real-hero-hayes-from-msnbc/)
MSNBC’s Chris Hayes proclaimed on Memorial Day that he was uncomfortable labeling fallen troops as heroes as he
felt the term is used as an excuse to engage in “Unjust Wars”.
Somewhere Michael Moore, Bill Maher, and the Westboro Baptist Church just had a Douchegasm.
Forget that Hayes chose the worst possible day imaginable to show off his Brown University education by trying to
opine on the definition of the word “Hero”. Also, forget that his “brilliance” had a special layer of disrespect as he
dropped this knowledge bomb on us directly after speaking to a Marine who holds the honored and difficult

responsibility of delivering the news of the fallen to their families. Let’s just look at his base contention: hearing the
word “Hero” in relation to fallen members of the military makes people want to go to war.
Well, he does have a point. After all, it’s proven in study after study that hearing the words “gay marriage” makes
people instantly engage in sex with members of the opposite sex; hearing the words “iambic pentameter”
immediately forces us to start dropping some Bill Shakespeare inspired accentual-syllabic verse; and hearing the
words “Oxygen Thief Knob Jockey Douchebag” makes us instantly apply for a job at MSNBC.
Oh wait, that’s not right. It actually seems like he has no point at all. We elect politicians and they decide when we
go to war. The troops actually have absolutely nothing to do with it at all. We just execute policy. So if Hayes
wanted to level his vitriol at President Bush for getting us into these wars or President Obama for having us fight
one under absurd rules in Afghanistan, then he should have at it. I may agree or disagree with his contentions, but
at least there’d be some reason in them.
Instead he opted to just insult our fallen comrades on Memorial Day for not all dying with an appropriate level of
heroism. Maybe he could make a little Heroism-o-Meter for his show and every time we lose another brother or
sister he can let us all known if he or she was a real hero or not. I think we’d all really appreciate it.
And yes, after the VFW skewered him, he issued a half-hearted “I’m sorry but you know…you guys just didn’t
understand what I meant” quasi-apology, but the fact remains that he is just one in a growing number of self-styled
academic elitist bringers-of-truth who do not respect the service and sacrifice of our military members.
For an outsider to our community, it’d be easy to sit there and say that the military is trying to pat itself on the
back. They imagine us all sitting around and telling each other how awesome we are as we drink beer and do
manly and offensive things. The truth of the matter is so vastly different. I’m not a hero. Tom’s not a hero.
99.9% of you out there wouldn’t ever call yourselves heroes. Hell, the guys who have recently been awarded the
Medal of Honor do not consider themselves Heroes.
But those who died, those who literally gave everything, who will never see their families, who will never hold their
children, who will never again know their partner’s embrace – these people are heroes.
They paid a price Mr. Hayes would never be willing to pay for this country. I’m sure he’d have a dozen greatsounding reasons why he wouldn’t serve as well: he doesn’t trust the leadership, he’s more valuable somewhere
else, he won’t engage in unjust wars, blah, blah, blah. And he will surely have an army of followers supporting him,
as they are all over the blogosphere right now, agreeing with his statements. As we speak, they are writing
comments citing “facts” that are patently false about our intelligence, our income levels, and our education. They
are developing arguments for why Hayes is right, why we are wrong, why anyone who serves isn’t worthwhile or
has no other options. If you don’t believe me, please go look at the comments section under any Hayes article
regarding this topic on a non-military blog.
It’s easier to do that, to surround yourself with other people who haven’t known service, who haven’t sacrificed,
who’d never dream of putting themselves at risk and convince each other that there is a reason why you’re better
than other people, than to admit others have experienced something you never will, or God forbid, may be more
valuable citizens.
There was a time when men served – when to not serve was deemed cowardice. There was a time when Captain
America, the weak little kid who couldn’t enlist because he was too small and sickly but never gave up until he could
wear the uniform, was our gold standard of manhood, service, and patriotism.
We all know those days are dying if they aren’t dead already.
It’s been replaced by a small patriotic civilian base who understands the founding principles of our nation and the
0.45%, a shrinking warrior caste that is expected to hold the Fort while much of the rest of the country pushes for
their next thrill, next car, next reality TV show, and next pleasure.

And we’re good with that, even as we don’t fully understand it. We’re capitalists. We believe in the American
Dream. We believe in Freedom. If that’s what Americans want to do, what they want to care about, how they
want to live their lives, then they should get after it.
Three things, though, Mr. Hayes:
1. Wisdom comes from experience. It is comical to watch a man such as yourself espouse any
understanding of the word “Hero”. You’ve lived a pampered existence handheld by academic and political
elites and have never been in harm’s way.
2. You, being who you are, surrounded by the people you retain, and coming from where you do, will
disregard my first point and assume your experience with television, academia, politics, and “big thinking” is
in some way comparable. You will want to argue this point citing events throughout history gleaned from
books as your own wisdom. You will want to explain yourself further as you see everything as an argument
to be won for your “side”. When you get this urge, check the calendar. If it is Memorial Day, Veteran’s
Day, or the Fourth of July, shut the f*ck up.
3. Quit being such a f*cking douche.
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MarthaH

“'First Amendment Rights Can Be Terminated': When Cops, Cameras
Don't Mix”

Having taught government 12 and played devil's advocate, I have had years of musing the topic of the First
Amendment. With rights come responsibilities and none more than opening one's mouth!!!! Does my neighbor
have the RIGHT to play hip-hop at 3 a.m. with freedom of speech? You betcha! Does the First Amendment mean
someone spouting hate really has a right to tell lies?... Besides the rule of law to be debated by both sides and the
common decency that tends to be lacking, it is a matter of conscience, however you defend yours. Certainly we
see on the news many examples of "free" speech and consequences for all of us. As a civil society, we must add the
golden rule and come to the middle to continue to exist as civilized...or we will pass on the results of an immature
society to the next generations. Bottom line: All should think before they jaw. My father's favorite saying was
"Empty wagons rattle." Well--even he and I disagreed on who was empty and who was full sometimes...but even
"just" in 1992 when he was dying, civility was far better than today. Birthers....Nazi...socialist...Obamacare...all for
political gain...and that doesn't serve us at all well in increasingly difficult times. Denial and lies are not what the
First Amendment is about. The touted Founding Fathers had a history that demanded they give us free speech, but
we are all old enough to know that freedom comes at a great cost. Honesty is right up there!
My freedom: your toes: our freedom: my toes. Common sense: self-control of all. Human nature...
This rant is sponsored by the following article I just read:
“'First Amendment Rights Can Be Terminated': When Cops, Cameras Don't Mix” by Bob Sullivan, MSNBC
June 1, 2012, (http://redtape.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/06/01/11998060-first-amendment-rights-can-beterminated-when-cops-cameras-dont-mix?lite)
Video from March 2012 shows Chicago police taking members of the media into custody:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KDaUD6H6srE.
"Your First Amendment rights can be terminated," yells the Chicago police officer, caught on video right before
arresting two journalists outside a Chicago hospital. One, an NBC News photographer, was led away in handcuffs
essentially for taking pictures in a public place. He was released only minutes later, but the damage was done.
Chicago cops suffered an embarrassing "caught on tape" moment, and civil rights experts who say cops are unfairly
cracking down on citizens with cameras had their iconic moment.

Tales of reporters, protestors and citizen journalists being threatened or arrested for filming law enforcement
officials during disputes are on the rise, critics say, with Occupy Wall Street protests a lightning rod for these
incidents. The National Press Photographers Association claims it has documented 70 such arrests since September
and, in May, called on U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder to focus attention on the issue.
"The First Amendment has come under assault on the streets of America," the photography association said in a
letter to Holder that was also signed by several other interest groups. "Police have arrested dozens of journalists
and activists simply for attempting to document political protests in public spaces.”
Such allegations are ironic, given the sharp rise in police surveillance technology, which gives cops vast capabilities
to film citizens, said Catherine Crump, an American Civil Liberties Union attorney.
"It is true that Americans are photographed more and more today as they walk around in public spaces," Crump
said. "And it is ironic that law enforcement agencies are objecting when the same activity is being used to film their
activities. But it's not surprising because there's often a double-standard in this space."
There's always been a tense relationship between cops and cameras, but that relationship is being pushed to the
brink now that half of U.S. adults carry smartphones, nearly all of them capable of filming and sharing visuals
instantly with the whole world via the Internet. Cops at Occupy Wall Street protests -- such as those at Zucotti Park
in New York City -- routinely deal with dozens of amateur photographers shoving cameras in their faces, many of
them aggressive. It's not hard to see how the cameras can escalate an already tense situation.
But First Amendment law is clear: Citizens in public spaces have a right to film things they see in plain sight. Courts
have repeatedly upheld that right in high-profile cases.
Court rulings sometimes have no bearing during intense situations, however.
"It wouldn't really matter with some police officers if you had an original copy of the Bill of Rights with you," said
Mickey Osterreicher, a lawyer for the press photographers association. He said he deals with new cases nearly
every day involving photographers who he believes have been wrongly arrested.
"The sign on my desk that reads, 'Bang head here,' is getting worn out," he said.
In April, Connecticut's State Senate passed a law that clearly defined citizens' right to film, but the state's lower
house failed to act on the measure. The proposal was introduced by Sen. Majority Leader Martin M. Looney , D-New
Haven, after a series of incidents involving cops in that state's capital city. In one, a police officer is caught on
camera saying “You don’t take pictures of us,” before making an arrest. In another incident, 26-year-old Luis Luna
was arrested for filming an arrest, and video files on his iPhone were deleted.
"In the past several years, police officers have wrongly arrested members of the public for using video cameras or
cell phone cameras," said Adam Joseph, a spokesman for Looney. "In the opinion of a number of senators, there
were far too many instances, and that demonstrated the right to videotape needed to be codified and is
unfortunately necessary."
The proliferation of devices that can film and share has made this conflict almost inevitable, but there are other
causes, too.
“So many mainstream journalists have been laid off and are freelancing,” said Osterreicher, the press association
lawyer. ”Then you have people who consider themselves citizen journalists. They have ‘pro-sumer’ devices capable
of taking video and still images with the same quality as pro equipment, and can share them with the world,
without mainstream media. That’s something we've never seen, until recently.”
As a result, civil liberties lawyers have beaten a path to courthouses around the country, said Crump.

"We do hear about these more frequently now because everyone walks around with cell phone cameras,” she said.
“Law enforcement officers sometimes react badly to this, and view it as a threatening act.”
The most celebrated case involves Simon Glik, who in 2007 filmed police arresting a homeless man near Boston
Commons. Glick was arrested and charged with violating the state's wiretapping law. His case was dismissed, but
he then brought a federal civil rights lawsuit against the city. In August 2011, the First U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals
for the First Circuit ruled unanimously in his favor.
"That decision is 24 pages of pure gold," Osterreicher said. "The judges talked about the right to record in public.
They said the First Amendment right is self-evident. They took judicial notice of the fact that news is as likely to
come from someone with a cellphone as anyone. And they talked about the fact that police officers … should expect
to be recorded when out in public."
In March of this year, Boston paid Glik $170,000 to settle the suit.
"It's really not up to police officers to decide what is and isn't newsworthy," Osterreicher said. "It's a shame Boston
had to learn an expensive lesson."
Other rulings have offered a similarly strong endorsement of the right to film, Crump said.
"The First Amendment is strongly protective of right to video and record in public spaces. There’s obviously a good
reason for that. Sunlight is the best disinfectant," she said. She said court rulings have been so consistent, she’s
not worried about any weakening of the First Amendment – but she is worried about the more practical side of the
problem. Glik's settlement -- most of which paid for his legal fees -- took five years to arrive. In most real-life
situations, police officers have wide discretion, and few observers have the time, money or wherewithal to see a
First Amendment case through to completion.
Osterreicher, both a former journalist and a reserve police officer, prefers far more practical methods. He travels
the country training police officers in First Amendment law. Invited by Chicago police brass, he offered such training
in advance of recent NATO meetings in Chicago, which attracted sizable protests. He thinks it worked: To his
knowledge, only one photographer was arrested during those protests.
He also offers suggestions tips to would-be cop videographers.
"The First Amendment is not absolute," he said. "It is subject to reasonable time, place and manner restrictions. But
the key word is ‘reasonable.’ Is it reasonable when covering a protest to ask someone to stand back or get on a
sidewalk? Absolutely. Is it reasonable to expect the press to go away when there is an order to disperse? No."
One rule that is fairly absolute, he said: While there are situations when police can seize cameras and cellphones,
they have no right to destroy data, such as pictures or videos, without consent from the owner. In fact, doing so
could be considered destruction of evidence.
The ACLU hosts an information page designed to help amateur photographers understand their rights on its
website. But Crump offered a thumbnail sketch of the law that draws an important distinction between public and
private property.
"Generally, when you are in a public space where you have the right to be, you have right to photograph anything
in plain view, and that includes police who are executing their duties,” she said. “But if you are on private property,
the property owner gets to set the rules.”
But Osterreicher said any advice photographers receive should come with a warning: "It's complicated."
"I can't give you an answer that covers all situations. You’re going to have to make an assessment,” he said “Is this
officer nonchalantly asking you to move? Or is he getting real cranky? A lot of situations can be defused with
conversation.… You want it to end well.”

[And all the Right can worry about is their precious 2nd Amendment! And that worry is so misplaced. Not the worry
expressed in this article, which is all too real. –SteveB]
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Pam

Re: “'First Amendment Rights Can Be Terminated': When Cops, Cameras
Don't Mix” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Your comments are great, Martha, and I like the article too. It sounds like Syria or Egypt when police start
arresting journalists and photographers. I say, hurray for cell phones. Even the police need to know the whole
world is watching, especially the police. I agree about self-regulation as well. Having freedom does not mean
running amok. I always feel sorry for celebrities who don't want to be stalked by the paparazzi. Democracy works
best when everyone is trustworthy. I think that's one reason cultures that are driven by corruption are so often
oppressive. What worries me these days is the expansion of the surveillance state (Big Brother) and malfeasance in
high places (Goldman Sachs). Trust means letting go and letting someone else carry the ball, but you have to know
they're heading toward the right goal line.
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Art

Re: “Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” (reply to
Dale, FotM Newsletter #151)

Still Dale you have to admit if Walker took away the right to bargain over wages or working conditions, what's the
point?

20120601-05
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Pam

Re: “Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” (reply to
Dale, FotM Newsletter #151)

Yes, Dale, I agree that Reagan's mass firing of the air controllers ushered in a new era--not a good one. I've never
belonged to a union, so I have no personal experience; I do know that historically unions were instrumental in
securing workers' rights and safety at a time when they were being savagely exploited by factory and mine owners.
Whether they serve the same purpose, or a different one, now, I can't say, but I think Reagan's action was a
mistake, as it began the era of demoting the worker and promoting big money, whether government or corporate.
Walker looks to me like a bully, who stirs up (or tries to) animosity toward public employees, who are, in fact,
essential to the functioning of of the state, ie., Wisconsin, not "the State."
Also, I would point out that the reason many teachers and workers are leaving their unions is because unions have
been emasculated and are no longer able to achieve results. I wouldn't pay dues to an organization that was
impotent either, but who's to blame for that impotence? The unions or employers who stonewall? I'm not so sure
the workers are displaying their disdain for unions as much as they're simply choosing to keep more money in their
pockets at a time when money is short--at least for most of us.
Perhaps the time for unions has passed. We're no longer fighting the battles of the early 20th c. But workers still
need a voice and a modicum of power; otherwise, the balance of power will continue to tilt in the direction of big
money. (Someone ought to trademark that phrase: "Big Money.") Unions are the only entity I know of that has
provided the organization and the "muscle" to speak for workers and negotiate for acceptable contracts. There is
an inevitable push-and-pull between labor and capital, and it's important to the health of the nation that that tugof-war be between relatively equal interest groups. That's why a two-party political system is good--until one side
gobbles up all the power. Checks and balances works in many ways, including in education, industry, and finance.
Everyone needs to be fighting in the same weight class as his opponents.
Remember the old nursery rhyme: "I do not like thee, Dr. Fell./ The reason why I cannot tell,/ But this I know and
know full well,/ I do not like thee, Dr. Fell." I guess when you get right down to it, that's how I feel about Gov.
Walker. He looks like a bully and a sycophant to me.
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MarthaH

Re: “Wisconsin Unions See Ranks Drop Ahead of Recall Vote” (reply to
Pam, above)

He who does like a bully is one!
20120601-08
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Art

Video: The Golden Rush

Our household is almost this bad/good at feeding time:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=0E4P4-jvs2I.
[Hilarious! Especially the straggler. I bet those are happy dogs when they’re running together outdoors like that!
How many do you have, Art? 9? My kids could never say “golden retriever” when they were little, so they’d just call
them “golden doggies” and they are! Thanks. –SteveB]
20120601-09
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Pam

Quote: Anthony Burgess on ‘The State’

Comments by Anthony Burgess in this week's New Yorker:
I personally do not trust politicians or statesmen--very few writers and artists do--and consider that men
enter politics for the negative reason that they have little talent for anything else and the positive reason
that power is always delicious.....the state has been responsible for most of our nightmares. No single
individual or free association of individuals could have achieved the repressive techniques of Nazi Germany,
the slaughter of intensive bombing, or the atomic bomb.....The modern state, whether in a totalitarian or a
democratic country, has far too much power, and we are probably right to fear it. —Anthony Burgess, 1973
I do think there is such a thing as good politics and bad politics, but it's a fight to the death to see which will
prevail.
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SteveB

“Can Apple Start Making Their Product in the U.S. Again? The Answer Is
YES.”

“Can Apple Start Making Their Product in the U.S. Again? The Answer Is YES.” by Steven Capozzola,
NationofChange
June 1, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/can-apple-start-making-their-product-us-again-answer-yes1338530120)
Last fall, we pondered whether Apple could start building iPads and iPhones in the U.S. Our conclusion was, YES,
Apple could indeed start assembling products in the U.S.
Some key points:
1. Labor costs are not the key factor.
As Michele Nash-Hoff (President of Electro Fab) and Curtis Ellis (of the American Jobs Alliance) have
explained, labor is a small part (probably less than 10 percent) of Apple’s cost of manufacturing, far less
than capital equipment, and components. With wages rising in China, and U.S. manufacturing workers
actually being far more productive, the labor cost differential become very small.
2. Apple is the rare product that competes on quality, not price.

While it may or may not cost more in total to assemble iPads in the U.S., Apple is not competing against
dozens of similar products. And so, retail price is not the key criteria because consumers are already buying
iPads due to their unique quality and attributes, not "low sticker price."
3. Thanks to high productivity and top quality, U.S. manufacturing offers its own cost-savings and benefits.
U.S. manufacturers are recognized as being the most productive, efficient, and safe in the world. A stateof-the-art U.S. manufacturing facility would offer its own cost savings by virtue of its incredibly productive
and streamlined assembly processes.
Okay, so why are we analyzing the Apple production process today? Because Apple CEO Tim Cook was quoted this
week at an All Things Digital Conference as saying he'd like to see his company make more components, and
possibly assemble them, in the U.S.
Specifically, Cook said:
There are things that can be done in the U.S., not just for the U.S. market but that can be exported for the
world...On the assembly piece, could that be done in the U.S.? I hope so, again, one day.
There are stumbling blocks to a possible reshoring of Apple products, though. Andrew Nusca at Between the Lines
says that American companies can always "go overseas for greater flexibility, lower price and sheer speed." He also
cites the potential shortage of skilled high-tech workers in the U.S. who can tackle the logistical and competitive
needs of such competitive, state-of-the-art production.
But these are battles worth fighting. For starters, a high-tech facility COULD produce in the manner required by
Apple for rapid market response. And as for worker skills needed in such a high-tech industry, the Alliance for
American Manufacturing (AAM) has repeatedly urged that the U.S. needs to prioritize such training in order to
compete successfully in the 21st Century.
All of this is a battle worth fighting, and a very necessary one if the U.S. is to maintain a solid middle class
economy. Apple can do it, and so can the U.S. The question is who will take the big step first?

20120601-11

15:58

Art

“Koch Brothers Plan to Funnel Tens of Millions to Conservative Allies to
Influence 2012 Elections”

Don't know about you, but I keep asking myself why are these supposedly hard nosed businessmen so anxious to
pour hundreds of $ millions into an election unless they expect a substantial return on their investment. What
exactly is the return they expect? Food for thought.
“Koch Brothers Plan to Funnel Tens of Millions to Conservative Allies to Influence 2012 Elections” by Peter H. Stone,
Huffington Post
June 1, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/01/koch-brothers-network_n_1560596.html)
(WASHINGTON) As they strategize to spend as much as $400 million to defeat President Barack Obama and help
Republicans win control of Congress, the billionaire brothers David and Charles Koch and an allied network of
wealthy conservatives are looking to funnel tens of millions into conservative-leaning groups for television ads and
get-out-the-vote drives.
Three GOP fundraisers familiar with the plans of the billionaire Koch brothers and their rich friends told The
Huffington Post that their donor network is expected to funnel this year tens of millions into conservative groups,
including the National Rifle Association, Grover Norquist's Americans for Tax Reform, the National Right to Life
Committee, Ralph Reed’s Faith and Freedom Coalition, the 60 Plus Association and the American Future Fund. By
spreading their wealth throughout the conservative ecosystem, the Kochs can exploit trusted brands with

passionate followings that reach beyond the Tea Party base. These three sources all requested anonymity since
they are not authorized to speak about the Koch donor network's plans.
The billionaire brothers, working with the Koch-founded Americans for Prosperity, aim to enlist these groups'
grassroots networks to mount a national get-out-the-vote drive and ad blitz that could prove crucial to GOP fortunes
in battleground states.
While they have not always worked in sync, representatives of the Kochs have been meeting regularly this year with
leaders of other big GOP allies, notably the Karl Rove-backed super PAC American Crossroads and the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce. These elite planning meetings involving Koch representatives take place in addition to larger
meetings hosted periodically by American Crossroads with a dozen or so GOP groups since the 2010 midterm
elections.
If the Koch-backed efforts hit their fundraising goals this year, they will rival -- and perhaps surpass -- the target of
$300 million that American Crossroads and its affiliated nonprofit Crossroads GPS have set for their electoral drives.
The two Crossroads groups raised $71 million in 2010 after being set up by GOP strategists Rove and Ed Gillespie in
the wake of high court rulings that opened the floodgates for unlimited spending by corporations, individuals and
unions on advertising and other electoral tools that directly advocate for candidates.
The $400 million fundraising target of the Kochs and their mega-donor associates was first reported by Politico on
Wednesday and confirmed by the three GOP fundraisers who spoke to HuffPost over the past several weeks.
To rev up the Koch-led fundraising machinery, a few dozen rich conservatives and consultants from Wall Street, Las
Vegas, California and other locales flew into Palm Beach one Friday early this spring for a conference organized by
the billionaire brothers. The event featured detailed election strategy talks by, among others, Tim Phillips, the
president of the Koch-backed nonprofit Americans for Prosperity; since late last year the group has announced
about $15 million in TV ad buys blasting White House policies on energy and other issues.
Another prominent guest in Palm Beach this spring was Ken Cuccinelli, Virginia's attorney general. A major player in
court challenges to the constitutionality of President Obama's health care reforms, Cuccinelli served as a featured
speaker.
The Florida event took place at the ritzy PGA National Resort & Spa and included a dinner at David Koch's Palm
Beach mansion, according to two of the three fundraisers who spoke to The Huffington Post and participated in the
day. The third fundraiser heard details of the Koch electoral spending plans from one of the brothers. The Koch
brothers themselves are expected to chip in at least $60 million and perhaps as much as $100 million toward the
$400 million goal, say these three fundraisers.
The Kochs, who have long hosted twice-a-year conferences drawing scores of wealthy conservatives -- typically in
January and the summer -- have worked hard to maintain secrecy about their contributions and donations by their
allies. The Palm Beach event served as an extra fundraising and strategy session this year.
A Charles Koch speech at a Koch-sponsored conference in the summer of 2011 identified more than two dozen $1
million-plus donors over a year's time. Charles Koch cited, among others, mutual fund tycoon Foster Friess, Amway
cofounder Richard DeVos and Oklahoma oil and gas mogul Harold Hamm as patrons who gave at least $1 million.
Two other $1 million donors mentioned by Charles Koch also had a presence in Palm Beach: Paul Singer, who runs
the giant hedge fund Elliott Management, attended the spring event, along with a consultant for Charles Schwab of
the eponymous investment firm.
A hefty share of the donor network's money will be directed to 10 battleground states in the presidential race,
including Florida, Ohio and Virginia. These states and a few others also have high-stakes Senate races under way
and the GOP is hoping to win enough seats to regain the majority.
The Koch donor network's strategy to funnel large sums to powerful allies mirrors what Crossroads GPS has already
done by shelling out millions to allies such as the NRA, Americans for Tax Reform, the National Right to Life

Committee, according to these three GOP fundraisers. In April, Crossroads GPS disclosed that it gave millions to
conservative outfits in its IRS filing of required 990 tax forms, covering its first 18 months of operations. Neither
Crossroads GPS nor the Koch favorite Americans for Prosperity are required to disclose the identity of their donors
because of their nonprofit tax status.
The NRA’s electoral efforts this year seem to offer an example of how the Kochs' strategy can work, according to
the three GOP fundraisers. The NRA, they say, has already received a hefty cash infusion from the Koch donor
network this year, enabling the 4 million-member pro-gun behemoth to expand voter registration and get-out-the
vote drives.
The NRA hired about two dozen “campaign field representatives” to coordinate NRA ground operations and voter
registration work in a dozen battleground states, including Florida, Ohio and Virginia, Chris Cox, the NRA’s top
lobbyist told me for a Center for Public Integrity article. The drive will target “gun shows and retailers” and includes
a six-figure TV ad blitz that launched in February, Cox said.
This is all part of the NRA's multimillion dollar “Trigger the Vote” registration drive, expected to be its largest ever,
Cox said. “This election is going to be won on the ground,” Cox stressed, adding that millions of gun owners are not
registered to vote. Most of the NRA voter registration campaign is being funded through its Freedom Action
Foundation, a nonprofit not required to disclose donors.
Cox declined to discuss large donors but said that the foundation is mostly financed by small donors; corporate
filings have revealed, however, that Texas energy magnate Clayton Williams donated $1 million in 2010. Williams
told a Houston luncheon last summer that he would pony up another million for the foundation again this election
year, according to two luncheon attendees.
The increased emphasis by the Kochs and their allied super donors on underwriting ground operations could prove
crucial in battleground states where Democrats have often had an edge in getting out the vote because of wellfunded labor efforts. The AFL-CIO and other unions, for example, plan to spend $400 million on federal, state and
local races this year. But Democratic super PACs and nonprofits might raise only $100 million to $150 million this
election, say Democratic operatives, and are lagging behind their GOP rivals in raising money.
In the near term, the Koch brothers' network, along with Americans for Prosperity and its allied foundation, is
flexing its financial muscle to help Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker win a June 5 recall election. David Koch sees a hero
in Walker, who galvanized liberal opposition with his anti-union policies and cuts to public services.
Several months ago, Koch told the Palm Beach Post that Scott Walker is “an impressive guy and very courageous”
in taking on public unions. Americans for Prosperity’s foundation spent $700,000 earlier this year on ads defending
Walker’s campaign against collective-bargaining “abuses.” A Wisconsin Americans for Prosperity chapter launched a
10-city bus tour late last month that it bills simply as educational.
20120601-13
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MarthaH

FactCheck.org Hot Topics: “Don’t Get Spun by Internet Rumors”

Clearing thing up…
“Don’t get Spun by Internet Rumors” (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?” 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 [follow link, above] to read the full articles. There is a lot more detail in each answer.
Did President Obama secretly sign a law that makes it a crime to protest against him or ask him a
question he doesn’t like?

No. He openly announced the signing of a bill overwhelmingly passed by Congress that slightly revises a
1971 law against trespassing into areas under Secret Service protection. May 7, 2012
Is the National Association of Realtors lobbying to repeal a 3.8 percent “sales tax” on homes before it
takes effect in 2013?
No. There’s no such “sales tax” in the new health care law. And Medicare premiums aren’t going to $247
either. But these virulent falsehoods keep going around. April 30, 2012
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
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 “incomerelated” premiums, up from 5 percent currently. April 1, 2011
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
Are three former Fannie Mae executives “economic advisers” to Obama?
No, claims made in a chain e-mail are false. Jim Johnson advised on non-economic matters but quit after a
week. Franklin Raines says he took a “couple of calls” but was never an adviser. We find no evidence Tim
Howard ever had a connection to the Obama campaign. Oct. 9, 2008
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
Is President Obama giving away several Alaskan islands to Russia?
No. The U.S. has never claimed ownership of the islands identified in viral emails and websites. They lie far
closer to the coast of Siberia than to Alaska. March 27, 2012
Is President Obama responsible for Chinese companies building U.S. bridges with stimulus money, as
reported by ABC News?
No. A viral email distorts an ABC News report. California officials hired a Chinese contractor and rejected
federal money to avoid federal “Buy American” laws.
Feb. 17, 2012
How much has the federal debt gone up under Obama?
During his first three years in office, it rose $4.7 trillion, an increase of 45 percent. Partisan graphics
circulating via email and Facebook are both incorrect. Feb. 2, 2012

Did Obama issue a policy that “no U.S. serviceman can speak at any faith-based public event”?
This claim in a chain e-mail is false. Army officials say there has been no change in policy regarding “faithbased” events. And the event the e-mail refers to wasn’t a “faith-based” one. June 10, 2009
Does Obama plan to deny emergency brain surgery for patients over 70?
No. A man claiming on a radio talk show to be a brain surgeon lied about that, and about a meeting of two
associations of neurological surgeons, those associations say. Jan. 5, 2012
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
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
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
Did President Obama have his dog, Bo, flown to Maine in his own private jet for the family vacation?
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
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
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
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
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
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
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
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
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
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
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
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 proprayer-day proclamation but didn’t hold White House services as President Bush had done. April 29, 2010
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
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
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
Is there any truth in the e-mail claiming to give “a few highlights from the first 500 pages of the
Healthcare bill”?
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

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
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
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
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.)
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
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
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.’”
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SteveG

Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter
#151)

I will not knowingly eat food that is radiated, cloned, genetically made or grown in China. It is getting difficult
especially with hybrid seeds and the corporations monopolizing food production. Watch the 2008 documentary
Food, Inc. Doubt that it has gotten better in the past 4 years
20120602-01

07:03 SteveB

Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveG, above)

Food from China is the most stinking idea in the world. Not for me! I actually think the irradiation is an excellent
idea and could save many lives with zero risk. All it does is kill germs, like heat. It’s like climate change, just
science. And only science has a chance of helping keep at least some of these too many billions of people fed.
Maybe you know, already, the world would be in very deep trouble if it were not for genetically modified rice that
was introduced many years ago in the East, before gene splicing, so it may not be as GMO as what’s produced now.
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SteveG

Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveB, above)

From my standpoint on the radiation: back in the early 50’s we were the last car through White Sands, New Mexico
before a bomb testing; late 50’s I had a series of 5 radiation therapies to shrink a tumor (at that time they told me I
could never have any more radiation); since then I have had numerous x-rays, MRI’s, etc. From this history I am
paranoid about radiation. Isn’t another aspect of radiation to ripen the food so it can be picked early and shipped?
Another good reason not to eat rice. Just kidding. It would probably be easier to name the veggies and fruits that
have not been genetically altered.
20120602-04
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SteveB

Re: ’Natural’ Will Mean ‘Old-Fashioned’ (reply to SteveG, above)

I think you’re right about both thing, Steve. And I don’t blame you for being “paranoid”. Fortunately, irradiating
food leaves behind no residual radiation. Pretty easy science compared to what Monsanto tries to do.
I’m actually pretty pi*sed about food right now, because my vet (seriously) just diagnosed me with a liver problem,
and I have to stop eating most fat. Now, not that I shouldn’t do that, even just for my weight, but I think I’m the
world’s biggest lover of fat food—pizza, dripping hamburgers, hot dogs, French fries, cookies, butter, bacon,
chocolate, cream…all the best things in life. Ouch!!! Pass me the GMO corn, please?
20120602-03

11:04 SteveB

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #151)

I just wanted to add one more thought to this thread while we’re on it.
Public funding of elections scares the hell out of me because it opens the flood gates for all sorts of 3rd and 20th
parties. The government would never be able to legally discriminate against any, and the government could not be
as discriminating in their contributions as individuals or even corporations. Ron Paul or Adolf Hitler would be exactly
in the same class as President Obama or Jesus. The government’s hands would be totally tied if the law ere
effective (not like we have tried in the past). Maybe you wouldn’t be subject to all those super-PAC commercials,
instead, you’d be subject to Zimmerman running for governor of Florida, etc., etc., etc., with equal government
funding of whatever they choose to do or say.
Now, maybe this would be a good thing. The present situation doesn’t seem to be working, except perhaps to slow
the dismantling of all government services but those to the upper class.
The two-party system has served us well in the past. Forcing a change would be a radical experiment that I, for
one, am not willing to embark upon without very sound reasoning and evidence that it could work. Hard or
impossible to provide. Therefore, I’m totally against it. WE MUST CONTROL THE MONEY! Easy to do, actually,
except with our present, totally corrupt government.
OK, I’m on record. Have a great weekend.
20120602-05

11:14 SteveG

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)

I believe it was the first George W. (Washington) that warned us of the evils of a 2 party system. There needs to
be a balance in funding and that can only be in the hands of one entity. What we are doing isn’t working and while
we are at it how about doing away with the electoral college?
20120602-06

11:29 SteveB

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveG, above)

I say pitch it, except then we’re messing with the Constitution, which I’m also conservative about.
20120602-09

11:58 SteveG

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)

If the electoral college is gone the focus becomes each individual vote and not the block of votes one state or
another may be able to produce. I agree in regards to the constitution, but we know more about the presidential
candidates than we do about the people running for city council, county offices, state offices, etc. 2 times the
popular vote has been for a candidate that was defeated by the electoral college – where is the democracy in that?
20120602-11

13:30 SteveB

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveG, above)

I agree. It just seems like we’re so far away from constitutional reform compared to legal reform, though that
constitutional convention I and others have previously proposed for fixing the whole campaign, election, corruption
mess in one fell swoop might have a better chance than congress doing something…ever!
You hear almost no one in either party talking about this stuff. And, just like with the flat tax or tax cuts or
deregulation or de-unionization, whenever the Republicans propose a solution—like term limits—you can be assured
that they’re pretty sure it’s something that will work in their favor and fit into their agenda of taking the country
down to chaos, or whatever their “vision” of the future really is.
20120602-12

14:48 SteveG

Re: “Montana Bucks the Court” (reply to SteveB, above)

The republican vision of the future of America is America in 1890: white mail landowners control all, taxes are low,
no social services, etc.
If we had gone on popular vote the 43rd president would have been Gore – think that would have made a
difference?
I am for a constitutional convention that is fairly composed and works toward the betterment of the country- won’t
happen this century
20120602-07

11:35

SteveB

Gomez Again

If you have not already, I insist that you go to this website immediately and download the free live album #3 and
listen to it loud like we used to!!!!
http://www.gomeztheband.com/liveseries/
Do it now! Believe me, my friends, you will be very happy indeed that you did!
20120602-08

11:52 David

Re: Gomez Again (reply to SteveB, above)

I've been a Gomez fan for quite some time. Satellite radio is the best.

Now I'm compiling a list of durable/non-durable bands from our era.
Durable: Pink Floyd, The Band
Non-Durable: Mick Jagger
20120602-10

13:23 SteveB

Re: Gomez Again (reply to David, above)

Off the top of my head…
Led Zeppelin…much more durable than I gave them credit for at the time. One of the very best when not
screaming.
The Doors – I think, incredibly durable.
Agree completely about the Band!
The Who still sounds awfully good to me. Mostly, I can’t listen to the Beatles.
LYNYRD SKYNRD!!! Better all the time.
Little Feat still sounds wonderful! I like Carlos Santana now better than I used to at the time.
The Grateful Dead and Jimi Hendrix – extreme durability.
Much of the soul stuff sounds very fresh and undated to me…Otis, etc. Also, Bob Marley.
And, of course, most Clapton. Much blues and jazz.
Not so durable: Billy Joel, Bruce Springstein, Joni Mitchell, the Guess Who, the Byrds, Sheb Wooley, whoever made
the Macarena…
20120602-13

15:36 David

Re: Gomez Again (reply to SteveB, above)

If you can't listen to the Beatles, try George Martin's remix Love.
20120602-14

16:06 SteveB

Re: Gomez Again (reply to David, above) & The Knack

I will. Here’s one I think has stood the test of time, strangely:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bbr60I0u2Ng&ob=av3e.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g1T71PGd-J0 (live).
I always thought he was saying “gimme some tight sharona” but it sounds more like “gimme some time, Sharona”
in the live version. Damn, I like my “wrong” lyrics better, as usual.

20120602-15

20:28

Art

20120603-05

09:11 Pam

Tea Party Church Sign

Re: Tea Party Church Sign (reply to Art, above)

Delicious. Don't you just love it when someone is so irony challenged??
20120603-01

06:51 MarthaH

“John Edwards' Trial Leaves Only Losers”

“Editorial: John Edwards' Trial Leaves Only Losers” by Chuck Burton, AP/USA Today
Oct. 31, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/story/2012-05-31/john-edwards-triallosers/55320438/1)
Thursday's messy ending of John Edwards' criminal trial seemed somehow fitting for a prosecution that was a
stretch to begin with and a defendant whose political career was over no matter what the jury decided.
While Edwards thanked the jury, which acquitted him on one count of violating campaign finance laws and
deadlocked on five other counts, there was no victory to celebrate. Not for anyone.
Sure, Edwards got off, apparently after defense attorneys convinced jurors he was a liar, a cad and a sinner — but
not a criminal. Was there anybody who didn't already know what he was? He cheated on his wife, fathered a child
with another woman, had an aide falsely claim paternity, and lied about it on national TV, all while his wife was
dying of cancer. The nation is fortunate that someone of such flawed character never made it to the White House.
The Justice Department is also a loser. It fought to a draw on five counts after spending years — and who knows
how much valuable time and tax dollars — investigating Edwards, five weeks trying him and nine days waiting for a
verdict. A retrial is unlikely.
Perhaps the public is the biggest loser. It remains stuck with a campaign finance system as worthless
and hypocritical as the one Edwards was charged with offending.
Prosecutors accused Edwards of taking about $1 million in illegal campaign donations from two admirers, the bulk
of it from heiress Rachel "Bunny" Mellon, whose funds came to be known as "Bunny money." It was used to hide
his mistress to keep his 2008 presidential campaign afloat. At the time, campaign donations were limited to $2,300
per candidate per election.
Illegal or not, the scheme certainly qualified as sleazy. But today, mega-donations are an accepted part of running
for president. Donors can give millions of dollars as long as they keep up the fiction that the money is going to an
"independent" super PAC.
Thursday's verdict is irrelevant to Edwards' future in politics. He has none. Fixing the corrupt campaign finance
system is a different story.

20120603-02

07:44

Art

Re: “John Edwards' Trial Leaves Only Losers” (reply to MarthaH, above)

How sad but true. For whatever reason I always intently disliked the guy. I felt he crippled the medical system of
North Carolina just for his own gain.
20120603-03

08:13

SteveB

Fw: Obama-Biden 2012 Action: Chip In $3, Please!

from Obama for America:
Can you even imagine how much a billion dollars can buy in negative ads and smear campaigns?
I can't -- and I work in this business. It's simply a level of outside spending unprecedented in American politics, but
a number of shadowy conservative groups are determined to go there. The only reason some of them exist is to
defeat Barack Obama.
So the question is: Will Mitt Romney, the Republican Party, and their vast web of special-interest allies be able to
buy this election?
That's for you to decide.
Your donation today -- before the midnight deadline -- will build the ground game we need to be able to beat their
air game.
Chip in $3 or whatever you can today:
https://donate.barackobama.com/Midnight-Your-Time.
Thanks, Julianna Smoot, Deputy Campaign Manager, Obama for America
20120603-04

09:01

MarthaH

“Spelling Disaster: Romney Is Butt of Jokes After 'Amercia' App Gaffe”

“Spelling Disaster: Romney Is Butt of Jokes After 'Amercia' App Gaffe” by AFP
June 1, 2012, (http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/us/Spelling-disaster-Romney-is-butt-of-jokes-after-Amerciaapp-gaffe/articleshow/13696745.cms)
(WASHINGTON) White House hopeful Mitt Romney has meticulously spelled out his vision for a better America while
on the campaign trail this year. But in his new mobile app? Not so much.
The 'With Mitt' application for the iPhone allows users to express support for the recently anointed Republican
flagbearer by personalizing a photo with an overlaid Romney slogan. Trouble is, one of the slogans has a howler of
a spelling mistake: 'A Better Amercia'.
Members of the proofreading public recently made the discovery and it went viral on microblogging site Twitter late
on Tuesday, with people mockingly tweeting photos showing the 'Amercia' message.
"Some poor app designer is getting strapped in a cage on the top of a car and driven across country
tonight. #amercia," one user tweeted, in a reference to Romney's hard-to-live-down decision years ago to strap
the family dog in its carrier on the roof of the car during a vacation.
On Wednesday, the app, promoted by official campaign website mittromney.com, had yet to be corrected, and new
downloads contained the spelling error. "Mistakes happen," Romney campaign spokeswoman Andrea Saul said on
MSNBC.

"I don't think any voter cares about a typo at the end of the day," she said, adding that an update had been sent to
Apple and was awaiting final approval - and presumably one last spellcheck.
20120603-07

09:25 Art

Re: “Spelling Disaster…” (reply to MarthaH, above)

You know, people make mistakes. It is just that they are so "holier than thou" about it.
20120603-06

09:20 SteveB

Good Links

I want to remember to get these into the website soon (http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/links.html), but I’ll post
them here for now:
http://www.petitionspot.com/
http://www.goenglish.com/Idioms.asp
http://www.scribd.com
20120603-08

11:30

Tom

Video: “Obama's and Brennan's ‘Kill List’”

Video: “Obama's and Brennan's ‘Kill List’” The Real News
http://therealnews.com/t2/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=767&Itemid=74&jumival=8394&updater
x=2012-06-01+10%3A09%3A54

20120603-09

13:31

SteveM

Fw: Clearing Things Up…

What do all these pics have in common? [There were others in the email. –SteveB]

They all show a basic disrespect for The White House and its furnishings! The Resolute Desk was built from the
timbers of the HMS Resolute and was a gift from Queen Victoria to President Rutherford B. Hayes. It is considered
a national treasure and icon of the presidency.
The White House belongs to the People of America and should be more revered than to use anything and
everything for a foot rest! What all these shots have in common is that they continue to prove that this man has NO
CLASS!
So, Mr. Obama, here’s a message from the American people:
You are not in a hut in Kenya or Indonesia, or public housing in Chicago. With all due respect, get your feet off our
FURNITURE!
The problem with public housing is the residents are not the owners. The people who live in the house did not earn
the house, but were loaned the property from the true owners. Because of this, the residents do not have the
"pride of ownership" that comes with the hard work necessary to provide the house. In fact, the opposite happens
and residents resent their benefactors because the very house is a constant reminder that they themselves did not
earn the right to live in the house. They do not appreciate the value of the property and see no need to maintain or
respect it in any way. The result is the same, whether you are talking about a studio apartment or a magnificent
mansion full of priceless antiques.
If the people who live there do not feel they’ve earned the privilege, they will make this known through their
actions.
20120603-12

16:30 SteveB

Re: Clearing Things Up… (reply to SteveM, above)

DEBUNKED! It’s just an ordinary desk. And the President of the most powerful nation on Earth can put his feet on
the furniture anytime he likes, I’d say.
http://www.snopes.com/politics/obama/photos/desk.asp

Take a look especially at the photos at the bottom of other President’s acting normally and living normal lives, with
their feet up on the White House furniture, which I guess a black President is not allowed to do by the hatemongers among us who seek nothing but their own gain.
ALL THESE RIGHT-WING EMAILS ARE LIES, SteveM.
20120603-10

13:36

Dale

“Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”

Another failed attempt…
Warning: political content ahead!
Note that this has been a big stump talking point the last month...a lot of emphasis put on the subject by Democrat
surrogates. Instead, it has turned into another Democratic Party failure, another demonstration of lack of
leadership by the head of the party. The effort to mislabel Romney as someone who is conducting a "war on
women" is exposed for what it is -- BS. The people are brighter than the party leaders thought. Go figure. Trying
to pin that label on Walker is just as bogus and the people of Wisconsin know it too.
These are desperation tactics and all but the blinded faithful can smell it -- gender warfare, class warfare, race and
ethnicity warfare -- all from a politician who said he was going to bring the country together, to be a healer.
Inexperience or naivete? Which is it?
“Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters” by Jonathan Easley, The Hill
May 30, 2012, (http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/polls/230067-poll-romney-gains-among-women)
Female voters have boosted Mitt Romney to his highest favorability rating to date, according to an ABC NewsWashington Post poll released on Wednesday.
While still negative, Romney’s favorability among women is on the upswing, with 40 percent saying they have a
favorable view of the presumptive GOP nominee, compared to 44 negative. That’s a 21-point swing from the same
poll in April, when Romney was at 27 favorable and 52 unfavorable among women.
Obama has seen a small decline among women, at 51 favorable and 44 unfavorable. Last month he was at 58
favorable and 36 unfavorable.
The increase in favorability among women has buoyed Romney’s overall favorability, which was historically low for a
frontrunner throughout the Republican primaries. Last month Romney was underwater by 12 percent overall, but is
now moving toward break-even, at 41 favorable and 45 unfavorable overall. It’s the first time Romney has topped
40 percent this cycle.
Obama’s overall favorability has declined to 52 favorable and 45 unfavorable, compared to last month when he was
at 56 favorable and 40 unfavorable.
While Romney is the only modern-day candidate to have a negative approval rating at this point in the race,
according to ABC News-Washington Post data, the improvement among female voters is encouraging his campaign.
Obama has held a massive lead over Romney among women so far, and Democrats have kept the pressure on by
attacking Romney for “turning back the clock” on women’s health issues.
The Romney campaign has worked to flip the script by charging that the Obama administration’s handling of the
economy is the real issue that affects women.
The poll of 1,021 adults was conducted between May 23 and 27 and has a 3.5 percent margin of error.

20120603-11

16:04 Pam

Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Dale, above)

What I really don't understand is why poll numbers change at all. Is there really anyone who hasn't already made a
choice between Romney or Obama? If they were more alike, I'd understand how people might have a hard time
deciding which one to go for, but as it is they couldn't be more different. How can anyone not know who they
prefer?

20120603-14

20:30 Art

Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Dale, above)

Hi Dale, Attended a dinner the other night and sat next to two Wisconsiners who are still voting there. They own
and operate a small business, so imagine my surprise when I learned they both loath Walker. Go figure.
I wouldn't put to much faith in the below. How is it a Democratic Party failure? Romney is the consummate used
car salesman, he'll tell you anything he thinks you want to hear to make the sale. Admirable in a used car salesman
perhaps, maybe not so much for a President.

20120603-15

21:21 Dale

Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Art, above)

That's an interesting observation. I know lots of people who believe Obama, The Speech Giver In Chief, is the
ultimate snake oil salesman. Who else has ever been less qualified to be POTUS? He really had zero leadership
experience, yet somehow sold millions of people on the concept that he could manage the country. Everyone gives
him style points for charisma, but that's not what the country needs.
Time after time, Obama has promised and not delivered, except to feather his own nest. Now, that is how used car
salespeople, male and female, : -), earn the reputation for being untrustworthy. Then, they get fired. I suppose the
unscrupulous car salesperson tries to blame the car, and their boss, and the maintenance dept, but eventually, they
are held accountable. This is what we are now observing. If someone has put a lot of emotional dependence on a
different outcome, it's painful, I'm sure.
By the way, if he is not re-elected, I'm sure there will be gloaters, but most of the "just plain people" I know will
only be relieved that we can move forward from this lost period. Please consider, Obama has had four years to
build consensus, or at least cooperation. No one says it was an easy task, but he has been absolutely unsuccessful,
finishing with a strife ridden conclusion. Who believes he will have any more success in the next four years? Electing
a new President at least offers a chance. I don't expect any devote opponents to Romney to accept this postulation,
but many independents are doing this calculation and arriving at the same conclusion. I have not read/heard one
pundit say the Democrats are going to win a bunch of congressional seats. The talk is about "can they hold on?".
So, if Obama is re-elected we end up with continuing gridlock and confrontation, at best. Or, do you think he will
change his approach in a second term? I don't.

20120603-16

22:05 SteveB

Re: “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in Favorability Among Female Voters”
(reply to Dale, above)

Dale, I simply have to tell you my honest opinion. What you’ve written about the Obama situation is one of the
biggest bunches of BS I’ve ever read in my life. No offense intended, seriously. I just can’t understand how you
could actually “believe” this party-line stuff.
“Change his approach”? To what, to total capitulation? Renounce the Democratic Party and join the GOP? What
exactly is there about his “approach” you find inadequate and why?

No experience? No consensus? No cooperation?
None of these bear any relation to reality to President Obama and his actions. It sure does sound like your friends,
the GOP, though, doesn’t it? GET REAL!
How can you possibly still be harping on the “no experience” issue??? If we’re going to vote on experience this time
around, I believe your man is completely, positively SUNK! I can’t believe you’d even mention the word. That one is
left over from the McCain-Palin talking points from four years ago, right?
By the way, did you know President Obama also puts his feet up on the furniture in the White House? What a lowlife, huh?
20120603-13

20:29

GaryF

Europe

[My good friend, GaryF, has lived extensively in Europe, including France, from which his very nice wife hails. I
recently asked him what he thought about the recent elections in France and what the future might hold for the EU.
I do know one thing, though, right now would be a very good time to travel in Europe given the current Dollar/Euro
exchange rate. Anyway, here is Gary’s reply. –SteveB]
Well I finally have a couple minutes to sit down write you a proper email. Holland, too far left for me, but certainly
much better than Sarkozy who was way too far right, he would say anything to try to get a vote, reminds me of
Romney. Although I think Holland will try to go too far raising taxes, it’s pretty obvious that austerity alone isn’t
working in Europe exactly the way it won’t work here, you just can’t cut your way out of this mess, it will take both
cutting spending as well as raising taxes, and probably cutting back on the 8 weeks of paid vacation the French get.
France will have plenty of problems coming up that’s for sure, right now their population is 10% Muslim, and that
will grow, we’re certainly not the only country to have immigration problems. I don’t see how the Euro will survive,
certainly not in its’ present state Greece will get the Drachma back I think, you also have to remember, Europeans
have a lot longer memory than us colonials, they remember quite vividly how the Germans controlled them during
the war, and they see the same thing happening now, except that its happening monetarily instead of a physical
occupation, plus the fact that the average Germans is tired of paying taxes to support the Mediterranean countries
who they see as lazy. The EU was itself poorly planned, hwo can you have a common currency without common
economic regulations? Thatcher was the only one who could see the problems that would arise

20120603-17

23:59

SteveB

Photos: Assassin Beetles

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/health/article-2151815/Chagas-disease-New-AIDS-Americas-cause-victims-heartsexplode.html
http://www.incrediblethings.com/lists/kill-it-with-fire-12-terrifying-bugs/

Some assassin bugs like to carry their victims’ corpses on their backs. No one knows why.

—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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Is Mitt Fit (to Be President)?
(posted by Friends of the Middle, June 5, 2012)
Who should be elected President this fall is obviously one of our important subjects here at Friends of the Middle.
The following discussion started on Sunday, beginning with a reference from Dale, “Poll: Romney Gains 21 Points in
Favorability among Female Voters”. The first few emails also appeared in FotM Newsletter #152.
Dale: Note that this [the Republican war on women] has been a big stump talking point the last month...a lot of
emphasis put on the subject by Democrat surrogates. Instead, it has turned into another Democratic Party failure,
another demonstration of lack of leadership by the head of the party. The effort to mislabel Romney as someone
who is conducting a "war on women" is exposed for what it is -- BS. The people are brighter than the party leaders
thought. Go figure. Trying to pin that label on Walker is just as bogus and the people of Wisconsin know it too.
These are desperation tactics and all but the blinded faithful can smell it -- gender warfare, class warfare, race and
ethnicity warfare -- all from a politician who said he was going to bring the country together, to be a healer.
Inexperience or naivete? Which is it?
Pam: What I really don't understand is why poll numbers change at all. Is there really anyone who hasn't already
made a choice between Romney or Obama? If they were more alike, I'd understand how people might have a hard
time deciding which one to go for, but as it is they couldn't be more different. How can anyone not know who they
prefer?
Art: Hi Dale, Attended a dinner the other night and sat next to two Wisconsiners who are still voting there. They
own and operate a small business, so imagine my surprise when I learned they both loath Walker. Go figure. I
wouldn't put to much faith in the below. How is it a Democratic Party failure? Romney is the consummate used car
salesman, he'll tell you anything he thinks you want to hear to make the sale. Admirable in a used car salesman
perhaps, maybe not so much for a President.
Dale: That's an interesting observation, Art. I know lots of people who believe Obama, The Speech Giver In Chief,
is the ultimate snake oil salesman. Who else has ever been less qualified to be POTUS? He really had zero
leadership experience, yet somehow sold millions of people on the concept that he could manage the country.
Everyone gives him style points for charisma, but that's not what the country needs.
Time after time, Obama has promised and not delivered, except to feather his own nest. Now, that is how used car
salespeople, male and female, : -), earn the reputation for being untrustworthy. Then, they get fired. I suppose the
unscrupulous car salesperson tries to blame the car, and their boss, and the maintenance dept, but eventually, they

are held accountable. This is what we are now observing. If someone has put a lot of emotional dependence on a
different outcome, it's painful, I'm sure.
By the way, if he is not re-elected, I'm sure there will be gloaters, but most of the "just plain people" I know will
only be relieved that we can move forward from this lost period. Please consider, Obama has had four years to
build consensus, or at least cooperation. No one says it was an easy task, but he has been absolutely unsuccessful,
finishing with a strife ridden conclusion. Who believes he will have any more success in the next four years? Electing
a new President at least offers a chance. I don't expect any devote opponents to Romney to accept this postulation,
but many independents are doing this calculation and arriving at the same conclusion. I have not read/heard one
pundit say the Democrats are going to win a bunch of congressional seats. The talk is about "can they hold on?".
So, if Obama is re-elected we end up with continuing gridlock and confrontation, at best. Or, do you think he will
change his approach in a second term? I don't.
SteveB: Dale, I simply have to tell you my honest opinion. What you’ve written about the Obama situation is one
of the biggest bunches of BS I’ve ever read in my life. No offense intended, seriously. I just can’t understand how
you could actually “believe” this party-line stuff.
“Change his approach”? To what, to total capitulation? Renounce the Democratic Party and join the GOP? What
exactly is there about his “approach” you find inadequate and why?
No experience? No consensus? No cooperation?
None of these bear any relation to reality to President Obama and his actions. It sure does sound like your friends,
the GOP, though, doesn’t it? GET REAL!
How can you possibly still be harping on the “no experience” issue??? If we’re going to vote on experience this time
around, I believe your man is completely, positively SUNK! I can’t believe you’d even mention the word. That one is
left over from the McCain-Palin talking points from four years ago, right?
By the way, did you know President Obama also puts his feet up on the furniture in the White House? What a lowlife, huh?
Pam: Dale, I simply don't agree with your conclusion that Obama has done nothing. He has, in fact, done a great
deal against great odds. It was the GOP that got us into this mess. To hold Obama solely responsible is absurd.
America is still better off than Europe, don't forget. Obama HAS TRIED to be a consensus builder. That's his great
strength--or weakness, depending on how you look at it. He tried to reach across the aisle from day one, but
McConnell et. al. made it plain they would do absolutely nothing Obama wanted to do. The GOP has stonewalled at
every turn, offered no concrete solutions to anything, cast blame on a smart man who is trying to do the right
thing, and bided their time until they can have another crack at helping the rich get richer. If working people are
suckered into voting for Republicans, all I can say in a few years is, I told you so.
Dale: A predictable reply.
Pam: Well, you're pretty predictable too, you know. Perhaps you could explain the part of your political philosophy
that demonstrates compassion.
SteveB: Now THERE’s a good question!!!! I guess the answer will be pure, unrestrained capitalism, because that’s
what will make us all (??? haha) successful, happy, and prosperous! (Instead of slaves, as it did in the 19th and
early 20th Centuries.). [I believe Pam’s excellent question ultimately, alas, went unanswered. –SteveB]
Dale: [Missing reply to Pam’s question about compassion, above. –SteveB]
Pam: It may be true that each of us focuses on information that supports our own point of view, but I maintain
that I'm more willing to listen to the other side when compelling evidence is forthcoming. You hate layabouts, fine.
That's a value judgment, and you are entitled to it. But to defend real harm to real people as just part of doing
business is, well, indefensible. How will keeping taxes low on the super-rich help Joe Plumber? How will massive

budget cuts to social services help my friend who is so disabled she can't move and must breathe through a tube?
Cuts to home health care are forcing her out of her home into a facility that will cost more and be a far less happy
place for her. Cuts to food stamps leave children with not enough to eat over the weekend. How do tax cuts help
them? Fracking isn't dangerous? What about the tap water that catches fire or the contamination of ground water?
Domestic energy? You mean blasting the tops of mountains to get at coal, then leaving streams so polluted that
nothing can live in them? Putting people to work? By cutting off unemployment benefits to laid-off 55-yr. olds who
can't get a job interview? I'm trying to be as specific as I can about what I value and how I believe government
should serve its citizens. I am, I think pretty consistently, concerned with others who are less fortunate than I,
though I've had my own tough times and know how it feels. You say we need jobs. Indeed we do. But the private
sector isn't creating them, and all Obama's efforts to use tax revenue to rebuild infrastructure and invest in research
and development have been stifled. I can't think of one single thing Congress has done to improve anything. If
Republicans of late have done some good, I'd like to know about it.
When I read your arguments, I try to understand where you're coming from. I can understand impatience with
drug dealers, dropouts, moochers, and women who have babies just to get government support for them. Those
things make me impatient too. But hungry children, the disabled, the elderly who can't afford their medication-these are the folks I think about, not someone who might have to sell his million-dollar yacht to pay his taxes.
Art: Hi, Dale. Well, we both know we are pretty much on the opposite side of things political across the board. I
will point out that I too, however, was once a Republican, still am technically, but simply couldn't continue to justify
the lies and lack of concern for the nation as opposed to the putting the Party first.
One other point on your note above, if you just substitute Walker for Obama in your e-mail, see how it fits. Que?
Finally, while Romney seems to me totally unprincipled and with zero moral courage, OK we've had worse, GW for
one. Just tell me the math that by his words says he will increase defense spending and reduce taxes for the
super rich, who hold over half the nation’s wealth, and still reduce the deficit. On that last part when asked for
specifics, he goes very vague and in fact doesn't have a deficit reduction plan he apparently is willing to share with
us citizens. He also says he will follow the same general economic policies as the GW Bush Administration. Seems to
me that is how we got in this mess in the first place? It just doesn't add up to me.
Dale: Art, I tried [“substitute Walker for Obama in your e-mail, see how it fits”] and it didn't fit well. The only
parallel is that both are career politicians; however,
“For eight years as County Executive, Scott Walker cut the county's debt by 30%, reduced the county workforce by
more than 25%, and authored nine consecutive budgets without increasing the property tax levy from the previous
year. Despite failing national and state economies, Milwaukee County recorded a budget surplus.”
WTF did Obama do? He had no direct responsibilities, no accountability in any position and produced virtually
nothing. He didn't even show up to vote most of the time.
I also find your cheap shot at GW Bush as having "no moral courage" to be over the top. W didn't come into office
for personal gain or to "make a name for himself." He didn't ask for a terrorist attack on US soil and he didn't
attack the people who instigated it and/or supported the spread of terrorism out of a desire for personal gain. You
can fault him for bad decisions, as I do, but to smear him as someone without values or morality is just plain
wrong.
Art: Well, actually I just meant GW was as sorry an individual as we have in the White House maybe ever. I really
don't know about his moral courage but I do know he hid out during the Vietnam conflict in the Air National Guard
in Alabama or somewhere so he wouldn't have to go. Not a guy I'd follow out the front door, or the back for that
matter.
Pam: What you say, Dale, about the Dems having an agenda and a philosophy that they will follow willy-nilly is
exactly how I feel about Tea Party Republicans. Obama is not throwing anyone under a bus, but Repubs want to
deny women appropriate health care (in pursuit of their anti-abortion agenda), restrict voting (in pursuit of their
agenda to cut out African-Americans, college students, and the poor), continue raping the earth in pursuit of "cheap

energy," deny the overwhelming science on climate change, and make religion--the Christian kind--a litmus test for
character. That all sounds like an agenda to me.
I do not judge a government as successful because it supports lots of people on welfare. I want more jobs, just
like everybody else. Not temporary jobs laying pipe out in North Dakota, but real jobs with futures. The people
who are being hurt--and I know this from PERSONAL EXPERIENCE--by all the budget cuts are, of course, the
unemployed (where's all that investment money, corps.?), college students (who are being driven into massive debt
while losing the right to vote where they go to school), and perhaps most seriously the disabled. Those are the
ones I'd like to see compassion for, instead of the continuing draconian budget cuts that are throwing needy
families under a bus. Do you really believe that I would rather pay people to sit home and watch Oprah rather than
do an honest day's work? Most people want to work, their identity is tied up in their work, as I'm sure yours is. I
heard a young woman on NPR say she is a trained scientist but can't find a job. She's working as a fitness trainer.
She says she belongs in a lab, a scientist is not just what she is, it's who she is. My daughter works with families
with disabled dependents but budget cuts are eliminating her job and crucial services. She just completed training
as a personal trainer and hopes to be able to do something with that. Her husband is a high school science teacher
(Teacher of the Year last year), but he doesn't get paid during the summer, so he has to scramble every year to
find summer employment. Professional educators should not have to resort to such measures. You say we don't
have enough tax revenue to support programs like the ARC. Then lets raise taxes a bit and have a fairer tax code
that takes from those who have and helps out those who have not? And, NO, I am not a communist! It used to be
that the Republican party was respectable and worked to better the country. No more. I respected Bob Dole and
Nelson Rockefeller, and even by today's standards Reagan looks good. We are Friends of the Middle, and that's
where we should be headed, not to opposite ends of the earth, if we have an earth 100 or 200 years from now.
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MarthaH

“Religious Rights vs. the Public's Right”

“Column: Religious Rights vs. the Public's Right” by Oliver Thomas. USA Today
June 3, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2012-06-03/religious-freedom-restorationcourt-congress-test/55363988/1)
(Religious Freedom Restoration Act: The 1993 measure is intended to protect people from U.S. laws that appear to
be neutral but can impinge on sacramental practices.)
Religion is a tricky business. It can bring out the best in a person. Think Mahatma Gandhi, Albert Schweitzer or
Mother Teresa. But it can also bring out the worst. Think 9/11, the Inquisition or the Salem witch trials. What I'm
saying is that religion can short-circuit your ability to think. You sometimes can't see things as they really are
because irrational beliefs get in the way. I'll give you a couple of examples.
In New York, ultra-Orthodox Jews are criticizing the Brooklyn district attorney for prosecuting Jewish child sexabuse cases, according to The New York Times. The newspaper reports that a 16-year-old ultra-Orthodox Jewish
boy was being molested in a Jewish ritual bathhouse in Brooklyn. After his father reported the crime to police, the
father said he was shunned, cursed and kicked out of his apartment by other ultra-Orthodox Jews for trying to
protect his son.
In California, inmate Billy Paul Birdwell argued that his religion, Asatru-Odinism, required him to have open space
and a fire pit. Prison officials gave him the open space and even built a fence around it. But when officials later
replaced that space with a non-denominational outdoor area, Birdwell complained that his religious needs weren't
met. Starting to get the picture? To people living within a particular religious tradition, the beliefs always seem
reasonable. But there are limits to how far we as a nation can go in protecting the rights of citizens to exercise their
faith.
A step too far

Now, North Dakota is getting into the act by pushing for a state constitutional amendment to allow for even more
religious freedom. If approved by voters on June 12, the change could result in even more bizarre outcomes over
religion.
For decades, the U.S. employed a test for deciding these cases that balanced the religious liberty rights of the
individual against the public's right to maintain a civil society. The test went like this. If the government placed a
"substantial burden" on a person's religiously motivated behavior, the government must show that the burden was
(1) in furtherance of a "compelling" interest, such as health and safety, and (2) was the least burdensome means of
accomplishing that interest. The test worked well for years. Religious claimants won some and lost some. Then the
Supreme Court changed the rules.
In a case involving the use of peyote by Native Americans, the high court held that it was no longer necessary for
government to justify restrictions on religious exercise unless the religion was being singled out for discriminatory
treatment.
Of course, legislative bodies generally don't single out particular religions for special burdens. They pass laws that
say no one can drink wine in a particular county, and suddenly Catholics have a problem celebrating the Mass. Or
they say everyone has to wear a hard hat, and Sikhs — who must wear a turban instead — can no longer get a
construction job. Nearly all burdens on religious exercise are caused by laws of general application.
States take priority
So you can guess what happened. Religious groups began having problems. Government, to a large measure,
stopped accommodating religious exercise. Congress corrected the problem through the "Religious Freedom
Restoration Act" — which returned things to the way they were before the peyote ruling. But the Supreme Court
would not allow Congress to correct the states. That had to be done by the states themselves. Some 16 legislatures
have done precisely that. In other places, the state Supreme Court has stepped in to provide similar protections by
interpreting their own constitutions in ways that protect religious exercise.
Either way, America is the better for it. Orthodox Jewish boys can wear their yarmulkes to school, Muslim girls can
wear their head scarves, Jewish prisoners can get a kosher meal and evangelical Christians can home-school their
children without fear of reprisal from the state.
But some religious Americans want more. Unsatisfied with the First Amendment balancing test, they now want to
tilt the playing field. Several states are considering these more radical remedial measures.
North Dakota's proposed constitutional amendment, for example, would eliminate the requirement that a
government-imposed burden be "substantial." Any burden would trigger strict scrutiny. The amendment states that
even "indirect" burdens, such as withholding benefits, assessing penalties or excluding people from programs would
be prohibited. So not only may you home-school your child, you might even be able to force taxpayers to pay for
your child to attend a parochial school.
If this is making you nervous, it should. It carries a faint odor of theocracy. Religious freedom may be the crown
jewel of our 236-year-old experiment in liberty, but few of us would like to return to Puritan New England. Perhaps
it is time for lovers of liberty, including religionists of all stripes, to say "enough."
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SteveB

Friendship (Amistad)

Friendship is funny. Sex doesn’t matter. Age doesn’t matter. Interests and opinions don’t matter. Looks don’t
matter. Even species doesn’t seem to be important.
But caring and fun? Vital!
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"Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance”

"Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” WLFI/WISH
May 30, 2012, (http://www.wlfi.com/dpp/news/local/region_4/controversy-swirls-after-anti-gay-churchperformance1338478752659)
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2agsAZcA3fU.
(GREENSBURG, Ind.) A video of a child singing an anti-gay song in a church is attracting attention on YouTube, and
that video appears to have been made in an Indiana church.
24-Hour News 8 research shows the video, which shows a young boy singing "ain't no homo gonna make it to
heaven,” was captured inside Apostolic Truth Tabernacle in Greensburg. The video first appeared on a Facebook
page linked to the church.
The congregation stands to applaud the child moments after he belts the hate-filled phrase. Someone in the crowd
shouts, "That's my boy!"
The church’s pastor, Jeff Sangl, couldn't be reached for comment. We left messages on his personal cell phone,
home phone and at the church. By 1:30 p.m. Sangl's home voicemail was full.
Wednesday, no one was at the church, and the front door was padlocked. A recording at the church’s phone
number says Bible study takes place at 7:30 p.m. Wednesday.
Community members we found expressed dismay that the church was using a young child to spread such a
message.
"Just kind of sad they used a little boy. They don't know what he's going to grow up to be," said Tammy Skyles.
Another area resident echoed those sentiments.

"The child is not old enough to make those decisions and know what he is reciting in front of the congregation,"
David Hoffman said.
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Pam

Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
MarthaH, above)

This is sick. And these people have the vote. I know democracy is the best we can do, but sometimes you have to
wonder.
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Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
MarthaH & Pam, above)

means! It’s so kryptyk!)
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Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
SteveB, above)

It makes me cringe, but I KNOW it's not just in Green-something, but a lot of other holier-than-thy-sin
places...Along with all other we see, hypocrisy is not a form of governance. But it is becoming one...Where will that
take us all--or our descendents.
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Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (reply to
SteveB, above)

I think the emoticon looks like someone with eyebrows raised? An OMG moment.
No, it isn't cute. Having that child sing that in church is akin to having small children march outside abortion clinics.
Leave the kids at home when you decide to get radical. What is the line from South Pacific "you've got to be
taught"?
“Without accepting the fact that everything changes, we cannot find perfect composure. —Shunryn Suzuki
[Sandy, thanks. Your idea about the emoticon sounds right. What I’m after is: “I don’t know what to think about
that so I’m not even going to try, but more importantly, you have no idea what I’m thinking.” Do you think there is
one like that? :-) I like your quote! Studied Zen in Japan long ago. Take care. –SteveB]
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Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 1

“Truth, Lies & Afghanistan”

Good read and pretty much what I have been getting from elsewhere. President is on the right track methinks.
“Truth, Lies and Afghanistan” by Lt. Col. Daniel L. Davis, Armed Forces Journal
Feb., 2012, (http://armedforcesjournal.com/2012/02/8904030)
(How military leaders have let us down.)
I spent last year in Afghanistan, visiting and talking with U.S. troops and their Afghan partners. My duties with the
Army’s Rapid Equipping Force took me into every significant area where our soldiers engage the enemy. Over the

course of 12 months, I covered more than 9,000 miles and talked, traveled and patrolled with troops in Kandahar,
Kunar, Ghazni, Khost, Paktika, Kunduz, Balkh, Nangarhar and other provinces.
What I saw bore no resemblance to rosy official statements by U.S. military leaders about conditions on the ground.
Entering this deployment, I was sincerely hoping to learn that the claims were true: that conditions in Afghanistan
were improving, that the local government and military were progressing toward self-sufficiency. I did not need to
witness dramatic improvements to be reassured, but merely hoped to see evidence of positive trends, to see
companies or battalions produce even minimal but sustainable progress.
Instead, I witnessed the absence of success on virtually every level.
My arrival in country in late 2010 marked the start of my fourth combat deployment, and my second in Afghanistan.
A Regular Army officer in the Armor Branch, I served in Operation Desert Storm, in Afghanistan in 2005-06 and in
Iraq in 2008-09. In the middle of my career, I spent eight years in the U.S. Army Reserve and held a number of
civilian jobs — among them, legislative correspondent for defense and foreign affairs for Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison,
R-Texas.
As a representative for the Rapid Equipping Force, I set out to talk to our troops about their needs and their
circumstances. Along the way, I conducted mounted and dismounted combat patrols, spending time with
conventional and Special Forces troops. I interviewed or had conversations with more than 250 soldiers in the field,
from the lowest-ranking 19-year-old private to division commanders and staff members at every echelon. I spoke at
length with Afghan security officials, Afghan civilians and a few village elders.
I saw the incredible difficulties any military force would have to pacify even a single area of any of those provinces;
I heard many stories of how insurgents controlled virtually every piece of land beyond eyeshot of a U.S. or
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) base.
I saw little to no evidence the local governments were able to provide for the basic needs of the people. Some of
the Afghan civilians I talked with said the people didn’t want to be connected to a predatory or incapable local
government.
From time to time, I observed Afghan Security forces collude with the insurgency.
From Bad to Abysmal
Much of what I saw during my deployment, let alone read or wrote in official reports, I can’t talk about; the
information remains classified. But I can say that such reports — mine and others’ — serve to illuminate the gulf
between conditions on the ground and official statements of progress.
And I can relate a few representative experiences, of the kind that I observed all over the country.
In January 2011, I made my first trip into the mountains of Kunar province near the Pakistan border to visit the
troops of 1st Squadron, 32nd Cavalry. On a patrol to the northernmost U.S. position in eastern Afghanistan, we
arrived at an Afghan National Police (ANP) station that had reported being attacked by the Taliban 2½ hours
earlier.
Through the interpreter, I asked the police captain where the attack had originated, and he pointed to the side of a
nearby mountain.
“What are your normal procedures in situations like these?” I asked. “Do you form up a squad and go after them?
Do you periodically send out harassing patrols? What do you do?”
As the interpreter conveyed my questions, the captain’s head wheeled around, looking first at the interpreter and
turning to me with an incredulous expression. Then he laughed.

“No! We don’t go after them,” he said. “That would be dangerous!”
According to the cavalry troopers, the Afghan policemen rarely leave the cover of the checkpoints. In that part of
the province, the Taliban literally run free.
In June, I was in the Zharay district of Kandahar province, returning to a base from a dismounted patrol. Gunshots
were audible as the Taliban attacked a U.S. checkpoint about one mile away.
As I entered the unit’s command post, the commander and his staff were watching a live video feed of the battle.
Two ANP vehicles were blocking the main road leading to the site of the attack. The fire was coming from behind a
haystack. We watched as two Afghan men emerged, mounted a motorcycle and began moving toward the Afghan
policemen in their vehicles.
The U.S. commander turned around and told the Afghan radio operator to make sure the policemen halted the
men. The radio operator shouted into the radio repeatedly, but got no answer.
On the screen, we watched as the two men slowly motored past the ANP vehicles. The policemen neither got out to
stop the two men nor answered the radio — until the motorcycle was out of sight.
To a man, the U.S. officers in that unit told me they had nothing but contempt for the Afghan troops in their area —
and that was before the above incident occurred.
In August, I went on a dismounted patrol with troops in the Panjwai district of Kandahar province. Several troops
from the unit had recently been killed in action, one of whom was a very popular and experienced soldier. One of
the unit’s senior officers rhetorically asked me, “How do I look these men in the eye and ask them to go out day
after day on these missions? What’s harder: How do I look [my soldier’s] wife in the eye when I get back and tell
her that her husband died for something meaningful? How do I do that?”
One of the senior enlisted leaders added, “Guys are saying, ‘I hope I live so I can at least get home to R&R leave
before I get it,’ or ‘I hope I only lose a foot.’ Sometimes they even say which limb it might be: ‘Maybe it’ll only be
my left foot.’ They don’t have a lot of confidence that the leadership two levels up really understands what they’re
living here, what the situation really is.”
On Sept. 11, the 10th anniversary of the infamous attack on the U.S., I visited another unit in Kunar province, this
one near the town of Asmar. I talked with the local official who served as the cultural adviser to the U.S.
commander. Here’s how the conversation went:
Davis: Here you have many units of the Afghan National Security Forces [ANSF]. Will they be able to hold
out against the Taliban when U.S. troops leave this area?
Adviser: No. They are definitely not capable. Already all across this region [many elements of] the security
forces have made deals with the Taliban. [The ANSF] won’t shoot at the Taliban, and the Taliban won’t
shoot them.
Also, when a Taliban member is arrested, he is soon released with no action taken against him. So when
the Taliban returns [when the Americans leave after 2014], so too go the jobs, especially for everyone like
me who has worked with the coalition.
Recently, I got a cellphone call from a Talib who had captured a friend of mine. While I could hear, he
began to beat him, telling me I’d better quit working for the Americans. I could hear my friend crying out in
pain. [The Talib] said the next time they would kidnap my sons and do the same to them. Because of the
direct threats, I’ve had to take my children out of school just to keep them safe.
And last night, right on that mountain there [he pointed to a ridge overlooking the U.S. base, about 700
meters distant], a member of the ANP was murdered. The Taliban came and called him out, kidnapped him
in front of his parents, and took him away and murdered him. He was a member of the ANP from another

province and had come back to visit his parents. He was only 27 years old. The people are not safe
anywhere.
That murder took place within view of the U.S. base, a post nominally responsible for the security of an area of
hundreds of square kilometers. Imagine how insecure the population is beyond visual range. And yet that
conversation was representative of what I saw in many regions of Afghanistan.
In all of the places I visited, the tactical situation was bad to abysmal. If the events I have described — and many,
many more I could mention — had been in the first year of war, or even the third or fourth, one might be willing to
believe that Afghanistan was just a hard fight, and we should stick it out. Yet these incidents all happened in the
10th year of war.
As the numbers depicting casualties and enemy violence indicate the absence of progress, so too did my
observations of the tactical situation all over Afghanistan.
Credibility Gap
I’m hardly the only one who has noted the discrepancy between official statements and the truth on the ground.
A January 2011 report by the Afghan NGO Security Office noted that public statements made by U.S. and ISAF
leaders at the end of 2010 were “sharply divergent from IMF, [international military forces, NGO-speak for ISAF]
‘strategic communication’ messages suggesting improvements. We encourage [nongovernment organization
personnel] to recognize that no matter how authoritative the source of any such claim, messages of the nature are
solely intended to influence American and European public opinion ahead of the withdrawal, and are not intended
to offer an accurate portrayal of the situation for those who live and work here.”
The following month, Anthony Cordesman, on behalf of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, wrote
that ISAF and the U.S. leadership failed to report accurately on the reality of the situation in Afghanistan.
“Since June 2010, the unclassified reporting the U.S. does provide has steadily shrunk in content, effectively
‘spinning’ the road to victory by eliminating content that illustrates the full scale of the challenges ahead,”
Cordesman wrote. “They also, however, were driven by political decisions to ignore or understate Taliban and
insurgent gains from 2002 to 2009, to ignore the problems caused by weak and corrupt Afghan governance, to
understate the risks posed by sanctuaries in Pakistan, and to ‘spin’ the value of tactical ISAF victories while ignoring
the steady growth of Taliban influence and control.”
How many more men must die in support of a mission that is not succeeding and behind an array of more than
seven years of optimistic statements by U.S. senior leaders in Afghanistan? No one expects our leaders to always
have a successful plan. But we do expect — and the men who do the living, fighting and dying deserve — to have
our leaders tell us the truth about what’s going on.
I first encountered senior-level equivocation during a 1997 division-level “experiment” that turned out to be far
more setpiece than experiment. Over dinner at Fort Hood, Texas, Training and Doctrine Command leaders told me
that the Advanced Warfighter Experiment (AWE) had shown that a “digital division” with fewer troops and more
gear could be far more effective than current divisions. The next day, our congressional staff delegation observed
the demonstration firsthand, and it didn’t take long to realize there was little substance to the claims. Virtually no
legitimate experimentation was actually conducted. All parameters were carefully scripted. All events had a
preordained sequence and outcome. The AWE was simply an expensive show, couched in the language of scientific
experimentation and presented in glowing press releases and public statements, intended to persuade Congress to
fund the Army’s preference. Citing the AWE’s “results,” Army leaders proceeded to eliminate one maneuver
company per combat battalion. But the loss of fighting systems was never offset by a commensurate rise in killing
capability.
A decade later, in the summer of 2007, I was assigned to the Future Combat Systems (FCS) organization at Fort
Bliss, Texas. It didn’t take long to discover that the same thing the Army had done with a single division at Fort
Hood in 1997 was now being done on a significantly larger scale with FCS. Year after year, the congressionally

mandated reports from the Government Accountability Office revealed significant problems and warned that the
system was in danger of failing. Each year, the Army’s senior leaders told members of Congress at hearings that
GAO didn’t really understand the full picture and that to the contrary, the program was on schedule, on budget, and
headed for success. Ultimately, of course, the program was canceled, with little but spinoffs to show for $18 billion
spent.
If Americans were able to compare the public statements many of our leaders have made with classified data, this
credibility gulf would be immediately observable. Naturally, I am not authorized to divulge classified material to the
public. But I am legally able to share it with members of Congress. I have accordingly provided a much fuller
accounting in a classified report to several members of Congress, both Democrats and Republicans, senators and
House members.
A nonclassified version is available at http://www.afghanreport.com/. [Editor’s note: At press time, Army public
affairs had not yet ruled on whether Davis could post this longer version.]
Tell the Truth
When it comes to deciding what matters are worth plunging our nation into war and which are not, our senior
leaders owe it to the nation and to the uniformed members to be candid — graphically, if necessary — in telling
them what’s at stake and how expensive potential success is likely to be. U.S. citizens and their elected
representatives can decide if the risk to blood and treasure is worth it.
Likewise when having to decide whether to continue a war, alter its aims or to close off a campaign that cannot be
won at an acceptable price, our senior leaders have an obligation to tell Congress and American people the
unvarnished truth and let the people decide what course of action to choose. That is the very essence of civilian
control of the military. The American people deserve better than what they’ve gotten from their senior uniformed
leaders over the last number of years. Simply telling the truth would be a good start.
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“Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (to Dale)

Hi Dale, Not to barrage you, but is this true?
“Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” by Wisconsin Citizens Media Co-op
June 2, 2012, (http://wcmcoop.com/members/integrity-the-child-scott-walker-left-behind/)
First off, let me be clear, set the stage here … I’ve had a high level of integrity all the way back to my early
days as a kid when I earned the rank of Eagle Scout, and have shown that during my time in the State
Assembly, as the County Executive, and now as the Governor of the State of Wisconsin. I will continue to
have high integrity long after I’m in this position and long after this whole process is complete. —Gov. Scott
Walker
(For an explanation on why our media cooperative chose to run this article, please read our editorial:
http://wcmcoop.com/members/editorial-on-integrity/.)
(Editor's note: What follows is one woman's account of the Scott Walker she knew at Marquette University. To the
extent possible we have verified its accuracy, including the accuracy of details not printed here in order to protect
the identities of the people involved. All of the elements are consistent: the principals were at Marquette University
when the incidents recounted here allegedly happened, and "Ruth" did have a baby shortly thereafter. However,
attempts to reach "Ruth" and her first husband have been unsuccessful, as phone numbers listed for each have
been disconnected, and so far we have not been able to independently verify Bernadette's account.)
Bernadette Gillick was a college freshman in 1988 when she first met Scott Walker. It was spring semester, and she
had just transferred to Marquette University. She was assigned a room in O’Donnell Hall (then a women’s

dormitory), which she shared with her new roommate, Ruth (not her real name). Ruth was dating Scott Walker,
who was 20 at the time, and, according to Bernadette, Ruth was deeply in love with him.
Midway through that spring semester, Bernadette alleges, Ruth found out she was pregnant. She informed her
boyfriend, Scott, and initially he was supportive. That support changed to callous indifference for his girlfriend’s
predicament after Scott informed his parents of the pregnancy.
Bernadette reports that at this point Scott began denying that he was the father of the baby, and when Ruth said
she was considering an abortion, he claimed he didn’t care, as he wasn’t the father anyway.
Bernadette remembers being present when Ruth was dealing with the wrath of Scott’s mother, who allegedly
admonished Ruth for trying to “ruin [her son's] reputation.”
“I supported her [Ruth] as he [Scott] went from encouraging her to get an abortion, to telling me it was in my best
interest to keep my mouth shut, to denying that he was the father and having his own mother call her and tell her
to stop erroneously accusing her son of paternity,” Bernadette recounts.
It was a “horrible time” for her friend. “Imagine her being 18 years old and pregnant, walking around Marquette’s
Jesuit Catholic campus with her boyfriend denying he was the father,” says Bernadette.
All this was taking place while Walker was running for student body president.
If Bernadette’s story is true, Ruth – and eventually their child – were just a few of the people who got in the way of
Walker’s quest for power.
After consulting with her family, Ruth decided against an abortion. Bernadette was with Ruth in the hospital for the
birth of her child later that year (and says Walker was not present), and later stood up as a bridesmaid in Ruth’s
1992 marriage to another man. She says Walker eventually had to concede that he was the father, after the birth
and paternity test.
Why did Bernadette come forward with this story now?
Dr. Bernadette Gillick is now a college professor at a major Midwestern university. Through her attorney, Mike
Fargione, she issued a statement: “It is rare that you will ever hear from me on issues of politics, as I am a firm
believer that most politics are local and can be as local as our own kitchen tables. But I’m asking you to consider
what I have to share …”
Over the phone, Bernadette recounted how she watched a recent televised debate between Scott Walker and Tom
Barrett. As he talked about his “lifelong integrity” her anger grew. This was a man who had abandoned his pregnant
young girlfriend — completely turned his back on her at the most fragile point in her life. She notes his “nowconvenient ‘pro-life’ proclamations” after burying his past “indiscretion.” Says Bernadette, “I cannot listen to his lies
anymore … I cannot dream of how anyone would support such an evil man. Once a man shows that he has no soul,
there is nothing more.”
Despite repeated attempts to contact Walker and his campaign staff for comments, only one person responded to
our request. Former campaign staffer Luke Fuller refused to comment, saying he no longer works for the Walker
campaign and cannot reveal the source of his current employment.
20120604-09

11:20 SteveB

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Art, above)

I wonder if Walker was for Bush’s “No Child Left behind”?
Don’t we know, now, that the purest are the purest hypocrites? Not that any party is exempt. But we all know there
is one party in particular that likes to act as if it owns morality and values and wants to dictate to the rest of us. I
spit on their lies! Here are the soles of my shoes! ^_^

Integrity, huh? I wonder if Walker puts his feet up on the furniture in the governor’s mansion? If so, he should be
run out of office, right, like the President?
20120604-11

11:54 Dale

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Art, above)

Speaking of barrages, the liberal national media mill has unleashed a torrent of negative stories in the last days of
the Wisc. campaign. In a despicable last minute "character assassination" attempt they reveal just how desperate
the situation is. For those of you who think dirty tricks by republicans are worse than democrats, roll in this pile of
crap and tell me how wonderful it is. It is this kind of maneuver that builds animosities that last well after an
election.
20120604-13

12:11 SteveB

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale, above)

Well…gee…for someone who labels himself Mr. Integrity, it seems pertinent, to me. With intelligence and judgment,
true integrity is what we seek in a candidate. Just those three traits will get my vote most times.
False integrity...? Is there even such a thing? I guess, if there is, Mr. Walker has it.
And, gee, as well, the timing is a little unfortunate but I’m sure it’s coincidental. ^_^
20120604-14

12:20 Pam

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale, above)

I see no evidence that disproves what Ruth's roommate, now a university professor, said. Negative? You think the
Dems are unfairly negative?! What about all the money and activists pouring into Wis. in support of Walker? I
thought this was a state referendum. What about all the garbage coming out of the Donald's mouth, without a
whimper of protest from any Republican? What about Fox News? Rush Limbaugh? You've got to be kidding.
20120604-17

12:48 Dale

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Pam, above)

If you want to gorge on "hate Scott Walker" material, here are just a few of the torrent I was referring to. You can
call me an ostrich if you like, but I am not going to waste my time reading all the preposterous stuff being blasted
out at the last minute. This is dirty tricks 101.
BTW, his opponent has not given one statement about what he would do if elected.
NOT ONE WORD. [They had a debate. How could Walker be so incompetent as to let Barrett get away with never
once in an entire campaign saying one thing he would do? Amazing! I flat out don’t believe it! –SteveB]
This is a 100% character assassination, scorched earth campaign. Disgusting.
2 days ago: http://www.uppitywis.org/scott-walkers-shocking-mental-health-mess
14 hours ago: http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/06/03/1097123/-What-You-Should-Know-About-Scott-Walkerfrom-His-College-Newspaper
last week: http://thepoliticalcarnival.net/2012/05/26/scott-walkers-campaign-was-one-of-the-dirtiest-in-schoolhistory/
1 day ago: http://www.politiscoop.com/us-politics/wisconsin-politics/1436-can-t-trust-scott-walker-smear-ad-basedon-lie.html

2 days ago: http://eye-on-wisconsin.blogspot.com/2012/06/revisiting-scottforgov-and-its-open.html
9 hours ago: http://www.democraticunderground.com/1002762860
20120604-18

13:52 Pam

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale, above)

The only item here that I take exception to is perhaps the first. It's probably a stretch to blame Walker for the
attack on a pregnant woman in a mental health facility, but even so I don't assume his overall management was
stellar. The rest of the items I find reasonable and convincing. If this is what constitutes "torrents of abuse" in
your mind, then I'm at a loss. If it weren't so pointless, I'd match you point for point; Republicans were the
forerunners of dirty tricks, so I'd be careful if I were you about blaming Democrats for a practice the Republicans
are known for.
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15:53 Art

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Dale, above)

Dale, but is it true?
20120604-31

20:06 Dale

Re: “Integrity: The Child Scott Walker Left Behind” (reply to Art, above)

How the Hell do you or I know?
Did Clinton screw all the women who say so and Monica too? Who knows? I mean, this could go on forever.
How do you feel about the ambush tactics? All is fair, as long as its a Republican who is blindsided?
Is this a trial run for the presidential race? What last minute dirt are they going to pull out on Romney?
Believe me, I would feel just as disgusted if this were a Republican trick. Just disgraceful.

20120604-12

12:09 Ben

Re: “Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’” (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #152)

Oh, I do believe you. Had I baked my response a bit longer, I might not have sent it.
Still, I find solipsism amusing; it sort of intrinsically defies challenge. Kind of an inverse of "faith", in the religious
context.
20120604-15

12:27 SteveB

Re: “Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’” (reply to Ben, above)

Well…it is based on a deep truth. All else is unknowable. “I am,” is all I know or can truly know. Even if I am a
computer program running somewhere or a figment in the mind of God, I exist is some form, even if not the
apparent one. All else…unknown and unknowable…whether it’s like Ben Jonson’s table (apparently real), a
computer program, or that figment you-know-where.
Let’s take a stretch and assume there is a God sort of as we think of him in the West. Let’s say he wants or needs
to create a universe. How constrained he might be, I don’t know and neither did Wikipedia. Now, he could either
set up all these incredible dynamics with 11 or 15 dimensions, almost untold particles and quarks, colliding
membranes, big bangs, and the incredibly finely tuned weak and strong forces and gravity…all this incredible
majesty necessary, apparently, for the stuff we consist of to exist…

Or, on the other hand, maybe he economized, did it the easy way, and this is all an illusion or “software”. Or maybe
he couldn’t do that and had to do it the hard way, for some reason unknown even to Wikipedia—hence, all these
frickin’ particles, etc.
Or maybe, since I’m all that can be known, I created you all and I am God! Maybe I forgot that part. Alas, I just
don’t “know”.
Have a nice day.
20120604-19

14:02 Ben

Re: “Ferrari Builds a Unique Supercar for ‘God’” (reply to SteveB, above)

This was the position of the leader of the Solipsist mercenaries in "Against a Dark Background". He was apparently
quite satisfied with that viewpoint, until an observer pointed out to him the contradiction of working with a team,
each of whose members also with equal justification saw things the same way. It was an amusing thread.
“Or maybe, since I’m all that can be known, I created you all and I am God!”
20120604-16

12:46 Charis

“Bolivia's Leader Wants OAS to Scrap Rights Body”

“Bolivia's Leader Wants OAS to Scrap Rights Body” by CBS News
June 4, 2012, (http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-501715_162-57446340/bolivias-leader-wants-oas-to-scrap-rightsbody/?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+CBSNewsPCAnswer+%28PC+Answ
er%3A+CBSNews.com%29)
(COCHABAMBA, Bolivia) Bolivian President Evo Morales is calling for the elimination of the InterAmerican
Commission on Human Rights as foreign ministers from across the Americas gather for an annual meeting.
Along with leftist allies in Venezuela and Ecuador, Morales wants to weaken the independent commission along with
a related Organization of American States body that monitors freedom of expression.
Morales contended as the OAS annual assembly opened Sunday that the rights body concerns itself only with
countries that don't share a political affinity with the United States. The U.S. is not subject to the commission's
oversight.
Venezuela has said it wants to abandon the rights body, and Ecuador has proposed that the OAS restrict the panel's
independence.
U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton is not attending the OAS meeting in Cochabamba, Bolivia.
20120604-21

16:06 SteveB

“5 Facts About the Massachusetts Economy Under Mitt Romney”

“5 Facts About the Massachusetts Economy Under Mitt Romney” by Travis Waldron, Think Progess/NationofChange
June 4, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/5-facts-about-massachusetts-economy-under-mitt-romney1338824372)
Republican Mitt Romney’s presidential campaign whipped out a new number over the weekend to dispute federal
government data that ranked Massachusetts 47th in job creation during Romney’s time as governor there. Three
campaign surrogates used the Sunday morning news circuit to claim that the state was actually 30th in job growth
in Romney’s final year in office.

Of course, moving the state to 30th would still mean it was in the bottom half of the nation, a fact that would seem
to fit assertions from local experts that the state’s economy was “below average and often near the bottom” while
Romney was governor. Here are five facts about the Massachusetts economy from Romney’s 2003-2007 tenure:
1. Ranked 47th in job growth:
Despite Romney’s professed expertise in creating jobs, Massachusetts ranked 47th in job growth during his
time as governor. The state’s total job growth was just 0.9 percent, well behind other high-wage, high-skill
economies in New York (2.7), California (4.7), and North Carolina (7.6). The national average, meanwhile,
was better than 5 percent.
2. Suffered the second-largest labor force decline in the nation:
Only Louisiana, which was ravaged by Hurricane Katrina in 2005, saw a bigger decline in its labor force than
Massachusetts during Romney’s tenure as governor. The US Census Bureau estimated that between July
2002 and July 2006, 222,000 more residents left Massachusetts for other states than came to it. That
decline largely explains the state’s decreasing unemployment rate (from 5.6 to 4.7 percent) while Romney
was in office, according to Northeastern University economics professor Andrew Sum. At the same time, the
nation as a whole added 8 million people to the labor force.
3. Lost 14 percent of its manufacturing jobs:
Massachusetts lost 14 percent of its manufacturing jobs during Romney’s time in office, according to Sum.
The loss was double the rate that the nation as a whole lost manufacturing jobs. In 2004, Romney vetoed
legislation that would have banned companies doing business with the state from outsourcing jobs to other
countries.
4. Experienced “below average” economic growth and was “often near the bottom”:
“There was not one measure where the state did well under his term in office. We were below average and
often near the bottom,” Sum told the Washington Post in February. As a result, the state was more
comparable to Rust Belt states like Illinois, Michigan, and Ohio than it was to other high-tech economies it
typically competes with.
5. Piled on more debt than any other state:
Romney left Massachusetts residents with $10,504 in per capita bond debt, the highest of any state in the
nation when he left office in 2007. The state ranked second in debt as a percentage of personal income.
Romney regularly omits those statistics from his Massachusetts record, instead touting the fact that he
balanced the state’s budget (he was constitutionally required to do so). He wouldn’t be much different as
president: his proposed tax plan adds more than $10 trillion to the national debt.
20120604-23

16:45 SteveB

“The Republican Economy”

Anybody have any problems with this?
Mark my words, austerity is going to lead to titanic problems for the world economy, and maybe even for political
systems.
“This Republican Economy” by Paul Krugman, NY Times
June 3, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/04/opinion/krugman-this-republican-economy.html?_r=1)
(Krugman: GOP's Economy Strategy Is 'Gigantic Con Game')

What should be done about the economy? Republicans claim to have the answer: slash spending and cut taxes.
What they hope voters won’t notice is that that’s precisely the policy we’ve been following the past couple of years.
Never mind the Democrat in the White House; for all practical purposes, this is already the economic policy of
Republican dreams.
So the Republican electoral strategy is, in effect, a gigantic con game: it depends on convincing voters
that the bad economy is the result of big-spending policies that President Obama hasn’t followed (in
large part because the G.O.P. wouldn’t let him), and that our woes can be cured by pursuing more of
the same policies that have already failed.
For some reason, however, neither the press nor Mr. Obama’s political team has done a very good job of exposing
the con.
What do I mean by saying that this is already a Republican economy? Look first at total government spending —
federal, state and local. Adjusted for population growth and inflation, such spending has recently been falling at a
rate not seen since the demobilization that followed the Korean War.
How is that possible? Isn’t Mr. Obama a big spender? Actually, no; there was a brief burst of spending in late 2009
and early 2010 as the stimulus kicked in, but that boost is long behind us. Since then it has been all downhill. Cashstrapped state and local governments have laid off teachers, firefighters and police officers; meanwhile,
unemployment benefits have been trailing off even though unemployment remains extremely high.
Over all, the picture for America in 2012 bears a stunning resemblance to the great mistake of 1937, when F.D.R.
prematurely slashed spending, sending the U.S. economy — which had actually been recovering fairly fast until that
point — into the second leg of the Great Depression. In F.D.R.’s case, however, this was an unforced error, since he
had a solidly Democratic Congress. In President Obama’s case, much though not all of the responsibility for the
policy wrong turn lies with a completely obstructionist Republican majority in the House.
That same obstructionist House majority effectively blackmailed the president into continuing all the Bush tax cuts
for the wealthy, so that federal taxes as a share of G.D.P. are near historic lows — much lower, in particular, than
at any point during Ronald Reagan’s presidency.
As I said, for all practical purposes this is already a Republican economy.
As an aside, I think it’s worth pointing out that although the economy’s performance has been disappointing, to say
the least, none of the disasters Republicans predicted have come to pass. Remember all those assertions that
budget deficits would lead to soaring interest rates? Well, U.S. borrowing costs have just hit a record low. And
remember those dire warnings about inflation and the “debasement” of the dollar? Well, inflation remains low, and
the dollar has been stronger than it was in the Bush years.
Put it this way: Republicans have been warning that we were about to turn into Greece because President Obama
was doing too much to boost the economy; Keynesian economists like myself warned that we were, on the
contrary, at risk of turning into Japan because he was doing too little. And Japanification it is, except with a level of
misery the Japanese never had to endure.
So why don’t voters know any of this?
Part of the answer is that far too much economic reporting is still of the he-said, she-said variety, with dueling
quotes from hired guns on either side. But it’s also true that the Obama team has consistently failed to highlight
Republican obstruction, perhaps out of a fear of seeming weak. Instead, the president’s advisers keep turning to
happy talk, seizing on a few months’ good economic news as proof that their policies are working — and then
ending up looking foolish when the numbers turn down again. Remarkably, they’ve made this mistake three times
in a row: in 2010, 2011 and now once again.

At this point, however, Mr. Obama and his political team don’t seem to have much choice. They can point with pride
to some big economic achievements, above all the successful rescue of the auto industry, which is responsible for a
large part of whatever job growth we are managing to get. But they’re not going to be able to sell a narrative of
overall economic success. Their best bet, surely, is to do a Harry Truman, to run against the “do-nothing”
Republican Congress that has, in reality, blocked proposals — for tax cuts as well as more spending — that would
have made 2012 a much better year than it’s turning out to be.
For that, in the end, is the best argument against Republicans’ claims that they can fix the economy. The fact is
that we have already seen the Republican economic future — and it doesn’t work.
20120604-24

17:03 Pam

Re: “The Republican Economy” (reply to SteveB, above)

My thoughts exactly, and I'm not even a Nobel Prize winner. Dale, how can you say Obama has done nothing,
when the Republican Congress has stymied him at every turn? That simply makes no sense. You are a hard nut to
crack, but I'm convinced there's a soul in there somewhere. (Sorry for the mixed metaphor.)

20120604-26

18:56 Dale

From the Middle: “Soros on the Euro” Re: “The Republican Economy” (reply
to SteveB, above)

It was humorous to watch Krugman on one of the Sunday morning political talk shows this week, George
Snuffleupagus I think. He repeatedly corrected himself when he went off on a partisan toot, since he tries to portray
himself as an economist. The guy has turned himself into a political hack by painting himself into a Keynesian
corner.
Anyone who gushes the following has given up totally on impartial, scientific (if economics even qualifies as a
science) analyst:
“Soros on the Euro” by Paul Krugman, The New York Times
June 4, 2012, (http://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/06/04/soros-on-the-euro/)
His speech [See below. –SteveB] is getting a lot of attention, and rightly so. It’s not so different from what many of
us have been saying, but given the source — and, to be fair, the historical breadth of his perspective — I can see
why it’s getting people to pay attention in a way they hadn’t before.
His point about the euro bubble is particularly well taken. I’d put it this way: it so happened that the euro came into
existence at a time when the German economy was in the doldrums. Then the euro made investors believe that
southern Europe was safe, causing a huge fall in interest rates there:

This in turn led to vast inflows of capital; the flip side of these inflows was large trade deficits, and large
counterpart German surpluses, which was just what the Germans needed. Everyone was happy! For a few years.
And then the bubble burst, leading to the crisis today.
Needless to say, this story bears little resemblance to the morality play of profligacy and its consequences that has
dominated European discussion until just about now. If there were any villains, they were the architects of the euro,
who waved away warnings about the system’s flaws. But never mind the villains: the question is what to do now.
And time is running out fast.
George Soros Remarks at the Festival of Economics, Trento Italy
June 2, 2012, (http://www.georgesoros.com/interviewsspeeches/entry/remarks_at_the_festival_of_economics_trento_italy/)
Ever since the Crash of 2008 there has been a widespread recognition, both among economists and the general
public, that economic theory has failed. But there is no consensus on the causes and the extent of that failure.
I believe that the failure is more profound than generally recognized. It goes back to the foundations of economic
theory. Economics tried to model itself on Newtonian physics. It sought to establish universally and timelessly valid
laws governing reality. But economics is a social science and there is a fundamental difference between the natural
and social sciences. Social phenomena have thinking participants who base their decisions on imperfect knowledge.
That is what economic theory has tried to ignore.
Scientific method needs an independent criterion, by which the truth or validity of its theories can be judged.
Natural phenomena constitute such a criterion; social phenomena do not. That is because natural phenomena
consist of facts that unfold independently of any statements that relate to them. The facts then serve as objective
evidence by which the validity of scientific theories can be judged. That has enabled natural science to produce
amazing results.
Social events, by contrast, have thinking participants who have a will of their own. They are not detached observers
but engaged decision makers whose decisions greatly influence the course of events. Therefore the events do not
constitute an independent criterion by which participants can decide whether their views are valid. In the absence
of an independent criterion people have to base their decisions not on knowledge but on an inherently biased and
to greater or lesser extent distorted interpretation of reality. Their lack of perfect knowledge or fallibility introduces
an element of indeterminacy into the course of events that is absent when the events relate to the behavior of

inanimate objects. The resulting uncertainty hinders the social sciences in producing laws similar to Newton’s
physics.
Economics, which became the most influential of the social sciences, sought to remove this handicap by taking an
axiomatic approach similar to Euclid’s geometry. But Euclid’s axioms closely resembled reality while the theory of
rational expectations and the efficient market hypothesis became far removed from it. Up to a point the axiomatic
approach worked. For instance, the theory of perfect competition postulated perfect knowledge. But the postulate
worked only as long as it was applied to the exchange of physical goods. When it came to production, as distinct
from exchange, or to the use of money and credit, the postulate became untenable because the participants’
decisions involved the future and the future cannot be known until it has actually occurred.
I am not well qualified to criticize the theory of rational expectations and the efficient market hypothesis because as
a market participant I considered them so unrealistic that I never bothered to study them. That is an indictment in
itself but I shall leave a detailed critique of these theories to others.
Instead, I should like to put before you a radically different approach to financial markets. It was inspired by Karl
Popper who taught me that people’s interpretation of reality never quite corresponds to reality itself. This led me to
study the relationship between the two. I found a two-way connection between the participants’ thinking and the
situations in which they participate. On the one hand people seek to understand the situation; that is the cognitive
function. On the other, they seek to make an impact on the situation; I call that the causative or manipulative
function. The two functions connect the thinking agents and the situations in which they participate in opposite
directions. In the cognitive function the situation is supposed to determine the participants’ views; in the causative
function the participants’ views are supposed to determine the outcome. When both functions are at work at the
same time they interfere with each other. The two functions form a circular relationship or feedback loop. I call that
feedback loop reflexivity. In a reflexive situation the participants’ views cannot correspond to reality because reality
is not something independently given; it is contingent on the participants’ views and decisions. The decisions, in
turn, cannot be based on knowledge alone; they must contain some bias or guess work about the future because
the future is contingent on the participants’ decisions.
Fallibility and reflexivity are tied together like Siamese twins. Without fallibility there would be no reflexivity –
although the opposite is not the case: people’s understanding would be imperfect even in the absence of reflexivity.
Of the two twins, fallibility is the first born. Together, they ensure both a divergence between the participants’ view
of reality and the actual state of affairs and a divergence between the participants’ expectations and the actual
outcome.
Obviously, I did not discover reflexivity. Others had recognized it before me, often under a different name. Robert
Merton wrote about self-fulfilling prophecies and the bandwagon effect, Keynes compared financial markets to a
beauty contest where the participants had to guess who would be the most popular choice. But starting from
fallibility and reflexivity I focused on a problem area, namely the role of misconceptions and misunderstandings in
shaping the course of events that mainstream economics tried to ignore. This has made my interpretation of reality
more realistic than the prevailing paradigm.
Among other things, I developed a model of a boom-bust process or bubble which is endogenous to financial
markets, not the result of external shocks. According to my theory, financial bubbles are not a purely psychological
phenomenon. They have two components: a trend that prevails in reality and a misinterpretation of that trend. A
bubble can develop when the feedback is initially positive in the sense that both the trend and its biased
interpretation are mutually reinforced. Eventually the gap between the trend and its biased interpretation grows so
wide that it becomes unsustainable. After a twilight period both the bias and the trend are reversed and reinforce
each other in the opposite direction. Bubbles are usually asymmetric in shape: booms develop slowly but the bust
tends to be sudden and devastating. That is due to the use of leverage: price declines precipitate the forced
liquidation of leveraged positions.
Well-formed financial bubbles always follow this pattern but the magnitude and duration of each phase is
unpredictable. Moreover the process can be aborted at any stage so that well-formed financial bubbles occur rather
infrequently.

At any moment of time there are myriads of feedback loops at work, some of which are positive, others negative.
They interact with each other, producing the irregular price patterns that prevail most of the time; but on the rare
occasions that bubbles develop to their full potential they tend to overshadow all other influences.
According to my theory financial markets may just as soon produce bubbles as tend toward equilibrium. Since
bubbles disrupt financial markets, history has been punctuated by financial crises. Each crisis provoked a regulatory
response. That is how central banking and financial regulations have evolved, in step with the markets themselves.
Bubbles occur only intermittently but the interplay between markets and regulators is ongoing. Since both market
participants and regulators act on the basis of imperfect knowledge the interplay between them is reflexive.
Moreover reflexivity and fallibility are not confined to the financial markets; they also characterize other spheres of
social life, particularly politics. Indeed, in light of the ongoing interaction between markets and regulators it is quite
misleading to study financial markets in isolation. Behind the invisible hand of the market lies the visible hand of
politics. Instead of pursuing timeless laws and models we ought to study events in their time bound context.
My interpretation of financial markets differs from the prevailing paradigm in many ways. I emphasize the role of
misunderstandings and misconceptions in shaping the course of history. And I treat bubbles as largely
unpredictable. The direction and its eventual reversal are predictable; the magnitude and duration of the various
phases is not. I contend that taking fallibility as the starting point makes my conceptual framework more realistic.
But at a price: the idea that laws or models of universal validity can predict the future must be abandoned.
Until recently, my interpretation of financial markets was either ignored or dismissed by academic economists. All
this has changed since the crash of 2008. Reflexivity became recognized but, with the exception of Imperfect
Knowledge Economics, the foundations of economic theory have not been subjected to the profound rethinking that
I consider necessary. Reflexivity has been accommodated by speaking of multiple equilibria instead of a single one.
But that is not enough. The fallibility of market participants, regulators, and economists must also be recognized. A
truly dynamic situation cannot be understood by studying multiple equilibria. We need to study the process of
change.
The euro crisis is particularly instructive in this regard. It demonstrates the role of misconceptions and a lack of
understanding in shaping the course of history. The authorities didn’t understand the nature of the euro crisis; they
thought it is a fiscal problem while it is more of a banking problem and a problem of competitiveness. And they
applied the wrong remedy: you cannot reduce the debt burden by shrinking the economy, only by growing your
way out of it. The crisis is still growing because of a failure to understand the dynamics of social change; policy
measures that could have worked at one point in time were no longer sufficient by the time they were applied.
Since the euro crisis is currently exerting an overwhelming influence on the global economy I shall devote the rest
of my talk to it. I must start with a warning: the discussion will take us beyond the confines of economic theory into
politics and the dynamics of social change. But my conceptual framework based on the twin pillars of fallibility and
reflexivity still applies. Reflexivity doesn’t always manifest itself in the form of bubbles. The reflexive interplay
between imperfect markets and imperfect authorities goes on all the time while bubbles occur only infrequently.
This is a rare occasion when the interaction exerts such a large influence that it casts its shadow on the global
economy. How could this happen? My answer is that there is a bubble involved, after all, but it is not a financial but
a political one. It relates to the political evolution of the European Union and it has led me to the conclusion that the
euro crisis threatens to destroy the European Union. Let me explain.
I contend that the European Union itself is like a bubble. In the boom phase the EU was what the psychoanalyst
David Tuckett calls a “fantastic object” – unreal but immensely attractive. The EU was the embodiment of an open
society –an association of nations founded on the principles of democracy, human rights, and rule of law in which
no nation or nationality would have a dominant position.
The process of integration was spearheaded by a small group of far sighted statesmen who practiced what Karl
Popper called piecemeal social engineering. They recognized that perfection is unattainable; so they set limited
objectives and firm timelines and then mobilized the political will for a small step forward, knowing full well that
when they achieved it, its inadequacy would become apparent and require a further step. The process fed on its
own success, very much like a financial bubble. That is how the Coal and Steel Community was gradually
transformed into the European Union, step by step.

Germany used to be in the forefront of the effort. When the Soviet empire started to disintegrate, Germany’s
leaders realized that reunification was possible only in the context of a more united Europe and they were willing to
make considerable sacrifices to achieve it. When it came to bargaining they were willing to contribute a little more
and take a little less than the others, thereby facilitating agreement. At that time, German statesmen used to assert
that Germany has no independent foreign policy, only a European one.
The process culminated with the Maastricht Treaty and the introduction of the euro. It was followed by a period of
stagnation which, after the crash of 2008, turned into a process of disintegration. The first step was taken by
Germany when, after the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers, Angela Merkel declared that the virtual guarantee
extended to other financial institutions should come from each country acting separately, not by Europe acting
jointly. It took financial markets more than a year to realize the implication of that declaration, showing that they
are not perfect.
The Maastricht Treaty was fundamentally flawed, demonstrating the fallibility of the authorities. Its main weakness
was well known to its architects: it established a monetary union without a political union. The architects believed
however, that when the need arose the political will could be generated to take the necessary steps towards a
political union.
But the euro also had some other defects of which the architects were unaware and which are not fully understood
even today. In retrospect it is now clear that the main source of trouble is that the member states of the euro have
surrendered to the European Central Bank their rights to create fiat money. They did not realize what that entails –
and neither did the European authorities. When the euro was introduced the regulators allowed banks to buy
unlimited amounts of government bonds without setting aside any equity capital; and the central bank accepted all
government bonds at its discount window on equal terms. Commercial banks found it advantageous to accumulate
the bonds of the weaker euro members in order to earn a few extra basis points. That is what caused interest rates
to converge which in turn caused competitiveness to diverge. Germany, struggling with the burdens of reunification,
undertook structural reforms and became more competitive. Other countries enjoyed housing and consumption
booms on the back of cheap credit, making them less competitive. Then came the crash of 2008 which created
conditions that were far removed from those prescribed by the Maastricht Treaty. Many governments had to shift
bank liabilities on to their own balance sheets and engage in massive deficit spending. These countries found
themselves in the position of a third world country that had become heavily indebted in a currency that it did not
control. Due to the divergence in economic performance Europe became divided between creditor and debtor
countries. This is having far reaching political implications to which I will revert.
It took some time for the financial markets to discover that government bonds which had been considered riskless
are subject to speculative attack and may actually default; but when they did, risk premiums rose dramatically. This
rendered commercial banks whose balance sheets were loaded with those bonds potentially insolvent. And that
constituted the two main components of the problem confronting us today: a sovereign debt crisis and a banking
crisis which are closely interlinked.
The eurozone is now repeating what had often happened in the global financial system. There is a close parallel
between the euro crisis and the international banking crisis that erupted in 1982. Then the international financial
authorities did whatever was necessary to protect the banking system: they inflicted hardship on the periphery in
order to protect the center. Now Germany and the other creditor countries are unknowingly playing the same role.
The details differ but the idea is the same: the creditors are in effect shifting the burden of adjustment on to the
debtor countries and avoiding their own responsibility for the imbalances. Interestingly, the terms “center” and
“periphery” have crept into usage almost unnoticed. Just as in the 1980’s all the blame and burden is falling on the
“periphery” and the responsibility of the “center” has never been properly acknowledged. Yet in the euro crisis the
responsibility of the center is even greater than it was in 1982. The “center” is responsible for designing a flawed
system, enacting flawed treaties, pursuing flawed policies and always doing too little too late. In the 1980’s Latin
America suffered a lost decade; a similar fate now awaits Europe. That is the responsibility that Germany and the
other creditor countries need to acknowledge. But there is no sign of this happening.
The European authorities had little understanding of what was happening. They were prepared to deal with fiscal
problems but only Greece qualified as a fiscal crisis; the rest of Europe suffered from a banking crisis and a

divergence in competitiveness which gave rise to a balance of payments crisis. The authorities did not even
understand the nature of the problem, let alone see a solution. So they tried to buy time.
Usually that works. Financial panics subside and the authorities realize a profit on their intervention. But not this
time because the financial problems were reinforced by a process of political disintegration. While the European
Union was being created, the leadership was in the forefront of further integration; but after the outbreak of the
financial crisis the authorities became wedded to preserving the status quo. This has forced all those who consider
the status quo unsustainable or intolerable into an anti-European posture. That is the political dynamic that makes
the disintegration of the European Union just as self-reinforcing as its creation has been. That is the political bubble
I was talking about.
At the onset of the crisis a breakup of the euro was inconceivable: the assets and liabilities denominated in a
common currency were so intermingled that a breakup would have led to an uncontrollable meltdown. But as the
crisis progressed the financial system has been progressively reordered along national lines. This trend has
gathered momentum in recent months. The Long Term Refinancing Operation (LTRO) undertaken by the European
Central Bank enabled Spanish and Italian banks to engage in a very profitable and low risk arbitrage by buying the
bonds of their own countries. And other investors have been actively divesting themselves of the sovereign debt of
the periphery countries.
If this continued for a few more years a break-up of the euro would become possible without a meltdown – the
omelet could be unscrambled – but it would leave the central banks of the creditor countries with large claims
against the central banks of the debtor countries which would be difficult to collect. This is due to an arcane
problem in the euro clearing system called Target2. In contrast to the clearing system of the Federal Reserve, which
is settled annually, Target2 accumulates the imbalances. This did not create a problem as long as the interbank
system was functioning because the banks settled the imbalances themselves through the interbank market. But
the interbank market has not functioned properly since 2007 and the banks relied increasingly on the Target
system. And since the summer of 2011 there has been increasing capital flight from the weaker countries. So the
imbalances grew exponentially. By the end of March this year the Bundesbank had claims of some 660 billion euros
against the central banks of the periphery countries.
The Bundesbank has become aware of the potential danger. It is now engaged in a campaign against the indefinite
expansion of the money supply and it has started taking measures to limit the losses it would sustain in case of a
breakup. This is creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. Once the Bundesbank starts guarding against a breakup
everybody will have to do the same.
This is already happening. Financial institutions are increasingly reordering their European exposure along national
lines just in case the region splits apart. Banks give preference to shedding assets outside their national borders and
risk managers try to match assets and liabilities within national borders rather than within the eurozone as a whole.
The indirect effect of this asset-liability matching is to reinforce the deleveraging process and to reduce the
availability of credit, particularly to the small and medium enterprises which are the main source of employment.
So the crisis is getting ever deeper. Tensions in financial markets have risen to new highs as shown by the historic
low yield on Bunds. Even more telling is the fact that the yield on British 10 year bonds has never been lower in its
300 year history while the risk premium on Spanish bonds is at a new high.
The real economy of the eurozone is declining while Germany is still booming. This means that the divergence is
getting wider. The political and social dynamics are also working toward disintegration. Public opinion as expressed
in recent election results is increasingly opposed to austerity and this trend is likely to grow until the policy is
reversed. So something has to give.
In my judgment the authorities have a three months’ window during which they could still correct their mistakes
and reverse the current trends. By the authorities I mean mainly the German government and the Bundesbank
because in a crisis the creditors are in the driver’s seat and nothing can be done without German support.
I expect that the Greek public will be sufficiently frightened by the prospect of expulsion from the European Union
that it will give a narrow majority of seats to a coalition that is ready to abide by the current agreement. But no

government can meet the conditions so that the Greek crisis is liable to come to a climax in the fall. By that time the
German economy will also be weakening so that Chancellor Merkel will find it even more difficult than today to
persuade the German public to accept any additional European responsibilities. That is what creates a three months’
window.
Correcting the mistakes and reversing the trend would require some extraordinary policy measures to bring
conditions back closer to normal, and bring relief to the financial markets and the banking system. These measures
must, however, conform to the existing treaties. The treaties could then be revised in a calmer atmosphere so that
the current imbalances will not recur. It is difficult but not impossible to design some extraordinary measures that
would meet these tough requirements. They would have to tackle simultaneously the banking problem and the
problem of excessive government debt, because these problems are interlinked. Addressing one without the other,
as in the past, will not work.
Banks need a European deposit insurance scheme in order to stem the capital flight. They also need direct financing
by the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) which has to go hand-in-hand with eurozone-wide supervision and
regulation. The heavily indebted countries need relief on their financing costs. There are various ways to provide it
but they all need the active support of the Bundesbank and the German government.
That is where the blockage is. The authorities are working feverishly to come up with a set of proposals in time for
the European summit at the end of this month. Based on the current newspaper reports the measures they will
propose will cover all the bases I mentioned but they will offer only the minimum on which the various parties can
agree while what is needed is a convincing commitment to reverse the trend. That means the measures will again
offer some temporary relief but the trends will continue. But we are at an inflection point. After the expiration of the
three months’ window the markets will continue to demand more but the authorities will not be able to meet their
demands.
It is impossible to predict the eventual outcome. As mentioned before, the gradual reordering of the financial
system along national lines could make an orderly breakup of the euro possible in a few years’ time and, if it were
not for the social and political dynamics, one could imagine a common market without a common currency. But the
trends are clearly non-linear and an earlier breakup is bound to be disorderly. It would almost certainly lead to a
collapse of the Schengen Treaty, the common market, and the European Union itself. (It should be remembered
that there is an exit mechanism for the European Union but not for the euro.) Unenforceable claims and unsettled
grievances would leave Europe worse off than it was at the outset when the project of a united Europe was
conceived.
But the likelihood is that the euro will survive because a breakup would be devastating not only for the periphery
but also for Germany. It would leave Germany with large unenforceable claims against the periphery countries. The
Bundesbank alone will have over a trillion euros of claims arising out of Target2 by the end of this year, in addition
to all the intergovernmental obligations. And a return to the Deutschemark would likely price Germany out of its
export markets – not to mention the political consequences. So Germany is likely to do what is necessary to
preserve the euro – but nothing more. That would result in a eurozone dominated by Germany in which the
divergence between the creditor and debtor countries would continue to widen and the periphery would turn into
permanently depressed areas in need of constant transfer of payments. That would turn the European Union into
something very different from what it was when it was a “fantastic object” that fired peoples imagination. It would
be a German empire with the periphery as the hinterland.
I believe most of us would find that objectionable but I have a great deal of sympathy with Germany in its present
predicament. The German public cannot understand why a policy of structural reforms and fiscal austerity that
worked for Germany a decade ago will not work Europe today. Germany then could enjoy an export led recovery
but the eurozone today is caught in a deflationary debt trap. The German public does not see any deflation at
home; on the contrary, wages are rising and there are vacancies for skilled jobs which are eagerly snapped up by
immigrants from other European countries. Reluctance to invest abroad and the influx of flight capital are fueling a
real estate boom. Exports may be slowing but employment is still rising. In these circumstances it would require an
extraordinary effort by the German government to convince the German public to embrace the extraordinary
measures that would be necessary to reverse the current trend. And they have only a three months’ window in
which to do it.

We need to do whatever we can to convince Germany to show leadership and preserve the European Union as the
fantastic object that it used to be. The future of Europe depends on it.
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Re: “The Republican Economy” (reply to SteveB & Pam, above)

Krugman’s answer to the problem is more debt will solve our problems. Having read baker rant we know there is no
reason there but pure leftist elitism ideology. Pam, we have no money and are heading the way of Europe. Just
because you want to pull in spending doesn't make you a baby killer. These responses show the total lack of
intellectual capacity of the far left who hide in their slogans because they have no rational response. Even Obama's
own party has voted against his budgets of more and more spending. Government s too large and we can't afford
all of our social programs at their current levels. The choices will not e easy especially the likes of Steve baker call
anybody who propose a change a baby killer. In the not to distant future the bond vigilantes will start making the
choices for us.
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Pam

“How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?”

[Now, this reads much more like the truth, to me. –SteveB]
“How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in America?” by Dan Kaufman, The New York Times
May 24, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/27/magazine/how-did-wisconsin-become-the-most-politicallydivisive-place-in-america.html?_r=1&emc=eta1)
This past March, standing outside a Shell station in Mellen, Wis., in the state’s far north, Mike Wiggins Jr. told me
about a series of dark and premonitory dreams he had two years earlier. “One of them was a very vivid trip around
the North Woods and seeing forests bleeding and sludge from a creek emptying into the Bad River,” Wiggins said.
“I ended up at a dilapidated northern log home with rotten snowshoes falling off the wall. I stepped out of the
lodge, walked through some pine, and I was in a pipeline. There was a big pipe coming in and out of the ground as
far as I could see.
“I had no idea what the hell that was all about,” Wiggins continued. But he said the dream became clearer when a
stranger named Matt Fifield came into his office several months later and handed him his card. Wiggins is the
chairman of the Bad River Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, and Fifield, the managing director of Gogebic Taconite
(GTac), a division of the Cline Group, a mining company based in Florida. He had come to Wiggins’s office to
discuss GTac’s desire to build a $1.5 billion open-pit iron-ore mine in the Penokee Hills, about seven miles south of
the Bad River reservation. The proposed mine would be several hundred feet deep, roughly four miles long and a
half-mile wide; the company estimated it would bring 700 long-term jobs to the area. Fearing contamination of the
local groundwater and pristine rivers, Wiggins told Fifield he planned to oppose the mine. He didn’t know at the
time that the company’s lawyers would be working hand in hand with Republican legislators to draft a bill that
would weaken Wisconsin environmental law and expedite the permitting process.
What followed was a drawn-out fight that resembled other statewide battles over labor, education and voterregistration laws — all of which have been introduced since the election of the Republican governor Scott Walker in
2010. The most bitter of these fights began in early February last year, when Walker proposed eliminating virtually
all collective-bargaining rights for a vast majority of the state’s public-employee unions. Around the time that
Walker announced the measure, similar laws were introduced in Michigan, Ohio and Florida, and a nationwide
demonization of public employees caught fire. Within two months, the National Conference of State Legislators had
tracked more than 100 bills, initiated across the country, attacking public-sector unions.
From the beginning, Walker, who declined to comment for this article, seemed cognizant that his move to end
collective bargaining placed him at the forefront of a national conservative strategy. His attack on public-employee

unions was lauded by Mitt Romney, John Boehner and Karl Rove, and he has received significant financial support
from the billionaire conservative donors Charles and David Koch. In a widely publicized prank phone call with Ian
Murphy, a blogger impersonating David Koch, Walker described a dinner he held for his cabinet at his Executive
Residence on Feb. 10, the night before he announced the collective-bargaining measure. “It was kind of the last
hurrah, before we dropped the bomb,” he said to the faux-Koch. At the dinner, Walker held up a photograph of
Ronald Reagan and told his cabinet that what they were about to do recalled Reagan’s breaking of the air-trafficcontrollers’ union strike in 1981. “This is our time to change the course of history,” Walker said.
Act 10, the bill that included the collective-bargaining measure, eventually passed last March despite widespread
demonstrations at the State Capitol, an occupation of the building by protesters, the decamping of 14 Democratic
state senators to Illinois for three weeks and numerous legal challenges. According to recent polling, Wisconsin,
once known for progressive policy and upper-Midwestern civility, is now the most politically polarized state in the
nation. Last June, David Prosser, a State Supreme Court justice, was accused of choking a colleague in her office
after an argument over the court’s deliberations on Act 10. Bill Kramer, the Republican speaker pro tem of the
Assembly, recently told a reporter that at times he finds it necessary to bring his Glock semiautomatic handgun to
work, owing to the atmosphere in the State Capitol. (A new conceal-and-carry law permits concealed weapons even
on the Assembly floor.) The protest movement the bill spawned, which shows no signs of abating, culminates in a
June 5 recall election against Walker and four Republican state senators. If Walker loses, he would be only the third
governor in American history to be recalled.
“There is tremendous frustration with the influence of out-of-state organizations and out-of-state money,” Lisa
Graves, the executive director of the Madison-based Center for Media and Democracy, told me when I spoke with
her this spring. “Wisconsin has an identity, the Wisconsin Idea, that is based on the notion that legislation should
help as many people as possible.” In February, David Koch gave $1 million to the Republican Governors Association,
which is spending heavily to fight Walker’s recall campaign, and that same month he praised Walker’s anti-union
legislation in The Palm Beach Post. “We’re helping him, as we should,” Koch said. “We’ve spent a lot of money in
Wisconsin. We’re going to spend more.” Walker has raised more than $25 million for his campaign, 60 percent of it
from outside the state, while his Democratic opponent, Tom Barrett, the mayor of Milwaukee (whom Walker
defeated in a regular election less than two years ago), has raised less than $1 million. “Wisconsin used to be the
beacon of clean and open and honest government,” Mike McCabe, the head of the nonpartisan Wisconsin
Democracy Campaign, which tracks money in politics, told me. “We are now just a pawn on a national chessboard.”
During a late-night session in early March, I sat in the gallery and watched the Assembly debate a bill referred to as
the Special Needs Scholarship Act. The bill’s lead sponsor, Michelle Litjens, is a freshman representative from the
Appleton area and also a member of the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), a Washington-based
organization that brings together corporations, legislators and interest groups to draft and disseminate model
legislation for state legislatures around the country. Litjens’s bill, AB 110, includes key provisions of an ALEC-model
bill that has already passed in Georgia. It would provide up to an estimated $13,500 in taxpayer-financed
scholarships for children with disabilities to attend private schools or schools outside their districts. The scholarships
would be available to no more than 5 percent of the state’s disabled children. The money for the program, as much
as $80 million if the full 5 percent applied, would be drained from the public-school budget.
Of the 36 sponsors and co-sponsors of Litjens’s bill, 25 were ALEC members. Mark Pocan is one of the few ALEC
members who did not co-sponsor the bill. A liberal Democrat from Madison, Pocan became a member of ALEC
several years ago. He told me he wanted to draw attention to the organization’s unseen effect on Wisconsin’s
legislation. In his floor speech that night, Pocan described an ALEC conference in New Orleans that he attended last
summer. “I remember going to a workshop and hearing a little bit about a bill they did in Florida and some other
states to dismantle public education,” Pocan said. “There was a proposal to provide special-needs scholarships. Lo
and behold, all of a sudden I come back to Wisconsin, and what gets introduced? A bill to do just that.”
The next day, Pocan outlined a strategy ALEC advises its members to use: “You have to introduce a 14-point
platform,” he said, “so that you can make it harder for them to focus and for the press to cover 14 different planks.”
He pointed to several bills introduced in the past two sessions, including one that allows more children to enroll in
virtual charter schools. “It sounds good,” Pocan said. “Kids could access virtual schools for home schooling. But
again,” he emphasized, the real purpose is “taking apart public schools, drip by drip.”

Scott Suder, the Assembly majority leader and a state co-chairman of ALEC, defended the group’s work. “ALEC’s
basis is free-market, Jeffersonian principles,” Suder told me over the phone. “That’s my core philosophy: getting
government out of the way as much as possible.”
Besides education, ALEC maintains seven other wide-ranging task forces, like “Tax and Fiscal Policy” and “Energy,
Environment and Agriculture,” which promotes, among other things, legislation opposing climate-change initiatives.
The group has recently come under scrutiny, largely because of the work of the Center for Media and Democracy.
There was widespread outrage over ALEC’s role in exporting the “Stand Your Ground” law, at the center of the
controversy over the death of Trayvon Martin, to other states — including a related bill that recently passed in
Wisconsin. Since the Martin shooting, several large corporations, Coca-Cola and Wal-Mart among them, have ended
their affiliation with ALEC. I asked Pocan if the increased exposure has stopped any ALEC-originated bills in the
State Assembly. “Not really,” he said. “They get really good strategic advice. The head of Shell Oil flew out to New
Orleans to meet with legislators.”
After signing Act 10, Governor Walker told a reporter for The Associated Press that the bill was “innovative” and
“progressive” — words chosen perhaps because they resonate with the enduring pride many Wisconsin citizens still
feel about their state’s pioneering political history. The current Wisconsin Blue Book contains a 68-page essay
extolling the achievements of the 1911 Legislature, which included the establishment of the first workmen’scompensation program, laws limiting labor for women and children and the passage of a forest-conservation act.
President Theodore Roosevelt described Wisconsin as a “laboratory for wise, experimental legislation to secure the
social and political betterment of the people as a whole.” Native icons like the populist senator and governor Robert
(Fighting Bob) La Follette and the conservationist Aldo Leopold still loom in the state’s collective consciousness and
legislative record. More recently, Senator Russ Feingold cast the lone vote against the U.S.A. Patriot Act in 2001.
The law that Act 10 overturned had been in place since 1959, when Wisconsin became the first state to recognize
collective-bargaining rights for municipal employees. Senator Fred Risser, who began his legislative career in 1956,
is the country’s longest-serving state legislator, and he was on the committee that introduced that measure. “That
bill was bipartisan, or it would have never gotten through in the first place,” he said. In 1967, collective bargaining
was expanded under the Republican governor Warren P. Knowles to include state employees. The Senate voted 310 in favor of the expansion. “For 50 years we had relative labor peace,” Risser said. “Not in 50 years was there ever
a partisan vote on those contracts. They were almost always unanimously accepted.”
Some Republicans also lamented the end of the long bipartisan consensus on labor rights. Dick Spanbauer, a former
Marine and self-described “pro-life, pro-family Christian,” was one of four Republican Assemblymen to vote against
Act 10. “The leadership told me, ‘Dick, we don’t need unions anymore,’ ” he told me. “Really? What’s changed? Is a
company going to say you don’t need to work 12 hours?” Spanbauer, like his father, had worked much of his adult
life in factories in Oshkosh. “They don’t understand anything about the working class,” he said about his Republican
colleagues. “They thought you could just go crush somebody’s voice and get away with it.” Spanbauer is retiring
this year.
Like most other states, Wisconsin was hit hard by the 2008 financial crisis and subsequent recession. Walker
inherited a budget gap of $137 million and a potential $3.6 billion shortfall over the following two years. Before he
introduced Act 10, however, he passed a series of future tax cuts worth $142 million. Shortly after the budget bill
was announced, nearly all the unions agreed to implement the financial concessions Walker requested in exchange
for keeping their bargaining rights.
When Tracy Fuller, a state patrol officer and the president of the Wisconsin Law Enforcement Association, first
heard about the collective-bargaining ban, he was shocked. “It went far beyond what I thought Walker campaigned
on,” Fuller said. “You want to freeze our pay? It’s been frozen for six years. You want to freeze it again? O.K. But
don’t take away our bargaining rights.” Fuller’s union, which is self-run and focuses almost entirely on workplace
issues, represents the state patrol, Capitol police, University of Wisconsin police and some Department of Motor
Vehicles employees. The union faces an unusual predicament: two-thirds of its members lost their bargaining rights,
while those in the state patrol retained theirs. “The other members were resentful of the troopers for a while,”
Fuller said. “Their morale is so down.”

The protests against Act 10 inspired opposition to similar laws in Michigan and Ohio and marked the first significant
push back to the surging Tea Party. Few in Wisconsin are more identified with the grass-roots resistance than Lori
Compas, a 41-year-old wedding photographer and mother of two. With no assistance from the state Democratic
Party, Compas led an unlikely yet successful drive to recall the Senate majority leader, Scott Fitzgerald, Walker’s
most essential and visible ally. Compas lives in Fort Atkinson, a small town 30 miles east of Madison, and has never
run for office before. She is now Fitzgerald’s improbable opponent in the coming June recall election.
In early March, I met her for lunch at the Cafe Carpe, a sunny restaurant and folk club that doubles as the town’s
informal community center. Compas majored in agricultural journalism in college and moved to Fort Atkinson five
years ago with her husband, a geography professor at a small state university nearby. “I had never paid attention
to state politics until about a year ago,” she said. “I started paying attention, and I got really upset at what I saw
our senator doing.”
For Compas, the pivotal moment came when the collective-bargaining measure was passed. On March 9, 2011,
Scott Fitzgerald led a hastily called meeting of the Senate and Assembly leadership. A few days earlier, the
Assembly voted on the budget-repair bill that included the collective-bargaining measure, but the Senate had been
unable to pass it because of a rule requiring a quorum of 20 members to vote on fiscal measures. At that point, the
14 Senate Democrats were still in hiding in Illinois, leaving the Republicans with just 19 votes. After attempts at
persuasion and withholding their paychecks failed to bring the Democrats back, Senate Republicans decided to
separate the collective-bargaining measure from the budget bill and vote on it immediately.
During the meeting, a heated argument erupted between Fitzgerald and Peter Barca, the Assembly minority leader.
“I said I wanted an explanation of what’s in this document, so I can at least know what I’m voting on,” Barca told
me. He had been handed a 37-page summary of the bill, not the bill itself. Fitzgerald ignored his request and, five
minutes later, called the roll. By a 4-0 vote the committee separated the measure from the budget bill. It was then
passed by both houses within hours. “I said, ‘I just want to make you aware that this meeting is a violation of the
open meetings law,’ ” Barca said he told Fitzgerald, who called the meeting less than two hours before. (Under
Wisconsin law, a government body is generally required to give 24 hours notice to the public before it meets.) The
exchange was captured on WisconsinEye, a local version of C-Span, and went viral.
“Barca’s standing there yelling, ‘This is a violation of the law!’ ” Compas said. “I just sat there, and I cried. I’ve
never felt so powerless and so frustrated. Regardless of where you stood on this issue, the complete contempt that
Fitzgerald was showing for his legislators was unacceptable. That night I think I tweeted: ‘I will recall Scott
Fitzgerald if I have to crawl on my hands and knees through the snow to every house in his district.’ ”
When I met with Fitzgerald in March and asked him if, looking back, he would have done anything differently during
the long collective-bargaining fight, he said: “I felt like I was flying by the seat of my pants. We handled events as
they evolved.”
Wisconsin law allows for the recall of elected officials if they have served at least one year in office and if petitioners
gather signatures equaling one-quarter of the total votes cast in the previous election. Despite Fitzgerald’s
prominent role in shepherding Walker’s agenda through the Senate, the Wisconsin Democratic Party chose not to
pursue a recall campaign against him. Fitzgerald’s district is solidly Republican, and he won his last election with
two-thirds of the vote. Most political observers maintained that it would have been a waste of resources to try to
get the more than 16,000 signatures required to force a recall election.
“I just decided I’m going to start looking into this,” Compas said. “My husband takes the kids to school on Friday,
and that’s my day to just be home and focus on my business. They all left, and the house got quiet.” She decided
to call the Government Accountability Board. “I asked: ‘What does a person need to file recall papers? Do they need
a team of attorneys and accountants and all that?’ ” She learned that any citizen could file for a recall, and that
afternoon, Compas designed her petition and set up a Web site, a Facebook page and a Twitter account. When her
husband came home, he was startled to find the change in her. “He was actually a little upset,” she said. “He was
saying, ‘I left for work and it was a normal Friday, and I come home and you’re recalling the Senate majority
leader.’”

A few days after we met, I watched Compas speak before a large rally at the State Capitol in Madison. The rally
marked the one-year anniversary of the passage of Act 10, and organizers estimated that more than 60,000 people
attended. Standing halfway up the building’s steps, I could see the surrounding streets filled with protesters and
signs. The most ubiquitous was a clenched blue fist in the shape of the state map, the movement’s unofficial
symbol. One of Compas’s friends had written her speech, but the day before, Compas decided to start from scratch.
She told the crowd that Fitzgerald’s recall election had been certified the day before, and then she talked about how
she had seen the first sandhill cranes of spring the same day. “Every year their return tells me that even after the
most difficult winters, new life is stirring,” she said. “Those two things just kind of came together in my mind
overnight.”
A few days later, Compas appeared at the public library in Fort Atkinson. She’d held eight public meetings over the
past two weeks, and one of them, in Lake Mills, was fairly contentious. “I’m not used to hatred being directed at
me,” she said. “There were 10 people in that room who hated me, and they never met me.” She was relieved to be
back home, and with the exception of some polite but pointed questions from several College Republicans, the
event seemed almost sedate. After the session, Compas and a few of her supporters wandered over to the Cafe
Carpe. A community meeting was finishing up in the back, and one of the people leaving was Barbara Lorman, the
district’s former Republican state senator. In 1994, Lorman lost in a Republican primary to Scott Fitzgerald.
“There’s always partisanship,” Lorman said, as Compas and her entourage gathered around her. “When I was first
elected in 1980, I thought: It’s them against us. These Democrats are the enemy, so I need to stay cool about
them. Then you see them all going out for dinner together and drinking together and sitting in each other’s office,
and I thought, What’s the deal here?It was quite collegial. You go to the floor, you have your issues, you have your
rhetoric and your disagreements, but at the end of the day you leave it behind. Things are not like that now.”
Like many other Wisconsinites, Lorman was surprised when the collective-bargaining measure was introduced. “It
was like being blindsided,” she said. “Walker’s agenda, which was always there but nobody knew it, really came
from somewhere else, like the Koch brothers, the national party and ALEC. I don’t think it was a local agenda,
frankly.” Lorman used to own a scrap-iron plant and years ago fought an effort by the Teamsters to unionize her
small group of drivers. “I might not be a union lover. There’s a lot wrong with unions — a lot. But I do believe in a
right to bargain collectively. In a lot of cases it’s what you need, it’s what works.” Lorman said she felt that Walker
should have accepted the unions’ financial givebacks in exchange for keeping their bargaining rights. “He had
everything he wanted,” she said. “They were making the concessions that everybody was asking for. Pay more for
your retirement, pay more for your benefits.” Lorman says she is supporting Compas in the coming election.
In March, Fitzgerald told me he wasn’t taking Compas’s challenge lightly, and he has raised more than $700,000 to
defend his seat. Though he was leading comfortably in the most recent poll, last week he appeared a bit flustered,
telling The Wisconsin State Journal that he believed Compas’s husband and the unions were behind her effort. “I
don’t for one minute believe she is the organizing force behind this whole thing,” he said. In response, Compas
posted an irreverent, sepia-toned video featuring herself as an obedient 1950s housewife asking her husband,
“What’s a senator?”
Over the past year, the mining bill that Mike Wiggins was intent on stopping became increasingly significant to the
Walker administration. During his campaign for governor in 2010, Walker promised to create 250,000 private-sector
jobs, which he recently reaffirmed. According to the most recent monthly survey from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the state has lost more than 21,000 nonfarm jobs since April of last year. Despite Wisconsin’s economic
struggles, Walker has defended his decision to turn down $810 million in federal stimulus money for a proposed
high-speed rail link between Madison and Milwaukee. By last summer, the economic situation in the state was
continuing to deteriorate, and the mining bill had become a top priority in Walker’s jobs program. It also managed
to create a rare split in his broad-based opposition.
After GTac promised that most of the mining equipment would be built in Milwaukee with union labor, many of the
large private trade unions backed the bill. Randy Bryce, the political coordinator of Milwaukee Iron Workers Local 8
and one of Walker’s most tenacious opponents, reluctantly supported the legislation. “They’re trying to divide us,”
he told me, “but my members need work.”

To Wiggins, a large open-pit mine in the Penokee Hills was a life-or-death matter for his tribe. The headwaters that
feed the river would be in the footprint of the mine, and the Bad River reservation lies downstream. Wiggins was
also worried about the tribe’s sensitive wild-rice beds, which lie on the coast of Lake Superior. Cyrus Hester, who
works for the tribe’s Natural Resources Department, raised the possibility that sulfuric acid might contaminate the
groundwater and harm fish populations in the area’s rivers and streams.
“There’s a very good reason this area has never been mined,” George Meyer, the director of the Wisconsin Wildlife
Federation and former head of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, told me. “A lot of mining companies
looked at it and walked away.” For Meyer, one of the biggest problems with the site is that the ore sits at an angle,
which when mined generates a much larger amount of “overburden” that needs to be discarded.
When I spoke with him in March, Wiggins detailed several meetings he had with Walker, in which he tried to convey
how dire the mine would be for his reservation and the surrounding environment. Their last meeting, in September,
turned particularly acrimonious. Beforehand, Wiggins held a news conference inside the Capitol outlining his
opposition to the mining legislation. The Assembly bill would impose a 360-day deadline for the permitting process,
where before there had been none, and it would eliminate hearings in which citizens or organizations can question
mining or government officials under oath about the safety of the mine. Many of the key provisions in the Assembly
bill were drafted by lawyers working for GTac.
“Walker saw the news conference as disingenuous,” Wiggins said. “When we got to the meeting, he was fixated on
his anger with me.” After some heated back and forth, Walker told Wiggins he didn’t see the need for the meeting,
since he had a copy of the tribe’s news release. Wiggins got angry. “You know, governor,” he recalled, “some of the
things that are proposed in the mining initiative represent a catastrophic destruction for my reservation, health
impacts to my people, and you think everything that you and I have to talk about is contained on one piece of
paper right there?”
On March 6, the Senate narrowly voted to reject the Assembly’s mining bill, 17-16. Dale Schultz, who was also the
sole Senate Republican to vote against Act 10, joined the 16 Democrats in voting against the bill. Thus far it has
been Walker’s most significant political defeat. After the vote, GTac issued a brief statement that they were
abandoning their interest in the Wisconsin mine. Before he took the vote, Fitzgerald thought he had one Milwaukee
Democrat lined up to support the bill, and he still hoped he could persuade one. “I would not rule out calling an
extraordinary session,” Fitzgerald said, “if we could get a signal from the corporation and a 17th senator.”
A few days after the vote, Schultz invited me to his farm about 60 miles west of Madison, land that has been in his
family for six generations. Schultz is an avid hunter, and as he poured me coffee, he described some of the animals
— grouse, wild turkey, even a bear — that he has hunted throughout the state. A few days earlier, he gave a
reading at an event honoring Aldo Leopold. “I’m a guy who believes that the Leopold land ethic makes sense,”
Schultz said. “It’s about stewardship, but using resources wisely is O.K.”
Unemployment around Mellen, where the mine would be located, is significantly higher than the statewide average.
But last fall, Schultz took part in a town-hall meeting there with Senator Bob Jauch, who represents the area, and a
majority of the attendees registered their opposition to the Assembly bill. “We want the mine; we fear the mine,”
Mellen’s mayor, Joseph Barabe, said at the meeting. “We have the most to lose.” Schultz says he believes that a
mine in the area is feasible, but radically changing long-established environmental law is unwise and contrary to the
state’s ethos. He developed a compromise bill with Jauch that sought to strike a balance between the state’s
conservationist traditions and the accommodations GTac sought, but it was described by Fitzgerald as a
“nonstarter” and never brought up for a vote. Afterward, Fitzgerald admitted that perhaps the mining company,
whose operations are mostly based in West Virginia and Illinois, had pushed too far for Wisconsin. “I think the
corporation and their attorneys drafted a bill that may have been acceptable in other states,” he said.
Schultz was sympathetic to Wiggins and the Bad River Chippewa. “For them, this place is like Bethlehem is for our
Christians,” he said. “So they’re obviously going to fiercely defend their territory. If you read some of the comments
from Assembly members, they’re saying, ‘We don’t have to listen to them.’ So there is an unbelievable amount of
anger and fear that’s built up in the tribal community. When Mike first came to see me, I said: ‘I’m for mining, and I
know that you’re never going to be for mining, and I understand that. But I want you to know I appreciate the fact

that you’re here.’ That’s how we began our relationship. I’m still for mining. He’s not going to be for mining there,
and I understand. And I would hope that he would be somewhat kind about his feelings toward me.”
The previous evening, I stood with Mike Wiggins on the coast of Lake Superior and talked about Schultz’s role in
staving off the mine. The civility that he demonstrated, the willingness to try to understand a different point of view
— it all stood in stark contrast to what has transpired in Wisconsin politics over the past year and a half. “When I
woke up this morning, I was thinking about Dale,” Wiggins said as I was leaving. “I probably shouldn’t be saying
this, but I had tears in my eyes.”
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19:07 SteveB

Re: “How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?” (reply to Pam, above)

What an indictment!
But, come on! Republicans against government and against public education? Against compromise? How ridiculous!
It’s one of those things where there’s really no need for evidence—though this article contains much—because the
proof is contained in, hell, makes up most of, the conservative Republicans’ self-espoused philosophy. To me, they
put the nail in their own coffin every time. Against schools. Against unions. Against women. Against science. Against
the poor, minorities, immigrants, and banjo players. And, if you want to know the truth, they are against business,
especially small business…anything but huge.
Then they’re militarists and war-mongers to boot! I won’t even bring up their lunacy in social issues.
Put that in your pipe and smoke it, Dale. Then tell me how I’ve got it wrong, please. What is it I misunderstand,
exactly, about your Republicans? Can any of you other Republicans help us out here?
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19:15 Art

Re: “How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?” (reply to SteveB, above)

So, can I take it you are not a Republican??? I've never asked.
[I never have the right emoticon when I need it! –SteveB]
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19:48 Dale

Re: “How Did Wisconsin Become the Most Politically Divisive Place in
America?” (reply to SteveB, above)

I guess you have it all figured out. If the Devil existed, all Republicans would be it. Very advanced and "Friends of
the Middle" thinking.
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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
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Wisconsin, Our ‘Republican Economy’ & More
(posted by Friends of the Middle, June 6, 2012)

(by Christopher Weyant, thanks to SteveG, http://www.cagle.com/2012/06/wisconsinrecallhead/?utm_source=daily&utm_medium=newsletter&utm_content=cartooncomment&utm_campaign=060512)
SteveB: The Walker victory over Barrett in Wisconsin? I must be missing something. I just don’t get it! That’s what
voters really want? The dismantling of the American educational system and Progressive Wisconsin values?
Amazing! Yet, I will be the first to admit, in the matter of Scott Walker, for now, the voters have certainly spoken
loud and clear…shudder!
The following is a continuation of the hot political discussions which have occurred during the past couple of days—
the recall elections in Wisconsin and Paul Krugman’s article opinion piece in the New York Times in which he called
the GOP's economy strategy a “gigantic con game.” (This was a fun issue of the FotM Newsletter for me to put

together. Thank you, everyone, for your invaluable contributions, especially our members from the Right who tend
to get ganged-up on! I’m very proud of all of my friends. And, as Alan Grayson says, “Courage!”)
SteveBA: (FotM Newsletter #153) Krugman’s answer to the problem is more debt will solve our problems. Having
read SteveB’s rant, we know there is no reason there but pure leftist elitism ideology. Pam we have no
money and are heading the way of Europe. Just because you want to pull in spending doesn't make you a baby
killer. These responses show the total lack of intellectual capacity of the far left who hide in their slogans because
they have no rational response. Even Obama's own party has voted against his budgets of more and more
spending. Government s too large and we can't afford all of our social programs at their current levels. The choices
will not be easy, especially with the likes of SteveB calling anybody who proposes a change a baby
killer. In the not to distant future the bond vigilantes will start making the choices for us.
SteveB: Let me just jump in here and say that I don’t think I have ever uttered the two words “baby” and “killer”
together in my entire life. That’s not even my style. I abhor the Republican “tactic” of name-calling, having become,
apparently, a perpetual victim of the practice (see above, for instance). But “baby killer” is a very oft-used phrase
by the anti-abortion Right, maybe that’s why SteveBA chooses to saddle me in this particular, inexplicable manner.
MarthaH: (to SteveBA) IF we all don't rein in the rhetoric and look for viable solutions rather than finger pointing
(and name calling!!!!), WE will end up like Europe. Common sense is needed by ALL, and it's in short supply in our
country which wants more for ME on the backs of THEM...as if we won't all (our descendents) end up in anarchy
and chaos. Do your descendents know how to garden and kill a chicken? They may need to sustain themselves and
not rely on the conveniences given to us by our prior generations who wanted MORE for us, having lived through
poverty, depression, and world wars themselves.
I am offended by those more interested in themselves and less interested in the WHOLE picture. Where are we
going? WHY? Give and take solves problems--it's called compromise, not a line in the sand, and we have lost that
ability as a society/nation. My way is right--yours is wrong...ALL lose. Get with it--or allow your grandchildren a
gloomy future. What I learned in economics class is that "theory" is not fact, so pulling together will get the load
going and pulling apart will destroy us as we know us... For the sake of the future, don't join the lemmings!!!!!!!!!!!
SteveB: Excellent points, MarthaH. I would add, perhaps, just one thought. Actually, it is a question of those on
the Right: When the poor, the unemployed, the disenfranchised start rioting in the streets of America for the
reasonable share of the pie that is rightfully theirs (society can’t exist without them, but we’re fine without
billionaires)... When that day comes (and, believe me, it will if Republicans get their way), are you going to bomb
America’s cities and massacre her people like Assad in Syria? To me, as the Magic 8-Ball used to say, “All signs
point to YES!” What a bleak future you Republicans espouse—the drastic decline and crash of the Bush years,
repeated over and over again, deeper and deeper into the gloom of loss of freedom, debt and deficits, war and
class warfare, austerity for the poor, but not for the elite rich who own our politicians. All wonderful! NOT WHAT I
WANT FOR MY GRANDCHILDREN! THANK YOU, OH GREAT AND GRACIOUS RIGHT, FOR YOUR WONDROUS
COMPASSION FOR THE PLIGHT OF HUMANITY! HEIL! (There, I feel better now.)
Pam: (to SteveBA) How about modest cuts in spending and a reasonable tax hike on those earning over
$500,000/yr.? And simplify the tax code. The Republican mantra is "smaller government," yet Republicans are the
ones that keep introducing ever more restrictive legislation.
MarthaH: All need to look at the famous blue marble photos of Apollo trips to the moon to realize that if we don't
change we all go down together. History does repeat itself. Are we will enough to change enough to avoid what
seems to be on the horizon for those who refuse to accept changes in "ideology." I was once a Republican, then I
played devil's advocate and I saw that it was far deeper than I had thought was the way. Add a few
disappointments with politicians, a few mistakes made that I witnessed, and a WHOLE lot of bravery to change
things long needed. Rigidity just can't hold on as society and the world changes. Those who stay back there are in
denial and hurt us more than anything else. The political climate and personal observations lead me to believe
what I had hoped I witnessed was just a crust on scummy water that is coming back to bite us now...and for the
future I do not want for our toddler Bentley and others of the future. Run...work...write...Change is about what you

do, not just what you say or a curt bumper sticker or t-shirt. Silence is not golden when it comes to influencing
change. Stand and go forth!
Art: (to SteveBA) Your points on the seriousness of the deficit issue are all well made. What I need to understand
better is the Republican plan. Romney has stated he wants to increase Defense spending and reduce taxes for the
super rich. Those are his very words. When asked how that will help address the deficit he has gone very vague,
saying he will make savings elsewhere.
Pardon me but I recall Bonehead in 2010 pounding the desk saying as soon as the Republicans won the House he
would immediately institute a bill to reduce spending by $100MB. When asked where he would find the $100B in
savings his response was. "The usual way"". No specifics. Needless to say it did not happen.
So, I am a little suspect on this vague talk. Do you think Romney will come out with a specific plan? Remember
much or maybe most of the huge run up in the Federal debt has been caused by Republican Administrations. It was
basically general Republican economic policies (wars but no taxes to pay for them, lack of financial institution
regulation etc. etc) that got us into this latest economic crisis. And yet Romney says he will follow the same general
economic policies that GW did. That just does not fill me with confidence.
Dale: (to Art, FotM Newsletter #153, in reference to accusations against Wisconsin Gov. Walker) How the Hell do
you or I know? [if the accusations are true] Did Clinton screw all the women who say so and Monica too? Who
knows? I mean, this could go on forever. How do you feel about the ambush tactics? All is fair, as long as its a
Republican who is blindsided? Is this a trial run for the presidential race? What last minute dirt are they going to
pull out on Romney? Believe me, I would feel just as disgusted if this were a Republican trick. Just disgraceful.
Art: Dale, this one is pretty simple. If he didn't do it, all he has to say is, 'I didn't do this and this is all a pack of
lies.' On the other hand, if he did do it, and he lies, that will really come back to haunt him. If this does prove to be
a last minute elections stunt, then I agree it is very reprehensible. Perry pulled something like this in Texas a few
years ago and got away with it. It was wrong then and it would be wrong now..
On the other hand Dale, please don't get too indigent on me. There has been a carefully planned and Internet
executed campaign of outrageous lies and slander going on against President Obama for the past several years.
"Obama doesn't salute the flag, Obama spits on children" etc. etc. You know it and so does every other thinking
American. SNOPES and others have made an industry out of debunking these lies over the Internet against the
President. I can easily send you a list that will choke your computer but you have already seen them.
I deplore that tactic from either side. The NAZIs were the first to recognize the value of the big lie and exploit it
over the new radio communications and look how that turned out. A political party founded on lies and deceit does
no one any good, especially the people. On this we agree.
Pam: Well done, Art. Just once I'd like to hear Dale say that if he's wrong he'll change his mind.
Pam: (reply to Dale, concerning the Paul Krugman article “Soros on the Euro”, FotM Newsletter #153) I think your
overview of Krugman's ideas is a bit out of kilter. I don't know where Krugman said that welfare generates wealth,
but if, IF, he did, then I can see why you would balk at that. It doesn't make a lot of sense to me either. I don't
think that's what he's saying though. I've read many of his essays, and I don't recall anything like your post. I
believe he--and my other favorite, Robert Reich--argue that we need to get people working asap, that jobs have to
be a priority. Deficit reduction is important, but it's a long-term problem. Jobs must come first. With the
Republicans in control, our economy went belly up, and lots of jobs were lost, which is to say thousands of people,
human beings like you and me, lost their savings, their livelihoods, often their homes, and their dignity. Austerity
measures, by which I understand you to mean things like Food Stamps, Head Start, Pell grants, Medicare and
Medicaid, AFDIC (I don't know if that even exists any more), affordable medicine and health care, etc., impact the
populations that are the most vulnerable and least culpable of our fellow citizens. The rich have not shown
themselves to be "job creators." Big corporations export jobs and sit on piles of money, waiting for a more
favorable business climate, while our employment climate continues to deteriorate. A major hotel chain has just

moved its headquarters from the U.S. to the Middle East. Lots of young entrepreneurs are moving to China,
creating a reverse brain drain. Obama inherited a giant mess, and he has made things less terrible than they might
otherwise have been. To return to the extreme policies foisted on us by the far right is not only foolish, it is
dangerous. Just today I learned that the Republican-controlled State Legislature in North Carolina has introduced a
bill that would make it illegal to consider scientific projections of climate change that predict catastrophic rises in the
sea level. The proof will be in the pudding, as they say. Time will tell.
You wrote yesterday, “I guess you have it all figured out. If the Devil existed, all Republicans would be it. Very
advanced and "Friends of the Middle" thinking.” Dale, no one here has said Republicans are the Devil, but plenty of
Republicans see Obama as the anti-Christ. It's so ironic that you keep saying the Left has an agenda and an
ideology, as if the Republicans don't. Maybe the Left had an ideology back in the 'sixties, but times have changed.
Democrats today are so far from being ideologues. They're wusses if anything.
SteveB: The accusations from the Right are so very odd to me, to think that “intelligent” people can be so
unreasoning. How does that happen?
I have to quote my younger daughter. She was about 18. I was consulting in Phoenix and she flew out to visit me
for a long weekend. One of the places I took her was the Grand Canyon, where she had never been. In fact, the
entire Western landscape was pretty unfamiliar to her then. I think she’d been to California once.
She looked at The Canyon and we both absorbed it for a long moment. Then she turned to me and said, “I don’t
get it! I just don’t get it!”
So, being the boy scientist that I am, I started telling her about how the land had risen, how a giant lake had
formed upstream of the canyon at the end of the last several ice ages, how the accidental “damns” had broken and
violent floods cascaded through the ever widening, ever deepening canyon. I must have gone on for quite some
time, because I’ve always been fascinated by crap like that.
She seemed to listen closely, then turned again to stare at the magnificence and incredibly vast nothingness, to me,
the most intensely symbolic spot on the planet, in so many ways: the distant mystical river, wandering lost through
a parched landscape, the gulf of what is missing, what is gone, the vast spans of time, the separation of the two
sides, so that even the squirrels who live there are completely different colors, the bright walls like water colors
painted by some Indian god, the intense Mediterranean-like sun…
Finally, I heard her say, “I don’t get it! I just don’t get it!”
How perfectly correct, my sweet!
“Ya, me too… I don’t get it either.”
And I feel almost as mystified by today’s Republicans, who refuse to use the powers of deduction their God gave
them. It’s like a force of nature as alien to me as the nothingness of The Canyon.
SteveB: Dale, Let us for once get down to something factual. You state very specifically in your email that:
”BTW, his opponent [Mr. Barrett] has not given one statement about what he would do if elected…NOT ONE
WORD.”
Correct? Now, with very little effort I found lots of detail on the following website about Mr. Barrett’s experience
and qualifications, criticisms of Mr. Walker, and what Mr. Barrett will try to do if elected. I see plenty that “he would
do if elected.” (http://www.barrettforwisconsin.com/?no_splash=1)
Am I wrong somehow? And if the details of his plans are here (which they are, I read them, see the “Issues” tab),
I’m positive I can easily find how he has talked about these same plans during the arduous campaign. So your
statement is simply untrue. Untrue at a time that we are all seeking nothing but the truth, I thought. Why can’t you

bend toward the middle a little, at least to the point, please, of not telling whoppers? This is just one small, but I
think, important example.
Dale: When did he put it up...last night? Here's what the politically independent Reporter.com says: (“Scott Walker
Challenger Tom Barrett Calls for Wisconsin State Worker Benefit Cuts” by Dustin Hurst, JUne 5, 2012,
http://reason.com/archives/2012/06/05/scott-walker-challenger-tom-barrett-call. “Even Walker's opponent realizes
government employee compensation is out of control.”)
SteveB: Smells like still more plans to me. No bad for a guy with no plans at all.
SteveB: So, Dale, do you admit he has plans or not? It’s that simple.
Art: I dunno, Dale The web site seems to be pretty thorough. The article [you referred to] seems to be looking for
something specific that was put out two years ago and the position may have evolved since whatever they are
looking for came. That does not seem to equate to me that he has said nothing. Heck, old 'etch a sketch' has said
many things, a great deal of which seem to contradict something he said previously. Just my unbiased view :-)
SteveB: And, Dale, when you say “Barrett had no plans,” does that mean the same thing as when you say things
like:
“WTF did Obama do? He had no direct responsibilities, no accountability in any position and produced
virtually nothing. He didn't even show up to vote most of the time.”
”Time after time, Obama has promised and not delivered, except to feather his own nest.”
“The effort to mislabel Romney as someone who is conducting a "war on women" is exposed for what it is –
BS,”
I mean, if all these statements have the same veracity…your case could be in trouble, my friend.
Dale: He says he is offering up the plan he put together in 2010. I think the subject is academic. Is your point that
you want to "win" this discussion? If so, I think you should declare yourself the winner, because you will anyway.
SteveB: No response. Recorded. The point is…does your side respect the truth and can they bend enough to admit
it when confronted with it. Even a truth on such a plain, simple level, yet philosophically and ethically important, I
believe. I’m certainly not out to win any argument, only to get at the truth and try to achieve some sort of minimal,
rational consensus. We don’t have time for lie, yet find ourselves constantly mired in them…nearly all from the Right
(for example, peruse the last 3000 or so pages of the FotM Newsletter). Look at all the websites, as someone
pointed out recently, that have had to be set up to debunk the barrage of lies, mainly about the President, but
certainly not limited. Have a good day.
MarthaH: Ever wonder how lies are so easily believed and truths so easily ignored? Ostrich, anyone????
Art: I think the article, “The Keynesian Case for Romney” (below), is the answer to the question and makes the
same point Dale did in a previous e-mail. The Republicans seem quite ready to see the country go down if they
don't get their way and indeed have basically clearly said so. So the only way out is to vote them in. It is sort of
like just giving your lunch money to the school bully so you can get to class safely as the easier of any alternative,
but it does track. Much like voting in the NAZIs in 1929. In the long run I think we will all lose badly but there is
logic here.
Pam: A very interesting analysis, Art. This does make a lot of sense, even if it's not very encouraging.
Dennis: (to Art and SteveBA) If conservative Republicans are so opposed to deficit spending, why do they also
resort to it when they are in power? The biggest deficits were run up under Reagan and GW Bush and it was Dick

Cheney who said that "deficits don't matter." If it didn't matter to them before, why should we not believe that
they are only using it as an issue to get back into power now?
If an Austrian School austerity program of cutting spending and taxes is the answer to our stagnant economy, then
why is it failing so miserably in the UK, Spain, Italy, Ireland, and Greece? The Germans want to impose austerity
on the weaker European economies since it worked over the last decade for their economy. But wasn't this just
proof that Keynesian economics works since they imposed austerity when the world economy was prospering? The
mischaracterization by the right of Keynesian theory is that debt produces wealth, when it actually says that
spending stimulates economic activity during the recovery from a recession so that the economy can resume
producing wealth rather than spiraling downward to oblivion. Reducing a deficit only is possible when an economy
is prospering, such as during the Clinton years (although some credit goes to Reagan for being a practical
Keynesian at times by raising taxes 11 times).
The appearance of prosperity during the GW Bush years was the result of deficit spending by both government and
consumers provided by artificially low interest rates, thanks mostly to Greenspan's Federal Reserve. The American
economy was essentially unsustainable because it was fueled by low taxes, consumer borrowing on credit cards
(equaling $8000 per card), and home equity loans made possible because of inflated housing prices (Americans
were "spending money they didn't have on things they didn't need"). It was obvious to anyone who cared to look
(or was willing to listen to U.S. Comptroller David Walker) that there was a deficit problem due to the Bush tax cuts,
the funding of two wars, bloated military spending, and soaring medical costs. So where was the concern, and
where was the Tea Party then?
So the Republican answer now is to cut social programs, as if squeezing the least wealthy makes any sense at all,
and further cutting taxes, which has only left the states nearly destitute and thousands of teachers, police, and
other public employees unemployed. Their solution to the out-of-control medical industrial complex is to kill
Obamacare (a poor substitute of a reform to be sure, and totally the original ideas of conservative think tanks)
without offering any other reform proposal. So are there any real ideas on the right? What is a plausible alternative
to Obama since he has fundamentally been following the previous administration's policies with the same Wall
Street and military advisors (Bush Lite)? Wouldn't a Romney presidency be a continuation of the same BushObama policies that are unsustainable, except with a bigger hit on the poor and middle class wage earners,
students, and small business owners? And what about that $2 trillion needed to fix America's infrastructure before
it deteriorates further and costs infinitely more?
And, SteveBA, WTF is "pure leftist elitism ideology"? Just asking....
SteveB: Now that’s a beautiful message, Dennis. I wouldn’t hold my breath for any rebuttal.
Art: We quite likely will crash in any event, so maybe let it be on their watch. Reasonable thinking could mitigate
things but that won't come from Republicans. One thing is certain, when it does crash they'll try to blame President
Obama. We should start a write in/call in campaign to Bonehead asking him where are the jobs? They have had
over a year and accomplished absolutely nothing except to lose the nation it's Triple A credit rating. They really are
a totally inept group focused solely on party ideology as opposed to what may help the nation. Disgusting.
SteveG: Well written, Dennis. If tax cuts created jobs we would have 4%.
SteveB: Exactly, SteveG and Dennis! To me, that little “fact” (actually “Republican ‘claim”, I guess) is one of the
best pieces of evidence we have.
All the pieces of the Bush economy (tax cuts, deregulation, etc.) are still in place. We are reaping the rewards. The
Republicans have it the way they wanted. Where is the prosperity? Where is the 4% unemployement? Where is the
investment? Where is the charity? Oh, ya, it’s all the black man’s fault. He changed everything, right? What lies they
tell…
SteveG: When I ran a business and times were tough, it was clear there was no way to cut our way to prosperity,
no way to cut and additional income would come. Some technology would decrease the need for some personnel
and make other staff more efficient, but the only way to go from red ink to black ink was actually a three part move

– decrease some spending, become more efficient, and increase income by growing our way out of red into black
ink.
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“The Keynesian Case for Romney”

I think the below is the answer to the question and makes the same point Dale did in a previous e-mail. The
Republicans seem quite ready to see the country go down if they don't get their way and indeed have basically
clearly said so. So the only way out is to vote them in. It is sort of like just giving your lunch money to the school
bully so you can get to class safely as the easier of any alternative, but it does track. Much like voting in the NAZIs
in 1929. In the long run I think we will all lose badly but there is logic here.
“The Keynesian Case for Romney” by Ezra Klein, The Washington Post
June 4, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/the-keynesian-case-forromney/2012/06/04/gJQAIETuDV_blog.html)
Even if you disagree with every one of Mitt Romney’s policies, there’s a chance he’s still the best candidate to lift
the economy in 2013.
That’s not because he has business experience. For all his bluster about the lessons taught by the private sector, his
agenda is indistinguishable from that of career politician Paul Ryan. Nor is it because he’s demonstrated some
special knowledge of what it takes to create jobs. Job growth in Massachusetts was notably slow under Romney’s
tenure. It’s because if Romney is elected, Republicans won’t choose to crash the economy in 2013.
View Photo Gallery: With the Republican presidential nomination secured, former Massachusetts governor Mitt
Romney steps up his criticism of President Obama.
The Congressional Budget Office estimates that if Congress gridlocks this year — if it simply gets nothing done —
the economy will take a $607 billion hit in 2013 as the Bush tax cuts expire, the payroll tax cut expires and assorted
spending cuts kick in. Falling off that “fiscal cliff,” they predict, will throw us back into recession.
But it’s worse even than that: Speaker John Boehner has said he wants another debt-ceiling showdown. We’re not
expected to hit the debt ceiling until February or March, and so the only scenario in which the debt ceiling matters
is one in which Congress has already pushed us over the fiscal cliff. So as bad as the last debt-ceiling crisis was —
and Gallup’s polling showed it did more damage to consumer confidence than the fall of Lehman Bros — this one
would be worse.
Miles Nadal, CEO of the marketing and communications firm MDC Partners, says that at a recent event with
executives of more than 100 companies, the business leaders, panicked about this possibility, agreed on the best
outcome for the economy: “a Republican landslide.” Why? “Because anything that breaks the logjam is positive,” he
says. “The quality of the leader is less relevant than the ability to break gridlock.”
There’s no reason to believe Romney could “break” gridlock. But there’s reason to believe he wouldn’t face it in the
first place. Republicans control the House. They’re three seats from controlling the Senate — and, because this
Senate election follows 2006, which was a wave election for Democrats, Republicans are defending 10 seats while
Democrats are defending 23. It’s difficult to imagine a scenario in which Romney wins the White House and
Republicans don’t control the House and Senate. On the other side, while it’s not impossible to imagine President
Obama winning the White House and Democrats taking back the House, it’s unlikely.
Romney and the Republicans are not likely to reach 60 seats in the Senate, but they won’t need them. The major
issues on the table are budgetary. That means they can be considered using the budget reconciliation process,
which can’t be filibustered. So if Republicans can maintain party unity — and they usually can — they’ll be able to
govern effectively. And there’s no way that they’ll permit the Bush tax cuts to expire or the debt ceiling to lapse.
Investors, knowing that, would likely stop worrying about the debt ceiling the moment a Romney win became clear.

Now, Republicans could still push the economy into recession if they pass an immediate austerity budget that
slashed spending in 2013. And, given Republican rhetoric about how slashing the size of government will lead to
more growth because the confidence fairy will come out and persuade businesses to spend more, you might think
that’s exactly what they’ll do.
But Romney, though he often buys into that sort of nonsense while criticizing Obama, knows better. Time magazine
asked him about cutting spending in 2013. “If you take a trillion dollars for instance, out of the first year of the
federal budget, that would shrink GDP over 5 percent,” Romney said. “That is by definition throwing us into
recession or depression. So I’m not going to do that, of course.” You couldn’t have gotten a clearer definition of
Keynesian budgeting from Obama.
There’s a good chance that a Romney administration would extend both Bush and Obama’s tax cuts and delay the
scheduled spending cuts. Congress would raise the debt ceiling after Romney promised congressional Republicans
that he’d sign some variant of Paul Ryan’s budget as soon as it’s sent to him. Somewhere along the way, Romney
would pass both more short-term tax cuts and a long-term transportation bill — something Republicans have been
blocking under Obama — that doubles as an infrastructure package and includes, to secure Republican support, the
Keystone XL oil pipeline.
Nor is it clear that this will come at the cost of harsh deficit reduction in coming years. There will almost certainly be
deep spending cuts if Romney is president, but both the Romney and Ryan proposals include trillions of dollars in
unpaid-for tax cuts and defense spending. If Republicans clear that hurdle by simply assuming that deep tax cuts
will lead, through supply-side magic, to larger revenues, their deficit-reduction plans might well end up increasing
the deficit over the next few years. “Remember,” wrote Business Insider’s Joe Weisenthal, “Republicans were prodeficit, and pro-entitlement expansion under Bush and Reagan. Deficit cutting only became part of the party’s
ideology under Obama.”
Compared to anything Obama is likely to get from a Republican House, that is, at least in the short term, a much
more expansionary, Keynesian approach. But it’s also an awful precedent. In a sense, Republicans are holding a
gun to the economy’s head and saying, “vote for us or the recovery gets it.”
That might well prove an effective political strategy: The more they say that they’re willing to let the debt ceiling
expire and the economy run over the fiscal cliff, the more businesses will pull back and households will stop
spending in order to make sure they have enough cash on hand to ride out another crisis. That will further depress
the economy this year, making it more likely that Romney wins, and that Republicans embrace the smooth
Keynesian glide path that they’re denying Obama.
If Obama wins, it’s of course possible that the two sides will come to a swift agreement. That’s the president’s
prediction. “I believe that if we’re successful in this election, when we’re successful in this election, that the fever
may break, because there’s a tradition in the Republican Party of more common sense than that,” Obama has said.
“My hope, my expectation, is that after the election, now that it turns out that the goal of beating Obama doesn’t
make much sense because I’m not running again, that we can start getting some cooperation again.”
But privately, many top Democrats admit that congressional Republicans, angry after a narrow loss and appealing
to a base that is likely to blame the defeat on Romney’s moderate past, might prove just as obstructionist after the
election than before it. If that happens, they say, the president can’t keep giving into Republican threats. Much as
the government shutdowns in the 1990s discredited Newt Gingrich’s hardball tactics, Obama will have to let voters
see the consequences of the Tea Party’s approach. But while that might be sage political advice, the economic
consequences could be devastating.
This is the logical conclusion of a system biased toward gridlock: The out-party benefits when the public feels that
Washington is failing and it often has the power to make Washington fail. Which, arguably, leads to another
unusual reality about this election: Even if you agree with Romney’s policies, it may be that voting for Obama, and
delivering a landslide against the GOP’s economic brinksmanship, is the only way to end the dangerous appeal of
strategic gridlock going forward.

So which are you more worried about? The fiscal cliff and the debt ceiling? Or the political system?
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Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker (to Dale)

Hmmm. Just saw this. I don't know, Dale. This guy appears to have quite a history. Does he even have a college
degree?
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Re: Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker (reply to Art, above)

I saw a more expanded version of this, and it was pretty damning. Today will be interesting, no?
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“'Compromise' Is Not a Dirty Word”

“'Compromise' Is Not a Dirty Word” by Jonah Goldberg, USA Today
June 4, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2012-06-04/compromise-politics-republicansconservatives/55384352/1)
Compromise has always been a holy word for the Washington establishment. But against the backdrop of everincreasing anxiety over our fiscal dysfunction, most particularly the next budget showdown, the word has taken on
a tone of anger, desperation and even panic.

But in all its usages these days, "compromise" remains a word for bludgeoning Republicans. "Congress isn't just
stalemated, it's broken, experts say," proclaims the typical headline, this one in TheMiami Herald. And the experts
say it's all the Republicans' fault.
"The challenge we have right now is that we have on one side, a party that will brook no compromise," President
Obama explained at the Associated Press Luncheon in April. The Republicans' "radical vision," Obama insisted, "is
antithetical to our entire history as a land of opportunity."
The speech was hailed as a "thunderclap" by the editors of The New York Times because Obama signaled he was
done asking Republicans to put their "destructive agenda" aside. "In this speech, he finally conceded that the
(Republican Party) has demonstrated no interest in the values of compromise and realism."
Now the standard Tea Party-Republican-conservative response is to note that Democrats didn't care much for
compromise when they ran Washington for Obama's first two years in office. Moreover, what Democrats now mean
by compromise is capitulation. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., summarized the attitude well during last
year's budget negotiations: "We're recognizing that the only compromise that there is, is mine."
While I largely concur with that standard retort, it's worth at least saying something nice about compromise.
Conservatism, rightly understood, does not consider compromise a dirty word. "All government, indeed every
human benefit and enjoyment, every virtue, and every prudent act, is founded on compromise and barter,"
observed Edmund Burke, the founder of modern conservatism. A willingness to accept half a loaf when half is the
best you can possibly get is the essence of wisdom.
Indeed, Obama is right when he says, "America, after all, has always been a grand experiment in compromise." The
Founders placed compromise at the heart of the Constitution — compromise between the state and the federal
governments, between the different branches of government, even between the two houses of Congress. That is all
well and good.
But let's not go crazy here. The Founders didn't fetishize compromise, either. When Patrick Henry proclaimed at the
Virginia Convention in 1775, "Give me liberty or give me death," even George Washington and Thomas Jefferson
allegedly leapt to their feet to roar approval. Suffice it to say, the spirit of compromise didn't fill the air.
And that's a point worth keeping in mind. The merits of compromise depend mightily on direction. If my wife and I
agree on moving to Chicago, then the opportunities for compromise are limitless. When we move, where we live
when we get there, even how we get there: these are all reasonable subjects for negotiation. But if I want to move
to Chicago and she wants to stay in Washington D.C., then splitting the difference and moving to Cleveland would
be absurd. But it would be compromise.
Right now, the two parties are split fundamentally on the issue of direction. The Democrats — not to mention the
"experts" and so much of the political press — would have you believe it is a choice between forward and
backward. Hence, Obama's perfectly hackneyed slogan "Forward!" According to this formulation, reasonable
compromise amounts to acquiescing to the direction Obama and the Democrats want to go, but demanding
concessions on how fast we get there and by what means.
From the conservative perspective, this is madness. It is like saying Republicans must agree to let Obama drive the
country off a cliff, but Democrats must be willing to negotiate how fast the car goes. And if a Republican counsels
hitting the brakes or pulling a U-turn, he is dubbed "extreme" by the establishment cognoscenti.
Conservatives see it differently. Washington is aflame in debt; the national debt clock reads like a thermostat in an
inferno. The annual budget deficit is approaching 10% of GDP. Meanwhile, the actual deficit is larger than our
entire GDP. Under Obama, the deficit has grown by $5 trillion to more than $15 trillion (and as a headline in this
newspaper recently reported, "Real federal deficit dwarfs official tally").
Hence, the Democratic insistence that Republicans enter negotiations about how much more gasoline we should
throw on the fire is a non-starter, at least for conservative Republicans. As Sen. Jim DeMint, R-S.C., likes to say,

"Republicans and Democrats must start compromising over how much we have to cut, not how much we want to
spend."
None of this has a chance of being settled before the election in November, and even then odds are we'll be having
this argument for years to come.
But you can be sure of one thing. If Republicans take over the White House and the Congress and start cutting, the
same voices now championing compromise as a virtue in itself will be applauding the principled idealism of
Democrats who refuse to compromise.
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Re: “'Compromise' Is Not a Dirty Word” (reply to MarthaH, above)

There is simply no evidence that should the Democrats win, they will not compromise any better than the
Republicans have. This article makes it seem as if there are only two choices: go off the cliff (Dems.) or do a 180
and slash and burn government spending (Reps.). Our situation is, of course, much more complicated than that. I
think the essay Art posted about what Republicans might do if they come to power is not unlikely, but if that
scenario doesn't play out, I foresee long lines at food banks, more homeless families, a sicker population, and social
unrest the likes of which we have never seen. Absent a military coup, Americans will not sit quietly while their lives
disintegrate around them. There will be blood in the streets. We must all accept the fact that we cannot solve our
problems overnight--or in three and a half years. We must display a modicum of patience while our economy and
body politic heal, but going "Forward" is our only sensible, humane option. I understand the discomfort of people
who lose big in the stock market and other investments. I don't even want to know what happened to our finances
yesterday. But losing a home, choosing between medicine and food, being one of the long-term unemployed are all
worse than my angst. Let's face it, we're all scared to death, and no one can predict what the future holds, though
it doesn't look good. My hope is that if Romney does prevail, he will prove to be more intelligent, measured, and
responsible than a majority of his supporters. Thank god Gingrich or Santorum didn't get the nomination.
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“Screwtape's Formula: Boys, Video Games & Porn”

“Screwtape's Formula: Boys, Video Games & Porn” by John Stonestreet, BreakPoint
June 5, 2012, (http://www.breakpoint.org/bpcommentaries/entry/13/195090)
According to a new book, we are witnessing the social, intellectual and sexual demise of our young men. We should
have seen it coming. I’ll explain, next on BreakPoint.
A generation of young men is choosing fantasy over reality. At least that’s what Dr. Philip Zimbardo of Stanford
University and psychologist Nikita Duncan argue in their new book, The Demise of Guys: Why Boys Are Struggling

and What We Can Do About It.

The message of the book is simple: Research is demonstrating that young men are becoming addicted to video
games and online pornography on a scale unparalleled by any addiction that we’ve ever seen in history.
But unlike with drugs, alcohol or gambling, these addictions aren’t for ever-increasing quantity. Instead, they drive
boys and young men to seek novelty — the next big thrill.
According to Zimbardo and Duncan, it’s the same phenomenon observed in laboratory rats which, when given the
opportunity, abandoned food in order to electrically stimulate the part of the brain responsible for pleasure. In
effect, the rats gladly “short-circuit” their natural means of enjoyment to get a thrill that felt new every time.
“Young men…who play video games and use porn the most,” say the authors, “are being digitally rewired in a
totally new way that demands constant stimulation.”

Not only does this kind of addiction rob guys of the time, money and health they need to do other things, but it also
diminishes their ability to enjoy real life, which can never offer stimulation as frequently, easily or in as much
variety. As a result, say Zimbardo and Duncan, young men addicted to digital sex and digital soldiering are less able
or willing to participate in those acts for real.
A recent study in Psychology Today, which I talked about last year on “The Point,” reinforces this prognosis. The
study found that men who regularly viewed internet pornography actually lost their ability to perform in real-life
sexual relationships.
As a consequence of this over-stimulation, boys are now growing up with “new brains.” Not only are they poorly
wired for traditional learning, they lack the capacity for strong romantic relationships. Why? Because they tend to
be largely unable to delay gratification or set long-term goals. They have to live for now.
And as any junkie knows, this ultimately makes us miserable. A recent study from the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention reveal that “regular porn users,” despite constant stimulation and excitement, are more likely to
report depression…poor physical health,” and “isolation.” And we all probably know young men who could use a
little more playtime with real people and a lot less PlayStation.
I’m reminded of a chapter from C. S. Lewis’ The Screwtape Letters, in which the distinguished old devil, Screwtape,
tells his apprentice nephew how to destroy humans with pleasure: “…we always try to work away from the natural
condition of any pleasure,” he writes, “to that in which it is least natural, least redolent of its Maker, and least
pleasurable. An ever increasing craving for an ever diminishing pleasure is the formula.”
But simply cursing the darkness here won’t solve anything. We need to recognize that, as Screwtape himself
admits, all pleasures — even destructive ones — are originally based on God’s good design.
Young men are supposed to desire sex — within marriage. And, while all right in moderation, video games aren’t
the true outlet for the male desire to be heroic and to fight for worthy causes.
We need to learn how to replace counterfeit pleasure with legitimate pleasure, encouraging young
men to set aside cheap imitations and prepare themselves spiritually, morally, and emotionally to
pursue the real thing.
This is a place where the church can lead culture — by leading the rescue effort for this generation of young men.
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SandyI

Emoticons for the Emoticon-Challenged SteveB

__
?
2nd person without a clue

Glad you liked the quote. It’s my goal to choose sign offs that cause thought and not divisiveness. There's enough
of the latter without my adding to it.
“Without accepting the fact that everything changes, we cannot find perfect composure.” —Shunryn Suzuki
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“A Crazy Fact You Need to Know When Arguing Politics”

“A Crazy Fact You Need to Know When Arguing Politics” posted by Jeb, MoveOn.org
June 1, 2012, (http://front.moveon.org/a-crazy-fact-you-need-to-know-when-arguing-politics/#.T84y55U_qs.facebook)

This chart shows rates of child poverty among developed countries. Err, American exceptionalism, anyone? (Hint:
scroll to the bottom.)
[But, SteveG, everyone knows that the only reason for these facts is that the U.S. has so many more worthless, lazy
people, who don’t want to work and just want to lay around all day doing drugs and having sex using publiclyfinanced condoms, and who-knows-what kind of sex they’re having, but they certainly aren’t working and attending
church regularly. Otherwise, I’m sure American exceptionalism would bring the, er…cream to the top, so to speak. –
SteveB]
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Re: “A Crazy Fact You Need to Know When Arguing Politics” (to Dale)

OK, Dale. What's your response to these figures?
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Re: "Controversy Swirls After Anti-Gay Church Performance” (FotM
Newsletter #153)

The video of the little boy singing in church is one of the most disturbing things I have ever seen. Ever.
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Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #153)

Art, your posting about our failure in Afghanistan certainly caught my eye. I am not one bit surprised that we're up
to our necks in you-know-what over there. I'm not an expert, but I did live there once upon a time, and based on
my own observations I would have predicted exactly what has come to pass. For one thing, Afghans have
topography on their side. It's very difficult to wage a successful war in the mountains. (Again, I'm no expert, but
common sense tells me that.) They're much more used to harsh conditions than Americans, Soviets, or other
foreigners and will outlast us, just as they have every other nation that has tried to conquer them. It's THEIR
country, and all they have to do is wait us out. We cannot bomb them into cooperating with us, and we have never
and will never win over their hearts and minds. Killing civilians (even if unintentionally), urinating on the Koran,
humiliating Afghan men and trying to tell them how to treat their women (and I believe they do consider women
the property of men) are leading us into the abyss. We need to get out. All hell will break loose. The Taliban may
well retake the country. Women will suffer. I don't think we can prevent any of those things from happening, and
I don't want to lose another single young man's life or limb by being too stubborn or embarrassed to leave. I don't
like the way Afghans live, whether by choice or not, but I think they will do better than, say, Congo or Sierra Leone.
Afghan men oppress women, and ethnicities do not always get along, but I'd be very surprised if Afghans resorted
to trying to annihilate each other. What do you think, Art? Am I missing something?
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Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #153)

To paraphrase an old song:
“We gotta get out of that place / If it’s the last thing we ever do.”
In doubletime!
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Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to SteveB, above)

Couldn't agree more. I do believe we could have "killed" our way to some kind of victory but that really wasn't in
the cards, so time to go home. I'm not sure when the dust settles it will be any better than the Congo or Sierra
Leone but also not sure I really care.
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Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, above)

You know, Art, while we’re on this…I’ve had an unanswered question even since we invaded Iraq, even a little
when we did it the first time (though I guess we didn’t really “invade” under the wiser Bush (a relative of the
raspberry bush).
In Iraq and Afghanistan, what I saw on television and read about, were droves of enemy combatants who were
seemingly “allowed” to escape battle and hide-out as civilians or anywhere they wanted, seemingly.
I know it seems heartless, but there didn’t seem to be any attempt to exterminate them. To me, never fight a war
unless you must, and if you must, use all means to win as quickly and as painlessly (for you) as possible. All else is
crap.

And, in both countries, that force returned to haunt us. It still more than haunts us in Afghanistan because most of
the Taliban and their Army that existed when we invaded still exists there and in Pakistan. Now their very pi*sed-off
children are becoming adults and additional combatants. Not a great situation.
Am I missing something or did these seem to you like strange actions for the American military to take and ever
expect to be victorious? Granted, there are political considerations, but maybe if there are, you shouldn’t be at war.
What do you think, Art?
And [as an aside, not addressed directly to Art, who, like me, is no longer a Republican except maybe RINO] do all
you Republicans follow the party line on this subject too?
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Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to SteveB, above)

Good question and one we will be looking at for a long time.
For Iraq the major screw up was at he very senior USG levels, certainly the Administration and probably senior
military too. We really did not have a "OK, when we get there what do we do next" plan. I think the military
thought we would receive the surrender of larger Iraq Army units (The Iraq Army by the way was a pretty well
organized and well led force) that we could turn into forces we could use to help control the country. Instead they
just evaporated as we moved into the country. The Iraqi officers and troops went home and took their guns with
them. After an initial fumble of running Iraq by LTG Garner and The Office for Reconstruction and Humanitarian
Assistance, our brilliant Administration sent in Bremer who formed the Coalition Provisional Authority. His orders No
1 and No 2 were to ban anyone in the Ba'ath Party from government service and to dismantle the Iraq Army.
Remember these were the guys who went homes with their guns. This effectively put close to 1/2 million Iraqis
out of work and, oh by the way, also announced they would never get another job with the government, since most
of the officers by necessity were also Ba'ath party members. Couldn't have been worse or stupider on our part.
Next came the revolt led by people who we had made sure knew they had no hope in the "New Iraq". Bush should
have been shot for that decision alone. It cost us 4000 dead and tens of thousands injured for no reason. Best
thing that ever happened is when the Iraqi government refused to sign the Status of Forces Agreement, if gave the
President the opening, and God bless him he took it, to get out all together.
The biggest problem in Afghanistan is we got sidetracked in Iraq. Initially we fought that little conflict on a
shoestring. Remember there was an ongoing revolt against the Taliban called the "Northern Alliance" made up
primarily of Tajiks and Uzbeks and other non Pashtun Afghanis. We just kind of fell in on that and swept into
power. Then what? Well, not much. Bin Laden had fled and as we hunted for him we got deeper and deeper into
the briar patch. The war against Al Quaida turned into a war against the Taliban/Pasthuns. We never really had a
plan and still don't. What constitutes victory? President Obama has probably done as good as he can with the
mess he was handed. For many international reason we just can't cut and run but now that we have taken out Bin
Laden, it is time to go.
The Republicans will try to make political hay out of it as they have done in Iraq but it is the right decision. Don't
despair, however. If Mitt wins I am sure we will soon try again in Iran.
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“Senate GOP Blocks Democrats' Equal Pay Bill”

Amazing discrimination.
“Senate GOP Blocks Democrats' Equal Pay Bill” by AP/USA Today
May 5, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/story/2012-06-05/equal-pay-women-senatevote/55400316/1?loc=interstitialskip)

(WASHINGTON) Senate Republicans on Tuesday blocked a Democratic bill calling for equal pay in the workplace.
But President Obama and his congressional allies aren't finished appealing to women on the No. 1 concern for all
voters: the cash in their wallets on the heels of recession.
As expected, the pay equity bill failed along party lines, 52-47, short of the required 60-vote threshold. But for
majority Democrats, passage wasn't the only point. The debate itself was aimed at putting Republicans on the
defensive on yet another women's issue, this one overtly economic after a government report showing slower-thanexpected job growth.
Unlike past taunts over access to contraception and abortion, Republicans this time didn't take the bait.
In Fort Worth, Texas, presumptive Republican presidential hopeful Mitt Romney focused instead on unemployment
among Hispanics.
"Of course Gov. Romney supports pay equity for women," said Romney spokeswoman Amanda Henneberg. "In
order to have pay equity, women need to have jobs, and they have been getting crushed in this anemic Obama
economy."
The device for the choreographed showdown in Washington was a Senate debate over the "Paycheck Fairness Act,"
a measure that aims to strengthen the Fair Labor Standards Act's protections against pay inequities based on
gender.
The legislation, sponsored by Sen. Barbara Mikulski, D-Md., would require employers to prove that differences in
pay are based on qualifications, education and other "bona fides" not related to gender. It also would prohibit
employers from retaliating against employees who ask about, discuss or disclose wages in response to a complaint
or investigation. And it would make employers who violate sex discrimination laws liable for compensatory or
punitive damages. Under the bill, the federal government would be exempt from punitive damages.
Proponents of the bill say it is the next step after the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act, which Obama signed into law in
2009. The law effectively overturned a Supreme Court decision that had strictly limited workers' ability to file
lawsuits over pay inequity. Ledbetter said she didn't become aware of her own pay discrepancy until she neared the
end of her 1979-1988 career at a Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. plant in Gadsden, Ala.
Near the end of her career, she received an anonymous tip that she was earning less than her male colleagues. She
filed a charge with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. A jury initially awarded her more than $3
million in back pay and punitive damages, a sum that a judge later reduced to $300,000.
Ledbetter herself attended the vote and scolded Republicans for their filibuster.
"Do not let these Republicans keep us from getting paycheck fairness," she told reporters, Senate Majority Leader
Harry Reid at her side and a letter from her to Romney posted online by the Obama campaign.
Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell spoke instead on the looming fight over student loan interest rates.
Asked if he was concerned about alienating women with the GOP filibuster, the Kentucky Republican said the bill
opened the door to more lawsuits against employers.
"We don't think America suffers from a lack of litigation," McConnell said. "We have a jobless problem. We have a
debt problem. We have a deficit problem. We got a lot of problems. Not enough lawsuits is not one of them."
Democrats intend to test that discipline in the coming months by raising hubbubs nationally and in House and
Senate races over several issues that disproportionately affect women, or just matter greatly to this group of voters
that leans heavily toward their party. Independent women voters in exurbs and suburbs of states like Colorado,
Virginia and North Carolina are particular targets, said these officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity to
discuss strategy.

First up in this category is the looming Senate debate over preventing student loan interest rates from rising next
month. Look, too, for hubbubs over raising the minimum wage, extending the Bush-era tax cuts, preserving
Medicare and Social Security and access to women's health care, including contraception, the officials said.
The paycheck bill was aimed in part at putting Senate Republicans in tough races in the hot seat over a key
women's issue. One, Massachusetts Sen. Scott Brown, issued a statement emphasizing his support for pay equity
but calling the legislation "the right cause but the wrong bill."
"On the heels of last week's dismal jobs report, the last thing we should be doing is putting more job-killing burdens
on small businesses and employers," he said.
Tweeted challenger Elizabeth Warren: "Scott Brown voted NO on Paycheck Fairness, telling MA women he thinks it's
ok that they continue to earn less than men."
20120605-17
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Video: “Tea Party vs. The Constitution: ObamaCare Edition”

This is classic. Talk about stupidity rules:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N4pb2did8dA&feature=player_embedded.
20120605-18
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http://www.yachtworldcharters.com/tag/black-marlin/

—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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When the Unraveling?
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 7, 2012)
I don’t want to alarm anyone, but it’s good to know how things stand in the world of money. Romney and the
Republicans are right about one thing: President Obama and the Democrats have not been able to get the Bush
catastrophes behind us. How could they, when the opposition seems determined to drive the nation over the edge?
The burning question in my mind: to what purpose? Chaos? Governmental reorganization? The 19th Century all over
again? Our problems transcend parties, yet we’re trapped in greed and selfishness, obstructionism, lies, corrupt
party politics, and false prophets. How long before the Right’s seeking of a magical answer results in some “divinely
inspired” leader with his or her own, deceptively simple solution?
“Collapse at Hand” by Paul Craig Roberts, OpEdNews
June 5, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/1/Collapse-At-Hand-by-Paul-Craig-Roberts-120605-598.html)
Ever since the beginning of the financial crisis and quantitative easing, the question has been before us: How can
the Federal Reserve maintain zero interest rates for banks and negative real interest rates for savers and bond
holders when the US government is adding $1.5 trillion to the national debt every year via its budget deficits? Not
long ago the Fed announced that it was going to continue this policy for another 2 or 3 years. Indeed, the Fed is
locked into the policy. Without the artificially low interest rates, the debt service on the national debt would be so
large that it would raise questions about the US Treasury's credit rating and the viability of the dollar, and the
trillions of dollars in Interest Rate Swaps and other derivatives would come unglued.
In other words, financial deregulation leading to Wall Street's gambles, the US government's decision to bail out the
banks and to keep them afloat, and the Federal Reserve's zero interest rate policy have put the economic future of
the US and its currency in an untenable and dangerous position. It will not be possible to continue to flood the bond
markets with $1.5 trillion in new issues each year when the interest rate on the bonds is less than the rate of
inflation. Everyone who purchases a Treasury bond is purchasing a depreciating asset. Moreover, the capital risk of
investing in Treasuries is very high. The low interest rate means that the price paid for the bond is very high. A rise
in interest rates, which must come sooner or later, will collapse the price of the bonds and inflict capital losses on
bond holders, both domestic and foreign.
The question is: when is sooner or later? The purpose of this article is to examine that question.
Let us begin by answering the question: how has such an untenable policy managed to last this long?

A number of factors are contributing to the stability of the dollar and the bond market. A very important factor is
the situation in Europe. There are real problems there as well, and the financial press keeps our focus on Greece,
Europe, and the euro. Will Greece exit the European Union or be kicked out? Will the sovereign debt problem
spread to Spain, Italy, and essentially everywhere except for Germany and the Netherlands?
Will it be the end of the EU and the euro? These are all very dramatic questions that keep focus off the American
situation, which is probably even worse.
The Treasury bond market is also helped by the fear individual investors have of the equity market, which has been
turned into a gambling casino by high-frequency trading.
High-frequency trading is electronic trading based on mathematical models that make the decisions. Investment
firms compete on the basis of speed, capturing gains on a fraction of a penny, and perhaps holding positions for
only a few seconds. These are not long-term investors. Content with their daily earnings, they close out all positions
at the end of each day.
High-frequency trades now account for 70-80% of all equity trades. The result is major heartburn for traditional
investors, who are leaving the equity market. They end up in Treasuries, because they are unsure of the solvency
of banks who pay next to nothing for deposits, whereas 10-year Treasuries will pay about 2% nominal, which
means, using the official Consumer Price Index, that they are losing 1% of their capital each year. Using John
Williams' (shadowstats.com) correct measure of inflation, they are losing far more. Still, the loss is about 2
percentage points less than being in a bank, and unlike banks, the Treasury can have the Federal Reserve print the
money to pay off its bonds. Therefore, bond investment at least returns the nominal amount of the investment,
even if its real value is much lower.
The presstitute financial media tells us that flight from European sovereign debt, from the doomed euro, and from
the continuing real estate disaster into US Treasuries provides funding for Washington's $1.5 trillion annual deficits.
Investors influenced by the financial press might be responding in this way. Another explanation for the stability of
the Fed's untenable policy is collusion between Washington, the Fed, and Wall Street. We will be looking at this as
we progress.
Unlike Japan, whose national debt is the largest of all, Americans do not own their own public debt. Much of US
debt is owned abroad, especially by China, Japan, and OPEC -- the oil exporting countries. This places the US
economy in foreign hands. If China, for example, were to find itself unduly provoked by Washington, China could
dump up to $2 trillion in US dollar-dominated assets on world markets. All sorts of prices would collapse, and the
Fed would have to rapidly create the money to buy up the Chinese dumping of dollar-denominated financial
instruments.
The dollars printed to purchase the dumped Chinese holdings of US dollar assets would expand the supply of dollars
in currency markets and drive down the dollar exchange rate. The Fed, lacking foreign currencies with which to buy
up the dollars would have to appeal for currency swaps to sovereign debt troubled Europe for euros, to Russia,
surrounded by the US missile system, for rubles, to Japan, a country over its head in American commitment, for
yen, in order to buy up the dollars with euros, rubles, and yen.
These currency swaps would be on the books, unredeemable and making additional use of such swaps
problematical. In other words, even if the US government can pressure its allies and puppets to swap their harder
currencies for a depreciating US currency, it would not be a repeatable process. The components of the American
Empire don't want to be in dollars any more than do the BRICS.
However, for China, for example, to dump its dollar holdings all at once would be costly as the value of the dollardenominated assets would decline as they dumped them. Unless China is faced with US military attack and needs to
defang the aggressor, China as a rational economic actor would prefer to slowly exit the US dollar. Neither do
Japan, Europe, nor OPEC wish to destroy their own accumulated wealth from America's trade deficits by dumping
dollars, but the indications are that they all wish to exit their dollar holdings.

Unlike the US financial press, the foreigners who hold dollar assets look at the annual US budget and trade deficits,
look at the sinking US economy, look at Wall Street's uncovered gambling bets, look at the war plans of the
delusional hegemon and conclude: "I've got to carefully get out of this."
US banks also have a strong interest in preserving the status quo. They are holders of US Treasuries and potentially
even larger holders. They can borrow from the Federal Reserve at zero interest rates and purchase 10-year
Treasuries at 2%, thus earning a nominal profit of 2% to offset derivative losses. The banks can borrow dollars
from the Fed for free and leverage them in derivative transactions. As Naomi Prins puts it, the US banks don't want
to trade against themselves and their free source of funding by selling their bond holdings. Moreover, in the event
of foreign flight from dollars, the Fed could boost the foreign demand for dollars by requiring foreign banks that
want to operate in the US to increase their reserve amounts, which are dollar based.
I could go on, but I believe this is enough to show that even actors in the process who could terminate it have
themselves a big stake in not rocking the boat and prefer to quietly and slowly sneak out of dollars before the crisis
hits. This is not possible indefinitely as the process of gradual withdrawal from the dollar would result in continuous
small declines in dollar values that would end in a rush to exit, but Americans are not the only delusional people.
The very process of slowly getting out can bring the American house down. The BRICS -- Brazil, the largest
economy in South America; Russia, the nuclear armed and energy independent economy on which Western Europe
(Washington's NATO puppets) are dependent for energy; India, nuclear armed and one of Asia's two rising giants;
China, nuclear armed, Washington's largest creditor (except for the Fed), supplier of America's manufactured and
advanced technology products, and the new bogyman for the military-security complex's next profitable cold war;
and South Africa, the largest economy in Africa -- are in the process of forming a new bank. The new bank will
permit the five large economies to conduct their trade without use of the US dollar.
In addition, Japan, an American puppet state since WWII, is on the verge of entering into an agreement with China
in which the Japanese yen and the Chinese yuan will be directly exchanged. The trade between the two Asian
countries would be conducted in their own currencies without the use of the US dollar. This reduces the cost of
foreign trade between the two countries, because it eliminates payments for foreign exchange commissions to
convert from yen and yuan into dollars and back into yen and yuan.
Moreover, this official explanation for the new direct relationship avoiding the US dollar is simply diplomacy
speaking. The Japanese are hoping, like the Chinese, to get out of the practice of accumulating ever more dollars
by having to park their trade surpluses in US Treasuries. The Japanese US puppet government hopes that the
Washington hegemon does not require the Japanese government to nix the deal with China.
Now we have arrived at the nitty and gritty. The small percentage of Americans who are aware and informed are
puzzled why the banksters have escaped with their financial crimes without prosecution. The answer might be that
the banks "too big to fail" are adjuncts of Washington and the Federal Reserve in maintaining the stability of the
dollar and Treasury bond markets in the face of an untenable Fed policy.
Let us first look at how the big banks can keep the interest rates on Treasuries low, below the rate of inflation,
despite the constant increase in US debt as a percent of GDP -- thus preserving the Treasury's ability to service the
debt.
The imperiled banks too big to fail have a huge stake in low interest rates and the success of the Fed's policy. The
big banks are positioned to make the Fed's policy a success. JPMorgan Chase and other giant-sized banks can drive
down Treasury interest rates and, thereby, drive up the prices of bonds, producing a rally, by selling Interest Rate
Swaps (IRSwaps).
A financial company that sells IRSwaps is selling an agreement to pay floating interest rates for fixed interest rates.
The buyer is purchasing an agreement that requires him to pay a fixed rate of interest in exchange for receiving a
floating rate.
The reason for a seller to take the short side of the IRSwap, that is, to pay a floating rate for a fixed rate, is his
belief that rates are going to fall. Short-selling can make the rates fall, and thus drive up the prices of Treasuries.

When this happens, as these charts illustrate, there is a rally in the Treasury bond market that the presstitute
financial media attributes to "flight to the safe haven of the US dollar and Treasury bonds." In fact, the
circumstantial evidence (see the charts in the link above) is that the swaps are sold by Wall Street whenever the
Federal Reserve needs to prevent a rise in interest rates in order to protect its otherwise untenable policy. The swap
sales create the impression of a flight to the dollar, but no actual flight occurs. As the IRSwaps require no exchange
of any principal or real asset, and are only a bet on interest rate movements, there is no limit to the volume of
IRSwaps.
This apparent collusion suggests to some observers that the reason the Wall Street banksters have not been
prosecuted for their crimes is that they are an essential part of the Federal Reserve's policy to preserve the US
dollar as world currency. Possibly the collusion between the Federal Reserve and the banks is organized, but it
doesn't have to be. The banks are beneficiaries of the Fed's zero interest rate policy. It is in the banks' interest to
support it. Organized collusion is not required.
Let us now turn to gold and silver bullion. Based on sound analysis, Gerald Celente and other gifted seers predicted
that the price of gold would be $2000 per ounce by the end of last year. Gold and silver bullion continued during
2011 their 10-year rise, but in 2012 the price of gold and silver has been knocked down, with gold being $350 per
ounce off its $1900 high.
In view of the analysis that I have presented, what is the explanation for the reversal in bullion prices? The answer
again is shorting. Some knowledgeable people within the financial sector believe that the Federal Reserve (and
perhaps also the European Central Bank) places short sales of bullion through the investment banks, guaranteeing
any losses by pushing a key on the computer keyboard, as central banks can create money out of thin air.
Insiders inform me that as a tiny percent of those on the buy side of short sells actually want to take delivery on the
gold or silver bullion, and are content with the financial money settlement, there is no limit to short selling of gold
and silver. Short selling can actually exceed the known quantity of gold and silver.
Some who have been watching the process for years believe that government-directed short-selling has been going
on for a long time. Even without government participation, banks can control the volume of paper trading in gold
and profit on the swings that they create. Recently short selling is so aggressive that it not merely slows the rise in
bullion prices but drives the price down. Is this aggressiveness a sign that the rigged system is on the verge of
becoming unglued?
In other words, "our government," which allegedly represents us, rather than the powerful private interests who
elect "our government" with their multi-million dollar campaign contributions, now legitimized by the Republican
Supreme Court, is doing its best to deprive us mere citizens, slaves, indentured servants, and "domestic extremists"
from protecting ourselves and our remaining wealth from the currency debauchery policy of the Federal Reserve.
Naked short selling prevents the rising demand for physical bullion from raising bullion's price.
Jeff Nielson explains another way that banks can sell bullion shorts when they own no bullion. Nielson says that JP
Morgan is the custodian for the largest long silver fund while being the largest short-seller of silver. Whenever the
silver fund adds to its bullion holdings, JP Morgan shorts an equal amount. The short selling offsets the rise in price
that would result from the increase in demand for physical silver. Nielson also reports that bullion prices can be
suppressed by raising margin requirements on those who purchase bullion with leverage. The conclusion is that
bullion markets can be manipulated just as can the Treasury bond market and interest rates.
How long can the manipulations continue? When will the proverbial hit the fan?
If we knew precisely the date, we would be the next mega-billionaires.
Here are some of the catalysts waiting to ignite the conflagration that burns up the Treasury bond market and the
US dollar:
• A war demanded by the Israeli government with Iran -- beginning with Syria -- that disrupts the oil flow
and thereby the stability of the Western economies or brings the US and its weak NATO puppets into armed

conflict with Russia and China. The oil spikes would degrade further the US and EU economies, but Wall
Street would make money on the trades.
• An unfavorable economic statistic that wakes up investors as to the true state of the US economy, a
statistic that the presstitute media cannot deflect.
• An affront to China, whose government decides that knocking the US down a few pegs into third world
status is worth a trillion dollars.
• More derivate mistakes, such as JPMorgan Chase's recent one, that send the US financial system again
reeling and reminds us that nothing has changed.
The list is long. There is a limit to how many stupid mistakes and corrupt financial policies the rest of the world is
willing to accept from the US. When that limit is reached, it is all over for "the world's sole superpower" and for
holders of dollar-denominated instruments.
Financial deregulation converted the financial system, which formerly served businesses and consumers, into a
gambling casino where bets are not covered. These uncovered bets, together with the Fed's zero interest rate
policy, have exposed Americans' living standard and wealth to large declines. Retired people living on their savings
and investments, IRAs and 401(k)s can earn nothing on their money and are forced to consume their capital,
thereby depriving heirs of inheritance. Accumulated wealth is consumed.
As a result of jobs offshoring, the US has become an import-dependent country, dependent on foreign made
manufactured goods, clothing, and shoes. When the dollar exchange rate falls, domestic US prices will rise, and US
real consumption will take a big hit. Americans will consume less, and their standard of living will fall dramatically.
The serious consequences of the enormous mistakes made in Washington, on Wall Street, and in corporate offices
are being held at bay by an untenable policy of low interest rates and a corrupt financial press, while debt rapidly
builds. The Fed has been through this experience once before. During WW II the Federal Reserve kept interest
rates low in order to aid the Treasury's war finance by minimizing the interest burden of the war debt. The Fed kept
the interest rates low by buying the debt issues. The post-war inflation that resulted led to the Federal ReserveTreasury Accord in 1951, in which agreement was reached that the Federal Reserve would cease monetizing the
debt and permit interest rates to rise.
Fed chairman Bernanke has spoken of an "exit strategy" and said that when inflation threatens, he can prevent the
inflation by taking the money back out of the banking system. However, he can do that only by selling Treasury
bonds, which means interest rates would rise. A rise in interest rates would threaten the derivative structure, cause
bond losses, and raise the cost of both private and public debt service. In other words, to prevent inflation from
debt monetization would bring on more immediate problems than inflation. Rather than collapse the system,
wouldn't the Fed be more likely to inflate away the massive debts?
Eventually, inflation would erode the dollar's purchasing power and use as the reserve currency, and the US
government's credit worthiness would waste away. However, the Fed, the politicians, and the financial gangsters
would prefer a crisis later rather than sooner. Passing the sinking ship on to the next watch is preferable to going
down with the ship oneself. As long as interest-rate swaps can be used to boost Treasury bond prices, and as long
as naked shorts of bullion can be used to keep silver and gold from rising in price, the false image of the US as a
safe haven for investors can be perpetuated.
However, the $230,000,000,000,000 in derivative bets by US banks might bring its own surprises. JPMorgan Chase
has had to admit that its recently announced derivative loss of $2 billion is more than that. How much more
remains to be seen. According to the Comptroller of the Currency, the five largest banks hold 95.7% of all
derivatives. The five banks holding $226 trillion in derivative bets are highly leveraged gamblers. For example,
JPMorgan Chase has total assets of $1.8 trillion but holds $70 trillion in derivative bets, a ratio of $39 in derivative
bets for every dollar of assets. Such a bank doesn't have to lose very many bets before it is busted.

Assets, of course, are not risk-based capital. According to the Comptroller of the Currency report, as of December
31, 2011, JPMorgan Chase held $70.2 trillion in derivatives and only $136 billion in risk-based capital. In other
words, the bank's derivative bets are 516 times larger than the capital that covers the bets.
It is difficult to imagine a more reckless and unstable position for a bank to place itself in, but Goldman Sachs takes
the cake. That bank's $44 trillion in derivative bets is covered by only $19 billion in risk-based capital, resulting in
bets 2,295 times larger than the capital that covers them.
Bets on interest rates comprise 81% of all derivatives. These are the derivatives that support high US Treasury
bond prices despite massive increases in US debt and its monetization.
US banks' derivative bets of $230 trillion, concentrated in five banks, are 15.3 times larger than the US GDP. A
failed political system that allows unregulated banks to place uncovered bets 15 times larger than the US economy
is a system that is headed for catastrophic failure. As the word spreads of the fantastic lack of judgment in the
American political and financial systems, the catastrophe in waiting will become a reality.
Everyone wants a solution, so I will provide one...
The US government should simply cancel the $230 trillion in derivative bets, declaring them null and void. As no
real assets are involved, merely gambling on notional values, the only major effect of closing out or netting all the
swaps (mostly over-the-counter contracts between counter-parties) would be to take $230 trillion of leveraged risk
out of the financial system. The financial gangsters who want to continue enjoying betting gains while the public
underwrites their losses would scream and yell about the sanctity of contracts. However, a government that can
murder its own citizens or throw them into dungeons without due process can abolish all the contracts it wants in
the name of national security. And most certainly, unlike the war on terror, purging the financial system of the
gambling derivatives would vastly improve national security.
(Paul Craig Roberts was an editor of the Wall Street Journal and an Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Treasury. His
latest book, How the Economy Was Lost, has just been published by CounterPunch/AK Press. He was awarded the
Treasury Department's Meritorious Service Award for "his outstanding contributions to the formulation of United
States economic policy.")
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09:16 Pam

Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Art, FotM Newsletter #154)

Why, oh why, did the top brass make such disastrous decisions in Iraq? You knew it at the time. Even I knew it
was a mistake to cut out all Baath Party members. Hell, if you weren't a Baathist you'd have been in one of Uday's
prisons. And the disgraceful looting of the museum was beyond stupid. What was the thinking behind such
actions? There must have been some rationale.
20120606-03

14:15 Dennis

Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Pam, above)

Thinking? What thinking?
20120606-04

15:18

Bill

Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Dennis & Pam, above)

I would trace it all back to the commander-in-chief.
20120606-06

16:24 Dennis

Oh yeah, that's right.....Cheney.

Re: “Truth, Lies & Afghanistan” (reply to Bill, above)
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Fw: MoveOn Petitions: Start Your Own Petition!

from MoveOn:
You know that old saying, "If you don't vote, you can't complain?" Personally, I'd go one step further and say it's
not enough to just vote once every two years. People gotta speak out.
That's why MoveOn has built a website called SignOn.org where you can make your voice heard by starting your
very own petition—to the mayor of your town, the governor, Congress, or even the President of the United States.
SignOn.org is super-easy to use, and we'll even help you build your petition by sending the most popular petitions
to other MoveOn members.
So what's the issue that's really bugging you? Don't just complain about it—start a petition. Maybe it's a big
corporation in your area that's up to no good. Or an important piece of legislation that's languishing for lack of
public attention. Click here to start your petition:
http://www.signon.org/create_start.html.
Thanks! –Steven, Stefanie, Manny, Bobby, Christine, and the rest of the team
20120606-05
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“What Scott Walker’s Survival in the Wisconsin Recall Really Means”

“What Scott Walker’s Survival in the Wisconsin Recall Really Means” by Robert Borosage, NationofChange
June 6, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/what-scott-walker-s-survival-wisconsin-recall-means-us1338998534)
(“Wisconsin is a sterling example of what elections will be: the power of mobilized right-wing and corporate money
against the power of mobilized people.”)
That Gov. Scott Walker survived the recall in Wisconsin is a tragic setback for the stunning citizen’s movement that
challenged his extremist agenda in Wisconsin.Its implications are likely to be exaggerated by the right, and
underplayed by progressives. Here are some thoughts on its meaning.
1. Extremism will be challenged
Scott Walker is now a conservative hero. The right’s mighty Wurlitzer will argue that Republican Governors
and legislators will be emboldened because he survived. The attack on public sector workers and basic
worker rights, the sweeping cuts in education combined with top end tax cuts, the efforts to restrict voting
rights, they will boast, will now spread even more rapidly across the country.
Really? Walker barely survived the backlash his policies caused. He lost effective control of the Senate even
before last night’s recall returns are known. He had to go through a brutal recall, and watch his popularity
plummet.
I suspect that most governors with a clue will see this as a calamity that they want to avoid. They’ll be
looking to find ways to compromise, to avoid this brutal backlash. No question that the Tea Party and big
money right will be lusting for more blood. But I suspect that Walker’s travails -- and those of John Kasich in
Ohio and Rick Scott in Florida – will sober Republicans up a bit.
2. This is only Round One [well…maybe 2 or 3… --SteveB]

That said, progressives should not dismiss the recall as idiosyncratic, dismissing its import since exit polls
showed President Obama would win the state against Republican nominee Mitt Romney, and many voters
voted for Walker because they objected to the recall itself, not because they endorsed his policies.
Conservative columnist Russ Douthat suggests that Wisconsin represents the new era of American politics,
where scarcity and slow growth limits the ability of politicians to find win-win compromises. Instead, he
predicts more Wisconsin-like battles, “grinding struggles in which sweeping legislation is passed by partyline votes and then the politicians responsible hunker down and try to survive the backlash.” As noted
above, I think more politicians will seek to find middle ground than Douthat suggests. He, for example,
risibly argues that Obama’s first two years were an example of sweeping partisan legislation. In fact,
Obama’s two years were devoted to painful efforts to find middle ground – compromising on the stimulus,
wasting months on Democratic Sen. Max Baucus’ phantom health care negotiations with “Republican
moderates,” pre-diluting Wall Street reform.
But Douthat is right that the country has to make big choices. Will working and poor people continue to pay
the cost for the mess caused by 30 years of failed conservative policies? Or will people succeed in sending
the bill to those that caused the mess? Will we continue to see America starve its public services – from
schools to health care to retirement security to internal improvements in everything from clean water to
sensible energy? Or will we rebuild our commonwealth with fair taxes on private wealth? Will we empower
workers to gain a fair share of the profits and productivity that they help to create or will we continue to
give CEOs multimillion-dollar personal incentives to ship jobs abroad, break unions, cook the books, plunder
their own companies to meet short-term expectations? Will America continue to police the world or will we
put our attention and priority on rebuilding our own country?
Scarcity and slow growth will make choices necessary – and these will be brutal fights, even with moderate
leaders like Barack Obama who are looking for common ground.
3. Money counts
And in these fights, big money is mobilized to protect its interests. Walker outspent his opponent
by more than seven to one. In the post-Citizens United world, we don’t even have an accurate count of how
much money was spent by outside groups. And money counts. It not only floods the airwaves with ads, but
it pays for identifying allied voters, registering them, and getting them to the polls.
Wisconsin is a sterling example of what elections will be: the power of mobilized right-wing and corporate
money against the power of mobilized people. The union-led We Are One movement that opposed Walker
ran a powerful popular mobilization effort. They handed in almost one million signatures on the recall
petition, about 40 percent of the vote. They knocked on doors and stayed on the phones. But the $47
million that Walker and outside allied groups spent enabled him to frame the election early with unopposed
ads, and to gear up his own sophisticated ground operation.
Wisconsin is a clear warning to progressives. We’ll have to work harder, stretch more, educate more, reach
out more and build more to match the increasing force of big money.
This flood of money has another corrosive effect. Democratic candidates and causes will seek to be
financially competitive. Unions and progressive small-donor-based operations will be less able to provide the
resources needed. Democrats will dilute their agenda and dull their message to appeal for funds from deeppocket donors. So while mobilized money is likely to sharpen the right-wing agenda, it is likely to dull the
Democratic response. That puts even more of a burden on building an independent progressive citizens’
movement that can frame the stakes, make the case and get out the vote.
4. The potential of millennials
In Wisconsin, according to exit polls, seniors were 18 percent of the vote. Walker won 56 percent of their
vote. Young people – aged 18-29 – were only 16 percent of the vote. They voted for Barrett 51-47 percent.

The turnout – 2.4 million – was higher than it was in the Republican sweep in 2010, but lower than the 3
million that turned out in 2008.
In elections across the country, the biggest generation – the millennials – will decide much by how they
vote and whether they turn out or tune out. The enthusiasm of 2008 has been lost in the disappointments
of the Obama years and the harsh economy that young people are facing. But this is a generation that
carries very different perspectives than its boomer parents and grandparents. It is far more comfortable
with diversity, far more socially liberal, far more concerned about the environment.
The economic prospects of millennials are also far more difficult, as they struggle with the worst jobs
market since the Great Depression, declining wages and rising debts. How they react—and how engaged
they become in the political process—will say much about the direction this country takes.
5. Union power and weakness
Wisconsin showed that unions are still a mighty force in American politics. They were at the center of the
We are One movement and drove the recall campaign. As noted, they sent a message to conservative
politicians across the country.
That said, Walker won 38 percent of the vote of people who said they were members of a union household.
In an election framed by Walker’s assault on basic worker rights, that is a dispiriting number, not much
different than normal election results.
Clearly, the divide and conquer tactics of pitting public workers against private workers had some traction. It
also suggests that unions have serious work to do in educating and mobilizing their own members about the
existential threat that they now face.
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from Dennis Kucinich:

Art

Obamacare

Fw: Dennis Kucinich Petition: Support H.J. Res. 100 to Overturn Citizens

United!

I was in Wisconsin in the winter of 2011. I marched with the protestors and stood with the thousands fighting to
ensure all workers have a right to join a union, to collective bargaining, to decent wages and benefits, and to a
secure retirement. It was the birth of a movement where we stood up together to reclaim our democracy.
Last night, the result of the Wisconsin recall was not what we wanted. This movement will lose elections and we'll
lose political battles. That's democracy. But what makes last night especially difficult is how we lost. This wasn't a
debate over ideas or even a test of political skill. It was a corruption of our democracy, when unregulated and
shadowy corporate money drowned out everything. Corporate money once again prevailed in its takeover of our
democracy.
We have had too many nights like last night since the Supreme Court, in the Citizens United decision, opened the
doors to undisclosed, unlimited corporate spending in our elections. As we have come to know too well, the funding
of our electoral contests has a direct effect on who controls our political process -- and the legislation that comes
out of it.

Citizens United invalidated a century old law in Wisconsin banning independent expenditures. Governor Walker and
his allies spent over $45 million dollars - 3 out of every 4 dollars spent on the race. Citizens United allowed more
money to be spent in 2010 than any prior midterm election, and will allow even more money to be spent in 2012
than any prior presidential election. Corporations are buying our elections and buying our government, while the
rest of us -- the poor, the middle class and main street -- get left behind.

Never has it been more necessary to overturn Citizens United and restore our democracy. Earlier this year, I
introduced a Constitutional Amendment which would require that all federal campaigns be financed exclusively by
public funds and prohibit expenditures from every other source. My amendment, H.J. Res. 100, would change the
way we finance the elections of our Presidents, Senators and Representatives, and return control of the political
system to the people.
Please join me today in signing the petition today to support H.J. Res 100 and overturn Citizens United:
http://action.kucinich.us/page/s/restore-our-democracy-pass-h-j-res-100.
Make no mistake about it -- we're witnessing a sad turning point in our democracy, and we need to come together
and do everything we can to reverse this destructive corporate takeover.
Forward, Dennis
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“Author Ray Bradbury Has Died in California”

“Author Ray Bradbury Has Died in California” by John Rogers, AP/USA Today
June 6, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/life/books/story/2012-06-06/ray-bradburydies/55417888/1?csp=hf#uslPageReturn)
(LOS ANGELES) Ray Bradbury, the science fiction-fantasy master who transformed his childhood dreams and Cold
War fears into telepathic Martians, lovesick sea monsters, and, in uncanny detail, the high-tech, book-burning
future of Fahrenheit 451, has died. He was 91.
He died Tuesday night, his daughter said Wednesday. Alexandra Bradbury did not have additional details.
Although slowed in recent years by a stroke that meant he had to use a wheelchair, Bradbury remained active into
his 90s, turning out new novels, plays, screenplays and a volume of poetry. He wrote every day in the basement
office of his Cheviot Hills home and appeared from time to time at bookstores, public library fundraisers and other
literary events around Los Angeles.

His writings ranged from horror and mystery to humor and sympathetic stories about the Irish, blacks and MexicanAmericans. Bradbury also scripted John Huston's 1956 film version of Moby Dick and wrote for “The Twilight Zone”
and other television programs, including “The Ray Bradbury Theater,” for which he adapted dozens of his works.
"What I have always been is a hybrid author," Bradbury said in 2009. "I am completely in love with movies, and I
am completely in love with theater, and I am completely in love with libraries."
Bradbury broke through in 1950 with The Martian Chronicles, a series of intertwined stories that satirized capitalism,
racism and superpower tensions as it portrayed Earth colonizers destroying an idyllic Martian civilization.
Like Arthur C. Clarke's Childhood's End and the Robert Wise film The Day the Earth Stood Still, Bradbury's book was
a Cold War morality tale in which imagined lives on other planets serve as commentary on human behavior on
Earth. The Martian Chronicles has been published in more than 30 languages, was made into a TV miniseries and
inspired a computer game.

The Martian Chronicles prophesized the banning of books, especially works of fantasy, a theme Bradbury would
take on fully in the 1953 release, Fahrenheit 451. Inspired by the Cold War, the rise of television and the author's

passion for libraries, it was an apocalyptic narrative of nuclear war abroad and empty pleasure at home, with
firefighters assigned to burn books instead of putting blazes out (451 degrees Fahrenheit, Bradbury had been told,
was the temperature at which texts went up in flames).
It was Bradbury's only true science-fiction work, according to the author, who said all his other works should have
been classified as fantasy. "It was a book based on real facts and also on my hatred for people who burn books,"
he told The Associated Press in 2002.
A futuristic classic often taught alongside George Orwell's 1984 and Aldous Huxley's Brave New World, Bradbury's
novel anticipated iPods, interactive television, electronic surveillance and live, sensational media events, including
televised police pursuits. Francois Truffaut directed a 1966 movie version and the book's title was referenced —
without Bradbury's permission, the author complained — for Michael Moore's documentary Fahrenheit 9-11.
Although involved in many futuristic projects, including the New York World's Fair of 1964 and the Spaceship Earth
display at Walt Disney World in Florida, Bradbury was deeply attached to the past. He refused to drive a car or fly,
telling the AP that witnessing a fatal traffic accident as a child left behind a permanent fear of automobiles. In his
younger years, he got around by bicycle or roller-skates.
"I'm not afraid of machines," he told Writer's Digest in 1976. "I don't think the robots are taking over.
I think the men who play with toys have taken over. And if we don't take the toys out of their hands,
we're fools."
Bradbury's literary style was honed in pulp magazines and influenced by Ernest Hemingway and Thomas Wolfe, and
he became the rare science fiction writer treated seriously by the literary world. In 2007, he received a special
Pulitzer Prize citation "for his distinguished, prolific and deeply influential career as an unmatched author of science
fiction and fantasy." Seven years earlier, he received an honorary National Book Award medal for lifetime
achievement, an honor given to Philip Roth and Arthur Miller among others.
"Everything I've done is a surprise, a wonderful surprise," Bradbury said during his acceptance speech in 2000. "I
sometimes get up at night when I can't sleep and walk down into my library and open one of my books and read a
paragraph and say, 'My God, did I write that? Did I write that?', because it's still a surprise."
Other honors included an Academy Award nomination for an animated film, Icarus Montgolfier Wright, and an
Emmy for his teleplay of The Halloween Tree. His fame even extended to the moon, where Apollo astronauts
named a crater "Dandelion Crater," in honor of Dandelion Wine, his beloved coming-of-age novel, and an asteroid
was named 9766 Bradbury.

Born Ray Douglas Bradbury on Aug. 22, 1920, in Waukegan, Ill., the author once described himself as "that special
freak, the man with the child inside who remembers all." He claimed to have total recall of his life, dating even to
his final weeks in his mother's womb.
His father, Leonard, a power company lineman, was a descendant of Mary Bradbury, who was tried for witchcraft at
Salem, Mass. The author's mother, Esther, read him the Wizard of Oz. His Aunt Neva introduced him to Edgar Allan
Poe and gave him a love of autumn, with its pumpkin picking and Halloween costumes.
"If I could have chosen my birthday, Halloween would be it," he said over the years.
Nightmares that plagued him as a boy also stocked his imagination, as did his youthful delight with the Buck Rogers
and Tarzan comic strips, early horror films, Tom Swift adventure books and the works of Jules Verne and H.G.
Wells.
"The great thing about my life is that everything I've done is a result of what I was when I was 12 or 13," he said in
1982.
Bradbury's family moved to Los Angeles in 1934. He became a movie buff and a voracious reader. "I never went to
college, so I went to the library," he explained.
He tried to write at least 1,000 words a day, and sold his first story in 1941. He submitted work to pulp magazines
until he was finally accepted by such upscale publications as The New Yorker. Bradbury's first book, a short story
collection called Dark Carnival, was published in 1947.
He was so poor during those years that he didn't have an office or even a telephone. "When the phone rang in the
gas station right across the alley from our house, I'd run to answer it," he said.
He wrote Fahrenheit 451 at the UCLA library, on typewriters that rented for 10 cents a half hour. He said he carried
a sack full of dimes to the library and completed the book in nine days, at a cost of $9.80.
Few writers could match the inventiveness of his plots: A boy outwits a vampire by stuffing him with silver coins; a
dinosaur mistakes a fog horn for a mating call (filmed as The Beast From 20,000 Fathoms); Ernest Hemingway is
flown back to life on a time machine. In “The Illustrated Man,” one of his most famous stories, a man's tattoo
foretells a horrifying deed — he will murder his wife.
A dynamic speaker with a booming, distinctive voice, he could be blunt and gruff. But Bradbury was also a
gregarious and friendly man, approachable in public and often generous with his time to readers as well as fellow
writers.
In 2009, at a lecture celebrating the first anniversary of a small library in Southern California's San Gabriel Valley,
Bradbury exhorted his listeners to live their lives as he said he had lived his: "Do what you love and love what you
do."
"If someone tells you to do something for money, tell them to go to hell," he shouted to raucous
applause.
Until near the end of his life, Bradbury resisted one of the innovations he helped anticipate: electronic books,
likening them to burnt metal and urging readers to stick to the old-fashioned pleasures of ink and paper. But in late
2011, as the rights to Fahrenheit 451 were up for renewal, he gave in and allowed his most famous novel to come
out in digital form. In return, he received a great deal of money and a special promise from Simon & Schuster: The
publisher agreed to make the e-book available to libraries, the only Simon & Schuster e-book at the time that library
patrons were allowed to download.
Bradbury is survived by his four daughters. Marguerite Bradbury, his wife of 56 years, died in 2003.

20120606-10

20:46

Paula

Fw: Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012”

Have you seen this one? Outstanding & Very powerful. I hope that you will send this to everyone that you know
regardless of their faith. It cuts to the very heart of our society and how it is being torn apart by secular
progressives. The time has come to act and not just moan and groan.
Incredible ad by the Roman Catholic Church:
Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012”
http://www.youtube.com/watch_popup?v=D9vQt6IXXaM&hd
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Re: Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012” (reply to Paula, above)

I find this absolutely frightening! What I really find the most awful is the incredible power of propaganda—even that
which espouses that which will destroy us. I am very afraid of what the power of propaganda and the power of
unlimited greed and money will create/destroy, all under the alleged auspices of the Bible and the Divine. Truly
Scary!
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Quote: President Obama on Equal Pay for Women
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SteveB

Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 2

Photo: Lincoln, Rhode Island

http://www.newenglandmagazine.com/rhode-island/lincoln/

—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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Divining Derivative Risk
(posted by Pam McRae, June 8, 2012)
"The US government should simply cancel the $230 trillion in derivative bets, declaring them null and void.
As no real assets are involved, merely gambling on notional values, the only major effect of closing out or
netting all the swaps (mostly over-the-counter contracts between counter-parties) would be to take $230
trillion of leveraged risk out of the financial system. The financial gangsters who want to continue enjoying
betting gains while the public underwrites their losses would scream and yell about the sanctity of contracts.
However, a government that can murder its own citizens or throw them into dungeons without due process
can abolish all the contracts it wants in the name of national security. And most certainly, unlike the war on
terror, purging the financial system of the gambling derivatives would vastly improve national security." —
Paul Craig Roberts, “Collapse at Hand”
I pushed my way through the essay on financial matters in today's FotM Newsletter #155 and think I understand
most of it. I still can't quite wrap my mind around "short selling," but it took me a while to understand mortgagebacked securities too. What I do understand is the Alice in Wonderland world of finance we are living in and the
wishful thinking that just about everyone is doing, including me in my good moments. Money is a fiction we all
agree to believe in as if it were real. I understand the exchange of money for goods (anything tangible or a service
rendered, say a doctor's), but all this borrowing and selling and leveraging and charging for every transaction is
illusory. It's Platonic in its idealism. I love this idea of just wiping out the $230 trillion in derivative bets. The
billionaires who have been riding high will suffer a fall, but I don't much care. Somehow I think they'll still be able
to scrape up some genuine assets, enough to live on. It's like declaring a financial amnesty. One of the great
Roman emperors (it may have been Sulla) saved early Rome by cancelling all debts and starting over. Maybe that's
what we should do. Leave people's salaries alone, leave their savings alone, let their investments in real businesses
alone, reduce the interest on student loans to 0% retroactively and forgive them after 20 years, and simply let the
overinflated balloon of financial "products," which are essentially gambling debts, float away. It really is like the
Mafia. Some poor schmuck borrows $5000 for his grandmother's operation at an exorbitant rate of interest that he
will never be able to repay. He goes deeper and deeper into the hole, and the debt piles up, but the operation still
cost $5000, which can be paid back, if the interest didn't keep jacking up the amount owed. If the dutiful grandson
were allowed to pay back the $5000, the Mafia boss would get his money back. Add a little extra for the advance,
and everyone comes out better off than they went in--except the borrower, who will have to cut back on trips to
the ball park for a while. The lender isn't out anything because the original loan gets paid off, and all that money
for nothing vanishes as if it never was, which it really wasn't.
What is a "financial product" anyway? Beyond making investors money what is it good for? It's not like the
discovery of a drug or the invention of an IPad. I've always been told that economics is one of the more difficult
disciplines, indeed "the dismal science," and I was never much interested in it before. Somehow in my old age I've

been giving more thought to politics and economics (brethren that they are), and I am desperately trying to
understand what is going on. FotM is like being in graduate school again, where I have to defend everything I
assert and work to comprehend difficult things. It's exhilarating and a lot more fun than doing crossword puzzles.
(afterward by Steven W. Baker/SteveB)
There seem to me to be two fields of human inquiry where, the more we learn and develop our understanding, the
further we stray from “common sense”. These two fields are physics and economics. (I’ll ignore philosophy, for
now.)
Modern physics tells us that it’s impossible to ever actually see any physical object—all we can see is light. Physics
tells us that the top of a table is not solid, but consists mainly of empty space. There are eight or so dimensions
which we cannot perceive, and when we observe matter closely, it appears to flit into and out of existence, so that
we can never be sure exactly where it is.
Modern economic theory tells us that money is an illusion (though an “agreed-upon” illusion), or at least its “value”
is illusory in a very real sense. When I make a “short sale” (see more above and below) I’m selling something that I
don’t have. When I buy a futures contract, I am likely buying something which does not exist—yet. Today’s
corporations try to scientifically assess risk before embarking upon a course of action, yet modern governments
seem perfectly willing sit upon mountains of risk, the size of which are completely unknown, while financial
institutions and speculators battle the regulators and expose entire nations, even the world, to financial bubbles and
collapse.
We can easily perceive convoluted forces at work below the surface, when looking at the world using what we know
about physics or economics. Are we in control of those forces? In my estimation, not by a long shot, in either case.
Yet, as wild as the theories of physics might sound, they are derived from careful, conservative thinking, not wild
crack-pot plunges off the cliff of real knowledge (for the most part). But, when it comes to money, mere theories
and speculation are loosed, implemented, and tested upon the world. The very real risks are thrown upon others by
those who hold that “illusory” money.
I don’t believe anyone knows what is going to happen economically, though many think they do or are willing to
guess, but there can be little doubt that we stand near the apex of a mountain of risk that we seem to be unwilling
or unable to even try to assess and discuss, let alone reduce. For some reason, in the world of money and
high finance, true conservatives seem to be in extremely short supply.
Now, let me diverge a moment to answer Pam’s question about “short selling”. It sounds like she’s done a great job
of understanding some of the more complex derivatives. To “short sell” a stock, you must be able to “borrow” the
shares temporarily from your broker. The shares are sold at the current market price and that money is yours, but,
remember, you borrowed the stock, so it must be paid back eventually. Your broker might issue a “call” and force
you to buy stock at that instant at the current market price to repay the borrowed shares. Or, what you hoped
would happen might happen, the price of the stock might go DOWN, in which case, you could buy shares at the
lower price, repay your broker, and make money—all with other people’s money (unless you lose, then it’s,
unfortunately, your money).
Pam’s discussion, above, is in reference to the following article, which appeared in FotM Newsletter #155:
“Collapse at Hand” by Paul Craig Roberts, OpEdNews, June 5, 2012,
(http://www.opednews.com/articles/1/Collapse-At-Hand-by-Paul-Craig-Roberts-120605-598.html).
For anyone interested in learning more about the important subject of financial derivatives, the following paper
offers a clear and fairly complete explanation and analysis:
“Demystifying Financial Derivatives” by René M. Stulz, The Milken Institute Review, Third Quarter, 2005,
(http://www.cob.ohio-state.edu/fin/faculty/stulz/publishedpapers/milkeninstitute_pubpaper.pdf).
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Re: When the Unraveling? (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #155)

The snowball from Hades...or the domino theory???? Greed kills, a slow an agonizing death of torture... UNLESS...
Good analysis, SteveB.
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Re: Video: “Test of Fire: Election 2012” (reply to Paula, FotM Newsletter
#155)

"Have you seen this one? Outstanding & Very powerful. I hope that you will send this to everyone that you
know regardless of their faith. It cuts to the very heart of our society and how it is being torn apart by
secular progressives. The time has come to act and not just moan and groan." --posted by Paula, FotM
Newsletter #155
First, watch the video: http://www.youtube.com/watch_popup?v=D9vQt6IXXaM&hd.
I had to read Paula's comment several times to be sure I understood it correctly. Paula, I take it you believe our
country is being ruined by "secular progressives," by which, I assume, you mean people like me. Who am I? I am
a secular progressive (liberal, whatever). I believe in the absolute separation of church and state and fear
theocracy. I believe in individual autonomy (freedom, liberty), which means allowing people to live as they wish,
think as they see fit, and believe what they want, without outside interference from church or government. I do
not believe in forcing people to do--or not do--things I might want but they do not. I put gay marriage in this
category. Couples who wish to marry should have equal rights, whether they be gay or straight. I don't believe in
different laws for different groups. I believe in allowing a woman and her doctor to decide what is best for her
health, even if that includes abortion. I also believe that life is sacred and should be protected, which means
support for mothers and families who need it. I grant other women the freedom to make choices different from
mine; I have no right to impose my beliefs upon others. To do so is to deny their autonomy, ie, freedom. I agree
that "the least government is the best government" is attractive in theory, but I also realize that we need
government to preserve our freedom, our rights, and our security. No church should dictate policy beyond the
confines of its own domain. I believe in love, friendship, compassion, family, hard work, responsibility, kindness
and tolerance. If those are qualities that tear society apart, I would like to see an example.
The video is naked propaganda, as is most political advertising, including that photo of JFK walking alone on the
beach. Propaganda is intended to appeal to emotion, not to reason, and this video certainly does that.
Frighteningly, it harkens back to the medieval church, which, as we know, was guilty of egregious practices toward
non-believers. The use of fire in this video is a not-so-subtle reminder of the treatment meted out to heretics. This
is an instance of a church, which is meant to be above politics, hence its tax-free status, blatantly advising its
members to vote in a particular way.
My great-great....grandfather was a minister in Virginia during the American Revolution. (I have taken his name.)
He supported the Revolution, but he did not believe in preaching politics in the pulpit, which led to his being tarred
and feathered as a Loyalist. He nearly died but was rescued by a servant. Rev. McRae then sued his attackers and
was represented in court by his friend and fervent revolutionary, Patrick Henry. We have been standing up for the
separation of church and state from our beginnings, which is one reason I find it odd that some religious folks are
so keen to bend the country to their doctrinal will.
My hackles rise whenever I feel I am being manipulated, whether by the right or the left, the faithful or the secular.
I prefer to listen to candidates debate on an empty stage rather than watch a slick infomercial with harps and
strings in the background. My hackles rise whenever I hear liberals accused of anti-Americanism, as if patriotism
were a matter of religious belief or political affiliation. My hackles rise when I see Chinese posters from the Mao
years, showing grinning, sturdy, young communist workers with their eyes apparently fixed on the future.
Propaganda is propaganda, whoever produces it, which is why I dislike billboards promoting atheism, atheist that I
am. If you want me to change my mind, do it by using fair, transparent methods, not by trying to hoodwink me
into a bogus emotional reaction.
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Fw: USAction Action: End the Bush Tax Cuts for the Wealthiest 2%!

from USAction:

Yesterday, White House Press Secretary Jay Carney told reporters President Obama "will not - could I be more
clear? - he will not support extension of the upper-income Bush tax cuts."
We're glad the President is standing strong but as Congress gears up for a showdown on taxes this summer, we
need our allies in Congress to stay true to message: the Bush tax cuts for the wealthiest 2% need to expire.
Will you send a message to Congress, and tell them to let the Bush tax cuts for the ultra-rich expire once and for
all?
http://act.truemajorityaction.org/p/dia/action3/common/public/?action_KEY=394
We need a fair tax system that works for the 99% of us who work hard and play by the rules, not the 1% who
lobby hard and rewrite the rules. The Bush tax cuts overwhelmingly benefited the 1%, who ate up 38% of the Bush
tax cuts. And we never got the jobs that the right wing promised would trickle down because working people with
good jobs drive the economy, not the 1%.
It’s time to end these tax cuts for the ultra-rich and turn our economy back around.
Republicans claim to be deficit hawks, but they refuse to raise taxes on the nation’s wealthiest by even one cent.
Rather, they have proposed gutting nearly every program working class Americans rely on just to get by.
The Bush tax cuts for the ultra-rich were always a bad idea. It’s time to end them once and for all. Contact
Congress now and tell them to end the Bush tax cuts for those making over $250,000 a year.
Sincerely, David Elliot, USAction / TrueMajority
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“Silent Running: the Burgeoning Wisconsin Scandal that Major Media
Ignored”

“Silent Running: the Burgeoning Wisconsin Scandal that Major Media Ignored” by Joe Conason, NationofChange
June 7, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/silent-running-burgeoning-wisconsin-scandal-major-media-ignored1339060488)
If the Wisconsin recall is truly second in importance only to the presidential race, as many media outlets have
trumpeted lately, then why have those same outlets so badly neglected one of that election's most salient aspects?

As millions of dollars in dark right-wing money pour into the state to preserve Gov. Scott Walker from his
progressive opposition, it seems relevant that he and many top aides are under investigation in a campaign finance
and corruption scandal that has been growing for two years.
Yet the national media have largely ignored the fascinating details of that probe — which has already resulted in
indictments, convictions and cooperation agreements implicating more than a dozen Walker aides and donors. Only
readers of the local newspapers in Madison or Milwaukee would know, for instance, law enforcement documents
have emerged in court during the past few days suggesting that Walker stonewalled the investigation in its initial
phase.
The typical reference to the scandal in the national media notes that Tom Barrett, Walker's Democratic opponent, is
seeking to “stoke suspicions” regarding the investigation, “in which former Walker aides stand accused of allegedly
misappropriating campaign funds.”
But the suspicions have been stoked by actual events, not campaign propaganda, including guilty pleas, immunity
deals and home raids by law enforcement officials. (Last September, a team of sheriff's deputies and FBI agents
raided the Madison home of Cindy Archer, a former top county official who served as the governor's deputy
administration secretary until going on extended “sick leave” in 2011.) And Walker's associates stand accused of
felonies that go well beyond the mere misuse of campaign funds.
Without close attention to the Wisconsin media, you might not know that a top Walker associate is currently facing
charges of embezzling funds from a veteran's charity — or that Walker's former spokeswoman just became the 13th
figure in the scandal to accept an immunity deal from prosecutors.
Indeed, nearly all of Walker's highest-ranking aides and associates from his years as county executive appear to be
either facing prosecution or cutting immunity deals to save themselves.
What is easy to learn about the controversial governor is his confrontational attitude toward the state's workers and
perhaps his fealty to extremist billionaires like the Koch brothers.
From the perspective of Fox News — whose TV personalities resent the idea that a public school teacher who
imparts facts might receive a tiny fraction of what they are paid for broadcasting lies — these are great virtues that
they praise loudly. But in the mainstream media, there has been a curious reticence in exploring the sort of scandal
that ought to excite reporters, editors and producers.
Of course, Walker has benefited greatly from the secrecy surrounding the investigation, which began in May 2010
under the “John Doe” rubric at the request of Milwaukee County prosecutors. According to documents that surfaced
in court only during the past week, that original decision was due, ironically, to the prosecutors' belief that Walker,
then running for governor, might cooperate with them if he didn't have to worry about damage to his own career.
On May 5, 2010, an assistant district attorney filed a court petition asking to initiate a secret probe into the
disappearance of thousands of dollars in donations to “Operation Freedom,” an annual event for local veterans
partially underwritten by county officials. Walker was then the county executive and a Republican candidate for
governor who would narrowly win the following November.
If the prosecutors could open the case under the cover of secrecy provided by the state's “John Doe” statute, they
hoped to obtain greater cooperation from Walker's office in providing information and documents — which had not
been made available.
“It may be the County Executive's Office is reluctant to provide information to investigators due to a fear of political
embarrassment,” wrote Assistant District Attorney Bruce Landgraf in the secrecy petition, as reported by the
Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel.
The irony of this revelation was double — not only because Walker has used the investigation's secrecy to avoid
answering questions or providing records to the local media, but because he has brushed aside the convictions and
immunity deals by claiming that he “initiated” the investigation and cooperated all along.

Not so incidentally, the governor has established his own legal defense fund, into which he has so far transferred at
least $160,000 in campaign money. It seems increasingly likely that his biggest problems may still lie ahead.
Meanwhile, however, he has escaped the echo effect that serious national media coverage of the Wisconsin scandal
would have inflicted on his immediate fortunes — and for that he should be grateful to the editors and producers
who failed to tell the real story.
Copyright Creators.com
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“Why We Have to Raise Taxes on the Rich and End the Bush Tax Cuts for
the Wealthy”

“Why We Have to Raise Taxes on the Rich and End the Bush Tax Cuts for the Wealthy” by Robert Reich,
NationofChange
June 7, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/why-we-have-raise-taxes-rich-and-end-bush-tax-cuts-wealthy-andbill-clinton-agrees-1339083454)
Video (“Robert Reich: Why Taxes Have to Be Raised on the Rich”:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ozMpjCSUuWk&feature=player_embedded.
I was on CNBC Tuesday when Bill Clinton gave an interview saying that, given the deadlock between Republicans
and Democrats on Capitol Hill, it seemed likely the Bush tax cuts would be extended in 2013 along with all
spending. When asked to comment, I said Clinton was probably correct.
But, of course, Republicans have twisted Clinton’s words into a pretzel. They say the former president came out in
favor of extending the Bush tax cuts to the wealthy – in sharp contrast to President Obama’s position that they
should not be.
It’s typical election-year politics, except for the fact that the Republican megaphone is larger this time around due
to all the Super PAC and secret “social welfare” organization bribes, er, donations that are filling Republican coffers.
Here’s the truth. America has a huge budget deficit hanging over our heads. If the rich don’t pay their fair share,
the rest of us have to pay higher taxes — or do without vital public services like Medicare, Medicaid, Pell grants,
food stamps, child nutrition, federal aid to education, and more.
Republicans say we shouldn’t raise taxes on the rich when the economy is still in the dumps. This is a variation on
their old discredited trickle-down economic theories. The fact is, the rich already spend as much as they’re going to
spend. Raising their taxes a bit won’t deter them from buying, and therefore won’t hurt the economy.
In reality, Romney and the GOP are pushing an agenda that has nothing whatever to do with reducing the budget
deficit. If they were serious about deficit reduction they wouldn’t demand tax cuts for the very wealthy.
We should have learned by now. The Bush tax cuts of 2001 and 2003 were supposed to be temporary. Even so,
they blew a huge hole in the budget deficit.
Millionaires received a tax cut that’s averaged $123,000 a year, while the median-wage worker’s tax cut has
amounted to no more than a few hundred dollars a year.
Bush promised the tax cuts would more than pay for themselves in terms of their alleged positive impact on the
economy. The record shows they didn’t. Job growth after the Bush tax cuts was a fraction of the growth under Bill
Clinton – even before the economy crashed in late 2008. And the median wage dropped, adjusted for inflation.

Let’s be clear. Romney and the Republicans are pushing a reverse-Robin Hood plan that takes from the middle class
and the poor while rewarding the rich.
According to the nonpartisan Tax Policy Center, Romney’s tax plan would boost the incomes of people earning more
than $1 million a year by an average of $295,874 annually.
Meanwhile, according to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Romney’s plan would throw ten million lowincome people off the benefits rolls for food stamps or cut benefits by thousands of dollars a year, or both. “These
cuts would primarily affect very low-income families with children, seniors and people with disabilities,” the Center
concludes.
The rich have to pay their fair share. Period.
Take a look at this video, in which I provide the three key reasons. (And pass it on.)
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SteveB

“Do One”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iU0dKKgu8_I
Turn it up! Everybody have a great summer seekend! And an good weekend too.
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Bill

Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 3
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SteveB

Photo: Morel Mushroom

http://thelivingstonpost.com/get-info-before-hunting-morel-mushrooms/
http://www.morelfest.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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INDEX: Click here.

Reagan’s Solution: Tax and Spend!
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 11, 2012)
As long as the lies continue (and they seem endless), Friends of the Middle will work hard to discover and print the
truth! Here is yet another shining example:
“Highly Muddled Arguments” by Jared Bernstein, Salon
June 9, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/06/09/highly_muddled_arguments/)
(It's impossible to argue economics with conservatives who have no idea what Ronald Reagan really did -- tax,
spend.)
I’ve stumbled across of couple of recent conservative arguments that are so confusing that they’re downright
confuzzled, which is just south of ridunkulous. [As Marci and I say, “Corn-fused!” = highly confused! –SteveB]
Let’s start with this editorial on the fiscal cliff (which I’ll have the honor of debating later tonight on the Kudlow
Show) from the WSJ (who’d a thunk it, but both of these pieces are from the Journal). The piece argues…actually,
I’m not sure what it’s arguing.
They don’t think taxes should go up due to the fiscal cliff—they think they should go down. But they do think the
spending cuts should occur, though when it comes to the defense cuts, they’re a little squishy.
But the punchline is, when it comes to the fiscal cliff, the right policy set is…wait for it!…cut taxes and cut spending!
OK, I get it—their only tool is a hammer, so everything’s a nail. But if your answer to every problem that comes up,
regardless of the timing, the underlying economic conditions, the politics or anything else is always the same,
should anyone take you seriously?
And that there is one a them rhetorical questions.
The second piece is slightly less muddled but only slightly. It’s an op-ed by Phil Gramm and Glenn Hubbard (note
the extra ‘m’ and ‘n’ in those names—what’s up with that!?) on how a Romney recovery would be really great.
The argument goes like this…hmmm…again, I’m not really sure how it goes. Something like this:

• Reagan and Obama both took office during recessions, but the Reagan recovery was much better.
• Why? Because he spent less.
Except for the inconvenient facts that the causes and depths of the recessions were very different, with real GDP
and jobs falling much more in the Great Recession—the one we’re still climbing out of. Monetary policy was hugely
different, in ways I’ll show in a moment.
And he didn’t spend less—[here’s what] Krugman [had to say], Friday:
I find it especially instructive to look at spending levels three years into each man’s administration — that is,
in the first quarter of 1984 in Reagan’s case, and in the first quarter of 2012 in Mr. Obama’s — compared
with four years earlier, which in each case more or less corresponds to the start of an economic crisis.
Under [Reagan], real per capita government spending at that point was 14.4 percent higher than four years
previously; under [Obama], less than half as much, just 6.4 percent.
The role of the Fed is also misrepresented here. Look at the figure below. The Reagan recession was much more
under the Fed’s control. Volcker and Co. jammed interest rates up to almost 20%, a major factor in the recession,
and could then bring them down from that very high perch. And given that this wasn’t a finance/housing bubble
recession, investors and households were poised to respond to the lower rates. That’s all totally different to where
we were and are now—note the zero lower bound at the end of the figure—and in ways that ensure a tougher
recovery.

Then there’s the whole Romney policy angle. I’ve argued that the Romney policy play book looks more like W.
Bush than Reagan. Reagan actually raised taxes (11 times!) and was, as noted, not afraid to spend. Gov.
Romney’s plans are for tax cuts and spending cuts that will grow the economy through trickle down.
In that regard, it’s conspicuous that G.W. Bush’s name doesn’t show up in this article, as the trickle down thing was
a disaster on his watch. Actually, the Bush name does show up in Hubbard’s bio—he was his chief economist for
awhile.
OK, I feel better now. Thanks for letting me shake those muddles out of my head.
(Jared Bernstein joined the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities in May 2011 as a Senior Fellow. From 2009 to
2011, Bernstein was the Chief Economist and Economic Adviser to Vice President Joe Biden.)
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“Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years”

I refer you all to the Pew Center's vast report but here is the crux of our lives:
“Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years” by Pew Research Center
June 4, 2012, (http://www.people-press.org/2012/06/04/partisan-polarization-surges-in-bush-obama-years/)
(Trends in American Values: 1987-2012)
[I urge you all to read and even study this lengthy but valuable article. I didn’t feel I could do it justice here
because of all the necessary graphics, so please just follow the link above. Thanks, MarthaH. –SteveB]
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Art

Re: “Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years” (reply to
MarthaH, above)

Thanks Martha. A lot to think about. Polarization does seem to be much, much worse.
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Pam

Re: “Partisan Polarization Surges in Bush, Obama Years” (reply to
MarthaH & Art, above) / Climate Change

"Republicans today clearly take a more conservative position, while Democratic values have remained relatively
constant. This is most apparent when it comes to environmental protection."
An article in the NYRB (May 24, 2012) on the morality of climate change, how to think about it, and what to do
about it ends this way: "Climate ethics is not morality applied but morality discovered, a new chapter in the moral
education of mankind. It may tell us things we do not wish to know (about democracy perhaps), but the future
development of humanity may depend on what, if anything, it can teach us."
Economies can recover; governments can reorganize; but if the climate goes, we all go, and there's no coming
back.
20120609-01
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Liberal Logic 101, Part 1
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Pam

Fw: Texas A&M Commencement Address

An old classmate sent this to my husband. I find it chilling to the bone. The talk is bad enough, but the reaction of
the students blows my mind. Ayn Rand's shadow falls over us all.
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
This is truly excellent & I bet those faculty members were very squirmy because he was speaking the truth!
Texas A&M Commencement Address — The students gave a standing ovation; the faculty were deathly silent!
Neal Boortz is a Texan, a lawyer, a Texas Aggie (Texas A&M) graduate, and now a nationally syndicated talk show
host from Atlanta . His commencement address to the graduates of a recent Texas A&M class is far different from
what either the students or the faculty expected. Whether you agree or disagree, his views are certainly thought
provoking.
I am honored by the invitation to address you on this august occasion. It's about time. Be warned, however, that I
am not here to impress you; you'll have enough smoke blown up your bloomers today. And you can bet your
tassels I'm not here to impress the faculty and administration. You may not like much of what I have to say, and
that's fine. You will remember it though. Especially after about 10 years out there in the real world. This, it goes
without saying, does not apply to those of you who will seek your careers and your fortunes as government
employees.
This gowned gaggle behind me is your faculty. You've heard the old saying that those who can - do. Those who
can't - teach. That sounds deliciously insensitive. But there is often raw truth in insensitivity, just as you often find
feel-good falsehoods and lies in compassion. Say good-bye to your faculty because now you are getting ready to go
out there and do. These folks behind me are going to stay right here and teach.
By the way, just because you are leaving this place with a diploma doesn't mean the learning is over. When an FAA
flight examiner handed me my private pilot's license many years ago, he said, “Here, this is your ticket to learn.”
The same can be said for your diploma. Believe me, the learning has just begun.
Now, I realize that most of you consider yourselves Liberals. In fact, you are probably very proud of your liberal
views. You care so much. You feel so much. You want to help so much. After all, you're a compassionate and caring
person, aren't you now? Well, isn't that just so extraordinarily special. Now, at this age, is as good a time as any to
be a liberal; as good a time as any to know absolutely everything. You have plenty of time, starting tomorrow, for
the truth to set in.
Over the next few years, as you begin to feel the cold breath of reality down your neck, things are going to start
changing pretty fast... Including your own assessment of just how much you really know.
So here are the first assignments for your initial class in reality: Pay attention to the news, read newspapers, and
listen to the words and phrases that proud Liberals use to promote their causes. Then, compare the words of the
left to the words and phrases you hear from those evil, heartless, greedy conservatives.
From the Left you will hear "I feel." From the Right you will hear "I think." From the Liberals you will hear
references to groups -- The Blacks, the Poor, the Rich, the Disadvantaged, the Less Fortunate. From the Right you
will hear references to individuals. On the Left you hear talk of group rights; on the Right, individual rights.
That about sums it up, really: Liberals feel. Liberals care. They are pack animals whose identity is tied up in group
dynamics. Conservatives think -- and, setting aside the theocracy crowd, their identity is centered on the individual.

Liberals feel that their favored groups have enforceable rights to the property and services of productive individuals.
Conservatives, I among them I might add, think that individuals have the right to protect their lives and their
property from the plunder of the masses.
In college you developed a group mentality, but if you look closely at your diplomas you will see that they have
your individual names on them. Not the name of your school mascot, or of your fraternity or sorority, but your
name. Your group identity is going away. Your recognition and appreciation of your individual identity starts now.
If, by the time you reach the age of 30, you do not consider yourself to be a conservative, rush right back here as
quickly as you can and apply for a faculty position. These people will welcome you with open arms. They will
welcome you, that is, so long as you haven't developed an individual identity. Once again you will have to be willing
to sign on to the group mentality you embraced during the past four years.
Something is going to happen soon that is going to really open your eyes. You're going to actually get a full time
job!
You're also going to get a lifelong work partner. This partner isn't going to help you do your job. This partner is just
going to sit back and wait for payday. This partner doesn't want to share in your effort, but in your earnings.
Your new lifelong partner is actually an agent; an agent representing a strange and diverse group of people; an
agent for every teenager with an illegitimate child; an agent for a research scientist who wanted to make some
cash answering the age-old question of why monkeys grind their teeth. An agent for some poor demented hippie
who considers herself to be a meaningful and talented artist, but who just can't manage to sell any of her artwork
on the open market.
Your new partner is an agent for every person with limited, if any, job skills, but who wanted a job at City Hall. An
agent for tin-horn dictators in fancy military uniforms grasping for American foreign aid. An agent for multi-million
dollar companies who want someone else to pay for their overseas advertising. An agent for everybody who wants
to use the unimaginable power of this agent's for their personal enrichment and benefit.
That agent is our wonderful, caring, compassionate, oppressive government. Believe me, you will be awed by the
unimaginable power this agent has. Power that you do not have. A power that no individual has, or will have. This
agent has the legal power to use force, deadly force to accomplish its goals.
You have no choice here. Your new friend is just going to walk up to you, introduce itself rather gruffly, hand you a
few forms to fill out, and move right on in. Say hello to your own personal one ton gorilla. It will sleep anywhere it
wants to.
Now, let me tell you, this agent is not cheap. As you become successful it will seize about 40% of everything you
earn. And no, I'm sorry, there just isn't any way you can fire this agent of plunder, and you can't decrease its share
of your income. That power rests with him, not you.
So, here I am saying negative things to you about government. Well, be clear on this: It is not wrong to distrust
government. It is not wrong to fear government. In certain cases it is not even wrong to despise government for
government is inherently evil. Yes, a necessary evil, but dangerous nonetheless, somewhat like a drug. Just as a
drug that in the proper dosage can save your life, an overdose of government can be fatal.
Now let's address a few things that have been crammed into your minds at this university. There are some ideas
you need to expunge as soon as possible. These ideas may work well in academic environment, but they fail
miserably out there in the real world.
First is that favorite buzz word of the media and academia: Diversity! You have been taught that the real value of
any group of people - be it a social group, an employee group, a management group, whatever - is based on
diversity. This is a favored liberal ideal because diversity is based not on an individuals abilities or character, but on
a person's identity and status as a member of a group. Yes, it's that liberal group identity thing again.

Within the great diversity movement group identification - be it racial, gender based, or some other minority status
- means more than the individuals integrity, character or other qualifications.
Brace yourself. You are about to move from this academic atmosphere where diversity rules, to a workplace and a
culture where individual achievement and excellence actually count. No matter what your professors have taught
you over the last four years, you are about to learn that diversity is absolutely no replacement for excellence,
ability, and individual hard work. From this day on every single time you hear the word "diversity" you can rest
assured that there is someone close by who is determined to rob you of every vestige of individuality you possess.
We also need to address this thing you seem to have about "rights." We have witnessed an obscene explosion of
so-called "rights" in the last few decades, usually emanating from college campuses.
You know the mantra: You have the right to a job. The right to a place to live. The right to a living wage. The right
to health care. The right to an education. You probably even have your own pet right - the right to a Beemer for
instance, or the right to have someone else provide for that child you plan on downloading in a year or so.
Forget it. Forget those rights! I'll tell you what your rights are. You have a right to live free, and to the results of
60% -75% of your labor. I'll also tell you have no right to any portion of the life or labor of another.
You may, for instance, think that you have a right to health care. After all, President Obama said so, didn't he? But
you cannot receive health-care unless some doctor or health practitioner surrenders some of his time - his life - to
you. He may be willing to do this for compensation, but that's his choice. You have no "right" to his time or
property. You have no right to his or any other person's life or to any portion thereof.
You may also think you have some "right" to a job; a job with a living wage, whatever that is. Do you mean to tell
me that you have a right to force your services on another person, and then the right to demand that this person
compensate you with their money? Sorry, forget it. I am sure you would scream if some urban outdoors men (that
would be "homeless person" for those of you who don't want to give these less fortunate people a romantic and
adventurous title) came to you and demanded his job and your money.
The people who have been telling you about all the rights you have are simply exercising one of theirs - the right to
be imbeciles. Their being imbeciles didn't cost anyone else either property or time. It's their right, and they exercise
it brilliantly.
By the way, did you catch my use of the phrase "less fortunate" a bit ago when I was talking about the urban
outdoors men? That phrase is a favorite of the Left. Think about it, and you'll understand why.
To imply that one person is homeless, destitute, dirty, drunk, spaced out on drugs, unemployable, and generally
miserable because he is "less fortunate" is to imply that a successful person - one with a job, a home and a future is in that position because he or she was "fortunate." The dictionary says that fortunate means "having derived
good from an unexpected place." There is nothing unexpected about deriving good from hard work. There is also
nothing unexpected about deriving misery from choosing drugs, alcohol, and the street.
If the Liberal Left can create the common perception that success and failure are simple matters of "fortune" or
"luck," then it is easy to promote and justify their various income redistribution schemes. After all, we are just
evening out the odds a little bit. This "success equals luck" idea the liberals like to push is seen everywhere. Former
Democratic presidential candidate Richard Gephardt refers to high-achievers as "people who have won life's
lottery." He wants you to believe they are making the big bucks because they are lucky. It's not luck, my friends.
It's choice. One of the greatest lessons I ever learned was in a book by Og Mandino, entitled, The Greatest Secret
in the World. The lesson? Very simple: "Use wisely your power of choice."
That bum sitting on a heating grate, smelling like a wharf rat? He's there by choice. He is there because of the sum
total of the choices he has made in his life. This truism is absolutely the hardest thing for some people to accept,
especially those who consider themselves to be victims of something or other - victims of discrimination, bad luck,
the system, capitalism, whatever. After all, nobody really wants to accept the blame for his or her position in life.

Not when it is so much easier to point and say, "Look! He did this to me!" than it is to look into a mirror and say,
"You S. O. B.! You did this to me!"
The key to accepting responsibility for your life is to accept the fact that your choices, every one of them, are
leading you inexorably to either success or failure, however you define those terms.
Some of the choices are obvious: Whether or not to stay in school. Whether or not to get pregnant. Whether or not
to hit the bottle. Whether or not to keep this job you hate until you get another better-paying job. Whether or not
to save some of your money, or saddle yourself with huge payments for that new car.
Some of the choices are seemingly insignificant: Whom to go to the movies with. Whose car to ride home in.
Whether to watch the tube tonight, or read a book on investing. But, and you can be sure of this, each choice
counts. Each choice is a building block - some large, some small. But each one is a part of the structure of your life.
If you make the right choices, or if you make more right choices than wrong ones, something absolutely terrible
may happen to you. Something unthinkable. You, my friend, could become one of the hated, the evil, the ugly, the
feared, the filthy, the successful, the rich.
The rich basically serve two purposes in this country. First, they provide the investments, the investment capital,
and the brains for the formation of new businesses. Businesses that hire people. Businesses that send millions of
paychecks home each week to the un-rich.
Second, the rich are a wonderful object of ridicule, distrust, and hatred. Few things are more valuable to a politician
than the envy most Americans feel for the evil rich.
Envy is a powerful emotion. Even more powerful than the emotional minefield that surrounded Bill Clinton when he
reviewed his last batch of White House interns. Politicians use envy to get votes and power. And they keep that
power by promising the envious that the envied will be punished: "The rich will pay their fair share of taxes if I have
anything to do with it." The truth is that the top 10% of income earners in this country pays almost 50% of all
income taxes collected. I shudder to think what these job producers would be paying if our tax system were any
more "fair."
You have heard, no doubt, that the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. Interestingly enough, our government's
own numbers show that many of the poor actually get richer, and that quite a few of the rich actually get poorer.
But for the rich who do actually get richer, and the poor who remain poor .. there's an explanation -- a reason. The
rich, you see, keep doing the things that make them rich; while the poor keep doing the things that make them
poor.
Speaking of the poor, during your adult life you are going to hear an endless string of politicians bemoaning the
plight of the poor. So, you need to know that under our government's definition of "poor" you can have a $5 million
net worth, a $300,000 home and a new $90,000 Mercedes, all completely paid for. You can also have a maid, cook,
and valet, and a million in your checking account, and you can still be officially defined by our government as "living
in poverty." Now there's something you haven't seen on the evening news.
How does the government pull this one off? Very simple, really. To determine whether or not some poor soul is
"living in poverty," the government measures one thing -- just one thing. Income.
It doesn't matter one bit how much you have, how much you own, how many cars you drive or how big they are,
whether or not your pool is heated, whether you winter in Aspen and spend the summers in the Bahamas, or how
much is in your savings account. It only matters how much income you claim in that particular year. This means
that if you take a one-year leave of absence from your high-paying job and decide to live off the money in your
savings and checking accounts while you write the next great American novel, the government says you are living in
poverty."
This isn't exactly what you had in mind when you heard these gloomy statistics, is it? Do you need more
convincing? Try this. The government's own statistics show that people who are said to be "living in poverty" spend

more than $1.50 for each dollar of income they claim. Something is a bit fishy here. Just remember all this the next
time Charles Gibson tells you about some hideous new poverty statistics.
Why has the government concocted this phony poverty scam? Because the government needs an excuse to grow
and to expand its social welfare programs, which translates into an expansion of its power. If the government can
convince you, in all your compassion, that the number of "poor" is increasing, it will have all the excuse it needs to
sway an electorate suffering from the advanced stages of Obsessive-Compulsive Compassion Disorder.
I'm about to be stoned by the faculty here. They've already changed their minds about that honorary degree I was
going to get. That's OK, though. I still have my PhD. in Insensitivity from the Neal Boortz Institute for Insensitivity
Training. I learned that, in short, sensitivity sucks. It's a trap. Think about it - the truth knows no sensitivity. Life
can be insensitive. Wallow too much in sensitivity and you'll be unable to deal with life, or the truth, so get over it.
Now, before the dean has me shackled and hauled off, I have a few random thoughts
• You need to register to vote, unless you are on welfare. If you are living off the efforts of others, please
do us the favor of sitting down and shutting up until you are on your own again.
• When you do vote, your votes for the House and the Senate are more important than your vote for
President. The House controls the purse strings, so concentrate your awareness there.
• Liars cannot be trusted, even when the liar is the President of the country. If someone can't deal honestly
with you, send them packing.
• Don't bow to the temptation to use the government as an instrument of plunder. If it is wrong for you to
take money from someone else who earned it -- to take their money by force for your own needs -- then it
is certainly just as wrong for you to demand that the government step forward and do this dirty work for
you.
• Don't look in other people's pockets. You have no business there. What they earn is theirs. What you earn
is yours. Keep it that way. Nobody owes you anything, except to respect your privacy and your rights, and
leave you the hell alone.
• Speaking of earning, the revered 40-hour workweek is for losers. Forty hours should be considered the
minimum, not the maximum. You don't see highly successful people clocking out of the office every
afternoon at five. The losers are the ones caught up in that afternoon rush hour. The winners drive home in
the dark.
• Free speech is meant to protect unpopular speech. Popular speech, by definition, needs no protection.
• Finally (and aren't you glad to hear that word), as Og Mandino wrote:
1. Proclaim your rarity. Each of you is a rare and unique human being.
2. Use wisely your power of choice.
3. Go the extra mile, drive home in the dark.
Oh, and put off buying a television set as long as you can. Now, if you have any idea at all what's good for you, you
will get out of here and never come back. Class dismissed"
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Re: Texas A&M Commencement Address (reply to Pam, above)

This guy is a Dumb A*s. What drivel. It is also not true. He wrote it, but it was never given as a commencement
speech anywhere and nobody ovated. OK that last not a real word.
Pam, I can hear you sigh a breath of relief.
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Re: Texas A&M Commencement Address (reply to Art, above)

Really? This is a hoax?
20120609-07
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Re: Texas A&M Commencement Address (reply to Pam, above)

snopes.com: Neal Boortz Commencement Speech
Did talk show host Neal Boortz deliver a controversial commencement speech at Texas A&M?
Claim: Radio talk show host Neal Boortz delivered a controversial commencement speech at Texas A .
Example: [Collected via e-mail, September 2009]...
It is the season of commencement speeches. Many are boringly predictable. Neal Boortz, a Texan, lawyer,
Texas Aggie, now nationally syndicated talk show...
Host Neal Boortz—it was never given by him as a commencement address at a university or college, nor
was it written with that intent. Mr. Boortz wrote...
June 9, 2012, (http://www.snopes.com/politics/soapbox/boortz.asp)
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“Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’”

“Wellesley High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over Yourselves.’” by BBrown, The Swellesley Report
June 5, 2012, (http://www.theswellesleyreport.com/2012/06/wellesley-high-grads-told-youre-not-special/)
(Wellesley High grads told: “You’re not special”!)
(We’d been hearing good things over the weekend about Wellesley High School English teacher David McCullough,
Jr.’s faculty speech to the Class of 2012 last Friday. Here it is, in its entirety, courtesy of Mr. McCullough.)
Dr. Wong, Dr. Keough, Mrs. Novogroski, Ms. Curran, members of the board of education, family and friends of the
graduates, ladies and gentlemen of the Wellesley High School class of 2012, for the privilege of speaking to you this
afternoon, I am honored and grateful. Thank you.
So here we are… commencement… life’s great forward-looking ceremony. (And don’t say, “What about weddings?”
Weddings are one-sided and insufficiently effective. Weddings are bride-centric pageantry. Other than conceding
to a list of unreasonable demands, the groom just stands there. No stately, hey-everybody-look-at-me procession.
No being given away. No identity-changing pronouncement. And can you imagine a television show dedicated to
watching guys try on tuxedos? Their fathers sitting there misty-eyed with joy and disbelief, their brothers lurking in
the corner muttering with envy. Left to men, weddings would be, after limits-testing procrastination, spontaneous,
almost inadvertent… during halftime… on the way to the refrigerator. And then there’s the frequency of failure:
statistics tell us half of you will get divorced. A winning percentage like that’ll get you last place in the American
League East. The Baltimore Orioles do better than weddings.)
But this ceremony… commencement… a commencement works every time. From this day forward… truly… in
sickness and in health, through financial fiascos, through midlife crises and passably attractive sales reps at trade
shows in Cincinnati, through diminishing tolerance for annoyingness, through every difference, irreconcilable and
otherwise, you will stay forever graduated from high school, you and your diploma as one, ‘til death do you part.

No, commencement is life’s great ceremonial beginning, with its own attendant and highly appropriate symbolism.
Fitting, for example, for this auspicious rite of passage, is where we find ourselves this afternoon, the venue.
Normally, I avoid clichés like the plague, wouldn’t touch them with a ten-foot pole, but here we are on a literal level
playing field. That matters. That says something. And your ceremonial costume—shapeless, uniform, one-sizefits-all. Whether male or female, tall or short, scholar or slacker, spray-tanned prom queen or intergalactic X-Box
assassin, each of you is dressed, you’ll notice, exactly the same. And your diploma, but for your name, exactly the
same.
All of this is as it should be, because none of you is special.
You are not special. You are not exceptional.
Contrary to what your u9 soccer trophy suggests, your glowing seventh grade report card, despite every assurance
of a certain corpulent purple dinosaur, that nice Mister Rogers and your batty Aunt Sylvia, no matter how often your
maternal caped crusader has swooped in to save you… you’re nothing special.
Yes, you’ve been pampered, cosseted, doted upon, helmeted, bubble-wrapped. Yes, capable adults with other
things to do have held you, kissed you, fed you, wiped your mouth, wiped your bottom, trained you, taught you,
tutored you, coached you, listened to you, counseled you, encouraged you, consoled you and encouraged you
again. You’ve been nudged, cajoled, wheedled and implored. You’ve been feted and fawned over and called
sweetie pie. Yes, you have. And, certainly, we’ve been to your games, your plays, your recitals, your science fairs.
Absolutely, smiles ignite when you walk into a room, and hundreds gasp with delight at your every tweet. Why,
maybe you’ve even had your picture in the Townsman! [Editor’s upgrade: Or The Swellesley Report!] And now
you’ve conquered high school… and, indisputably, here we all have gathered for you, the pride and joy of this fine
community, the first to emerge from that magnificent new building…
But do not get the idea you’re anything special. Because you’re not.
The empirical evidence is everywhere, numbers even an English teacher can’t ignore. Newton, Natick, Nee… I am
allowed to say Needham, yes? …that has to be two thousand high school graduates right there, give or take, and
that’s just the neighborhood Ns. Across the country no fewer than 3.2 million seniors are graduating about now
from more than 37,000 high schools. That’s 37,000 valedictorians… 37,000 class presidents… 92,000 harmonizing
altos… 340,000 swaggering jocks… 2,185,967 pairs of Uggs. But why limit ourselves to high school? After all,
you’re leaving it. So think about this: even if you’re one in a million, on a planet of 6.8 billion that means there are
nearly 7,000 people just like you. Imagine standing somewhere over there on Washington Street on Marathon
Monday and watching sixty-eight hundred yous go running by. And consider for a moment the bigger picture: your
planet, I’ll remind you, is not the center of its solar system, your solar system is not the center of its galaxy, your
galaxy is not the center of the universe. In fact, astrophysicists assure us the universe has no center; therefore,
you cannot be it. Neither can Donald Trump… which someone should tell him… although that hair is quite a
phenomenon.
“But, Dave,” you cry, “Walt Whitman tells me I’m my own version of perfection! Epictetus tells me I have the spark
of Zeus!” And I don’t disagree. So that makes 6.8 billion examples of perfection, 6.8 billion sparks of Zeus. You
see, if everyone is special, then no one is. If everyone gets a trophy, trophies become meaningless. In our
unspoken but not so subtle Darwinian competition with one another–which springs, I think, from our fear of our
own insignificance, a subset of our dread of mortality — we have of late, we Americans, to our detriment, come to
love accolades more than genuine achievement. We have come to see them as the point — and we’re happy to
compromise standards, or ignore reality, if we suspect that’s the quickest way, or only way, to have something to
put on the mantelpiece, something to pose with, crow about, something with which to leverage ourselves into a
better spot on the social totem pole. No longer is it how you play the game, no longer is it even whether you win
or lose, or learn or grow, or enjoy yourself doing it… Now it’s “So what does this get me?” As a consequence, we
cheapen worthy endeavors, and building a Guatemalan medical clinic becomes more about the application to
Bowdoin than the well-being of Guatemalans. It’s an epidemic — and in its way, not even dear old Wellesley High
is immune… one of the best of the 37,000 nationwide, Wellesley High School… where good is no longer good
enough, where a B is the new C, and the midlevel curriculum is called Advanced College Placement. And I hope

you caught me when I said “one of the best.” I said “one of the best” so we can feel better about ourselves, so we
can bask in a little easy distinction, however vague and unverifiable, and count ourselves among the elite, whoever
they might be, and enjoy a perceived leg up on the perceived competition. But the phrase defies logic. By
definition there can be only one best. You’re it or you’re not.
If you’ve learned anything in your years here I hope it’s that education should be for, rather than material
advantage, the exhilaration of learning. You’ve learned, too, I hope, as Sophocles assured us, that wisdom is the
chief element of happiness. (Second is ice cream… just an fyi) I also hope you’ve learned enough to recognize
how little you know… how little you know now… at the moment… for today is just the beginning. It’s where you go
from here that matters.
As you commence, then, and before you scatter to the winds, I urge you to do whatever you do for no reason other
than you love it and believe in its importance. Don’t bother with work you don’t believe in any more than you
would a spouse you’re not crazy about, lest you too find yourself on the wrong side of a Baltimore Orioles
comparison. Resist the easy comforts of complacency, the specious glitter of materialism, the narcotic paralysis of
self-satisfaction. Be worthy of your advantages. And read… read all the time… read as a matter of principle, as a
matter of self-respect. Read as a nourishing staple of life. Develop and protect a moral sensibility and demonstrate
the character to apply it. Dream big. Work hard. Think for yourself. Love everything you love, everyone you love,
with all your might. And do so, please, with a sense of urgency, for every tick of the clock subtracts from fewer and
fewer; and as surely as there are commencements there are cessations, and you’ll be in no condition to enjoy the
ceremony attendant to that eventuality no matter how delightful the afternoon.
The fulfilling life, the distinctive life, the relevant life, is an achievement, not something that will fall into your lap
because you’re a nice person or mommy ordered it from the caterer. You’ll note the founding fathers took pains to
secure your inalienable right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness–quite an active verb, “pursuit”–which
leaves, I should think, little time for lying around watching parrots rollerskate on Youtube. The first President
Roosevelt, the old rough rider, advocated the strenuous life. Mr. Thoreau wanted to drive life into a corner, to live
deep and suck out all the marrow. The poet Mary Oliver tells us to row, row into the swirl and roil. Locally,
someone… I forget who… from time to time encourages young scholars to carpe the heck out of the diem. The
point is the same: get busy, have at it. Don’t wait for inspiration or passion to find you. Get up, get out, explore,
find it yourself, and grab hold with both hands. (Now, before you dash off and get your YOLO tattoo, let me point
out the illogic of that trendy little expression–because you can and should live not merely once, but every day of
your life. Rather than You Only Live Once, it should be You Live Only Once… but because YLOO doesn’t have the
same ring, we shrug and decide it doesn’t matter.)
None of this day-seizing, though, this YLOOing, should be interpreted as license for self-indulgence. Like accolades
ought to be, the fulfilled life is a consequence, a gratifying byproduct. It’s what happens when you’re thinking
about more important things. Climb the mountain not to plant your flag, but to embrace the challenge, enjoy the
air and behold the view. Climb it so you can see the world, not so the world can see you. Go to Paris to be in
Paris, not to cross it off your list and congratulate yourself for being worldly. Exercise free will and creative,
independent thought not for the satisfactions they will bring you, but for the good they will do others, the rest of
the 6.8 billion–and those who will follow them. And then you too will discover the great and curious truth of the
human experience is that selflessness is the best thing you can do for yourself. The sweetest joys of life, then,
come only with the recognition that you’re not special.
Because everyone is.
Congratulations. Good luck. Make for yourselves, please, for your sake and for ours, extraordinary lives.
—David McCullough
[Now, this one should get a standing O from everyone! –SteveB]
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“Use The People’s Veto to End Citizens United”

“Use The People’s Veto to End Citizens United” by Fran Korten, Yes!/NationofChange
June 9, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/use-people-s-veto-end-citizens-united-1339247421)
When I spoke at an event in February 2010, I gave the audience little boxes of matches. My point was that to
achieve the change we were discussing we would need to light a prairie fire of activism. Two years later, I gave a
similar talk. I needed no matchboxes. The prairie fire was well underway.
Both talks were about the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens United v. FEC (CU). The case was the crown jewel of
decades of Supreme Court rulings that corporations are “persons” with constitutional rights, including free speech,
and that spending money is a form of speech. CU allows unlimited spending on political campaigns directly from
corporate treasuries right up to Election Day.
After the decision, most people I knew were in despair. Although polls showed that 80 percent of people who knew
about the ruling opposed it, what were we to do? The highest court in the land had spoken. Corporate money
would now flood our elections. Only a constitutional amendment could reverse the ruling. At my 2010 talk that
possibility seemed remote indeed.
Two years later, when I spoke at a Move to Amend event, the mood was strikingly different. Organizers had just
gotten the Port Townsend, Wash., city council to approve an amendment declaring that corporations are not
people. They planned to press county officials and the state legislature to do likewise. Some planned to urge the
League of Women Voters to support an amendment. Others wanted their churches to take a stand.
Across the country the momentum is building, spurred by organizations such as Free Speech for People, Move to
Amend, Public Citizen, People for the American Way, and Occupy groups. The legislatures of Hawaii, New Mexico,
and Vermont passed resolutions endorsing a constitutional amendment to reverse CU. The city councils of New
York, Los Angeles, and many other cities and towns have passed such resolutions. In April 2012, attorneys general
from 11 states recommended an amendment. Thirteen U.S. congress members have introduced amendments
addressing CU. In December 2011, the Montana Supreme Court defied the CU decision, ruling that Montana’s
Corrupt Practices Act, which curtails corporate spending on state elections, remains valid—a ruling the U.S.
Supreme Court has stayed while it considers whether to review the case.
This widespread, multi-sector activism is exactly what is needed to amend the Constitution. It’s hard to get twothirds of the Congress and three-quarters of the states to agree on anything, much less a measure that curtails
corporate power. The trick is to build relentless pressure from the grassroots. The suffragettes learned this,
mounting hundreds of campaigns at every level until the men in all those legislative bodies voted for the 19th
amendment and women won the right to vote.
As activism spreads to reverse CU, so will the opposition. The corporate money we would like to restrain will be
directed against this campaign. Advocates must make clear that this movement is not anti-business—in fact the
American Sustainable Business Council, with members representing over 100,000 businesses, endorses an
amendment. And the movement must be trans partisan, attracting people from all parties.
Corporations are not people and money is not speech. In a true democracy each person has one voice, and its
power depends on the weight of the argument, not the size of the wallet. The founders gave us a way to exercise a
“people’s veto” by amending our Constitution to overrule our country’s highest court. We have done it before. To
save our democracy, we must do it again.
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“Romney Dodged the Draft”

“Romney Dodged the Draft” by Joan Walsh, Salon
June 7, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/06/07/romney_dodged_the_draft/)
(First he didn't "desire" to serve, but didn’t evade it. Then he "longed" to go. The truth: He got four deferments.)

Mitt Romney looks over at veteran Nick Popaditch during a
Memorial Day ceremony in San Diego. (Credit: Reuters/Denis Poroy)
Mitt Romney changed his story on poverty in St. Louis Thursday. Where in February, during the GOP primary, he
said “I’m not concerned about the very poor,” today he called rising poverty rates “a moral failure” – and blamed it
on President Obama. But Romney supports Paul Ryan’s budget, which would slash food stamps, Head Start,
Medicaid, nutrition programs for pregnant women and their children, and his tax plan would raise taxes on the poor
and working class while giving himself an extra $5 million or so. Mitt, you got it right the first time: You’re not
concerned about the very poor.
But Romney’s shifting stories on his Vietnam status could have real political consequences, as an Associated Press
expose revealing that he sought and got four deferments from military service during the Vietnam War gets more
play. It’s not the deferments that will hurt – Dick Cheney got five. It’s the fact that over the years, Romney has lied
about it.
AP politely says his story has “evolved,” but tracks the puzzling changes. Running for president in 2007, Romney
told the Boston Globe, “I longed in many respects to actually be in Vietnam and be representing our country there,
and in some ways it was frustrating not to feel like I was there as part of the troops that were fighting in Vietnam.”
But in 1994, running against Ted Kennedy for his Massachusetts Senate seat while in his “I’m not a typical
Republican” phase, he admitted “it was not my desire to go off and serve in Vietnam.” Fair enough: His father,
George Romney, turned against the war, and so did a lot of Republicans (even if party hawks would later try to
hang the “loss” of Vietnam on the antiwar left and their Democratic enablers). Indeed, in 1970, at 23, Romney told
the Globe, ”If it wasn’t a political blunder to move into Vietnam, I don’t know what is.”
But while telling the truth about his lack of “desire to go off and serve” in 1994, Romney lied again, telling the
Boston Herald he didn’t “take any actions to remove myself from the pool of young men who were eligible for the
draft.” That’s absolutely not true. He got his first deferment while at Stanford University, where in his prep-school
prankster phase he counter-protested a Vietnam draft protest. That’s another lie, in a way: While posing as prodraft and pro-war, he was evading the draft with an “activity in study” deferment. After his freshman year, he got
deferment status as “a minister of religion or divinity student,” which he’d keep while working in France as a
missionary for his Mormon church.
Yet the AP reveals that other young Mormons were denied that deferment. And since the church itself strongly
supported the war, its leaders eventually limited such deferments, but Romney kept his.

After his religious deferment, he got another academic deferment to finish school. By the time he was draft eligible,
troop numbers were declining, and his lottery number was never called.
As Rachel Maddow noted last night, this story got eclipsed by post-Wisconsin coverage, but Romney’s dissembling
here, all captured in newspapers in real time, should be a real problem for him. Especially since he’s getting the old
George W. Bush band back together and backing the Bush-Cheney neocon foreign policy that never saw a war it
didn’t like. His campaign refused to comment on the AP story. Let’s see if Romney has to answer for his Vietnam
deceit in the days to come.
I talked about the story on MSNBC’s “Bashir Live” today. As a bonus, you can see me tell Bashir I can’t answer a
question, when he asks me why veterans are supporting Romney over Obama 66-34 percent. I started to BS, and
then decided to keep a promise to myself that I won’t make things up when I really don’t know the truth. A little
cringe-making, but better than faking it.
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Signs of the Times, Part 1

[I think the restaurant owner must be one of the 1%, He sounds just like a Wall Street guy! –SteveB]

20120610-02

18:12

SteveB

"The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our
Future"

"The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our Future" by Joseph Stiglitz, Democracy Now!
June 6, 2012 (w/ Video), (http://www.democracynow.org/2012/6/6/joseph_stiglitz_on_the_price_of)

Several months before Occupy Wall Street, the Nobel Prize-winning economist Joseph Stiglitz wrote "Of the 1%, by
the 1%, for the 1%," an article for Vanity Fair. He returns to the subject in his new book looking at how inequality
is now greater in the United States than any other industrialized nation. He notes that the six heirs of the Wal-Mart
fortune command wealth equivalent to the entire bottom 30 percent of American society. "It’s a comment both on
how well off the top are and how poor the bottom are," Stiglitz says. "It’s really emblematic of the divide that has
gotten much worse in our society." On Tuesday, Bloomberg News reported that pay for the top CEOs on Wall Street
increased by more than 20 percent last year. Meanwhile, census data shows nearly one in two Americans, or 150
million people, have fallen into poverty or could be classified as low-income. "United States is the country in the
world with the highest level of inequality [of the advanced industrial countries], and it’s getting worse," Stiglitz says.
"What’s even more disturbing is we’ve [also] become the country with the least equality of opportunity."
GUEST: Joseph Stiglitz, Nobel Prize-winning economist and a professor at Columbia University. He is the author of
numerous books. His most recent book is The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our
Future.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: We turn now to an issue that’s gained increasing prominence in the last year: increasing
inequality in the United States and the divide between the richest 1 percent and the rest of the country. Bloomberg
News reported Tuesday that pay for the top CEOs on Wall Street increased by over 20 percent last year. The article
is based on analysis of data reported to the Securities and Exchange Commission and finds that the substantial rise
comes after a 26 percent jump in CEO salaries in 2010.
Meanwhile, census data shows nearly one in two Americans, or 150 million people, have fallen into poverty or could
be classified as low-income. Thirty-eight percent of African-American children and 35 percent of Latino children live
in poverty.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, our next guest has helped to popularize the expression "the 1 percent" and brought to light
the causes behind increasing inequality in the United States. Joseph Stiglitz is a Nobel Prize-winning economist.
During the Clinton administration from '93 to ’97, he served on the Council of Economic Advisers. His May 2011
Vanity Fair article, "Of the 1%, by the 1%, for the 1%," serves as the basis of his new book, The Price of
Inequality: How Today's Divided Society Endangers Our Future. Joseph Stiglitz teaches at Columbia University.
We welcome you back to Democracy Now!
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Nice to be here.
AMY GOODMAN: I mean, this figure you have on page eight of your book, when you say, "Consider the Walton
family: the six heirs to the Wal-Mart empire command wealth of $69.7 billion, which is equivalent to the wealth of
the entire bottom 30 percent of U.S. society."
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: It’s a comment both on how well off the top are and how poor the bottom are. And it’s really
emblematic of the divide that has gotten much worse in our society. One of the points I try to make in the book is,
none of this is inevitable. It’s not just market forces. United States is the country in the world with the highest level
of inequality, and it’s getting worse.
AMY GOODMAN: The highest level?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Of the advanced industrial countries.
AMY GOODMAN: The highest level.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Highest level of the advanced industrial countries. And to me, what’s even more disturbing is,
we’ve become the country with the least equality of opportunity of all the advanced industrial countries for which
there’s data. You know, we think of ourselves as a land of opportunity, American Dream. And there are all examples
that we know of where people have made it—you know, immigrants, other people who have made it to the top. But
what matters really are the numbers, the chances. You know, what are your life chances if you had the misfortune
of being born to a poor family or somebody whose parents are not well educated? What are your chances of going

from the bottom to the middle or the bottom to the top? And they are lower in the United States than in other
advanced industrial countries.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: I mean, it’s a striking fact, because you talk about it a few times in your book, that now in old
Europe there is more class mobility than there is in the U.S. And, of course, we always here think of Europe as
being very class rigid.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: That’s right. And this is a change, in many respects. And one of the other points I try to
emphasize in the book is it has consequences. It has consequences for our sense of identity, of what we are, but it
also has even more, you know, you might say, narrow economic consequences, because what it means is that if
you have the—you know, make the mistake of choosing the wrong parents, the likelihood is that you’re not going to
live up to your potential. And we are, in that sense, wasting our most important assets: our human resources.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: You also say that, ultimately, the rich will also pay an extraordinary price for this inequality.
How?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, we’re all in the same boat together. You know, there are a lot of people who are very
bright, who work very hard in developing countries, emerging markets, who have very low incomes. The point is
that all of us benefit from our education system, our legal system, the way our whole society functions. In those
parts of the world where there’s a large divide, mainly in, you know, emerging markets, developing countries,
where there’s a large divide, societies fall apart. There’s political, social, economic turmoil. And in that context, not
even the 1 percent can do that well.
AMY GOODMAN: I wanted—I wanted to ask you about the people we value and the people we don’t. You have an
amazing set of examples. You say, "Few are inventors" — you say, "By looking at those at the top of the wealth
distribution, we can get a feel [for] the nature of this aspect of America’s inequality. Few are investors who have
reshaped technology, or scientists who have reshaped our understandings of the laws of nature. Think of Alan
Turing, whose genius provided the mathematics underlying the modern computer. Or of Einstein. Or of the
discoverers of the laser (in which Charles Townes played a central role) or John Bardeen, Walter Brattain, and
William Shockley, the inventors of transistors. Or of Watson and Crick, who unraveled the mysteries of DNA, upon
which rests so much of modern [medicine]. None of them, who made such large contributions to our well-being, are
among those most rewarded by our economic system." We have very different names that are tied to these socalled inventions, like of the internet.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: That’s right. And the point is that the theory that was developed in the 19th century to justify
the inequality that was emerging with capitalism was marginal productivity theory. It was the notion that those who
contributed the most to society will get bigger rewards. It was a sense, you might say, of moral justification, but
also an argument for economic efficiency. And what we now realize is the individuals who have made the most
important contributions are not those that are at the top. The people—many of the people who are at the top, for
instance, are those financiers who brought the world to the brink of ruin. And the moment of Great Recession, I
think, was a really telling moment in our rethinking of what was going on. You know, we all sort of understood that
there was something wrong. But in that crisis where you saw so many bankers who had brought the world to the
brink of ruin, who actually brought their companies to the brink of ruin, walk off with pay in the millions of dollars, it
was very clear there was a disconnect between private rewards and social returns, really undermining the theory
that was the basis of the justification of inequality in our society.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: So when did financiers, though, come to have this kind of power?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, it’s been an evolution. But I think, in my mind, a really telling change was the repeal of
Glass-Steagall, where we told the banks, you know, "Don’t focus on what you’re supposed to be doing, which is
providing credit to new businesses to expand businesses." We brought together the commercial banks, which were
the basis of the kind of prudent lending, and investment banks, who took rich people’s money and gambled. And
we put it together. We created these financial institutions that were too big to fail. And the result of that was they
grew larger and larger, and the risk taking, gambling, speculation dominated, rather than the lending, which is the
basis of a growing, productive economy.

But in a way, the evolution of our economy, more generally, began about 1980. That’s—if I would say, where’s
there a dividing point—where the CEOs began to realize that they could take a larger and larger share of the
corporate income. They understood that we have deficient corporate governance laws. And so, we didn’t require a
say in pay. We didn’t require—you know, shareholders are supposed to own the firms, but the shareholders had no
say in the pay of the companies—of the managers of the companies that they were supposed to own. A very
strange situation. I mean, if you have somebody working for you, you would say you ought to have some say in
their pay. And the result of that is they took a larger and larger share. And if you look at those at the top—as I say,
they’re not the Watson and Cricks, the people who made these big changes—they’re corporate CEOs.
AMY GOODMAN: Who is Berners-Lee?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, these are people who, you know, made the internet, the people who—
AMY GOODMAN: But we think Mark Zuckerberg. We think Gates. We think Jobs.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: You know, all of these played an important role. You know, we shouldn’t underestimate the
importance of that. But all these rest on a foundation, and that foundation was largely publicly provided, publicly
funded. You couldn’t have a program if you didn’t have a computer. And you don’t have a computer unless you do
the mathematical research that is—provided the foundation. That was the—Turing.
AMY GOODMAN: Alan Turing.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: That was Alan Turing. You don’t have internet programs unless you have the internet. And that
was something that the U.S. government helped to develop, and these other people that helped develop the World
Wide Web. So, you know, the irony is that the people who provided the foundation on which our entire modern
economy is based are not the people who have done well.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: I want to ask you about the presidential race and about Republican candidate Mitt Romney’s
record. Newark Mayor Cory Booker, a supporter of President Obama, generated controversy last month when he
defended Romney’s former company, Bain Capital. Booker spoke on “Meet the Press”.
MAYOR CORY BOOKER: I have to just say, from a very personal level, I’m not about to sit here and indict private
equity. It’s—to me, it’s just this—we’re getting to a ridiculous point in America, and especially that I know. I live in a
state where pension funds, unions and other people are investing in companies like Bain Capital. If you look at the
totality of Bain Capital’s record, it ain’t—they’ve done a lot to support businesses, to grow businesses. And this, to
me—I’m very uncomfortable.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: Joseph Stiglitz, your comments on the role of private equity, and on Bain Capital, in particular?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, let me first say, the financial sector is very important. A financial—you know, no economy
can work well without a well-functioning financial sector. The problem with the United States is that our financial
sector hasn’t been doing what it’s supposed to be doing. It’s supposed to provide finance to create jobs, not to
destroy jobs. It’s supposed to allocate capital, manage risk.
The concern about Bain Capital are twofold. One is that much of what they were doing was financial restructuring,
which meant not creating jobs, taking money out of companies, putting them in a very fragile situation in which, a
few years later, they go over the cliff, and jobs get destroyed. So, it is important to restructure firms to make them
sustainable, efficient. But that wasn’t what a lot of the enterprises that they were engaged in doing.
The second problem, and I think most people find very disturbing, is that we have a tax law that says that those
who are engaged working for this kind of restructuring—an important activity if it’s done well and done in a way
that creates more productivity, more jobs—why should those people pay so little taxes? And that—you know, going
back to the upper 1 percent, their average tax rate is about 15 percent. We tax speculators at a lower rate than we
tax people who work for a living. It makes no sense.

AMY GOODMAN: Mayor Booker got a lot of flak for saying, sort of, "Back off Bain." But a number of Democrats
have been saying that, and there’s a war in the Obama administration now. Do you attack Romney on Bain, the
company that he is running on, more than being governor of Massachusetts? And a lot of the Democrats are
involved with Bain or have support from people at Bain or other similar companies. Your president, President
Clinton—you served as the chief of economic advisers—he said, "Back off Bain." And you can see this tug-of-war
going on, not only about Bain, though, and now you see them not really talking about Bain and talking about what
you were just mentioning, Joe Stiglitz, but also about his offshore investments, offshore bank accounts, himself and
his company. Can you talk about this and the fact that Clinton is one of the champions of saying, "Don’t raise this.
He’s a good businessman"?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Yeah. Well, first, we should understand, you know, that Romney is running on the platform: it’s
good to have a businessman running the White House; we do a better job. You know, the last MBA president we
had was George Bush, and I don’t think anybody would say that the economy was well run in those eight years.
Deficits soared, and the economy finally went over the brink and into the Great Recession. So that qualification that
he’s touting, if I looked at that, you know, a Harvard MBA, I’m not sure I would say that that is a kind of
certification that I would want for running the country. You have to understand public policy, not just how to make
money for yourself, which they do a good job of doing, but that’s not what’s entailed in running the country.
I have some sympathy and say, let’s not make this personal. Let’s try to keep this at the basic level of principles.
And, you know, the basic level of principles are relatively simple: people should be paying their share of the taxes.
And paying share of taxes mean you don’t pay half the rate of other people who are working for a living. It means
you don’t use offshore centers to escape taxes. You know, why is so much banking going on in the Cayman
Islands? It’s not that the weather there is really particularly suited for moving electrons and running banks. You
know, it’s there for one reason only: to escape regulation, to escape taxation, to undermine the basic principles of
our economy. And it’s wrong for somebody who is trying to run for the president, who should be symbolizing, you
know, making their fair share, to be using offshore accounts to avoid taxes and to avoid regulation.
The other point is, businesses are supposed to be creating value, creating jobs in America, and new American
business. Now, this is where we have a tax system that’s distorted. But when you’re running for the president, you
should be out there and saying we don’t want a distorted tax system that encourages jobs to move abroad, that
encourages speculation over real wealth creation. If he had come out and said, like Warren Buffett, that it’s wrong
for him—that Warren Buffett to have a lower tax rate than his secretary—if he came out and said it’s wrong to have
a tax structure that encourages jobs to move abroad, you know, then I might have a little bit more sympathy. But
so far, I haven’t heard that.
AMY GOODMAN: Ed Conard, the former managing director at Bain Capital, who has contributed to Romney, advises
Romney, and argues explicitly for doubling income inequality?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Yeah. I find that astounding. I debated him yesterday, actually. The point is, he believes in
trickle-down economics, a notion you throw a lot of money at the top and everybody does a lot better because of
their innovation. Given the level of inequality in the United States, I wish it were true, because if it were true, we’d
all be doing very well. But the evidence is, you know, overwhelmingly against that. We’ve had a growth at the top,
but what’s been happening to the average American? He’s not doing very well. Most Americans today are worse off
than they were a decade-and-a-half ago. And the people at the bottom have done even worse. If you started
looking at, say, male workers, a full-time male worker, people who work for a living, for a male worker today, the
average, typical—half above, half below—his income today is lower than it was in 1968, almost a half-century ago.
So the American economy has been delivering for the people at the very top, but it’s not been delivering for most
Americans. And you can see it in another way in the data. In the periods like the period after World War II, we
grew together, inequality was shrinking, and we grew much more rapidly than we have since 1980, where we’ve
been growing apart. So the notion that more inequality leads to more growth, to put it quite frankly, is nonsense.
AMY GOODMAN: Well, we’re going to come back to this discussion. Joe Stiglitz, Nobel Prize-winning economist,
author of The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our Future. Stay with us.

NERMEEN SHAIKH: Joseph Stiglitz, you have spoken about the austerity measures that have been imposed across
Europe or that are being considered across Europe, and you’ve said that they’re, quote, "a suicide pact." Can you
say what you mean by that?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, in Europe, these measures of austerity are going to make the countries weaker and
weaker. I predicted that when Europe began that back in 2010 in Greece, when the Greek crisis first emerged.
What’s happened is, Greece has become successively weaker and weaker, to the point where the youth
unemployment now is 50 percent, political turmoil is breaking out. I said the same thing when Spain began that
process. And now in Spain the youth unemployment rate is again 50 percent, and the unemployment overall has
gone well over 20 percent. And just yesterday, you know, Spain’s conservative government has said, "We can’t deal
with it," even though they had run on a platform of, "Oh, you’ve messed up with the economic policy."
So, the point is that we’ve done this experiment in austerity over and over again. The first example, you might say,
in modern history was Herbert Hoover when he responded to the stock market crash by austerity, under the
influence of his Secretary of the Treasury Andrew Mellon, and we had the Great Depression. The IMF forced it in
East Asia, in Korea and Thailand, in Indonesia, and we all—and we saw the consequences: the economies went
down. Why Europe is repeating this experiment, where we know almost for certain what the outcome is—and it’s
turning out to be exactly as I predicted.
AMY GOODMAN: I mean, is it only Europe? Let’s turn to the federal budget here. Republicans, who control the
House, have been calling for cuts to food aid, healthcare, other social services, while protecting funds for the
Pentagon. This is House Budget Committee Chair Paul Ryan speaking last month.
REP. PAUL RYAN: What we’re saying is, let’s get on growth and prevent austerity. The whole premise of our budget
is to preempt austerity by getting our borrowing under control, having tax reform for economic growth, and
preventing Medicare, Social Security and Medicaid from going bankrupt. That preempts austerity. The president, his
budget, the fact the Senate hasn’t done a budget in three years, puts us on a path toward European-like austerity.
That’s what we’re trying to prevent from happening in the first place.
AMY GOODMAN: That’s House Budget Committee Chair Paul Ryan, a Wisconsinite like Governor Scott Walker. Your
response, Joe Stiglitz?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, the good thing about what he said is austerity is finally getting a bad name. Then the
question is, what are the policies? And what he is proposing is weakening our basic economic fiber. If you don’t
invest in education, technology, infrastructure—
AMY GOODMAN: Where do you get the money?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: —the economy gets weaker. Well, the good news is that right now the markets are willing to
lend to the U.S. at essentially zero interest rate, long-term interest rates of one-and-a-half percent. You know, if
you were a business and you could borrow at one-and-a-half percent or zero for investments with very high returns,
you would be foolish not to do it. The right keeps focusing on just one side of the country’s balance sheet or the
government’s balance sheet: what they owe. They don’t look at the other side: the assets. And it’s the assets that
are really important if we’re going to have long-term economic growth. So, it’s like a company that says, "Let’s cut
out our R&D budget. Let’s cut out all our investment." And you know where that company’s going to go? It’s going
to go into the tubes. And that’s his recommendation for America. I think that’s wrong. It’s not the way you’re going
to get growth.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: Yeah, you’ve also said that if Romney, if the Republicans win the elections in November, that
that would significantly raise the likelihood of a recession.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, the Republicans have been consistently focused on cutbacks. You know, Americans don’t
realize that we already have begun austerity. There are about one million fewer public sector employees than there
were before the crisis. The standard recommendation of macroeconomics, of economic, is that when the private
sector gets weak, government is supposed to step in, fill the breach and stimulate the economy so that the
economy is stabilized, because the private sector is very volatile. But we’ve been doing just the opposite. As the

private sector has gotten weaker, we’ve cut out a million jobs. What the Republicans would do is make those
cutbacks even bigger. And the result—and Wisconsin is an example—you know, more cutbacks, more cutbacks of
public employees. And the result of that is our economy is going to go down further into the hole. In the context of
Europe very likely going into turmoil, there is going to be a risk of a significant downturn. And those policies then
increase the probability of our weak economy tipping over into recession.
AMY GOODMAN: Joe Stiglitz, yesterday every single Republican in the Senate voted against the Paycheck Fairness
Act, so it cannot move forward. Explain what this act is, the significance of this for working women.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, this is one of the issues that I take up in my book, not the particular bill, but—what is
distinctive about American inequality is that too much goes to the very top—that’s the 1 percent—the middle has
been hollowed out, and the bottom is not—is doing very badly. The number in poverty are increasing. Well, when
you look at what’s happening at the middle and the bottom, one of the factors that contributes to weaknesses in
the middle or the bottom is discrimination. Women get paid on average less than 80 percent of men of the same
qualifications doing the same kind of work. You know, that’s discrimination. And that weakens the economic fiber of
our country, and it creates more inequality. And this bill was an attempt to circumscribe that kind of discrimination.
You know, things are better than they were 30 years ago. We’ve made progress. But what is clear, that in spite of
our awareness of this kind of discrimination, we haven’t closed the gap. We have a lot more to do.
AMY GOODMAN: Particularly among African-American and Latino women.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Very much so. And, you know, one of the aspects of the crisis, we now realize that the banks
targeted Afro-American and Latinos for these predatory lending, bad loans, high transaction costs. And one of the
consequences of that discrimination—and the banks have paid very large fines and settlements of claims against
that kind of discrimination—the consequence is the wealth of those at the bottom who are Afro-American, who are
Hispanics, Latinos, have been wiped out. And so, we had a bigger gap in wealth than the big—than the gap in
income. You know, I mentioned that the top 1 percent gets 20 percent of all the income. They have about 40
percent of the wealth. You look at the wealth gaps in Latinos and Afro-Americans, it’s so much larger, and really
unconscionable.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: And your comments on Occupy Wall Street? You write about that in your book, as well.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, Occupy Wall Street was a reflection of a lot of Americans’ perspective that our economic
system is unfair. You know, the protest movement that began in Tunisia was partly about lack of jobs, but it was
partly—I went to Tunisia—it was unfairness in our system. There was a hope, after the crisis, that government
would fix things. It didn’t, or it didn’t do enough. And that combination of economic unfairness and a political
system that doesn’t seem capable of correcting these injustices, I think, is what motivated a lot of the Occupy Wall
Street.
AMY GOODMAN: I want to go to a clip of Bloomberg talking about Occupy Wall Street, saying Wall Street is a
critical tax base for New York City. This is during his weekly radio address last October.
MAYOR MICHAEL BLOOMBERG: The protests that are trying to destroy the jobs of working people in the city aren’t
productive. And some of the labor unions, the municipal unions, that are participating, their salaries come from the
taxes paid by the people that they’re trying to vilify.
AMY GOODMAN: What say you, Joe Stiglitz?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: I think he’s 100 percent wrong. I mean, basically, the fundamentals of a democracy are that you
want people to express their views. They had hoped that the politicians would hear their voice. They had hoped
that the politicians would address the inequalities in our society, the lack of—the deficiencies in our—the
deficiencies in our financial system. And what became increasingly clear was that money was driving politics, which
is an important point that I raise in the book. Money shapes markets. Markets don’t exist in a vacuum. The way
markets work is based on rules and regulation that come out of Congress. And when politics shapes those rules and
regulations to help the 1 percent rather than to help the rest of our society, something is wrong. And what—the

protest movement was out of frustration, a sense that the democratic politics didn’t reflect the view of the majority
of Americans—you might say, of the 99 percent. And—
AMY GOODMAN: Do you want to see it grow bigger? You were down there at Occupy.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: I think it’s very important that somehow we get a politics that reflects the interest
of the majority of Americans. When we have a bankruptcy law, for instance, that says that first
priority goes to derivatives, that encourages speculation in the financial markets. And when we have
a bankruptcy law that says students cannot discharge their debt, no matter—even in bankruptcy, no
matter how bad an education the for-profit schools give them, there’s something wrong.
AMY GOODMAN: We’re going to talk to you for a few minutes in post-show, put it online at democracynow.org,
about what are the most important things to do right now. Nobel Prize-winning economist Joe Stiglitz, professor at
Columbia University. The new book is The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our Future.
In an extended interview about his new book, The Price of Inequality, Nobel prize-winning economist Joseph Stiglitz
offers several recommendations for a reform agenda. "Traditional economics said we could only get more equality if
we pay a price. We have to weaken our economy in one way or another," Stiglitz says. "But my book shows that
that’s wrong, that we can have more equality, stronger economy, more growth, greater efficiency. There’s not a
conflict; the two actually go together." Click to see parts 1 and 2 of this interview.
AMY GOODMAN: This is Democracy Now!, democracynow.org, The War and Peace Report. I’m Amy Goodman, with
Nermeen Shaikh. Our guest is Joseph Stiglitz, the Nobel Prize-winning economist, professor at Columbia University,
author of a number of books. His latest is The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our
Future.
NERMEEN SHAIKH: Joseph Stiglitz, you conclude your book, The Price of Inequality, with a series of
recommendations to lessen inequality in the U.S. Can you outline what some of the most important ones are?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: Well, they follow very closely from my diagnosis of what are the sources of inequality and what
are the ways in which inequality is actually undermining, weakening our economy. So we’re paying a high price for
this inequality. One of the real concerns I had was inequality of opportunity. And the major factor affecting equality
of opportunity is public education. We have to support more public education. If you look at even our elite schools,
which are the entry into the best jobs in the country, only 8 percent of the students in these elite colleges come
from the bottom 50 percent of our country.
I explain how the laws and regulations that govern markets shape markets in a way that help the top and hurt the
rest. So we need more—stronger competition laws. We need reformed bankruptcy law. We need to make sure our
financial system works for most Americans. There are a whole set of—we need to reform corporate governance
laws. So there’s a whole—every one of the economic laws has to be reformed.
One of the—I talk about how there’s—there is an economic reform agenda that could really make a difference. But
the real problem is, can we get that through the politics? And there’s developed in the United States this vicious
circle, because more inequality gives more political power to the top. They then pass laws that give more—lead to
more economic inequality. So, we are going to have to have political reform to make democracy really work.
And you were talking earlier in the program about Citizens United. It’s gone exactly in the wrong way. We’ve moved
from a democracy, which is supposed to be based on one person, one vote, to something much more akin to one
dollar, one vote. When you have that kind of democracy, it’s not going to address the real needs of the 99 percent.
AMY GOODMAN: You’ve talked about a growing neofascism that we’re seeing in Europe, as inequality increases,
austerity increases. Talk about there and then here at home.
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: What happens when democracy doesn’t work, there’s disillusionment. You can see one aspect of
the disillusionment in the voter turnout in the United States, say in the election of 2010, when only 20 percent of
the young people went out to vote. That was a statement that they were saying that it didn’t make any difference

which party was going to win, money was going to win, whether it’s the Republican or Democratic Party. When
people become disillusioned, they turn to extremes. And in Europe, they turn to the extremes of the neofascist
parties. In the United States, they’re turning to something somewhat less extreme, which is the Tea Party
movement. But that could easily evolve into a movement that is itself extreme, a movement with less compassion, a
movement that blames others for the country’s woes.
AMY GOODMAN: And the Occupy movement, what direction do you think it should go in? What do you think are the
pressure points, the most successful way to push forward the kind of agenda you’re talking about?
JOSEPH STIGLITZ: What I think about—what was very positive about the Occupy movement was that it said, "Look
at, most of us are in the same boat." You know, it’s not the rich versus the poor, it’s the 99 percent, which was
saying, everybody. What they were really saying, we’re all in the same boat and that we therefore all have to look
for policies that benefit the vast, overwhelming majority of Americans. That message, that we’re not about class
divide, we’re about the country as a whole, that’s really what you say when you’re saying "the 99 percent." I think if
they keep up the message and say—you know, and this is what the book, The Price of Inequality —that divide
that’s dividing our society is really weakening our society.
If there’s a single message of my book, it’s this: traditional economics said we could only get more equality if we
pay a price. We have to, you know, weaken our economy in one way or another. But my book shows that that’s
wrong, that we can have more equality, stronger economy, more growth, greater efficiency. There’s not a conflict;
the two actually go together. And to me, that’s an important message that Occupy Wall Street ought to be
conveying.
AMY GOODMAN: Joe Stiglitz, I want to thank you very much for being with us, Nobel Prize-winning economist,
author of many books. The latest one is called The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided Society Endangers Our
Future. This is Democracy Now!
Also see:
“Of the 1%, by the 1%, for the 1%” by Joseph E. Stiglitz, Vanity Fair
May, 2011, (http://www.vanityfair.com/society/features/2011/05/top-one-percent-201105)
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“Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers”

[Look out! That bad, mean President Obama is at it again…personally wrecking things for everyone in the country,
including even poor, downtrodden journalists. What evil will the nefarious half-black POTUS perpetrate next? Stay
tuned! I’m sure you’ll read it here. –SteveB]
“Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued Computers” by Warner Todd Huston,
Breitbart.com
June 8, 2012, (http://www.breitbart.com/Big-Government/2012/06/08/Obama-Labor-Dept-Forces-Journalists-toUse-Government-Issued-Computers)
Journalists are crying foul at a new Obama policy that will deny them the right to use their own computers to write
stories from economic data issued inside the halls of the Department of Labor. Instead, the DoL says, journalists
will have to use government-owned computers, government-selected software, and government-owned Internet
transmission lines to write their stories about the data issued by the department.
All news organizations have been ordered to remove their computers, tools, and other electronics from the
Department of Labor by June 15 and will not be allowed to bring any of their own electronics into the place from
that point forward.

Until this change, the practice had been that the economic data was released to journalists ahead of the official
release date in a special "lock-up" room inside the DoL. Reporters then used their own computers and software to
write their draft reports and create their graphics and tables on the data. Then, once the release time for the data
was reached, the DoL allowed the journalists to transmit their stories from inside the special room over Internet
lines that have been installed and paid for by news media outlets.
The new policy, however, will demand that reporters use only government-issued computers and Internet
transmission lines from now on. DoL authorities are citing security as the reason for the policy change, saying that
the already stringent past practices were not secure enough.
Media organizations have expressed worry over this policy. Not only could the government now have access to the
rough drafts of the journalist's work, but there is a fear that the new transmission lines will not be able to handle
the onrush of filings once the release time arrives.
Carl A. Fillichio, the department’s senior adviser for communications and public affairs in Washington, was quizzed
during a conference call by media outlets if the new government-owned transmission system would allow all of
them to transmit their stories at the same time, but Fillichio said, "I’m not going to guarantee anything."
Matthew Winkler, editor-in-chief of Bloomberg News, says this extreme policy is "troubling."
There are few government reports that have the wide- ranging impact on the market as the Department of
Labor statistics, and we are troubled by the degree of government restrictions on how the press can fully
and accurately report this data to the public.
Others agreed. "Requiring journalists to draft and publish stories using government owned computers loaded with
government-controlled software simply crosses the line the First Amendment clearly drew to separate the press
from the government," said Lucy Dalglish, executive director of the Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press.
Another troubling aspect about this new policy is that the change was made out of hand with no period of public
comment. Obama's DoL simply made the decision without informing the public or the media ahead of time.
This authoritarian underpinnings of the policy change also raised the eyebrows of some in Congress. As Bridget
Johnson reports, Congressman Darell Issa expressed alarmed, saying this "unprecedented action has serious
freedom of the press implications."
“The abrupt nature of this change, coupled with the absence of a clear explanation and a lack of public input, raises
key questions about who made this decision to implement this change and why,” Issa said. “Did that individual have
the authority of law?"
Issa held a hearing recently and was critical of Labor Secretary Hilda Solis (pictured above) for refusing to come
testify, sending underlings instead. "Ultimately, if you’re the secretary of Labor the buck should stop with you," he
said.
Others are wondering why any change had to be made at all.
"The public has benefited enormously from the process the department currently uses," Rick Blum, coordinator of
the Sunshine in Government Initiative, wrote May 8 in a letter to Labor Secretary Hilda Solis. "The practice used to
this point ensures the simultaneous release of information while also providing time that enables reporters to place
the new data in meaningful context."
Requiring all journalists to use government-provided software, hardware and dedicated lines would inhibit
journalistic independence, and, "as the government grows more concerned about cybersecurity, the proposed policy
would create a single point of failure," according to the letter.

While running for President in 2008, Obama complained about the Bush Administration's lack of transparency. While
in office, however, it seems that transparency and a free and open government has been of far less importance to
him.
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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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China: ‘Business Friendly’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 12, 2012)
While the U.S. has been busy fighting real wars that produce real debt, China has been winning the only war worth
winning and one our leaders apparently didn’t even know we were fighting—the Economic War of the Century! I’ve
been saying it for years: it may not be readily apparent when you shop at Walmart or visit the Great Wall, but China
is our enemy. “They are not playing an economic game, they are playing a nationalist game of strategic
domination.”
“The Real Reason Apple Can't Make Your iPhone in America” by Dave Johnson, AlterNet
June 11, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/story/155830/)
(The following is an adapted version of a speech delivered at Netroots. )
We used to make things here, and then came free trade and then China opened up, and we moved a lot of
manufacturing there, especially electronics. We say Apple here, because Apple is the most obvious, and because
the supposed values of Apple conflict dramatically with what we now know about the working conditions of the
people who make their products. But we mean ALL OF THEM.
We used to think that China got so much business because labor was cheap. The elites, benefiting from that, said
take advantage of the low prices, and our workers can move on to better, more productive pursuits.
Of course, intentionally undercutting the wages of our own workers was bad enough. And using that as a wedge to
break unions was bad enough. But the story of our trade deal with China is much worse than that.
Not too long ago stories about the working conditions of Chinese electronics workers started to be heard. We
started hearing about protests, strikes, and then about suicides at these factories.
The reports reached wide audiences from a New York Times report, “How the U.S. Lost Out on iPhone Work”.
This report hilighted Steve Jobs telling President Obama that these jobs are never coming back, and the reason was
not the lower cost of labor. The reason was that in China they could make workers do things that they can’t make
them do here. They can make them live in dorms where they wake them up at midnight to stand for hours on
assembly lines, or use neurotoxins that let them clean many more screens in a day. They can dump horrible stuff

into the environment. And this is just the tip of the iceberg. Ask Chen Guangcheng, the blind lawyer who just
arrived in the US, about how people are treated there.
The business advantage China offers is not low wages -- it is that in China the people do not have a say, and here
people have a say.
When people have a say they say they want better pay, health care, retirement, vacations, sick pay, protections,
worker safety, clean environment and taxes to support the country – things like that – the very things China offers
to let our businesses escape from.
So what China offers is that China is “business-friendly.” Because people there do not have a say, so they can’t ask
for the things people should have.
Corporate conservatives here say we should be more business friendly, we should lower wages, lower taxes, stop
taking care of the environment, stop all those pesky health and safety and environmental inspections, stop telling
businesses what they can and cannot do, and all the rest. They say we should be more like China.
What they are saying is that we should abandon the benefits that democracy brought to We, the People – the 99%
in order to enrich a few people – the 1%.
When we opened up our borders to goods from China, and let this treatment of workers and the environment offer
advantages to our elites, we made democracy a competitive disadvantage.
But wait, there’s more.
There is another difference to consider. Look what China offers our business leaders. China provides them with an
exploited labor force at little cost. Beyond that China also subsidizes the manufacturing that is done there. They
spend a great deal on manipulating their currency to keep prices of goods made there very low. They will build you
a factory, pay for your electricity, and so much more.
China offers our business leaders an amazing deal – a deal that they can’t refuse. The owners and managers of our
companies get really, really rich if they play along with China. Nerver mind if the companies go away later -- they’re
rich.
China offers these things to our business leaders for a reason. This is the reason: China sees itself as a country, and
we no longer do.
China competes with us as a country. But our businesses see themselves as GLOBALIZED, not as part of a country.
So since we – at least our businesses – no longer see themselves as part of a country we are not responding to this
competition. We are not mobilizing to fight back.
In fact, China has essentially recruited our own business leaders to fight against our own government.
Look at the effects on our country since we entered into this deal with China.
They are luring our businesses to move our jobs, factories, industries and technologies there for the private gain of
a few, at the expense of us as a country, and we let that happen.
The trade imbalance is bankrupting us as a country. It has already drained trillions from our economy, weakening
us and strengthening them.
They are smart, they do this as a NATIONAL strategy, as a country competing with us as a country, and the result
is that in a competition between countries we may have already lost.

There are many things we can do about this. China can still be a partner, and there are many things we can help lift
the wages and open things up for working people there.
We can require American companies to behave in the interest of their own country and of our democratic system,
for one thing.
We can immediately require that imports not exceed exports by issuing import licenses based on exports.
We can demand that China actually trade with us, using that huge accumulated trade surplus to buy goods and
services made here. This is dramatically in their interest – imagine what would happen to our economy if China
started actually trading with us, buying American-made goods. Then the thriving American economy would boost
the purchases of Chinese goods in return! That they don’t do this, and instead use those resources against
us, manipulating currency, subsidizing companies, tells us they are not playing an economic game,
they are playing a nationalist game of strategic domination. As a country.
Unfortunately, as I said, China’s trade strategy has helped create a situation where many of our own
elites are fighting against our government.
(Dave Johnson is a Fellow at Campaign for America's Future and a Senior Fellow at Renew California.)
© 2012 Independent Media Institute.
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07:15 SteveB

Re: Not Exactly (reply to SteveM)

Fw. from SteveM:
IN 2008, TERRY ANDERSON, A BLACK LOS ANGELES TALK RADIO HOST, WROTE DOWN A LIST OF
THINGS THAT SENATOR OBAMA SAID (prior to becoming President) THAT AREN'T "TRUE AND CORRECT".
NOBODY PAID ANY ATTENTION THEN. WILL ANYONE PAY ATTENTION TO THESE AND THE OTHER GROSS
DISTORTIONS AND INACCURACIES MADE IN THE LAST THREE YEARS? So, who EXACTLY is this Obama
guy?!? [Followed by a 3-4 year-old list of lies and mistruths about the President.]
SteveM, I printed and debunked this previously. It appears here:
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/Political_Inbox_2007-2011.pdf.
20120611-08

11:43 SteveM

Re: Not Exactly (reply to SteveB, above)

I see your defense of Obama is to change the subject.
OR is it that you are really saying that it's OK for a black man to lie, since that's their nature, you f*cking racist.
The subtle underlying context of what you didn't say gives you away and betrays your true racism.
20120611-10

16:02 SteveB

Re: Not Exactly (reply to SteveM, above)

No need to change the subject. I referred you to the publication where this email was previously debunked. For
more, see: http://www.snopes.com/politics/obama/50lies.asp.
The snopes.com webpage is called “50 Lies” for a very good reason. Your email only had 39. I don’t know what
happened to the missing lies.
The other problem with this email is that it’s years old. Stale lies are even worse than stale beer, my friend.

Racism? Anti-white racism? What? Ridiculous! I just don’t like rich, elitist, out-of-touch nerds—R0mney or Herman
Cain or Newt, or Cheney or Rove or Allen West, for that matter!
Now, as to Romney…he doesn’t exactly seem like your kind of guy. I know if we were hanging out, we’d both much
rather be with Barry than Mittens. What a bug-eyed geek!
What is it you like about him? That he’ll do whatever the big money tells him to do?
On the other hand, your article, “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued Computers”,
proved to be quite popular with our readers. See comments in tomorrow’s FotM Newsletter #158.
Thanks for that
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07:43

MarthaH

“Pledges Forgotten, Local Governments Repurpose Federally Funded
Parks”

“Pledges Forgotten, Local Governments Repurpose Federally Funded Parks” by Robert McClure, InvestigateWest
June 11, 2012, (http://www.invw.org/article/pledges-forgotten-local-g-1277)
The government promised that the public would get parks where citizens could exercise and stay strong – shared
open spaces that would be theirs forever, places that would inspire and invigorate.
But one park became a Las Vegas hotel. Another was almost turned into a beachfront McDonalds. Another is being
converted into an upscale private resort in Oklahoma. And in New York City, the National Park Service allowed the
New York Yankees, the nation’s richest baseball franchise, to build a parking garage atop public ball fields that
needy kids at the local schools didn’t see replaced for six years.
Forty-eight years after Congress and President John F. Kennedy promised parks to the public, the budget-battered
National Park Service program that awarded $3.9 billion-plus to state and local governments to buy or improve
those parks has routinely allowed the land to be converted to other uses, records and interviews by InvestigateWest
show. Frequently, critics contend, these transactions violate federal law and regulations requiring that federally
funded recreational acreage be replaced by lands of “reasonably equivalent” financial and recreational value.
Now, with tough times crimping cities’ budgets, parks advocates say they are seeing increasing efforts to privatize
parks funded under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act.
“Cities are just desperate for funding to keep schools open and what-have-you, and that becomes a big threat,”
said Huey Johnson, the former California natural resources secretary who founded the parks-advocacy group
Defense of Place. “The place the cities turn is, ‘Well let’s sell the parks.’ . . . This is really affecting the quality of
people’s lives.”
In Oklahoma, the state allowed one of its most popular parks to deteriorate badly before selling it to a development
company, which is turning it into a luxurious private resort. The development team includes one of the state’s
wealthiest businessmen.
In Michigan, stands of towering trees were knocked down at a park so three holes of a privately owned golf course
could be built – extending right to the crest of sand dunes overlooking Lake Michigan. The town, Benton Harbor,
the poorest in the state, is predominantly African-American.
In Sandusky, Ohio, residents nearly lost a waterfront park to a developer’s hotel and high-rise condos. In exchange
for a view of Sandusky Bay on Lake Erie, residents were going to get contaminated acreage inland that looked out
on a T.G.I. Friday’s. Only the developer’s financing problems scotched the deal.

Land values have appreciated significantly since many of the parks were first created. As a result, governments and
developers have been looking for ways to capitalize on that value.
From New York’s Yankee Stadium to San Francisco’s Candlestick Park, neighborhood public parks built or improved
with grants from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act are being converted to private uses.
In every case it knows about, the National Park Service says it has wrung from those who take over parkland a
promise to replace the open space with land of “at least equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent
usefulness and location,” as required by the law. But the agency relies on states to alert the agency to parkland
being converted to different uses in the first place – a key limitation in the Park Service’s oversight authority.
And critics say some such conversions go on under the radar without the parks ever being replaced. When they are
replaced, critics argue, it’s often with land that is inferior to the original. Even when the Park Service is notified, an
imbalance of power between local advocates and wealthy developers sometimes means uneven deals get struck.
Opponents have sought to block a few such deals in court, with mixed success.
An InvestigateWest investigation found evidence of these and other failures in the administration of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. The failures have led to what parks advocates contend is an increasing number of park
closures and conversions. The Park Service’s internal controls are not adequate to fully police the program, and only
in the last 12 years has the agency started to keep detailed information about park names and locations, a
necessary step for monitoring compliance.
Moreover, the federal government relies on states to conduct inspections of LWCF-funded parks within five years of
project completion and every five years thereafter, as Park Service rules require. However, some parks go without
inspection for much longer, leaving large windows of time for development to move forward unchecked.
No Federal Review (p. 12) http://www.documentcloud.org/documents/357982-2008-progressevaluation.html#document/p12/a57699.
“The financial situations in the states are pretty critical across the board,” said Joel Lynch, chief of the Park Service’s
State and Local Assistance Programs Division. “I’m sure some states have forgotten their responsibilities on
inspecting the sites. We know that’s occurring. We don’t have a sense if it’s widespread or not.”
No one knows exactly how many of these conversions are occurring – and records dating from the 1970s suggest
that the National Park Service never has known.
Park Service staffers strive to keep on top of park conversions, said Michael D. Wilson, Lynch’s predecessor. They
rely on Google Alerts to help them know when a park is undergoing a conversion, Wilson said.
“It’s amazing how many conversions we discover just because Google sends an article to staff about a park in
Podunk, Ark., being converted to some other use,” Wilson said.
For three years InvestigateWest tracked the Park Service program and several large park conversions where critics
contend the Park Service has sanctioned parkland trades that shortchange taxpayers.
For example, in exchange for allowing the denuding of a woodsy 22-acre patch behind dunes along Lake Michigan
to make way for a luxury golf course in Benton Harbor, local residents are getting a system of hiking trails
connecting smaller chunks of inland acreage. The replacement land, located in an area where waste materials had
been deposited, had previously tested positive for the presence of about 20 chemicals including lead,
benzo<a>pyrene and anthracene.
Nicole Moon longs for that forest behind the dunes of Lake Michigan. She used to walk from her downtown Benton
Harbor apartment to enjoy the undeveloped lakeside land. Now the forest and grassland have been flattened into
sand and turf.

During a 2009 interview, Moon drove down a dirt road to reach one of the seven parcels of land that are supposed
to make up for the swath of green swapped out of the center of the park. This parcel was covered by construction
debris, old furniture, yard waste and other trash. The debris was finally bulldozed from the remote riverside parcel
about six months ago.
“This is part of the land they’re exchanging for the beautiful 22 acres of Jean Klock Park,” Moon said. “It’s way out
in the middle of nowhere, it’s a wetland, it’s down a dirt road and, as you can see, it’s not only a contaminated site,
but it’s become a dump site for all kinds of things.”
The National Park Service is ill equipped to monitor these parkland takeovers. And that has a lot to do with lack of
consistent funding to maintain the program. Congress has sent this ambitious effort to boost Americans’ health and
maintain special natural places on a 40-year roller-coaster ride, hampering the program’s ability to make sure debtsaddled cities don’t sell off their parks.
Aspirations for good health
When Congress passed the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act in 1964 with vigorous bipartisan support, one
major purpose was to “strengthen the health and vitality of the citizens” in parks where they could stay in shape by
running, walking, bicycling and playing. This was long before the obesity epidemic that has gripped America in the
last two decades.
Congress authorized the use of motorboat fuel taxes, proceeds from sales of surplus federal land and federally
collected recreation fees to fund acquisition and improvement of local, state and federal parks. But in 1968, with a
booming population and an according need for new parks, Congress tapped a major new revenue source. Offshore
oil drilling was taking off, and it was happening on seafloor controlled by the federal government. Currently up to
$900 million a year of the drilling royalties are available for the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
In essence, Congress made this bargain: Americans would accept the possibility of offshore oil spills in exchange for
a steady stream of oil-industry payments that would secure parklands where Americans could exercise and
commune with nature.
Parks supporters were excited to see their vision for public open space start to be realized.
But in 1969, Americans got a good look at the bargain they had struck. Some 200,000 gallons of oil came gushing
up from the ocean after an accident at a drilling platform off Santa Barbara, Calif. It tainted 800 square miles of
ocean and long stretches of Southern California’s beaches.
Those trade-offs continue today, with BP’s Deepwater Horizon the largest spill in U.S. history.
What Americans got in return was a program that was quite successful in preserving special places – from
California’s redwoods to North Carolina’s Chimney Rock – and providing opportunities in and around cities for
outdoor recreation. The Land and Water Conservation Fund provided money that would eventually be used for
about 42,000 grants to states and local governments. That funding, along with state matching money, purchased
more than 2.6 million acres – an area bigger than Rhode Island and Delaware combined. More than $3.9 billion has
gone to state and local parks.
As the number of parks grew, however, so did the challenge of making sure the parks stayed intact.
Government auditors long ago documented how overwhelmed federal workers were unable to keep up with the
growing parkland acreage purchased or improved under the program, although their findings were little noticed by
politicians or the public. The U.S. General Accounting Office reported in 1977 that the federal agency then
responsible for the program, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, had not set up a reliable system for inspecting the
parks to make sure they stayed available for outdoor recreation for the public. Auditors described one aspect of the
inspection system, checks made on parks under development, as “hit or miss.” They also said staffing levels were
too low to police the whole process.

At a handful of sites, auditors said the parkland had been converted to other uses, including schools, and
community centers. One had even been turned into a farm.
Then staffing levels dropped, making adequate oversight even less likely after the program was folded into the
National Park Service in 1980.
Fast-forward to 2008 and the results of a federal Department of Interior Inspector General report suggested that
the problems have only snowballed.
“We believe (the Park Service) needs to strengthen its monitoring and oversight of program results,” inspectors
wrote.
What an Effective Monitoring Strategy Looks Like (p. 13) http://www.documentcloud.org/documents/357982-2008progress-evaluation.html#document/p13/a57700.
Noting that researchers have reported that public health is correlated with use of parks, and that the distance to a
park is closely related with a person’s likelihood to use it, the inspectors said the Park Service should be at least
spot-checking to make sure parks remain parks instead of relying on states to do the whole job.
“This would provide greater assurance that (Land and Water Conservation Fund) sites and facilities are protected
and remain accessible open for public recreation,” inspectors wrote.
Why did the Park Service stop doing the inspections?
“Staffing and funding reductions,” the program reviewers wrote.
While the Park Service’s rules call for a program audit of each state every three years, Park Service officials say
those have not been done in many years for many states, and they are catching up on a backlog that in some cases
meant states escaped such scrutiny for eight years or more. Bob Anderson, supervisor of the Park Service’s Midwest
region for state and local assistance, said while Park Service previously assigned one person to most states, workers
now manage as many as eight states. And travel money is short.
They still catch some of the park conversions. The Park Service is pursuing more than 60 cases in Oregon, some
dating back a decade.
At least some states know they’re falling down on the job. Auditors for the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection reported in February of this year that the state had stopped doing inspections, instead relying on “limited
self-inspections” by cities, noting: “This could lead to misuse of grant funds.” The same system is being tried as a
pilot program in other states including California, Park Service officials said.
Mark Gelardi is a Portland attorney who analyzed the park-conversion issue in a 2007 law review article at the
University of Washington. He pointed out that cities are violating federal law when they convert a park without Park
Service permission.
“The National Park Service should be keeping track of the investments that they’ve made with the public’s money in
these parks,” Gelardi said. “They need to make sure that the recipients of these grants follow federal law.”
What went wrong?
The story of the Land and Water Conservation Fund is a cautionary tale as the nation contemplates controlling its
budget deficit. It shows how actions to rein in spending in the short term can result in unintended and harmful
consequences.
At first, the park-buying program was popular and successful. Funding soared to an ambitious $370 million in 1980.

But then it dipped to zero when Reagan administration budget cuts hit in the early ‘80s, jumped back up to $110
million in 1983 and then began a long slide to just $16 million a year starting in 1988. For four years in the late
1990s, under President Bill Clinton, the program was again zeroed out: Oil companies continued to pay royalties for
offshore drilling, but the money coming into the Land and Water Conservation Fund was not allocated to parkland
for states and cities, as the law called for. And while campaigning in 2000, President George W. Bush promised to
fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund – which he did, only to divert funds to other Department of
Interior programs while trying to slash outdoor recreation spending to zero in his second term.
“The program has been up and down for years in resources given to grants,” said Lynch, of the Park Service.
Over those decades, staffing went on the same roller-coaster ride as the budget. In the 1970s, the program
operated as an independent agency, employing about 100 people. By the 1990s, it had shrunk to a backwater
National Park Service bureau where, Anderson said, the number of personnel dropped from about 75 in 1995 to just
12 in 1997. Today the equivalent of 23 ½ full-timers work there – about a quarter the number in the 1970s.
Yet the number of parks protected under the act has continued to grow year by year.
NPS Should Conduct Some Inspections (p. 12) http://www.documentcloud.org/documents/357982-2008-progressevaluation.html#document/p12/a59739.
The 2008 inspector general’s report pointed out that park inspections are conducted by the very states that the
National Park Service is supposed to be policing. It stated: “We believe NPS officials should have responsibility for
conducting at least some inspections and should clearly report the extent to which they fulfill this obligation.”
Sam Hall, former director of the program from the 1970s through the 1990s, said Congress originally provided
enough funding to double-check on whether states were enforcing the requirements that privatized parkland be
replaced.
“We found a lot of conversions. We found primarily local governments who would sell lands to a local developer for
housing, or they put a fire station on the land or wanted to turn it into a municipal city dump,” he said.
In one case in Louisiana, the concessionaire running a state park campground beside a reservoir actually started
selling off RV pads, Hall recalled. State inspectors who were coming around dutifully at least once every five years
caught him.
“People had put in brick patios and all kinds of developments on their little sites,” Hall said. “It was a major
conversion.”
Without adequate Park Service oversight to ensure the state inspections are done, though, such privatization can
easily go unchallenged today.
The recession’s bite into municipal budgets, parks advocates say, makes it more likely that towns will take money
for green space and hope to replace it on the cheap – or not at all. That’s what’s happened at Lake Texoma State
Park in Oklahoma, where the state began selling land to a developer of a posh resort in 2008, but still has not
replaced the park facilities.
Sometimes local governments just don’t want to hear about the law’s requirement that privatized parkland must be
replaced, said Hall, the former program director. When Las Vegas allowed a hotel to be built on federally funded
parkland in the early 1990s, city officials wouldn’t agree to build a new park until the Park Service threatened to
invoke provisions in federal law that allowed withholding of federal funding for highways and other purposes, Hall
said.
Local governments have tried even more outrageous shenanigans. For example, American Samoa started making
plans to allow a McDonalds to be built in a park that offers the only public beach in the South Pacific U.S. territory,
said David Siegenthaler of the Park Service, who polices park conversions in California and American Samoa.

Siegenthaler got an anonymous tip about the proposed deal. When Siegenthaler called to check on what he’d
heard, Samoan officials repeatedly denied they planned to allow the McDonald’s, he said. Prodded by park
supporters, though, he kept asking questions. Eventually he discovered the governor had signed an agreement to
allow the deal, Siegenthaler said.
Staying on top of the parks funded by some 42,000 grants is a big challenge for the program. The mammoth task
is complicated by gaps in early record-keeping that didn’t document specifics about some grants, such as the name
of the park. Also, parks sometimes change names after the federal grant is awarded, so just keeping straight which
park is which can be complicated, Park Service officials said.
The agency set out several years ago to straighten out the records so that, for example, parks are more clearly
identified. But, Wilson, the former Parks Service administrator, said in 2010, “We’ve been hindered because we
lacked the funding to do the project justice. But we hope to catch up over the next few years.” The project is still
not done.
He said officials in recent years have been finding out about more park conversions than in the past.
“It’s difficult to tell if it’s been happening more frequently or if through today’s technology we find out about it
more,” Wilson said.
Park Service officials say one of the most frequent reasons parkland is converted is to build or widen roads,
although conversions for other uses, such as cellphone towers, have become more common in recent years.
Under federal regulations, a decision to convert a park to private use or anything other than public outdoor
recreation has to be approved ahead of time by the Park Service – even though Park Service officials freely admit
that large numbers of park conversions are a done deal by the time they get wind of them.
The law also says such a decision has to be made under the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, or
NEPA. That law requires that federal officials in any decision affecting the environment look at all alternatives and
listen to the public.
However, Park Service officials acknowledge that when they find out a city or state already has allowed parkland to
be converted to some other use, the consideration of other alternatives are effectively precluded, because one –
keeping the parkland intact – may have already been foreclosed.
When a beloved park is paved over, “I’m at a loss to say what you do,” Wilson said.
Johnson, the California parks advocate who helped found the Trust for Public Land, cautions that unless reforms are
undertaken, more cash-strapped cities are likely to push for privatizing parkland without offering citizens equal
recreational opportunities.
“It’s just like watching bank accounts if you’re a bank president,” Johnson said. “If you walk out of the bank and
don’t watch… someone’s going to walk away with some of the money. “
LuAnne Kozma, a Michigan parks activist, said the entire debate needs to be re-framed so that cities and states no
longer look to the biggest patch of green on their map when government coffers come up short.
“We’re trying to get people to realize that there shouldn’t be a dollar value attached to a park any more,” she said.
“Once a park becomes a park, it’s out of the market . . . It’s just priceless.”
(Jason Alcorn contributed to this report, which was edited by Carol Smith.)
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Pam

Re: “Pledges Forgotten, Local Governments Repurpose Federally Funded
Parks” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Oh, great! Another outrage to be outraged about. I don't want to lose all hope, but some days it's difficult not to.
I'm lucky though. Here in Greensboro we have a lot of great parks that are maintained by volunteers and open to
the public. Our arboretum runs along a major highway and was created when a string of those huge metal
conductor things was put in to provide electricity. These towers are not beautiful, but the park around it is, so it's
not unpleasant to walk there. In fact, it's beautiful and I've seen a pair of red-tailed hawks that are nesting there.
Yesterday I walked in our Bicentennial Gardens, a beautiful park with flowers everywhere, paved walking paths and
lots of grass. It's a peaceful place to gather your thoughts. I could go on, but Greensboro really is lucky in our
parks management. I think it depends on local political will. No one would dare touch our Bicentennial Gardens or
the Battleground Park, where the Battle of Guilford Courthouse was fought. This post reminds me to be grateful to
Greensboro Beautiful, the volunteer group that does so much for our community.
20120611-04

09:15

Tom

Front Sight Patriots: Laugh Out Loud of the Week

When four deer hunters arrived at the deer camp for their annual hunt they found that all the lodging was taken
except for two cabins, both equipped with two beds.
Three of them, John, Bill and Fred had a lively discussion as who would bunk with Bob who was a habitual snorer.
They finally decided that the only fair way was to take turns.
Bill shared a cabin with Bob the first night and the next morning he appeared red-eyed from lack of sleep. He said
that Bob snored so loud that getting to sleep was impossible so he sat up all night and watched Bob.
The second night it was Fred's turn and the next morning he looked even worse than Bill had. He stated that Bob's
snoring was so loud that even the windows shook and there was no way he could get to sleep so he too sat up all
night and watched Bob.
The third night was John's turn and the next morning he appeared all bright-eyed, alert and fully rested and Bob
looked as if he had not slept.
Bill and Fred was amazed at John's appearance and asked him what happened.
John told them that when they went to bed he patted Bob on the bottom, kissed him on the cheek, and Bob sat up
watching him all night!
20120611-05
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SteveB

D.I.Y.

For anyone who doesn’t know about this great magazine, website, and source of materials and plans, please be
advised—it’s great for all sorts of interesting D.I.Y. projects! Ben and I have been fans from the start.
http://www.makershed.com/default.asp
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Pam

Re: “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers” (reply to SteveB & SteveM, FotM Newsletter #157)

I really like Stiglitz's interview; it confirms my opinions, so of course I like it. Also, it makes sense. What really
troubles me in this FotM is the piece on the new restrictions on journalists' use of their own computers. One by
one, we see pieces of the public domain carved off. Even if it a government agency that has issued this dictat, I
consider it an infringement of public space. I'm a liberal, but when government does something I consider
questionable, I will say so. There may be good arguments for the change, though none were provided. Was there
a problem that needed fixing? What will be the unexpected consequences of the change? Who made the decision?
Why? How does this change increase transparency? If the concern is security, I wouldn't think journalists would

have access to classified information anyway. Security just sounds like a made-up reason to me. I find this very
troubling.

20120611-07
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Art

Re: “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers” (reply to Pam, above)

Think the key may be the computers are located inside the Dept of Labor offices. Suspect it has something to do
with security. Today in many embassies overseas (of course that is where all of ours are) you have to check your
cell phone at the door. Not allowed to take inside the building, or if not that, onto special floors within the
embassy. They all have little pigeon hole shelving units to place the phones which you can retrieve as you leave. I
tired to bring my Mac into the new embassy at Muscat when I worked there and it required a major act of God.
Thought article on Romney's draft avoidance particularly interesting. Does this guy know how to tell the truth
about anything?

20120611-09
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Pam

Re: “Obama Labor Dept. Forces Journalists to Use Government-Issued
Computers” (reply to Art, above)

Situation clarified, Art. Thanks. And no. I don't think Romney would know the truth if he fell over it.

20120611-11

18:28

Art

U.S. National Parks Passes & “U.S. Agencies Join Forces to Honor &
Support Military Families”

[This is a great program. I think it should include veterans. Anyway, almost as good a deal is what I call the
“Oldies” pass: you have to be 62, it costs only $10, and is good for whatever small increment of time might remain
for you in this miserable existence, as your light continues to dim, hence your need to get away to the national
parks. A “normal” annual pass costs $80, and is well worth it. Support your national parks and those who bravely
serve. –SteveB]
“U.S. Agencies Join Forces to Honor and Support Military Families” U.S. Forest Service Press Release
May 30, 2012, (http://www.kvsun.com/articles/2012/06/04/news/doc4fc555473fc61770363526.txt)
As part of the Joining Forces initiative to support our nation’s service members and their families, several U.S.
government agencies will announce an annual pass to active duty service members and their dependents, granting
free access to more than 2,000 national parks, wildlife refuges, national forests, and other public lands around the
nation in the coming years.
“First Lady Michelle Obama and I started the Joining Forces initiative last year as a way to honor, recognize and
support our veterans and military families,” said Dr. Jill Biden. “This effort is a wonderful way to give something
back, giving our military men and women and their families a chance to reconnect with their loved ones, experience
the beauty of this country, and simply have a little fun.”
Beginning on Armed Forces Day on May 19, active duty service men and women‚ (Army, Marines, Navy, Air Force,
Coast Guard, and activated National Guard and Reserves) can obtain the new military version of the America the
Beautiful National Parks and Federal Recreation Lands Annual Pass. The pass will be accepted at National Park
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Reclamation, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service
and U.S. Army Corps sites that charge entrance or standard amenity fees.
The initiative was announced during a ceremony at Colonial National Historical Park in Yorktown, Virginia where
Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, Director of the National Park Service Jonathan B. Jarvis and Assistant

Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) Jo-Ellen Darcy distributed the first passes to one member from each of the
military’s five branches.
“Our nation owes a debt of gratitude to our service men and women who make great sacrifices and put their lives
on the lines to protect our country and preserve our freedom,” Secretary Salazar said. “In recognition of their
contributions and service, we are putting out a welcome mat for these brave men and women and their families at
America’s most beautiful and storied sites.”
"Our country's iconic memorials, open spaces, and majestic landscapes provide inspiration for those serving in the
military, especially those far from home," said Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack, whose agency oversees national
forests. "In appreciation for their service, we want to encourage these men and women and their families to visit
and enjoy America's wondrous lands and waterways."
"Our soldiers, sailors and airmen give so much to this country. The federal family is honored to thank them for their
service by offering them an opportunity to visit the natural resources that they defend," said Assistant Secretary
Darcy. "The Corps is proud to be participating in the program by accepting the America the Beautiful Military Pass at
Corps recreation facilities."
Military members and their dependents can pick up a pass at any national park or wildlife refuge that charges an
entrance fee or other selected sites. Members must show a current, valid military identification card to obtain their
pass. The pass is also available to dependents of active duty personnel. A list of participating sites is available here.
Today’s announcement complements the Joining Forces Initiative launched by the First Lady and Dr. Biden, a
national initiative to mobilize all sectors of society to give service members and families the opportunities and
support they have earned. In just its first year, Joining Forces has rallied American businesses to hire tens of
thousands of veterans and military spouses, schools have improved educational opportunities for military children,
and the medical community has vowed better care for military families.
Where there are entrance fees, the pass covers the owner and accompanying passengers in a single, private, noncommercial vehicle at recreation sites that charge per vehicle. At sites where per-person entrance fees are charged,
it covers the pass owner and three accompanying adults age 16 and older. There is no entry fee for children 15 and
under.
While the pass is not available to veterans and retirees, many of these individuals are eligible for other discounted
passes, such as the Senior Pass, granting lifetime access to U.S. citizens over 62 for $10, and the Access Pass
granting free lifetime access for permanently disabled U.S. citizens.
For more information on the pass, visit: http://store.usgs.gov/pass/index.html.
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Fw: ” Obama Is Victim of Bush's Failed Promises”

”Obama Is Victim of Bush's Failed Promises” by Chuck Green, Aurora Sentinel
Feb. 7, 2010, (http://smartgirlpolitics.ning.com/profiles/blogs/obama-is-victim-of-bush-s-failed-promises)
Here's an opinion piece by Chuck Green who writes "Greener Pastures" for the Denver Post & Aurora Sentinel...one
of the more liberal papers in the country. Additionally, Mr. Green is a lifelong Democrat...so this is rather a stunning
piece...
Obama is victim of Bush's failed promises!
Barack Obama is setting a record-setting number of records during his first term in office:
• Largest budget ever.
• Largest deficit ever.

•
•
•
•

Largest number of broken promises ever.
Most self-serving speeches ever.
Largest number of agenda-setting failures ever.
Fastest dive in popularity ever!

Wow! Talk about change.
Just over two years ago, fresh from his inauguration celebrations, President Obama was flying high. After one of the
nation's most inspiring political campaigns, the election of America 's first black president had captured the hopes
and dreams of millions. To his devout followers, it was inconceivable that a year later his administration would be
gripped in self-imposed crisis.
Of course, they don't see it as self-imposed. It's all George Bush's fault!
George Bush, who doesn't have a vote in congress and who no longer occupies
The White House, is to blame for it all.
He broke Obama's promise, to put all bills on the White House web site for five days before signing them.
He broke Obama's promise, to have the congressional health care negotiations broadcast live on C-SPAN.
He broke Obama's promise, to end earmarks.
He broke Obama's promise, to keep unemployment from rising above 8 percent.
He broke Obama's promise, to close the detention center at Guantanamo in the first year.
He broke Obama's promise, to make peace with direct, no precondition talks with America 's most hate-filled
enemies during his first year in office, ushering in a new era of global cooperation.
He broke Obama's promise, to end the hiring of former lobbyists into high White House jobs.
He broke Obama's promise, to end no-compete contracts with the government.
He broke Obama's promise, to disclose the names of all attendees at closed White House meetings.
He broke Obama's promise, for a new era of bipartisan cooperation in all matters.
He broke Obama's promise, to have chosen a home church to attend Sunday services with his family by Easter.
Yes, it's all George Bush's fault! President Obama is nothing more than a puppet in the never-ending failed Bush
administration. If only George Bush wasn't still in charge, all of President Obama's problems would be solved. His
promises would have been kept, the economy would be back on track, Iran would have stopped its work on
developing a nuclear bomb and would be negotiating a peace treaty with Israel. North Korea would have ended its
tyrannical regime, and integrity would have been restored to the federal government.
Oh, and did I mention what it would be like, if the Democrats, under the leadership of Nancy Pelosi and Harry Reid,
didn't have the heavy yoke of George Bush around their necks? There would be no ear marks, no closed-door
drafting of bills, no increase in deficit spending, no special-interest influence (unions), no vote buying ( Nebraska,
Louisiana ).
If only George Bush wasn't still in charge, we'd have real change by now.
All the broken promises, all the failed legislation and delay (health care reform, immigration reform) is not President
Obama's fault or the fault of the Democrat-controlled Congress. It's all George Bush's fault !

Take for example the attempt of Eric Holder, the president's attorney general, to hold terrorists' trials in New York
City. Or his decision to try the Christmas Day underpants bomber as a civilian.
Two disastrous decisions.
Certainly those were bad judgments based on poor advice from George Bush!
Need more proof?
You might recall when Scott Brown won the election to the U.S. Senate from Massachusetts, capturing "The Ted
Kennedy Seat", President Obama said Brown's victory was the result of the same voter anger that propelled Obama
into office in 2008. People were still angry about George Bush and the policies of the past 10 years. And they
wanted change.
Yes, according to the president, the voter rebellion in Massachusetts, was George Bush's fault.
Therefore, in retaliation, they elected a Republican to the Ted Kennedy seat, ending a half-century of domination by
Democrats. It is all George Bush's fault!
Will the failed administration of George Bush ever end, and the time for hope and change ever arrive???
Will President Obama ever accept responsibility for something/anything?
(Chuck Green is a veteran Colorado journalist and former editor-in-chief of The Denver Post.)
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“When Will Obama Crack in Public?”

[SteveM, and you have the nerve to accuse me of being racist??? –SteveB]
“When Will Obama Crack in Public?” by Mychal Massie, WND
Apr. 19, 2011, (http://www.wnd.com/2011/04/288657/)
(Exclusive: Mychal Massie says BHO displayed 'a dark psychopathy' during budget talks.)
(Mychal Massie is chairman of the National Leadership Network of Black Conservatives-Project 21 – a conservative
black think tank located in Washington, D.C. He was recognized as the 2008 Conservative Man of the Year by the
Conservative Party of Suffolk County, N.Y. He is a nationally recognized political activist, pundit and columnist. He
has appeared on Fox News Channel, CNN, MSNBC, C-SPAN, NBC, Comcast Cable and talk-radio programming
nationwide. A former self-employed business owner of more than 30 years, Massie's website is mychalmassie.com.)
At a time when many Americans can barely afford Burger King and a movie, Obama boasts of spending a billion
dollars on his re-election campaign. Questioned at a recent appearance about the spiraling fuel costs, Obama said,
“Get used to it” – and with an insouciant grin and chortle, he told another person at the event, who complained
about the effect high fuel prices were having on his family, to “get a more fuel-efficient car.”
The Obamas behave as if they were sharecroppers living in a trailer and hit the Powerball, but instead of getting
new tires for their trailer and a new pickup truck, they moved to Washington. And instead of making possum pie,
with goats and chickens in the front yard, they’re spending and living large at taxpayer expense – opulent
vacations, gala balls, resplendent dinners and exclusive command performances at the White House, grand date
nights, golf, basketball, more golf, exclusive resorts and still more golf.

[All stuff Nixon, Reagan, the Bush’s, and R0mney never do or did! Yes, the American people demand that their
President live poor! Maybe he’s supposed to move to some DC ghetto, since he and his wife are obviously not good
enough for the White House. Please give me a break! –SteveB]
Expensive, ill-fitting and ill-chosen wigs and fashions hardly befit the first lady of the United States. The Obamas
have behaved in every way but presidential – which is why it’s so offensive when we hear Obama say, in order “to
restore fiscal responsibility, we all need to share in the sacrifice – but we don’t have to sacrifice the America we
believe in.”
The American people have been sacrificing; it is he and his family who are behaving as if they’ve never had two
nickels to rub together – and now, having hit the mother lode, they’re going to spend away their feelings of
inadequacy at the taxpayers’ expense.
(Why do modern liberals think and act as they do? Find out in Dr. Lyle Rossiter’s book, The Liberal Mind: The
Psychological Causes of Political Madness.)
Obama continues to exhibit behavior that, at best, can be described as mobocratic and, at worst, reveals a deeply
damaged individual. In a February 2010 column, I asked, “Is Obama unraveling?” I wrote that it was beginning to
appear the growing mistrust of him and contempt for his policies was beginning to have a destabilizing effect on
him.
At that time, I wrote that not having things go one’s way can be a bitter pill, but reasonable people don’t behave as
he was behaving. He had insulted Republicans at their luncheon, where he had been an invited guest. I had
speculated that was, in part, what had led him to falsely accuse Supreme Court justices before Congress, the nation
and the world, during the 2010 State of the Union address.
It appeared, at that time, as if he were “fraying around the emotional edges.” That behavior has not abated – it has
become more pronounced. While addressing the nation, after being forced to explain the validity of his unilateral
aggression with Libya, America witnessed a petulant individual scowling and scolding the public for daring to insist
he explain his actions.
But during an afternoon speech to address the budget/debt, he took his scornful, unstable despotic behavior to
depths that should give the nation cause for concern. Displaying a dark psychopathy more representative of an
episode of “The Tudors” television series, he invited Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., to sit in the front row during his
speech and then proceeded to berate both Ryan and Ryan’s budget-cutting plan. Even liberal Democrats were put
off by the act. MSNBC’s Joe Scarborough questioned the sanity of Obama’s actions.
Today, criticism is coming from all sides. A senior Democrat lawmaker said, “I have been very disappointed in
[Obama], to the point where I’m embarrassed that I endorsed him. It’s so bad that some of us are thinking, is there
some way we can replace him? How do you get rid of this guy?” (“Democrats’ Disgust with Obama,” The Daily
Beast, April 15, 2011)
Steve McCann wrote: Obama’s speech “was chock full of lies, deceit and crass fear-mongering. It must be said that
[he] is the most dishonest, deceitful and mendacious person in a position of power I have ever witnessed” (“The
Mendacity of Barack Obama,” AmericanThinker.com, April 15, 2011).
McCann continued: “[His] performance was the culmination of four years of outright lies and narcissism that have
been largely ignored by the media, including some in the conservative press and political class who are loath to call
[him] what he is in the bluntest of terms: a liar and a fraud. That he relies on his skin color to intimidate, either
outright or by insinuation [against] those who oppose his radical agenda only add to his audacity. It is apparent
that he has gotten away with his character flaws his entire life, aided and abetted by sycophants around him. …”
With these being among the kinder rebukes being directed at Obama, and with people becoming less intimidated by
his willingness to use race as a bludgeon, with falling poll numbers in every meaningful category and an increasingly
aggressive tea-party opposition – how much longer before he cracks completely?

The coming months of political life are not going to be pleasant for Obama. Possessed by a self-perceived palatine
mindset, that in his mind places him above criticism, how long before he cracks in public? Can America risk a man
with a documented track record of lying and misrepresenting truth as a basic way of life, who is becoming
increasingly more contumelious?
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“This Next Generation Will Be Left Behind in the Land of No Opportunity”

“This Next Generation Will Be Left Behind in the Land of No Opportunity” by Salvatore Babones, Truthout
June 11, 2012, (http://truth-out.org/news/item/9595-not-news-america-is-no-longer-the-land-of-opportunity)
There are places in the world where the majority of people are doomed to live no better than their parents and
grandparents did. Places where a poor child from the slums might as well dream of being an astronaut as dream of
having a decent middle-class job. Places where the children of the rich get even richer while the children of the
poor stay poor.
Places like Burma and Kenya and the United States.
Well, at least if you're a poor Kenyan your son just might grow up to be president of the United States. For most
poor Americans, even state senator is out of reach. You'd be lucky to find the money to send your child to college,
never mind law school.
As that son of a Kenyan said in his most recent State of the Union address, America is becoming "a country where a
shrinking number of people do really well, while a growing number of Americans barely get by." The numbers back
him up. Both executive compensation and the poverty rate are at or near all-time highs.
While Democrats have a reputation for caring about poverty and inequality, Republicans usually focus on the idea
that in America anyone who works hard can succeed. America is the country of entrepreneurs. The rags-to-riches
story is one of the foundations of our national identity.
The only problem is that it's not true - or, at least, it's not true anymore.
According to data from the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the United States
has some of the lowest rates of entrepreneurship in the world. Even at the top of the boom in 2005-2007,
only two countries (Belgium and Norway) had lower levels of new business formation than the United States. The
other 22 countries studied by the OECD all had higher rates of new business formation than the United States.
In fact, over 50 percent of Americans work for large companies of 250 employees or more. Only two other countries
in the world have economies that are so dominated by large firms: Slovakia and Luxembourg.
We are not a nation of entrepreneurs. We are a nation of workers. And over the past forty years the American
worker has gone from riches to rags, not the other way around.
For more than a century, from 1870 to 1973, the wage income of the typical American worker rose an average of 2
percent per year, as I have documented elsewhere. Since 1973, it has fallen. It has fallen most for the young. A
typical American 30-year-old makes an astounding 27 percent less today than a typical 30-year-old made in 1973
(adjusted for inflation).
Back in the late 19th century, when the actual Horatio Alger was writing Horatio Alger stories about young workingclass people rising into the middle class through hard work and careful saving, actual young working-class people
were rising into the middle class through hard work and careful saving. With today's median wage of $16.57 an
hour, that's not likely.
Even Republicans have come to realize that rags to riches just doesn't work anymore. Republican presidential
runner-up Rick Santorum did more than anyone else to inject this issue into the campaign. "Believe it or not, studies

have been done that show that in Western Europe, people at the lower parts of the income scale actually have a
better mobility going up the ladder now than in America," he said during the October 19 Republican presidential
debate in Las Vegas.
Believe it. Santorum may not be right about much, but he's right about mobility. Academic studies typically show
that around 45 percent of income differences between families are transmitted from one US generation to the next.
This is about twice as high as the equivalent figures in Western Europe and Australia.
More careful economic estimates suggest that the American class system is even more sclerotic than that. In a
highly technical report in the Review of Economic and Statistics, Federal Reserve economist Bhashkar Mazumder
showed that prior researchers have seriously underestimated the degree to which children inherit their parents'
positions in society.
His best estimate is that the intergenerational stickiness in income is around 60 percent. In other words, over half
of a person's economic status in life is predetermined at birth. Mazumder concludes that it would take an average of
five generations for a family's offspring to rise from low income to middle income.
It wasn't always this way. Time was when opportunities for advancement in America were expanding, not
contracting. Research from the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago shows that intergenerational mobility increased
continuously from 1940 to 1980. Only then did it start to fall.
By 2000 (the final year of the study covered), mobility in America was lower than where it had started in 1940.
What can we do to reinvigorate the American dream? The American people don't need experts to answer this
question for them. Surveys show that the American people are quite capable of answering it on their own.
A 2011 poll from the Pew Charitable Trusts' Economic Mobility Project found that 83 percent of Americans "support
a government role in promoting upward economic mobility." The top three things Americans said the government
should do? Provide all children with a quality education, promote job creation and ensure equal opportunity - all of
which President Obama called for in his State of the Union Address.
Government can and should promote greater social mobility. Inevitably, however, greater mobility for the poor and
working classes comes at the cost of higher taxes and fewer privileges for the middle and upper classes. Economic
opportunity is incompatible with an economy dominated by $8-an-hour service jobs.
We can return to an America of boundless upward mobility only if we return to an America of well-funded schools,
good union jobs and top-quality government services supported by progressive taxes on those who can most afford
to pay. Like all good things, mobility comes at a price. Those who have achieved the American dream have to be
willing to share it with everybody else. Sadly, it seems they no longer are.
Copyright, Truthout.
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Signs of the Times, Part 2
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Women as Explained by Engineers, Part 5

Have you ever wondered how a woman's brain works? Well....it's finally explained here in one, easy-to-understand
illustration:

Every one of those little blue balls is a thought about something that needs to be done, a decision or a problem that
needs to be solved. A man has only 2 balls and they take up all his thoughts.
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Quote: Susan B. Anthony on Politics
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Photo: Acadia National Park, Maine

Can you hear the rocks singing? It’s a lovely, haunting sound…but if you hear it from a boat at night or in a blind
fog, you are probably in trouble…
http://www.guideoftravels.com/acadia-national-park-mountains-forests-and-ponds.html

—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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He Didn’t Win the Nobel Prize fer Nothin’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 13, 2012)
Just when you might have been thinking that you’re the only sane person on the planet, I present to you one
economist who is anything but crazy, though Republicans sure love to claim he is.
“Paul Krugman's 13 Best GOP Zingers” by Politico
June 11, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/gallery/2012/06/krugmans-13-best-gop-zingers/000196-002352.html)
Nobel Prize–winning economist Paul Krugman blasted President Barack Obama on Monday for having “screwed up
the line” by saying the private sector is “doing fine,” but the New York Times columnist saves his sharpest barbs for
Republicans.
1. "Sometimes you do wonder if these guys are moles, Manchurian candidates for I don't know who, if their
real job is to bring down America because they really are doing the best they can.” — May 18, 2012, on
CNN's “Martin Bashir,” speaking about House Speaker John Boehner’s and other Republican leaders’
economic policies.
2. “I have a structural hypothesis here. You have a Republican ideology, which Mitt Romney obviously
doesn’t believe in. He just oozes insincerity, that’s just so obvious. But all of the others are fools and clowns.
And there is a question here, my hypothesis is that maybe this is an ideology that only fools and clowns can
actually believe in, and that’s the Republican problem.” — Nov. 20, 2011, on ABC’s “This Week,” speaking
about the 2012 Republican presidential contenders.
3. “All he does is make scary noises about the deficit, with mood music, with organ music in the background
about how ominous it is, and then propose a plan that would in fact increase the deficit.” — May 3, 2012,
speaking with TPM about Rep. Paul Ryan (R-WI)
4. “Just how stupid does Mitt Romney think we are? If you’ve been following his campaign from the
beginning, that’s a question you have probably asked many times.” — April 22, 2012, in a column titled
“The Amnesia Candidate”
5. “What happened after 9/11 — and I think even people on the right know this, whether they admit it or
not — was deeply shameful. The atrocity should have been a unifying event, but instead it became a wedge

issue. Fake heroes like Bernie Kerik, Rudy Giuliani, and, yes, George W. Bush raced to cash in on the
horror.” — Sept. 11, 2011, in a blog post titled “The Years of Shame”
6. “If you don’t know multiple people who are suffering, then you must be living in a very rarefied
environment. You must be maybe a member of the Romney clan, or something.” — June 9, 2012, speaking
at the Netroots Nation conference
7. “It was his time, the Republican base does not want Romney and they keep on looking for an alternative,
and Newt — although somebody said ‘he’s a stupid man’s idea of what a smart person sounds like,’ but he
is more plausible than the other guys that they’ve been pushing up.” — Nov. 20, 2011, on ABC's "This
Week," speaking about Newt Gingrich’s surge in the 2012 race
8. “You know that Republicans will yell about the evils of partisanship whenever anyone tries to make a
connection between the rhetoric of Beck, Limbaugh, etc. and the violence I fear we’re going to see in the
months and years ahead. But violent acts are what happen when you create a climate of hate. And it’s long
past time for the GOP’s leaders to take a stand against the hate-mongers.” — Jan. 8, 2011, blogging about
the shooting of Rep. Gabby Giffords
9. “According to the prediction market Intrade, there’s a 45 percent chance that a real-life Gordon Gekko
will be the next Republican presidential nominee.” — Dec. 8, 2011, referring to Mitt Romney in a column
titled “All the GOP’s Gekkos.”
10. “The odds are that one of these years the world’s greatest nation will find itself ruled by a party that is
aggressively anti-science, indeed anti-knowledge. And, in a time of severe challenges — environmental,
economic, and more — that’s a terrifying prospect.” — Aug. 28, 2011, in a column titled “Republicans
Against Science”
11. “Stop, hey, what’s that sound? Actually, it’s the noise a great political party makes when it loses what’s
left of its mind. And it happened — where else? — on Fox News on Sunday, when Mitt Romney bought fully
into the claim that gas prices are high thanks to an Obama administration plot.” — March 22, 2012, in a
column titled “Paranoia Strikes Deeper"
12. “If Ron Paul got on TV and said ‘Gah gah goo goo debasement! theft!’ — which is a rough summary of
what he actually did say — his supporters would say that he won the debate hands down.” — May 1, 2012,
blogging “On the Uselessness of Debates.”
13. “In fact, all four significant Republican presidential candidates still standing are fiscal phonies. They
issue apocalyptic warnings about the dangers of government debt and, in the name of deficit reduction,
demand savage cuts in programs that protect the middle class and the poor. But then they propose
squandering all the money thereby saved — and much, much more — on tax cuts for the rich.” — — March
1, 2012, in a column, “Four Fiscal Phonies,” about Romney's warning of a "Greece-style collapse" under
Obama.
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“Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’”

This commencement speech is the one we all want to make. It's by the author's son, and he has made a big splash.
The speech by Wellesley High teacher David McCullough has sparked a bit of controversy.
See “20120610-01” in FotM Newsletter #157 or http://www.universalhub.com/2012/wellesley-high-teachergraduating-seniors-get-over.
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Re: “Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’” (reply to MarthaH, above)

I wondered if he were a relation of the historian. Cool. I like the message too. Martha, I think I remember your
saying our generation was spoiled by "the greatest generation," and there may be some truth to that, so maybe we
started the spoiling trend. I'm not sure I know what spoiling is though. I don't think it's just about how much stuff
you have, though that can be part of it for sure. I think a kid is spoiled when he feels entitled, superior, and is illmannered. I don't think my 7-yr. old grandson is spoiled, but he can be all of these things. He's also sweet, smart,
full of energy, and out-going. Unlike his brother, he never met a stranger. I think all kids display evidence of
spoiling--if they come from normal families--but as I sit here trying to think of spoiled adults I know, I can't think of
any. My best friend readily admits that she was spoiled as a child. Her father was a surgeon, and her mother had
lost a daughter before my friend was born, so there were means and motive for spoiling. She isn't spoiled now
though. She's generous, unpretentious, funny, and has a million friends. She did have a childhood where she felt
loved and secure, as did I. We agree that we were lucky, some might say we were spoiled, but that beginning gave
us a strong foundation that has helped us deal with the demands and crises of adulthood. My definition of spoiling?
Doing things for a kid (of any age, up to and including 30) that he could and should do for himself. Independence
is maybe the greatest gift a parent can give a child, but sometimes it's so hard to let them go.
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Re: “Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Made national news. Seems OK to me.
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Re: “Wellesley (MA) High Teacher to Graduating Seniors: ‘Get Over
Yourselves.’” (reply to Art & MarthaH, above)

Back in the 19th c. if a young girl wrote in her diary, she was likely to say things like, I hope to be a better person,
or I will be kinder to my mother. It was about growth of character. Nowadays a girl is likely to worry about being
fat, how she looks, what boys are cute, and why her mom won't buy her yet another pair of jeans. There was a
time when all people were admonished to be better morally, as the assumption (Christian or not) was that human
beings are all flawed creatures. Now no one is responsible for anything, and it's always somebody else's fault. Ah,
the good old day. Just think. We'll be the good old days years hence. Thanks you guys for putting up with my
ramblings. I'm meeting my son for the first time in July, and I'm going a little crazy. Writing keeps me occupied.
:-)
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Re: China: ‘Business Friendly’ (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #158)

Interesting article on China. Only part I don't know if I agree with is the implication there is some plan on the part
of China. I think it is just greed, same as us. In time Chinese labor will awake and strike and maybe jobs will come
back. Will be a while though.
Have you read Why the West Rules—For Now by Ian Harris? Good read.
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“Be a Super PAC Watchdog”

Here is a story from the newest AARP newspaper.
It points out some things I did not know.
First is that TV stations get to charge Super PACs more for ads than they can charge candidates who are entitled
to a discount.

Second that a station normally cannot refuse to take ads from candidates BUT they can refuse ads from SuperPACS
(or political parties) if they have reason to believe that they make false statements.
So you can call your stations and complain if you can prove that they are lying!
“Be a Super PAC Watchdog” by Kathleen Hall Jamieson, AARP Bulletin
June, 2012, (http://pubs.aarp.org/aarpbulletin/201206_DC?folio=38#article_id=172483)
(You can do something about misleading political advertising.)
‘When the fire broke out, there wasn’t a moment to spare,” said 78-year-old Ohioan Marlene Quinn in a Web video
last October. “If not for the firefighters, we wouldn’t have our [great-granddaughter] Zoey today. That’s why it’s so
important to vote no on Issue 2.” Within days, her video had been repurposed by a group favoring the Ohio ballot
initiative to make it appear she supported the law that she wanted repealed. “She’s right,” said the deceptively
edited ad. “By voting no on Issue 2, our safety will be threatened.”
What happened next is a tale of the system working. Because that misleading ad was made not by a candidate but
by a third-party group, a category that includes political parties, interest groups and super PACs, Ohio TV stations
had a right to refuse it. When they learned about the duplicitous editing, a number of them did exactly that. Their
actions remind us that although, with few exceptions, broadcast stations have to air ads sponsored by federal
candidates, they can reject outside groups’ ads or, if they choose to air them, insist that they stick to the facts.
This year has seen an unprecedented amount of third-party advertising. By May 10, 534 groups organized as super
PACs reported receiving $204,323,416 and spending $99,803,597 in the 2012 cycle, according to OpenSecrets.org.
The level of inaccuracy in the third-party presidential ads has been high. As an Annenberg Public Policy Center
study shows, from the Iowa caucuses through the Wisconsin primary, almost 57 percent of the $41.1 million
deployed by the four highest-spending third-party groups was devoted to 19 ads containing misleading claims.
The deceptions were of the sort that shift votes. Imagine a potential supporter of Mitt Romney accepting at face
value the false implication in an American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees ad that he engaged
in Medicare fraud at a company owned by his Bain Capital firm. Or imagine a person who opposes abortion
mistakenly believing a pro-Romney super PAC’s false allegation that former House Speaker Newt Gingrich supported
legislation facilitating abortion in China.
It’s not hard to imagine a voter, misled by such claims, rejecting a candidate she would otherwise support.
Because they can charge more for third-party ads than for those by federal candidates, stations earn a windfall
airing them. As CBS President Les Moonves told an entertainment law conference in March, “Super PACs may be
bad for America but they’re very good for CBS.” But by taking seriously their right to insist on the accuracy of thirdparty ads and regularly debunking deceptive political ad content, stations can translate some of those profits into
protection for the public served by their stations. That is what a new campaign by the Annenberg Public Policy
Center (APPC) of the University of Pennsylvania is asking them to do.
Go to the “Stand by Your Ad” page at APPC’s FlackCheck.org and email your local station managers. Encourage
them to protect their viewers from air pollution. The process takes less than two minutes. More than 900 of the
1,047 station managers have already heard from their viewers. Please make your voice heard now.
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“New York to London in an Hour—by Train”

“New York to London in an Hour—by Train” by Mark Halper, SmartPlanet
June 4, 2012, (http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/intelligent-energy/new-york-to-london-in-an-hour-bytrain/16456?tag=nl.e550)

A giant sucking sound might one day help whisk passengers from New York to Beijing in 2 hours. Above, a mockup
of the inside of an ET3 vacuum train.
You could call it a pipe dream.
That’s how the BBC refers to it on its website (http://www.bbc.com/future/story/20120601-high-speedpipedreams), where a feature story reports that one day soon, trains traveling through vacuum tunnels could whisk
passengers from New York to London in an hour, hitting speeds of up 2,500 mph.
Reverse the journey, and you could leave the UK at noon and arrive in Manhattan at 8 a.m. the same day.
The key is in the vacuum. Suck the air out of a transatlantic tunnel, and you eliminate resistance to the vehicle. In
the oceanic version, engineers would tether the tunnel at a fixed depth.
The “vactrain” is not a new concept. Robert Goddard, who created the first liquid fuel rocket, designed a prototype
over 100 years ago, with the idea of zipping people around between U.S. cities. But they haven’t been economically
feasible, or even fast enough.
Now, the latest concept in vactrains could make the difference. It combines the technology with magnetic levitation,
in theory supporting speeds of up to 2500 mph according to the BBC. That’s an order of magnitude faster than
today’s high speed rail, which tends to travel at just under 200 mph.
American engineer Daryl Oster has designed a 6-person capsule traveling through a 1.5 meter (5 feet) diameter
vacuum tube. He has sold 60 licenses for his patented evacuated tube transport (ETT) technology, including 12 to
China.
Oster likes to refer to it as “space travel on Earth.” The website for his Crystal River, Fl. company ET3 (it describes
itself as an “open consortium’), boasts possible speeds of up to 4,000 mph, faster even than the 2,500 mph
reported by the BBC.
It claims that it could “provide 50 times more transportation per kWh (kilowatt hour) than electric cars or trains,”
that construction would cost a tenth of high-speed rail and a quarter of freeways, and that a New York-to-Beijing
trip would take 2 hours.
“New York to L.A. in 45 minutes,” it states.
In the BBC story, Oster says the train could be ready in less than 10 years. The most ideal implementations would
be between cities separated by dry, flat unpopulated terrain that doesn’t freeze, he notes, adding that China and
India hold the most promise.
Another vactrain developer, Dr. James Powell - the co-inventor of Maglev transportation technology and also a
nuclear inventor - has proposed a system called Startram that would launch objects into orbit from a cannon-like
tunnel.
The idea has plenty of supporters, including MIT’s Ernst G. Frankel, emeritus professor of mechanical engineering
and ocean engineering, who experimented with “evacuated tubes” in the 1990s. Frankel proposed a Boston-to-New
York vactrain that would take 40 minutes, compared to the normal 4 hours. But it would not have outperformed
existing bullet train technologies from Japan and China.
MIT’s Frankel says the time is now right.
“Our rail technology is almost 100 years old,” he tells the BBC. “Our airways are becoming terribly congested, and
getting to, from and through airports is very time consuming.”
Vactrains certainly have been a fixture of science fiction.

“Vacuum trains do feature in movies like Star Trek and Logan’s Run,” notes the BBC. “Whilst in the dystopian future
of Farenheit 451, Ray Bradbury describes a ’silent air-propelled train’ that ’slid soundlessly down its lubricated flue in
the earth’.”
Is this the last step before teleporting? While “beam me up Scotty” isn’t around the corner, perhaps “Hoover me
up” is. Vactrains may one day give a whole new, positive, meaning to H. Ross Perot’s old derogatory “giant sucking
sound” phrase.
ET3 website: http://www.et3.com/.
In the 1870s a similar system, based on pneumatics, ran under New York City for a few years. It ran in tubes - the
first high-speed rail circa 1870: http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/business-brains/it-runs-in-tubes-the-first-highspeed-rail-circa-1870/5491.
20120612-08

18:35

SteveB

“Hubris as the Evil Force in History”

“Hubris as the Evil Force in History” by Paul Craig Roberts, OpEdNews
June 12, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/Hubris-as-the-Evil-Force-i-by-Paul-Craig-Roberts-120612557.html)

(http://philbancients.blogspot.com/2012/03/famous-battles-you-should-know-all_27.html)
I have always been intrigued by the Battle of Bull Run, the opening battle of the US Civil War, known to southerners
as the War of Northern Aggression. Extreme hubris characterized both sides, the North before the battle and the
South afterwards.

Republican politicians and their ladies in their finery rode out to Manassas, the Virginia town through which the
stream, Bull Run, flowed, in carriages to watch the Union Army end the "Southern Rebellion" in one fell swoop.
What they witnessed instead was the Union Army fleeing back to Washington with its tail between its legs. The
flight of the northern troops promoted some southern wags to name the battle, the Battle of Yankee Run.
The outcome of the battle left the South infected with the hubris that had so abruptly departed the North. The
southerners concluded that they had nothing to fear from cowards who ran away from a fight. "We have nothing to
worry about from them," decided the South. It was precisely at this point that hubris defeated the South.
Historians report that the flight back to Washington left the Union Army and the US capital in a state of
disorganization for three weeks, during which time even a small army could have taken the capital. Historians
inclined not to see the battle as a victory for the South claim that the southerners were exhausted by the effort it
took to put the yankees to flight and simply hadn't the energy to pursue them, take Washington, hang the traitor
Lincoln and all the Republicans, and end the war.
Exhausted troops or not, if Napoleon had been the southern general, the still organized southern army would have
been in Washington as fast as the disorganized Union. Possibly the southerners would have engaged in ethnic
cleansing by enslaving the yankees and selling them to Africans, thus ejecting from the country the greed-driven
northern imperialists who, in the southern view, did not know how to behave either in private or in public.
It was not southern exhaustion that saved the day for the North. It was southern hubris. The Battle of Bull Run
convinced the South that the citified northerners simply could not fight and were not a military threat.
Perhaps the South was right about the North. However, the Irish immigrants, who were met at the docks and sent
straight to the front, could fight. The South was dramatically outnumbered and had no supply of immigrants to fill
the ranks vacated by casualties. Moreover, the South had no industry and no navy. And, of course, the South was
demonized because of slavery, although the slaves never revolted even when all southern men were at the front.
When the South failed to take advantage of its victory at Bull Run and occupy Washington, the South lost the war.
An examination of hubris casts a great deal of light on wars, their causes and outcomes. Napoleon undid himself, as
Hitler was to do later, by marching off into Russia. British hubris caused both world wars. The second world war
began when the British, incomprehensibly gave a "guarantee" to the Polish colonels, who were on the verge of
returning that part of Germany that Poland had acquired from the Versailles Treaty. The colonels, not
understanding that the British had no way of making the guarantee good, gave Hitler the finger, an act of defiance
that was too much for Hitler who had declared Germans to be the exceptional people.
Hitler smacked Poland, and the British and French declared war.
Hitler made short work of the French and British armies. But the British in their hubris, hiding behind the English
channel, wouldn't surrender or even agree to a favorable peace settlement. Hitler concluded that the British were
counting on Russia to enter the war on their side. Hitler decided that if he knocked off Russia, the British hope
would evaporate and they would come to peace terms. So Hitler turned on his Russian partner with whom he had
just dismembered Poland. Stalin, in his own hubris, had recently purged almost every officer in the Red Army, thus
making Hitler's decision easy.
The outcome of all this hubris was the rise of the US military/security complex and more than four decades of cold
war and the threat of nuclear destruction, a period that lasted from the end of world war two until Reagan and
Gorbachev, two leaders not consumed by hubris, agreed to end the cold war.
Alas, hubris returned to America with the neoconservative ascendency. Americans have become "the indispensable
people." Like the Jacobins of the French Revolution who intended to impose "liberty, equality, fraternity" upon all of
Europe, Washington asserts the superiority of the American way and the right to impose it on the rest of the world.
Hubris is in full flower despite its defeats. The "three week" Iraq war lasted eight years, and after 11 years the
Taliban control more of Afghanistan than the "world's only superpower."

Sooner or later American hubris is going to run up against Russia and China, neither of which will give way. Either
the US, like Napoleon and Hitler, will have its Russian (or Chinese) moment, or the world will go up in
thermonuclear smoke.
The only solution for humanity is to immediately impeach and imprison warmongers when first
sighted before their hubris leads us yet again into the death and destruction of war.
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Fw: Public Citizen Action: Help Improve Government Transparency!

from Public Citizen:
Here we go again.
Recently, I wrote to you about the crazy “Keeping Politics Out of Federal Contracting Act” (KPOFCA), which would
keep secret political spending by federal contractors like Northrop Grumman and Academi (formerly Blackwater) in
the dark.
Now Congressional Republicans are fighting transparency on another front. On a party-line vote, the House GOP
stuck language in a must-pass appropriations bill that, unless the Senate takes it out, will block significant new
transparency requirements for political ads.
Don’t let corporate cronies block political spending transparency.
Urge your senators to remove the House GOP’s dark money language and to oppose KPOFCA (S. 1100):
http://action.citizen.org/p/dia/action/public/?action_KEY=10608.
What are the transparency requirements that corporations are so afraid of?
Well, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) recently created a new rule that requires TV stations to make
the information they collect about political ad spending available on the Internet.
This is information the TV stations are already collecting, and the data is already public. However, right now it’s only
accessible by physically going to a TV station and requesting the files.
The new rule is just a modernizing update to how things work in the 21st Century. If the data is truly public, it
should be posted online.
The House GOP’s anti-disclosure language in the appropriations bill specifically strips the FCC’s funding to
implement the rule.
Tell your senators to support the FCC rule and to oppose secret political spending by federal contractors.
KPOFCA, meanwhile, has already passed out of the Senate Homeland Security Committee.
Backed by Sen. Susan Collins (R-Maine), whose top campaign contributor is General Dynamics (a military contractor
that makes fighter jets) and Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) whose top contributor is Northrop Grumman (another
military contractor), KPOFCA would prevent the government from requiring federal contractors to disclose money
they’re spending to influence elections.
According to proponents of the bill, keeping political spending by government contractors secret somehow protects
the integrity of the contracting process. If this information is not public, their “logic” goes, then politicians won’t
know if a corporation receiving government funds for contracts helped get them elected.

Here’s how things work in the real world: If a federal contractor’s CEO pours millions into electing a candidate the
CEO thinks will reward the corporation with government contracts, then the CEO will find a way to make sure that
the candidate knows.
All KPOFCA does is keep the public, not politicians, in the dark.
Tell your senators to oppose this bill that would keep secret political spending by federal contractors in the dark and
to support the FCC’s transparency update.
Thanks for all you do, Rick Claypool, Public Citizen’s Online Action Team
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http://www.godofstyle.com/the-importance-of-play/

—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 “Church”—Chpt. 24
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 14, 2012)
Almost any idea, even those that seem the most benign, can produce evil. Let’s fantasize that you run a small
country and that you really love babies a lot. So far, all is good. But, then, you decide babies are so wonderful that
you pass a law mandating that all women must have a least one, regardless. Your good idea just became evil in its
implementation.
Now, what if we took a really dangerous idea to see where it might lead? How about this one: I am infallible. I can
never be wrong, and God talks to me every day and tells me what to do. This is the whole idea about, behind, and
surrounding the Popes. And, surprise, surprise, EVIL!
Then look where the “Church” takes an idea like, “Children sure make delectable sex objects for dirty old men.”
Now, there’s an idea the “Church” can get behind! Ya, that’s the Pope’s moral high ground!
What else but pure evil could lurk in the hearts of men who pretend to the world they are gods, while they molest
our children, and try to tell, no, command, the rest of us what is moral and what is evil?
Only one thing remains to be said, as clearly as I possibly can: THESE MEN ARE EVIL! THIS “CHURCH” IS EVIL!
Jesus must be rolling over in his…wherever he is.
“8 Ugly Sins of the Catholic Church” by Valerie Tarico, AlterNet
June 11, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/story/155828/)
Did the Catholic Bishops wince last week when their leader, anti-contraception Cardinal Timothy Dolan, was
exposed for paying pedophiles to disappear? One can only hope. After all, these are men who claim to speak for
God. They have direct access to the White House, where they regularly weigh in on issues ranging from military
policy to bioethics, and they expect us all to listen – not because of relevant expertise or elected standing, but
because of their moral authority.
Ahem.
If pedophile payouts weren’t enough to convince you that this “moral” authority is often anything but moral, take a
look at some of their other sins against compassion and basic decency.

1. Excommunicating doctors and nuns for saving lives.
In 2009, a 27-year-old mom, pregnant with her fifth child, was rushed to a Phoenix hospital, St. Josephs,
where her doctors said she would almost certainly die unless her pregnancy was aborted immediately. The
nun in charge approved the emergency procedure, and the woman survived. The local bishop promptly
excommunicated the nun. "There are some situations where the mother may in fact die along with her
child. But — and this is the Catholic perspective — you can't do evil to bring about good. The end does not
justify the means," said Rev. John Ehrich, the medical ethics director for the Diocese of Phoenix.
How far are the Church authorities willing to take this “moral” logic? In Brazil last year, with Vatican
backing, the Church excommunicated a mother and doctor for saving the life of a 9-year-old rape victim
who was pregnant with twins. (At four months pregnant, the girl weighed 80 pounds.) Cardinal Giovanni
Batista Re, who heads the Pontifical Commission for Latin America, said “life must always be protected.”
Perhaps Mr. Batista Re can explain the Vatican’s 1,500-year tradition of “just war.”
2. Protecting even non-Catholic sex-offenders against child victims.
[The author is apparently a little confused in this paragraph. If the stepfather was not Catholic, of course
the Church could not excommunicate him. If he was Catholic and not excommunicated, then the “nonCatholic” part, above, is in error. Either way, there’s a problem here. –SteveB]
As we have seen, the moral priorities of the bishops are laid naked when they decide who to
excommunicate and who not. The doctor and the mother of the pregnant 9-year-old got the boot for
approving an abortion, but not the stepfather who had sexually assaulted the child, probably over a period
of years. A similar contrast can be seen between the case of the Phoenix nun and hundreds of pedophile
priests who were allowed to remain Catholic even after they finally were identified and removed from the
Church payrolls.
It gets worse. In New York, a bill that would give child molestation victims more time to file charges has
been blocked seven times by the Catholic hierarchy led by none other than Cardinal Dolan. Why? "We feel
this is terribly unjust, we feel it singles out the church, and it would be devastating for the life of the
church.” In other words, regardless of whether the abuse really happened or what the consequences were
for victims, what matters is how much additional lawsuits might cost the Church. Isn’t that the ends
justifying the means?
3. Using churches to organize gay haters.
When the Washington State legislature approved marriage equality this spring, fundamentalist Christians
across the state organized to reverse the legislation. Even though three quarters of American Catholics think
that gay marriage or civil unions should be legal, Archbishop Peter Sartain jumped to the front of the pack,
decreeing that Western Washington parishes under his "moral authority" should gather signatures for an
anti-equality initiative. To their credit, a number of priests refused, and a group called Catholics for Marriage
Equality is raising money for ads. In contrast to the Catholic League, which has made the degrading
argument that sex between priests and adolescent boys is consensual homosexuality, lay Catholics appear
to know the difference.
4. Lying about contraceptives to poor Africans.
Of all the mortal sins committed by the men of the cloth, the most devastatingly lethal in the last 30 years
has been the Catholic hierarchy’s outspoken opposition to condom use in Africa. In 2003, the president of
the Vatican's Pontifical Council for the Family publicly lied about the efficacy of condoms in preventing both
pregnancy and HIV: “The AIDS virus is roughly 450 times smaller than the spermatozoon. The
spermatozoon can easily pass through the 'net' that is formed by the condom.” The archbishop of Nairobi
told people that condoms were spreading HIV. Some priests told parishioners that condoms were
impregnated with the virus.

The motivation for such flagrant falsehoods? The Church has practiced competitive pro-natalism for
centuries, but lately anti-contraceptive edicts have been ignored by most educated European and American
Catholics, and Italy has the second lowest birthrate in the Western World, at 1.3 per woman. The bishops
see this as a “catastrophe” and are looking to Africa as “a reservoir of life for the Church.” They wrap their
opposition to contraception in lofty moral language such as that offered by Pope John Paul II: It seems
profoundly damaging to the dignity of the human being, and for this reason morally illicit, to support a
prevention of AIDS that is based on a recourse to means and remedies that violate an authentically human
sense of sexuality. As late as 2009, John Paul’s successor, Benedict, continued to tell poor African Catholics
that condoms were “wrong” and even suggested that they were making the epidemic worse. With godknows –how-many lives lost and children orphaned, he finally softened his stance in 2010.
5. Obstructing patient access to accurate information and services in secular hospitals.
In rural Arizona near the Mexican border, women delivering babies by cesarean section were refused tubal
ligations because their independent hospital was negotiating a merger with a healthcare network run by
Catholics. Worse, when a woman arrived at the same hospital in the middle of a miscarriage and need a
surgical abortion to complete the process, she was forced to travel by ambulance to Tucson, 80 miles away,
risking hemorrhage on the way. All over the U.S. secular and Catholic-run health systems are merging, and
patients are quietly losing the right to make medical decisions based on the best scientific information
available and the dictates of their own conscience.
Even when the Catholic-owned hospital is a small part of the merger, administrators insist that Catholic
directives apply to the system as a whole. These directives prohibit not only abortions but also
contraceptives, vasectomies and tubal ligations, some kinds of fertility treatment, and compliance with endof-life patient directives. Ectopic pregnancies cannot be handled in keeping with the medical standard of
care. As biotechnologies and treatments relevant to the beginning and end of life advance, we can expect
the list to grow longer. Patients cannot trust that they will be told other options are available elsewhere.
One of the bitter ironies here is that even wholly “Catholic” hospitals and charities are staffed primarily by
non-Catholics and largely provide services to people of other faiths or of none, paid for with tax dollars. In
healthcare much of the money flows from Medicare and Medicaid. In 2010, non-medical affiliates of Catholic
Charities received 62 percent of annual revenue from the taxpayers – nearly $2.9 billion. Only 3 percent
came from church donations, with the remainder coming from investments, program fees, community
donations and in-kind contributions. And yet all of those dollars get directed according to the dictates of
bishop conscience rather than individual conscience.
6. Slapping down nuns.
Catholic charities and hospitals are at some competitive advantage in part because of hard-working nuns,
many of whom have skills and responsibilities that exceed their compensation. The bishops are the Catholic
Church’s 1 percent; the nuns are managers and service workers --and many have taken the kind of poverty
vows that America’s 1 percent is trying to impose on the rest. Because many nuns live in the real world,
where suffering and morality are complex, they often make care-based decisions and take nuanced
positions on moral questions that the Council of Bishops resolves by appealing to dogma and authority.
In April, the Vatican decided to remind the nuns who’s on top. Rome issued an 8-page assessment accusing
the Leadership Conference of Women Religious of disagreeing with the bishops and of “radical feminism.” It
appears that their labors on behalf of poor, vulnerable people had distracted them from a more Christian
priority: controlling other people’s sex lives—oh, and standing up against the ordination of women. The
Archbishop assigned by the Vatican to rein in unruly American nuns is none other than Peter Sartain of
Seattle, the same moral authority who has declared a holy crusade against gay marriage.
7. Bullying girl scouts.
Unlike the Boy Scouts, who recently earned media and public attention by booting out a gay den-mother,
the Girl Scouts have been stubbornly inclusive and focused on preparing girls for leadership. For example,

last year a Colorado troop included a trans-gender 7-year-old. That’s a problem for the Bishops, and since
up to a quarter of American Girl Scouts are Catholic kids with troops housed in churches, they see it as their
problem. To make matters worse, the American Girl Scouts refused to leave their international umbrella, the
World Association of Girl Guides and Girl Scouts, which has stated that young women "need an environment
where they can freely and openly discuss issues of sex and sexuality." The World Association would appear
to believe the data that girls who can’t manage their sexuality and fertility are more likely to end up in
poverty than leadership positions.
Then again, maybe that’s what the church hierarchy is after. According to an article last month at the
Huffington Post, “The new inquiry will be conducted by the bishops' Committee on Laity, Marriage, Family
Life and Youth. It will look into the Scouts' 'possible problematic relationships with other organizations' and
various 'problematic' program materials, according to a letter sent by the committee chairman, Bishop Kevin
Rhoades of Fort Wayne, Ind., to his fellow bishops." We’re talking about an organization run by women for
girls facing an all-male inquisition. In today’s Catholic church, leadership still requires a Y chromosome.
8. Purging popular and scholarly interfaith bridge builders.
Lest some reader assert that the sins of the Bishops are all a consequence of sexual repression – some
contorted pursuit of sexual purity that degrades both sex and compassion—it is important to note that the
current cohort of Church authorities are as obsessed with doctrinal purity as sexual purity. It would take me
many paragraphs to describe their tireless pursuit of purity as well as retired Anglican bishop, John Shelby
Spong, does in one:
Hans Kung, probably the best read theologian of the 20th century, was removed from his position as
a Catholic theologian at Tubingen because his mind could not be twisted into the medieval concepts
required by his church. This action was carried out by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, who at that time
under Pope John Paul II held the office that in another time gave us the Inquisition. Matthew Fox,
one of the most popular retreat and meditation leaders and an environmental activist, was then
silenced by the same Cardinal Ratzinger. Professor Charles Curran, one of America’s best known
ethicists, was removed from his tenured professorship at Catholic University in Washington, D.C.,
also by the same Cardinal Ratzinger. Father Leonardo Boff, the best known Latin American liberation
theologian, was forced to renounce his ordination in order to continue his work for justice among
the poor of Latin America by the same Cardinal Ratzinger. Next we learn that the Vatican, now
headed by Cardinal Ratzinger under his new name Pope Benedict XVI, has ordered the removal of a
book from all Catholic schools and universities written by a popular female theologian at Fordham
University, Sister Elizabeth A. Johnson. Now the nuns are to be investigated. Conformity trumps
truth in every direction.
The Catholic tradition defines deadly or “cardinal” sins as those from which all other sins derive. In addition to lust,
gluttony, wrath, sloth and envy, the traditional seven include pride and greed, which, to my mind, drive much of the
appalling behavior in this list. If an attempt to assert autocratic control over the spiritual and physical lives of lay
people isn’t pride, I don’t know what is. And if a willingness to silence child victims to protect church assets isn’t
greed, I don’t know what greed is. The BBC’s revelation last month of money laundering in the Vatican Bank pales
by comparison.
To me, ultimately, the sins of the Catholic bishops are “deadly sins” because they kill people, whether pregnant
mothers or depressed gay teens or African families, or simply desperate people who are forced into greater
desperation by “moral” priorities that distract from real questions of wellbeing and harm.
What the Bishops will have to account for when they meet their maker, none of us can say. For some American
Catholics, the process of holding them to account has already started. The Women Religious have pushed back
against the condescending “assessment” issued by the Vatican. Small groups of lay Catholics have rallied to their
support. Picketers meet monthly outside Sartain’s cathedral to protest his stance against equality. The Franciscan
brothers issued a statement of solidarity with the nuns, many of whom have remained solidly focused on economic
justice instead of sexual transgressions.

Given the arrogant cruelty of Church leaders, criticism to date has been remarkably tempered. As the Bishops flash
their moral authority in the White House and media and pulpit, clothed in white robes and draped in crimson, they
should be glad they aren’t eyeball to eyeball with Jesus himself. As the writer of Matthew tells it, he called out the
corrupt religious leaders of his day in no uncertain terms: Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, you
hypocrites! You are like whitewashed tombs, which look beautiful on the outside but on the inside are full of dead
men's bones and everything unclean.
(Valerie Tarico is a psychologist and writer in Seattle, Washington and the founder of Wisdom Commons. She is the
author of Trusting Doubt: A Former Evangelical Looks at Old Beliefs in a New Light and Deas and Other Imaginings.
Her articles can be found at Awaypoint.Wordpress.com.)
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Re: He Didn’t Win the Nobel Prize fer Nothin’ (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #159)

Love this one!
7. “It was his time, the Republican base does not want Romney and they keep on looking for an alternative,
and Newt — although somebody said ‘he’s a stupid man’s idea of what a smart person sounds like,’ but he
is more plausible than the other guys that they’ve been pushing up.” — Nov. 20, 2011, on ABC's "This
Week," speaking about Newt Gingrich’s surge in the 2012 race
[Isn’t it maybe the most perfect description of Newt possible: “a stupid man’s idea of what a smart person sounds
like.” I have to remember that one! –SteveB]
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“Maine Study Finds Potentially Disastrous Threat to Single-Celled Plants
That Support All Life”

This quote says it all...“People shouldn’t freak out about this, but they should think very carefully about the longterm changes that we humans are making.”
Like the Gulf of Mexico reacted with the Corexit!
“Maine Study Finds Potentially Disastrous Threat to Single-Celled Plants That Support All Life” by Christopher
Cousins, Bangor Daily News
June 10, 2012, (http://bangordailynews.com/2012/06/10/environment/study-finds-potentially-disastrous-threat-tosingle-celled-plants-that-support-all-life-on-earth/)

Diatoms are one of the most common types of phytoplankton.

(BOOTHBAY, Maine) Phytoplankton. If the mention of the tiny plant organisms that permeate the world’s oceans
isn’t enough to pique your interest, consider this: They produce the oxygen in every other breath you take.
Still not interested? This is where it’s hard not to take notice. In 2007, the reproduction rate of phytoplankton in the
Gulf of Maine decreased suddenly by a factor of five — what used to take a day now takes five — and according to
a recently released study by the Bigelow Laboratory for Ocean Sciences in Boothbay, it hasn’t bounced back.
So what does it mean? According to Barney Balch, the lab’s senior research scientist and lead author of the study,
such a change in organisms at the bottom of the planetary food chain and at the top of planetary oxygen
production could have disastrous consequences for virtually every species on Earth, from lobsters and fish that fuel
Maine’s marine industries to your grandchildren. But the 12-year Bigelow study focused only on the Gulf of Maine,
which leads to the question, will it spread?
“I don’t think it takes a rocket scientist to know that if you shut down the base of the marine food web, the results
won’t be positive,” said Balch.
Balch said the study, which was published recently in the Marine Ecology Progress Series, provides one of the
strongest links to date between increases in rainfall and temperature over the years and the Gulf of Maine’s
ecosystem. Key factors in the study’s conclusions were driven by 100 years of records on rainfall and river
discharge, both of which have increased by between 13 and 20 percent over the past century.
In fact, of the eight heaviest rainfall years in the past century, four of them fell between 2005 and 2010. Balch said
that increased precipitation, along with water melting from the polar ice caps, could be the reason for the problems
discovered in the phytoplankton regeneration rate. The fact that Gulf of Maine’s water temperature has risen about
1.1 degrees celsius — which is on par with what is being seen around the world — could also be a factor.
“The major change that we’re seeing is that we are now able to put [precipitation and temperature data] into better
context,” said Balch. “It’s so striking that the increase is so statistically significant.”
Though heavier water flows into the Gulf of Maine might be a major factor, Balch said it may actually be sideeffects of that phenomenon — such as decreased salinity and increasing amounts of materials like rotting plant

matter being swept up in the stronger currents — that are actually causing the problem. In other words, when the
water is brown it’s bad for phytoplankton because the added material in the water starves the single-celled plants of
sunlight.
During the 12-year study, which focused on the area of sea between Portland and Yarmouth, Nova Scotia,
researchers noticed that plumes of material coming from Maine rivers were reaching 70-100 kilometers into the
ocean — farther than had ever been seen before. The outflows also prevent nutrient-rich deep-ocean water from
circulating into the Gulf of Maine.
“When you collect the amount of data that we’ve collected, it’s hard to discount the significance,” said Balch. “I
know there are skeptics out there who still discount the issue of climate change, but the evidence now is just
striking. We need to be thinking very carefully about trying to slow this down. It didn’t happen overnight and it’s not
going to go away overnight.”
Balch said that the Gulf of Maine is small compared to the world’s oceans, but not without the capacity to have a
marked effect on the overall ecosystem of the Atlantic Ocean. If the problem with the phytoplankton persists,
fishermen will notice its effects long before the world’s oxygen supply suffers. Phytoplankton is a key food source
for several species of larval fish and lobster populations.
“People shouldn’t freak out about this but they should think very carefully about the long-term changes that we
humans are making,” he said. “This study shows the incredibly tight connection that there is between land and the
ocean, especially in the coastal ocean.”
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Re: “Maine Study Finds Potentially Disastrous Threat to Single-Celled
Plants That Support All Life” (reply to Art, above)

I heard an interview on NPR recently about how, since the ice caps are melting, the ice is therefore thinner,
allowing more sunlight to penetrate the ice, which encourages plant growth. This sounds like the opposite of what
this article says. I'm not saying I doubt its veracity, but this is obviously a very complex matter. We have now over
fished our oceans to the extent that once abundant species are no longer around. Heard that in a different
interview. I also heard an interesting one last night about the idea of the commons. Remember that work by
Hardin some years ago called "The Tragedy of the Commons?" The interviewee cited a case in Switzerland, where
land for agriculture is scarce. If each farmer only had access to his own land, there would be lots of years when his
land would produce nothing, because of weather and what not. So the Swiss decided to allow all farmers access to
all land, so no one had to go a year (or more) with nothing to show for it. I wish more Republicans could see that
allowing everyone, especially every rich everyone, to keep all their own money would be ruinous for everybody.
Even if they don't care a fig about fairness or compassion, they should at least realize that a stressed, unstable
society does them no good either. I believe Krugman is right that if we keep on with this "I've got mine, you get
yours" mentality, the Occupy movement will seem tame. Very tame. We had race riots. I predict we'll have
economic riots too. I hope not, but it wouldn't surprise me a bit.
20120613-04
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Flash Mob Sings ‘Hail Purdue’

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HvD16BuJy6I
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“Why the Economy Can’t Get Out of First Gear”

“Why the Economy Can’t Get Out of First Gear” by Robert Reich, NationofChange
June 13, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/why-economy-can-t-get-out-first-gear-1339597353)
Rarely in history has the cause of a major economic problem been so clear yet have so few been willing to see it.

The major reason this recovery has been so anemic is not Europe’s debt crisis. It’s not Japan’s tsumami. It’s not
Wall Street’s continuing excesses. It’s not, as right-wing economists tell us, because taxes are too high on
corporations and the rich, and safety nets are too generous to the needy. It’s not even, as some liberals contend,
because the Obama administration hasn’t spent enough on a temporary Keynesian stimulus.
The answer is in front of our faces. It’s because American consumers, whose spending is 70 percent of economic
activity, don’t have the dough to buy enough to boost the economy – and they can no longer borrow like they could
before the crash of 2008.
If you have any doubt, just take a look at the Survey of Consumer Finances, released Monday by the Federal
Reserve. Median family income was $49,600 in 2007. By 2010 it was $45,800 – a drop of 7.7%.
All of the gains from economic growth have been going to the richest 1 percent – who, because they’re so rich,
spend no more than half what they take in.
Can I say this any more simply? The earnings of the great American middle class fueled the great American
expansion for three decades after World War II. Their relative lack of earnings in more recent years set us up for
the great American bust.
Starting around 1980, globalization and automation began exerting downward pressure on median wages.
Employers began busting unions in order to make more profits. And increasingly deregulated financial markets
began taking over the real economy.
The result was slower wage growth for most households. Women surged into paid work in order to prop up family
incomes – which helped for a time. But the median wage kept flattening, and then, after 2001, began to decline.
Households tried to keep up by going deeply into debt, using the rising values of their homes as collateral. This also
helped – for a time. But then the housing bubble popped.
The Fed’s latest report shows how loud that pop was. Between 2007 and 2010 (the latest data available) American
families’ median net worth fell almost 40 percent – down to levels last seen in 1992. The typical family’s wealth is
their home, not their stock portfolio – and housing values have dropped by a third since 2006.
Families have also become less confident about how much income they can expect in the future. In 2010, over 35%
of American families said they did not “have a good idea of what their income would be for the next year.” That’s
up from 31.4% in 2007.
But because their incomes and their net worth have both dropped, families are saving less. The proportion of
families that said they had saved in the preceding year fell from 56.4% in 2007 to 52% in 2010, the lowest level
since the Fed began collecting that information in 1992.
Bottom line: The American economy is still struggling because the vast American middle class can’t spend more to
get it out of first gear.
What to do? There’s no simple answer in the short term except to hope we stay in first gear and don’t slide
backwards.
Over the longer term the answer is to make sure the middle class gets far more of the gains from economic growth.
How? We might learn something from history. During the 1920s, income concentrated at the top. By 1928, the top
1 percent was raking in an astounding 23.94 percent of the total (close to the 23.5 percent the top 1 percent got in
2007) according to analyses of tax records by my colleague Emmanuel Saez and Thomas Piketty. At that point the
bubble popped and we fell into the Great Depression.

But then came the Wagner Act, requiring employers to bargain in good faith with organized labor. Social Security
and unemployment insurance. The Works Projects Administration and Civilian Conservation Corps. A national
minimum wage. And to contain Wall Street: The Securities Act and Glass-Steagall Act.
In 1941 America went to war – a vast mobilization that employed every able-bodied adult American, and put money
in their pockets. And after the war, the GI Bill, sending millions of returning veterans to college. A vast expansion of
public higher education. And huge infrastructure investments, such as the National Defense Highway Act. Taxes on
the rich remained at least 70 percent until 1981.
The result: By 1957, the top 1 percent of Americans raked in only 10.1 percent of total income. Most of the rest
went to a growing middle class – whose members fueled the greatest economic boom in the history of the world.
Get it? We won’t get out of first gear until the middle class regains the bargaining power it had in the first three
decades after World War II to claim a much larger share of the gains from productivity growth.
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Fw: Feminist Majority Foundation Action: Help Defeat Anti-Woman Measures
in 2012!

from Feminist Majority Foundation:
We did it! With your help, feminists made a big difference in North Dakota and pro-choice forces won BIG. Thank
you for your support! And thank you North Dakota voters!
North Dakotans voted overwhelmingly – 64% to 36% - against Measure 3 the so-called "religious liberties" state
Constitutional amendment that could have been a huge blow to women's rights. Voters also resoundingly defeated
a measure opposed by public school teachers and educators that would have repealed all property taxes by a vote
of 77% to 23%.
Feminist Majority Foundation campus organizers were on the ground working with hundreds of North Dakotans, the
statewide coalition against Measure 3, North Dakotans Against Measure 3. With your support, we organized on
college campuses with North Dakota Students Voting No on 3, a statewide campaign. Our national organizing team
worked on-the-ground with other pro-choice groups, student organizers, and scores of volunteers who mobilized
students on the major campuses. Our signs, leaflets, and stickers, which read "Vote NO on 3, It Goes Too Far" said
it all!
Measure 3 would have threatened laws against sex discrimination, domestic violence, child abuse and more. The
amendment could have provided a defense to wife beaters and child abusers – who would have been able to claim
their religious beliefs allow them to use violence against family members. It could have also opened the door, based
on religious beliefs, to sex discrimination and the denial of birth control and other fundamental services and
protections. Undoubtedly, it would have led to many court cases.
Although there was initially much confusion about Measure 3, as soon as the public learned of the potential harmful
impact of Measure 3, we moved solidly ahead despite strong opposition from the Catholic bishops and the local
Catholic Conference as well as the local affiliate of Focus on the Family.
Thank you for standing with us in North Dakota. We couldn't have done it without you!
For equality, Ellie Smeal, President
P.S. There will be more anti-woman state ballot measures in the fall. Sign up now to help us fight them!
http://salsa.democracyinaction.org/o/1400/p/salsa/web/common/public/signup?signup_page_KEY=6828
Paid for by North Dakota Students Voting No on 3, Sarah Shanks, Campaign Organizer.
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From the Right: “North Dakota Voters Decide Not to Eliminate Property
Taxes”

How is this not an attack upon education? Thankfully, North Dakota knew what to do, unlike Wisconsin.
“North Dakota Voters Decide Not to Eliminate Property Taxes” by John Hayward, Human Events
June 13, 2012, (http://www.humanevents.com/2012/06/13/north-dakota-voters-decide-not-to-eliminate-propertytaxes/)
North Dakota's "Measure 2," which would have completely eliminated property taxes, was "soundly defeated" on
Tuesday night, according to the Associated Press. Polls had shown about 70 percent opposition to the measure,
which made it to the ballot with strong Tea Party support.
If it had passed, North Dakota would have become the first state in the nation to abolish property taxes. This
would have resulted in about $800 million in lost annual revenue to the state, which would likely have been made
up through increases in other taxes - a commonly cited reason for opposition. Also, property taxes are a primary
source of revenue for local governments, and opponents of Measure 2 felt they would have become overly
dependent upon the state for funding without them.
Supporters had countered that North Dakota's booming oil industry could provide enough tax revenue to replace
property taxes, but it would appear the voters rejected that argument. Some worried that the oil boom might end
abruptly, wreaking havoc with the state's finances. Measure 2 supporters maintained this very apprehension would
be a useful means of pressuring the government to keep spending down.
Some interesting points were raised by proponents of the measure. They questioned the basic fairness of property
taxes, which are not evenly dispersed across the population, as not everyone owns property, and not all property is
taxed equally. (The maze of special property tax rates and exemptions is a prime target for reformers.) Some
critics view property taxes as a way to farm revenue from an essentially captive population. Boom-and-bust cycles
do affect property tax revenue, as the collapse in home values dramatically illustrates.
Measure 2 advocates noted that property taxes aren't entirely controlled by local government, contrary to popular
impressions, because the state government exerts considerable control over the valuation of property, and the
assessment of taxes upon it. It is always productive to debate the limits of "local" control, and the devolution of
power to lower levels of government.
There seems to be widespread agreement in North Dakota that the property tax system is a mess. Reformers can
hope that the push for Measure 2 will serve as a wake-up call to the state legislature... and perhaps government in
other states with even higher, messier property taxes.
20120613-08

14:19

SteveB

From the Right: “Should Government Be Involved in Health Care?”

“Should Government Be Involved in Health Care?” by:John Stossel, Human Events
June 13, 2012, (http://www.humanevents.com/2012/06/13/john-stossel-improving-health-care/)
Any day now, the U.S. Supreme will rule on whether the Obamacare insurance mandate is constitutional. Seems like
a no-brainer to me. How can forcing me to engage in commerce be constitutional?
But there's a deeper question: Why should government be involved in medicine at all?

Right before President Obama took office, the media got hysterical about health care. You heard the claims:
America spends more than any country -- $6,000 per person -- yet we get less. Americans die younger than people
in Japan and Western Europe. Millions of Americans lack health insurance and worry about paying for care.
I have the solution! said Obama. Bigger government will give us more choices and make health care cheaper and
better. He proceeded to give us that. Bigger government, that is. The cheaper/better/more choices part -- not so
much.
Costs have risen. More choices? No, we have fewer choices. Many people lost coverage when companies left the
market.
Because ObamaCare requires insurance companies to cover every child regardless of pre-existing conditions,
WellPoint, Humana and Cigna got out of the child-only business. Principal Financial stopped offering health
insurance altogether -- 1 million customers no longer have the choice to keep their insurance.
This is to be expected when governments control health care. Since state funding makes medical services seem
free, demand increases. Governments deal with that by rationing. Advocates of government health care hate the
word "rationing" because it forces them to face an ugly truth: Once you accept the idea that taxpayers pay,
individual choice dies. Someone else decides what treatment you get, and when.
At least in America, we still have some choice. We can pay to get what we want. Under government health care,
bureaucrats will decide how long we wait for our knee operation or cataract surgery ... or if we get lifesaving
treatment at all.
When someone else pays for your health care, that someone else also decides when to pull the plug. The reason
can be found in Econ 101. Medical care doesn't grow on trees. It must be produced by human and physical capital,
and those resources are limited. Politicians can't repeal supply and demand.
Call them "death panels" or not, a government that needs to cut costs will limit what it spends on health care,
especially on people nearing the end of life. Medical "ethicists" have long lamented that too much money is spent in
the last several months of life. Given the premise that it's government's job to pay, it's only natural that some
bureaucrat will decide that 80-year-olds shouldn't get hip replacements.
True, surveys show that most Brits and Canadians like their free health care. But Dr. David Gratzer notes that most
people surveyed aren't sick. Gratzer is a Canadian who also liked Canada's government health care -- until he
started treating patients.
More than a million Canadians say they can't find a family doctor. Some towns hold lotteries to determine who gets
to see one. In Norwood, Ontario, my TV producer watched as the town clerk pulled four names out of a big box and
then telephoned the lucky winners. "Congratulations! You get to see a doctor this month."
Think the wait in an American emergency room is bad? In Canada, the average wait is 23 hours. Sometimes they
can't even get heart attack victims into the ICU.
That's where we're headed unless Obamacare is repealed. But that's not nearly enough. Contrary to what some
Republicans say, we didn't have a free medical market before Obama came to power. We had a system that limited
competition through occupational licensing, FDA rules and other government intrusions, while stimulating demand
through tax-favored employer-based "insurance," Medicare and Medicaid.
If we want affordable and cutting-edge health care, there's only one approach that will work: open competition.
That means eliminating both bureaucratic obstacles and corporate privileges. Only free markets can give us
innovation at the lowest possible cost.
Of course, that also means consumers should spend their own money on health care, limiting insurance to
catastrophic expenses. Americans don't want to hear it. But that's the truth.
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From the Middle: “A Modern Economy Has Universal Health Care”

“A Modern Economy Has Universal Health Care” by Froma Harrop, NationofChange
June 13, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/modern-economy-has-universal-health-care-1339592731)
For now, let's drop the talk about wanting a liberal America or a conservative America. What we truly need is a
modern America. No country can be modern spending twice what its rich competitors do on health care while
leaving millions without any coverage.
If the U.S. Supreme Court declares the essential "individual mandate" in the federal Affordable Care Act
unconstitutional — or Republicans throw out the reforms — then it's back to the past, back to the economydragging health care mess we've been calling a "system."
Republicans say that Americans don't want top-down government control of their health care. But what we have
now is top-down corporate control of health care. Insurers, drugmakers, sellers of expensive equipment, hospital
executives, labs, home-health-care services, and others unnamed prosper by exploiting the chaos in our health care
system.
They get other payers (be they private or government) to purchase $50 drugs when $10 drugs are just as effective.
They make more money if patients have to be readmitted into the hospital. They profit from pushing surgery, when
careful watching or less invasive therapy might do the trick at far lower cost and risk. They casually order CT scans
without much thought to the expense or the patients' exposure to radiation.
The motives are undoubtedly mixed. Some providers see opportunity in siphoning the poorly regulated Niagara of
health care dollars into their pockets. Many doctors prescribe far more tests and surgery than do their colleagues,
either out of habit or fear of being sued. (Republicans are right about the need for tort reform to curb litigation
against responsible doctors.)
Here's the point of an individual mandate requiring the uninsured to obtain coverage. The reforms call for state-run
health-insurance exchanges, where the uncovered can find affordable health plans.
The plans can't remain solvent if young and healthy people can choose not to join them, leaving an insurance pool
heavy with expensive sick people. Only a handful of states have moved forward on the exchanges, as others wait
for the Supreme Court to rule on the individual mandate.
The 2006 Massachusetts health reforms, put into place by then-Gov. Mitt Romney, served as the model for the
Affordable Care Act. Republican politics being what they are, Romney is now vowing to kill the national version of
his reforms should he be elected president.
It happens that Romneycare was less conservative than Obamacare because it did little to confront rising health
care costs. But a funny thing happened on the way to 2012. Polls show that folks in Massachusetts overwhelmingly
support their universal coverage despite the expense. Instead of throwing it out, they're seriously looking for ways
to reduce the spending.
For example, providers may bill for every little test and treatment. Proposed legislation would encourage paying
"flat fees" to doctors, hospitals, and others to deal with the problem. That would remove the incentive to
overprescribe care and reward those who do it right the first time.
Universal coverage, including an individual mandate, has evidently not hurt the Massachusetts economy. It may
have even helped the state's strong tech sector by providing health care security for entrepreneurs starting
businesses. In any case, Massachusetts has the 14th-lowest unemployment rate in the country. And unemployment
is even lower in high-wage Germany and Sweden, where the state guarantees far more generous health benefits.

Only government can force order into the jungle of profitable waste and crazy cross-subsidies — most of it piled on
the backs of taxpayers and employers. America can't be modern without a system of universal coverage that
promotes wise use of health care resources. Let's stop fooling around and get on with it.
20120613-10
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Fw: USAction Petition: Stop Tax Breaks for Job Killers!

from USAction:
Should we keep giving tax breaks to U.S. companies to shift jobs overseas? Incredibly, that’s now a debate in
Washington.
The American middle class is getting crushed and closed off, while huge corporations get tax breaks for shipping
our jobs overseas.
Here’s just one example: General Electric paid no – zilch, nada, zero – federal income taxes while making more than
$10 billion in profits and shipping thousands of jobs overseas. GE has parked $102 billion in profits off-shore. And
GE is far from alone. American companies are sitting on some $1.2 trillion in off-shore profits.
(http://www.ctj.org/corporatetaxdodgers/)
That’s ridiculous. Will you join us to put an end to this outrageous tax giveaway?
In early July, the U.S. Senate will vote on the Bring Jobs Home Act, which will directly reward companies that create
jobs here in the U.S. instead of sending them away.
This should be a no-brainer – but with Republicans in lock-step opposition, we need you to sign our petition in
support of the bill.
http://act.truemajorityaction.org/p/dia/action3/common/public/?action_KEY=401&track=tw
We’ll deliver your petition to members of Congress at events across the country to put the pressure on before the
vote.
Here are the questions we’ll be asking: Do you stand with the working families and the small businesses that create
two-thirds of American jobs? Or do you stand with the CEO campaign contributors who cut our wages and benefits
and ship our jobs overseas? With unemployment hovering around eight percent and millions of Americans still out
of work, it is outrageous that we are giving huge tax breaks to multinational companies.
Sign our petition. Then share your story if you or someone you know has been personally affected by a company
outsourcing jobs. We’ll be delivering your petition signatures and your stories to Sen. Stabenow’s office to show the
groundswell of support for her bill – and to provide personal testimony showing how outsourcing has hurt everyday
Americans.
The time to end this corporate gravy train is now. Sign our petition, and then, share your story if a company
outsourcing jobs overseas has personally affected you or someone you know.
Sincerely, David Elliot, USAction / TrueMajority
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“Obama Trade Document Leaked, Revealing New Corporate Powers &
Broken Campaign Promises”

“Obama Trade Document Leaked, Revealing New Corporate Powers and Broken Campaign Promises” by Zach
Carter, Huffington Post
June 13, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/13/obama-trade-document-leak_n_1592593.html)

(WASHINGTON) A critical document from President Barack Obama's free trade negotiations with eight Pacific
nations was leaked online early Wednesday morning, revealing that the administration intends to bestow radical
new political powers upon multinational corporations, contradicting prior promises.
The leaked document has been posted on the website of Public Citizen, a long-time critic of the administration's
trade objectives. (http://www.citizenstrade.org/ctc/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/tppinvestment.pdf) The new leak
follows substantial controversy surrounding the secrecy of the talks, in which some members of Congress have
complained they are not being given the same access to trade documents that corporate officials receive.
"The outrageous stuff in this leaked text may well be why U.S. trade officials have been so extremely secretive
about these past two years of [trade] negotiations," said Lori Wallach, director of Public Citizen's Global Trade
Watch in a written statement.
Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) has been so incensed by the lack of access as to introduce legislation requiring further
disclosure. House Oversight Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-Calif.) has gone so far as to leak a separate
document from the talks on his website. Other Senators are considering writing a letter to Ron Kirk, the top trade
negotiator under Obama, demanding more disclosure.
The newly leaked document is one of the most controversial of the Trans-Pacific Partnership trade pact. It
addresses a broad sweep of regulations governing international investment and reveals the Obama administration's
advocacy for policies that environmental activists, financial reform advocates and labor unions have long rejected
for eroding key protections currently in domestic laws.
Under the agreement currently being advocated by the Obama administration, American corporations would
continue to be subject to domestic laws and regulations on the environment, banking and other issues. But foreign
corporations operating within the U.S. would be permitted to appeal key American legal or regulatory rulings to an
international tribunal. That international tribunal would be granted the power to overrule American law and impose
trade sanctions on the United States for failing to abide by its rulings.
The terms run contrary to campaign promises issued by Obama and the Democratic Party during the 2008
campaign.
"We will not negotiate bilateral trade agreements that stop the government from protecting the environment, food
safety, or the health of its citizens; give greater rights to foreign investors than to U.S. investors; require the
privatization of our vital public services; or prevent developing country governments from adopting humanitarian
licensing policies to improve access to life-saving medications," reads the campaign document.
Yet nearly all of those vows are violated by the leaked Trans-Pacific document. The one that is not contravened in
the present document -- regarding access to life-saving medication -- is in conflict with a previously leaked
document on intellectual property (IP) standards.
"Bush was better than Obama on this," said Judit Rius, U.S. manager of Doctors Without Borders Access to
Medicines Campaign, referring to the medication rules. "It's pathetic, but it is what it is. The world's upside-down."
In a statement provided to HuffPost, the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative downplayed the concerns.
"This administration is committed to ensuring strong environmental, public health and safety laws," said USTR
spokesperson Nkenge Harmon. "Nothing in our TPP investment proposal could impair our government's ability to
pursue legitimate, non-discriminatory public interest regulation, including measures to protect public health, public
safety and the environment."
Words like "legitimate" and "nondiscriminatory" can have flexible interpretations among international tribunals,
however, which have recently ruled that U.S. dolphin-safe tuna labelling and anti-teen smoking efforts are unfair
barriers to trade, according to prior trade pacts. The new investment rules, for instance, extend to government
contracting negotiations, eliminating so-called "Buy American" preferences for domestic manufacturers.

USTR has previously stated that it does not comment on the terms of an allegedly leaked document.
The Office of the U.S. Trade Representative insists that while broad standards require many medical patents and IP
rules that would increase the price of medications, the U.S. intends to work with countries involved in the TransPacific talks to ensure that the agreement does not restrict access to life-saving drugs.
That statement is belied somewhat by recent American efforts in other international negotiations to establish
controversial medical patents that grant companies long-term monopolies on life-saving medications. Those
monopolies increase drug prices, which impede access to medications, particularly in developing nations. The World
Health Organization and dozens of nonprofit public health groups have objected to the standards sought by the
Obama administration. Two United Nations groups recently urged global governments not to agree to trade terms
currently being advocated by the Obama administration, on the grounds that such rules would hurt public health.
Such foreign investment standards have also come under fire at home, from both conservative sovereignty purists
and progressive activists for the potential to hamper domestic priorities implemented by democratically elected
leaders. The North American Free Trade Agreement, passed by Congress in 1993, and a host of subsequent trade
pacts granted corporations new powers that had previously been reserved for sovereign nations and that have
allowed companies to sue nations directly over issues.
While the current trade deal could pose a challenge to American sovereignty, large corporations headquartered in
the U.S. could potentially benefit from it by using the same terms to oppose the laws of foreign governments. If one
of the eight Pacific nations involved in the talks passes a new rule to which an American firm objects, that U.S.
company could take the country to court directly in international tribunals.
Public Citizen challenged the independence of these international tribunals, noting that "The tribunals would be
staffed by private sector lawyers that rotate between acting as 'judges' and as advocates for the investors suing the
governments," according to the text of the agreement.
In early June, a tribunal at the World Bank agreed to hear a case involving similar foreign investment standards, in
which El Salvador banned cyanide-based gold mining on the basis of objections from the Catholic Church and
environmental activists. If the World Bank rules against El Salvador, it could overturn the nation's domestic laws at
the behest of a foreign corporation.
Speaking to the environmental concerns raised by the leaked document, Margrete Strand Rangnes, Labor and Trade
Director for the Sierra Club, an environmental group said, "Our worst fears about the investment chapter have been
confirmed by this leaked text ... This investment chapter would severely undermine attempts to strengthen
environmental law and policy."
Basic public health and land-use rules would be subject to challenge before an international tribunal, as would bank
regulations at capital levels that might be used to stymie bank runs or financial crises. The IMF has advocated the
use of such capital controls, which would be prohibited under the current version of the leaked trade pact. Although
several countries have proposed exceptions that would allow them to regulate speculative financial bets, the U.S.
has resisted those proposals, according to Public Citizen.
Trans-Pacific negotiations have been taking place throughout the Obama presidency. The deal is strongly supported
by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the top lobbying group for American corporations. Obama's Republican
opponent in the 2012 presidential elections, Mitt Romney, has urged the U.S. to finalize the deal as soon as
possible.
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“Sanders Releases Explosive Bailout List”

“Sanders Releases Explosive Bailout List” by RSN

June 13, 2012, (http://www.readersupportednews.org/news-section2/318-66/11895-sanders-releases-explosivebailout-list)
More than $4 trillion in near zero-interest Federal Reserve loans and other financial assistance went to the banks
and businesses of at least 18 current and former Federal Reserve regional bank directors in the aftermath of the
2008 financial collapse, according to Government Accountability Office records made public for the first time today
by Sen. Bernie Sanders.
On the eve of Senate testimony by JPMorgan Chase CEO Jamie Dimon, Sanders (I-Vt.) released the detailed
findings on Dimon and other Fed board members whose banks and businesses benefited from Fed actions.
A Sanders provision in the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform Act required the Government Accountability Office to
investigate potential conflicts of interest. The Oct. 19, 2011 report by the non-partisan investigative arm of
Congress laid out the findings, but did not name names. Sanders today released the names.
"This report reveals the inherent conflicts of interest that exist at the Federal Reserve. At a time when small
businesses could not get affordable loans to create jobs, the Fed was providing trillions in secret loans to some of
the largest banks and corporations in America that were well represented on the boards of the Federal Reserve
Banks. These conflicts must end," Sanders said.
The GAO study found that allowing members of the banking industry to both elect and serve on the Federal
Reserve's board of directors creates "an appearance of a conflict of interest" and poses "reputational risks" to the
Federal Reserve System.
In Dimon's case, JPMorgan received some $391 billion of the $4 trillion in emergency Fed funds at the same time
his bank was used by the Fed as a clearinghouse for emergency lending programs. In March of 2008, the Fed
provided JPMorgan with $29 billion in financing to acquire Bear Stearns. Dimon also got the Fed to provide
JPMorgan Chase with an 18-month exemption from risk-based leverage and capital requirements. And he convinced
the Fed to take risky mortgage-related assets off of Bear Stearns balance sheet before JP Morgan Chase acquired
the troubled investment bank.
Another high-profile conflict involved Stephen Friedman, the former chairman of the New York Fed's board of
directors. Late in 2008, the New York Fed approved an application from Goldman Sachs to become a bank holding
company giving it access to cheap loans from the Federal Reserve. During that period, Friedman sat on the
Goldman Sachs board. He also owned Goldman stock, something that was prohibited by Federal Reserve conflict of
interest regulations. Although it was not publicly disclosed at the time, Friedman received a waiver from the Fed's
conflict of interest rules in late 2008. Unbeknownst to the Fed, Friedman continued to purchase shares in Goldman
from November 2008 through January of 2009, according to the GAO.
In another case, General Electric CEO Jeffrey Immelt was a New York Fed board member at the same time GE
helped create a Commercial Paper Funding Facility during the financial crisis. The Fed later provided $16 billion in
financing to GE under this emergency lending program.
Sanders on May 22 introduced legislation to prohibit banking industry and business executives from serving as
directors of the 12 Federal Reserve regional banks.
To read a report summarizing the new GAO information, click here:
http://www.sanders.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/061212DimonIsNotAlone.pdf.
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http://www.soularbliss.com/2012/03/01/a-is-for-anger-recipes-remedies-rituals-and-resources-for-dealing-withanger/

—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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Statistical Analysis for Political Campaigns?
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 15, 2012)
Clark and I have always loved the statistical part of baseball. I haven’t seen Moneyball, but it evidently shows what
can be accomplished (in baseball, anyway) by applying the most rigorous, sophisticated statistical tools. This article
is an exploration of how the same kind of analysis could change politics as we know it.
“Moneyball Godfather Bill James Tackles Politics in Super PAC Age” by Sam Stein, Huffington Post
June 15, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/15/moneyball-bill-james-politics-superpac_n_1598656.html) (http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1210166/)

(WASHINGTON) A political candidate being dramatically outspent by his opponent has few options. He can pin his
hopes on a strong debate performance, dig up dirt on the opposition, or cut a particularly buzz-worthy television ad.
Or he can do what other industries, led by Major League Baseball, have done before: worship at the altar of Bill
James.
James is the high priest of baseball number-crunching. In 1977, he began publishing the Bill James Baseball
Abstracts, which paved the way for "sabermetrics," a system of statistical analysis that fundamentally transformed
the sport. In 2006, Time magazine named James one of the 100 most influential people in the world. If Billy Beane,

manager of the perennially low-budget Oakland Athletics, is the face of Moneyball -- the ethos of small-budget
teams competing against well-funded opponents -- James is its brain.
He hasn't dabbled much in politics before. But in the wake of the Supreme Court's Citizens United decision, which
allows for unlimited campaign spending by corporations and unions, James' analytical approach has become more
relevant to the political conversation.
The Obama campaign and allied Democrats have begun preaching Moneyball-like theories about how to compete
against the onslaught of conservative super PAC spending this election cycle. But it's unclear whether they have
time to put those ideas into practice or the ability and willingness to undertake such a dramatic shift.
That's because much of what James has to offer candidates facing financial deficits is quirky and unconventional.
Often it involves throwing the traditional campaign playbook out the window.
"If you're outspent in a campaign, what you absolutely cannot do is start a pissing contest, pardon my French,"
James wrote in an email. "If you're outspent and you start talking about your opponent being corrupt and senile,
you're in BIG trouble, because he's got a lot more guns than you have."
Instead of going negative, he advised, a candidate should do the exact opposite. "Talk about your opponent in the
nicest terms that you CAN, in order to take certain weapons away from him," James wrote. "If you're speaking well
of your opponent and your opponent is savaging you, there is a chance he comes off looking like an ass and you
can win the election."
Beyond that, James suggested a candidate run on a platform distinct from either major party (anti-drug war, progay rights). Or a candidate could obsess over an issue completely off the beaten path. As an example, he
highlighted deer-related car crashes in his home state of Kansas. "No one talks about people hitting deer with their
cars as a political issue, but in Kansas" it could work, he said.
"If a candidate for office starts talking about thinning the deer population or investing in barriers to reduce the
number of deer on the highways, the other side will probably just ignore him, because they're not going to know
what to say about it," he said. "But there is a chance that the issue will resonate with voters in an unexpected way."
It may seem like a far-fetched theory from a guy who has spent his career crunching data from the diamond.
"In Kansas, we are pretty anti-abortion and anti-Planned Parenthood," said Burdett "Bird" Loomis, a political science
professor at the University of Kansas who happens to live down the street from James. "I'm not sure we are going
to go for contraception for deer."
But, as is usually the case with James, a closer look at the numbers suggests that the unconventional may be true.
According to the Kansas Department of Transportation's latest data, deer were responsible for 15 percent of all car
crashes in 2011 -- 9,153 crashes in total. Twice, people were killed; 293 times they were injured.
"It is a popular subject in Kansas," conceded Rex McCommon, a Transportation Department official.
BREAKFAST CEREAL CRUSADE
Unlike baseball, where statisticians pour over everything from earned run average (traditional metrics) to batting
average on balls in play (sabermetric bliss), politics has seen limited breakthroughs from obsessive data analysis.
Democratic operatives established the company Catalist in 2006 to develop a comprehensive portrait of voters, from
geographic locations to commercial preferences. The opposition research outfit American Bridge is building a
massive video database recording Republican candidates' every utterance. But even as information is becoming
more readily available, there has been little innovation.
"There aren't any good databases" in politics, said Kevin Goldstein of Baseball Prospectus, an organization devoted
to studying sabermetrics. "You would need like the last 50, 100 Senate campaigns. ... You would need the full

books. Like this was the money. This is what they spent it on. You have to create categories: mail, personal
appearances, television ads. And then you need to break up the television ads: positive ads, negative ads. How
valuable was it? How valuable is going to the local diner? How valuable is the ad that says my opponent is a
nimrod? There are so many things that you would need. ... I don't know anyone who is doing that."
Washington is uniquely behind the curve. Goldstein said he and his colleagues have been approached by a number
of industries buying into the gospel of data. Hollywood, in particular, is trying to figure out better methods of
turning a movie into a blockbuster. Political campaigns have not yet made that jump.
Part of the reason is that there aren't regular barometers to measure success and failure, or to apply lessons
learned. In baseball, teams play 162 games each season. In Hollywood, movies come out weekly. In politics,
congressional elections happen every two years and presidential contests every four.
"It's not as easy to test your ideas out and learn from your mistakes," said Nate Silver, The New York Times polling
guru whose roots are in Baseball Prospectus, a website publisher devoted to sabremetrics. "Meanwhile, politics is
intrinsically a somewhat reality-denying enterprise and a business in which candidates and campaign officials
compete on the basis of how much they can spin the truth," he explained. "Anything that threatens to connect
political operatives with reality is therefore likely to be viewed with some suspicion."
That said, a few campaigns have executed James' theories about electoral politics -- with promising effects.
Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) has wrung political benefits out of seemingly minor issues throughout his career. Phil
Singer, a former Schumer aide, recalled how Schumer campaigned on reducing the cost of breakfast cereal in his
1996 House race, going so far as to demand a Justice Department anti-trust investigation. Schumer still lists his
breakfast cereal crusade among his career accomplishments.
"In any given campaign situation, the goal is to reach the people who are most likely to vote, but don't follow the
race on a minute-to-minute basis," said Singer. "And to connect with that group, the campaign needs to identify
issues in their daily lives that will resonate with them even if it may not be part of the national zeitgeist. This is true
if you are spending more than your opponent or being outspent by your opponent."
More pertinent to 2012 is James' theory that outspent candidates would be better off going nice. At a recent
briefing with reporters at Bloomberg View, former Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell made that point when discussing
why many Democrats, including former President Bill Clinton, declined to follow the Obama campaign in criticizing
Mitt Romney's private equity career.
"He is not off message," said Rendell, also former head of the Democratic National Committee. "Bill Clinton is an
extraordinarily smart politician. ... This is something that I did as DNC chair. You don't demonize your opponent
because it builds your credibility. ... Bill Clinton is going to be lights out in October when it counts. And the average
undecided voter is going to remember that he didn't trash Governor Romney, that he said he was a decent guy with
good qualifications."
The most innovative politician when it comes to adopting data-driven campaign theories may be Texas Gov. Rick
Perry (R). As Sasha Issenberg documented in his book "Rick Perry and His Eggheads: Inside the Brainiest Political
Operation in America," the classic shoot-from-the-hip governor turned over his political operation to a pair of Yale
professors.
The head of that team, Perry's longtime adviser Dave Carney, had been dismayed by the absence of market
research in his profession. In an interview with The Huffington Post, he recalled how in Florida, the Republican
Party sent a welcome note and a voter registration card to every Republican voter who moved into the state. But
party officials never compared registration rates from counties where the notes and cards were sent to those where
they weren't. They simply sent them everywhere. Conducting that test could have saved money, but no one
thought to do it.
In Texas, Carney and the rest of the egghead crew decided to conduct those types of experiments and came away
with several conclusions. Introductory television ads -- those that come early in the campaign to frame the

candidate -- were ineffective. Traditional campaign expenditures for lawn signs, direct mail, robocalls, newspaper
ads and editorial board visits were often not worth the cost, either.
Notoriously thrifty, Perry saved $3 million in his 2010 primary campaign against Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchinson (RTexas) by forgoing those functions. Instead, he used the money to set up what Issenberg called "a virtual network"
of "home headquarters" in which volunteers were paid $20 for signing up friends and neighbors to vote for the
governor. Perry ended up defeating Hutchinson by 20 percentage points.
"The biggest lesson we learned is that a lot of the testimony, propaganda and assertions made by vendors and
campaign operatives about the success of their work and their product and their competitor's products are baseless
and don't hold up to scrutiny," Carney said. "A lot of times, campaigns confuse motion for progress and we end up
doing a lot of things that we did in the past."
LATINO EMBRACE?
For all of the data culled from his gubernatorial campaign, however, Perry proved a flop as a presidential candidate.
He raised nearly $20 million, spent virtually all of it, and won a grand total of zero delegates.
"Our field experiments were for a Texas race. The results would not have transferred one-to-one," explained
Carney. "But we did use some of the findings, although we never had the lead time to implement them to a
significant degree."
A presidential election, indeed, requires a different type of campaign then a run for the governorship of the nation's
second-largest state. There are different constituencies to which a candidate must tend and -- certainly in Perry's
case -- a tighter political calendar in which to operate. And so, the question facing other 2012 candidates is not just
whether deep statistical analysis can work for their campaigns, but how fast it can have an effect.
In his book, The Extra 2%: How Wall Street Strategies Took a Major League Baseball Team from Worst to First,
Jonah Keri examined how the Tampa Bay Rays -- a perennial doormat in baseball's toughest division -- became one
of the best-run and most successful franchises in the game.
"They don't participate in the same game as the Yankees and the Red Sox do," Keri explained in an interview, "and
so they had to think differently."
Instead of pursuing big-name free agents, the team's management placed value in underappreciated aspects of the
game, like defensive proficiency. Mainly, however, they invested their limited resources in unearthing young talent
in the draft.
An underfunded political campaign and the Tampa Bay Rays "could not be more analogous," Keri said. And just like
a team putting heavy stock in a strong farm system, party operatives would be smart to focus on the foundations of
long-term success.
"The one thing I could think of is to have a very pro-immigration stance," Keri said. "Even for Obama, there has
been a record number of deportations. ... And he is supposed to be a kinder, gentler liberal. ... The first presidential
candidate who came out and did this could attract a wave of support from that community."
Keri lives in Colorado, a swing state with a large Latino population, but also a history of anti-immigrant sentiment.
Announcing support for more lenient immigration policy carries certain risks, he conceded. But it's a bet that
sabermetric adherents would make.
Even then, however, it's unclear whether the benefits of launching a full-on Latino courtship would be felt in the
2012 election. The New York Times recently reported that members of that community aren't registering to vote at
a pace reflecting population growth.
For underfunded campaigns in need of a quick boost, attention has turned away from far-reaching policy proposals
like immigration reform and toward campaign operational features.

Democrats have invested heavily in get-out-the-vote operations. The union super PAC, Workers' Voice, has made it
an almost exclusive focus, while the Obama campaign has sought to soothe supporter anxiety over Romney's
fundraising superiority by noting how much further ahead they are in ground-game operations.
The strategy is a logical extension of the Obama campaign's grassroots operation in 2008, as well as labor's
traditional role in organizing. It is also contains elements of what Carney and his fellow eggheads did in Texas,
where they relied heavily on person-to-person contact.
"We are trying to build a new paradigm, where networks of co-workers, families and neighbors talking to each other
-- both online and offline -- counter the endless stream of negative TV ads," explained Eddie Vale, a spokesman for
Workers' Voice.
But while Vale insisted his group's plans are both short-term and long-term -- voter contacts done in 2012 can be
repeated once more in 2014 -- both he and others in the progressive movement have yet to display a willingness to
think as unconventionally as James advises. Moreover, if the expectation is that the Democratic Party could use
these means to simply squeak out a victory, James offered skepticism.
James likened the idea of trying to win an election through get-out-the-vote drives as "analogous to trying to win a
pennant race by doing better in the close games." A team that won 75 games and lost 87 over the course of a
season could get to 90 wins if they changed their win-loss record in one-run games from 26-29 to 41-14.
"It can happen," James said. "But it's a lousy strategy."
"When people disagree with you, what you ultimately have to do is persuade people to agree with you -- period,"
he added. "You can't ultimately dodge defeat by winning close elections."
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Fw: Photos: Motherhood Strikes Again—Courage & Audacity Win the Day!

Lab has baby squirrel pinned down...and Mother sees it (from above)!

Mom takes action!!

Dog gets it from Mom and baby gets away!

Mother consoles baby and...Look at the dog's face...This has to be what he is thinking...
"What the hell just happened? Did I just get my a*s kicked by a squirrel?”
Another little sample of how brave and fast squirrels can be: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kSKEL0R4zaM.
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“Fed Survey Shows Middle Class Took a Big Hit”

“Fed Survey Shows Middle Class Took a Big Hit” by Dean Baker, NationofChange
June 14, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/fed-survey-shows-middle-class-took-big-hit-1339656486)

The Federal Reserve Board’s newly released triennial Survey of Consumer Finance (SCF) confirmed what most of us
already knew: The middle class has taken a really big hit. It showed that between the 2007 survey and the 2010
survey, the typical family had lost 38.8 percent of their wealth. In fact, the wealth of the typical family was down
27.1 percent from where it had been a decade ago in 2001. This is in spite of the fact that the economy was more
than 15 percent larger than in 2010 than it had been 2001.
It wasn’t just wealth that had dropped; the survey showed that income had fallen as well. Median family income in
2010 was down by 7.7 percent from its 2007 level and 6.3 percent from its level a decade ago.
There is not much surprising about these numbers. The SCF is picking up the impact of the collapse of the housing
bubble. For the vast majority of middle-class families, their home is by far their largest financial asset. For decades
they were encouraged to believe that it was a safest way to save for the retirement or other purposes.
This clearly was not true when house prices became inflated by a bubble. In the years when the bubble reached
levels that were clearly unsustainable, from 2002-2007, housing was just about the worst possible place to keep
wealth.
Unfortunately, tens of millions of Americans listened to experts like then Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan
Greenspan, who assured the country that there was no housing bubble. According to press accounts, Mr.
Greenspan has a very nice pension and a job that pays more than $1 million a year.
It is difficult to read through the survey results and not get angry at the wreckage from a completely preventable
disaster. If the Fed had acted responsibly and taken steps to rein in the housing bubble before it had grown to such
dangerous levels, as some of us urged at the time, we need not have been in the situation.
Alan Greenspan could have used his enormous stature to warn of the dangers to homeowners of buying overvalued houses. He could have warned lenders of the risks of issuing mortgages on over-valued property. And he
could have used the massive research capacities of the Fed to document without question the fact the existence of
a bubble and the damage that its collapse would cause. He also could have used the Fed’s regulatory power to
crack down on the epidemic of mortgage fraud that the FBI had highlighted as early as 2004.
It seems almost inconceivable that if the Greenspan Fed had used these bullets to shoot at the bubble that it would
have continued to grow. But if all else failed he could have raised interest rates. To make his interest rate hikes
even more effective, he could have told the markets that he was explicitly targeting the bubble. For example, he
could have promised to raise rates until nationwide house prices fell back to their 2000 level.

Greenspan’s failure is history now, but we should demand that the Fed take asset bubbles more seriously in the
future. There is nothing more important that the Fed can do.
There are other lessons here. It should be apparent that housing is not a safe asset, even when we are not in a
bubble. Those who advocate that everyone should be a homeowner are displaying their ignorance. Homeownership
in many markets can be like putting all your savings in your employer’s stock. Ask an autoworker in Detroit if this is
not clear.
Another important take away from this survey is that older workers are extremely ill-prepared for retirement. The
median wealth for families between the ages of 55-64 is $179,400. For families between the ages of 45-54 it is just
$117,900.
This sum includes everything they own. That means all their savings, their retirement accounts and the equity they
have in their home. This means that the typical retiree in the next two decades will be almost entirely dependent on
their Social Security check. Remarkably, in Washington all the important people think the most pressing matter is
finding ways to cut Social Security and Medicare.
Finally, this new Fed report should further focus attention on inequality. Most people in the country are hurting
badly, but the very rich have largely recovered from the downturn. The public should not tolerate an economy
where the rules are rigged to redistribute income upward. We need an economy that is designed to benefit
everyone, not just the wealthy elite.
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“The Truth About Taxes”

Short, but sweet (with video):
“The Truth About Taxes” by Robert Reich, NationofChange
June 14, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/truth-about-taxes-1339686017)
Video: (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ozMpjCSUuWk&feature=player_embedded)
Here are three reasons why taxes have to be raised on the richest Americans:
1. We have budget deficits.
If the rich don't pay their fair share than the rest of us will either have to do with less Medicare and
Medicaid, fewer public investments, infrastructure and education. Or we will have to pay even more
in taxes to make up for what the rich do not pay.
2. Top tax rate is at historic lows.
Because so much of their income is in the form of capital gains, the very wealthy pay far less.
3. The rich can afford to pay more.
The wealthy are taking home a larger share of total income than they have in 80 years.
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Fw: Ultra Violet Petition: We Want a Woman to Moderate a Presidential
Debate!

from Ultra Violet:
Did you know that it's been more than 20 years since a woman has moderated a presidential debate? 1

Three high school students, Emma, Sammi and Elena, are hoping to fix that. And you can help.
They've started a petition on Change.org asking the Commission on Presidential Debates, and President Obama's
and Mitt Romney's campaigns, to appoint a woman to moderate one of the upcoming presidential debates. It's
totally taking off and starting to attract media attention--but they need more voices with them.
This should be a no-brainer. Women vote more than men. Women drive our economy and make the majority of the
purchasing decisions in families. And this year, women's rights--from access to health care, to protection from
domestic abuse and wage discrimination--have been front and center. And there's no sign of that letting up.
But to get the Presidential Debates Commission, and President Obama and Mitt Romney's campaigns to agree, we
need to take this energy to the next level and show them that hundreds of thousands of people are demanding it.
The more of us that sign on, the more media attention we'll get and the harder our ask will be to ignore. Click
below to add your name:
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/sign/womendebates/.
In a few days, we'll deliver our petitions to the decision-makers--along with the petitions that the students who
started this collected—so we want to get as many voices behind us as possible.
It's pretty shocking that it's been so long since a woman has moderated a presidential debate given how critical
women's votes are in every election. But this year, with women's economic security, access to basic health services,
and the right to control our own bodies dominating the political debate, it's especially important to have a woman
giving voice to those issues and demanding real answers on them.
And this is a very serious and huge problem with the media and coverage of women in elections and politics
generally. For example, in news stories about Planned Parenthood, men were quoted 67% of the time, and women
just 26% (the other 7% were organizational quotes), and on birth control women were only quoted 19% of the
time. Even NPR only quotes women 23% of the time and the problem is even worse on television--MSNBC's
"Hardball" only quotes women 15% of the time.2
It's not like there aren't tons of incredibly accomplished women journalists to choose from--Rachel Maddow, Gwen
Ifill (who moderated the last VP debate), Diane Sawyer, Christiane Amanpour and Katie Couric just to name a few.
By not having a woman moderate a debate, the commission is sending a dangerous message to women and girls
everywhere: That there are some honors, accomplishments and platforms that they just can't reach. That's wrong.
Please join the call to get the Presidential Debates Commission to appoint a woman moderator today.
Thanks for speaking out, --Nita, Shaunna and Kat, the UltraViolet team
Sources:
1

Montclair teens petition for woman moderator in presidential debate, NJ.com, June 8, 2012,
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/go/162?t=4&akid=116.359331.mBep_E.
2

Gender Gap of Women Voices in Broadcast TV, Radio and Print, 4thEstate.net,
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/go/163?t=5&akid=116.359331.mBep_E.
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Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stop the House from Blocking Abortion Access
for Raped Soldiers!

from CREDO Action:
This is shocking, even for our U.S. Congress.
If a female employee of the U.S. State Department is raped while serving abroad in Afghanistan, her federal health
plan will pay for an abortion should she become pregnant. However if a woman serving abroad as a member of the
U.S. military is raped, her military health plan will NOT provide for an abortion if she becomes pregnant as a result
of that violent and reprehensible act.
According to a recent report from Mother Jones1, the Pentagon has an even more drastic policy on access to
abortion than the Hyde Amendment which bans the use of federal funds for abortion care unless a woman has been
the victim of rape, incest or she could literally die unless she her pregnancy is terminated.
This disparity is so unsettling that the Senate Armed Services Committee recently passed a proposal that would fix
this loophole in federal law on a rare bipartisan vote. But the extremists in Congress will almost certainly strip this
proposal from the National Defense Authorization Act when it comes up for a vote in the House. The only way we
can hope to stop it is with massive public pushback.
Tell Republicans and anti-choice Democrats in the House: Don't block abortion access for raped soldiers:
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/military_choice/.
According to Kate Sheppard's report in Mother Jones2, there are 200,000 women serving on active duty in our
military and in 2011 alone there were 471 reported instances of rape. But with the Pentagon, itself, estimating that
only 13.5% of rapes are officially reported, that means around 3,500 service members are raped per year.
Women who are serving on military bases abroad can't simply go to their local Planned Parenthood should they
seek an abortion after finding themselves pregnant as a result of rape. And if there hasn't been a formal finding of
rape, a rape survivor in the military can't even pay to have the procedure done in the medical facility on base. Many
women serving in our armed forces are stationed in foreign countries where safe abortion care is not easily
obtained outside our military bases. And it may not be possible or affordable for a raped woman soldier to travel to
the United States in order to receive the care she needs. Our policies need to be reformed to ensure that women in
the military who have been raped have access to the medical care they need.
As Senator Jean Shaheen who introduced the proposal change to this heinous policy explained to Mother Jones,
"Most of the women affected here are enlisted women who are making about $18,000 a year. They're young, they
don't have access to a lot of resources. Many of them are overseas."
Tell Republicans and anti-choice Democrats in the House: Don't block abortion access for raped soldiers.
A handful of Republicans in the Senate realized that protecting rape survivors is not a partisan issue and joined
Democrats to pass this bill out of committee and work to provide relief to women in our armed services. But their
colleagues in the House will not join them in helping to pass this much needed bill unless we force them to take
action. We need to tell Republicans as well as anti-choice Democrats in the House (including the so-called Stupak
Democrats who voted against women's reproductive health in the Affordable Care Act)3 that we cannot let this
policy stand.
CREDO is a staunch supporter of a woman's right to choose and we will continue to work for the repeal of the Hyde
Amendment. But until then, even in our polarized Congress which is packed with anti-choice zealots, there are some
lines that Republicans and anti-choice Democrats should be very afraid to cross. This is one of them. We cannot
stand by and let women serving in the U.S. military be subjected to a stricter standard for abortion access than the
already horribly restrictive Hyde Amendment.
This is one we can win if enough of us speak out. Thank you for taking action.

Sources:
1

House GOP Blocking Abortion Access for Raped Soldiers, Mother Jones, June 13, 2012,
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2012/06/shaheen-amendment-military-rape-abortion.
2

ibid.

3

Many Previously Pro-Choice Dems Voted for Stupak Amendment, FiveThirtyEight.com, November 9, 2009,
http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2009/11/many-previously-pro-choice-dems-voted.html.
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Re: CREDO Action Petition: Stop the House from Blocking Abortion Access
for Raped Soldiers! (reply to Art, above)

Good lord. This is so unfair--like so much else in this world. I just heard a piece on NPR about how big corporate
agriculture (mostly American) is buying up huge tracts of land in Africa by signing 100 year leases with places like
Mozambique, where the govt. owns all the land. Subsistence farmers depend on that land and were supposed to
be paid for it, have a well put in, and get compensation. The corporation plowed up land that already had crops
growing on it that people were counting on. Now they have nothing. There has been no well dug, no school built,
and no one has been paid a dime. The CEO declined to be interviewed on the radio. Figures.
20120614-07
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Book Reports: Boomerang & The Big Short

Recently completed two books by a very good author, Michael Lewis, Boomerang and The Big Short. The Big Short
is about the 2008 financial crash and Boomerang is about the overseas economic crises. Both are short and well
written. Couple hours read at most.
Probably the best quote from The Big Short is a observation by a lady, Meredith Whitney, an analyst for
Oppenheimer and Co. who blew the whistle on the insolvency of Citigroup in Oct 2007. As Lewis noted, "She'd just
expressed most clearly and most loudly a view that turned out to be far more seditious to the social order than, say,
the many campaigns by various New York attorney's general against Wall Street corruption. If mere scandal could
have destroyed the big Wall Street investment banks, they would have vanished long ago. This woman wasn't
saying that Wall Street bankers were corrupt. She was saying they were stupid." ( This goes a long way to
explaining people like Romney, Trump and money by the way.)
The book covers the many complex financial instruments created by Wall Street to make incredible amounts of
money for a few greedy people—CDOs, credit default swaps, FICO scores, triple B rated subprime loans, triple A
rated CDOs, mezzanine tranches, etc., etc. If you get a bit confused and don't understand, don't worry, neither did
the CEOs of Bear Stearns, Goldman Sachs, Citigroup or any of the other big investment banks. In retrospect, the
perilous nature of the subprime market should have been obvious to everyone, but in 2007 only a few saw the
crash coming, and all they wanted to do was make a lot money out of it. In the end, all the banking people made
out. Billions were lost by the banks shareholders and the taxpayers had to bail them out, but all the bankers both
on the long and short side just kept getting their multi-million dollar salaries. Almost no one even got fired. Stock
holders lost big and, of course, the taxpayer but not the rich. At the end of the book, a thought struck me, except
for the collateral damage of course, it might have been better if the 9/11 terrorists had dropped a nuclear bomb on
Manhattan and exterminated the entire lot of vermin. Good read.

Boomerang covers the collapse of the entire Iceland economy, the crises in Greece and Ireland, both of which

teeter on the edge, and Germany, where things are still going along pretty well. It ends up in Vallejo, California, a
completely broke municipality. In each case the situation is a little different. Iceland's problem was caused by a few
fishermen suddenly turned bankers who thought they could play investment banking. It crashed the entire currency
system. In Greece, the banker's are sort of honest but the government and the people are all crooked. In Ireland,
the people are honest but the bankers are crooked and the government and people assumed the debt created by
crooked bankers. The one thing that struck me about Germany, although Lewis doesn't mention it, is the contrast
between us and Germany. Greed drives our every move in the market, seemingly no so in Germany. The idea that

drives every American government employee patriot to leave government as soon as possible and join Goldman
Sachs to make a few million simply doesn't seem to occur to them. Not to surprisingly, they are the one big country
which seems to be weathering the current economic crisis the best. Check their CEO salary ratio to average worker
for another example. Vallejo, by the way, is an example of a municipality which promised far more than it could pay
to local government employees and now finds itself totally against the financial wall. Another good read.
What strikes you in both books is both the incredible greed, especially demonstrated in America, but
also elsewhere and the, to me at least, surprising incompetency of these very highly paid CEOs and
other senior players in the finance business. Something is very broken.
[Bold is my doing. –SteveB]
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SteveB

Re: Book Reports: Boomerang & The Big Short (reply to Art, above)

Really great job, Art. I have to read these!
20120614-09
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Signs of the Times, Part 5
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Photo: Iceland

http://www.travelfox.com/blog/travel-guide/traveling-iceland/
http://www.smh.com.au/news/iceland/finding-valhalla/2007/11/10/1194329560558.html
Looks like the glaciers moved through this valley not that long ago. Pristine! I can almost smell it.

—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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Behind the Curtain: Smoke and Mirrors
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 18, 2012)
Events seem to be coming to a head in Europe. The crisis has been slow moving so far, but it could accelerate to a
frightening pace if Germany and the bankers are unable to impose their will on the many debtor nations of the EU.
Meanwhile, as I’ve said, it’s a great time for Americans to take a two-week vacation to Europe.
“Tear Up Your Paper Money” by Jim Jubak, MSN/Money
June 7, 2012, (http://money.msn.com/investment-advice/tear-up-your-paper-money-jubak.aspx)
(Modern currency is nothing without trust that governments that use it will back it. And if the once-strong euro can
break, what is safe?)
So what is it about money that the leaders of the eurozone don't get?
Money has been around for a while, and it's not terribly complicated.
The key element is trust. That was true when money was a piece of metal that you could bite or bounce. Now that
money is just a piece of paper, it's even truer. Today's money is nothing but trust.
That's why the euro crisis is so bizarre. The euro is, in theory, one of the world's great currencies. And yet, as this
crisis has demonstrated, nobody actually stands behind it. There is no lender of last resort. There is no "full faith
and credit." There's nobody on the other end of the promise.
And it's as if the leaders of the eurozone wanted to go out of their way to prove it. They've taken us up to the
velvet curtain and then themselves, with a self-satisfied smile, pulled it aside to show us that there is no Great Oz.
And in the process they've done major, and perhaps irretrievable, damage to their own currency and to the very
idea of money in our time. If you can't trust the euro, what paper can you trust?
The idea of money may never have been grasped more clearly than in the Byzantine Empire, the great Roman
Empire of the East.

From the time Constantine the Great minted the first gold solidus in 312 until the final coin was minted by Basil II,
the Bulgar Slayer, around 1020, the solidus was minted at a steady rate of 72 coins to a Roman pound of gold, or
4.48 grams of gold per coin. When coins came back to the imperial treasury -- all taxes had to be paid in solidi -they were melted down and restruck. No wonder most Byzantine emperors were proud to put their own images on
the solidus.
And it's clear that the Byzantine emperors understood the power that owning a trusted currency gave them in the
world. One of the first acts of the empire after recovering from the chaos of caused by the attacks of the Seljuk
Turks in Asia Minor and the Normans in Italy in the 11th century was to reverse the debasement of the currency
that had begun in 1042.
By 1080 the solidus was down to 10% gold, as embattled emperors melted down older coins, diluted the gold with
silver and then attempted to pay their mercenaries with cheaper money. The empire's own troops, however,
refused to accept the solidus, which had been the most respected coin and the medium of exchange from India to
the Baltic, as payment. In 1092, once order was restored in the empire, Emperor Alexios I Komnenos replaced the
debased coins with the hyperpyron, a new coin of 20.5-carat gold. The new coins contained 4.45 grams of gold.
That's a steady currency. A drop of 0.03 grams of gold per coin in roughly 800 years.
Contrast that to the euro.
The currency was created as if it would be a monument to stability. That's why there are no provisions in the
treaties that created the euro for a country to leave the monetary union and go back to its own currency.
But the reality is that the euro is way more leveraged than the solidus, even at its worst. After all, even the debased
solidus still contained 10% gold.
Start with the European Central Bank. The bank has official equity capital of just 6.5 billion euros, roughly $8.2
billion. That tiny bit of capital supports a balance sheet that now totals 3 trillion euros -- about $3.8 trillion.
How is this possible? It's possible because the European Central Bank is essentially owned by the national central
banks of Europe. They have contributed the bank's capital in exchange for ownership stakes in the bank. Through
that structure, the European Central Bank has a claim on these national central banks.
It you think of it structurally, each national central bank owns a share of the European Central Bank's balance
sheet. All those Spanish, Greek and Italian government bonds, all those mortgage-backed assets, all those loans to
French and German corporations that European banks have used as collateral for loans from the European Central
Bank ultimately belong, for better or worse, to national central banks.
And that's not the end of the European Central Bank's liabilities. There's also something called the Target2 Balance.
(Target stands for Trans-European Automated Real-Time Gross Settlement Express Transfer System. Apparently the
"s" in "settlement" is silent.) Target2 handles payments among banks in the eurozone and imbalances among
eurozone members.
Membership in Target2 is mandatory for countries in the eurozone. Membership is open to European Union
members that don't use the euro. Six non-eurozone central banks use Target2.
On one level, Target2 is a settlement system. On this level, the system works like this: European banks maintain
accounts with their national central banks. When, say, a Spanish importer places an order with a German exporter
and asks its bank to pay that exporter, the importer's Spanish bank transfers money to the German bank account of
the exporter. The Target2 system debits the Spanish bank's account at the Spanish central bank, the Banco de
España, and credits the receiving German bank at Germany's central bank, the Bundesbank. The Spanish and
German companies settle their credits and debits with their respective banks, which then settle with their respective
national central banks. The two central banks settle their accounts, not by transferring actual assets (cash, for
instance) but through liabilities and credits in the Target2 system. The Banco de España winds up with a liability
and the Bundesbank with a credit.

But on another level, Target2 is an automatic funding system designed to cover trade imbalances among eurozone
members. If a country -- let's say Spain again -- imports more than it exports, it winds up with a big, and growing,
liability in the Target2 system. But doesn't have to transfer cash or other assets to the Bundesbank to settle those
liabilities. It, in essence, winds up owing the Target2 system, which has, in turn, created a liability that is ultimately
due to the Bundesbank, but that in the short term is actually funded by the Target2 system.
I think you can guess what has happened in recent years to Target2 liabilities and credits as the eurozone's weaker
economies lost competitiveness and imported much more than they exported to Europe's stronger economies. The
Target2 liabilities for the eurozone's peripheral economies, including Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal and Ireland,
climbed by 150 billion euros in April to 770 billion euros. I don't have exactly comparable figures for the credits run
up in the Target2 system by the eurozone's stronger exporters, but in February the Bundesbank showed a positive
credit balance of 576 billion euros.
There's nothing magical about any of these numbers. There's no reason that a 1.9 trillion euro balance sheet -- the
size of the European Central Bank balance sheet a year ago -- should be economically viable and a 3 trillion euro
balance sheet shouldn't be, or that a 620 billion euro Target2 liability should be supportable and a 770 billion euro
liability shouldn't be. So why panic now?
In the end, it comes down to trust.
If those Byzantine mercenaries had been willing to accept the debased solidus in 1050 as good money, the fact that
it was only 10% gold wouldn't have mattered. Likewise, if the national central banks of Europe are willing to
backstop the European Central Bank and, more importantly, if everybody in the financial markets is willing to trust
that willingness, the fact that the European Central Bank has just 6.5 billion euros in capital becomes irrelevant. If
banks and everybody in the financial markets believe that the Bundesbank and other Target2 creditors are willing to
keep letting other central banks run up their liabilities, then the Target2 system is as good as gold. And the euro is
solid.
But it works only if the trust in the system is there.
And it's here that the leaders of the eurozone have done real damage to their "money" in the way that they've
handled this crisis.
Take a look at the Greek debt haircut, for example. As part of the rescue package negotiated with the International
Monetary Fund, the European Commission and the European Central Bank, Greece forced its private-sector creditors
into a "voluntary" 70% write-down on the value of their government bonds. The deal might have been necessary in
order for European leaders to agree to fund a Greek bailout package, but it had several "trust-busting" elements,
which were pointed out by critics at the time.
First, the haircut imposed an after-the-fact change of the rules. Because of this, if you hold the debt of other
national governments, you're entitled to wonder how the terms of your bonds might change in a crisis.
Second, the haircut was imposed only on the private-sector investors in Greek bonds. The European Central Bank
did not have to write down the value of its significant portfolio of Greek bonds.
And, third, by imposing a write-down, the European Central Bank and its partners created the question of when it
might happen again. The deal certainly raised the risk of holding sovereign debt in the eurozone.
Allowing the Greek crisis to go to a stage where a Greek exit from the euro is a real possibility has had a similar but
even more profoundly negative effect on trust. Suddenly analysts are digging into the details of how the euro
system works. Quite frankly, you no more want to know how a modern paper currency is made than you want to
know what goes into a cheap hot dog. Analysts and economists digging into the euro system have been shocked,
shocked, in tones that echo Casablanca's Captain Renault, to discover leverage and risk in the system.

And once you head down that path, well, the scenery gets mighty gothic mighty quickly. We wind up with
economists saying things like, "In a euro breakup Germany will lose to 20% of its GDP when debtors renege on
their Target2 liabilities" or, "The official sector (read the European Central Bank and the International Monetary
Fund) are owed 290 billion euros by Greece. Of that 120 billion amounts to Target2 liabilities."
These are real issues only if 1) the euro does break up, and 2) levels of trust sink to such low levels that, like
Byzantine mercenaries, no party in Europe is willing to trust the currency or its bookkeeping systems. Even in the
event of a euro breakup, the Bundesbank could simply print money or write itself a check, in the words of University
College Dublin economics professor Karl Whelan, to cover what it's owed. That would seem a reasonable alternative
to trying to extract 576 billion euros (or whatevers) from German taxpayers to cover what is, from one perspective,
a bookkeeping entity.
Of course, you can do things like print money or write yourself a check (and then not cash it, of course) only if trust
in the system hasn't vanished. As the slow runs on Spanish banks (and the not-so-slow runs on Greek banks)
demonstrate, though, there's not a lot of trust in the eurozone financial system.
And I think we're only a resentful and shortsighted Greek election result -- and a ham-handed political reaction from
the German, Finnish, Austrian and Dutch governments -- away from a decisive erosion in trust in the euro. The
European Central Bank has already made it clear that it is not prepared to be a Federal Reserve-style lender of last
resort.
So who, exactly, does stand behind the euro? Not eurozone governments, it's clear -- they can't agree to issue joint
eurobonds. Not the Bundesbank, the strongest of the national central banks, which clearly thinks it has done
enough.
So who, then, thinks the euro is worth defending and who would spend some billions on defense if that were what
it took?
And if the euro can dissolve, if the eurozone can go back to Deutschmarks and drachmas, then why should we have
faith in any paper currency? The breakup of the euro won't mean the breakup of the dollar or the yen or the real,
but it sure would accelerate the search for a more secure depository of value than paper money. Even one that
proclaims "In God we trust."
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Fw: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide”

“Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” by Wayne Root, TownHall.com
June 3, 2012, (http://www.rootforamerica.com/webroot/blog/2012/06/03/why-obama-will-lose-in-a-landslide/)
Most political predictions are made by biased pollsters, pundits, or prognosticators who are either rooting for
Republicans or Democrats. I am neither. I am a former Libertarian Vice Presidential nominee, and a well-known
Vegas oddsmaker with one of the most accurate records of predicting political races.
Neither Obama nor Romney are my horses in the race. I believe both Republicans and Democrats have destroyed
the U.S. economy and brought us to the edge of economic disaster. My vote will go to Libertarian Presidential
candidate Gary Johnson in November, whom I believe has the most fiscally conservative track record of any
Governor in modern U.S. political history. Without the bold spending cuts of a Gary Johnson or Ron Paul, I don’t
believe it’s possible to turnaround America.
But as an oddsmaker with a pretty remarkable track record of picking political races, I play no favorites. I simply
use common sense to call them as I see them. Back in late December I released my New Years Predictions. I
predicted back then- before a single GOP primary had been held, with Romney trailing for months to almost every
GOP competitor from Rick Perry to Herman Cain to Newt- that Romney would easily rout his competition to win the
GOP nomination by a landslide. I also predicted that the Presidential race between Obama and Romney would be

very close until election day. But that on election day Romney would win by a landslide similar to Reagan-Carter in
1980.
Understanding history, today I am even more convinced of a resounding Romney victory. 32 years ago at this
moment in time, Reagan was losing by 9 points to Carter. Romney is right now running even in polls. So why do
most pollsters give Obama the edge?
First, most pollsters are missing one ingredient- common sense. Here is my gut instinct. Not one American who
voted for McCain 4 years ago will switch to Obama. Not one in all the land. But many millions of people who voted
for an unknown Obama 4 years ago are angry, disillusioned, turned off, or scared about the future. Voters know
Obama now- and that is a bad harbinger.
Now to an analysis of the voting blocks that matter in U.S. politics:
• Black voters. Obama has nowhere to go but down among this group. His endorsement of gay marriage has
alienated many black church-going Christians. He may get 88% of their vote instead of the 96% he got in 2008.
This is not good news for Obama.
• Hispanic voters. Obama has nowhere to go but down among this group. If Romney picks Rubio as his VP
running-mate the GOP may pick up an extra 10% to 15% of Hispanic voters (plus lock down Florida). This is
not good news for Obama.
• Jewish voters. Obama has been weak in his support of Israel. Many Jewish voters and big donors are
angry and disappointed. I predict Obama’s Jewish support drops from 78% in 2008 to the low 60’s. This is
not good news for Obama.
• Youth [Young?] voters. Obama’s biggest and most enthusiastic believers from 4 years ago have graduated
into a job market from hell. Young people are disillusioned, frightened, and broke- a bad combination. The
enthusiasm is long gone. Turnout will be much lower among young voters, as will actual voting
percentages. This not good news for Obama.
• Catholic voters. Obama won a majority of Catholics in 2008. That won’t happen again. Out of desperation
to please women, Obama went to war with the Catholic Church over contraception. Now he is being sued by
the Catholic Church. Majority lost. This is not good news for Obama.
• Small Business owners. Because I ran for Vice President last time around, and I’m a small businessman
myself, I know literally thousands of small business owners. At least 40% of them in my circle of friends,
fans and supporters voted for Obama 4 years ago to “give someone different a chance.” I warned them that
he would pursue a war on capitalism and demonize anyone who owned a business…that he’d support
unions over the private sector in a big way…that he’d overwhelm the economy with spending and debt. My
friends didn’t listen. Four years later, I can’t find one person in my circle of small business owner friends
voting for Obama. Not one. This is not good news for Obama.
• Blue collar working class whites. Do I need to say a thing? White working class voters are about as happy
with Obama as Boston Red Sox fans feel about the New York Yankees. This is not good news for Obama.
• Suburban moms. The issue isn’t contraception…it’s having a job to pay for contraception. Obama’s
economy frightens these moms. They are worried about putting food on the table. They fear for their
children’s future. This is not good news for Obama.
• Military Veterans. McCain won this group by 10 points. Romney is winning by 24 points. The more our
military vets got to see of Obama, the more they disliked him. This is not good news for Obama.
Add it up. Is there one major group where Obama has gained since 2008? Will anyone in America wake up on
election day saying “I didn’t vote for Obama 4 years ago. But he’s done such a fantastic job, I can’t wait to vote for
him today.” Does anyone feel that a vote for Obama makes their job more secure?

Forget the polls. My gut instincts as a Vegas oddsmaker and common sense small businessman tell me this will be a
historic landslide and a world-class repudiation of Obama’s radical and risky socialist agenda. It’s Reagan-Carter all
over again.
But I’ll give Obama credit for one thing- he is living proof that familiarity breeds contempt.
20120615-02
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Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)

All I can say, Steve, is that you were wrong about 2008 (remember senile McCain and stupid Sarah?) and someone
we both know was right. That same person will be right again when President Obama wins re-election in November,
barring some catastrophe.
R0mney’s rich elitism will prove even easier to defeat than McCain’s “war hero”…one debate should just about finish
up the lying, zero Mormon with six secret wives, living in Nevada in six $1,000,000 houses, each with her own
Cadillac.
20120615-07
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Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveB, above)

It's hard to take you seriously when all you do is denigrate people and avoid discussing the issues. I'm surprised
anyone gives weight to your baseless opinions. But even a blind pig finds a truffle now and then.
20120616-08
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Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)

I have no idea what you’re talking about. The FotM Newsletter has more than 500 subscribers. Our website
contains more than 3000 pages of materials that we have published. All we do, practically, is discuss the issues—
thousands of pages worth. I’ve had people tell me it’s a complete education in current events. You might want to
read some of it before you start flinging your accusations.
One of the most important findings of our group has been that the Right doesn’t care about reason or logic. Your
emails pretty much prove that. Obama the foreigner. Obama the Muslim. Obama the communist. Obama, friend of
radicals (like me?). Just recently, Obama the “destroyer of America”. Obama the whatever. Not exactly proven
facts, are they? According to you, President Obama is not even black.
We have found that the political opinions of the Right are very largely based upon fear, hatred, greed, and
ignorance. And those positions not based on emotion are supposedly based on the Bible—Christian fundamentalist
dogma that most thinking Christians reject out of hand. The Bible, for instance, says nothing about abortion, but it
does say it’s OK to sell your daughters into slavery. Maybe they want to live by that one too? Are you really mired in
the primitive, medieval, Iranian thinking that gays can’t be gay and can’t marry; that women and minorities can’t be
equal; that American public education and the American dream are not at least as sacred as fricking guns; that the
government and “Christians” who accept no responsibility for any outcome should tell women when life begins in
their own bodies and what they should do…something the Bible nor no man knows; that masturbation,
contraception, pornography, and knowledge of sex must be suppressed for “moral” reasons (defined by?); that the
rich should pay less tax than the poor; that State and Religion should be combined in ways never desired by the
founding fathers or the majority of Americans, and in ways that are detrimental to freedom of religion? And this is
just the tip of the ugly iceberg of filth. Do you really believe that Republican line of crap?
The Right refuses to answer reasonable questions or pursue arguments, however rational. They get offended oh so
easily, then take their marbles and go home, when it is truly they who are committing offensive actions, such as
name calling, ridiculing, and out-of-hand dismissal. They love drama and dropping bombs. Anything else apparently
bores them. That’s been my experience in doing this for more than five years now. Meanwhile, the politicians and
pundits of the Right do practically nothing except lie about facts. They have made an entire industry of their blatant
newspeak lies. Hell, they’ve made an entire industry out of their Obama lies alone!

You are the one who denigrates people, in your email below, for example. And you know me! I’m just a common
person trying to help the world in the small way that I can, by telling the truth as I see it, not as you see it or as
someone else sees it, though I happily share my little forum with all views, including yours. The truth—that’s what
I’m dedicated to. I don’t personally know Mitt or Newt or Rick and they are public figures who wanted to get
elected. Fair game in anybody’s book. Oh, did I hurt their little feelings? If so, that would make me very proud, but
I doubt I have ever been able to do that. Darn! And I don’t “denigrate” them, I critique them with the facts of their
words and deeds. Or do you consider discussing Romney’s disgusting lack of support for the auto industry, for
example, to be “denigrating”? If so, gee, sorry, I didn’t mean to say such a bad thing about such a nice guy.
Regardless, in the case of FotM, within the thousands of pages of FotM Newsletters you will find tons of facts,
figures, and statistics which form the foundation for much of what we, as a group, think, politically. Conclusions
drawn from honest, good-faith research, as demonstrated in the FotM newsletters can hardly be called “baseless”,
even if other people’s conclusions differ from your own, reached in your own way.
To be perfectly honest, it’s all the stuff you’ve sent out over the years, all that hate mail, that seems baseless to
me. You have never been able to prove one thing. Our group proves things nearly every day.
But it’s the attitude of unfriendliness I find in the Right and in your email below that I understand the least, and
your adulation of those rich, elitist Republican friends of yours who would never in a million years have anything to
do with you or me, my friend. Nor would they lift a finger to help if we were dying in extreme pain. Our pain is
nothing to the bastards who run this world. I can’t believe you surrender your vote to those who worship money
only.
And if we are blind pigs finding an occasional truffle, then I am happy. As for your turd, pick-it up yourself, I don’t
touch that Republican sh*t.
One further point, maybe you have noticed that the FotM discussion is polite and considerate, except when those
from the Right become involved. Now, don’t get me wrong, we’re happy to have a spectrum of opinions, but the
only nasty stuff invariably originates from the Right: Name calling. Accusations of having no balls. Refusal to
practically ever answer questions, especially questions of fact. The rest of us like to keep things honest but friendly.
Read and you will see.
Have a nice day.
20120616-09

12:03 Art

Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveB, above)

Not to wade into a private affair but I must say that all I seem to see from the right is pretty much summed up by
the e-mail below this one. Libs. and Progs. are stupid and un American illogical and no substance deceived by an
unscrupulous mainstream media. All good words but it would help if we had a little fact or two from time to time
to support those rather widespread accusations.
Still the man from Las Vegas makes an interesting case.
The odds are that one of these years the world’s greatest nation will find itself ruled by a party that is
aggressively anti-science, indeed anti-knowledge. And, in a time of severe challenges — environmental,
economic, and more — that’s a terrifying prospect. —Paul Krugman, Aug. 28, 2011, in a NYT column titled
“Republicans Against Science”
20120616-13

13:30 Pam

Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)

The heat intensifies, so, of course, I have to weigh in. I think (not sure, but pretty much) that whoever is elected
will drift toward the middle. Of course, Romney will have much further to go. I do not believe for one minute that
either Obama or Romney is out to wreck the country or change our form of government. We are NOT about to

become a socialist nation. What are the lies the Democrats are telling about Romney? Offhand, I can't think of
any. He did make money for Bain Capital: he did not support the auto-industry bailout, until he did; he is
renovating a mansion to include a car elevator (NOT a significant political fact); he is, from all I can tell, a fairly
mainstream Republican, who like every politician is willing to say whatever his audience of the moment wants to
hear. What are the lies about Obama? He's a Muslim. He's a socialist. He hates business. He's not a real
American. He hates white people. He secretly wants to destroy America. I have heard all these lies over and over.
Swatting them away is like trying to walk through a cloud of mosquitoes. Both of these men are being judged not
just on their politics, their policies, their intelligence, or their intentions, but on misconceptions and preconceptions
that exist mostly in the minds of potential voters.
Why is it so difficult to see that the middle is where we need to be? We need to limit entitlements, without hurting
the most vulnerable, AND we need to increase revenue by taxing the entities (individual or corporate) that have the
money. It's positively feudal to continue cutting benefits to the "peasant" class and the "commoners," while letting
the "nobility" keep all their spoils for themselves. Do I want to keep what I have? Yes, because I fear losing it all
(my own, personal neurosis), but if I knew that everyone in my situation was giving the same thing, I'd be OK with
it. If I had millions in the bank, I wouldn't mind paying a lot more to keep Social Security and Medicare afloat. The
struggling poor and middle class are expected to suck it up, endure high rates of unemployment, and see their
savings eroded (one reason being the switch from defined pension plans to risky 401ks), yet corporations will be
unable to find CEOs unless their salaries and bonuses are in the stratosphere? Liberals and progressives are out of
touch because they care about people, when all that really matters is profit and loss? We really do have a
philosophical divide, and the ironic thing is that many Christians are on the side of the Philistines. I don't think
Jesus would have been the CEO of an investment bank, do you?
And the hatred! I admit, I pretty much hate GW, but because of what he did, not because of who he is. Even so, I
wouldn't throw darts at his picture. But the hatred directed toward Obama is frightening, and it's personal.
Everything he has tried to do--from rescuing the economy and the auto industry to trying to pass a better health
plan than the Rube Goldberg contraption we have now, to the Dream Act, to the creation of a Dept. of Consumer
Affairs--I am in total agreement with. He hasn't done everything he "promised." What politician ever has, what
President? He didn't close Guantanamo. Why? He hasn't reduced unemployment by as much as is needed. Why?
Ask the Republicans who quashed his Jobs Bill. I don't like it that he truckles to the oil industry as much as he
does, but at least I recognize the tremendous power and influence big oil has and how that boxes Obama into a
corner.
Maybe they're out there, but where are the community gardens initiated by conservative groups? Where are the
conservatives who admit that blasting mountain tops in W VA and ruining the land for generations to come may not
be worth it? Why are the loudest voices from the Right crying that they don't believe in evolution? Why can't they
acknowledge the hard choices a woman makes when an abortion seems necessary? And for god's sake, why can't
they address the fact that global warming is not a hoax but a threat to not just our way of life, but life itself, when
the evidence is there for all to see?
I'm not being hateful, SteveM. I am expressing my ideas, not just my prejudices. I would be delighted to hear
what you have to say in response to the specific points I've made.
20120616-17

15:07 SteveG

Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to all, above)

Presidential elections are interesting in that we are to vote for a president and a vice president. Those 2 positions
are limited to what they can accomplish by the House and Senate and in some cases limited over time by what the
Supreme Court allows. Governing from the middle is the only thing that makes sense for the country, but the
House and Congress have to move to the middle also. Compromise seems to be a lost art.
20120617-05

16:31

SteveB

Re: “Why Obama Will Lose in a Landslide” (reply to SteveM, above)

SteveM, this is your chance to have your say and have it appear in tomorrow’s FotM Newsletter.

Between what Pam and I wrote, there’s probably a lot to reply to.
You could spell out how you feel differently and, maybe, why.
Otherwise, it’s hard for the conversation to ever go anywhere beyond some primitive level of “Obama’s a black rat!”
“R0mney’s a rich skunk!”
There are quite a few reformed Republicans in our group. Why should they vote for Mitt? What voters do you think
he is going to do something for?
20120615-03

13:33

Tom

Cartoon: Nanny State Drone

Hide your "Big Gulps" & 32 oz drinks!

20120615-04

16:29

Ben

“Snow Crash Movie to Be Written & Directed by Joe Cornish”

“Snow Crash Movie to Be Written and Directed by Joe Cornish” by Ray Walters, Geek.com
June 15, 2012, (http://www.geek.com/articles/geek-cetera/snow-crash-movie-to-be-written-and-directed-by-joecornish-20120615/)
Fans of the cyberpunk novel Snow Crash have reason to rejoice today, as it’s been announced that the film
adaptation of Neal Stephenson’s classic has been revived once again, this time with an exciting writer and director
at the helm in the form of Joe Cornish.
Cornish is known for his recent sci-fi alien invasion flick Attack the Block, which was filmed and released in the UK
by the same studio that put out Shaun of the Dead. Cornish’s first film came to the US in a limited release in 2011
and did well enough that Paramount took notice and pursued Cornish for the Snow Crash project.
Published in 1992, Snow Crash is considered a seminal book when it comes to modern Internet culture. Literary
critics have attributed the adoption of the term “avatar” to Snow Crash as its popularity made the term
commonplace via its use in video games and on the Internet. Stephenson envisioned a virtual world called the

“Metaverse” in which people interacted with each other via avatar’s, which of course smacks of both the Internet
and MMO games.
This isn’t the first time that Snow Crash has been scheduled to be made into a movie. Back in 1992 when the book
was initially released, Paramount optioned the novel and had begun pre-production work until the project ground to
a halt due to the need for CGI graphics that, in ’92, were going to be very expensive. It then bounced to Disney and
other interested parties, but was never tackled for various reasons.
Cornish is going to have his hands full with writing and directing this Stephenson’s book as many critics think a
successful adaptation is impossible because of the dis-ambiguous nature of the narrative. While the book is certainly
a sci-fi action novel, there are lofty ideas presented by Stephenson that are metaphysical in nature and thus will be
difficult to translate to the silver screen.
However, Cornish does seem to be uniquely suited for the role with his experience on Attack the Block, so fans of
the novel seem to be reservedly optimistic that he can create a film that represents the novel well. Considering that
Cornish is rumored to have turned down Die Hard 5 for this opportunity, it would seem that he’s excited and
confident in his abilities.
There’s no word on when production will begin on Snow Crash, but it’s also being rumored that Paramount has
made this a priority in light of its difficulties with G.I. Joe: Retaliation and its need to create some excitement to
show that it indeed has some solid titles coming out in the near future.
Read more at deadline.com.
20120615-05

17:38

SteveG

“Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off”

Screwed up, aren’t we?
“Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” by Jason Sickles, The Lookout/Yahoo! News
Jun 15, 2012, (http://news.yahoo.com/blogs/lookout/sacramento-teacher-laid-off-144651918.html)
Sixth-grade teacher Michelle Apperson passed down a simple message to her students.
"My favorite teachers growing up were the ones who challenged me to go out of my comfort level a little bit, strive
for the stars, and work hard," the veteran California educator wrote on her school's bio page.
But her own hard work wasn't enough to keep her employed.
Despite just being named Sacramento's "Teacher of the Year," Apperson was laid off as part of a massive budget
cut.
"It hurts on a personal level because I really love what I do," Apperson, who taught all subjects, told KXTV-News
10. "But professionally and politically or economically, I get why it happens."

Her pink slip comes just days after President Barack Obama prodded Washington lawmakers to help cash-strapped
states with education funding.
The Sacramento City Unified School District has suffered approximately $143 million in budget cuts in recent years.
School spokesperson Gabe Ross told News 10 that who gets laid off is mandated by state law and is based on
seniority, not performance.

"It's an awful situation," Ross said. "It's another sign of how education's funding really needs an overhaul."
According to her bio, Apperson's goal was to teach her students "how to solve problems with peers, other adults,
and the world around them."
Now they know firsthand how difficult that can sometimes be.
20120615-06

17:48 Art

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to SteveG, above)

I really think the whole Union/Seniority thing needs a relook. We don't have that in the Armed Forces and indeed
weed out the seniors largely first. Still whole emphasis is ugly.
20120616-05

10:42 Pam

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Art, above)

The Army way makes more sense. I've seen a lot of older teachers stay in the classroom long past their sell-by
date. They just serve out their time. Beginning teachers need time and support. Teachers in mid-career are the
ones who really have it all together, and they should be the last to be let go--and it should depend on performance.
Isn't that just common sense?
20120616-06

11:31 Art

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)

Yes, it is! Once people are on tenure they tend to began to coast. I guess it is just human nature.
For the military, once you reach a certain number of years, I am out of date so the timeframe may have changed,
then you will be able to retire. It doesn't mean you continue to get promoted and only with that do you get any pay
raises beyond annual inflationary raises. So, it sort of allows a bit of tenure but not much. In my day you had to
make the rank of Major, Regular Army to make it to 20 years and retirement. I never really paid any attention to it
at the time. I think much has subsequently changed.
20120616-07

11:37 Bill

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to all, above)

I agree with you, Art and Steve, the originator of this reflection. The problem, I suspect, may be with grading of
the teachers with respect to who stays and who goes. The complexity, inevitable dissatisfaction, litigation, and time
to be spent on such a system might be unmanageable. Seniority is highly unsatisfactory, but it’s simple.
20120616-12

12:41

Pam

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Bill, above)

I can't believe I'm saying this, but maybe the problem is tenure. Though is it a protection that allows teachers to
do their jobs pretty much without interference, though that's changing. No system is perfect. I never had tenure,
and the longest contract I ever had was for two (maybe 3) years. That left me with a feeling of insecurity, but I
also didn't have to jump through all the hoops that are necessary to get tenure.
20120616-14

13:31 Bill

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)

It’s probably not politically acceptable in the public schools. There are so many voters out there without jobs and
so many others subject to the difficult discipline of employment at will and competition in the private sector that the
idea would not be viable. Also, difficult as it is, school corporations need a way to adjust budgets—and their
budgets are highly labor intensive.

20120616-15

13:36 Pam

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Bill, above)

I should have made it clear I was talking about higher education, but didn't public school teachers use to get tenure
too? This tenure issue has been batted around for a long time, and I have to admit I'm ambivalent about it. I can
see both sides.
20120616-16

14:03 Bill

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)

Can’t answer definitively. I suppose some do; otherwise, agreements with teacher associations may result in it, i.
e., so many years of seniority preserves a position.
20120616-18

15:10 SteveG

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to Pam, above)

Our son teaches at a community college – no tenure track, contract is year to year. He teaches philosophy, logic,
ethics, philosophy of religion, and teaches an online class. His security is he is the only one in the department.
20120616-19

15:40 Pam

Re: “Sacramento ‘Teacher of the Year’ Laid Off” (reply to SteveG, above)

He's got a good gig.
20120616-11

12:27

SteveB

“Democrats Must Oppose Republicans on Education”

“Democrats Must Oppose Republicans on Education” by Jeff Bryant, NationofChange
June 16, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/democrats-must-oppose-republicans-education-1339860973)
A funny thing happened on the way to the news cycle the past two weeks when the issue of education -specifically, public schoolteachers and student loan relief -- maintained a presence on the political stage.
Because the conclusion among the Very Serious People is that the upcoming election is all about the economy, it
was expected that the subject of education would quickly get the hook after last month's candidate sparring on the
topic.
Yet after nearly a month in the limelight, we still see issues related to education hanging around stage left.
Education Just Won't Leave the Stage
For instance, just last week, all-but-certain Republican contender Mitt Romney bashed for "hiring more teachers."
His comment was quickly affirmed and doubled-down this week when Romney surrogate, former New Hampshire
Gov. John H. Sununu, declared that there are places where we "need fewer teachers." Sununu apparently must be
referring to a country other than America because where we live student population is at an all time high and will
continue to grow in the near future.
Romney's pronouncement about desiring fewer schoolteachers was repeatedly rebuked by the Obama campaign on
YouTube and Twitter, with Obama surrogate David Axelrod on CBS News asking "Does anybody really believe we
don't need more teachers?" (Um yes, David, that is exactly what "some people" believe. So you have to name those
people and counter with something stronger than a rhetorical question.)
Student loans also stayed in the headlines the last few days. With the interest rates on student higher education
loans about to double, unless Congress acts before July 1, the issue has now become yet another front where
Republican lawmakers in DC push back against any opportunity to advance the interests of ordinary Americans.

At a campaign stop at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, President Obama criticized Republicans for stalling on
student loan relief and declared to his student audience that keeping the interest on their loans from going up was
"the No. 1 thing Congress should do for you."
Republicans in Congress responded to the president's insistence on student loan relief with a raspberry this week
when John Kline, who heads the House committee responsible for education, penned an op-ed at Politico declaring,
basically, that all deals on student loans are off. Kline's solution for the student loan crisis -- now a $1 trillion issue,
surpassing even the nation's credit card debt -- is to "take politicians out of the college-cost equation and base
student loan interest rates on the free market."
These are the same Republicans, mind you, who have no problem supporting massive government subsidies to Big
Oil and an Export-Import Bank that, according to The Wall Street Journal, "doles out billions of dollars of taxpayerbacked loans, loan guarantees, and insurance" to big businesses every year.
Nevertheless, with education staying stubbornly on the election front, it's clear that Republicans are going to make
it yet another barb to sling at Democrats. But what's not clear is what Democrats are going to do about that.
Republicans, Democrats "Copy Each Other" on Education
Despite the recent back and forth between the political parties, differences of opinion on education are generally
quite narrow.
As veteran education reporter Alyson Klein explained in the pages of Education Week, "Back in Massachusetts,
then-Gov. Mitt Romney proposed ideas on turnarounds and teacher quality that closely mirror proposals that
President Barack Obama put forth just a few years later."
In another blog post, Klein noted, "Romney himself praised Obama for being strong on merit pay and choice -- two
issues that really rankle teachers' unions -- in an interview with People magazine."
Another seasoned edu-journalist, Jay Mathews of The Washington Post, observed that "Romney, Obama are
education twins."
"Republican and Democratic presidential candidates," Mathews noted, "have been happily copying each other since
a group of Democratic governors (including Bill Clinton) started the school accountability movement in the 1980s
and several Republican governors (including George W. Bush) joined in."
And one may ask, "Where has that gotten us?" Not much, based on gains in student achievement, (pdf) as
measured by National Assessment of Education Progress.
Regarding higher ed, the parties have chosen to square off -- not on the issue of the spiraling costs of college or
the mounting levels of student loans -- but over how to "balance" student loan relief with cuts somewhere else in
the federal budget.
When it comes to Pell grants, which help the most needy students pay for higher education, the argument is equally
piker in scope. As Matt Miller recently observed in The Washington Post, arguments between Republicans and
Democrats about "modest Pell grant boosts" are "teeny steps" and not "remotely serious" attempts to solve a huge
problem.
Unfortunately, no one is arguing that relieving students of the unfair cost of higher education is an investment this
country should make that should be accepted without a need to "balance" it with cuts somewhere else.
Current Education Debates Miss the Bigger Picture

In trying to identify differences between the parties on education, many have stated, as Diane Ravitch just did in
The New York Review of Books, that school vouchers have become a "third rail" in the education debate that
separates candidates.
Of course, Romney and the Republicans can recast "vouchers" with another name as Trip Gabriel explains in the
The New York Times. In North Carolina for instance, vouchers are being reintroduced as "tax credits."
But as Ravitch points out there's a much bigger debate Democrats are refusing to engage in. For K12, what
Romney proposes can be summed up as "using taxpayer money to pay for private-school vouchers, privatelymanaged charters, for-profit online schools, and almost every other alternative to public schools."
For higher ed, the Romney plan, again, is to "encourage private sector involvement" by promoting for-profit
colleges and letting commercial banks serve as the intermediary for federal student loans. Ravitch concludes:
Romney’s plan [for education] is animated by a reverence for the private sector. While little is said about improving
or spending more on public education, which is treated as a failed institution, a great deal of enthusiasm is lavished
on the innovation and progress that is supposed to occur once parents can take their federal dollars to private
institutions or enroll their child in a for-profit online school.
The Real Goals of the Romney, Republican Plan for Education
If you want to see where the Romney plan will lead us in K-12, cast your eyes upon Louisiana. Louisiana’s new
voucher plan, already approved by the state legislature and poised to be signed by the supportive Governor Bobby
Jindal, "directly defunds public education," according to an analysis by Kristin Rawls at AlterNet.
The Louisiana plan, Rawls explains, is "so wide in scope that it could eventually cut the state’s public education
funding in half." And rather than creating more equity in the system, it will likely "increase inequality" because "the
poorest students will get the same amount of tuition assistance as middle-income students. And in fact, since
poorer areas of the state usually have lower per capita student spending than other parts of the state, the poorest
students could receive less funding than their wealthier peers."
A recent article at Reuters describes the Louisiana plan as a "bold bid to privatize schools," siphoning taxpayer
funds meant for education "to industry trade groups, businesses, online schools and tutors, among others."
The article goes on to explain that among the likely recipients of public education funds are many small religious
academies, such as New Living Word, "where students spend most of the day watching TVs in bare-bones
classrooms. Each lesson consists of an instructional DVD that intersperses Biblical verses with subjects such as
chemistry or composition." Other likely recipients include the Upper room Bible Church Academy, "a bunker-like
building with no windows or playground," and Eternity Christian Academy, "where "first- through eighth-grade
students sit in cubicles for much of the day and move at their own pace through Christian workbooks, such as a
beginning science text that explains 'what God made' on each of the six days of creation."
In higher ed, Romney's plan will produce more institutions like Full Sail University and the University of Phoenix,
providers that Romney has openly praised.
As the intrepid David Halperin explains at The Republic Report, the Romney plan for higher education "would allow
federal financial aid -- presently about $32 billion a year -- to continue to flow to even the worst offenders in the
industry, schools that lure veterans and low-income students with deceptive and coercive recruiting practices,
provide low-quality programs, and leave many students with insurmountable debt and ruined lives."
Will Democrats Draw a Stark Line?
Against the rapacious, greed-driven plan for education that Romney and the Republicans are pushing on the
country, Obama and the Democrats are responding with . . . what? "R triple T?"

As another article from Education Week explains, the president's signature program, and other education initiatives,
are very much "works in progress," at best, and "divisive" to say the least. Many of the recipients of the grant
money are falling short of deadlines to impose new policies and erect grandiose structures, and none of those
recipients can claim a cause-and-effect relationship of these costly new ventures to actual improved results in
student achievement and well being.
For instance, this week, RTTT recipient Tennessee proclaimed its highly controversial teacher evaluation program
success But if you read through the report, available here, it's apparent that success is defined purely on the basis
of erecting the program, not on any direct services to students.
In fact, during this implementation of RTTT, Tennessee's results worsened. According to the most recent NAEP
results, the state "dropped from 45th to 46th in the nation in fourth-grade math; 39th to 41st in fourth-grade
reading; 43rd to 45th in eighth-grade math; and 34th to 41st in eighth-grade reading."
In the face-off between the Romney and Obama plans for education what is clear is that the Republicans are
playing a long game while the Democrats settle for the scrimmage line. While Republicans plod inexorably toward
the dismantling of our public education system -- K through college -- Democrats are fumbling with duct-tape-andstring measures that show little evidence of real results for children.
With this year's election turning into a "crapshoot," that's not a place where Democrats want to be, parsing
"measured progress" while the fate of our children becomes more and more defined by a right wing mandate for
restricting opportunity to the elite alone. Indeed, that Democrats are playing along with this ground shifting is
damning to the party and deeply hurtful to the American public and its future well-being.
In the education arena, it's long past time for Democrats to go bold in their opposition to Republicans, to call them
out as active agents in the dismantling of public schools, and to call for a renewed commitment to the best
education that can be provided equally to children and young people everywhere.
20120616-01

08:40

MarthaH

“Fact-Checking the Truthiness of the 2012 Campaign”

Why the truth still matters…
What we the people demand is based, seemingly not on truth but on spin. In such a critical time in our country's
history-in-the-making with lots of examples of disasters in the news, why do voters "demand" lies to get "fired up?"
Maybe ignorance is the issue here? We all must study fact and intent and make educated decisions, not based on
the spin masters.
VERY GOOD, read this!
“Fact-Checking the Truthiness of the 2012 Campaign” by Brooks Jackson, The Guardian
June 14, 2012, (http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/jun/14/factchecking-truthiness-2012-campaign)
(Politicians know how to tell voters only what they want to hear – which makes the task of sifting true claim from
false so vital.)
Let's face it, voters love to hear falsehoods.
Mitt Romney proclaims that President Obama's healthcare law is a federal takeover of the US healthcare system,
and his supporters approve. Obama's people nodded in agreement when the president said "if you like your
healthcare plan, you can keep your healthcare plan."
But both claims are false.

The truth about Romney's claim is that the federal government accounted for 43.6% of all US healthcare spending
in 2009, before the law was signed, and government actuaries predict that in 2015, when the law is fully effective,
that will rise to 47.4%. What's more, much or most of that 3.8 percentage point increase would have happened
anyway as the postwar baby boom generation reaches age 65 and goes on Medicare. So the law is no "takeover".
Rather, it's a modest, incremental change in the existing system.
The truth about Obama's claim is that, under the new law, about three to five million fewer persons will obtain
health coverage from their employers – including some employees who will drop coverage voluntarily. And though
it's quite unlikely, the number could be as high as 20 million, according to the nonpartisan Congressional Budget
Office. So, lots of people won't be able to keep the plan they like, and will have to go shopping for another.
And these are just two of the bogus claims being fed to voters in the 2012 presidential election. Some other recent
examples include the president's campaign claiming that Romney is proposing a 40% cut in future social security
benefits, and a denunciation from Romney of the Energy Department's inspector general – who, according to
Romney, said that federal green energy contracts "were steered to 'friends and family'". As for ads, a Republican
group has paid for one stating that Obama broke a promise not to raise taxes on any family making less than
$250,000 a year, while another GOP group has released a TV ad listing the 27 "Wall Street executives" who are
supposedly part of Obama's "inner circle". Then, there was the Obama campaign TV ad asserting that Romney
outsourced call center jobs to India when he was governor of Massachusetts.
All those statements are false, or grossly distorted. And there's plenty more where those whoppers came from.
Romney's job-creation record in Massachusetts is either the best or worst in the nation, depending on which side is
spinning the numbers. Similarly, his supporters exaggerate his record of job creation as head of Bain Capital, while
Obama and his allies engage in lemon-picking Bain's worst failures.
Both sides dissemble about the nation's worst fiscal problems. Romney complains of huge deficits and rising debt,
and an "inferno" of spending, which he attributes to Obama, ignoring the fact that revenues are also low by
historical standards. And Obama, while trashing Romney's suggestions, proposes nothing to avoid a 25% cut in
social security benefits that the system's trustees say is looming in 2033 unless changes are made.
And all this is mild compared with the savage and malicious lies circulating on the internet and especially in social
media. It is not true, for example, that the new healthcare law will impose a 3.8% tax on the sales price of every
home, or that it will require Medicare premiums to double, or even – the most bizarre – that Muslims will be
exempted from the requirement to obtain coverage.
Suffice to say, deceit is all too common in the 2012 campaign. But politicians aren't the only ones responsible.
Consider: if unpleasant truths could get candidates elected, they would state them frankly. But they seldom do that,
because so few of us in the public want to hear unpleasant truths. Stating such things is considered a gaffe.
Humans naturally filter out evidence that weighs against what they want to believe. It's called the confirmation bias,
and we all have it. So, candidates tell us what we want to hear.
Political campaigns are not public policy seminars. The candidate's goal is not to inform, but to persuade and
motivate. Candidates make false claims, and grossly exaggerate, because they believe that fires up their loyal
supporters and triggers the biases of potential supporters.
This has been going on for a long time. Lying to the public was common in the ancient Greek democracy 2,500
years ago, as one classics scholar summarizes:
In short, nothing aside from the knowledge of the audience and the limits of plausibility restrained the
orator from inventing falsehoods and distorting the truth.
The same could easily be said today. And yet, facts and truth still matter.

It's a fact that federal spending remains at its highest level relative to gross domestic product than at any time since
1946, however much Democrats resist and demonize attempts to restrain the growth of entitlements. It's also a fact
that federal revenues are at their lowest level since 1950, however much Republicans deny that tax cuts have
contributed to the unsustainable deficits and growing debt they decry. If the US is not to end up like modern
Greece, both those truths must be considered.
Sensible voters can still decide elections – but they shouldn't expect the unbiased truth from 30-second TV spots, or
partisan talking points repeated endlessly on cable networks. Instead, a voter must first ask:
"Does that claim sound too good – or too much like what I want to hear – to be true?"
That's where the search for the sometimes unwelcome truth begins.

20120616-04

10:17 Pam

Re: “Fact-Checking the Truthiness of the 2012 Campaign” (reply to MarthaH,
above)

Very good, and a timely reminder.
20120616-02

09:38

SteveB

Fw: Wonderful News

from Obama for America:
Thanks to our president, this nation's immigration policy just became more fair and more just.
Effective immediately, the Department of Homeland Security is taking steps to ensure that young, undocumented
immigrants who were brought here as children by their parents, and who have followed the law since then, will be
able to request temporary relief from deportation proceedings -- and will be allowed to apply for authorization to
work in this country.
They're a group that we've come to call the "Dreamers" -- and today, the country they love is telling them they
should be able to dream as big as they want.
For years, the President has called on Congress to make common-sense fixes to our broken immigration system.
They haven't. So he did.
Stand with the President: http://my.barackobama.com/Dreamers.
I am so proud to stand with President Obama on this decision. Watch what he had to say today -- then join me by
getting his back.
The hundreds of thousands of people who this policy might help are people who call the United States of America
home. They study in our schools, play in our parks, and pledge allegiance to our flag. Some of them have served in
our Armed Forces. They've started businesses; they've started families. They are Americans in every way but on
paper.
Congress still has time to pass the DREAM Act. And if they do, policies like today's will no longer be necessary.
We are not giving up on this issue.
Stand up and support the President today -- and help send the message that this first big step must be followed by
a real, permanent solution from Congress.
http://www.barackobama.com/contact-us/

Thank you, Katherine Archuleta, National Political Director, Obama for America
20120616-03
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Fw: CREDO Action Action: Tell Elizabeth Warren Happy Birthday!

from CREDO Action:
Elizabeth Warren is a progressive champion, and her birthday is Friday. So we thought it would be the perfect
opportunity to wish her a happy birthday and thank her for standing up for everyday Americans.
There are far too few people in power who are as ready, willing and able to stand up to Wall Street banks as
Elizabeth Warren.
Senator Dick Durbin lamented about Congress that the big banks and Wall Street "own the place." So it takes a
special type of person to beat them on what is sadly their home turf.
The existence of the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, which Elizabeth Warren conceived of, advocated for
and ultimately helped start up, is a testament to the force of her vision and her willingness to take on Wall Street on
behalf of American consumers.
And whether it's speaking out against a secret bailout of AIG or demanding Jamie Dimon, the CEO of JP Morgan
Chase, resign from the Board of the New York Fed, she continues carrying the torch to this day.
Click below to sign our birthday card to Elizabeth Warren, which we'll deliver to her next week:
http://act.credoaction.com/r/?r=6901364&p=warren_bday&id=41875-5766577-haCTQDx&t=9.
Becky Bond, Political Director
20120616-10
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Fw: Video: The Angry Black Man — Obama, God & the Constitution

This Negro has cracked the code…
I thought this guy was talking about you, SteveB!
[Here repeat the stuff about picking up a turd. –SteveB]
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bb_LTqIx2tQ&feature=player_embedded
http://rogersparkbench.blogspot.com/2012/05/angry-black-man-to-obama-we-gonna-get.html
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“Three Years Later, Will the Auto Rescue Skeptics Finally Admit They Were
Wrong?”

No Republican can ever admit anything. Oh, and Mitt R0mney is an immoral idiot who will do or say anything for
power and/or money!
“Three Years Later, Will the Auto Rescue Skeptics Finally Admit They Were Wrong?” by Gary Peters, Huffington Post
June 15, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gary-peters/auto-industrybailout_b_1591311.html?utm_hp_ref=politics&ir=Politics)

This past Sunday marked the third anniversary of Chrysler's exit from bankruptcy, and next month will mark the
same milestone for General Motors. At the time there were many observers who thought that one or perhaps both
companies would fail, including Senator John McCain who in late 2009 said "anybody believes that Chrysler is going
to survive, I'd like to meet them."
The skeptics were wrong. We have now had 27 straight months of private sector job growth, and one of the
strongest areas of our economy has been the auto industry. Since June of 2009 when GM and Chrysler exited
bankruptcy, the auto sector has created more than 231,000 new jobs. Yet we are seeing a concerted effort on
the part of the Republican Party to discredit one of President Obama's greatest economic success
stories in order to harm his chances at being reelected.
Mitt Romney has made questioning the successful intervention in the auto industry a centerpiece of his campaign.
After writing an opinion piece in the New York Times in 2008 titled "Let Detroit Go Bankrupt," he has repeatedly
claimed that the government should not have invested taxpayer dollars in GM and Chrysler.
Last week, Republicans in Congress began to echo that message by holding a Financial Services Committee hearing
titled "Investor Protection: The Need to Protect Investors from the Government" to debate whether or not the
bipartisan effort undertaken by the Bush and Obama Administrations to help GM and Chrysler restructure was the
right thing to do. During this hearing they advanced three arguments why the auto rescue was harmful to private
investors.
First, they argued that private investors and not the government should have been given the
opportunity to purchase the assets of GM and Chrysler and fund their bankruptcy restructuring. While
in theory that may be true, the reality is that in early 2009 at the height of the financial crisis there
was simply no private financing available to fund the bankruptcies of these two companies. There
were extensive efforts made to market these companies and any interested party could have
submitted an offer to the bankruptcy court, but no buyers came forward.
Second, they claimed that the workers received a bailout. Nothing could be further from the truth and
this argument only exposes their reflexive, anti-worker agenda. Workers sacrificed billions of dollars
in pension and health care benefits, accepted a 50 percent pay cut for newly hired employees and
thousands lost their jobs because of plant closures.
Finally, they claim that money used to settle claims with the UAW -- which transferred responsibility
for retiree health care and pension costs going forward to a new entity run by the union -- should
have instead gone to investors. The fact is that investors received far more through the government
managed bankruptcy process than they would have received had the companies been liquidated. In
the case of Chrysler, the company's debt was trading at about 30 cents on the dollar prior to
bankruptcy -- which is about what the creditors recovered -- and 90 percent of Chrysler's creditors
agreed to the bankruptcy sale. Giving the investors anything beyond what they would have recovered
through liquidation would have been a taxpayer-funded bailout to investors, many of whom
purchased their investments for pennies on the dollar.
Three years after this amazing turnaround, the effort to discredit one of the greatest economic
success stories of the last decade shows just how out of touch the Republicans are. The bipartisan effort
not only ensured the survival of two of America's greatest companies, saved hundreds of thousands of jobs, but
avoided a nightmare scenario where the entire manufacturing base of our country would have been threatened,
and the recession would have been much deeper and longer.

20120616-21
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Quote: Aaron Sorkin on the News Media

The thing that I worry about more is the media’s bias toward fairness. Nobody uses the word lie anymore.
Suddenly, everything is “a difference of opinion.” If the entire House Republican caucus were to walk onto the floor
one day and say “The Earth is flat,” the headline on the New York Times the next day would read “Democrats and

Republicans Can’t Agree on Shape of Earth.” I don’t believe the truth always lies in the middle. I don’t believe there
are two sides to every argument. I think the facts are the center. And watching the news abandon the facts in favor
of “fairness” is what’s troubling to me. –Aaron Sorkin
20120616-22
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Pam

Re: Quote: Aaron Sorkin on the News Media (reply to SteveB, above)

Yes, indeed. Lies are lies. Either people believe ridiculous things and fight to the death to defend them, or else
they believe that nothing at all is true.
20120616-23
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Re: Quote: Aaron Sorkin on the News Media (reply to Pam, above)

And I continue to be bug-eyed amazed! Maybe that’s because I’m from Greencastle. Surely, if I were from NYC, I
wouldn’t feel the same, would I? Perhaps I’d be more cynical about people.
Maybe it’s a given, though I’m not quite ready to give up, that, in 2012, you can’t sit a bunch of adults down and
have a polite, reasonable political discussion where, as in a judicial proceeding or, I hope, a legislative work session,
evidence counts for something. To deny that evidence even exists of anything in this dimension of hyperspace in
every single case, all the way down the line is simply amazing to me. Evidence is seen by the Right as something
mythical, to be totally distrusted, that’s the end of that, no thinking required.
Not that I trust the media or much of the evidence too much myself, but, just for example, the evidence of where
we are economically and what caused us to get here is very clear and, I believe, indisputable because of its
consistence, volume, and depth. And that’s the very reason why the Right suddenly sees evidence as soley the
province of the Bible. Same with global warming, taxes, etc. Most else are the real moral issues—abortion,
education, Medicare, Obamacare, Social Security, jobs, women’s rights, LGBT whatever—where there isn’t exactly
overwhelming evidence of any kind, the Right seems to have nowhere to go but to some limited, cultishly
fundamentalist view of the Bible, mainly the Old Testament, which they do not seem to realize, is truly not their
Bible at all, but is in reality the Bible of the Jews. As to their own Bible, they ignore the teachings of Jesus in exactly
the same way they ignore evidence.
You have been writing very reasonably about these subjects lately, and I have had hopes that your reasonableness
might spread, but it doesn’t seem to have yet.
Marci has her “meditational, New Age, or whatever” group of the girls tonight, and I decided there’s just nowhere I
want to go badly enough to leave my comfortable desk and trek out into a cold, rainy night. So, have another
sesame bread stick, Steve. “Don’t mind if I do, Steve. Just listen to that wind whistling outside, having clawed its
way all the way up from Argentina, angry that it has to visit the provinces.”
20120617-01
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“Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in Korea”

From the "You Think You've Got It Bad" Department… This is exactly why I don’t eat crap like that there! Besides,
I’m from Putnam County, not the Pacific Ocean!

Bon appetite!
“Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in Korea” by Andy Campbell, Huffington Post
June 16, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/15/squidsperm_n_1599591.html?utm_hp_ref=mostpopular)
The squid was partially cooked -- of course it was hot and bothered.

A woman in Seoul, Korea was eating semi-boiled squid when the cephalopod injected its sperm bag into her
tongue, according to research published in February.
The unidentified woman reportedly experienced a "pricking and foreign-body sensation" while she chewed and spat
the squid out. She had to go to the hospital when she felt severe pain and several "small, squirming" creepy
crawlies in her mouth.
Doctors found that the squid had left "twelve small, white spindle-shaped, bug-like organisms" in the mucous
membranes of her tongue and cheek.
Indeed, the woman's mouth had been essentially inseminated.
Researchers think that the squid's sperm bags came out while the woman chewed her food. Squids have "sperm
bags," which are ejaculatory apparatuses that attach themselves to a female's body before slowly secreting sperm,
according to Fairfax New Zealand News.
It's not the first time a squid has tried to fertilize a human mouth. There have been several incidents in Japan
where people have complained of oral stings by their food, the news site reported.
When consuming raw squid, diners should remove their internal organs, or boil the tasty treat long enough to kill its
sperm bags, researchers warned.
The research was published by the American Society of Parasitologists in the Journal of Parasitology.

20120617-02

09:01 RalphWaldo

Re: “Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in Korea”
(repy to SteveB, above)

Those pesky sperm bags!
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Art

Re: “Squid Injects Woman's Tongue with Sperm Bag as She Eats in Korea”
(repy to SteveB, above)

And the offspring were… Kids? Korean + Squid????? Just say'n, maybe.
20120617-03
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Fw: MoveOn Action: Make Calls to Help Register People to Vote!

from MoveOn.org:
Can you call Debra? She lives in Ohio and she just moved—we need to help her register to vote at her new address.
And John just turned 18—he needs a call about registering in Minnesota. And Lucía is a young woman from a
community in Florida where registration rates are low.
Debra is part of the Rising American Electorate—the young people, unmarried women, and people of color who
make up more than half of our nation's voting population. Except 42% of them aren't registered to vote. 1 Like
Debra.
I know you don't know Debra, and its uncomfortable to call someone you don't know. But it matters, because this
election matters.
Here's our strategy, and a simple but real way you can make a difference:
We're launching a big, new, ambitious project to ensure that the "Rising American Electorate"—the unmarried
women, young people and people of color Republicans want to prevent from voting—are registered and make it to

the polls this November. These voters came out in record numbers in 2008, and we could lose this election without
them.
Millions of voter registration forms are being mailed to people in these key demographics. The forms are arriving in
their mailboxes as I write this. Today, it's as easy as it will ever possibly be for these folks to register. But in
another week many of them will have misplaced the form, and we'll have missed this opportunity. Can you take 15
minutes to call and remind them to register?
Yes, I can make calls to help register people to vote:
http://civic.moveon.org/2012votercalls/?id=43933-20195165-u6vKtlx&t=1.
Registering voters could be the key to countless races this year, top to bottom. Young people, unmarried women,
and people of color—the Rising American Electorate—make up more than half of our nation's voting population, but
nearly half of them aren't registered to vote.2
That's why we are calling thousands of unregistered potential voters like Debra, John and Maria and asking them to
return the voter registration form that was just mailed them. We will follow up with these newly registered voters in
the fall and make sure they head to the polls, no matter how hard the right-wing tries to stop them. Our tech team
has been hard at work building a cutting edge calling system, and we have developed a rigorous testing program to
optimize our effectiveness.
This could be the most important thing we can do together this election—and for the future of the progressive
movement. And it starts right now with you picking up the phone and spending 15 minutes calling people to make
sure they register to vote.
Thanks for all you do.
–Julia, Victoria, Emily, Elena, and the rest of the team
Sources:
1

"The Rising American Electorate," The Voter Participation Center, accessed June 15, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=276448&id=43933-20195165-u6vKtlx&t=6.
2

Ibid.

3

"U.S. Will Give Immunity to Some Young Illegal Migrants," The New York Times, June 15, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=276449&id=43933-20195165-u6vKtlx&t=8.
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“Arizona Win 'an Oasis in the Desert' for Democrats”

“Arizona Win 'an Oasis in the Desert' for Democrats” by Paul Steinhauser, CNN
June 13, 2012, (http://us.cnn.com/2012/06/13/arizona-special-election-analysis/index.html)
(WASHINGTON) It's been a tough couple of weeks for the Democratic Party, especially the results in last week's
Wisconsin governor recall vote. So Tuesday night's victory in the special election in Arizona's 8th Congressional
District couldn't have come at a better time.
For Democrats, "it's an oasis in the desert" says CNN chief political correspondent Candy Crowley.
The race was to succeed former Democratic Rep. Gabby Giffords, who stepped down in January, one year after
surviving a gunshot wound to the head. Her former aide Ron Barber, who also was severely injured in the shooting,

beat Republican candidate Jesse Kelly, a former Marine who narrowly lost to Giffords in the 2010 midterm elections.
Because of Giffords' high profile, the race garnered national attention.
Jobs and the economy were the top issues in the race, with Kelly trying to tie Barber to President Obama and to
make the contest a referendum on the president.
Barber, a moderate Democrat, tried to stick to local issues, but did say Monday on CNN's "Piers Morgan Tonight"
that he would vote for Obama in November.
As expected, top House Democrats were quick to tout the victory in the district, which encompasses the
southeastern corner of the state including parts of Tucson, a district that leans slightly Republican.
"Arizona's 8th Congressional District has more registered Republicans than Democrats, this race has been rated a
toss-up throughout the election and Republican outside groups outspent Democratic outside groups by more than
$500,000," said Rep. Steve Israel of New York, chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee.
"Ron Barber's strong campaign made this a referendum on the Republican plans to drastically cut Medicare and
privatize Social Security, while giving massive tax breaks to millionaires, Big Oil and corporations that ship jobs
overseas. The Republican plan lost."
"This campaign previewed the message fight that will play out across the country in November:
Democrats committed to protecting the middle class, Social Security and Medicare versus misleading
Republican attacks on Obamacare and national Democrats," Israel said.
House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, the former House Speaker and top Democrat in the chamber, echoed Israel's
emphasis on the middle class, Medicare and Social Security, saying that Barber "has run, and won, this campaign by
holding fast to the values and priorities shared by families across southern Arizona: creating jobs, strengthening the
middle class and protecting the promises of Medicare and Social Security for seniors and future generations."
Top Republicans played down the loss.
"Special elections are unique, and the tragic turn of events that led to this one are no exception. No one wanted
this election to happen, or to see Gabrielle Giffords step down from Congress, but Jesse ran a campaign focused on
pro-growth policies that will lead to less government and a strong and vibrant economy," Rep. Pete Sessions,
chairman of the National Republican Congressional Committee, said.
"It is clear that Ron Barber knew that voters in this district would never accept his true positions on President
Obama's agenda, which have made a bad economy worse in this state. That explains why he did his best to conceal
his support for so much of that agenda," Sessions said. "Barber will not have that advantage in November when he
will be on the ballot with President Obama, nor will any of his House Democrat colleagues."
So which party's right about the implications from Arizona?
"Special elections, by nature, involve special circumstances, and you're not going to see another race this fall where
the former and incoming member were both victims of such a horrific attack," Jessica Taylor, senior
analyst/reporter at the nonpartisan Rothenberg Political Report, said.
"In the end, this tells us more about this snapshot in time predicated by the tragic events that caused this race,
than the efficacy of these messages in other districts, even though both parties did hew closely to the arguments
they'll make this fall.
"While they'll make gains, Democrats still face a highly unlikely road back to the majority in November, and this was
a seat they held onto, not gained. They'll have to hold others, more difficult than this and knock off other
Republicans to make a chink in the GOP's advantage," Taylor said.
The Democrats still need a pick up of 25 GOP-held seats to win back the House in November.

But a win's a win, and at a time when the party and the president are experiencing a turbulent ride, the results in
Arizona are a quick shot in the arm.
"You can nitpick this in a variety of ways," Crowley said, "but the fact of the matter is that the Democrats won.
After last week, this is a long cold drink of water for the Democrats, and they'll take it."
Can this victory translate to November?
Crowley said the Democrats' emphasis on entitlements in the Arizona District 8 contest "can be a template for other
Democrats facing a rough re-election in November."
20120617-07
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The Scale of the Universe

The Scale of the [Entire!] Universe
USE THAT SLIDING BAR!!!!! THIS IS INCREDIBLY INTERESTING!
The URL has audio: http://htwins.net/scale2/.
This is absolutely amazing. I can't even begin to wrap my brain around this. At the bottom of the page you'll see a
scroll bar that you can click to drag the images closer or farther away, or you can use the arrow keys or the scroll
on the mouse. Click objects for more information. I went through it several times. Just incredible. Enjoy and pass it
along.
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Photo: Squid Embryo

http://janusmuseum.org/panabasis/may11.htm

—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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Campaigns’ Bane: Bain Capital
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 19, 2012)
I reckon this is a good subject for President Obama, because, believe me, nothing R0mney did at Bain prepared him
in any way for the Presidency. Being governor of Massachusetts, yes. The rest is exactly like McCain thinking that
being a prisoner of war prepared him. (I never did figure out what was supposed to have prepared his running
mate.)
It may not seem like it at times, but, in reality, neither capitalism nor prison bears much resemblance to politics.
“Bain Capital: Barack Obama and Mitt Romney in a Muddle” by Alexander Burns and John F. Harris, Politico
June 18, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0612/77518.html)
The Obama campaign wants you to know that Mitt Romney took over companies, laid off workers, canceled health
plans, shipped jobs overseas and walked away with millions.
Not, mind you, that there’s anything wrong with that: “He should be proud of the personal success he achieved as
the head of a large financial firm,” President Barack Obama said last week, of the man his own campaign ads have
portrayed as a corporate vampire.
The Romney campaign wants you to know that the former private equity CEO was a brilliant investor who founded
a business, made it an international powerhouse and helped grow companies that created tens of thousands of
jobs.
Not that they’ll tell you much about the details of Romney’s work at Bain Capital or the actual decisions he made
there. During a recent interview with Time magazine, the Republican nominee fumbled and mumbled when he was
pressed to explain how, precisely, his business career would make him a better president.
Bain has hovered so persistently and powerfully over the politics of 2012 — a trend that is likely to continue through
the fall — that both campaigns seem no longer to notice that the debate is barely making sense.
More precisely, both sides seem to believe their arguments have such emotional clarity that they’re prepared to
stick with them, despite the fact they are a logical muddle. Political risks have prompted both men to stop short of
making consistent or even fully coherent arguments.

Obama has declined to embrace a belief that many Democrats strongly hold: that Bain is a fundamentally
exploitative company and that Romney’s decisions there reflect his own flawed judgment and morality.
If Obama believes that, he can’t say it. Since 2009 he has labored — with minimal success — to avoid being seen as
broadly anti-business, while critiquing and tightening regulations on the financial sector. With numerous voices in
his party, starting with Bill Clinton, defending Romney’s business career, Obama can’t unleash the Bain-is-evil
argument that some in the party’s left would love to hear.
Romney, likewise, has not been willing to engage the impolitic argument that most free-market conservatives —
and no small number of business-minded Democrats — genuinely believe: that private equity firms like Bain are a
model of the creative destruction — separating the strong from the weak — that is a hallmark of a thriving firstworld market economy.
By these lights, creating winners means that investors in efficient firms should quite properly get rich, and workers
in inefficient firms should quite properly get laid off. It is a philosophy celebrated by a generation of free-market
conservative economists that does not exactly resonate with many voters in a manufacturing-heavy state like, for
instance, Ohio.
The conflict between what partisans really think about Bain and what the candidates can safely say has left what
might be a rollicking, no-holds-barred fight about capitalism and workers’ rights a stilted, delicate affair. Romney
wants voters to view him as a private-sector wizard, without thinking too much about what that wizardry actually
entailed. Obama wants them to see the darker side of Romney’s career, but not open himself up to the charge that
he’s in some fundamental way hostile to business.
“They are trying to walk more of a tightrope here, in terms of not bashing the private sector and capitalism and
corporate America, while at the same time trying to hit [Romney] for being out of touch,” Ray Glendening, former
political director of the Democratic Governors Association, said of Obama’s strategy.
Democrats haven’t always been so cautious. Just two years ago, DGA ran a slashing ad campaign against
Connecticut Republican Tom Foley, saying he had “devastated a community and thousands of lives” in a corporate
takeover. At the time, Glendening said, anger toward Wall Street and big companies was so intense that there was
little point in delivering a subtler attack.
“We just decided to go for it,” Glendening said. “I don’t want to use the term ‘corporate assaulter on the middle
class’ or anything like that, but that’s pretty much the feel that we were going for. The squeeze was so hard on the
economy and the housing market, everybody’s antennae were so up and so sensitive.”
Obama’s campaign looked at first like it might make the same bet, airing a two-minute ad last month featuring a
laid-off worker at a company controlled by Bain calling the buyout firm a “vampire.” Prominent Democrats, including
Clinton and former Democratic National Committee Chairman and Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell, objected. Since
then, Obama and his team have hewed closely to a more careful set of talking points: that Romney’s values as a
corporate leader might work in the financial services industry but that “Romney Economics” would be a disaster if
implemented from the White House.
In the speech in Baltimore last week in which Obama allowed that Romney can be proud of his financial success, he
went on to say that the values reflected in his business career are too narrow for the Oval Office. “I think he has
drawn the wrong lessons from these experiences,” the president said. “He seems to believe that if CEOs and
wealthy investors like him are doing well, the rest of us automatically do well.”
The pro-Obama super PAC Priorities USA Action continues to attack Romney on the air with less-hedged attack ads
showing workers who were laid off at Bain companies saying that Romney “made me sick” and turned one town
“into a junkyard.” They have the luxury — like the DGA — of making those kinds of charges as a more or less
unaccountable independent expenditure group, rather than as a candidate in the flesh who has to answer follow-up
questions.

Strategists for the Obama campaign and the super PAC argued that there is a larger consistency to the argument
they’re making about Bain — that familiarizing voters with that part of Romney’s career leads them to view his
decisions as governor, and the policies he’s endorsed for the country, in a different context. It’s easier, for instance,
to persuade voters that Romney backs the House GOP’s austerity budget that overhauls Medicare if they also know
he shuttered factories as an investor.
“Empirical evidence shows that these ads have had a big impact on voters in important states, and we’re going to
continue to make sure that people know as much as possible about Mitt Romney’s life and private equity, and
whether or not that would make him a good president of the United States,” Priorities USA strategist Bill Burton
said. “So far, voters don’t think so.”
Democratic media strategist Steve Murphy said the nuance of Obama’s argument is simply a necessity, given that
he “has to be careful that he does not appear to be anti-business.” It will take time, he said, to see the full impact
of the message the campaign’s using.
“The argument [is] that sending jobs overseas, cutting benefits to workers, none of that matters at all to private
equity. That’s a perfectly valid business approach, but is it who we want as president?” Murphy said. “Tactically, no
matter what difficulty the Obama people have, strategically they’re keeping the focus on Romney.”
Romney’s own Bain messaging is driven by a similar desire to generate a gut-level response from viewers without
necessarily engaging in the complexity of the information involved. When he unveiled his presidential exploratory
committee last year, Romney described his Bain career in a video: “Sometimes I was successful and helped create
jobs, other times I was not. I learned how America competes with companies in other countries, why jobs leave and
how jobs are created here at home.”
And that has been more or less the extent of his message since then. Romney has not explained in detail how he
would apply the lessons of his experience at Bain to the White House, except that he’d be friendlier to business
than the current occupant. In an interview with Time magazine’s Mark Halperin last month, Romney resisted
invitations to say how his Bain years informed his view of the economy before eventually saying that he gained a
better appreciation for the importance of energy prices.
“Well that’s a bit of a question like saying, what have you learned in life that would help you lead? My whole life has
been learning to lead, from my parents, to my education, to the experience I had in the private sector, to helping
run the Olympics, and then of course helping guide a state,” Romney said initially. When his interviewer pressed the
issue, Romney responded: “Let’s be a little more specific as to the area you’d like to suggest. Trade policies? Labor
policies? Energy policies? Let’s take energy, for instance. I understand that in some industries, the input cost of
energy is a major factor in whether an industry is going to locate in the United States or go elsewhere.”
Romney advisers say there’s no reason why they can’t make a more elaborate, information-rich argument later on
— airing ads, say, that show workers explaining how Romney and Bain helped grow their companies and create
jobs or simply having the candidate himself describe in greater specificity the positive values of his business career.
But for now, to the Democratic charge that his values as a financial wizard have only little — or negative —
application to government, Romney’s team says simply that the criticism is an assault on the private sector as a
whole that voters will reject.
“I think the problem here is how dated the argument is — both dated in fact, but it really takes the Democratic
Party back to a place where the Democratic Party doesn’t want to be, which is the anti-business party,” senior
Romney strategist Stuart Stevens said. “The problem, I don’t think, is how they did it. It’s just the crux of the
argument.”
Republican pollster David Winston, who advised Newt Gingrich’s campaign as a pro-Gingrich super PAC ran brutal
Bain-bashing ads against Romney, said that as long as Democrats are tying themselves in knots on the Bain
message, there’s no reason for Romney to scramble for a more assertive response.

“The Democrats are doing that for Romney, when they start out and say, ‘Well, Bain is actually successful and did
well,’” he said. “If you’re saying it was a successful company, that’s what we would say and you’re just saying it for
us.”
As far as politics goes, there’s concern in both parties that the two presidential campaigns are missing opportunities
by virtue of their caution. While Democrats recognize that the president doesn’t want to risk being perceived as
hostile to industry, some privately fret that the message he’s delivering is too delicate and needle-threading to
kneecap Romney for the general election.
And even absent the tactical struggles of the Obama campaign, there’s a new sense of uncertainty over what
impact the Bain attacks could have under the best of circumstances.
One Democratic strategist raised an eyebrow at the idea that any Bain message could, on its own, take out the
Republican: “If you’re going to make a case about who’s on the side of average people versus who’s on the side of
the wealthy, it’s certainly a pillar of that message. I’d be surprised if in and of itself, it was disqualifying.”
On the other side, there’s anxiety that Romney’s exceedingly narrow message on Bain still leaves an awful lot of
space on the canvas for Democrats to fill in with negative information. Whatever language Obama’s using on the
stump, Priorities USA continues to deliver a much blunter anti-Bain message in select swing-state television
markets.
It’s too early to know whether those commercials are moving voter opinion of Romney, and the Obama super PAC
has not been able to raise American Crossroads-level money to go on the attack. But Romney has done little to
minimize himself as a target in the meantime.
“There was certainly a window of opportunity for Romney to get out there and define his experience at Bain in a
clearer manner, right after the [Newark Mayor Cory] Booker comment and the Clinton remarks. But in many ways,
he’s had a number of high-profile Democrats doing that for him,” one national Republican operative said, musing:
“That’s how he loses this thing. If the ads stick and he has yet to define his biography and experience, then he pays
a price.”
Obama campaign spokesman Ben LaBolt said it is a price Romney deserves to pay. “Mitt Romney has made his
tenure as a corporate buyout specialist the central point in his argument about why he should be elected — since
he claims to be an economic Mr. Fix It whose goal was job creation,” LaBolt e-mailed on Sunday. “He claimed
once again today [in network TV interviews] that he doesn’t have a political career — a preposterous
claim for someone who has been running for office for two decades — but it again signaled to voters
that he is running on his private sector job creation claims. An analysis of that record shows he
profited off of bankrupting companies and outsourcing jobs — and that his job creation claims do not
hold up — so the question we have asked Americans — is that the economy philosophy they want to
see in the Oval Office?”
© 2012 POLITICO LLC
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MarthaH

“Challenges Give Health Care Law Four Possible Outcomes”

“Challenges Give Health Care Law Four Possible Outcomes” by Richard Wolf, USA Today
June 16, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/story/2012-06-16/health-care-law-supremecourt/55607156/1)
(WASHINGTON) The Supreme Court's decision this month on President Obama's health care law is likely to take one
of four basic forms. No matter what the court rules, however, it won't be the last word.

The court can uphold the entire law, strike down the "individual mandate" requiring most Americans to buy
insurance, strike down the mandate and related health insurance changes, or kill the entire law.
Still to come: State actions. More lawsuits. The verdict from voters on Nov. 6. And more battles in Congress next
year.
"The bottom line here is the Affordable Care Act is moving through a gantlet," says Robert Laszewski, a private
health policy consultant. "The first stop in the gantlet was the Supreme Court. The second stop in the gantlet is the
election."
The court has some additional issues to decide, including whether the law's Medicaid expansion is unduly "coercive"
and whether the law can't be challenged at all until someone pays a penalty to the Internal Revenue Service for not
buying insurance.
The major battle, however, is over the constitutionality of the mandate and its relationship to the rest of the law.
Here are four scenarios:
Option 1: Law upheld
A decision upholding the law would unleash a series of political, legislative and legal forces.
As states decide whether to implement the law, such as setting up health care exchanges for millions of Americans
to pick insurance plans, "there's going to be political action, there's going to be legislative action, there's going to be
lawsuits," says Michael Cannon, health policy director at the Cato Institute, a libertarian think tank. "Opponents …
will not go away."
• Republicans in Congress plan to resume legislative attacks. The House of Representatives has voted to
weaken or wipe out the law more than a dozen times, including this month's vote to repeal a tax on medical
devices.
• Opponents would be galvanized for the fall elections. For Obama, that could mean a more difficult path to
re-election, despite his victory in court.
• Lawsuits pending at lower courts will move forward, and new ones could be filed to test other aspects of
the law, ranging from its Independent Payment Advisory Board — charged with finding savings in Medicare
— to its requirement that most insurance plans pay for contraception coverage.
The pace of litigation could increase as more regulations are issued, because "there's going to be winners and
losers all over the place," says Bradley Joondeph, a law professor at Santa Clara University who tracks health care
litigation.
Given that upheaval, state governments would face a choice: How fast should they move to implement the law?
"I think most of us are going to wait," Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker, a Republican, said Thursday.
Bill McCollum, the former Florida attorney general who filed the first lawsuit against the Affordable Care Act on
March 23, 2010, agrees. "I don't think it would be an immediate rush to enact the exchanges or conform to the
law," he says.
Nevertheless, the Department of Health and Human Services says 34 states have accepted grants to pay for
exchanges. They have until November to meet deadlines for exchanges to go into effect in January 2014.
Ezekiel Emanuel, a former White House health policy adviser now at the University of Pennsylvania, says the health
exchanges should be up and running roughly a year from now. "We certainly can't do that at the last minute," he
says.
Option 2: No mandate

The verdict that would present the biggest complications is also one of the most likely, if the justices' questions in
March prove prophetic: striking down the individual mandate requiring most Americans to buy health insurance.
That's because the law's expansive provisions would remain, including requirements that insurance companies
guarantee coverage for people with pre-existing conditions and limit premiums for those with expensive ailments.
The mandate is intended to bring young, healthy people into the market, providing premiums for insurers and
patients for health care providers. Without it, the Congressional Budget Office estimates, about half of the law's
projected 32 million newly insured people would remain uninsured, and premiums in the individual health insurance
market would rise by an additional 15% to 20%.
"It becomes an impossible thing for the insurance companies. It becomes unworkable," McCollum says. "I think
both sides would realize that there has to be some change."
Insurers wouldn't be the only ones seeking a change. Doctors, hospitals, drugmakers and medical device
manufacturers accepted new taxes and cuts in Medicare reimbursements under the law because they expected
more patients.
Proponents of the law say not much would be lost. They say the mandate was a small portion of the law, dwarfed
by the promise of covering 32 million Americans and improving coverage for millions of others.
"The notion that the mandate is the heart of the statute is way off base," says Ron Pollack, executive director of
Families USA, a leading health care consumers group. He says Congress could replace it with incentives designed to
get young adults to buy insurance, such as late enrollment penalties or automatic enrollment provisions.
States — most likely those controlled by Democrats — also could create their own mandates. That's what thengovernor Mitt Romney signed in Massachusetts in 2006, without legal challenge.
In Congress, Democrats could seek alternatives to the mandate, but such efforts might prove unpopular before the
November elections. Republicans, prodded by the insurance industry, could try to scuttle the insurance changes for
people with preexisting conditions, but those are among the law's most popular provisions.
"Whether Congress can agree on any of those alternatives is a very different story," says Larry Levitt, vice president
of special projects at the non-partisan Kaiser Family Foundation. "It's entirely possible that stalemate is the result."
Option 3: More provisions invalidated
Lawmakers would be under far less pressure to fix what the court hands them if insurance protections for people
with pre-existing conditions and related changes are eliminated along with the mandate.
The insurance market would be similar to today's, with the same advantages and drawbacks. Premiums could go
down, particularly for young and healthy people. But so would the quality of coverage, particularly for the old and
sick.
Even a high-risk insurance pool created under the law to help people with pre-existing conditions who were without
insurance at least six months will expire in January 2014, when the broader changes were to take effect. About
60,000 people have joined that plan, the Health and Human Services Department says.
Under this scenario, states could seek to fill the gap with their own mandates and insurance market changes. That's
most likely in states with Democratic governors and legislatures.
Democrats in Congress also could try to replace the mandate and insurance market overhaul with lesser changes.
Among opponents, however, "there's going to be blood in the water," Cannon says. Opponents "are going to be
energized to get rid of the rest of it."

House Republicans say they will try to repeal the rest of the law — its insurance expansions, taxes, Medicare
savings and more — and then vote on lesser fixes as part of their "repeal and replace" strategy.
"Our goal would be to have the end result be all of it gone," says Brendan Buck, a spokesman for House Speaker
John Boehner. "Clear out whatever is left from what they strike, and then move step by step on our replacement
provisions."
Option 4: Law killed
The justices may decide to strike down all the taxes, subsidies, mandates, coverage expansions, insurance market
changes and other provisions in the law. But some may find their way back.
Several insurance companies plan to keep some changes already enacted. "Consumers and employers will continue
to have the option of purchasing coverage that includes many of the benefits they have today, such as allowing
dependent children to stay on their parents' policies until age 26," says Karen Ignagni, president of America's Health
Insurance Plans.
Some 6.6 million young adults joined their parents' plans in the first year of eligibility, according to the
Commonwealth Fund, a liberal health research group.
One program at risk would be discounts from drug companies for more than 5 million seniors and people with
disabilities. The Medicare discounts have saved consumers $3.5 billion since the law was passed.
The bigger question: Would the effect of the court's ruling be prospective or retroactive? It would be difficult to
retract benefits already on the books.
"You would have a mess on your hands," says Levitt, of the Kaiser Family Foundation. "The general sense is
anything that's already happened kind of is water under the bridge."
The politics could be a wash, as in the case of the law being upheld. While Obama and Democrats would lose their
most prized achievement from his term in office, their liberal base would be energized. A recent United
Technologies/National Journal poll found striking down the law would have little impact on the president's reelection
The Supreme Court, favored by just 44% of Americans in a recent New York Times/CBS Poll, could become more
unpopular after such a perceived power grab.
"You could well imagine an argument being made around the politicization of the court," says Sheila Burke, a health
policy lecturer at Harvard University who served as the top aide to former Senate Republican leader Bob Dole.
What would happen next?
Democrats might seek to replace at least portions of the law, such as smaller federal subsidies for the uninsured.
But they would face the "Obamacare" moniker that has made the law relatively unpopular, Cannon says.
Republicans likely would follow through on their "repeal and replace" agenda by proposing lesser changes. Romney,
for instance, wants to give states more flexibility, let consumers buy insurance across state lines, and limit awards
in medical malpractice lawsuits.
"It puts the ball back in the political arena," says Randy Barnett, a Georgetown University law professor who
represents the business groups challenging the law. "We'll have a national debate about health care reform, and
then we'll have an election, and whoever wins the election will have a mandate."
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SteveG

Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along

“Can't we all...just...get along?” —Rodney King
A simple question by a troubled person twenty some years ago that we don’t seem to be able to answer today.
20120618-03

12:02

Pam

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to SteveG, above)

I heard his interview on NPR this morning and was very touched by it. He had a hard life, but it sounds like he
made the best of it. RIP, Rodney.
20120618-10

17:00 Art

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to Pam & SteveG, above)

I just can't get too sympathetic for King. All he had to do was obey the police in the initial incident and lay down.
Of course, when you’re looped out on PCP, who knows what you'll do.
20120618-11

17:15 Pam

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to Art, above)

From the interview I heard, it sounded like he'd turned his life around. If so, then I give him credit for that. But
that officer shouldn't have beaten him so hard he nearly died. You should have heard the description of the
operation he had to repair his eye socket. I remember the footage of that attack, and he was no threat to those
police, but they kept on beating and kicking him. No, I don't sympathize with those cops. I'm sure they all pumped
on adrenalin, but still. Just saying....
20120618-12

17:23 Art

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to Pam, above)

You're right, of course. I am embarrassed by the lack of professional conduct shown by the police.
On the other hand, I guess I have just had to deal with too many drunks and hopheads in life to have much time
for them either. I don't know what I would have done if I had been there, but I would have been tempted to shoot
him.
Tell you a story some day.
20120618-15

18:00 SteveB

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to Art, above)

Well…to weigh in where I know absolutely nothing…King doesn’t seem like much of a hero to me, but was smart
enough to get $3.8 million, but maybe that’s what killed him. I’d have a hellofa hard time drowning in my pool.
Haha
Still…no one hates cops beating people more than I do…even if it’s black people who might deserve it. ^_^
But, Art, OK, let me picture this. Pam, help me out, does Art resemble Dirt Harry at all? So there’s Art and he’s had
a rough day maybe so he’d just as soon skip the beating part and get to the shooting. I can see why you used to be
a Republican. Just kidding. I want to make that movie!
I’m just glad I don’t have to do that job and face those risks every day and those things that tend to dehumanize
almost anyone in those positions over time. I’m happy they do what they do and I’d be happy to pay them a little
more to do it more gently, you never know when it might be your family, or friends, or even you.
I’d say the guy was definitely too young to go! RIP

20120618-16
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SteveG

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to all, above)

Well, I think I got the answer to the original question – no, we cannot just get along.
I never said he was sympathetic and never believed he was. No one should have been beaten to that extent,
especially in this country.
Alcoholics and hopheads are troubled people and remain troubled all of their lives – addiction does that to people –
that isn’t to excuse any of their behavior – just a statement. Legal consequences—yes, treatment consequences—
yes, beatings—no.
20120618-18

19:22 SteveB

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to SteveG, above)

19:31 SteveG

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to SteveB, above)

Agree completely!
20120618-19

Real sad situation we have here, and gets no better day by day – maybe worse.
20120618-21

19:45

Pam

Re: Quote: Rodney King on Getting Along (reply to SteveB, above)

I've had some dealings with the police here in Greensboro because of my adopted son, and I have to say I found
them incredibly professional and understanding. I only had one bad experience, and that was with a woman officer
who was full of herself and didn't know which end was up. The rest of the police and court system were wonderful,
and I am grateful to them to this day.
20120618-04

13:52

Tom

Fw: How to Install a Bubba Home Security System

[Source of original email unknown, but who cares? –SteveB]
HOW TO INSTALL A HOME SECURITY SYSTEM
1.
2.
3.
4.

Go to Goodwill and buy a pair of size 14 -16 men's work boots.
Place them on your front porch, along with some old, well-read copies of Guns & Ammo Magazines.
Put four giant dog dishes next to the boots and magazines.
Leave a note on your door that reads....

Bubba,
Bertha, Duke, Slim, & me went for more ammo and beer. Be back in an hour.
Don't mess with the pit bulls. They got the mailman this morning and messed him up bad. I don't think Killer took
part, but it was hard to tell from all the blood.
Don't make any racket as to wake up old "Coot," He's try'n to nap on the couch, and you know what a hair trigger
he has on that 12 Gauge!
Anyway, I locked all five of 'em in the house. Better wait outside. Be right back.
—Scooter

[This trick reminds me of what I used to do when young men would come to our house to take one of my lovely
daughters out on a date. I’d talk to them about hunting and the Army, then ask them very seriously if they’d like to
come down to the basement to see my knife, gun, and torture collection. Not one of them ever said yes and,
hopefully, my point was made subtly. :-) –SteveB]
20120618-05
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SteveB

“Paradise Lost: The Sinking Middle Class”

“Paradise Lost: The Sinking Middle Class” by Thomas Magstadt, NationofChange
June 18, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/paradise-lost-sinking-middle-class-1340027521)
Deep down we know there's no paradise on earth, but as the children of immigrants who came to this country
believing it was a land of milk and honey, we are stalwart. For generations now, it's the middle class that has
sustained the dream of "America, the Beautiful" – with a dash of liberty and justice for all. But now the very
foundations on which that dream has rested are crumbling. Consider the facts in this recent editorial in the New
York Times:
[The] numbers on the loss of personal wealth [since 2007-2008] are staggering and say a lot about why the
economic recovery has been so sluggish — and why the government will need to do a lot more to turn
things around.
According to a new survey from the Federal Reserve, the median American family’s net worth dropped by
nearly 40 percent from 2007 to 2010 — from $126,400 to $77,300 — wiping out 18 years’ worth of
accumulated wealth. The crash in house prices accounted for most of that loss. Median family income,
which was already edging down in the years before the recession, continued to decline, dropping from
$49,600 in 2007 to $45,800 in 2010, about where it was in the mid-1990s.
The middle class was hit the hardest…
The recession "would have been much deeper and the weak recovery much weaker", we are told, but for past
government support (for example, payroll tax cuts and extended jobless benefits). Of course, Republicans in
Congress opposed these measures. Give the socialist Obama an inch, you see, and he will turn this country into a
Marxist dictatorship.
The Times editorial calls for "…more support, including federal spending on education and public-works projects to
create jobs, targeted tax credits for hiring, programs to deliver mortgage relief that supports house prices…as well
as a renewed commitment to financial regulation to ensure that the system doesn’t melt down again." However,
"The Republicans — for reasons of ideology and self-serving election-year politics — are determined to block all of
these necessary programs."
In case you haven't heard: Freedom isn't free. Just ask the rich Republicans who seem to think it's fair that
millionaires and billionaires get big tax breaks not available to middle class working families. After all, "earned
income" is for losers; winners have "capital gains" to keep them warm.
And so what if losers pay a higher rate of tax than winners. Somebody has to pay for all that freedom they…uh, I
mean we…enjoy.
There are no two ways about it. When the middle class is in decline, the storied "American way of life" is imperiled.
Neither a republic worthy of the name nor a robust market economy can exist without a strong and vibrant middle
class. That's not bleeding heart schmaltz; it's a fact that only block-headed fools dare to dispute.
In its latest report, the Federal Reserve published a bleak analysis showing – guess what? – the the impact of the
Great Recession hit the middle class the hardest. The 60 percent of American families in the middle of the middle
had a larger decline in wealth and income on a percentage basis than the very wealthy or the very poor.

The reasons are fairly obvious. The most important asset for the average middle-class household is, well, the
house it's holding (or trying to hold onto), an asset which is worth a frightful fraction of what the owners paid for it
in the bank-driven Bubble Era before the Big Meltdown in 2008. The median value of home equity plunged from
$110,000 in 2007 to $75,000 in 2010. While the stock market has staged a comeback of sorts, housing prices have
barely budged.
Meanwhile, median family income has plummeted. The crash of housing prices accounts for three-quarters of the
loss, but it's also clear from this mass of data that the crisis of the middle class cannot be explained in terms of a
single cause or fixed with bobby pins and band-aids.
The rot has eaten deeply into the political system as well. We will see the effects of this decay on display in the
2012 election. Casino tycoon and multibillionaire Sheldon Adelson says the money he's prepared to pour into Mitt
Romney's bid for the presidency is "limitless". Here's the scenario Steve Bertoni writing in Forbes magazine lays
out:
Thanks to the Citizens United decision, there are no curbs on how much Adelson could give the pro-Romney
Super PAC, Restoring Our Future. Given that he’s one of the 15 richest people in the world, the Sands
chairman could personally bankroll the equivalent of entire presidential campaign–say, $1 billion or so–and
not even notice. (The $10 million donation he just made to Romney is equivalent to $40 for an American
family with a net worth of $100,000.)
What we are experiencing in this country is an unsustainable state: the rich get everything they want, and they
want everything. It's as though the plutocrats have a death wish. Tragically, they alone are in a position to move
the machinery of government toward necessary reforms, but they persist in doing the opposite. If the inequality
and injustice of the New Derivative Economy does not provoke a popular uprising, the combination of fundamental
structural imbalances and corrupt politics will eventually bring the whole degenerate system crashing down.
No mass consumption society can prosper if its middle-class citizens lack the means to consume and the confidence
to invest. And no republic can flourish or long survive when the people's elected representatives get in bed with
billionaires and bankers, rig elections, sell votes, polarize society for personal gain, and place partisan interests
above the public interest.
20120618-06
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SteveB

Video Report: “Chicago Workers have Economic Plan: Go Co-Op!”

Not that co-ops are anything new, but this article shows what I mean when I say we need to find “ways of
organizing capital and labor” other than either regular capitalism or socialism. Workers like these need help, but it
seems that all the big money wants to do is destroy them.
Video Report: “Chicago Workers have Economic Plan: Go Co-Op!” by Laura Flanders, NationofChange/GritTV
June 18, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/chicago-workers-have-economic-plan-go-co-op-1340031476)
As President Obama was addressing the nation regarding the economic outlook this week, some workers in one
particular Chicago factory were making progress toward their own economic future. The group of individuals who
occupied the Republic Windows and Doors factory in 2008 have founded a worker-run cooperative. Using the state
of Illinois as their incorporated state; they have bid to buy the machinery from their former employer; now, they are
just waiting for a response from Serious Energy, the company that took over the plant most recently. These
workers are looking to save their jobs during a tough economy by way of co-operatives. Back in 2008, these group
of workers occupied their plant for six days after Republic closed down the plant and tried to weasle their way out
of the state by owing workers back-pay and benefits. Fortunately, the occupiers won a $1.75 million settlement
from Bank of American and Chase Bank. Following its predecessor, Serious also failed to properly manage the plant
and walked away. The workers do not plan on walking away from their jobs like their former employers have.
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SteveG
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Pam

Graphic: Cost/Benefit Analysis for Education

Re: Graphic: Cost/Benefit Analysis for Education (reply to SteveG, above)

This is great!!
20120618-09

16:49 Art

Re: Graphic: Cost/Benefit Analysis for Education (reply to SteveG, above)

17:41 Art

Re: The Scale of the Universe (reply to Jim, FotM Newsletter #162)

Good one!!!!
20120618-13

Amazing. Try this! (http://htwins.net/scale2/)

20120618-14

17:48

Art

Cartoon: It’s Better in Somalia!

One of my current favorites:

20120618-20

19:41 Pam

Re: Cartoon: It’s Better in Somalia!

You are so right!
20120618-17

19:02

SteveG

ChartsBin Website

This is a great site for learning the amount of everything you might want to know, everywhere in the world. Facts
or fiction?
http://chartsbin.com/graph
[What a treasure of a website! Thanks, SteveG! –SteveB]
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SteveB

Photo: Somalia

http://www.iangarrickmason.com/category/history/page/2/

—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

FR IEN D S O F T H E M ID D LE
Newsletter #164 — JUNE 20, 2012

Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up.
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org

FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com

INDEX: Click here.

Bush 9/11 Failure
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 20, 2012)
Here’s a good rule of thumb for understanding what goes on in American politics: Always believe the opposite of
what any Republican politician (or anyone who makes a living off Republicans) tells you! I’ve been employing this
simple crap-detector for quite some time now, and I find it to be an invaluable tool in the quest to discover the
truth.
“New NSA Documents Contradict Bush Administration 9/11 Claims” by Jordan Michael Smith, Salon
June 19, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/06/19/new_nsa_docs_reveal_911_truths/)

(“I don’t think the Bush administration would want to see these released," an expert tells Salon.)
Over 120 CIA documents concerning 9/11, Osama bin Laden and counterterrorism were published today for the first
time, having been newly declassified and released to the National Security Archive. The documents were released
after the NSA pored through the footnotes of the 9/11 Commission and sent Freedom of Information Act requests.

The material contains much new information about the hunt before and after 9/11 for bin Laden, the development
of the drone campaign in AfPak, and al-Qaida’s relationship with America’s ally, Pakistan. Perhaps most damning are
the documents showing that the CIA had bin Laden in its cross hairs a full year before 9/11 — but didn’t get the
funding from the Bush administration White House to take him out or even continue monitoring him. The CIA
materials directly contradict the many claims of Bush officials that it was aggressively pursuing al-Qaida prior to
9/11, and that nobody could have predicted the attacks. “I don’t think the Bush administration would want to see
these released, because they paint a picture of the CIA knowing something would happen before 9/11, but they
didn’t get the institutional support they needed,” says Barbara Elias-Sanborn, the NSA fellow who edited the
materials.
Let’s start there. In 2000 and 2001, the CIA began using Predator Unmanned Aerial Vehicles in Afghanistan. “The
idea of using UAVs originated in April 2000 as a result of a request from the NSC’s Coordinator for Counterterrorism
to the CIA and the Department of Defense to come up with new ideas to go after the terrorists in Afghanistan,” a
2004 document summarizes. The Pentagon approved the plan for surveillance purposes.
And yet, simultaneously, the CIA declared that budget concerns were forcing it to move its Counterterrorism
Center/Osama bin Laden Unit from an “offensive” to a “defensive” posture. For the CIA, that meant trying to get
Afghan tribal leaders and the Northern Alliance to kill or capture bin Laden, Elias-Sanborn says. “It was forced to be
less of a kinetic operation,” she says. “It had to be only for surveillance, which was not what they considered an
offensive posture.”
“Budget concerns … CT [counterterrorism] supplemental still at NSC-OMB [National Security Council – Office of
Management and Budget] level,” an April 2000 document reads. “Need forward movement on supplemental soonest
due to expected early recess due to conventions, campaigning and elections.” In addition, the Air Force told the CIA
that if it lost a drone, the CIA would have to pay for it, which made the agency more reluctant to use the
technology.
Still, the drone program began in September 2000. One drone swiftly twice observed an individual “most likely to
have been Bin Laden.” But since the CIA only had permission to use the drones for intelligence gathering, it had no
way to act on its findings. The agency submitted a proposal to the National Security Council staff in December 2000
that would have significantly expanded the program. “It was too late for the departing Clinton Administration to
take action on this strategic request,” however. It wasn’t too late for the Bush administration, though. It just never
did.
Former National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice has taken credit for the drone program that the Bush
administration ignored. “Things like working to get an armed Predator that actually turned out to be extraordinarily
important, working to get a strategy that would allow us to get better cooperation from Pakistan and from the
Central Asians,” she said in 2006. “We were not left a comprehensive strategy to fight al-Qaida.” Rice claimed that
the Bush administration continued the Clinton administration’s counterterrorism policies, a claim the documents
disprove. “If the administration wanted to get it done, I’m sure they could have gotten it done,” says Elias-Sanborn.
Many of the documents publicize for the first time what was first made clear in the 9/11 Commission: The White
House received a truly remarkable amount of warnings that al-Qaida was trying to attack the United States. From
June to September 2001, a full seven CIA Senior Intelligence Briefs detailed that attacks were imminent, an
incredible amount of information from one intelligence agency. One from June called “Bin-Ladin and Associates
Making Near-Term Threats” writes that “[redacted] expects Usama Bin Laden to launch multiple attacks over the
coming days.” The famous August brief called “Bin Ladin Determined to Strike the U.S.” is included. “Al-Qai’da
members, including some U.S. citizens, have resided in or travelled to the U.S. for years, and the group apparently
maintains a support structure here,” it says. During the entire month of August, President Bush was on vacation at
his ranch in Texas — which tied with one of Richard Nixon’s as the longest vacation ever taken by a president. CIA
Director George Tenet has said he didn’t speak to Bush once that month, describing the president as being “on
leave.” Bush did not hold a Principals’ meeting on terrorism until September 4, 2001, having downgraded the
meetings to a deputies’ meeting, which then-counterterrorism czar Richard Clarke has repeatedly said slowed down
anti-Bin Laden efforts “enormously, by months.”

For all the information the documents reveal, one huge matter is conspicuously absent: torture. There are nearly 50
CIA documents relating to such matters as the interrogation of 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and the
intelligence gleaned from him, and yet “none of them were declassified at all,” notes Elias-Sanborn. “Certainly, the
CIA has a stake in revealing what they did,” and they clearly do not want to reveal their complicity in war crimes.
One last thing is worth mentioning from the documents published today: Anyone with any doubt that the IsraeliPalestinian conflict is dangerous to the United States is contradicting U.S. intelligence. “Violence between Israelis
and the Palestinians, moreover is making Sunni extremists more willing to participate in attacks against U.S. or
Israeli interests,” the CIA wrote in February 2001. It is not the only piece of information revealed by the new
documents that will be deeply uncomfortable for the Bush administration and hawks across the country.
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“Do You Think America Makes Plans a Thousand Years Out?”

“Do You Think America Makes Plans a Thousand Years Out?” by Maj.Gen. Jerry Curry, Ret., SodaHead
Apr. 1, 2012, (http://www.sodahead.com/united-states/do-you-think-america-makes-plans-a-thousand-years-out------we-are-not-allies-we-are-still-the-i/question-2555987/
The great British poet Rudyard Kipling, understanding today’s situation in Afghanistan better than our State
Department wrote, “I have eaten your bread and salt. I have drunk your water and wine. The deaths ye died I have
watched beside. And the lives ye led were mine.”
There are two points the President and the Secretaries of State and Defense may want to keep in mind as they
evaluate future problems in the Middle East and how to successfully address them. Both are easiest illustrated by
real life happenings.
Many years ago I attended the Infantry officer Advanced Course at Fort Benning, Georgia. Probably ten percent of
the students attending that ten month course of instruction were from foreign countries. For about half of the
course my tablemate was an Arab. We studied together, completed homework assignments together, got to know
each other’s families and generally enjoyed each other’s company. Part of that time we students were immersed in
reading about, researching and discussing wars and problems of the Middle East. By this time my Arab classmate
and I had, I thought, become close friends. A question popped into my mind and without evaluating it I said, “I
have a question to ask you, but you may find it a little impertinent … or, perhaps, offensive.”
“That’s quite alright,” he replied. “We know each other well enough to be honest with each other. So go ahead and
ask your question.”
“Well,” I began. “Each time you Arabs start a war with Israel, they beat your socks off. Why don’t you learn your
lesson and quit making war on them?”
The words hadn’t passed my lips before I knew that I shouldn’t have asked that particular question. But I was
wrong. My Arab officer friend didn’t get angry. He didn’t even think before replying.
“My dear friend,” he said in his British accent, “You are absolutely right. Each time we attack the Israelis they whip
our asses. But have you noticed that with each loss we get better. We get whipped not as badly as in the war
before.”
Then he got a faraway look in his eyes, pounded on the table and said, “Sometime in the next thousand years … we
will win!”
Up until then I had never thought in terms of a thousand years, and I don’t think I’m very good at it today. But for
those formulating foreign and defense policy for the nation, it is worth making the effort. For it is difficult to think in
terms of the immediate future while negotiating with a nation whose leaders are thinking in terms of hundreds or
thousands of years.

Point two: during the first Gulf War U.S. and Arab forces fought side by side and some of the officers became close
friends. When the war ended in victory there was a celebration in the officer’s club with everyone congratulating
each other.
A lot of handshaking and hugging was going on. It was a time of displaying real brotherly love.
Seeing this, one of the senior Arab generals felt the needed to set the record straight. “Look,” he said to a small
cluster of American generals. “We have fought together and some of us have died together. I know you feel that
that makes us brothers.
But that is not the way it is in my world.”
He looked around the circle making eye contact with all of them. “I don’t want to see you hurt so I need to share
this with you. There will be no tomorrow for us jointly.
No matter how much you have helped my country — and you came and helped us when we desperately needed
your help – and no matter how friendly you feel toward us, we are still Muslims and you are still Christians. That
means that in our eyes, we can never be brothers. I’m sorry but, to us, you will always be – Infidels!”
And so we Infidels have liberated Iraq and Afghanistan, but we have not made their countries nor their people
depositories of freedom and liberty. No matter how hard we work to rebuild their governments, infrastructure,
educational and medical institutions, and no matter how desperately they need our help — as the Arab general
pointedly noted – we can never be brothers to each other.
Also, I learned what Kipling meant when he wrote, “East is East, and West is West, and never the twain shall
meet.”
He was pointing out to the western world that to Muslims, we Christians will always be infidels!
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Fw: 5 Minute Management Course

I hope this gives you a chuckle.
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
5 Minute Management Course
Lesson 1:
A man is getting into the shower just as his wife is finishing up her shower, when the doorbell rings. The
wife quickly wraps herself in a towel and runs downstairs. When she opens the door, there stands Bob, the
next-door neighbor Before she says a word, Bob says, “I'll give you $800 to drop that towel.”
After thinking for a moment, the woman drops her towel and stands naked in front of Bob, after a few
seconds, Bob hands her $800 and leaves.. The woman wraps back up in the towel and goes back upstairs.
When she gets to the bathroom, her husband asks, “Who was that?”
“It was Bob the next door neighbor’” she replies.
“Great,” the husband says, “Did he say anything about the $800 he owes me?”
Moral of the story: If you share critical information pertaining to credit and risk with your shareholders in
time, you may be in a position to prevent avoidable exposure.

Lesson 2:
A priest offered a Nun a lift. She got in and crossed her legs, forcing her gown to reveal a leg. The priest
nearly had an accident. After regaining control of the car, he stealthily slid his hand up her leg.
The nun said, “Father, remember Psalm 129?”
The priest removed his hand, but after changing gears, he let his hand slide up her leg again. The nun once
again said, “Father, remember Psalm 129?”
The priest apologized, “Sorry sister but the flesh is weak.”
Arriving at the convent, the nun sighed heavily and went on her way.
On his arrival at the church, the priest rushed to look up Psalm 129. It said, “Go forth and seek, further up,
you will find glory.”
Moral of the story: If you are not well informed in your job, you might miss a great opportunity.
Lesson 3:
A sales rep, an administration clerk, and their manager are walking to lunch when they find an antique oil
lamp. They rub it and a Genie comes out. The Genie says, “I'll give each of you just one wish.”
“Me first! Me first!” says the admin clerk. '”I want to be in the Bahamas, driving a speedboat, without a care
in the world.”
Puff! She's gone.
“Me next! Me next!” says the sales rep. “I want to be in Hawaii, relaxing on the beach with my personal
masseuse, an endless supply of Pina Coladas and the love of my life.”
Puff! He's gone.
“OK, you're up,” the Genie says to the manager.
The manager says, “I want those two back in the office after lunch.”
Moral of the story: Always let your boss have the first say.
Lesson 4
An eagle was sitting on a tree resting, doing nothing. A small rabbit saw the eagle and asked him, “Can I
also sit like you and do nothing?”
The eagle answered, “Sure, why not.”
So, the rabbit sat on the ground below the eagle and rested. All of a sudden, a fox appeared, jumped on
the rabbit and ate it.
Moral of the story: To be sitting and doing nothing, you must be sitting very, very high up.
Lesson 5

A turkey was chatting with a bull. “I would love to be able to get to the top of that tree” sighed the turkey,
“but I haven't got the energy.”
“Well, why don't you nibble on some of my droppings?” replied the bull. “They're packed with nutrients.”
The turkey pecked at a lump of dung, and found it actually gave him enough strength to reach the lowest
branch of the tree. The next day, after eating some more dung, he reached the second branch. Finally after
a fourth night, the turkey was proudly perched at the top of the tree.
He was promptly spotted by a farmer, who shot him out of the tree.
Moral of the story: Bullsh*t might get you to the top, but it won't keep you there.
Lesson 6
A little bird was flying south for the winter. It was so cold the bird froze and fell to the ground into a large
field. While he was lying there, a cow came by and dropped some dung on him. As the frozen bird lay there
in the pile of cow dung, he began to realize how warm he was. The dung was actually thawing him out! He
lay there all warm and happy, and soon began to sing for joy.
A passing cat heard the bird singing and came to investigate. Following the sound, the cat discovered the
bird under the pile of cow dung, and promptly dug him out and ate him.
Morals of the story:
1. Not everyone who sh*ts on you is your enemy.
2. Not everyone who gets you out of sh*t is your friend.
3. When you're in deep sh*t, it's best to keep your mouth shut!
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“Corporate Feelings”

“Corporate Feelings” by Robert Reich, NationofChange
June 19, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/corporate-feelings-1340111582)
Perhaps you’d expect no more from the Republican leader of the Senate who proclaimed three years ago that the
GOP’s first priority was to get Obama out of the White House.
But Senator Mitch McConnell’s speech Friday at the American Enterprise Institute in Washington is simply bonkers.
The only reason I bring it up is because it offers an inside look at how the Republican goal of getting rid of Obama
is inextricably linked to the Republican Supreme Court’s decision equating corporations with people under the First
Amendment, and to the Republican’s current determination to keep Americans in the dark about which corporations
contribute what.
In the upside-down world of regressive Republicanism, McConnell thinks proposed legislation requiring companies
to disclose their campaign spending would stifle their free speech.
He describes the current push to disclose the sources behind campaign contributions as a “political weapon,” used
by the Democrats, “to expose its critics to harassment and intimidation.”
Harassment and intimidation? It used to be called accountability to shareholders and consumers.
Five members of the Supreme Court think corporations are people. Mitt Romney agrees. And now the minority
leader of the Senate – the highest-ranking Republican official in America – takes this logic to its absurd conclusion:

If corporations are people, they must be capable of feeling harassed and intimidated if their shareholders or
consumers don’t approve of their political expenditures.
Hell, they might even throw a tantrum. Or cry.
But what exactly are corporations anyway, separate and apart from their shareholders and consumers? Legal
fictions, pieces of paper.
And whom do corporations exist for if not the people who legally own them and those who purchase the products
and services they sell?
Clearly, McConnell doesn’t want corporations to be forced to disclose their political contributions because he and
other Republicans worry that some shareholders and consumers would react badly if they knew – and thereby
constrain such giving.
And the reason McConnell and other Republicans don’t want any constraint on corporate political giving is most
CEOs are Republicans who want to use their firms – and the money their shareholders legally own – as secret slush
funds for the Republican Party, funneled through front groups like the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and Crossroads
GPS.
Crossroads GPS has disclosed on its tax returns that 23 donors to it have each given $1 million or more to finance
its campaign activities. But Crossroads claims status as a charity under IRS rules – a “social welfare” organization”
that doesn’t have to disclose its donors – even though anyone with half a brain knows its overriding purpose is to
influence elections.
McConnell and other Republicans conveniently forget secret campaign money was at the heart of the Watergate
scandals forty years ago. And that even the Supreme Court in its heinous “Citizens United” decision upheld the
constitutionality of disclosure requirements on corporations and other outside groups.
Mitch McConnell wants to give some cover to his Republican colleagues who will be voting later this month or early
next month on the bill to force full disclosure of corporate political expenses. But his speech at the American
Enterprise Institute doesn’t provide cover. It cloaks the whole Republican enterprise in political bunk.
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From the Right: “Now Korea Is Cleaning Our Clock”

I can’t help but agree with this guy when he talks about trade.
“Now Korea Is Cleaning Our Clock” by:Patrick J. Buchanan, Human Events
June 19, 2012, (http://www.humanevents.com/2012/06/19/now-korea-is-cleaning-our-clock/)
The entry into force of the U.S.-Korea trade agreement on March 15, 2012, means countless new
opportunities for U.S. exporters to sell more made-in-America goods, services and agricultural products to
Korean customers -- and to support more good jobs here at home.
Thus did the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative rhapsodize about the potential of our new trade treaty with
South Korea.
And how has it worked out for Uncle Sam?
Well, courtesy of Martin Crutsinger of The Associated Press, the trade figures are in for April, the first full month
under the trade deal with South Korea.

And, surprise! The U.S. trade deficit with Korea tripled in one month. Imports from South Korea jumped 15 percent
to $5.5 billion in April, while U.S. exports to South Korea fell 12 percent to $3.7 billion. Suddenly, the U.S. trade
deficit with Seoul surged to an annual rate of $22 billion.
Shades of NAFTA. When it passed in 1993, we had a $1.6 billion trade surplus with Mexico. By 2010, our trade
deficit with Mexico had reached $61.6 billion.
There is other news of interest in those trade figures for those who chronicle the industrial decline of the United
States.
In 2011, America ran the largest trade deficit ever with a single nation, $295.4 billion, with China. But this year, the
U.S. trade deficit with China is running 12 percent ahead of 2011.
And the U.S. trade deficit with the world is now back up over $600 billion a year.
What do these mammoth and mounting deficits mean?
A deepening dependence on foreign nations for the necessities of our national life. A steady erosion of our
manufacturing base. A continued stagnation in the real wages of the middle class. And an unending redistribution of
America's wealth to foreign lands.
It is no coincidence that the real wages of U.S. workers ceased to rise in the mid-1970s, just as a century of U.S.
trade surpluses was coming to an end.
In 1975, we began three decades of trade deficits that grew until, in the Bush II years, they reached 8 percent of
the entire economy. These deficits helped to precipitate the Great Recession and helped to prevent our rescue from
it.
For just as a trade surplus adds to the gross domestic product of a nation, a trade deficit subtracts from it,
substituting foreign goods for U.S.-made goods.
If one would, in a sitting of a single hour, understand where and why America converted from the economic
patriotism of Washington, Hamilton, Jefferson, Madison, Jackson, Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt and Cal Coolidge to
the free-trade ideology of academics and ideologues, none of whom ever built a great nation, let me commend a
splendid pamphlet from The Conservative Caucus.

The Conservative Case Against Free Trade, by Ian Fletcher and William Shearer, is a brisk walk through the trade

and tariff history of the republic. It is a short story of national decline, of how a nation that converted itself in its
first century from 13 agricultural colonies into the greatest industrial power the world had ever seen began to kick it
all away in the third century of its existence.
It is a chronicle of the rise and fall of the United States as a sovereign and self-sufficient republic.
The knock on economic nationalists is that they really do not believe in trade.
This is nonsense. Like libertarians, economic patriots believe in untrammeled free trade among the states of the
Union.
They believe in the 14th Amendment's equal protection of the law. U.S. wage-and-hour laws, civil rights laws and
environmental laws should apply equally to factories from New York to New Mexico and from Alabama to Arizona. If
states wish to adopt their own right-to-work laws or abolish corporate income taxes, that is free and fair
competition.
Global free trade is an altogether different matter.

If you move your factory to Mexico, Guatemala, Vietnam, China or Bangladesh, the 14th Amendment no longer
applies.
Global free trade means U.S. workers compete with Asian and Latin American workers whose wages
are a fraction of our own and whose benefits may be nonexistent. Global free trade means U.S
factories that relocate to Indonesia or India need not observe U.S. laws on health, safety, pollution or
paying a minimum wage.
Global free trade means that companies that move factories outside the United States can send their
products back to the United States free of charge and undercut businessmen who retain their
American workers and live within American laws.
Free trade makes suckers and fools out of patriots.
Anticipating the Davos crowd, Thomas Jefferson wrote: "Merchants have no country. The mere spot they
stand on does not constitute so strong an attachment as that from which they draw their gains."
Instead of a trade policy crafted for the benefit of multinationalist corporations, we need a new trade
policy that puts America and Americans first.
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“We're All Going to Hell or to Sweden”

This too good not to share. Go all the way to the end please.
“We're All Going to Hell or to Sweden” by Bryian Revoner, Jonesboro Public Policy Examiner
June 18, 2012, (http://www.examiner.com/article/dr-monica-crowley-drops-the-sweden-bomb)
Fox News might not be fair and balanced, but it is definitely hilarious and unbelievable at times, and once again it
has delivered with this latest interview between Dr. Monica Crowley and “The Factor’s” Bill O’Reilly. Crowley was
appearing on the “Factor” to promote her new book, called What the (Bleep) Just Happened?
Now knowing Fox News and knowing Dr. Monica Crowley, it shouldn’t be too difficult to imagine the political content
of this book. And if you guessed that this book is an anti-Obama, pro-conservative book, then you guessed
correctly, because that is precisely what it is.
And in typical conservative fashion, Crowley goes after President Obama just in time for the 2012 elections, and she
does it with some very interesting, yet somewhat predictable accusations. She starts by telling O’Reilly the usual,
conservative talking points of how Obama’s only mission in life is to destroy the goals and principles that made
America so great, as evident by her discontent with the spiraling, sixteen-trillion-dollar debt and the high
unemployment numbers, which she blames wholly on President Obama’s failed, economic policies.
But the most interesting tidbit of information that Crowley shared with O’Reilly and the Fox News audience in her
hot, new book is the startling, new revelation that President Obama is not the person that he says he is—basically
an imposter, which is a sentiment that has been echoed before, specifically by people like Donald Trump and his
Birther brigade.
So are you ready for this? You might want to sit down. According to Dr. Monica Crowley, President Obama is as
close to being a card-carrying member of communism as one can be without actually living in China or Russia, and
it didn’t stop there. Apparently, President Obama’s father, Barack Obama Sr., was part of a socialist organization in
Kenya, and his mother, Ann Dunham, was a regular member of a place described by Crowley as the Little Red
Church—red meaning communist red and this was the upbringing that a young Obama was subjected to and
indoctrinated by.

It could have ended there, but it didn’t, because O’Reilly asked this one fateful question of Crowley, as she was
busy spewing her new, communist-Obama plot. O’Reilly asked her to specifically state what President Obama’s
communist plot had in mind to turn America into—what country, what place? Crowley then tried to dodge the
question with more of her destruction of America by Obama propaganda, but O’Reilly pressed her into a corner and
demanded that she name a place that America would be morphed into if Obama the communist could have his
way?
And, you are not going to believe what Crowley came up with! After all of her communism talk and communist
accusations against President Obama, his mother and his father, Crowley finally looked O’Reilly in the eye and said
that the country that Obama the communist is just dying to turn America into is—Sweden!
Yes, she said Sweden! Out of all of the countries that I just knew that she was going to name, Sweden was not one
of them. I literally passed out in laughter, because nothing will scare the conservative voters to the polls in
November to vote for Mitt Romney like the horrendous possibilities of Sweden.
In fact, the U.S. Department of State does not even recognize Sweden as a communist country. It has Sweden
labeled as a Constitutional Monarchy. So if President Obama is a communist, he’s not a very good one, because he
obviously doesn’t know enough about communist countries to pick one when he chooses one to model the United
States after! Even O’Reilly chuckled in disbelief at Crowley's Sweden theory.
First President Obama was a secret Muslim, a terrorist, and a Black liberationist. Then, he was a secret, Kenyan
citizen with a forged birth certificate. And now, he’s a secret, Black communist who wants to be the leader of a
Swedish, Constitutional Monarchy. What will they think of next?
[OMFG! Not Sweden? We’re not becoming like Sweden, surely? That would be so un-American! Sweden is one of
the happiest nations on Earth—maybe not a good direction for a bunch of anal-retentive Puritans! I mean, where’s
the existential pain we require if we end up being commies like Sweden? –SteveB]
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Quote: Bill Maher on George Bush & Teabaggers

20120619-07

20:45

SteveG

“Michigan Man Has 29 College Degrees & Counting”

[“Buy yer books and buy yer books and all ya ever do is eat the pages.” (old southern Hoosierism) –SteveB]
“Michigan Man Has 29 College Degrees and Counting” by Christina Ng, “Good Morning America”/ABC News
June 18, 2012, (http://gma.yahoo.com/michigan-man-29-college-degrees-counting-191653707--abc-newstopstories.html)
Every June, students all over the country don their caps and gowns for graduation. Whether it's from high school,
college or graduate school, most people could easily count their own graduations on one hand.
But not 71-year-old Michael Nicholson of Kalamazoo, Mich. Nicholson has earned 29 degrees and is now pursuing
his 30th.
"I just stayed in school and took menial jobs to pay for the education and just made a point of getting more
degrees and eventually I retired so that I could go full-time to school," Nicholson told ABCNews.com.
"It's stimulation to go to the class, look at the material that's required and meet the teacher and students. It makes
life interesting for me," he said. "Otherwise, things would be pretty dull."
Nicholson has one bachelor's degree, two associate's degrees, 22 master's degrees, three specialist degrees and
one doctoral degree.
Most of the degrees are related to education such as educational leadership, library science and school psychology,
but other degrees include home economics, health education and law enforcement.
Nicholson is currently working on a master's degree in criminal justice.
"I would like to get to 33 or 34. I'm almost there," he said. "When I complete that, I'll feel like I've completed my
basic education. After that, if I'm still alive -- that would take me to 80 or 81 -- I would then be free to pursue any
type of degree."
Nicholson's early interest in education came from the encouragement of his parents, who wanted him to be welleducated. His Canadian father was forced to drop out of school after the third grade to work and his mother
graduated from high school.
"We were motivated to continue with our educations and go as far as we could go," he said of himself and his
siblings. "She [his mother] wanted something better for us than simply working at a factory, so she kept doing the
necessary for us to continue."
Nicholson's first degree was a bachelor's in religious education from William Tyndale College in Michigan in 1963.
Five degrees later, he was pursuing his doctorate in education from Western Michigan University in 1978.
While pursuing the doctorate, he met Western Michigan University Professor Tom Carey when Nicholson was
working as a parking lot attendant writing tickets for the university. He wrote Carey three tickets in one day and the
two have now known each other for 35 years.
"I've had 18,000 students in class and I've never heard of anybody like this," Carey told ABCNews.com. "He's the
ultimate life-long learner. I marvel at his tenacity to go to school."
Nicholson has earned all of his degrees; none of them have been honorary or awarded degrees. Though Carey was
never Nicholson's professor, the two meet at least once a year for Nicholson to give Carey an updated resume,
which he shows students in his classes.

"He's intrinsically motivated. It's unique, but it almost sounds bizarre," Carey said. "Some people collect animals and
he collects tassels."
And collect tassels he does. Nicholson has been to 28 of his 29 graduation ceremonies.
What does he enjoy about the graduation ceremonies? "Just the pomp and circumstance. ... I could do without the
speeches," he said with a laugh.
"Eventually, it became getting as many as I could," he said. "There's the excitement of graduation, but the overall
objective was to get the degree."
He has earned degrees from a dozen schools in places including Michigan, Texas, Indiana and Canada, and he
always goes to class.
"I would not take an Internet class. That's far too difficult," Nicholson said. "I'm not one of those all-A students."
He still works on a typewriter and his wife Sharon Nicholson helps him type up his assignments. His wife is highly
educated in her own right, with seven degrees of her own.
"She helps me with my homework all the time," he said. "I cannot function on a computer, so she has to do it."
When asked what advice he would give to recent graduates, Nicholson paused before saying, "Don't quit too soon.
Keep up with your aspirations. A lot of people tend to throw in the towel and have to come back to it later. Don't
give up on your aspirations too soon."
And the admittedly competitive Nicholson has no plans to give up on his own aspirations, hinting that he has his
eye on a few more degrees in the next few years.
"He likes going to school and doesn't want responsibility," Carey said. "This is what Mike lives for. He's about 70
and he's not going to stop. It wouldn't surprise me if at one point he tried law school or something else."
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Add Corporate Logos to Our Flag or Get Corporations Out of Politics!

Quote: Sen. Bernie Sanders on Gridlock
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Photo: St. Lucia

http://fineartamerica.com/featured/pitons-at-sunset-st-lucia-chester-williams.html
“Pitons At Sunset” (St Lucia), by Chester Williams

—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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GOP Wants to Drive US Over the Cliff
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 21, 2012)
“A Secret the Republicans Know But Will Never Admit” by Michael Tomasky, The Daily Beast
June 11, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/06/11/a-secret-the-republicans-know-but-will-neveradmit.html)

Take a look, would you, at this very fascinating chart via Media Matters but originated by the Economic Policy
Institute on public-sector job growth during recent American recessions.
In each of the three previous recent recessions of 1981, 1990 and 2001, the number of public-sector jobs increased
during the darkest days. Now, first of all: hey, isn't it interesting that our three recent recessions started under
Republican presidents? Huh.
At any rate, the chart shows you that in all those bleak periods, while the private sector was draining jobs, the
public sector was gaining jobs. By about 1 percent in the 2001 recession, by 3 percent in the 1990 one, and by
more than 3 percent in the 1981 one. Yes, as is often the case, Ronald Reagan was the most socialistic of the lot.
Why did this happen, even though the economy was contracting? Because the government kept spending money.
You can "blame" the Democratic congresses that were in place if you want to, but there's no blame to be spread.
This was a good thing. People were working and spending money. The increase in public payrolls was helping to
offset the contraction of private ones.
Public-sector job loss this time, though, has contributed mightily to overall stagnation. EPI had much more to say
on the subject in an excellent report issued last month. It's around 750,000 jobs we're down in the public sector.
Republicans know this. Even if they're sincere about smaller government, which is open to question in many cases,
but even if they are, they understand enough about economics to know that a person working and making $50,000
is doing more for the economy than a person not working. Whether that person is a teacher or a cop or a privatesector IT person, he is pumping money into the economy.
The Democrats have done their usual not-very-good job of making this an issue and putting the GOP on the
defensive. You look at this chart and the ad writes itself. And yet, ads don't write themselves, because lots of good
ones never seem to get written.
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“The Rise of Asian Americans”

from “The Rise of Asian Americans” by Pew Social and Demographic Trends
June 19, 2012, (http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2012/06/19/the-rise-of-asian-americans/?src=prc-newsletter)
“Asian Americans are the highest-income, best-educated and fastest-growing racial group in the United States. They
are more satisfied than the general public with their lives, finances and the direction of the country, and they place
more value than other Americans do on marriage, parenthood, hard work and career success, according to a
comprehensive new nationwide survey by the Pew Research Center.”

“A century ago, most Asian Americans were low-skilled, low-wage laborers crowded into ethnic enclaves and targets
of official discrimination. Today they are the most likely of any major racial or ethnic group in America to live in
mixed neighborhoods and to marry across racial lines. When newly minted medical school graduate Priscilla Chan
married Facebook founder Mark Zuckerberg last month, she joined the 37% of all recent Asian-American brides who
wed a non-Asian groom.”
Continue…
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“Democrats, GOP Debate Political Non-Profits' Donors”

“Democrats, GOP Debate Political Non-Profits' Donors” by Fredreka Schouten, USA Today
June 19, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2012-06-19/nonprofits-campaign-donorsdisclosure/55698330/1?csp=34news)
(WASHINGTON) The advertising onslaught against Missouri Sen. Claire McCaskill has been unrelenting — nearly
$7.1 million from outside groups determined to defeat the first-term Democrat in an election still five months away.
Nearly all the money — $6.8 million — has come from non-profit groups that don't disclose their donors' identities.
"It's scary because we are being swamped," said McCaskill, who has made criticizing the outside spending a
centerpiece of her re-election bid. "If the American people weren't cynical enough about politics, this is going to
make them even more cynical."
But voters are unlikely to learn more about those donors before November's election.
Conservatives in Congress have mounted an aggressive drive to block new proposals aimed at unmasking
anonymous donations to groups such as Crossroads GPS— which is spending $2 million this month alone on ads

targeting McCaskill and two other Democratic Senate candidates. Crossroads GPS, affiliated with Republican
strategist Karl Rove, does not have to reveal its contributors because it is a non-profit advocacy group, not a
political action committee.
In a fiery speech last week, the Senate's top Republican, Minority Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, denounced
a Democratic bill in Congress that would require non-profit political groups to reveal their funders and accused
President Obama and his campaign of Nixon-style dirty tricks to restrict opponents' free speech.
The DISCLOSE Act, as the Democratic proposal is known, "is nothing less than an effort by the government itself to
expose its critics to harassment and intimidation," McConnell told the conservative American Enterprise Institute.
As evidence of disclosure's dangers, McConnell slammed an April 20 Obama campaign document hitting eight
wealthy donors to Mitt Romney as an "old-school enemies list" and said an Idaho businessman on the list has been
singled out as a "personal target."
McConnell was referring to Frank VanderSloot, the CEO of Melaleuca, described by the campaign as a "bitter foe of
the gay rights moment," after he donated $1 million to a pro-Romney super PAC. Super PACs disclose their
contributors.
VanderSloot told USA Today he went through "living hell" and lost about 200 customers of his nutritional
supplements company in the first two weeks after the list appeared. In the weeks since, he said, supporters have
outnumbered detractors after conservative commentators have taken up his cause.
VanderSloot, however, said he doesn't oppose disclosure, but is more worried about journalists "spreading
falsehoods" about him. "I believe the public deserves to know where the money is coming from," he said in an email.
Obama campaign spokesman Ben LaBolt said McConnell is "running a cover-up operation for the special-interest
donors attempting to buy the election."
This week, Obama campaign lawyer Robert Bauer urged Crossroads GPS to reveal its donors, saying it really is a
political organization. He also filed a complaint against the group with the Federal Election Commission in an effort
to force disclosure.
"Unless he's sending the same letter to the groups supporting Obama … then this is an ideological witch hunt,"
Crossroads spokesman Jonathan Collegio said.
It could be months before the FEC takes up the complaint against Crossroads, and the DISCLOSE Act's prospects in
Congress are dim — where it is unlikely to pass the Republican-controlled House. Rep. Chris Van Hollen, D-Md., the
measure's primary champion, said McConnell's criticism is a "crass political move because he believes Republicans in
Congress will benefit from the secret bankrolling of campaigns and television advertising."
McConnell "finds it interesting that when wealthy Democrats were giving, Democrats weren't complaining," his
spokesman Don Stewart said Tuesday. "Now that the spending is more balanced, they are complaining."
The airwaves in several states crucial to the presidential and congressional contests have been saturated with
political ads, driven in part by new super PACs that can raise and spend unlimited corporate and union money.
But non-profits are gearing up to play a larger role. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which does not publicly
disclose its donors, plans to spend more than $50 million on elections, Chamber President Tom Donohue recently
told reporters. Americans For Prosperity, a conservative non-profit that doesn't reveal its donors, plans to spend
$100 million this year.
The stakes are high for both political parties. Democrats have a 53-seat majority in the 100-member Senate.
McCaskill holds one of seven Democrat-held seats considered "tossups" by the non-partisan Cook Political Report.

So far, Democratic donors, such as Progressive Insurance founder Peter Lewis, have been slow to counter the
Republican spending. Lewis, who spent $25 million in the 2004 election, to oppose President George W. Bush, won't
fund attack ads to help Democrats this year, his spokeswoman Jennifer Frutchy said in a statement. Instead, he
plans to donate to think tanks and other groups to "build the progressive infrastructure." Lewis "finds the corrupting
power of money offensive with its negativity and denigration of opponents," she said.
McCaskill, who will face the winner of an Aug. 7 GOP primary, said it will be hard to match the spending against
her, but said: "I'm proud of a lot of wealthy donors on our side of the equation because they don't want to play in
this cesspool."
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Fw: CREDO Action Action: Buy a Citizens United T-Shirt!

from CREDO Action:
After Gov. Scott Walker's victory in Wisconsin, it's clear that Tea Party extremists won't give up easily.
The forces backing them are committed to spending millions — so we need to be equally committed to fighting
back.
With the help of CREDO activists, we've already built the largest grassroots SuperPAC fighting Tea Party extremists,
but we've got a long way to go.
Stand up to Tea Party extremism now. Contribute $35 or more, and get your limited-edition CREDO SuperPAC
"Overturn Citizens United" T-Shirt:
https://secure.actblue.com/contribute/page/overturnshirt?refcode=actblue_homepage.
If you don't want a shirt, you can still chip in $5 or more to help us defeat the Tea Party Ten.
We know that one of the best ways to upend Tea Party extremism is by overturning the horrendous Citizens United
Supreme Court decision that has allowed Tea Party radicals to take Congress by storm.
CREDO SuperPAC organizers and volunteers are building local grassroots campaigns, and making a major impact
against some of the worst of the worst across the country.
But it will take all of us to build a campaign that can take down these Tea Party extremists.
Show your support now with a contribution of $35 or more and get your limited-edition CREDO SuperPAC T-shirt.
Or just chip in $5 — every contribution helps.
Thanks for standing with us, Mudcat Arnold, Campaign Manager, CREDO SuperPAC,
http://act.credoaction.com/take_down/
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Video: “Philadelphia: Bed Bug Capital of America?”

Video: “Philadelphia: Bed Bug Capital of America?” by Yahoo! News
June 19, 2012, (http://screen.yahoo.com/philadelphia-bed-bug-capital-of-america29722190.html?pb_list=23dce613-c500-43f0-9134-70e58b73187a)
[At least we don’t have these critters in Bolivia—yet! –SteveB]
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“World's Tallest Building to Be Built in Only 90 Days”

Hurry up and wait! / Doesn’t anything cool happen in America, the capital of school shootings, anymore?
“World's Tallest Building to Be Built in Only 90 Days” by James Holloway, GizMag
June 18, 2012, (http://www.gizmag.com/broad-sky-cityone/22983/?utm_source=Gizmag+Subscribers&utm_campaign=dc36ad1a56-UA-2235360-4&utm_medium=email)

Chinese construction company Broad Group has announced ambitious plans to construct the world's tallest
skyscraper in an implausibly swift 90 days. If the target is met, the 838-meter (2,750-ft) "Sky City One" will take

only a twentieth of the time that the Burj Khalifa, the world's current tallest building, took to construct, and will
stand 10 meters (33 feet) taller still upon completion. The secret to the rapid construction is prefabrication.
Approximately 95 percent of the building will have been put together in modular form before work even commences
on site.
Broad has form in the area of rapid prefab construction. The company, which primarily makes air conditioning, has
already demonstrated its Broad Sustainable Building (BSB) concept, albeit at a much smaller scale. It built the 15story New Ark Hotel prototype in one week and a 6-story demo pavilion in a single day. Broad is clearly confident
that the SBS principle can be applied to the 220-story Sky City One, perhaps taking confidence from a 30-story
prototype withstanding a simulated "magnitude 9 earthquake."
Broad has described Sky City One is a self-contained earthquake-resistant carless city which will not only
accommodate approximately 100,000 people, but provide them with retail and leisure facilities too.
According to CNN the Sky City One will contain 1,000,000 sq m (10,800,000 sq ft) of usable floor space and its 220
floors will be connected by 104 separate elevators. Broad CEO Zhang Yue reportedly claims that the tower will
consume only one fifth of the energy of a conventional building of its size (if you can call any building this tall
conventional) due to sustainable design approaches built into the BSB concept including 15-cm (6-inch) thick
exterior walls and quadruple glazing, both of which up Sky City's insulation.
CNN reports that the the Sky City One is projected to cost U.S. $628 million: positively cheap when compared to the
$1.5 billion Burj Khalifa. Work is due to commence on site in November 2012 with completion due the following
January, though final approval from Chinese authorities is yet to be granted.
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10:03

SteveG

Fw: Word Origins for Oldies

NOW THIS IS A REAL EDUCATION
Where did “pi*s poor” come from?
We older people need to learn something new every day… Just to keep the grey matter tuned up.
Where did "Pi*s Poor" come from? Interesting History.
They used to use urine to tan animal skins, so families used to all pee in a pot And then once it was full it was taken
and sold to the tannery... If you had to do this to survive you were "Pi*s Poor".
But worse than that were the really poor folk who couldn't even afford to buy a pot... They "didn't have a pot to
pi*s in" and were the lowest of the low.
The next time you are washing your hands and complain because the water temperature isn't just how you like it,
think about how things used to be. Here are some facts about the 1500s:
Most people got married in June because they took their yearly bath in May, and they still smelled pretty good by
June. However, since they were starting to smell, brides carried a bouquet of flowers to hide the body odor. Hence
the custom today of carrying a bouquet when getting married.
Baths consisted of a big tub filled with hot water. The man of the house had the privilege of the nice clean water,
then all the other sons and men, then the women and finally the children. Last of all the babies. By then the water
was so dirty you could actually lose someone in it. Hence the saying, "Don't throw the baby out with the bath
water!"
Houses had thatched roofs-thick straw-piled high, with no wood underneath. It was the only place for animals to
get warm, so all the cats and other small animals (mice, bugs) lived in the roof. When it rained it became slippery
and sometimes the animals would slip and fall off the roof. Hence the saying, "It's raining cats and dogs."

There was nothing to stop things from falling into the house. This posed a real problem in the bedroom where bugs
and other droppings could mess up your nice clean bed. Hence, a bed with big posts and a sheet hung over the top
afforded some protection. That's how canopy beds came into existence.
The floor was dirt. Only the wealthy had something other than dirt. Hence the saying, "Dirt poor." The wealthy had
slate floors that would get slippery In the winter when wet, so they spread thresh (straw) on floor to help keep their
footing. As the winter wore on, they added more thresh until, when you opened the door, It would all start slipping
outside. A piece of wood was placed in the entrance-way. Hence: a thresh hold. (Getting quite an education, aren't
you?)
In those old days, they cooked in the kitchen with a big kettle that always hung over the fire. Every day they lit the
fire and added things to the pot. They ate mostly vegetables and did not get much meat. They would eat the stew
for dinner, leaving leftovers in the pot to get cold overnight and then start over the next day. Sometimes stew had
food in it that had been there for quite a while. Hence the rhyme: “Peas porridge hot, peas porridge cold, peas
porridge in the pot nine days old”.
Sometimes they could obtain pork, which made them feel quite special. When visitors came over, they would hang
up their bacon to show off. It was a sign of wealth that a man could, "bring home the bacon." They would cut off a
little to share with guests and would all sit around and chew the fat.
Those with money had plates made of pewter. Food with high acid content caused some of the lead to leach onto
the food, causing lead poisoning death. This happened most often with tomatoes, so for the next 400 years or so,
tomatoes were considered poisonous [in Br.].
Bread was divided according to status. Workers got the burnt bottom of the loaf, the family got the middle, and
guests got the top, or the upper crust.
Lead cups were used to drink ale or whisky. The combination would sometimes knock the imbibers out for a couple
of days. Someone walking along the road would take them for dead and prepare them for burial. They were laid out
on the kitchen table for a couple of days and the family would gather around and eat and drink and wait and see if
they would wake up. Hence the custom; “of holding a wake”.
England is old and small and the local folks started running out of places to bury people. So they would dig up
coffins and would take the bones to a bone-house, and reuse the grave. When reopening these coffins, 1 out of 25
coffins were found to have scratch marks on the inside and they realized they had been burying people alive. So
they would tie a string on the wrist of the corpse, lead it through the coffin and up through the ground and tie it to
a bell. Someone would have to sit out in the graveyard all night (the graveyard shift.) to listen for the bell; thus,
someone could be, “saved by the bell” or was "considered a dead ringer”. And that's the truth.
Now, whoever said History was boring!!! So get out there and educate someone! Share these facts with a friend.
Inside every older person is a younger person wondering, 'What the heck happened?' We'll be friends until we are
old and senile. Then we'll be new friends. “Smile”, it gives your face something to do!
20120620-08
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Re: Word Origins for Oldies (reply to SteveG, above)

Is this all really true? If so, it's fascinating.
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“Poisoned Search Results: More of a Malware Threat Than You Probably
Think”

“Poisoned Search Results: More of a Malware Threat Than You Probably Think” by Tim Sprinkle, Yahoo! News

June 19, 2012, (http://finance.yahoo.com/blogs/the-exchange/poisoned-search-results-more-malware-threatprobably-think-150643365.html)
Be careful what you click on when searching the Web; the international cybercrime community is coming for you.
That's the message from Internet security firm Blue Coat, which earlier this year found that poisoned search engine
results remain the number one malware threat on the Web, accounting for a full 40 percent of all cyberattacks in
2011. The popular bait-and-switch tactic is nearly four times more likely to snag unsuspecting users than the once
common email-based approach, which now only accounts for 11 percent of attacks. Social networking rounds out
the top three threats with 6.5 percent.
The Blue Coat report was based on an analysis of the Web traffic of more than 75 million users.
"Searching is at least as dangerous as going into your email in-box and clicking on things," Chris Larsen, Blue Coat's
chief malware expert, recently told USA Today.
The scam works like this: The bad guys set up themed "bait sites" using terms that are likely to show up in search
engine results, as a way to trick users into visiting their sites. When the unsuspecting user clicks on a poisoned
result in their search engine, thinking they are going to a legitimate site related to their search, they are served a
site designed by the phishers to gather their financial information or get them to download a piece of malware or
otherwise fall victim to whatever scam they are running. In many cases, users don't even know they have been
victimized until it's too late.
It's the sheer scale of search engine traffic that attracts the scammers. With millions of users clicking on Google and
Bing search results every hour of every day, sooner or later someone is going to slip up and visit a malware site.
Still, the study revealed some interesting trends in search poisoning strategy. The conventional wisdom is that cyber
criminals are more likely to focus on major news events or celebrity stories that would generate lots of traffic for
their sites, but in fact they seem to prefer to target searches to terms that only a few people will be searching for to
give themselves a better chance of showing up at the top of the search results page. People don't expect poisoned
search results when looking for obscure refrigerator parts or Christmas decorating ideas, Larsen said, so their guard
is down and they are more likely to click.
And, unfortunately for everyday users, poisoned search results are far from rare. There were 26 million new
malware samples reported in 2011, according to the Anti-Phishing Working Group, and nearly 40 percent of the
world's computers are thought to be infected. According to Blue Coat, 1 in every 142 searches last year led to a
malicious link, while research by Web security firm Symantec has found that as many as one in three search results
in its studies are poisoned. Either way, the odds heavily favor the bad guys.
Case in point: Earlier this year, search results related to the popular Hunger Games series of books and movies
were poisoned on a large scale by cyber criminals, setting off international warnings from Web security firms.
So what can average users do to protect themselves from the risks of poisoned search results? Awareness is the
key, as is a basic understanding of what legitimate Web addresses look like. Here are a few suggestions from Blue
Coat:
• Scan the site description — Google and Bing display two lines of "flavor text" alongside their text search
results, which can provide clues to the site's provenance. "Look for disjointed, random text, like it was
mashed up by a computer (because it was)."
• Check out the domain name — "Is it one you've heard of? Does it seem to have something to do with the
topic you were searching for?"
• Preview before clicking — "Google now has a 'preview' feature, where text-search results have a little
button to the right. If you hover your mouse on it, it will display an image of the page. This lets you see if
the page 'looks legit.'"

• Know your top level domains (TLDs) — "There are a lot of two-letter TLDs assigned to specific countries:
.RU = Russia, .IN = India, etc. If you're searching for a U.S. culture topic, like Halloween costume ideas, or
Thanksgiving recipes, or Christmas decorations and your search returns results on .RU or .IN, etc, ask
yourself if it's likely that a site hosted there would really have good content about your search topic."
• Use protection — [Condoms? --SteveB] It's always important to protect your computer with antivirus and
antimalware software, which will block many of the malicious infrastructures that run search engine
poisoning attacks. [Oh! --SteveB]
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“Super PACs & Secret Money Destroying America’s Democracy”

“Super PACs and Secret Money Destroying America’s Democracy” by Jim Hightower, NationofChange
June 20, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/super-pacs-and-secret-money-destroying-america-s-democracy1340199746)

Leave it to Bill Moyers, one of America's most useful citizens, to sum up our country's present political plight in a
succinct metaphor: "Our elections have replaced horse racing as the sport of kings. These kings are multibillionaire
corporate moguls who by divine right — not of God, but (of the Supreme Court's) Citizens United decision — are
now buying politicians like so much pricey horseflesh."
Pricey, indeed. In its disgraceful, democracy-crushing judicial edict of January 2010, the Court took the big
advantage that America's corporate elite already had in politics — and super-sized it. This is the first presidential
election to be run under the rigged rules invented by the Court's five-man corporatist majority, and we can see the
effects of this ruling.
For instance, we saw in this year's Republican nominating contests that a new, supremely authorized critter not only
arose, but instantly became the dominant force in the game, allowing a handful of extremely wealthy players to
shove their selfish agenda ahead of all other interests in the election process: super PACs!
These are secretive money funnels that various political partisans have set up to take advantage of the court's
implausible finding that the Constitution allows corporations and super-rich individuals to put unlimited sums of
money into "independent" campaigns to elect or defeat whomever they choose. (I should note that the justices'
ruling was a model of fairness in that it also allows poor people to put unlimited amounts of their money into super
PACs.)

These new entities amassed and spent vastly more than the campaigns of the actual candidates. Nearly all of this
super PAC cash was used to flood the airwaves with biblical levels of nauseatingly negative attack ads, further
debasing our nation's democratic process. Thanks for that, Supremes.
The Court's surreal rationale for allowing this special-interest distortion of elections was that super PACs would be
entirely independent from the candidates they back. In his Citizens United opinion, Justice Anthony Kennedy blithely
wrote, "We now conclude that independent expenditures, including those made by corporations, do not give rise to
corruption or the appearance of corruption."
Wow, if ignorance is bliss, he must be ecstatic!
Of course, these justices knew what they were doing: enthroning the wealthiest Americans, not merely to reign
supreme over the political process, but also to control government.
In a nation of 313 million people and an electorate of 217 million, fewer than a hundred uber-wealthy individuals
and corporations (a tiny fraction of a fraction of even the 1 percent) shaped the GOP presidential debate and
nomination to their personal benefit.
While the conventional media dwelled on such sideshows as the snarling nastiness among some of the candidates
and whether or not Romney could get any love from the GOP's hard-right, Bible-pounding, social-issues faction, the
million-dollar-plus givers to the super PACs were having one-on-one conversations with each candidate "in quiet
rooms" (as Mitt Romney so-genteelly put it).
Super PACs are only Wave One of the financial tsunami sweeping over America's politics this year. Wave Two, also
authorized by Citizens United, will be even larger, for it allows Fortune 500 giants to siphon as much money as they
want directly out of their corporate vaults and pour it into campaigns — while keeping the sources of the money
secret from voters.
These totally secret corporate political funds are laundered through outfits organized under Section 501(c)(4) of the
tax code as (WARNING: The following fact is so stupefying that it can cause temporary insanity in sensible people)
nonprofit "social welfare organizations" engaged in charitable work! Never mind that the welfare of the plutocracy is
the cause being served by this perverse philanthropy.
At present, the largest of these is Crossroads GPS, created by the noted political altruist and GOP hatchet man Karl
Rove. It alone expects to raise $240 million from undisclosed corporate interests and spend nearly all of it on
venomous attack ads to defeat Barack Obama this fall. You'd need more than a GPS to find all the sources of
Crossroads' cash, but it's known that nearly 90 percent of the $77 million it raised in the last six months of 2011
came from a couple dozen donors chipping in from $1 million to $10 million each.
The unlimited special-interest money gush into American politics dethrones democratic rule, corrupts government,
increases both wealth disparity and social injustice, and destroys essential public trust in our society's commitment
to fairness.
Super PACs are but one of the pipelines allowing corporate money to drown America's historic ideal of egalitarian
self-government. The secret (c)(4) corporate "charities," the corporate "bundlers" who collect billions for the
candidates' campaigns, the myriad fundraising committees run by both political parties, the sham "foundations" that
permit corporate favor-seekers to make tax-deductible donations to elected officials — these and all other channels
of private purchase must be capped if America is ever to have a government of, by and for the people.
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”Leadership Issues Plagued Rebel Alliance, Prolonged War”

A colleague called this blog essay to my attention, as I do to yours.
”Leadership Issues Plagued Rebel Alliance, Prolonged War” posted by piedpatter

Feb. 9, 2012 (http://piedpatter.wordpress.com/2012/02/09/leadership-issues-plagued-rebel-alliance-prolongedwar/)
Ron Ashkenas writes in his article “Why People Micromanage”, “Over the past few decades I’ve worked with
hundreds of managers, and many complain that they work for micromanagers. But strangely I don’t recall anyone
who ever admitted to being one.” The problem with this approach is beautifully articulated in this Avoiding
Micromanaging quote, “Micromanagers take perfectly positive attributes – an attention to detail and a hands-on
attitude – to the extreme. Either because they’re control-obsessed, or because they feel driven to push everyone
around them to success, micromanagers risk disempowering their colleagues. They ruin their colleagues’
confidence, hurt their performance, and frustrate them to the point where they quit.” This was really what lay at
the heart of the Rebel Alliance’s failure to secure victory for so long. A micromanager whose management style
eventually drove Han Solo to quit. If you look at the organizational chart below (not comprehensive), you can see
there was only one person in charge of like everyone, and it made no logical sense to have her in charge.

Why was Princess Leia briefing X-Wing fighters about the tactical assault on the Death Star? (h/t Family Guy for
pointing out the absurdity). Was she a pilot? Did she pick off rat thingy’s in Beggars Canyon back home that

weren’t much bigger than 2 meters? No. She was adopted by some Senator and handed the title of Princess, and it
was never made clear why. (Don’t send emails explaining how this happened, I don’t really care)
Had the rebels had a better sense of who was in charge, they would have found the confidence they needed to
succeed and push through to victory sooner. One author said it this way, “Poor organization structure and work
processes (in other words poor organization design) stop many organization’s from achieving high performance.
Unfortunately many leaders think of organization design as something done by the H.R boffins.” Perhaps Princess
Leia felt the same way, she would just let the boffins take care of the rebel’s performance issues. Or maybe she
simply failed to see her role in the problem. Whatever the reason, the question remains, why the hell was she in
charge?
Let’s now take a look at the Empire. You’ll recall they had some strategic victories against the rebels, Hoth not the
least of which. But why should it be that they had such marked successes? They were after all evil. Well, they had
some distinct advantages, the Death Star for one. But the also had an impressive organizational structure, where
the chain of command was clearly defined. See below:

Unless you were stupid or dead, no one could have been confused by this. It was simple and straightforward. The
other advantage was the ability of the Emperor to delegate responsibility to Darth Vadar. He new the dark side of
the Force was strong with Vadar, this skill set allowed the Emperor to build the evil bond of trust which was so vital
to the mission of crushing the rebels. Finally, the Death Star was tidy. Kyra Sheahan puts it’s this way, “Working in
an office environment that is neat and tidy will reduce the amount of time you spend hunting files down, and
increase your ability to get things done.” The insistance of the leadership to keep the Death Star clean was evident
on all levels, from the garbage dumping before jumping into hyperdrive, to cleaning up dead generals after Vadar
Force choked them.
In the end, the rebels were victorious. Their righteous cause and huge assist from Wookies and teddy bears could
not be thwarted no matter how illogical and token Princess Leia was as a leader. She did unfreeze Han Solo and kill
Jabba the Hut in a space bikini, to her credit, but her failure to step out of the way, only prolonged the war
unnecessarily. Had she done so, we may have all been spared the Ewoks. Why even have those things? WHY?
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SteveB

Re: ”Leadership Issues Plagued Rebel Alliance, Prolonged War” (reply to
Ben, above)

Well...interesting that the author could possibly draw contrasts and conclusions between the two organizational
charts, which are--in essence--precisely identical, with exactly the same degree of micromanaging employed, from
what we can tell. I guess that's part of the joke?
I liked this a lot!
20120620-12
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SteveG

Quote: Eugene Debs on the Power of Money

[And this sure seems to be what has happened, huh? –SteveB]
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SteveB

Signs of the Times, Part 7

Photo: World’s Shortest Building

http://newsthatmattersnot.com/2010/01/worlds-shortest-building-burj-mumbai.html
The Burj Mumbai’s side view. A dog is seen here patrolling the world’s most hi-tech sh*t-ground.

—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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R0mney Tells Governors to Lie About Recovery
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 22, 2012)
“Romney Campaign Asks Florida Governor to Downplay Good Economic News” by Sam Stein, Huffington Post
June 21, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/20/romney-campaign-asksflor_n_1614252.html#s=901317)
(NEW YORK) There has always been friction between Mitt Romney and certain Republican governors over how best
to frame the state of the economy. While the presumptive GOP nominee has argued during his campaign that the
recovery is far too slow, the electoral implications for making that case in states that include Virginia, Ohio and
Michigan are much more complicated.
Republican governors Bob McDonnell of Virginia, John Kasich of Ohio and Rick Snyder of Michigan all must show
that they are leading their states' economies in the right direction. Occasionally, that means discussing the economy
in rosy terms, putting them at odds with the Romney campaign.
Bloomberg News dug a bit deeper than usual On Wednesday night into how much friction this has caused, reporting
that the Romney campaign has asked Florida Gov. Rick Scott to tone "down his statements heralding improvements
in the state’s economy because they clash with the presumptive Republican nominee’s message."
The story is well reported, going so far as to quote a Republican operative as saying that the ads being run by the
Florida GOP seemed like they were crafted at President Barack Obama's re-election campaign headquarters:
The state Republican party ran a television ad in March crediting Scott, who is a year and a half into a fouryear term, for drops in the unemployment rate.
'Companies are hiring, expanding, putting more Floridians to work,' the ad narrator said. 'Florida’s
unemployment rate continues to get better.'
Florida’s jobless rate was 11.1 percent in December 2010 before Scott took office and 8.2 percent two years
earlier when Obama was sworn in.
'The first time I saw that ad I initially thought it was an Obama ad,' said Brad Coker, managing director of
the Washington-based Mason-Dixon Polling & Research. 'They’ll have to tamp it down.'

The Romney campaign is quoted in the piece as arguing that the former governor routinely praises Scott and others
for overcoming " the job-stifling policies of the Obama administration.” But, not surprisingly, the Obama campaign
wasn't willing to grant them a pass. Obama's campaign press secretary Ben LaBolt emailed the following statement:
Whether it's touting the auto recovery, the resurgence of manufacturing, or the growth of our exports,
Republican governors across the country have recognized what Mitt Romney refuses to: that we've made
progress since the economic crisis. Not only does Mitt Romney deny that progress -- he rejects the policies
that led to it and would instead return to the policies that caused the crisis in the first place.
It's worth noting that among state economies, Florida's is doing relatively poorly. It's also worth noting that this
campaign theme was played out in the 2004 election as well, with John Kerry arguing that George W. Bush had not
shepherded a struggling economy in an overwhelming positive direction. The Bush team responded by essentially
accusing Kerry of being a sourpuss.
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SteveB

“Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans Insist”

What a tragic event for reality to be denied and lies believed in such a major way.
“Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans Insist” by Dan Froomkin, Huffington Post
June 21, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/21/iraq-wmd-poll-clueless-vast-majorityrepublicans_n_1616012.html)
(WASHINGTON) How misinformed are Republicans about world affairs? If presumptive GOP presidential nominee
Mitt Romney's assertion that Russia is "without question our number one geopolitical foe" is any indication, then the
answer would appear to be very.
A new poll supports that theory.
The poll, constructed by Dartmouth government professor Benjamin Valentino and conducted by YouGov from April
26 to May 2, found that fully 63 percent of Republican respondents still believed that Iraq had weapons of mass
destruction when the U.S. invaded in 2003. By contrast, 27 percent of independents and 15 percent of Democrats
shared that view.
Jim Lobe, chief of the Inter Press Service's Washington bureau, reported the finding in his blog on Wednesday.
The Bush administration's insistence that the Iraqi government had weapons of mass destruction and might give
them to terrorists was a key selling point in its campaign to take the country to war. It turned out to be untrue.
Debate continues over whether former President George W. Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney, and other top
officials knew there were no WMD, but intentionally deceived the American people and Congress because they were
intent on attacking Iraq for less palatable reasons -- or whether they managed to convince themselves that it was
true using cherry-picked intelligence.
There is no reality-based argument that Iraq actually had WMD, after extensive searches found none, but this is
hardly the first time many Americans have been certain of something that simply wasn't true.
A Washington Post poll in September 2003 found that nearly 70 percent of all Americans were convinced that
Saddam Hussein was personally involved in the 9/11 terrorist attacks -- even though he was not.
Bush, Cheney and others consistently linked al Qaeda to Hussein in speeches they gave in the run-up to war, and
the media rarely pushed back. But neither Bush nor Cheney continued to claim that there were actual WMDs in Iraq

once the searches came up empty -- although they both continued to insist that Saddam had the "capability" to
produce them.
Rather than a failure of the media, therefore, this latest poll result seems to indicate a refusal -- unique to the
modern Republican Party -- to acknowledge facts.
According to this poll, an even larger proportion of Republican respondents who said Iraq had WMD -- 64 percent -said they have either always believed (or have come to believe) that Barack Obama was born in another country,
which he was not.
Overall, the poll found Republicans to be considerably more militaristic in their worldview than Democrats and
independents.
In a finding that would indicate plenty of GOP support for yet another war in the Middle East, nearly two-thirds of
Republicans said it's very likely that if Iran produces a nuclear weapon, it would use it against Israel.
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Pam

Re: “Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist” (reply to SteveB, above)

What we have is an ignorant bunch of people who control most of the wealth, a recipe for disaster if there ever was
one. I have always believed--can't prove it--that Bush, Cheney knew there were no WMD and wanted an excuse to
go to war. And I think they believed it would be a walk in the park.
Today on our NC NPR station, I heard a discussion of a recent law that has been introduced in our State Legislature
to forbid developers--or anyone--from using data drawn from the past ten years about global warming when
making projections into the future. They have to use data from the past 100 years, which gives a far different
result. All scientists agree that the past ten years have seen extraordinary changes in the climate, whatever the
cause. But our legislature, in its wisdom, wants to deliberately close its eyes and simply will reality to change. The
100 year projection is a rise in sea level of 8". For ten years, it's over three feet. That difference is not trivial. If
we thought Katrina and the swamping of the ninth district was a disaster, just imagine all the major cities along our
coasts being inundated with water. I am so flabbergasted by what I heard, I hardly know what to say. Our
legislature wants to make it a LAW to not recognize science. I wish I could believe that this too shall pass.
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SteveG

Re: “Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist” (reply to Pam, above)

IMHO it will not get better in the next 20 years and then it will be gradual. I hope I am wrong. It seems that the
ones coming into politics and getting elected lean to the right significantly. Religion seems to be increasing in the
political arena also – except for JFK when was religion a major concern in national politics? Money and corporations
need to get out before things start changing.

20120621-15

18:04 Art

Re: “Yes, Iraq Definitely Had WMD, Vast Majority of Polled Republicans
Insist” (reply to Pam, above)

To really address the elephant in the room, if we really pay attention to what is happening and take the necessary
steps to began to correct the situation, it will require the equivalent national effort and sacrifice of fighting WW II.
And we have to get the rest of the world to go along. The business community, especially the energy community oil coal, but also real estate developers (that is the North Carolina issue - all those beachfront house etc will soon be
gone) will have to accept reality and change. None are willing to do this and so they have probably become adept
at lying to themselves that this is all just a shibboleth. The alternative is just to personally discordant to
comprehend - forget the country, I'm talking about their personal business interests.

Climate issues and corrective action are just to inconvenient to be bothered with but then so was WW II. What we
really need, terrible to say, is a giant hurricane that wipes out Florida and half the rest of the South maybe to get
everyone's attention. A sort of Pearl Harbor II.
Trouble is nature usually just doesn't work that way.
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SteveB

“Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes It's
Unconstitutional”

Nothin’ but hypocrites in the entire party! It’s just a matter of asking the right question of a man too surprised to
tell his usual lies. I thought Congress had their own retirement system and didn’t partake in Social Security? Ron
Paul certainly has his undeserving hand in the till. You see, if it has a dollar sign ($), a Republican can’t say no.
“Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes It's Unconstitutional” by Erin Mershon,
Huffington Post
June 20, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/20/ron-paul-socialsecurity_n_1612117.html?utm_hp_ref=mostpopular)
Rep. Ron Paul (R-Texas) may rail against Social Security insolvency in the public eye, but that hasn't stopped him
from accepting the government checks.
The libertarian-leaning Republican and former presidential candidate admitted Wednesday that he accepts Social
Security checks just minutes after he called for younger generations to wean themselves off the program, in an
interview on MSNBC's "Morning Joe."
"I want young people to opt out of Social Security, but my goal isn't to cut," he said.
The Huffington Post's Sam Stein then asked Paul, "A bit of a personal question -- Are you on Social Security? Do
you get social security checks?"
Paul admitted he does, stating, "[It's] just as I use the post office, I use government highways, I use the banks, I
use the federal reserve system. But that doesn't mean that you can't work to remove this in the same way on Social
Security."
Paul also said he still pays more into Social Security than he gets in his checks.
Paul is outspoken about the need to end government programs like the Federal Reserve and the departments of
energy and education. But he said he would not eliminate programs like Social Security and Medicare, despite his
belief that the programs are unconstitutional. He planned to allow citizens under the age of 25 to opt out of the
system in order to save their own money for retirement, if elected to the presidency.
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Pam

Re: “Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes
It's Unconstitutional” (reply to SteveB, above)

Right. Let's make speculators out of 25-yr olds [in lieu of Social Security]. That sounds like a plan
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Jim

Re: “Ron Paul Admits He's on Social Security, Even Though He Believes It's
Unconstitutional” (reply to SteveB, above)

All Congressmen have been in the Social Security system since 1986 just like the rest of us.

[Thanks, Jim, I should have known that or looked it up. I think I got confused by the Congressional health care
system. I guess Ron Paul probably isn’t in the Medicare system… I love the way Friends of the Middle members
come up with answers like Jim’s, in this case, and really appreciate the help! –SteveB]
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Art

Re: Word Origins for Oldies (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #165)

Loved the history lesson. Good stuff!!! Thanks.
20120621-04
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Ben

“LEGO Turing Machine Is Simple, Yet Sublime”

“LEGO Turing Machine Is Simple, Yet Sublime” by Geeta Dayal, Wired
June 20, 2012, (http://www.wired.com/underwire/2012/06/lego-turing-machine/)
Video: http://vimeo.com/44202270.
Two researchers in the Netherlands helmed the construction of a LEGO Turing machine, a quirky manifestation of
the classic computer science concept first devised by Alan Turing in 1936.
The device, built by Jereon van den Bos and Davy Landman using a single LEGO Mindstorms NXT set, is one of the
most impressive — and simple — attempts we’ve seen at building a physical Turing machine.
“Alan Turing’s original model has an infinite tape,” write the researchers, “but LEGO had a slight problem supplying
infinite bricks. So we chose to fix our tape size to 32 positions.”
The Turing machine was a purely theoretical concept. Several attempts at crafting LEGO Turing machines have
been made in the past, with varying levels of success. And a fanciful mechanical Turing machine built by Jim
MacArthur was unveiled in 2011 at Maker Faire UK.
Turing would have turned 100 years old this Saturday. Events are being organized worldwide this year to
commemorate the centennial of the computer scientist’s birth.
The LEGO Turing machine is currently on display as part of a Turing exhibition at the Centrum Wiskunde and
Informatica in the Netherlands.
The Science Museum in London is also unveiling a special exhibition this week in honor of Turing, titled
Codebreaker. At the center of the exhibition is the Pilot ACE computer, thought to be the most important surviving
physical artifact left by the computer scientist.
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SteveB

Fw: MoveOn Action: Donate to Help Stop Mitt R0mney!

It sounds like they’re thinking creatively…
from MoveOn:
This past week, we tried a new grassroots strategy to take on Mitt Romney. And it worked, better than we could
have ever dreamed!
Right now, President Obama is sinking in the polls, and the race looks very tough. But the more people know about
Mitt Romney's economic plans—tax breaks for millionaires, layoffs and cutbacks for the rest of us—the less support

he gets. That's why we're launching a huge program to make sure that swing voters realize that Romney isn't just
some rich guy who happens to be running for office—he's running to raid America for the 1%.
Our first action already had great results: we followed Mitt on his bus tour with our own "Romneymobile", a Cadillac
covered in corporate NASCAR-style decals (with a fake dog strapped to the roof). MoveOn members came out to
join the Romneymobile wherever Mitt went, carrying "President of the 1%" signs.
There were so many of us at a WaWa in Pennsylvania where Romney was scheduled to stop that his bus just drove
right by, leaving his supporters and reporters baffled.1 Romney's lavish and carefully orchestrated tour was focused
on getting him positive local news stories—but our message about Romney and the 1% made it into much of the
tour press coverage!2
In our MoveOn member vote yesterday, 91% of us voted endorse President Obama. It's time to go all-in to stop
Mitt Romney and use people power to counter Super PAC dollars. Our campaign has just gotten off the ground and
is already getting great media coverage in key swing states. But we need to raise $350,000 this week to replicate
our success everywhere Mitt goes. Can you chip in?
Yes, I can chip in $5 to help keep Mitt Romney on the run:
https://pol.moveon.org/donate/onepercentromney.html?bg_id=hpc5&id=44263-20195165-YiGKAex&t=1.
We've launched "99Airlines," our plan to fly a plane overhead at all of Romney's big events with a message from
MoveOn members. Our banners were getting so much attention that Romney got his own plane with a banner in
the air. Only his team didn't quite think it through.
The Romney campaign's banner read: "Romney for President 2012." Our plane was following right behind it with
one that read "Romney: Every Millionaire Counts Tour." It looked like the Romney campaign was saying our
message himself! The media loved it and wrote tons of stories.
Getting the real truth out about Mitt Romney is priceless. But keeping the planes in the air, funding the
"Romneymobile," and all the other elements of our election program cost money. If we can raise $350,000 we can
make sure that swing voters nationwide know that Romney truly would be "President of the 1%." Can you chip in
today?
MoveOn is independent of political parties and politicians, and we know that re-electing the president will not bring
progress in itself, but rather is a precondition to progress. We're going all-in not just to win this election, but to
keep building progressive power for the battles to come.
Thanks for all you do. –Justin, Garlin, Victoria, Emily, and the rest of the team
Sources:
1

"Obama supporters disrupt Romney event," CBS News, June 16, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=276535&id=44263-20195165-YiGKAex&t=5.
2

Here's a list of some of our press hits: http://s3.moveon.org/pdfs/romneytour_press.pdf?id=44263-20195165YiGKAex&t=6.
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Ben

First Hand Reporting from Apple’s Lunchroom

It was almost precisely the "Noon Meal" today. No visitors today.
Once I got a quick look, and had breathed the heady vapors around the Bistro station, there was no hesitation at all
in telling Chef Patricia that I wanted her meal. The trout was perfectly cooked -- for me, since trout is a freshwater
fish, this means completely cooked, but not beyond that -- with a crispy, flavorful skin and an all-permeating floral

essence of coriander. The haricots vert were very tasty and wonderfully seasoned with olive oil, minced garlic and
coarse pepper. Perhaps a tad more done that I'd prefer; I am of the 'fresh vegetables should be noticeably crisp"
school, but a delicious complement to the perfect trout and red potatoes. The red potatoes, you ask? Tender,
lightly olive-oiled, and also redolent of garlic and black pepper. The beautiful orange smear (some of which is going
home with me today as a result of diffusion through my customary napkin-bib) was tangy and a little zesty and a bit
sweet, with the wonderful pungent taste of fresh red bell peppers. I slurped it down with chunks of red potato and
occasionally with a morsel of that fine trout.
Seared Coriander Trout with Haricots Verts and Red Taters

Chef Alejandro’s Beautiful Bhan Mi
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SteveB

From the Right: “Romney Needs Big Share of White Working-Class Vote”

Isn’t this just an admission that their constituency is now down to a few extremely rich people and all the stupid,
uneducated white people? Everybody else seems to understand the grand scam!
“Romney Needs Big Share of White Working-Class Vote” by Michael Barone, Human Events
June 21, 2012, (http://www.humanevents.com/2012/06/21/michael-barone-romney-needs-big-share-whiteworking-class-vote/)
What's up with the white working class vote? For years, the horny-handed blue-collar worker was the star of the
New Deal Democratic coalition. It was for him, and his wife and family, that Democrats taxed the rich, invented
Social Security and supported militant labor unions.
Well, that was then, and this is now. White working class voters -- or white non-college voters, the exit poll group
most closely approximating them -- are now a mainstay of the Republican coalition.
[Ya, this group was the biggest booster of Hitler too. –SteveB]
Ronald Brownstein, a clear-sighted and diligent analyst of demographic voting data, provided some useful
perspective in his most recent National Journal column. His bottom line is that in order to win this year, Mitt
Romney must capture two-thirds of white non-college voters -- about the same percentage that voted for Ronald
Reagan in his 1984 landslide re-election.
The reason Romney must do so well is that white non-college voters are a smaller part of the electorate now than
they were then. In 1984, they comprised 61 percent of all voters. In 2008, they comprised 39 percent.
The good news for Romney is that Republicans have been running near these levels for some time. In 2008, the
white non-college vote went 58 to 40 percent for John McCain. In 2010, the white non-college vote for the House of
Representatives was 63 to 33 percent Republican. Current polling shows Obama at about 33 percent among this
group.
Another way to look at it is that in 1984, white non-college voters came in 7 percent more Republican than the
national average. In 2008 and 2010, they came in 11 to 12 percent more Republican than average.
Such data tends to undercut the theory, first advanced by Ruy Teixeira and John Judis in their 2002 book The
Emerging Democratic Majority, that as minorities and working women became a larger share of the electorate,
Democrats could command majorities for years to come.
That was true in some years, like 2006 and 2008, but not in others, like 2009 and 2010. Then it was
counterbalanced by heavy Republican margins among white non-college voters.
As a majority group -- 86 percent of voters in 1940 and 61 percent in 1984 -- white non-college voters could not be
ignored by either party. Party platforms and candidate rhetoric were aimed at them. A party that failed to win over
this group, like the Democrats in 1984, would suffer landslide defeat.
Also, voters who are conscious they are part of a group that accounts for a large majority of the electorate will be
open to appeals from both parties. They can be confident that both, over time, will be looking for their votes.
Things operate differently with groups that are self-conscious minorities. One party may antagonize them in search
of votes from other groups. Democrats' efforts to woo blacks and liberal college-educated whites turned off the
white working class in the 1980s.
Barack Obama seems to be doing the same thing this year. His support of same-sex marriage won't help with noncollege whites. Nor will his blocking the Keystone pipeline with all its blue-collar jobs.

Add to the list the contraception mandate being denounced in Catholic churches. And the move to give work
permits to something like 1 million illegal immigrants.
In each case, Obama is trying to instill enthusiasm in a core Democratic constituency -- and poking a finger in the
eye of the white working class.
Meanwhile, there is evidence that demographics may not work as strongly for Democrats as many predicted.
The Pew Hispanic Center reported in April there has been more reverse migration to Mexico than Mexican migration
into the U.S. since 2007, and the Pew Research Center reported Monday that in 2010 there were more mostly highskill immigrants from Asian than mostly low-skill immigrants from Latin America.
According to exit polls, Latinos made up 9 percent of the electorate in 2008 and 8 percent in 2010. They voted 67
to 31 percent for Obama in 2008 and 60 to 38 percent Democratic for House candidates in 2010.
Obama's support among them seems to be holding up well, but Latino turnout may be low, as it was in California's
primary. The virtual halt in Latin immigration makes it unlikely Latinos will double their share of the electorate soon,
if ever.
Meantime, there are four times as many white non-college voters leaning Republican by a similar margin.
Demographics can work both ways.
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Dennis

“The Crisis of Capitalism”

Watch this entertaining and easy to follow 11 minute video [and transcript, below] on an alternative economic view
of the crisis of capitalism and the distribution of wealth by a British geographer. Terrific follow-up discussion as well.
Well worth the time if you want a clearer understanding of where we are and how we got to this point in history.
(Warning: You probably won't bother to vote in November after seeing this.)
“The Crisis of Capitalism” by David Harvey, RSA (w/ video)
Apr. 26, 2010, (http://comment.rsablogs.org.uk/2010/06/28/rsa-animate-crisis-capitalism/)
(In this short RSA Animate, renowned academic David Harvey asks if it is time to look beyond capitalism, towards a
new social order that would allow us to live within a system that could be responsible, just and humane. This is
based on a lecture at the RSA.)
David Harvey: Okay so we've been through this crisis and there are all sorts of explanatory formats out there. And
it's interesting to look at the different genres. One genre is that it's all about human frailty. Alan Greenspan took
refuge in the fact "It's human nature" he said, "and you can't do anything about that." But there's a whole world of
explanations that kind of say it's the predatory instincts, it's the instincts, the mastery, it's the delusions of
investors, and the greed and all the rest of it. So there's a whole range of discussion of that. And, of course, the
more we learn about the daily practices on Wall Street we forget there's a great deal of truth in all of that.
The second genre is that there's institutional failures; regulators were asleep at the switch; the shadow banking
system innovated outside of their purview etc, etc, etc and, therefore, institutions have to be reconfigured and it
has to be a global effort by the G20s something of that kind. So we look at the institutional level and say that has
failed and that has to be reconfigured.
The third genre is to say everybody was obsessed with a false theory, they read too much, and believed in the
efficiency of markets and it's time we actually got back to something like Keynes or we took seriously Hyman
Minsky's theory concerning the inherent instability of financial activities.

The next genre is it has cultural origins. Now we don't hear that much in the United States but if you were in
Germany and France there are many people there who would say this is an Anglo Saxon disease and it's nothing to
do with us. And I happened to be in Brazil when it was going on and Lula was kind of saying, well first off he was
saying, "Oh thank God the United States is being disciplined by the equivalent of the IMF. We've been through it
eight times in the last twenty five years and now it's their turn. Fantastic" said Lula and all the Latin Americans I
knew until it hit them, which it does, and then they kind of changed their tune a little bit. So there was a way of
which it became cultural and you can see that by the way in which this whole Greek thing is being handled. The
way the German press is saying, "Well it's the Greek character, it's defects in the Greek character." And there's a lot
of rather nasty stuff going on around that but actually there are some cultural features which have led into it.
For instance, the U.S. fascination with home ownership which is supposedly a deep cultural value; so 67%/68% of
U.S. households are home owners. It's only 22% in Switzerland. Of course it's a cultural value in the United States
of being supported by the mortgage interest tax deduction which is a huge subsidy. It's been promoted since the
1930s, very explicitly in the 1930 it was built up because the theory was that debt encumbered homeowners don't
go on strike.
And then there's the kind of notion that it's a failure of policy and that policy has actually intervened. And there's a
funny kind of alliance emerging between the Glenn Beck wing of Fox News and the World Bank both of whom say
the problem is too much regulation of the wrong sort.
So there are all of these ways and all of them have a certain truth. And skilled writers will take one of other of those
perspectives and build a story and actually write a very plausible kind of story about this. And I thought to myself
well what kind of plausible story can I write which is none of the above, which is one of the things I always think to
myself. And it's not hard to do particularly if you're coming from a Marxist perspective because there aren't many
people who try to do this analysis from a Marxist perspective.
And I was really clued into this by this thing that happened at the London School of Economics about a year and a
half ago when Her Majesty the Queen asked the economists "How come you guys didn't see this thing coming". She
didn't say it exactly that way but, you know, a similar sentiment. And they got very upset. And then she actually
called the Governor of the Bank of England and said, "How come you didn't see it coming". And then the British
Academy put forward this, got all together all these economists and they came up with this fabulous letter to Her
Majesty. And it was absolutely astonishing, it said, "Well many dedicated people, intelligent, smart, spend their lives
working on aspects of this thing very, very seriously, but the one thing we missed was systemic risk" and you say,
"What!" And then it went on to talk about the politics of denial and all the rest of it so I thought well systemic risk I
can translate it into the Marxian thing, you're talking about the internal contradictions of capital accumulation. And
maybe I should write a thing about the internal contradictions of capital accumulation and try to figure out the role
of crisis in the whole history of capitalism and what's specific and special about the crisis this time around.
And there were two ways in which I thought I would do that. One was to look at what's happened since the 1970s
to now. And the thesis there is that in many ways the form of this current crisis is dictated very much by the way
we came out of the last one.
The problem back in the 1970s was excessive power of labour in relationship to capital. That, therefore, the way
out of a crisis last time was to discipline labour, and we know how that was done. It was done by off shoring, it was
done by Thatcher and Regan and it was done by neo-liberal doctrine, it was done all kinds of different ways. But by
1985 or '86 the labour question had essentially been solved; it had access to all the world's labour supplies, nobody
in this particular instance has cited greedy unions as the root of the crisis. Nobody in this instance is saying it's ever
anything to do with excessive power of labour. If anything it's the excessive power of capital and in particular the
excessive power of finance capital, which is the root of the problem.
Now how did that happen? Well we've been since the 1970s in a phase of what we call wage repression, that wages
have remained stagnant, the share of wage as a national income right throughout the OECD countries has steadily
fallen. It's even steadily fallen in China of all places. So that there are less and less being paid out in wages. Well
wages turn out to be also the money which buys goods, so if you diminish wages then you've got a problem with
where's your demand going to come from. And the answer was well get out your credit cards, we'll give everybody
credit cards. So we'll overcome, if you like, the problem of effective demand by actually pumping up the credit

economy. And American households and British households have all roughly tripled their debt over the last 20/30
years. And a vast amount of that debt, of course, has been within the housing market.
And out of this comes a theory which is very, very important that capitalism never solves its crisis problems, it
moves them around geographically. And what we're seeing right now is a geographical movement of that.
Everybody says, "Well, okay everything's beginning to recover in the United States" and then Greece goes bang and
everybody says, "What about the Piigs".
And it's interesting you had a finance crisis in the financial system, you've sort of half solved that but at the expense
of a sovereign debt crisis. Actually if you look at the accumulation process of capital you see a number of limits and
a number of barriers and there's a wonderful language that Marx uses in the Grundrisse where he talks about the
way in which capital can't abide a limit, it has to turn it into a barrier which it then circumvents or transcends.
And then when you look at the accumulation process you look at where the barriers and limits might lie. And the
simple way to look at it is to say look a typical circulation process of accumulation goes like this. You start with
some money, you go into the market and you buy labour, power and means of production, and you put that then to
work with a given technology and organisational form, you create a commodity which you then sell for the original
money plus a profit. Now you then take part of the profit and you recapitalise it into an expansion for very
interesting reasons.
Now there are two things about this: one is there are a number of barrier points in here. How is the money got
together in the right place at the right time, in the right volume - and that takes financial ingenuity. So the whole
history of capitalism has been about financial innovation. And financial innovation has the effect of also empowering
the financiers, and the excessive power of the financiers can sometimes... they do get greedy, no question about it.
And if you look at financial profits in the United States they were soaring after 1990, they were going up like this.
Profits in manufacturing were coming down like this. And you could see the imbalance.
In this country I think the way in which this country has sided with the City of London against British manufacturing
since the 1950s onwards has had very serious implications for the economy of this country. You've actually screwed
industry in order to keep financiers happy. Any sensible person right now would join an anti-capitalist organisation.
And you have to because otherwise we're going to have the continuation, and notice it's the continuation of all sorts
of negative aspects. For instance, the racking up of wealth you would have thought the crisis would have stopped
that. Actually more billionaires emerged in India last year than ever – they doubled last year. The wealth of the rich
– and I just read something this morning – in this country has accelerated just last year.
What happened was the leading hedge fund owners got personal remunerations of three billion dollars each in one
year! Now I thought it was obscene and insane a few years ago when they got two hundred and fifty million, but
they're now hauling in three billion. Now that's not a world I want to live in and if you want to live in it be my guest.
I don't see us debating and discussing this. I don't have the solutions. I think I know what the nature of the
problem is, and unless we're prepared to have a very broad based discussion that gets away from the normal you
get in the political campaign and everything's going to be okay here next year if you vote for me – it's crap. You
should know it's crap and say it is. And we have a duty, it seems to me, those of us who are academics and
seriously involved in the world, to actually change our mode of thinking.
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Re: “The Crisis of Capitalism” (reply to Dennis, above)

This is fabulous! I completely agree with this analysis, and I think Marx was a good diagnostician of capitalism. I
don't think his solution worked (duh!), and I think we have to figure out something else, but unless we can discuss
our global economy in a rational manner--which I have not seen to date--we are screwed indeed. I believe real
dangers lie ahead, perhaps not totalitarianism but something equally oppressive. We see it happening already as
we watch the wealth gap increase by the minute. Money is power, and it may be even more powerful than guns.
Despots won't have to create gulags, they'll just starve you out, buy you out, and leave you to fend for yourself.
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Re: “The Crisis of Capitalism” (reply to Pam & Dennis, above)

Ever study how feudalism came about? It wasn't because 90% of the people just said, OK we'll be peasants and
you other 10% can be nobles and rule over us just because you're better. It also was not really a Roman tradition
and certainly not a Germanic tribal tradition.
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“The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War”

It's worse than you thought—neocon Obama—the Obama doctrine of perpetual global war. So why don't neocon
Republicans just love this guy?
“The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” by Nick Turse, AlterNet/TomDispatch
June 16, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/story/155879/the_new_obama_doctrine,_a_sixpoint_plan_for_global_war_?page=entire)
(The administration is now carefully developing and honing a new Obama doctrine, a six-point program for twentyfirst-century war, American-style.)
It looked like a scene out of a Hollywood movie. In the inky darkness, men in full combat gear, armed with
automatic weapons and wearing night-vision goggles, grabbed hold of a thick, woven cable hanging from a MH-47
Chinook helicopter. Then, in a flash, each “fast-roped” down onto a ship below. Afterward, “Mike,” a Navy SEAL
who would not give his last name, bragged to an Army public affairs sergeant that, when they were on their game,
the SEALs could put 15 men on a ship this way in 30 seconds or less.
Once on the aft deck, the special ops troops broke into squads and methodically searched the ship as it bobbed in
Jinhae Harbor, South Korea. Below deck and on the bridge, the commandos located several men and trained their
weapons on them, but nobody fired a shot. It was, after all, a training exercise.
All of those ship-searchers were SEALs, but not all of them were American. Some were from Naval Special Warfare
Group 1 out of Coronado, California; others hailed from South Korea’s Naval Special Brigade. The drill was part of
Foal Eagle 2012, a multinational, joint-service exercise. It was also a model for -- and one small part of -- a much
publicized U.S. military “pivot” from the Greater Middle East to Asia, a move that includes sending an initial
contingent of 250 Marines to Darwin, Australia, basing littoral combat ships in Singapore, strengthening military ties
with Vietnam and India, staging war games in the Philippines (as well as a drone strike there), and shifting the
majority of the Navy’s ships to the Pacific by the end of the decade.
That modest training exercise also reflected another kind of pivot. The face of American-style war-fighting is once
again changing. Forget full-scale invasions and large-footprint occupations on the Eurasian mainland; instead,
think: special operations forces working on their own but also training or fighting beside allied militaries (if not
outright proxy armies) in hot spots around the world. And along with those special ops advisors, trainers, and
commandos expect ever more funds and efforts to flow into the militarization of spying and intelligence, the use of
drone aircraft, the launching of cyber-attacks, and joint Pentagon operations with increasingly militarized “civilian”
government agencies.
Much of this has been noted in the media, but how it all fits together into what could be called the new global face
of empire has escaped attention. And yet this represents nothing short of a new Obama doctrine, a six-point
program for twenty-first-century war, American-style, that the administration is now carefully developing and
honing. Its global scope is already breathtaking, if little recognized, and like Donald Rumsfeld’s military lite and
David Petraeus’s counterinsurgency operations, it is evidently going to have its day in the sun -- and like them, it
will undoubtedly disappoint in ways that will surprise its creators.
The Blur-ness

For many years, the U.S. military has been talking up and promoting the concept of “jointness.” An Army helicopter
landing Navy SEALs on a Korean ship catches some of this ethos at the tactical level. But the future, it seems, has
something else in store. Think of it as “blur-ness,” a kind of organizational version of war-fighting in which a
dominant Pentagon fuses its forces with other government agencies -- especially the CIA, the State Department,
and the Drug Enforcement Administration -- in complex, overlapping missions around the globe.
In 2001, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld began his "revolution in military affairs," steering the Pentagon
toward a military-lite model of high-tech, agile forces. The concept came to a grim end in Iraq’s embattled cities. A
decade later, the last vestiges of its many failures continue to play out in a stalemated war in Afghanistan against a
rag-tag minority insurgency that can’t be beaten. In the years since, two secretaries of defense and a new
president have presided over another transformation -- this one geared toward avoiding ruinous, large-scale land
wars which the U.S. has consistently proven unable to win.
Under President Obama, the U.S. has expanded or launched numerous military campaigns -- most of them utilizing
a mix of the six elements of twenty-first-century American war. Take the American war in Pakistan -- a poster-child
for what might now be called the Obama formula, if not doctrine. Beginning as a highly-circumscribed drone
assassination campaign backed by limited cross-border commando raids under the Bush administration, U.S.
operations in Pakistan have expanded into something close to a full-scale robotic air war, complemented by crossborder helicopter attacks, CIA-funded “kill teams” of Afghan proxy forces, as well as boots-on-the-ground missions
by elite special operations forces, including the SEAL raid that killed Osama bin Laden.
The CIA has conducted clandestine intelligence and surveillance missions in Pakistan, too, though its role may, in
the future, be less important, thanks to Pentagon mission creep. In April, in fact, Secretary of Defense Leon
Panetta announced the creation of a new CIA-like espionage agency within the Pentagon called the Defense
Clandestine Service. According to the Washington Post, its aim is to expand “the military’s espionage efforts beyond
war zones.”
Over the last decade, the very notion of war zones has become remarkably muddled, mirroring the blurring of the
missions and activities of the CIA and Pentagon. Analyzing the new agency and the “broader convergence trend”
between Department of Defense and CIA missions, the Post noted that the “blurring is also evident in the
organizations’ upper ranks. Panetta previously served as CIA director, and that post is currently held by retired fourstar Army Gen. David H. Petraeus.”
Not to be outdone, last year the State Department, once the seat of diplomacy, continued on its long march to
militarization (and marginalization) when it agreed to pool some of its resources with the Pentagon to create the
Global Security Contingency Fund. That program will allow the Defense Department even greater say in how aid
from Washington will flow to proxy forces in places like Yemen and the Horn of Africa.
One thing is certain: American war-making (along with its spies and its diplomats) is heading ever deeper into “the
shadows.” Expect yet more clandestine operations in ever more places with, of course, ever more potential for
blowback in the years ahead.
Shedding Light on “the Dark Continent”
One locale likely to see an influx of Pentagon spies in the coming years is Africa. Under President Obama,
operations on the continent have accelerated far beyond the more limited interventions of the Bush years. Last
year’s war in Libya; a regional drone campaign with missions run out of airports and bases in Djibouti, Ethiopia, and
the Indian Ocean archipelago nation of Seychelles; a flotilla of 30 ships in that ocean supporting regional
operations; a multi-pronged military and CIA campaign against militants in Somalia, including intelligence
operations, training for Somali agents, secret prisons, helicopter attacks, and U.S. commando raids; a massive influx
of cash for counterterrorism operations across East Africa; a possible old-fashioned air war, carried out on the sly in
the region using manned aircraft; tens of millions of dollars in arms for allied mercenaries and African troops; and a
special ops expeditionary force (bolstered by State Department experts) dispatched to help capture or kill Lord’s
Resistance Army leader Joseph Kony and his senior commanders, operating in Uganda, South Sudan, the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, and the Central African Republic (where U.S. Special Forces now have a new
base) only begins to scratch the surface of Washington’s fast-expanding plans and activities in the region.

Even less well known are other U.S. military efforts designed to train African forces for operations now considered
integral to American interests on the continent. These include, for example, a mission by elite Force Recon Marines
from the Special Purpose Marine Air Ground Task Force 12 (SPMAGTF-12) to train soldiers from the Uganda
People's Defense Force, which supplies the majority of troops to the African Union Mission in Somalia.
Earlier this year, Marines from SPMAGTF-12 also trained soldiers from the Burundi National Defense Force, the
second-largest contingent in Somalia; sent trainers into Djibouti (where the U.S. already maintains a major Horn of
Africa base at Camp Lemonier); and traveled to Liberia where they focused on teaching riot-control techniques to
Liberia’s military as part of an otherwise State Department spearheaded effort to rebuild that force.
The U.S. is also conducting counterterrorism training and equipping militaries in Algeria, Burkina Faso, Chad,
Mauritania, Niger, and Tunisia. In addition, U.S. Africa Command (Africom) has 14 major joint-training exercises
planned for 2012, including operations in Morocco, Cameroon, Gabon, Botswana, South Africa, Lesotho, Senegal,
and what may become the Pakistan of Africa, Nigeria.
Even this, however, doesn’t encompass the full breadth of U.S. training and advising missions in Africa. To take an
example not on Africom’s list, this spring the U.S. brought together 11 nations, including Cote d’Ivoire, The Gambia,
Liberia, Mauritania, and Sierra Leone to take part in a maritime training exercise code-named Saharan Express
2012.
Back in the Backyard
Since its founding, the United States has often meddled close to home, treating the Caribbean as its private lake
and intervening at will throughout Latin America. During the Bush years, with some notable exceptions,
Washington’s interest in America’s “backyard” took a backseat to wars farther from home. Recently, however, the
Obama administration has been ramping up operations south of the border using its new formula. This has meant
Pentagon drone missions deep inside Mexico to aid that country’s battle against the drug cartels, while CIA agents
and civilian operatives from the Department of Defense were dispatched to Mexican military bases to take part in
the country’s drug war.
In 2012, the Pentagon has also ramped up its anti-drug operations in Honduras. Working out of Forward Operating
Base Mocoron and other remote camps there, the U.S. military is supporting Honduran operations by way of the
methods it honed in Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, U.S. forces have taken part in joint operations with
Honduran troops as part of a training mission dubbed Beyond the Horizon 2012; Green Berets have been assisting
Honduran Special Operations forces in anti-smuggling operations; and a Drug Enforcement Administration Foreigndeployed Advisory Support Team, originally created to disrupt the poppy trade in Afghanistan, has joined forces
with Honduras’s Tactical Response Team, that country’s most elite counternarcotics unit. A glimpse of these
operations made the news recently when DEA agents, flying in an American helicopter, were involved in an aerial
attack on civilians that killed two men and two pregnant women in the remote Mosquito Coast region.
Less visible have been U.S. efforts in Guyana, where Special Operation Forces have been training local troops in
heliborne air assault techniques. “This is the first time we have had this type of exercise involving Special
Operations Forces of the United States on such a grand scale,” Colonel Bruce Lovell of the Guyana Defense Force
told a U.S. public affairs official earlier this year. “It gives us a chance to validate ourselves and see where we are,
what are our shortcomings.”
The U.S. military has been similarly active elsewhere in Latin America, concluding training exercises in Guatemala,
sponsoring “partnership-building” missions in the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Peru, and Panama, and reaching
an agreement to carry out 19 “activities” with the Colombian army over the next year, including joint military
exercises.
Still in the Middle of the Middle East
Despite the end of the Iraq and Libyan wars, a coming drawdown of forces in Afghanistan, and copious public
announcements about its national security pivot toward Asia, Washington is by no means withdrawing from the

Greater Middle East. In addition to continuing operations in Afghanistan, the U.S. has consistently been at work
training allied troops, building up military bases, and brokering weapons sales and arms transfers to despots in the
region from Bahrain to Yemen.
In fact, Yemen, like its neighbor, Somalia, across the Gulf of Aden, has become a laboratory for Obama’s wars.
There, the U.S. is carrying out its signature new brand of warfare with “black ops” troops like the SEALs and the
Army’s Delta Force undoubtedly conducting kill/capture missions, while “white” forces like the Green Berets and
Rangers are training indigenous troops, and robot planes hunt and kill members of al-Qaeda and its affiliates,
possibly assisted by an even more secret contingent of manned aircraft.
The Middle East has also become the somewhat unlikely poster-region for another emerging facet of the Obama
doctrine: cyberwar efforts. In a category-blurring speaking engagement, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton surfaced
at the recent Special Operations Forces Industry Conference in Florida where she gave a speech talking up her
department’s eagerness to join in the new American way of war. “We need Special Operations Forces who are as
comfortable drinking tea with tribal leaders as raiding a terrorist compound,'' she told the crowd. “We also need
diplomats and development experts who are up to the job of being your partners."
Clinton then took the opportunity to tout her agency’s online efforts, aimed at websites used by al-Qaeda's affiliate
in Yemen. When al-Qaeda recruitment messages appeared on the latter, she said, “our team plastered the same
sites with altered versions… that showed the toll al-Qaeda attacks have taken on the Yemeni people.” She further
noted that this information-warfare mission was carried out by experts at State’s Center for Strategic
Counterterrorism Communications with assistance, not surprisingly, from the military and the U.S. Intelligence
Community.
These modest on-line efforts join more potent methods of cyberwar being employed by the Pentagon and the CIA,
including the recently revealed “Olympic Games,” a program of sophisticated attacks on computers in Iran’s nuclear
enrichment facilities engineered and unleashed by the National Security Agency (NSA) and Unit 8200, Israeli’s
equivalent of the NSA. As with other facets of the new way of war, these efforts were begun under the Bush
administration but significantly accelerated under the current president, who became the first American
commander-in-chief to order sustained cyberattacks designed to cripple another country’s infrastructure.
From Brushfires to Wildfires
Across the globe from Central and South America to Africa, the Middle East, and Asia, the Obama administration is
working out its formula for a new American way of war. In its pursuit, the Pentagon and its increasingly militarized
government partners are drawing on everything from classic precepts of colonial warfare to the latest technologies.
The United States is an imperial power chastened by more than 10 years of failed, heavy-footprint wars. It is
hobbled by a hollowing-out economy, and inundated with hundreds of thousands of recent veterans -- a staggering
45% of the troops who fought in Afghanistan and Iraq -- suffering from service-related disabilities who will require
ever more expensive care. No wonder the current combination of special ops, drones, spy games, civilian soldiers,
cyberwarfare, and proxy fighters sounds like a safer, saner brand of war-fighting. At first blush, it may even look
like a panacea for America’s national security ills. In reality, it may be anything but.
The new light-footprint Obama doctrine actually seems to be making war an ever more attractive and seemingly
easy option -- a point emphasized recently by former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Peter Pace. "I
worry about speed making it too easy to employ force," said Pace when asked about recent efforts to make it
simpler to deploy Special Operations Forces abroad. "I worry about speed making it too easy to take the easy
answer -- let's go whack them with special operations -- as opposed to perhaps a more laborious answer for
perhaps a better long-term solution."
As a result, the new American way of war holds great potential for unforeseen entanglements and serial blowback.
Starting or fanning brushfire wars on several continents could lead to raging wildfires that spread unpredictably and
prove difficult, if not impossible, to quench.

By their very nature, small military engagements tend to get larger, and wars tend to spread beyond borders. By
definition, military action tends to have unforeseen consequences. Those who doubt this need only look back to
2001, when three low-tech attacks on a single day set in motion a decade-plus of war that has spread across the
globe. The response to that one day began with a war in Afghanistan, that spread to Pakistan, detoured to Iraq,
popped up in Somalia and Yemen, and so on. Today, veterans of those Ur-interventions find themselves trying to
replicate their dubious successes in places like Mexico and Honduras, the Central Africa Republic and the Congo.
History demonstrates that the U.S. is not very good at winning wars, having gone without victory in
any major conflict since 1945. Smaller interventions have been a mixed bag with modest victories in places like
Panama and Grenada and ignominious outcomes in Lebanon (in the 1980s) and Somalia (in the 1990s), to name a
few.
The trouble is, it’s hard to tell what an intervention will grow up to be -- until it’s too late. While they followed
different paths, Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Iraq all began relatively small, before growing large and ruinous.
Already, the outlook for the new Obama doctrine seems far from rosy, despite the good press it’s getting inside
Washington’s Beltway.
What looks today like a formula for easy power projection that will further U.S. imperial interests on the cheap could
soon prove to be an unmitigated disaster -- one that likely won’t be apparent until it’s too late.
(Nick Turse is the associate editor of TomDispatch.com. An award-winning journalist, his work has appeared in the
Los Angeles Times, the Nation, and regularly at TomDispatch. He is the author/editor of several books, including
the just published Terminator Planet: The First History of Drone Warfare, 2001-2050 (with Tom Engelhardt). This
piece is the latest article in his new series on the changing face of American empire, which is being underwritten by
Lannan Foundation.)
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Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Dennis, above)

I'll look over in more detail tomorrow, but maybe actually not a bad plan, in view of the times.
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“Gallup Poll: Confidence in America's Public Schools Hits Record Low”

I did not have kids so have not had to pay a lot of attention to the public school system since my own High School
days. What I remember is mostly pretty good teachers who I thought offered a pretty good range of education and
overall helped me move ahead.
I sense that may have changed somewhat. What do we need to do? I sometimes think teachers may have become
more babysitters than purveyors of education. Do we need to somehow segregate the schools into those who want
to learn and those that don't seem to care? Do we need to run annual institutional knowledge quality tests for
teachers?
FYI the Army went through some similar soul searching back in the late 70s when we realized we were not
anywhere near all we could be. We shook up the whole system, got rid of the one year ticket punch command
concept, developed the National Training Center, and finally got real about what being good really meant. By the
time Desert Storm kicked off we had completely turned things around, so it can be done.
I send this to you who teach or have taught. If you were King or Queen of Education, what would you do?
“Gallup Poll: Confidence in America's Public Schools Hits Record Low” by Huffington Post
June 20, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/20/confidence-in-americas-pu_n_1612943.html)

Confidence in America’s public schools has hit a record low, with only 29 percent of respondents expressing “a great
deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in them, according to results from a recent Gallup poll.
The number is down 5 percentage points from last year, and represents a 4 percent decrease from the previous low
of 33 percent in 2007 and 2008.
Public schools rank eighth -- tied with the criminal justice system -- among 16 confidence categories that Gallup
studies. Its position is unchanged from last year, and once again follows the presidency and U.S. Supreme Court,
and ranks ahead of newspapers.

Out of all the categories, the sharpest declines were for public schools, television news and organized religion. All
three are at least 10 points lower than their historical average ratings, which are based on all measurements of
each institution since 1973.
Confidence in public schools remained fairly consistent across gender and age group, according to Gallup's data.
Twenty-six percent of white respondents indicated that they had a “a great deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in
the institution, compared to 36 percent of non-whites.
Those surveyed who graduated college were as confident in the public school system as those with a high school
diploma or less. Respondents who possessed some college education but did not earn a degree were about 10
points less optimistic.
Of those who self-identified as Democrats, 36 percent expressed confidence in America’s school system, while only
21 percent of Republicans did so.
Gallup surveyed a random sample of 1,004 adults aged 18 and older representing all 50 states and the District of
Columbia.
This faltering confidence in America’s public school system follows a year of budget cuts across the country that
have forced the elimination of jobs in the education sector, student transportation and after-school programs.
Parents nationwide have also been vocal in expressing their frustration with excessive standardized testing and
“teaching to the test.”
[Great graph! Art, isn’t this part of the Republican plan—to destroy education so their politicians can have more
uneducated voters to swallow their lies? And much easier than actual destroying is destroying the reputation of.
Republicans have been doing that to public schools, teachers, curricula, and teachers organizations for many years
now. Over time, the lies have their effect, teachers become demoralized, especially with little in the way of
compensation, and schools go downhill. Lies work over time! But, believe me, there’s nothing wrong with our
schools that returning the money taken away and making public education a top priority wouldn’t fix. Republicans

lack the will to even contribute to public education, it seem to me, let alone properly fund it. F*ck the kids and
their/our future! –SteveB]
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Re: “Gallup Poll: Confidence in America's Public Schools Hits Record Low”
(reply to Art, above)

What a challenge! I shall do my best to rise to the occasion. More to follow....
20120621-20
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Signs of the Times, Part 8

Cartoon: Bank CEOs Play Us All for Suckers
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Photo: Explosion

http://militarytimes.com/blogs/scoopdeck/category/ordnance/

—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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No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 25, 2012)
If Republicans were starting to skewer him for high gasoline prices a while ago, in all fairness, shouldn’t they be
praising and thanking President Obama for much lower gasoline prices now? NO! That would involve too much
morality, respect, and honesty, all things in very short supply with the 2012 GOP.
“Gas Prices Expected to Dip Below $3 This Fall” by Kathryn Tuggle, Reuters/Fox
June 22, 2012, (http://www.foxbusiness.com/personal-finance/2012/06/22/gas-prices-expected-to-dip-below-3-thisfall/)
Here’s a silver lining to the slow economic recovery: lower prices at the pump.
Experts expect the prolonged weakness in the economic recovery to result in a substantial decrease in gas prices
later this year. “Gas prices could hit the $3 mark in the next few months, and you may see some prices below that
dot in [some places in] the country in the next couple of weeks,” says Tom Kloza of the Oil Price Information
Service. “I’m not in the camp that thinks we’re going to see a collapse in oil prices similar to 2008, but the market is
definitely worried about that.”
The current national average for regular unleaded gasoline stands at $3.45 per gallon, down from 2011 highs of
$3.62 per gallon, according to the AAA Fuel Gauge Report. Crude oil is currently trading down 9.63% for the month
of June—and experienced a 4% drop on Thursday alone, the largest one-day percentage drop since December
2011, according to Dow Jones.
Moving into autumn, Kloza expects confidence in gas futures to remain weak, and once Labor Day has passed, he
says demand will drop even further. He adds gas prices should reach their lowest point for the year between
Halloween and the upcoming presidential election.
However, two big variables have the potential to disrupt this downward trend: hurricane season and the situation in
Iran.
“You do have hurricane season approaching, and the notion that Iran is going to create a little mischief in July or
August with its nuclear talks. Either one could throw a fly into the ointment,” says Kloza. “If a hurricane comes
ashore at Corpus Christie, then that really changes the picture.”

Moving into autumn, Kloza says the wholesale price of regular unleaded gas will be around $2.25 per gallon. To
calculate the retail price, Kloza adds 70 cents, putting the price paid at the pump at around $2.95 per gallon.
“If there were such a thing as retail futures, they would be trading for November and December at just under $3.
However, oil markets are all about reactions and overreactions, so don’t go out and buy a hummer yet.”
Although consumers may be excited with the prospect of cheaper gas, Stephen Schork, editor at the Schork Report,
says the price is a double-edged sword.
“We’re looking at a nice discount for consumers, but we’re getting that because of further economic contraction and
fears that the economy is going to get worse,” says Schork. “In February, the concern was that we didn’t have
enough supply, and now the concern is that we don’t have enough demand.
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Pam

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Dennis, FotM Newsletter #166)

That's what I was thinking--sounds like a plan to me. Of course, there is the possibility of unexpected
consequences, but that doesn't mean we should keep using the same old methods or not come up with innovative
strategies. The 21st c. isn't going to look like the 20th, any more than the 20th looked like the 19th. What's the
saying? Change or die. One problem "modern man" faces, IMHO, is too much exposure to possible dangers lurking
everywhere. We are constantly reminded of how many terrible things could happen to us, and soon: pandemics,
coastal flooding, severe storms, dangerous levels of carbon in the air, shortages of water in agricultural areas,
shrinking ice caps, increasing temperatures that will bring disease-carrying bugs into northern climes and increase
the demand for air conditioning, and the list goes on. We, I at least, carry all this around in my head pretty much
constantly. Sometimes I push it into the background, but usually AT LEAST once a day I recognize and worry about
how dismal everything is. Am I the only one who thinks this way?
What gives me a modicum of comfort is the belief/hope that smart people somewhere are figuring out what to do
about all these things. I'm glad the Obama administration is pursuing unconventional means of warfare. Obama
has taken on the responsibility for drone hits himself, which I find courageous. He's not hiding behind underlings
who will take the fall if something goes wrong. Yes, I worry about the police using drones to spy on ordinary
citizens, but I'd rather use a drone to take out an Al Quaida leader than invade a whole country. I hate secrets, but
I understand that our survival may depend on them.
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Pam

Re: R0mney Tells Governors to Lie About Recovery (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #166)

What gets me is that Romney et al., put more energy and thought into trashing the other guy than in finding real
solutions. Is there a Republican you can think of who is actually putting the welfare of the country, and not the
party, first? I can't think of any.
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“Health Care: Give the People What They Want”

“Health Care: Give the People What They Want” by Robert Scheer, Truthdig/NationofChange
June 22, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/health-care-give-people-what-they-want-1340371311)
The nutty thing about the health care debate that will play a prominent role in the next election is that most
Americans want pretty much the same outcome: to control costs without sacrificing quality. And that’s not what
either major-party candidate is offering. Few think that Obamacare, a Romneycare descendant that contains the
same kind of individual mandate the then-governor of Massachusetts signed into law, will get us to that desired

goal. Nor would Mitt Romney, who has been reborn as a celebrant of the old, pre-Obama system with a few nips
and tucks.
As the nation awaits a Supreme Court ruling on the constitutionality of the Obama health care approach, a new
Associated Press-GfK poll suggests that the vast majority of Americans want Congress to come up with a better
plan. They know that the current system is unsustainable. Only a third of those polled favored the law President
Barack Obama signed, but according to the AP, “...Whatever people think of the law, they don’t want a Supreme
Court ruling against it to be the last word on health care reform.” The article continued, “More than three-fourths of
Americans want their political leaders to undertake a new effort, rather than leave the health care system alone if
the court rules against the law, according to the poll.”
That sentiment underscores the opportunity missed by Obama, who limited his ambition to what Big Pharma and
the insurance giants would accept as “reform” in a system that they had so successfully exploited. Obamacare is a
faux reform born of opportunism, as was Romney’s original version: Play ball with those who have profited most
from the run-up of medical costs and expect them to make it more affordable.
Two dynamics doomed the experiment. First, the new Democratic president wanted to launch a bold progressive
program, but rather than channel the spirit of Franklin Delano Roosevelt to address the economic crisis that he
inherited, he continued the bailouts begun under George W. Bush and fixed on health care reform instead of the
financial pain being suffered by average Americans.
The second dynamic that undercut the health care bill was an over eagerness on the part of the new White House
operatives to collaborate with the profiteers in the very industry targeted by reform.
The email trail of cave-ins to the medical industry heavyweights is startlingly clear, and it is difficult to quarrel with
the headline on a Wall Street Journal story: “Emails Reveal How the White House Bought Big Pharma.” Except, as a
related editorial in the WSJ makes clear, it was the pharmaceutical industry that did the buying, with “a $150 million
advertising campaign coordinated with the White House political shop.”
What the industry bought was an end to the notion of a health care “public option,” and a guarantee of no serious
restrictions on drug prices, arranged by then White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel, who was in close
communication with the lobbyists involved. The Journal article pointed to the cynical language of the emails
exchanged, quoting one incriminating note from a lobbyist: “Rahm asked for Harry and Louise ads thru third party.
We’ve already contacted the agent.” The American Medical Association and others also were in on the fix, yet with
all of that power being exercised the public wasn’t conned. As the WSJ editorialized (it galls me to agree with that
newspaper’s editorialists), “The miracle is that despite this collusion of big government and big business,
Obamacare has received the public scorn that it deserves.”
But scorn for an individual mandate that compels consumers to purchase something they don’t want does not
translate into a rational alternative to the current mess. Californian Gary Hess, a retired school administrator and a
Republican, is quoted in the AP story about the new poll as saying that he wants the Supreme Court to reject the
entire Obama plan but that he still wants the government to retain the requirement that insurance companies cover
people regardless of their prior medical conditions. “There needs to be compromise on both sides,” he said. Clearly,
any good compromise must include both control on costs and the availability of health care to the needy in places
other than the very expensive emergency room.
Let me humbly suggest that as an alternative to a mandatory system rejected by the majority, we return to the idea
of covering most people by attracting them to quality public and private programs through consumer choice, and
that one of those choices be a version of the public option we now offer seniors. It’s called Medicare and it works
splendidly.
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The cartoon is funny!

NormF

Re: Cartoon: Bank CEOs Play Us All for Suckers (reply to SteveG, FotM
Newsletter #166)
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Fw: UltraViolet Petition: Support Paid Family Leave for Working Moms &
Dads

from UltraViolet:
Each year, millions of women and men face a gut-wrenching decision: stay home to care for a newborn baby in the
crucial first weeks after birth, or return immediately to work to make sure the family can make ends meet.
In the US, only 11% of workers have access to paid family leave through their employers— barely one in 10 people.
In fact, the United States is the only developed country that doesn't ensure that parents can take paid family leave
after a child is born or gets sick, or to take care of aging family members.
Right now, we have an amazing opportunity to change this—but time is short. We're partnering with the National
Partnership for Women & Families, MomsRising.org, and Working Mother magazine to get Congress behind national
legislation to provide paid family leave—and the law is modeled off of incredibly successful programs from California
and New Jersey.
Already, nearly 20,000 people have signed their petition demanding paid family leave in the United States--and we
need to triple those numbers before a huge day of action and meetings with key lawmakers on Capitol Hill on July
10. We need to show that paid family leave is something voters everywhere support if we're going to get Congress
to prioritize it this year. Will you sign the petition?
Add your name to the petition:
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/sign/familyleave/?rd=1&t=1&referring_akid=120.359331.cz4KlM.
Family leave isn't just about parents and young children, either. It's also about taking time off to care for an ailing
family member, or having the time to deal with your own personal medical issues. Basically, it's the ability to deal
with emergencies without also facing financial catastrophe.
And research shows that paid leave pays:¹
• Analysis shows a correlation between access to paid leave and more regular checkups and immunizations
for infants.
• Mothers who took paid leave were more likely to be working and making higher wages in the year
following an infant's birth.
• Both mothers and fathers who took paid leave to care for an infant were less likely to be on public
assistance.
• Research also shows paid leave prevents major financial loss. Adults forced to leave the workplace to care
for a sick parent lost an average of over $300,000 in income.
• New parents in California, and particularly lower-wage workers, who took paid leave under the state’s
pioneering program were more likely to return to their same employers—good for both workers and
businesses.
Paid family leave isn't just good social policy, it's good economic policy. And it's time for Congress to recognize that.
Sign your name to the petition, and help build on the momentum of this important issue.
Thanks for speaking out, Nita, Shaunna and Kat, the UltraViolet team
Sources
1

"The Case for Paid Family and Medical Leave," The National Partnership for Women & Families, April 2012,
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/go/166?t=5&akid=120.359331.cz4KlM.
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“SpyBike GPS Tracker Is Like LoJack for Bikes”

“SpyBike GPS Tracker Is Like LoJack for Bikes” by Chris Weiss, GizMag
June 20, 2012, (http://www.gizmag.com/spybike-gpstracker/22999/?utm_source=Gizmag+Subscribers&utm_campaign=39da8fbbff-UA-2235360-4&utm_medium=email)
The National Bike Registry tells us that thousands of bikes are stolen every day in the United States alone,
estimating a cost of around U.S. $200 million per year. A stolen bike can take hundreds or thousands of dollars out
of your pocket, leave you without a means of transit and turn into a frustrating, angering experience. The SpyBike
Covert Bicycle GPS Tracker protects you from theft by tracking down your bike.
They may deserve every expletive-laced, demeaning name in the book, but there's no denying that bike thieves are
crafty, determined folks. Even if you lock your bike up, thieves have a way of cutting, prying, hammering and
hacking through your line of defense ... or maybe they'll just saw the fence post that the bike is secured to.
Since you're not a professional thief, it's difficult to protect your bike from every possible scenario, and your bike
could get stolen even if you make every attempt to lock it securely. The chances of you getting the bike back are
slim, and you may not see it again even if the police recover it.
The SpyBike GPS tracker from Integrated Trackers gives you a second line of defense. You should still lock your
bike, but if a thief happens to break it free, you have a means to get it back. The device mounts inside the headset,
where it is hidden and unassuming. You use a special wrench to secure the device, so it's not easily removed.
Activate the unit when you leave your bike using the accompanying electronic key ring. If the bike is taken before
being deactivated with your key (i.e. stolen), the vibration sensor initiates the tracking system, which sends you an
alert SMS message and begins uploading coordinates to the cloud every 20 seconds until the vibration stops. The
unit will activate again when the vibration starts up (i.e. the thief is riding or transporting the bicycle), so you can
continue keeping up on its whereabouts.
You can keep track of the bike's location via Integrated Trackers' website, and then relay its location to the police.
If you forgot to arm the unit before your bike was stolen, you can remotely activate it by sending an SMS message.
It checks its messages automatically every six hours, so it will begin tracking when it gets your message.
The tracking service is free, but users do have to equip the unit with a pay-as-you-go SIM card and will be charged
for the data used in uploading coordinates. This may seem like an extra cost and work, but combined with the
quad-band GSM modem, it allows the unit to work with nearly any mobile network in the world. You can configure it
to the carrier that offers the best coverage in your area to ensure that it works when you need it. The unit uses
GPRS to upload data, not SMS, and Integrated Trackers says it costs a fraction of a penny to send each update (in
the U.K.).
The SpyBike runs on a rechargeable lithium-ion battery. Integrated Trackers says that the battery can go for
months between charges. The unit will send you an SMS message when the battery needs charging.
The SpyBike does have some limitations. Because it relies on GPS, the device will stop operating effectively if your
bike is taken inside or anywhere there isn't a clear view of the sky. In that case, the unit will step down to GSM
cellular triangulation. The company says GSM is only accurate to about 650 feet (200 m), which could prove all but
useless in a building-dense environment like the center of a city. In fact, even GPS's claimed 16 to 82 feet (5 to 25
m) accuracy won't necessarily bring you right to the thief's doorstep.
Having a hidden tracking system keeping you updated on the bike's location will almost certainly increase your
chances of recovery. By integrating it into the headset, Integrated Trackers makes it unassuming enough that
thieves may not think to check for it, and difficult enough to remove that they won't be able to just pull it out or
break it off. The remote activation feature is a smart inclusion that keeps the device active even if you don't have
the key ring or your bike is forcibly stolen.

The SpyBike starts at U.S. $153.58. The following video shows you how it works in a theft scenario:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dEeQCe2F_1I&feature=player_embedded.
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Magic Quiz

1. The completely absurd theory that all 7,000,000,000 human beings are simultaneously being monitored 24 hours
a day, every day of their lives, by an immortal, invisible being for the purposes of reward or punishment in the
"afterlife" comes from the field of:
a. Children's fairy tales.
b. Medieval mythology.
c. New-age pseudoscience.
d. Christianity.
2. You are about 70% likely to believe the entire Universe began less than 10,000 years ago with only one man,
one woman, and a talking snake if you are a:
a. Historian.
b. Geologist.
c. Astronomer.
d. Christian.
3. If I honestly believe that, when I think silent thoughts like "Please, God, help me pass my exam tomorrow.",
some invisible being is reading my mind and will intervene and alter what would otherwise be the course of history
to help me, I am:
a. A delusional schizophrenic.
b. A naïve child, too young to know how silly that is.
c. An ignorant farmer from Sudan who never had the benefit of even a 5th-grade education.
d. Your average Christian.
4. If I have convinced myself that gay sex is a choice and not genetic, but then have no explanation as to why only
gay people have homosexual urges, I am:
a. A gifted psychologist.
b. A well respected geneticist.
c. A highly educated sociologist.
d. A Christian with a typical ability to ignore inconvenient facts.
5. Millions and millions of Catholics believe that bread and wine turns into the actual flesh and blood of a dead Jew
from 2,000 years ago because:
a. There are obvious visible changes in the comestibles after the priest does his hocus pocus.
b. Tests have confirmed a divine presence in the bread and wine.
c. Now and then their god shows up and confirms this story.
d. Their religious convictions tell them to blindly accept this completely fucking absurd nonsense.
6. If I believe that an all-powerful being, capable of creating the entire cosmos, watches me have sex to make sure
I don't do anything "naughty", I am:
a. A victim of child molestation.
b. A rape victim trying to recover.
c. A mental patient with paranoid delusions.

d. A Christian.
7. The only discipline known to often cause people to kill others they have never met and/or to commit suicide in its
furtherance is:
a. Architecture.
b. Philosophy.
c. Archeology.
d. Religion.
8. What is it that most differentiates science and all other intellectual disciplines from religion?
a. Religion tells people not only what they should believe, but what they are morally obliged to believe on
pain of divine retribution, whereas science, economics, medicine, etc. have no "sacred cows" in
terms of doctrine and go where the evidence leads them.
b. Religion can make a claim such as "There is a triune god comprising God the Father, Jesus, and the Holy
Spirit.",and be totally immune from experimentation and challenge, whereas science can only make
factual assertions when supported by considerable evidence.
c. Science and the scientific method is universal and consistent all over the world, whereas religion is
regional, and a person's religious convictions, no matter how deeply held, are clearly nothing more
than an accident of birth.
d. All of the above.
9. If I am found wandering the streets flagellating myself, wading into a filthy river, mutilating my child's genitals,
or kneeling down in a church believing that an invisible being is somehow reading my innermost thoughts and
wishes, I am likely driven by:
a. A deep psychiatric issue.
b. An irrational fear or phobia.
c. A severe mental degeneration caused by years of drug abuse.
d. My religious belief.
10. Who am I? I don't pay any taxes. I never have. Any money my organization earns is tax free and my own salary
is also tax free at the federal, state, and local levels. Despite contributing nothing to society, but still enjoying all its
benefits, I feel I have the right to tell others what to do. I am:
a. A sleazy Wall Street banker.
b. A Mafia boss.
c. A drug pusher.
d. A Catholic priest, Protestant minister, Jewish rabbi, or Muslim imam.
11. What do the following authors all have in common – Jean-Paul Sartre, Voltaire, Denis Diderot, Victor Hugo,
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Immanuel Kant, David Hume, René Descartes, Francis Bacon, John Milton, John Locke, and
Blaise Pascal?
a. They are among the most gifted writers the world has ever known.
b. They concentrated on opposing dogma and opening the human mind and spirit to the wonders of free
thought and intellectual freedom.
c. They were intimidated by the Catholic Church and put on the Church's list of prohibited authors.
d. All of the above.
12. The AIDS epidemic will kill tens of millions in poor African and South American countries before we defeat it.
Condoms are an effective way to curtail its spread. As the Pope still has significant influence over the less educated
masses in these parts of the World, he has exercised this power by:

a. Using some of the Vatican's incomprehensible wealth to educate these vulnerable people on health,
family planning, and condom use.
b. Supporting government programs that distribute condoms to high-risk groups.
c. Using its myriad churches in these regions to distribute condoms.
d. Scaring people into not using condoms, based upon his view that it is better that a person die than go
against the Vatican's position on contraceptives.
Always remember that silence gives consent. Written by the LaCrosse Area Freethought Society,
(http://www.lcafs.org/).
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Re: Magic Quiz (reply to SteveG, above)

Excellent!!
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Fw: Daily Kos Petition: No Corporate Resources for Political Purposes
Without Shareholder Opt-In Permission!

Please sign our petition to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid asking him to introduce legislation requiring
corporations to get opt-in permission from shareholders in order to use company resources for political purposes.
Click here to sign: http://campaigns.dailykos.com/p/dia/action/public/?action_KEY=165.
With Citizens United, the activist conservative Supreme Court ruled that corporations could spend unlimited
amounts of unregulated money to buy elections.
Now, that same activist conservative Supreme Court ruled that unions have to get opt-in permission from nonmembers to use dues for political purposes.
In response, sign our petition asking Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid to introduce legislation requiring
corporations to get opt-in permission from shareholders in order to be allowed to use company resources for
political purposes.
Keep fighting, Markos Moulitsas, Publisher, Daily Kos
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Fw: Post Turtle

There is a lot of truth here. Think about it.
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]

While suturing a cut on the hand of a 75-year-old rancher, whose hand was caught in the squeeze gate while
working cattle, the doctor struck up a conversation with the old man. Eventually the topic got around to Obama and
his role as our president.
The old rancher said, "Well, ya know, Obama is a 'post turtle'."
Not being familiar with the term, the doctor asked him what a 'post turtle' was.
The old rancher said, "When you're driving down a country road and you come across a fence post with a turtle
balanced on top, that's a 'post turtle'."
Seeing the puzzled look on the doctor's face, he continued to explain: "You know he didn't get up there by himself;
he doesn't belong up there; he doesn't know what to do while he's up there; he's elevated beyond his ability to
function; and you just wonder what kind of dumb a*s put him up there to begin with."
20120624-01
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Re: Post Turtle (reply to SteveM, above)

It’s interesting that this joke was first applied to Bush (in 2000-2001) then to Palin eight years later.
http://www.snopes.com/politics/humor/postturtle.asp
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“Three Big Lies about Big Government”

“Three Big Lies about Big Government” by Christopher Petrella, NationofChange

June 23, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/three-big-lies-about-big-government-1340458180)
Many conservatives who stylize themselves as defenders of small government lean precariously on Reagan-era
platitudes when pressed to justify their affections. Though Reagan’s alluringly demagogic 1981 decree that
“government is not the solution to our problems [but rather], government is the problem” is easy to chew, its
arbitrary application has led to a number of misconceptions about the role, size, and scope of “government.”
Time and again conservatives characterize those of us on the left as “large government loyalists,” as “tax and spend
liberals” who “support the growth of an inefficient and parasitic public sector.” Unfortunately, the tales that
conservatives use to vituperate those of on the left are as shallow as they are tall.
Let’s take a few minutes to debunk three common conservative critiques lodged against supposed “big government”
sympathizers.
Myth #1: President Obama has created a “spending inferno.”
Did not Harvard Business School teach you anything, Mitt? In FY 2009—the last of George W. Bush’s
presidency — federal spending rose by 18 percent from $2.98 trillion to $3.52 trillion. Then, in FY 2010—the
first budget overseen by President Obama—federal government outlays fell by nearly 2 percent. In FY 2011
spending rose 4.3 percent to $3.60 trillion and in FY 2012 spending is scheduled to rise 0.7 percent to $3.63
trillion, according to the Congressional Budget Office’s (CBO) most recent budgetary estimates. Finally in FY
2013 — the final budget of President Obama’s term — spending is scheduled to fall 1.3 percent to $3.58
trillion. In total, federal spending under President Obama will have risen from $3.52 trillion to $3.58 trillion
representing an annualized increase of just 0.4 percent. Federal spending is currently increasing at its
slowest rate since Dwight D. Eisenhower’s presidency nearly sixty years ago.
Myth #2: “Government” has become “too big” and “too inefficient” under President Obama.
The most common measure of government size is federal, state, and local expenditures relative to gross
domestic product (GDP). According to this index total government expenditures as a percentage of GDP has
varied modestly, + 7 percent, from President Bush’s last year and office to FY 2012 under President Obama.
Some of this increase, of course, is attributable to expanded federal payments for individuals by way of
Social Security and Medicare. However, according to the Office of Management and Budget “defense and
international spending” under President Obama has also increased by nearly 10 percent since President
Bush left office, an argumentatively inconvenient truth for conservatives.
Concurrent to relatively stable spending-to-GDP ratios, it’s paradoxically possible to argue that the federal
government is actually contracting. Here’s why. According to data recently released by the St. Louis FED
around 16.5 percent of labor-eligible adults now work for the government, a figure down from its peak of 20
percent in 1975 under republican President Gerald Ford. Further, as a percentage of total employed
Americans, federal government workers have been dropping steadily and are now near an all time low.
According to the same data-set, state and local governments have employed roughly the same number of
employees as a percentage of total U.S. employees for the past forty years or so.
Myth #3: Firing public sector workers like teachers, firefighters, and police officers represents the best strategy for
reducing debt incurred by “big government” spending.
The compensation of public school teachers, firefighters, and police officers is largely subsidized by the
collection of state and local taxes. Although total U.S. debt stands at a towering $57 trillion, red ink at the
state and local level accounts for less than 5 percent of total indebtedness. (State and local governments
don’t wage endless wars.) National (federal) debt comprises 28 percent of total debt and the remaining 67
percent includes aggregated mortgage, student loan, and credit card debts.
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“San Juan: Coldest Night of the Year” & “Porongo (Bolivia): Firewalkers
of San Juan”

[Tonight is the celebration of San Juan in Bolivia. People stay up all night, party, light fires to stay warm, eat hot
dogs, drink local alcoholic drinks, and some people jump over the fires or walk through the burning coals. A good
time is had by all the people who don’t burst into flames, never to be cold again. –SteveB]
“San Juan: Coldest Night of the Year” by BoliviaBella, (http://networkedblogs.com/z7MJ7)
San Juan is celebrated in Bolivia every year on 23 June and is said to be the shortest, and usually the coldest, night
of the year.
Typically bonfires are set and people gather all night to sing, play guitar, eat and spend time together, warming by
the fire and hoping this really will be the shortest, coldest night of the year so as to get it over with once and for all.
Most bonfires were set in the streets, even in large cities. However, the next morning there was so much smog that
authorities have put a stop to that and are now fining anyone who sets a bonfire in town. For environmental
reasons, bonfires have been banned in most major cities of Bolivia.
Still, hot dog sales go through the roof as people traditionally roast "panchitos" as they are called, along with pigs,
goats, and other animals. The "parrillada" or "churrasco" (as barbeques are called here) usually include hot dogs or
sausages, lots of chicha or other alcoholic drinks, and a guitar somewhere in the crowd.
In La Paz, the day after San Juan used to be a holiday as well - not so much because it really is, but because the
amount of smoke lingering in the air made it impossible to go outside, much less get to work. However, now that's
all been "cleared up" with the bonfire prohibition.
One tradition in La Paz is that anyone who can, will stay up all night, and eat "fricassé" (a thin broth with pieces of
pork, ground red chili pepper and chuños, which are dehydrated potatoes) at about 5:00 a.m. in order to warm up.
In some rural towns like Porongo dancers will walk on hot coals to show the spirits they are macho and unafraid of
the cold or any other malice they may want to bestow upon them. But mostly, people will just use this as an excuse
to combine weathering the cold with having yet another party. So if you're ever in Bolivia in June, bring your jacket
and a skewer - there's room at the hearth for everyone. If you're traveling, you might as well make the most of it
and enjoy.
“Porongo: Firewalkers of San Juan” by Bolivia Bella, (http://networkedblogs.com/z7MJ9)
Just 17 miles Northwest of Santa Cruz there is a small town called Porongo with about 12,000 inhabitants. Most
notable are its colonial architecture, church (pictured here), main plaza and antique houses.
The town was founded by Jesuit Friar Santiago Ribero on 22 February, 1714 and it has a church called Iglesia San
Juan Bautista (John the Baptist Church) which was built in 1716. It was probably one of the last to be built by
Catholic priests in Bolivia. The Bolivian government declared it a National Cultural Heritage site in 1999.
Some of Bolivia's best coffees are produced in this area and there is a Coffee Festival each year in June following
the town’s “Fiesta Patronal”, day on which the inhabitants celebrate their Patron Saint (John the Baptist). The
festival of San Juan takes place on June 23rd. Thousands of people flock to the tiny town of Porongo
to walk over hot coals. They believe you have to have faith in order to firewalk without getting
burned. June 23rd is believed to be the longest and coldest night of the year in Bolivia.
In September the town celebrates its Festival de la Flauta de Tacuara. The “achachairú”, a small fruit found only in
Bolivia, also grows plentifully here (try some – they are tart, but delicious!) You can attend the Gran Fiesta del
Achachairú in December. In April and May every two years, part of the Baroque Music Festival takes place in the

Porongo church as well. The town also has a baroque music school. Porongo is located in one of the nine provinces
that are part of Amboró National Park. Families often drive to spend the day and have lunch on Saturday or Sunday.
On the same road you take to Porongo, there is a wonderful outdoor restaurant that has a small lake (huge water
lilies!) where you can feed the fish, and a great play area for kids called La Rinconada. It’s a great place to enjoy
your Sunday lunch. During the rest of the week you can visit the park and grounds, but the restaurant serves only
drinks and snack. You can rent it out for events. It features very healthy food, so eat all you want!
Also on this road is the world's largest butterfly sanctuary (and also a 5-star resort and country club) called
Mariposario Güembé. Also you can veer off to spend some time at Laguna Capybara, a lagoon where you can take a
dip or just relax with a picnic or do some grilling. It has a camping area as well.
The town boasts another unusual characteristic: Michael Bennett, a native of Stoke-on-Trent, England, a gold
miner, served as town mayor between 2002 and 2003.
One of my favorite places in Santa Cruz is a family-owned quinta just 3 kilometers north of Porongo. It has a pool,
volleyball court, 3 full cabins, indoor and outdoor dining areas, a grill, a full office with Internet, TV, and space for
up to 20 to sleep. When you reserve the quinta, you get THE WHOLE QUINTA to yourself. So for a great family
weekend, romantic getaway or business hide-out visit Quinta Victoria.
20120624-02
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SteveB

“Apocalypse Now Vogue Engulfs Chicken Littles”

“Apocalypse Now Vogue Engulfs Chicken Littles” by Robert S. Becker, NationofChange
June 24, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/apocalypse-now-vogue-engulfs-chicken-littles-1340547135)
Is the sky falling on this Beacon on the Hill, ending a century of Yankee dominance, crushing the greatest, most
brashly exceptional nation known to mankind? Is this worldwide wonder of freedom and democracy, the
intersection of divine history and human destiny, kaput, on its last legs, about to implode? Not quite, not yet, and
that's no endorsement of the status quo: powers-that-be hold high trump cards.
Every generation endures end-of-the world scenarios, and we still dread last century's, nuclear holocaust. Drama -let alone anxiety -- commands our attention and heartstrings. Pandemics, portable nukes, fiery asteroids, religious
mania, starvation, rightwing nuts, and looming climate change, all threaten millions. But anxiety, even nightmare
projections, do not mean Armageddon is upon us, nor that pundits suddenly discover reliable crystal balls.
Discretion is the better part of this valor.
Global warming looms, likely to cut world population and food production, but that's neither extinction nor end of
times – nor reformation destructive capitalism. Want good news? Harvard professor Steven Pinker argues our
belligerent species has cut wartime-violence killing sprees. Are we not exiting Iraq, sort of? Life expectancies, even
for the impoverished, grow annually, if you count enough people. Only 43 Americans suffered capital punishment in
2011 (half the 2000 totals), mostly in W's Texas. Okay, we live in grim times but take heart: we don't guillotine yet.
And most of life's simple pleasures haven't been banned, yet.

Centers hold on
No doubt, systemic cracks abound, thanks to myopic leadership blunders, not just across state and national politics
but corporate's best and brightest, sports top dogs, and fundamentalist denominations that turn Jesus into racist
warmonger. Pedophilia, misogyny and reaction stalk the west's oldest organized church. But even wobbly,
distrusted centers, like moons and planets, can wobble in place a good long time. History testifies to the resilience
of status quo, by definition adept at deflecting reform.
Consider how long it took to resolve slavery (or not, as racism lives on), enfranchise women (and minorities), or
protect laboring children and the gamut of civil, gender, human and gay rights. Today's well-funded, defensive elite,
armed with police forces, high-tech weaponry and media propaganda, so dreads systemic change they equate
sharing spoils with "the end of their world."
Fortresses are designed for sieges, and I suspect things get worst before they get better. Yet does that justify the
countless catastrophes predicted if that slick liberal, drone-friendly, Wall-Street-funding president doesn't get reelected? Even more earth-shaking disruptions come from fringe hysterics: national self-destruction descends if that
slick liberal, non-citizen (alien, socialist anti-Christ) defies divine will by staying in office. What a quandary: a single
election deciding which of two ways our world ends.
But anxiety aside, where's compelling data that today's enfeebled "Dying Empire" is expiring? Isn’t there equivalent
evidence that reinforces retrenchment, fat cats shoring up weak spots and securing walls that resist reform? Few
imagine violent domestic insurrection (despite guns galore) because so many project bloody retribution by police
armies informed by drone surveillance. Though whistleblowers are punished, gun sales flourish, as do third political
parties, and the Internet remains free, though gigantic government computers violate our privacy. No doubt, were
the belligerent, rabid right to commandeer our entire government, brace for dreadful "systemic reforms." But odds
favor more status quo and 40 fierce Senators trumping change.
Mythic hill to die on
Our western culture has one predominant catch-all for the end of the world, courtesy of the New Testament finale:
Armageddon. Ar-ma-ged-don is "the battle between the forces of good and evil predicted to mark the end of the
world and precede the Day of Judgment." (Revelation 16:16). With "ar" meaning "hill," derivation is less epic, an
earthly hill called Megiddo where our species gets its comeuppance. High time, say today's angry moralists, echoing
the irritable Old Testament chief.
What, is human history not already battleground between perceived good vs. indicted evil-doers? Have we not
moved, however haltingly for 200 years, from widespread dictators to greater distribution of goodies to wider
audiences, respect for law and judicial processes, even expansive self-determination?

True, our three-decade Yankee regression by leapers of faith in cahoots with business reactionaries is gumming up
progress, but I trust the long-term, positive arc of history endures. Yet, where are alternative visions or philosophies
to trigger serious, left-leaning systemic reform? Successful revolutions have definite contexts, especially
breakthrough concepts (like democracy) that disrupt fixed communal mindsets. What revolutionary ideas can
persuade our variegated masses to become rebels with a cause? In that absence, let us assess the daunting task:
1. Economic status quo is besieged but is hardly buckling. Despite ungodly concentrations of wealth, the
core capitalistic order -- reflected by healthy world stock markets and international business as usual --is
accelerating from recession. Occupy protests urge more equitable distribution but I don't yet see key
strategies that garner critical mass support. Has this admirable protest impacted national voting at all, as did
the Tea Party? Bruised candidate and lousy campaigner, Romney the patrician quickly overcame high
negatives to pull even with a charismatic, personally-popular president, as you’d expect from a strong foe.
2. World leadership, with few exceptions, stands with high growth and big business, whether here,
struggling Europe, booming South America, Middle East (dictatorial strongholds), or across highly productive
Indian-Asian powerhouses. China represents state capitalism on steroids, with autocratic leaders restraining
mounting internal contradictions and income discrepancies.
Where's the legitimate, unified alternative -- even a major movement -- that challenges the world's everevolving capitalist systems, paying homage to private property, profit incentives, centralized corporations,
and monopolistic expansionism? Despite population surges, resource restraints and natural warnings galore,
our president merrily targets 3.5% annual GDP growth, as if it's 1950.
3. Yes, America is faltering, mainly against China, rising Asian producers and bright spots, like Brazil. Yet
power shifts don't produce the end of the world or power to more people, and China, with insatiable needs
for oil, resources, and factories, is buying and/or financially colonizing the third world. Copycat top-down
ownership plus nasty environmental exploitation drive Chinese expansion, mimicking excesses of latewestern capitalism. Backed by wildly expensive military prowess, America and our large corporations will
keep their castles and hold their own, with only token nods to funding externalities (what progress truly
costs), just like 1950.
4. In fact, military power balances haven't drastically changed since WWII, except that ex-communist Russia
stumbled, displaced by quasi-communist China. Western militarism (with its religious commitment to
violence, whatever threat or foe) plods on, without budget cuts for guns, tanks or drones. Yankee militarism
morphs into limited, "smarter" conflicts, less costly in money and lives, perhaps even better at killing
enemies, not non-combatants.
5. Populist movements, however conspicuous, are struggling (as in Egypt), assuming they get the necessary
decades to foster functional, democratic governments. No easy fixes for severe tribal battles and daunting
shortfalls in education, medicine and infrastructure. Protests like "60's anti-war eruptions aren't yet shaking
advanced countries, even though politics and elections promise mainly crude propaganda by billionaires.
Where's the outrage towards zero debate about structural challenges, replaced by trivial squabbling over
“impossible deficits” or the menace of "big government”?
In short, though there is good news, where's persuasive evidence the world's entrenched are dying? Where are
critical mass protests to combat economic systems showing their age (and contradictions)? Corrupt, crony
capitalism won't be overturned because income disparities widen, and “regular” capitalism promises employment
needs for decades. Early in defining tasks and foes, let’s beware of declaring premature dissolutions.
Whatever narrative upswings of history, and shifts towards empowerment, expect nasty bumps along the way.
That quickens if the cynical withdraw, as in "we're all screwed, why fight"? Or if others cling to a president whose
populist talk contrasts with neo-liberal appointments, advisers, programs and decisions. Time not to overstate the
sky is falling but assess the full power of the opposition and plan tactical moves and strategic alliances. For me,
reinstating the best of our Constitutional restraints is a mandatory first step, with intense pressure on this president.

Reform driven by our best, most inclusive legacies is a compelling philosophic engine, with a realistic re-dedication
to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness" for the vast majority, not the privileged top tier.

Historic note: systemic change needs a context and a realistic new direction. Our revolution makes that point:
finally, a landowning, asset-holding elite, with a nod towards halfway democracy, decided colonial obedience to a
backward power was out -- and concepts of self-rule grew, though over time. Had England not demanded intrusive
new taxes (for costly, far-off European wars), the colony would not have rushed to wean itself from the mother
country. Our revolutionary founders (all one-third of the country) didn't revolt because they hated being English,
but they refused to be bullied, specifically denied the economic and social freedoms they had enjoyed for decades.
Inspect the Articles of Confederation, where weak state self-rule dominates, to appreciate how America's truly
revolutionary advance (a centralized, federal union) wasn't the first dream, nor the first reform.
20120624-03
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U.S. Average Income on the Rise!

Since 1973 the median income in America has risen 7%.
Makes you kind of proud doesn’t it?
Just had to throw some sarcasm in.
20120624-04

22:45 SteveB

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)

I’m so darned proud of our incredibly great, selfless generation that I could just pop!
What can you say? This is all the evidence anyone could need that we strayed from the path of prosperity.
When we had it made and almost nothing was broken, why did we feel we had to reinvent the wheel and conduct a
great social and political experiment like radical Conservatism?
Reagan and Bush, practically by themselves, deconstructed the engine of creation our parents had so carefully
crafted. WHY?
(I sure hope that’s 7% AFTER inflation!)
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SteveB

Quotes: Where Is Your Party Now, Republicans?

Photo: Romantic Moment

http://www.facebook.com/media/set/?set=a.131573292820.117234.131329177820&type=3#!/photo.php?fbid=101
50864439892821&set=a.131573292820.117234.131329177820&type=3&theater

—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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Another American Tragedy
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 26, 2012)
We can now be sure that Citizens United was not just an aberration o a fluke—no, it’s part of a concerted effort to
take over the political machinery of America. Thanks to this decision on Montana’s case, the wonderfulness and
fairness of Citizens United has now been extended to all local elections, not just federal ones. What are the odds of
a non-political decision on Obamacare, this Tursday?
“Supreme Court Reverses Anti-Citizens United Ruling from Montana” by Mike Sacks, Huffington Post
June 25, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/25/supreme-court-reversed-citzens-unitedmontana_n_1605355.html)
(WASHINGTON) The U.S. Supreme Court on Monday struck down Montana's century-old limits on corporate political
spending, putting an end to the state's resistance to Citizens United and effectively expanding that controversial
ruling to the state and local elections.

Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, decided in January 2010, struck down federal limits on campaign

spending by corporations and unions as violations of the First Amendment. Justice Anthony Kennedy, writing on
behalf of Chief Justice John Roberts and Justices Antonin Scalia, Clarence Thomas and Samuel Alito, reached the
bold conclusion that "independent expenditures, including those made by corporations, do not give rise to
corruption or the appearance of corruption," and therefore "[n]o sufficient governmental interest justifies limits on
the political speech of nonprofit or for-profit corporations."
In December 2011, the Montana Supreme Court disagreed. It found that the state's Gilded Age history of businessdriven corruption was sufficient to justify the state's Corrupt Practices Act. Passed by voter referendum in 1912, the
law decrees that a "corporation may not make ... an expenditure in connection with a candidate or a political party
that supports or opposes a candidate or a political party."
By summarily reversing the case, American Tradition Partnership v. Bullock, the justices refused to reconcile their
sweeping statement of free speech principles in Citizens United with the real-world facts -- from Montana's history
to today's super PACs -- put forward by Montana and its supporters to demonstrate that independent expenditures
do, indeed, corrupt or create the appearance of corruption. Instead, the 5-4 majority, in an unsigned opinion, wrote
that "[t]here can be no serious doubt" that Citizens United applies to Montana's law.

"Montana's arguments in support of the judgment below either were already rejected in Citizens United, or fail to
meaningfully distinguish that case," the majority wrote.
Justice Stephen Breyer, joined by Justices Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Sonia Sotomayor and Elena Kagan, wrote to
dissent from the summary reversal. "Montana's experience, like considerable experience elsewhere since the Court's
decision in Citizens United, casts grave doubt on the Court's supposition that independent expenditures do not
corrupt or appear to do so," Breyer wrote. "Were the matter up to me, I would vote to grant the petition for
certiorari in order to reconsider Citizens United or, at least, its application in this case."
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“A Big Unknown for Americans If Health Care Law Struck Down”

“A Big Unknown for Americans If Health Care Law Struck Down” by Mary Agnes Carey, MSNBC
June 22, 2012, (http://today.msnbc.msn.com/id/47918979/ns/today-today_health/t/big-unknown-americans-ifhealth-care-law-struck-down/#.T-mC9rVYuRQ)
The prospect of the Supreme Court striking down the entire health law or some of its key elements has many
people in Washington abuzz about what happens next. What about the federal grants that have been awarded as
part of the law’s implementation? Does the shrinking “doughnut hole” in seniors’ drug coverage grow again? Would
consumers lose their protection against out-of-pocket costs for preventive services?
Consumers, states and the federal government have much to win – or lose – depending on how the court rules.
Proponents say the subsidies for eligible lower income people, health insurance exchanges and Medicaid expansion,
among other provisions, are examples of how the law will save consumers money and improve access to care. But
critics want to reduce the billions of dollars in federal spending in the law as the nation wrestles with a massive
deficit. If the court strikes the law — or even a portion of it — experts say it is not clear how these economic issues
will play out.
There are few roadmaps or precedents to help guide policy makers and politicians.
“This case more directly affects the national economy and touches more Americans in their day to day lives than
anything the Supreme Court has done in almost a century,” said Tom Goldstein, a Washington lawyer and publisher
of SCOTUSblog, which follows the Supreme Court. “This is right at the root of very basic questions of economic
power and health care in the country. There aren’t other similar disputes that have reached the justices since the
New Deal.”
Since there is little common ground between the Democrats and Republicans on the law, if it were struck down or
altered significantly by the court, it would likely be extremely difficult to build a bipartisan consensus on legislation
to tidy up the confusion or remedy the pocketbook issues.
“It’s just too contentious,” says Joseph Antos, a health care expert at the American Enterprise Institute, a
conservative think tank. “Even next year, it’s really hard to imagine you’d get corrective legislation because the
enmity between the two sides will be just as strong as it ever was.”
There would likely be differences of opinions about how the federal and state governments would proceed in closing
their books on the law. If the Supreme Court and Congress give states no marching orders, it might again fall to the
courts to settle bills and loose ends. The Supreme Court could kick some decisions -- perhaps on the fate of grants
already issued to states and others -- to lower courts to decide.
Goldstein doubts that the justices will weigh in on issues like what happens to federal grants that have already been
distributed or the law’s payment cuts to hospitals and other Medicare providers. “That’s too in the weeds,” he said.

“It will be a partly political, partly legal question. I’m sure that if the entire law gets struck or at least the parts of
the law that relate to the grants, the government’s going to want back the unspent portion of the funds,” Goldstein
said. “A lot of details will depend on how the grants were written and those sorts of things.”
The Department of Health and Human Services might try to fix some problems through rule making, he added.
Here’s a look at a few of the major economic questions that could quickly arise if the court strikes all or parts of the
law:
Will the federal government try to recover the money it has spent implementing the law?
If the whole law is tossed out, at some point the federal government may try to collect the grants it issued
to states and others to fund the creation of health insurance marketplaces, called exchanges; prevention
activities and programs to make health care more efficient, he says. “If the whole thing really is
unconstitutional, that has to mean that it is illegal to spend the money that way under current law,” said
Antos.
Retrieving unspent funds might be possible, but collecting money that’s already been spent could prove
problematic, especially for cash-strapped states still dealing with a weak economy.
“My sense would be they would not recover the money. How do you recover the money? If it’s spent, what
do you do?” said Steven Lieberman, the president of Lieberman Consulting Inc. and the former deputy
executive director for policy at the National Governors Association.
Would states continue their efforts to establish insurance marketplaces?
The health law creates state exchanges where eligible individuals and small businesses could purchase
health insurance. If the entire law is struck down, some states, such as California and Maryland, are
expected to continue their efforts.
But if the ruling prohibited additional federal funding for implementation of the health law, states wanting to
build exchanges would have to do so with existing federal grants or with state funds. Federal subsidies in
the law to help people buy coverage in the exchanges could also be gone, depending on the court ruling. If
that happens, consumers would have to pay more from their own pockets for coverage.
What about consumer benefits?
Several provisions of the law are geared to guaranteeing low-cost care, such as mandates that some
preventive services be provided to beneficiaries with no out-of-pocket costs. Favoring a market-based
approach, the GOP would prefer that insurers decide themselves to keep health law consumer protections in
place without Washington demanding it happen. And some companies are doing just that.
UnitedHealthcare, which covers about 26 million people in plans that could be affected by the regulations,
said June 11 it would continue to offer cancer screenings and other preventive services without a
copayment, as well as allow young adult children to stay on their parents’ policies up to age 26 and not
reinstate lifetime limits on coverage.
Hours later, insurers Aetna and Humana said they too would continue with some of those provisions. But
other key safeguards, such as guaranteed coverage for people with medical problems, have not been
addressed by the insurers.
Another area of uncertainty, is what happens to the rebates that insurers are required to pay consumers if
health plans fail to spend at least 80 percent of premiums on medical care. An estimated $1.1 billion in
rebates would be paid by Aug. 1 under current law, according to the Department of Health and Human
Services. If the entire law is struck down, it’s not clear if insurers would have to pay the rebates.

Would the consumer savings in the Medicare prescription drug program remain?
Industry officials say a court rebuff could put seniors in jeopardy of once again having to pay full price for
brand-name drugs after they reach the coverage gap in their prescription drug plans. If the entire statute is
struck down, the legal structures that allowed pharmaceutical manufacturers to cut brand-name drug prices
in half when Medicare beneficiaries hit that coverage gap -- known as the “doughnut hole” -- would be
eliminated, according to Matthew Bennett, a spokesman for the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers
of America. That would raise questions about whether this program could continue, he said.
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Pam

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter
#167)

I wonder what the top 1% make of this statistic. [that since 1973 the median income in America has risen only
7%. –SteveB]
20120625-03
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SteveG

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Pam, above)

Oh, their income has risen approximately 1,000%.
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SteveB

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Pam, above)

I wish I knew someone in the top 1% who’s still talking to me, let alone answering logical questions. :-)
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SteveG

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveB, above)

SteveB

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)

I still talk to you. 
20120625-08

11:24

And I thought you were such a minimalist…can I get a loan?
20120625-05
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SteveB

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)

So the 1% probably is as disappointed as the rest of us! Damn! Why couldn’t they have rigged the system just a
little better for twice that return? Even 2000% doesn’t seem like enough for the greed of the geniuses who
destroyed the goose that laid the golden eggs.
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SteveG

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveB, above)

So Rich, So Poor: Why It's So Hard to End Poverty in America by Peter Edelman, New Press, 2012
http://books.google.com.bo/books/about/So_Rich_So_Poor.html?id=lO5GXwAACAAJ&redir_esc=y
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Bill

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)

Saw the author on NPR Sunday. He made a pretty strong case. His suggestions for re-distribution are highly
problematic in today’s political climate.
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Art

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to all, above)

Never have been quite sure what the top 1% means. It really isn't about wealth, however. It's how you look at
things. I suspect Warren Buffet would enjoy our exchanges and he certainly is in the top tier.
In all the hullabaloo about the election and the accusations of who spent what first, there has been some
glimmerings of logic. To me what makes the most sense is that if you have a prosperous middle class that spends
money regularly on all sorts of things then everyone seems to benefit, even the rich who own the big companies.
When you don't have that, everyone suffers, of course, the little guy suffers more.
I don't think anyone argues with that. So, how do we get there? Essentially the Republicans believe in trickle down
economics and they continue to stack the deck legally to benefit the rich few. The Democrats believe that wealth
needs to be more evenly distributed and the way to do that is through taxation, especially of the very rich. That
really is the issue. One of the things that I continually look for is what is the Republican plan??? Romney has said
he will cut taxes for the rich ( I think one of the claims of there Republicans is that most Americans don't pay any
taxes as it is so a tax cut won't mean much to them), and increase defense spending. How does that address the
deficit they keep yapping about? Romney gets very vague when pressed on this point but the Democrats need to
continue to ask these questions. In point of fact I don't think he really has a plan.
There currently seems to be an alliance of the super rich and the not very bright white lower/middle class. Some
will take offense but, when I think about my circle of acquaintances, all those with better educations and/or people
who have obviously continued to read and think after school are pretty much Liberals and Progressives. Those who
did not get a higher education or more importantly clearly pretty much stopped thinking as soon as they left school,
tend to be conservative Republicans. Try the model, it fits and it is why we can't get a good argument from the
right. Not much ammunition and not much recent experience with logical thought processes.
One other thing that I use more and more. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ( a guy I actually know)
makes about $200,000 a year. I use that as a measuring stick for other salaries. As you may have read, we are
having a bit of a dust up here in VA over the recent firing of the President of the University of VA. While I think it
was a low and underhanded blow, she makes about $680,000 a year. That is over three times what the Chairman
makes. Does anyone think that really makes sense. Forget corporate salaries. They are absurd.
20120625-15

13:18

SteveG

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Art, above)

Several presidents of universities have passed the $1M mark and even more football/basketball coaches.
Pay scales have become a joke for the most part. Ben and Jerry’s is a different company with a social conscience:
ingredients from rain forests, etc for local sustainability rather than cutting down rain forests; waiving of franchise
fees for non-profits; maintaining a ration of pay from highest paid to lowest paid; etc.
During the period of trickledown economics has produced: a wider gap between the haves and the have nots;
movement of manufacturing to other countries; lower wage scales; etc. I have watched in Terre Haute, Richmond,
Greencastle, Crawfordsville, and now Yakima the loss of good paying manufacturing jobs; the increase of services
jobs through retail strip malls and restaurants; followed by lower paying manufacturing (9-15 per hour). This has
all been over a period from the early 70’s until now. Most current manufacturers lease their buildings, renegotiate
tax breaks, equipment grants, and training subsidies on a regular basis and if the desired results are not obtained,
they move to another community.
So much focus currently is on the last quarter profits or the projection of next quarter profits. Little is done on a
long term basis or an investment into the community.
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Pam

Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to SteveG, above)

I find it interesting that the Joint Chief of Staff earns $200,000, compared to a university administrator. The
chancellor here at UNCG earns upwards of $400,000. The truth is, and maybe it always has been, that for some
human beings to live comfortably, other human beings have to live miserably. Why? Because the comfortable ones
are selfish. The terrible irony is that without all that cheap labor, many of the world's greatest achievements--from
art to iPads--would never exist. No pyramids, no Angkor Wat, no Chartres, no Palace of Versailles. I keep thinking
about all those Chinese workers who make our Apple products. I read somewhere--maybe on here--that they've
had to put nets around factories to keep workers from jumping out of windows and committing suicide. Marx was
right: labor has always been exploited, no less now than ever before. And we in the west watch our big-screen TVs
and buy our cheap T-shirts and get pissed off that CEOs earn billions, compared to our thousands. I'm sure those
factory workers in China or Mexico look at us with similar disdain. I'm not about to give up my goodies. I enjoy
them too much, and my solitary gesture would be no more efficacious than spitting in the ocean. There has to be
systematic change. I wish we could use our noggins to figure out a better way, but I fear the solution will come--as
it always does--at the point of a gun and riots in the streets.
20120625-25
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Re: U.S. Average Income on the Rise! (reply to Pam, above)

We do differently or sell what is left of our democracy to the highest bidder. We as a country have made our
choices.
20120625-09
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SteveG

“Truth in Advertising”

Question: If there are truth in advertising laws, why are they not applied to political advertising?
“Truth in Advertising” by SBA (http://www.sba.gov/content/truth-advertising)
20120625-11
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Pam

Re: “Truth in Advertising” (reply to SteveG, above)

Jim

Re: Magic Quiz (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #167)

Very good question!
20120625-12

12:13

Hi SteveG, in your diatribe (quiz) there is at least one error of fact. Salaries paid to Catholic workers, Protestant
ministers and rabbis are taxed as income like everybody else.
There are no tax-exempt salaries.
I should probably also point out that some clergy can opt out of Social Security contributions but then, of course,
they do not get any pension from the social security system.
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SteveB

Re: Magic Quiz (reply to Jim, above)

Good points, Jim, I’ll make sure that information gets out. Thank you.
How was Europe? Sure a good time to go!
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Phil

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Pam, FotM Newsletter #167)

I know I am getting in on this late, but I think the drone situation may be a slippery slope. Are we going to take
out our foes via drones? How far do you go? Do we take out leaders of countries? This reminds me of “Spy vs
Spy” days in Mad Magazine! I GOT you! Yeah, but Brother Spy is going to get you! Might get tricky.
Plus, Pam, I was surprised you were in favor at all. Some diplomacy might be considered rather than annihilation.
I guess I'm just way too simplistic.
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20:01 Bill

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Phil, above)

It’ll be good for the paranoid schizophrenic community out there, which is sizable.
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Pam

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Phil, above)

I'm sort of ambivalent about drones. Back in the day, I always used to say, Why do we have to go to war? Why
can't we just take out Hitler or Stalin or Pol Pot and leave the people alone? Well, now we can do that. There's
collateral damage, and that's an awful euphemism for mangled, bloody bodies, but maybe that's better than out
and out war. I'm all for diplomacy. I agree with Churchill: "Jaw, jaw is better than war, war." I worry too about
using drones on our own population, and that's where the slippery slope comes in. I can foresee all sorts of
nightmare scenarios that would make a Saturday night special seem like a pop gun. Swarms of drones taking out
whole neighborhoods or watching all of us every minute, which is pretty much what we have already. I can see
dangers either way, but now that we have drones they're not going away, so we'd better figure out how to use
them and how to keep them secure. It's always been that the side with the better weapons wins the battle. (Art,
correct me if I'm wrong.) The English at Agincourt were vastly outnumbered, but they had the long bow and the
French didn't. All their fancy armor and pretty horses were no match for a bunch of rag tag archers. We won
WWII with the atomic bomb. It was an invention of the devil, but would it have been better for Hitler to rule the
world? Insurgents in Afghanistan, with their kalashnikovs, are a formidable foe, but maybe with drones we can get
the better of them. We're sure not going to get them any other way. Not that I think "liberating" Afghanistan is a
desirable or possible thing. But didn't we all cheer when Bin Laden got taken out?
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Art

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Pam, above)

As usual. well said Pam. I think the quote was from WW I and went"God is on the side of the biggest battalions". I
also think it was Napoleon who said. "Quantity has a quality of it's own".
I think the real issue, if you just take Iraq as an example, is what's it worth to you. Was it worth 4000 dead and
another 10,000 maimed and $1 Trillion, just to get Saddam? Probably not. Diplomacy is always better but if that
fails and you still feel you have to take someone out, better a drone or two than the price we paid in Iraq.
Of course Phil is also absolutely correct, it is a slippery slope that cuts both ways and once you start it, I'm not sure
how you stop it. On the other hand, wouldn't it be nice for once to have the Hitlers and Saddams of the world living
in terror of their lives, instead of their people? Hmmmm????
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Dennis

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply
to Phil & Pam, above) & “A Cruel & Unusual Record”

I'm going to side with Phil and Jimmy Carter.
Besides the human rights issues, damage to national reputation, and slippery slope arguments, I'm also afraid these
drones are creating more terrorists than they eliminate. Obama's adoption of the national security practices of G.W.

Bush is not the change anyone expected of a constitutional scholar. The grim reality is that these practices are
popular with both parties and I have no doubt Romney would slide down the same slope.
[A little late…I have to weigh-in here and say that I think Jimmy Carter is a big pu*sy and Pam and the Pres. are
completely right about this one. BUT… I have to admit that I still want the U.S. to be “the global champion of
human rights.” I guess that just means the POTUS is going to have to be very careful about who he erases. The
closer war could get to mano a mano, the better, it seems to me, though I guess that makes our guys fair game
too. And I’m very uncomfortable with drone use in the U.S. being legal for anything but border patrol. After all, the
things are really weapons, not reconnaissance vehicles. Keep them out of U.S. skies as much as possible. –SteveB]
“A Cruel and Unusual Record” by Jimmy Carter, The New York Times
June 24, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/25/opinion/americas-shameful-human-rights-record.html)
The United States is abandoning its role as the global champion of human rights.
Revelations that top officials are targeting people to be assassinated abroad, including American citizens, are only
the most recent, disturbing proof of how far our nation’s violation of human rights has extended. This development
began after the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, and has been sanctioned and escalated by bipartisan executive
and legislative actions, without dissent from the general public. As a result, our country can no longer speak with
moral authority on these critical issues.
While the country has made mistakes in the past, the widespread abuse of human rights over the last decade has
been a dramatic change from the past. With leadership from the United States, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights was adopted in 1948 as “the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world.” This was a bold and
clear commitment that power would no longer serve as a cover to oppress or injure people, and it established equal
rights of all people to life, liberty, security of person, equal protection of the law and freedom from torture, arbitrary
detention or forced exile.
The declaration has been invoked by human rights activists and the international community to replace most of the
world’s dictatorships with democracies and to promote the rule of law in domestic and global affairs. It is disturbing
that, instead of strengthening these principles, our government’s counterterrorism policies are now clearly violating
at least 10 of the declaration’s 30 articles, including the prohibition against “cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment
or punishment.”
Recent legislation has made legal the president’s right to detain a person indefinitely on suspicion of affiliation with
terrorist organizations or “associated forces,” a broad, vague power that can be abused without meaningful
oversight from the courts or Congress (the law is currently being blocked by a federal judge). This law violates the
right to freedom of expression and to be presumed innocent until proved guilty, two other rights enshrined in the
declaration.
In addition to American citizens’ being targeted for assassination or indefinite detention, recent laws have canceled
the restraints in the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to allow unprecedented violations of our rights to
privacy through warrantless wiretapping and government mining of our electronic communications. Popular state
laws permit detaining individuals because of their appearance, where they worship or with whom they associate.
Despite an arbitrary rule that any man killed by drones is declared an enemy terrorist, the death of nearby innocent
women and children is accepted as inevitable. After more than 30 airstrikes on civilian homes this year in
Afghanistan, President Hamid Karzai has demanded that such attacks end, but the practice continues in areas of
Pakistan, Somalia and Yemen that are not in any war zone. We don’t know how many hundreds of innocent civilians
have been killed in these attacks, each one approved by the highest authorities in Washington. This would have
been unthinkable in previous times.

These policies clearly affect American foreign policy. Top intelligence and military officials, as well as rights
defenders in targeted areas, affirm that the great escalation in drone attacks has turned aggrieved families toward
terrorist organizations, aroused civilian populations against us and permitted repressive governments to cite such
actions to justify their own despotic behavior.
Meanwhile, the detention facility at Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, now houses 169 prisoners. About half have been
cleared for release, yet have little prospect of ever obtaining their freedom. American authorities have revealed
that, in order to obtain confessions, some of the few being tried (only in military courts) have been tortured by
waterboarding more than 100 times or intimidated with semiautomatic weapons, power drills or threats to sexually
assault their mothers. Astoundingly, these facts cannot be used as a defense by the accused, because the
government claims they occurred under the cover of “national security.” Most of the other prisoners have no
prospect of ever being charged or tried either.
At a time when popular revolutions are sweeping the globe, the United States should be strengthening, not
weakening, basic rules of law and principles of justice enumerated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
But instead of making the world safer, America’s violation of international human rights abets our enemies and
alienates our friends.
As concerned citizens, we must persuade Washington to reverse course and regain moral leadership according to
international human rights norms that we had officially adopted as our own and cherished throughout the years.
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Pam

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Dennis, above)

Well, you've got me there, Dennis. I have to agree.
[What? OK, now I don’t agree with Pam! :-) SteveB]

20120625-24

15:37 Pam

Re: “The New Obama Doctrine, A Six-Point Plan for Global War” (reply to
Art, above)

Well, now I'm pulled back the other way. What's a person to do? Be glad none of it is my responsibility, I suppose.
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SteveB

“The Myth of the Free Market”

“The Myth of the Free Market” by Thomas Magstadt, NationofChange
June 25, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/myth-free-market-1340630005)

As numbing news of multibillion dollar boondoggles, scandals and swindles becomes a daily occurrence, now is the
time to take a close look at the right-wing propaganda machine’s favorite canards about capitalism and the free
market. In the wake of the worst banking crisis since the Great Depression and in the throes of a prolonged
recession brought on by rogue financial institutions operating outside a regulatory system supposedly designed to
prevent the very kind of reckless behavior and profiteering that led to the current doldrums, here is a short list of
myths perpetrated by the corporate greed-is-good culture – myths that taken together add up to The Big Lie that is
destroying the American economy, the middle class, and the good character of a once-great country.
Let’s begin with an axiom the US Chamber of Commerce, Koch Industries, Inc., Goldman Sachs, JPMorgan Chase
and Company, and Bain Capital, to name but a few, would all wholeheartedly endorse: state interference
(“regulation”) is inimical to economic growth, job creation, and prosperity. And this corollary: a free Market is the
best and only way to achieve the greatest good for the greatest number.
Myth #1: There is no such thing as a free market, never has been, never will be. All markets are regulated, but
some markets are regulated in the interest of the many and others in the interest of the few. The American
economy is now clearly and indisputably regulated by the few and for the few who now control the wealth of the
nation.
Proof: The top 20% own all but about 15% of the privately held money and assets in this country. The top 10% of
taxpayers owns roughly 72% of the wealth and over 90% of the stocks, bonds, and mutual funds. Between 1981
and 2005, federal taxes on business declined 43 percent. Corporate income taxes accounted for about one-quarter
of federal revenues in 1950; today, corporations contribute a mere 6% to the Treasury.
Myth #2: Market economies are hardly a guarantee of peace. The United States boasts by far the world's largest
military establishment. Much of the money spent in the name of national security and war waging goes to private
corporations through hundreds of thousands of procurement contracts (around 400,000). For FY2002 through
FY2008, nearly half of all federal expenditures went to eight federal departments and agencies involved in national
and homeland security – including the servicing of war-incurred debt.
Proof: The U.S. is still enmeshed in two protracted wars we initiated (Afghanistan and Iraq). Not counting the
intelligence services and "black budget", the US accounts for 43-45% of total world military expenditures every
year. According to the prestigious Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), the United States
accounted for $19.6 billion of the $20.6 billion global increase in military spending in 2010 – fully 96% of the total.
The "military-industrial complex" has corporate and defense tentacles reaching into virtually every political
constituency. DOD alone maintains nearly 5,500 bases and military sites in the U.S. and around the world

Myth #3: Market economies are based on competition and therefore guarantee efficiency and prosperity.
Proof: At least 95 percent of the national debt is war-related. The Defense Department absorbs 25-30 percent of
the federal budget, depending what is counted and who's doing the counting. Two-thirds (68 percent) of all federal
government civil and military employees are involved in national security and war related activities. If you add the
$100 billion or more for the two wars we are still fighting, the $80 billion for the intelligence budget, and various
other defense-related expenditures, that figure is actually much higher – roughly one-half the entire federal budget
for the period 2002-2008.
Myth #4: The Constitution prescribes that corporations are no different from natural persons, with the same right
to freedom of speech and expression as you and me, which means, among other things, that Chevron and WalMart
can spend as much money as they please to manipulate public opinion and influence the outcome of elections.
Proof: The Constitution says nothing about corporations, much less does it declare ad absurdum that corporations
are people. Not until 1886 in the case of Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific Railroad, 118 U.S. 394, did the
Supreme Court make this astonishing discovery. Never mind that it's preposterous to equate natural persons and
corporations: the die was cast. The 1886 precedent-setting decision – not the Constitution – is the sledgehammer
the Supreme Court has used to smash all federal legislation aimed at limiting corporate campaign spending to bits.
The most recent example Citizens United decision, is also the most lethal for democracy because it puts Congress
and the presidency on the auction block.
In reality, no democracy is immune from manipulation by the few. Or, for that matter, subversion. During the Cold
War the fear of subversion focused on Communism and the danger from below; today, there is no parallel fear of
subversion, but ironically the real danger is from above now and it is greater by far than it was then.
The extreme costs of political campaigns combined with the extreme inequality in wealth means that a very few
individuals who control vast amounts of money can make or break virtually any candidate for high office, including
incumbents. If you don't believe me, ask former Senator Russ Feingold of Wisconsin – a latter-day Solon who tried
to reform our disastrous campaign finance laws and was defeated in 2010 by Ron Johnson, a business executive
and prominent member of America's entrenched plutocracy, who poured eight million dollars of his own money into
winning a Senate seat.
Conclusion: A vibrant market economy will not be long-lived or “sustainable” in the absence of smart regulation
designed to accomplish two primary aims – wealth creation and social justice. In the pursuit of wealth and justice, it
is the role of the state to balance these two aims.
Regulation is not the enemy of incentive, invention, or innovation. Nor is it incompatible with progress, profits, or
personal gain. In a properly ordered republic, business makes the money and the government makes the rules. If
the federal government persists in allowing oil companies, investment banks, and front groups for billionaires to
make the rules free of public scrutiny and transparency, the very competition so vital to a market economy will be
ever more constricted and joblessness will become chronic rather than "cyclical", as companies cut jobs here at
home, replace workers with robots, and go abroad in search of cheap labor, lax labor laws, and tariff-free access to
fast-growing markets in Asia and elsewhere.
Meanwhile, a dysfunctional Washington dithers, the rich get richer, the middle class gets poorer, the poor lose
hope, elections are a sham, and the American Dream dies a slow but certain death.
(Tom Magstadt earned his Ph.D. at The Johns Hopkins University School of International Studies. He is the author
of An Empire If You Can Keep It: Power and Principle in American Foreign Policy, Understanding Politics: Ideas,
Institutions and Issues, and Nations and Governments: Comparative Politics in Regional Perspective. He was a
regular contributor to the Prague Post in 1998-99 and has published widely in newspapers, magazines and journals
in the United States. He was a Fulbright Scholar in the Czech Republic in the mid-1990s and a visiting professor at
the Air War College in 1990-92. He has taught at several universities, chaired two political science departments, and
also did a stint as an intelligence analyst at the CIA. He is a member of the board of the International Relations
Council of Kansas City. Now working mainly as a free-lance writer, he lives in Westwood Hills, Kansas.)
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Art

Re: “The Myth of the Free Market” (reply to SteveB, above)

Worth a read and a thought, as we contemplate putting a self proclaimed businessman who has it all figured out in
charge. These are not my words, but made me think.
20120625-26
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SteveG

“5 Reasons America Is Not — And Has Never Been — a Christian Nation”

“5 Reasons America Is Not — And Has Never Been — a Christian Nation” by Rob Boston, Free Inquiry/Alternet
June 24, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/story/155985/)
(The myth that America is a "Christian nation" is not only untrue, but promotes the pernicious idea that nonChristians are second-class citizens.)
"The United States is a Christian nation.” If I had a nickel for every time I’ve heard this statement at a religious
Right meeting or in the media, I wouldn’t be rich—but I’d probably have enough to buy a really cool iPad. The
assertion is widely believed by followers of the religious Right and often repeated—and, too often, it seeps into the
beliefs of the rest of the population as well. But like other myths that are widely accepted (you use only 10 percent
of your brain, vitamin C helps you get over a cold, and the like), it lacks a factual basis.
Over the years, numerous scholars, historians, lawyers, and judges have debunked the “Christian nation” myth. Yet
it persists. Does it have any basis in American history? Why is the myth so powerful? What psychological need does
it fill?
I’m not a lawyer, and my research in this area has been influenced and informed by scholars who have done much
more in- depth work. The problem with some of this material, great as it is, is that it tends to be—how shall I say
this politely?—’dense.’ If I were a lawyer (the kind found on television dramas, not a real one), I would present the
case against the Christian nation myth in a handful of easily digestible informational nuggets. Swallow them, and
you’ll be armed for your next confrontation with Cousin Lloyd who sends money to Pat Robertson.
There are essentially five arguments that refute the Christian nation myth. I’m going to outline them here and then
take a look at the history of the myth. From there, we’ll briefly examine the myth’s enduring legacy and how it still
affects politics and public policy today.
1. The Text of the Constitution Does Not Say the United States Is a Christian Nation
If a Christian nation had been the intent of the founders, they would have put that in the Constitution, front
and center. Yet the text of the Constitution contains no references to God, Jesus Christ, or Christianity. That
document does not state that our country is an officially Christian nation.
Not only does the Constitution not give recognition or acknowledgment to Christianity, but it also includes
Article VI, which bans “religious tests” for public office. Guaranteeing non-Christians the right to hold federal
office seems antipodal to an officially Christian nation. The language found in Article VI sparked some
controversy, and a minority faction that favored limiting public office to Christians (or at least to believers)
protested. Luther Martin, a Maryland delegate, later reported that some felt it “would be at least decent to
hold out some distinction between the professors of Christianity and downright infidelity or paganism.” But,
as Martin noted, the article’s language was approved “by a great majority . . . without much debate.” The
Christian nation argument just wasn’t persuasive.
In addition, the First Amendment bars all laws “respecting an establishment of religion” and protects “the
free exercise thereof.” Nothing here indicates that the latter provision applies only to Christian faiths.Finding
no support for their ideas in the body of the Constitution, Christian-nation advocates are left to point to
other documents, including the Declaration of Independence. This also fails. The Declaration’s reference to
“the Creator” is plainly deistic. More obscure documents such as the Northwest Ordinance or personal

writings by various framers are interesting historically but do not rise to the level of governance documents.
When it comes to determining the manner of the U.S. government, only the Constitution matters. The
Constitution does not declare that the United States is a Christian nation. This fact alone is fatal to the cause
of Christian nation advocates.
2. The Founders’ Political Beliefs Would Not Have Led Them to Support the Christian-Nation Idea
Key founders such as James Madison and Thomas Jefferson opposed mixing church and state. They would
never have supported an officially Christian nation.
Jefferson and Madison came to this opposition in two ways. First, they were well-versed in history and
understood how the officially Christian governments of Europe had crushed human freedom. Moreover, they
knew about the constant religious wars among rival factions of Christianity. Second, they had witnessed
religious oppression in the colonies firsthand.
Remember, Madison was inspired to fight for church-state separation and religious liberty because he had
witnessed the jailing of dissenting ministers in Virginia. Madison and other founders wrote frequently about
the dangers of governments adopting religion; they often worked alongside clergy who made similar
arguments. John Leland, a Massachusetts pastor and powerful advocate for church-state separation, said it
best: “The notion of a Christian commonwealth should be exploded forever.”
Jefferson’s Virginia Statue for Religious Liberty, which many scholars consider a precursor to the First
Amendment, guaranteed religious freedom for everyone, Christian and non-Christian. Attempts to limit its
protections to Christians failed, and Jefferson rejoiced.
In his famous “Memorial and Remonstrance Against Religious Assessments” Madison observed, “Torrents of
blood have been spilt in the old world, by vain attempts of the secular arm, to extinguish Religious discord,
by proscribing all difference in Religious opinion.”
In his Notes on Virginia Jefferson observed, “The legitimate powers of government extend to such acts only
as are injurious to others. But it does me no injury for my neighbour to say there are twenty gods, or no
god. It neither picks my pocket nor breaks my leg.”
Alexander Hamilton, writing in “Federalist No. 69,” speaks bluntly to the religious duties of the U.S.
president: There aren’t any. In this essay, Hamilton explains how the American president would differ from
the English king, outlining several key differences between the two. He writes: “The one has no particle of
spiritual jurisdiction; the other is the supreme head and governor of the national church!”
3. The Key Founders Were Not Conservative Christians and Likely Would Not Have Supported an Officially Christian
Nation
To hear the religious Right tell it, men such as George Washington, John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, and
James Madison were eighteenth-century versions of Jerry Falwell in powdered wigs and stockings. This is
nonsense.
The religious writings of many prominent founders sound odd to today’s ears because these works reflect
Deism, a theological system of thought that has since fallen out of favor. Deists believed in God but didn’t
necessarily see him as active in human affairs. The god of the Deists was a god of first cause: he set things
in motion and then stepped back.
Although nominally an Anglican, George Washington often spoke in deistic terms. His god was a “supreme
architect” of the universe. Washington saw religion as necessary for good and moral behavior but didn’t
necessarily accept all Christian dogma. He seemed to have a special gripe against Communion and would
usually leave services before it was offered.

Washington is the author of one of the great classics of religious liberty—the letter to Touro Synagogue
(1790). In this letter, Washington assures America’s Jews that they would enjoy complete religious liberty—
not mere toleration—in the new nation. He outlines a vision not of a Christian nation but of a multi-faith
society where all are free to practice as they will:
The Citizens of the United States of America have a right to applaud themselves for giving to Mankind
examples of an enlarged and liberal policy: a policy worthy of imitation. . . . All possess alike liberty of
conscience and immunities of citizenship. It is now no more that toleration is spoken of, as if it was by the
indulgence of one class of people that another enjoyed the exercise of their inherent natural rights. For
happily the Government of the United States, which gives to bigotry no sanction, to persecution no
assistance, requires only that they who live under its protection, should demean themselves as good
citizens.
John Adams was a Unitarian. He rejected belief in the Trinity and the divinity of Jesus, core concepts of
Christian dogma. In his personal writings, Adams made it clear that he considered the concept of the
divinity of Jesus incomprehensible.
In February of 1756, Adams wrote in his diary about a discussion he had had with a man named Major
Greene. Greene was a devout Christian who sought to persuade Adams to adopt conservative Christian
views. The two argued over the divinity of Jesus. When questioned on the matter, Greene fell back on an
old standby: some matters of theology are too complex and mysterious for human understanding.
Adams was not impressed. In his diary he writes, “Thus mystery is made a convenient cover for absurdity.”
Jefferson’s skepticism of traditional Christianity is well known. Our third president did not believe in the
Trinity, the virgin birth, the divinity of Jesus, the resurrection, original sin, and other core Christian
doctrines. Jefferson once famously observed to Adams: “And the day will come when the mystical
generation of Jesus, by the supreme being as his father in the womb of a virgin, will be classed with the
fable of the generation of Minerva in the brain of Jupiter.”
Although not an orthodox Christian, Jefferson admired Jesus as a moral teacher. He even edited the New
Testament, cutting away the stories of miracles and divinity and leaving behind a very human Jesus, whose
teachings Jefferson found “sublime.”
Perhaps the most enigmatic of the founders was Madison. To this day, scholars still debate his religious
views. Some of his biographers believe that Madison, nominally Anglican, was really a Deist. Notoriously
reluctant to talk publicly about his religious beliefs, Madison was perhaps the strictest church-state separationist among the founders, opposing not only chaplains in Congress and the military but also government
prayer proclamations. As president, he vetoed legislation granting federal land to a church as well as a plan
to have a church in Washington care for the poor. In each case, he cited the First Amendment.
4. Shortly After the Constitution Was Ratified, Conservative Ministers Attacked It Because It Lacked References to
Christianity
Ministers of the founding period knew that the Constitution didn’t declare the United States officially
Christian—and it made them angry.
In 1793, just five years after the Constitution was ratified, the Reverend John M. Mason of New York
attacked that document in a sermon. Mason called the lack of references to God and Christianity “an
omission which no pretext whatever can palliate.” He predicted that an angry God would “overturn from its
foundations the fabric we have been rearing and crush us to atoms in the wreck.”
Conservative pastors continued whining well into the nineteenth century. In 1811, the Reverend Samuel
Austin thundered that the Constitution “is entirely disconnected from Christianity. [This] one capital defect
[will lead] inevitably to its destruction.”

In 1845, the Reverend D. X. Junkin wrote, “[The Constitution] is negatively atheistical, for no God is
appealed to at all. In framing many of our public formularies, greater care seems to have been taken to
adapt them to the prejudices of the INFIDEL FEW, than to the consciences of the Christian millions.”
These eighteenth- and nineteenth-century pastors knew that the Constitution was secular and granted no
preferences to Christianity. They considered that a defect.
5. During the Post-Civil War Period, a Band of Politically Powerful Pastors Tried Repeatedly to Amend the U.S.
Constitution to Add References to Jesus Christ and Christianity
Nineteenth-century ministers knew that the Constitution was secular and that the nation was not officially
Christian. They sought to remedy that through an amendment that would have rewritten the preamble to
the Constitution.
The drive was led by the National Reform Association (NRA), a kind of early religious Right organization that
sought an officially Christian America. This NRA had ambitious goals. It sought laws curtailing commercial
activity on Sunday, mandating Protestant worship in public schools and censorship of material deemed
sexually explicit or blasphemous. (Thanks to the NRA, freethought societies of this period often had
difficulties mailing periodicals to supporters. The U.S. Postal Service was under constant siege by the NRA.)
The NRA was successful in many of its legislative endeavors, but it was never able to secure passage of the
Christian nation amendment. The group’s proposed preamble read as follows:
We, the people of the United States, humbly acknowledging Almighty God as the source of all authority and
power in civil government, the Lord Jesus Christ as the Ruler among the nations, His revealed will as the
supreme law of the land, in order to constitute a Christian government, and in order to form a more perfect
union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general
welfare, and secure the inalienable rights and blessings of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness to
ourselves, our posterity and all the people, do ordain and establish this Constitution of the United States of
America.
Congress did consider the amendment, but the House Judiciary Committee voted it down in 1874, declaring
its awareness of the dangers of putting “anything into the Constitution or frame of government which might
be construed to be a refer- ence to any religious creed or doctrine.” The proposal was reintroduced several
times after that; in fact, versions of it were still appearing in Congress as late as 1965.
While the NRA was never successful in getting the Christian nation amendment passed, the group had
better luck with another policy objective: adding “In God We Trust” to coins. That practice was codified in
the North during the Civil War.
Obviously, there would have been no need to amend the Constitution to declare America officially Christian
if the document already said as much. But it didn’t, which is why the NRA felt so strongly about its
emendation.
The Origins of the Christian-Nation Myth
This last point provides the key to understanding the staying power of the Christian-nation myth. The myth’s origins
go back not to the founding period but to a much different time in history—the post-Civil War era.
During this period, the country came as close it ever would to being officially Christian. Many laws did reflect the
tenets of that faith. For example, books, magazines, and even stage productions were banned if they were deemed
insulting to the Christian faith. Protestant prayer and worship were common in many public schools. Laws curtailed
Sunday commerce. Even the Supreme Court flirted with the Christian-nation concept in its infamous decision in the
Holy Trinity case.

The post-Civil War era was also a period of great social upheaval. The end of slavery in the South created
dislocation and confusion, which left people grasping for answers in the chaos. Other social changes loomed. Late in
the century, women began advocating for the right to vote. Not surprisingly, some people reacted to these changes
by latching onto reactionary religious views.
Despite the social unrest, in many ways this period of history is the religious Right’s ideal society. Think about it:
public schools were pushing conservative forms of Protestantism. Religiously based censorship was common. All
people were required to abide by a set of laws based on Christian principles, with the government playing the role
of theological enforcer. Significantly, this was also a time of rigidly enforced gender roles and official policies of
racial segregation.
Many of these principles still inspire the religious Right’s agenda today. So when religious Right leaders or television
preachers hearken back to our days as a Christian nation, remember that they are not talking about the founding
period. What they long for is a return to an aberrant era in late-nineteenth- century America.
The attempt to “nineteenth-century-ize” modern America continues into the present. It’s not uncommon to hear the
Christian-nation myth invoked in battles over religion in public schools, displays of religious signs and symbols on
public property, and other church-state disputes. It has also been raised in questions dealing with tax aid to
religious groups through school vouchers and “faith-based” initiatives. The argument is that it’s only to be expected
that large amounts of taxpayer money will end up in the coffers of Christian groups because we are, after all, a
Christian nation.
The myth also feeds several psychological needs. It assures religious Right supporters who fear the pace of social
change that things like same-sex marriage and the rise of secularists are aberrations that run counter to the “real”
Christian nature of the country. It also invokes a “stolen legacy” myth—the idea that a grand and glorious history
(in this case, a Christian one) exists but that it is being covered up or denied by usurpers who seek to sup- press
the nation’s history as part of a power grab.
The Christian-nation myth also has political ramifications. Put simply, it is often used to motivate people to vote a
certain way. Increasingly, the theocrats of the Far Right are assailing what they call the “secular Left,” an allpurpose bogeyman guilty of many crimes, including denying the Christian-nation idea.
But the myth is by no means limited to the religious Right. Polls show great confusion in this area: in 2007, for
example, 55 percent of respondents told the First Amendment Center they believed the Constitution establishes
America as an officially Christian nation.
Misinformation like this has especially bad consequences for secular humanists. The myth promotes the pernicious
idea that non-Christians are second-class citizens in “Christian America.” It leads to the idea that the law mandates
only a grudging tolerance of nonbelievers rather than what the Constitution really extends: full and equal rights to
all Americans, regardless of what they do or do not believe.
That the Christian-nation myth has many supporters among the religious Right doesn’t mean it has validity. It is, in
fact, a form of “historical creationism” that mainstream scholars have repeatedly shown to be fallacious. But, like
“scientific creationism,” the Christian-nation myth still has great power and wide acceptance. Humanists must
confront—and debunk—the myth wherever it appears.
(Rob Boston is the assistant director of communications for Americans United for Separation of Church and State,
which publishes Church and State magazine.)
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Paul Chappell Videos

Video: “Peaceful Revolution: How We Can Create the Future Needed for Humanity's Survival" by Paul Chappell,
http://www.booktv.org/Watch/13321/quotPeaceful+Revolution+How+We+Can+Create+the+Future+Needed+for+
Humanitys+Survivalquot.aspx.

Video: “Will War Ever End?: A Soldier's Vision of Peace for the 21st Century” by Capt. Paul Chappell,
http://www.booktv.org/Watch/11525/Will+War+Ever+End+A+Soldiers+Vision+of+Peace+for+the+21st+Century.a
spx.
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“Fifteen Differences Between Democrats and Republicans”

This is pretty good.
“Fifteen Differences Between Democrats and Republicans” posted by Jeff, Addicting Info
June 22, 2012, (http://www.addictinginfo.org/2012/06/22/fifteen-differences/)
I’ve noticed over the years, there are some fundamental differences in the way Republican and Democratic
politicians think. Here are just 15 examples.
1. Republicans fear that the government has too much control over corporations. Democrats fear that
corporations have too much control over our government.
2. Democrats believe it benefits all of us to help the weakest and the poorest among us. Republicans believe
it benefits all of us to help the wealthiest and most powerful among us.
3. Republicans believe large corporations will always do what is best for the American people if the
government stays out of the way. Democrats believe large corporations would disembowel you and sell your
organs to the highest bidder if the government didn’t stop them.
4. Democrats believe everyone is entitled to health care regardless of their ability to pay. Republicans
believe everyone is entitled to jack squat if they can’t pay for health care.
5. Democrats believe too much of our money goes to crooked corporate executives who take government
subsidies and pay themselves $80 million salaries. Republicans believe too much of our money goes to
teachers who make $30,000 a year.
6. Democrats believe anything that helps the American people during a recession or a time of crisis is the
true essence of patriotism. Republicans believe anything that helps the American people during a recession
or a time of crisis is the true essence of communism.
7. Democrats believe that we need to set high standards for clean air and drinking water. Republicans
believe that standards for clean air and water are burdensome over-regulation.
8. Democrats believe the President and Congress need to work together to create jobs during a weak
economy. Republicans believe that Congress should do nothing to create jobs and then blame the President.
9. Democrats believe that corporate polluters should be made to pay for the cleanup of their pollution.
Republicans believe that making corporations clean up their pollution is burdensome over-regulation.
10. Democrats believe our health care system exists solely for the purpose of making people healthy.
Republicans believe our health care system exists solely for the purpose of making a healthy profit.
11. Democrats believe Congress should be of the people, by the people and for the people. Republicans
believe corporations are the people.
12. Democrats believe that corporations have too much influence over Congress due to their lobbyists and
huge campaign contributions. Republicans believe the middle class has too much influence over Congress
due to their voting and paying taxes.

13. Democrats believe we need to protect victims of corporate negligence by allowing Americans to file
lawsuits against corporations. Republicans believe we need to protect large corporations from lawsuits by
Americans who’ve been victimized by them.
14. Democrats believe that the rich should be taxed more than the poor and middle class. Republicans
believe that the rich should be allowed to keep all their wealth, except for the millions in campaign
contributions they give to politicians.
15. Democrats believe that too much money in politics produces corruption and destroys the American way
of life. Republicans believe that money and corruption in politics are the American way of life.
These are just my observations from a lifetime of watching Democratic and Republican politicians. I’m sure some
Republican will come up with their own clever list.
[I found this to be quite entertaining and perceptive. If any parts are inaccurate, please let me know. –SteveB]
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Bolivia Has Had 17 Constitutions

Since 1825 Bolivia has had 17 constitutions. Maybe we should try that method.
20120625-31
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Re: Bolivia Has Had 17 Constitutions (reply to SteveG, above)

Geez, you would have to bring that up!
Ya, we just can’t seem to get it right. Actually some of those were pretty good, like the one before now, thrown out
by the latest little dictator, who is now having a world of trouble.
I’m not sure the Bolivian model would produce such wealth in the U.S. as it has here.
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Photo: Santa Cruz, Bolivia

http://www.fotonatura.org/galerias/fotos/221076/
http://www.boliviafacts.net/living-in-bolivia.html
Volcanes, Santa Cruz, Bolivia (Rubén Darío Azogue Molina)

—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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Tomorrow, It Will Be Dark News: 5 to 4
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 27, 2012)
Though I fervently hope I am wrong. My “Magic Eight-Ball”, consulted repeatedly in the past several days, has
revealed to me that it doesn’t look promising for Obamacare. Clarence “The Silent One” Thomas should never have
been allowed on the Court. Democrats should have fought with their very lives to keep him off—we all knew it,
didn’t we? And, now, here we are…in a very dark future…how ironic that a stupid black man sold-out his brothers
and made the Republican’s bleak landscape possible, perhaps even inevitable.
“Conservative Politics Will Again Trump Law in Supreme Court’s Health Care Ruling” by Earl Ofari Hutchinson, New
America Media/NationofChange
June 25, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/conservative-politics-will-again-trump-law-supreme-court-s-healthcare-ruling-1340631744)
President Obama and top Democrats have repeatedly exuded cautious confidence that the Supreme Court would
uphold part or most of the Affordable Care Act. But beneath their strained optimism, the Obama administration
almost certainly has known that politics, not law, will ram its way into the high court’s final decision.
There was never much doubt that the health care reform law would face rough sledding from the court's four ultra
conservatives. The tip-off came quickly. The four justices’ hard line challenge to the government’s position during
oral arguments signaled that they leaned heavily toward scrapping the law.
The ostensible hook that the conservatives latched onto to assail the law was that the individual mandate is an
unlawful infringement on individual liberty. It allegedly forces Americans to buy insurance. Nowhere does the U.S.
Constitution confer that power on Congress or the executive branch.
GOP’s War on Health Care Reform
That’s just the start. Polls show that a slender majority of Americans want to dump all or parts of the law. This
includes some Democrats.
Despite loud protests that they are not swayed by public opinion or ideological beliefs, the court’s conservatives
have shown they are as much “judicial activists” for their political views as they accuse liberal jurists of being. And
the polls give even more ammunition to them.

But even without the polls, the GOP and ultra conservatives waged their own very public and relentless war on
health care reform from the moment Obama proposed it—even though the White House structured the legislation
along line Republicans had advocated for years.
The GOP claim it would be too costly, overburden business, would be unpopular with a majority of Americans, and
would be an unwarranted infringement on the power of states to regulate health care. They also argued it would be
too difficult for private insurers and health providers to offer it, price it and administer it.
A decision to scrap the health care law—at least its key provisions--would be the political icing on the cake for a
court that has done everything it could to tip the political scales back toward the GOP.

Citizens United and Unhealthy Justice
The first nudge by the court under Chief Justice John Roberts was the Citizens United ruling. It virtually gives
corporations and the super rich unrestricted license to pour any amount of money they see fit into political
campaigns—and to do so anonymously.
The conservatives made a preposterous twist of the 14th Amendment to confer individual rights and freedoms on
business entities to justify the decision.
The ruling was a clear reaction to the shock of the 2008 presidential campaign. The shock was that Obama and the
Democrats, in a rare political victory, beat the GOP at its own fundraising game. It raised tens of millions, with a
good chunk of that coming from Wall Street and wealthy donors.
These are the donors who traditionally give lopsided amounts of money to Republican presidential candidate’s
coffers—always, of course, hedging their bets with some contributions to Democrats.
The Citizens United ruling was aimed at demolishing the campaign-fundraising field and insuring political campaigns
in 2012 and the future would enable the GOP reasserts its financial supremacy.
In the era when money not just dominates, but often buys elections, the side maintaining a top-heavy edge in
funding will win elections outright or, at the very least, ensure its side will remain competitive.
Court’s Latest Assault on Unions
The Supreme Court conservatives continued their blatant political assault with last week’s ruling in Knox v. SEIU
case. Even though two of the court’s liberal justices joined the conservatives in siding with Dianne Knox and other
California workers who sued the Service Employees International Union, the more progressive justices said the
rightist majority had gone too far.
Like many workers, Knox and her co-plaintiffs were not members of the union, but were represented by SEIU
because they benefit under union-negotiated contracts, such as by receiving better wages and benefits. Such
workers don’t have to join, but are assessed dues, except in so-called right-to-work states, because they benefit
from the union's negotiations.
The 7-2 court majority in Knox found that SEIU had failed its legal obligation to inform California state employees it
would charge them a special assessment to raise money for the union's political fund and enable them to opt-out.
But the conservative majority opinion went beyond the legality of the assessment saying for the first time that
unions must allow nonmembers to “opt-in.”
A New York Times editorial Saturday stated that “the conservative majority strode into the center of the bitter
debate about right-to-work laws” and issue of collective bargaining that have been so contentious in Wisconsin and
other states.
The decision virtually mandates that unions can’t collect dues from nonunion members even when the unions are
fighting for wage and job-protection rights that affect those not in the unions.

The ruling ostensibly upholds individual liberty. But the result is that it will severely cripple public employee union’s
ability to raise monies necessary to vigorously fight for labor protections. The decision gives a legal cover to GOP
governors to further sledgehammer public employee unions in their states.
Will Affirmative Action Go Next?
Next up is affirmative action. Expect the court to use the suit by a former Texas white student against the
University of Texas’s modest affirmative-action program to once and for all dump affirmative action out of
education. This will have a ripple effect throughout all government and even corporate affirmative action programs.
The court’s sharp upturn in the sheer number of conservative decisions tells the real story of the majority’s naked
political activism.
In the first five years under the watch of Chief Justice Roberts, the court issued conservative decisions in nearly 60
percent of the cases, an unusually large number of them by a 5-4 split.
And in the term that ended the year after Obama took office in 2009, the percentage of conservative decisions shot
up to 65 percent. This is the largest number of overtly conservative political decisions in over a half-century. There’s
no sign that that the court’s conservative rampage will change.
The health care reform law, if it is overturned, would be the court conservative’s political coup de grace. It would
come in the heat of what will be an intensely close White House race and will earmark yet another big political gift
to the GOP. With that and its other decisions, it has done everything it could to bend the law for its blatant political
ends.
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Graphic: Two Types of Republicans

I would have said the corrupt and the stupid but yes, I am sorry to say this is largely true.

[Art, I looked this up on Snopes.com ( http://www.snopes.com/boguslink.html) and they insist that this graphic isn’t
“largely true” as you stated above, but 100% true for all cases. Just thought I should pass that along. –SteveB]
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Re: Graphic: Two Types of Republicans, Fatal Lies & “The Banality of Evil”
(reply to Art, above)

I just finished a mystery novel by Frank Tallis, called Fatal Lies. The novel takes place in turn-of-the-century Vienna
(pre WW I) and involves a small group of miscreant school boys in an elite military school. Their leader, Wolf, is
one evil dude. All of this, of course, anticipates the Nazis and their mentality, and in the Afterword, "The Banality of
Evil," Tallis discusses this. The headmaster of the school is named Eichmann. Hannah Arendt, of course, attended
the Nuremburg trials and it was Eichmann's ordinariness that led her to her idea of the banality of evil. Eichmann
was common as dirt; therefore, all of us, being in the same category more or less, are capable of similar evil.
Arendt apparently did not see the end of the trial, where Eichmann showed his true colors. He was, in fact, a true
believer in national socialism. Tallis poses a different question than "how can ordinary people be persuaded to do
terrible things?" Instead, he asks, "What are the factors that cause ordinary people to identify with brutal belief
systems?" Freud, who makes a cameo appearance in the novel, said that people, especially adolescents, crave
certainty and a simple moral code. The chaos and complexity of the world is too much for them. Setting his novel
in a military academy, Tallis examines an adolescent world, where a strong personality leads "ordinary" boys into
depravity and murder. Nazism was an adolescent philosophy that used brutality to make the world a simpler place.

In many ways, I think America is an adolescent culture. In my view, the Republican outlook is one that seeks
simplicity, sees morality in black and white, blames others for the nation's problems, and is not self-reflective. A
14-yr. old boy, in other words. What I'm describing here are the in-the-trenches tea-bagger Republicans, who, as
Art has pointed out, are generally uneducated and/or stupid. The leaders are, when they're successful, which is far
too often, master manipulators, pushing an agenda that is self-serving, stark, and simple. Bullies attract the weak,
if they're not preying on them. The GOP is a party of bullies, and I think one reason tea-baggers support them is,
they want to be on the strong side when a fight breaks out. I have no doubt that Hitler was evil, probably for
complex psychological reasons. I don't think Republican leaders are Hitleresque, but they are wedded to a
philosophy that excuses allowing the innocent to suffer and the wealthy and powerful to prevail. That is a brutal
philosophy, and I can only conclude that, for whatever complex psychological reasons, the leadership of the GOP is
evil. I find that hard to believe, actually, but I can't come to any other conclusion, based on what I've seen.
[Note: My part of this issue of the FotM Newsletter is largely a response to Pam’s email, above. –SteveB]
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Fw: From the Right: Joe the Plumber Update

from Guns & Patriots:

This week in Guns & Patriots... Neil W. McCabe, Editor
Dear Guns & Patriots reader,
In a campaign video by Samuel J. "Joe the Plumber" Wurzelbacher, a GOP candidate for Ohio's 9th Congressional
District, made two important points about gun control.
Wurzelbacher said gun control in the Turkish Empire in 1911 left their Armenian subjects helpless to resist genocide
and that Hitler's launch of gun control in 1939 left the Jews unable to resist the Holocaust.
It will not surprise members of this community that what followed was a torrent of abuse from left-wing media
outlets ridiculing Wurzelbacher for blaming gun control for the Holocaust. A national Democratic Jewish group called
the video inappropriate for exploiting the murder of six million Jews.
"I expect the Left to take anything I say and twist it to serve them," Wurzelbacher, who is running against18-year
incumbent Democrat gun-grabber Rep. Marcia C. Kaptur , said to Guns & Patriots in an exclusive interview.
"I don't hold it against them," he said. "It's what they do. It's like having a rampant dog bite you."
Wurzelbacher, who learned about pipes and joints as a plumber in the Air Force, said he will work to protect gun
rights in America.
He tends to support local decision-making, but gun rights are protected by the Second Amendment, so local
governments should not be able to restrict a right protected by the Bill of Rights, he said.

When he gets to Congress, Wurzelbacher said he will strongly support National Reciprocity for Concealed Carry
permits. "It is a patchwork. It's like OK, I can't carry here, so I have to put my gun in a lock box or drive around a
state. It's absurd."
Ohio-9 is a tough district for Wurzelbacher, he said. "I knew that going into it." The district was crafted by the
Republican majority in the legislature to pit Kaptur against Rep. Dennis J. Kucinich (D-Ohio). When the two went
head-to-head Kucinich lost and Kaptur set up with a very Democratic district that hugs the state's Lake Erie
coastline and includes Toledo and Oberlin College.
What encourages him is that 62 percent of Democrats who actually meet him, will support him, he said. "I am very
happy where we are right now."
As things develop with Joe the Plumber and his run for Congress, we will keep you posted. In the meantime, I am
very pleased to present this week's roster.
Enjoy, Neil W. McCabe, Editor, Guns & Patriots
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Today is International Day for the Preservation of Tropical Forests

“The Time to Save Our Forests Is Now!” (incl. video) by BoliviaBella (http://www.boliviabella.com/our-forests.html)
Worldwide, our forests cover about 31% of the Earth’s land surface. Of this, 36% are primary forests, which have
taken hundreds of years to grow and cannot be replaced in our lifetime. Only about 5% of our planet’s land cover is
rainforest, roughly equivalent to the size of Australia. That may seem like a lot, but our rainforests are being
destroyed at the rate of over 80,000 acres (32,000 hectares) per day!
Much of this destruction is caused directly by human activity in the forests. Cattle ranching, agriculture, mining, the
oil and gas, and lumber industries are some of these activities. Some forests are being destroyed due to changes in
the world’s climactic conditions, resulting in unusual droughts, flooding and other forms of forest degradation.
Human activities are causing some of these climate changes. Consequently, no matter how near or far from a forest
each of lives, we are all directly and indirectly responsible for the destruction of our forests.
There are literally hundreds of things we could do to help save our forests. Some of them are even quite easy and
would take very little effort. If each of us made just a few small changes in the way we live our daily lives, the
result of our combined efforts could be substantial. The problem is, many people are unwilling to give up some of
the conveniences and luxuries they’ve become accustomed to living with. Perhaps if more people understood how
truly serious the consequences of deforestation really are, they would be much more concerned about taking the
necessary steps to save our forests.
The world’s forests are being destroyed at unimaginable rates. Could it be that our forests are disappearing so fast
that our minds can’t grasp the reality of what is happening? Or could it be that those of us who don’t live near
forests don’t understand how our daily actions affect forests hundreds or thousands of miles away? Let’s take a look
at our local situation. The United Nations declared 2011 International Year of Forests. So we thought we’d share
some important information with you about our Bolivian forests.
As you read the following keep in mind that more than 20 percent of the world’s oxygen is produced in the Amazon
rainforest, more than half of the world’s estimated 10 million species of plants, animals and insects live in tropical
rainforests, one-fifth of the world’s fresh water is in the Amazon basin, one hectare (2.47 acres) may contain over
750 types of trees and 1500 species of higher plants, at least 80% of the developed world’s diet originated in the
tropical rainforest, and the number of species of fish in the Amazon exceeds the number found in the entire Atlantic
Ocean.
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“Inca Trail Essentials”

“Inca Trail Essentials” by Kathleen Munnelly, Lonely Planet
May 12, 2012, (http://www.lonelyplanet.com/south-america/travel-tips-and-articles/1438?intaffil=lpemail)

It’s the most famous hike in South America – perhaps the world – and a must-do, life-changing experience. Hiking
the Inca Trail through the Sacred Valley to Machu Picchu is both arduous and awe-inspiring. Four days of cold, pain
and exhaustion dissipate as the mist lifts to reveal the emerald peaks and terraced ruins of the mystical ancient city.

Itching to go? Here are a few tips:

Image by cspruit.

• The best time to visit is May through September. Sure, it’s the busy season (especially June to August),
but it’s also the dry season. And trust us, you don’t want to visit during rainy season! Note that the
Inca Trail is closed February.
• Make your Inca Trail reservations several months in advance – up to a year if you’re going during peak
season. You can only visit with a licensed agency, and spots book up quickly.
• Choose your trekking agency carefully. Shop around and ask lots of questions: what you’ll have to carry,
how many people to a tent, how many porters for the group, if there are arrangements for special

•
•
•
•
•

diets. It’s worth paying more for a reputable agency that treats its porters well and respects the
environment. We’ve recommended a tour we like at the end of this article.
No matter what time of year, the trail gets cold at night. Bring a warm sleeping bag and layer your
clothes.
Other must-brings: sturdy shoes, a flashlight (with fresh batteries), water-purification tablets, high-calorie
snacks and a basic first-aid kit.
Take a stash of small Peruvian currency for buying bottled water and snacks along the way, as well as for
tipping the guide, cook and porters.
If you can’t get an Inca Trail reservation, don’t despair. There’s always Kuélap as an excellent alternative
or you check out the Valley Inca Trail or the Salkantay Trek. Stop by South American Explorers for
an information packet.
Altitude sickness is serious and can ruin your trip. The biggest mistake you can make is to fly directly to
Cuzco (3326m/10,910ft) and expect to hike the next day. Give yourself a few days to adjust to the
altitude first.

Image by Kenneth Moore Photography
Ready to hit the road? We can recommend the high-quality Inca Trail Tour, from Gap Adventures. It hits all the
highlights, including Cusco, the Sacred Valley and Machu Picchu.
The Inca Trail is a hot topic on Lonely Planet’s Thorn Tree forum – so head there for other travelers’ advice on
packing, on-the-ground tips and where to go after
20120626-06
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“Why Women Still Can’t Have It All”

Obviously, only a woman could have written this important article. Obviously, if the Republican party is the party of
“Family Values”, maybe it’s time for them to step up to the plate (or at least, start getting out of bed to get to the
ballpark). Where he hell are those formerly much-vaunted “Family Values” anyway? They seem to have devolved to
“Money is Valuable”! Our civilization is warped…
“Why Women Still Can’t Have It All” by Anne-Marie Slaughter, Atlantic
July/Aug. 2012, (http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2012/07/why-women-still-can-8217-t-have-itall/9020/?single_page=true)

(It’s time to stop fooling ourselves, says a woman who left a position of power: the women who have managed to
be both mothers and top professionals are superhuman, rich, or self-employed. If we truly believe in equal
opportunity for all women, here’s what has to change.)

(photo by Phillip Toledano)
Eighteen months into my job as the first woman director of policy planning at the State Department, a foreignpolicy dream job that traces its origins back to George Kennan, I found myself in New York, at the United Nations’
annual assemblage of every foreign minister and head of state in the world. On a Wednesday evening, President
and Mrs. Obama hosted a glamorous reception at the American Museum of Natural History. I sipped champagne,
greeted foreign dignitaries, and mingled. But I could not stop thinking about my 14-year-old son, who had started
eighth grade three weeks earlier and was already resuming what had become his pattern of skipping homework,
disrupting classes, failing math, and tuning out any adult who tried to reach him. Over the summer, we had barely
spoken to each other—or, more accurately, he had barely spoken to me. And the previous spring I had received
several urgent phone calls—invariably on the day of an important meeting—that required me to take the first train
from Washington, D.C., where I worked, back to Princeton, New Jersey, where he lived. My husband, who has
always done everything possible to support my career, took care of him and his 12-year-old brother during the
week; outside of those midweek emergencies, I came home only on weekends.
As the evening wore on, I ran into a colleague who held a senior position in the White House. She has two sons
exactly my sons’ ages, but she had chosen to move them from California to D.C. when she got her job, which
meant her husband commuted back to California regularly. I told her how difficult I was finding it to be away from
my son when he clearly needed me. Then I said, “When this is over, I’m going to write an op-ed titled ‘Women
Can’t Have It All.’”
She was horrified. “You can’t write that,” she said. “You, of all people.” What she meant was that such a statement,
coming from a high-profile career woman—a role model—would be a terrible signal to younger generations of
women. By the end of the evening, she had talked me out of it, but for the remainder of my stint in Washington, I
was increasingly aware that the feminist beliefs on which I had built my entire career were shifting under my feet. I
had always assumed that if I could get a foreign-policy job in the State Department or the White House while my
party was in power, I would stay the course as long as I had the opportunity to do work I loved. But in January
2011, when my two-year public-service leave from Princeton University was up, I hurried home as fast as I could.
A rude epiphany hit me soon after I got there. When people asked why I had left government, I explained that I’d
come home not only because of Princeton’s rules (after two years of leave, you lose your tenure), but also because
of my desire to be with my family and my conclusion that juggling high-level government work with the needs of
two teenage boys was not possible. I have not exactly left the ranks of full-time career women: I teach a full course
load; write regular print and online columns on foreign policy; give 40 to 50 speeches a year; appear regularly on
TV and radio; and am working on a new academic book. But I routinely got reactions from other women my age or

older that ranged from disappointed (“It’s such a pity that you had to leave Washington”) to condescending (“I
wouldn’t generalize from your experience. I’ve never had to compromise, and my kids turned out great”).
The first set of reactions, with the underlying assumption that my choice was somehow sad or unfortunate, was
irksome enough. But it was the second set of reactions—those implying that my parenting and/or my commitment
to my profession were somehow substandard—that triggered a blind fury. Suddenly, finally, the penny dropped. All
my life, I’d been on the other side of this exchange. I’d been the woman smiling the faintly superior smile while
another woman told me she had decided to take some time out or pursue a less competitive career track so that
she could spend more time with her family. I’d been the woman congratulating herself on her unswerving
commitment to the feminist cause, chatting smugly with her dwindling number of college or law-school friends who
had reached and maintained their place on the highest rungs of their profession. I’d been the one telling young
women at my lectures that you can have it all and do it all, regardless of what field you are in. Which means I’d
been part, albeit unwittingly, of making millions of women feel that they are to blame if they cannot manage to rise
up the ladder as fast as men and also have a family and an active home life (and be thin and beautiful to boot).
Last spring, I flew to Oxford to give a public lecture. At the request of a young Rhodes Scholar I know, I’d agreed to
talk to the Rhodes community about “work-family balance.” I ended up speaking to a group of about 40 men and
women in their mid-20s. What poured out of me was a set of very frank reflections on how unexpectedly hard it
was to do the kind of job I wanted to do as a high government official and be the kind of parent I wanted to be, at
a demanding time for my children (even though my husband, an academic, was willing to take on the lion’s share of
parenting for the two years I was in Washington). I concluded by saying that my time in office had convinced me
that further government service would be very unlikely while my sons were still at home. The audience was rapt,
and asked many thoughtful questions. One of the first was from a young woman who began by thanking me for
“not giving just one more fatuous ‘You can have it all’ talk.” Just about all of the women in that room planned to
combine careers and family in some way. But almost all assumed and accepted that they would have to make
compromises that the men in their lives were far less likely to have to make.
The striking gap between the responses I heard from those young women (and others like them) and the responses
I heard from my peers and associates prompted me to write this article. Women of my generation have clung to the
feminist credo we were raised with, even as our ranks have been steadily thinned by unresolvable tensions between
family and career, because we are determined not to drop the flag for the next generation. But when many
members of the younger generation have stopped listening, on the grounds that glibly repeating “you can have it
all” is simply airbrushing reality, it is time to talk.
I still strongly believe that women can “have it all” (and that men can too). I believe that we can “have it all at the
same time.” But not today, not with the way America’s economy and society are currently structured. My
experiences over the past three years have forced me to confront a number of uncomfortable facts that need to be
widely acknowledged—and quickly changed.
Before my service in government, I’d spent my career in academia: as a law professor and then as the dean of
Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs. Both were demanding jobs, but I had the
ability to set my own schedule most of the time. I could be with my kids when I needed to be, and still get the work
done. I had to travel frequently, but I found I could make up for that with an extended period at home or a family
vacation.
I knew that I was lucky in my career choice, but I had no idea how lucky until I spent two years in Washington
within a rigid bureaucracy, even with bosses as understanding as Hillary Clinton and her chief of staff, Cheryl Mills.
My workweek started at 4:20 on Monday morning, when I got up to get the 5:30 train from Trenton to Washington.
It ended late on Friday, with the train home. In between, the days were crammed with meetings, and when the
meetings stopped, the writing work began—a never-ending stream of memos, reports, and comments on other
people’s drafts. For two years, I never left the office early enough to go to any stores other than those open 24
hours, which meant that everything from dry cleaning to hair appointments to Christmas shopping had to be done
on weekends, amid children’s sporting events, music lessons, family meals, and conference calls. I was entitled to
four hours of vacation per pay period, which came to one day of vacation a month. And I had it better than many of
my peers in D.C.; Secretary Clinton deliberately came in around 8 a.m. and left around 7 p.m., to allow her close

staff to have morning and evening time with their families (although of course she worked earlier and later, from
home).
In short, the minute I found myself in a job that is typical for the vast majority of working women (and men),
working long hours on someone else’s schedule, I could no longer be both the parent and the professional I wanted
to be—at least not with a child experiencing a rocky adolescence. I realized what should have perhaps been
obvious: having it all, at least for me, depended almost entirely on what type of job I had. The flip side is the
harder truth: having it all was not possible in many types of jobs, including high government office—at least not for
very long.
I am hardly alone in this realization. Michèle Flournoy stepped down after three years as undersecretary of defense
for policy, the third-highest job in the department, to spend more time at home with her three children, two of
whom are teenagers. Karen Hughes left her position as the counselor to President George W. Bush after a year and
a half in Washington to go home to Texas for the sake of her family. Mary Matalin, who spent two years as an
assistant to Bush and the counselor to Vice President Dick Cheney before stepping down to spend more time with
her daughters, wrote: “Having control over your schedule is the only way that women who want to have a career
and a family can make it work.”
Yet the decision to step down from a position of power—to value family over professional advancement, even for a
time—is directly at odds with the prevailing social pressures on career professionals in the United States. One
phrase says it all about current attitudes toward work and family, particularly among elites. In Washington, “leaving
to spend time with your family” is a euphemism for being fired. This understanding is so ingrained that when
Flournoy announced her resignation last December, The New York Times covered her decision as follows:
Ms. Flournoy’s announcement surprised friends and a number of Pentagon officials, but all said they took
her reason for resignation at face value and not as a standard Washington excuse for an official who has in
reality been forced out. “I can absolutely and unequivocally state that her decision to step down has nothing
to do with anything other than her commitment to her family,” said Doug Wilson, a top Pentagon
spokesman. “She has loved this job and people here love her.
Think about what this “standard Washington excuse” implies: it is so unthinkable that an official would actually step
down to spend time with his or her family that this must be a cover for something else. How could anyone
voluntarily leave the circles of power for the responsibilities of parenthood? Depending on one’s vantage point, it is
either ironic or maddening that this view abides in the nation’s capital, despite the ritual commitments to “family
values” that are part of every political campaign. Regardless, this sentiment makes true work-life balance
exceptionally difficult. But it cannot change unless top women speak out.
Only recently have I begun to appreciate the extent to which many young professional women feel under assault by
women my age and older. After I gave a recent speech in New York, several women in their late 60s or early 70s
came up to tell me how glad and proud they were to see me speaking as a foreign-policy expert. A couple of them
went on, however, to contrast my career with the path being traveled by “younger women today.” One expressed
dismay that many younger women “are just not willing to get out there and do it.” Said another, unaware of the
circumstances of my recent job change: “They think they have to choose between having a career and having a
family.”
A similar assumption underlies Facebook Chief Operating Officer Sheryl Sandberg’s widely publicized 2011
commencement speech at Barnard, and her earlier TED talk, in which she lamented the dismally small number of
women at the top and advised young women not to “leave before you leave.” When a woman starts thinking about
having children, Sandberg said, “she doesn’t raise her hand anymore … She starts leaning back.” Although couched
in terms of encouragement, Sandberg’s exhortation contains more than a note of reproach. We who have made it
to the top, or are striving to get there, are essentially saying to the women in the generation behind us: “What’s the
matter with you?”
They have an answer that we don’t want to hear. After the speech I gave in New York, I went to dinner with a
group of 30-somethings. I sat across from two vibrant women, one of whom worked at the UN and the other at a
big New York law firm. As nearly always happens in these situations, they soon began asking me about work-life

balance. When I told them I was writing this article, the lawyer said, “I look for role models and can’t find any.” She
said the women in her firm who had become partners and taken on management positions had made tremendous
sacrifices, “many of which they don’t even seem to realize … They take two years off when their kids are young but
then work like crazy to get back on track professionally, which means that they see their kids when they are
toddlers but not teenagers, or really barely at all.” Her friend nodded, mentioning the top professional women she
knew, all of whom essentially relied on round-the-clock nannies. Both were very clear that they did not want that
life, but could not figure out how to combine professional success and satisfaction with a real commitment to family.
I realize that I am blessed to have been born in the late 1950s instead of the early 1930s, as my mother was, or the
beginning of the 20th century, as my grandmothers were. My mother built a successful and rewarding career as a
professional artist largely in the years after my brothers and I left home—and after being told in her 20s that she
could not go to medical school, as her father had done and her brother would go on to do, because, of course, she
was going to get married. I owe my own freedoms and opportunities to the pioneering generation of women ahead
of me—the women now in their 60s, 70s, and 80s who faced overt sexism of a kind I see only when watching Mad
Men, and who knew that the only way to make it as a woman was to act exactly like a man. To admit to, much less
act on, maternal longings would have been fatal to their careers.
But precisely thanks to their progress, a different kind of conversation is now possible. It is time for women in
leadership positions to recognize that although we are still blazing trails and breaking ceilings, many of us are also
reinforcing a falsehood: that “having it all” is, more than anything, a function of personal determination. As Kerry
Rubin and Lia Macko, the authors of Midlife Crisis at 30, their cri de coeur for Gen-X and Gen-Y women, put it:
What we discovered in our research is that while the empowerment part of the equation has been loudly
celebrated, there has been very little honest discussion among women of our age about the real barriers
and flaws that still exist in the system despite the opportunities we inherited.
I am well aware that the majority of American women face problems far greater than any discussed in this article. I
am writing for my demographic—highly educated, well-off women who are privileged enough to have choices in the
first place. We may not have choices about whether to do paid work, as dual incomes have become indispensable.
But we have choices about the type and tempo of the work we do. We are the women who could be leading, and
who should be equally represented in the leadership ranks.
Millions of other working women face much more difficult life circumstances. Some are single mothers; many
struggle to find any job; others support husbands who cannot find jobs. Many cope with a work life in which good
day care is either unavailable or very expensive; school schedules do not match work schedules; and schools
themselves are failing to educate their children. Many of these women are worrying not about having it all, but
rather about holding on to what they do have. And although women as a group have made substantial gains in
wages, educational attainment, and prestige over the past three decades, the economists Justin Wolfers and Betsey
Stevenson have shown that women are less happy today than their predecessors were in 1972, both in absolute
terms and relative to men.
The best hope for improving the lot of all women, and for closing what Wolfers and Stevenson call a “new gender
gap”—measured by well-being rather than wages—is to close the leadership gap: to elect a woman president and
50 women senators; to ensure that women are equally represented in the ranks of corporate executives and judicial
leaders. Only when women wield power in sufficient numbers will we create a society that genuinely works for all
women. That will be a society that works for everyone.
The Half-Truths We Hold Dear
Let’s briefly examine the stories we tell ourselves, the clichés that I and many other women typically fall back on
when younger women ask us how we have managed to “have it all.” They are not necessarily lies, but at best
partial truths. We must clear them out of the way to make room for a more honest and productive discussion about
real solutions to the problems faced by professional women.
It’s possible if you are just committed enough.

Our usual starting point, whether we say it explicitly or not, is that having it all depends primarily on the depth and
intensity of a woman’s commitment to her career. That is precisely the sentiment behind the dismay so many older
career women feel about the younger generation. They are not committed enough, we say, to make the trade-offs
and sacrifices that the women ahead of them made.
Yet instead of chiding, perhaps we should face some basic facts. Very few women reach leadership positions. The
pool of female candidates for any top job is small, and will only grow smaller if the women who come after us
decide to take time out, or drop out of professional competition altogether, to raise children. That is exactly what
has Sheryl Sandberg so upset, and rightly so. In her words, “Women are not making it to the top. A hundred and
ninety heads of state; nine are women. Of all the people in parliament in the world, 13 percent are women. In the
corporate sector, [the share of] women at the top—C-level jobs, board seats—tops out at 15, 16 percent.”
Can “insufficient commitment” even plausibly explain these numbers? To be sure, the women who do make it to the
top are highly committed to their profession. On closer examination, however, it turns out that most of them have
something else in common: they are genuine superwomen. Consider the number of women recently in the top
ranks in Washington—Susan Rice, Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, Michelle Gavin, Nancy-Ann Min DeParle—who are
Rhodes Scholars. Samantha Power, another senior White House official, won a Pulitzer Prize at age 32. Or consider
Sandberg herself, who graduated with the prize given to Harvard’s top student of economics. These women cannot
possibly be the standard against which even very talented professional women should measure themselves. Such a
standard sets up most women for a sense of failure.
What’s more, among those who have made it to the top, a balanced life still is more elusive for women than it is for
men. A simple measure is how many women in top positions have children compared with their male colleagues.
Every male Supreme Court justice has a family. Two of the three female justices are single with no children. And
the third, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, began her career as a judge only when her younger child was almost grown. The
pattern is the same at the National Security Council: Condoleezza Rice, the first and only woman national-security
adviser, is also the only national-security adviser since the 1950s not to have a family.
The line of high-level women appointees in the Obama administration is one woman deep. Virtually all of us who
have stepped down have been succeeded by men; searches for women to succeed men in similar positions come
up empty. Just about every woman who could plausibly be tapped is already in government. The rest of the
foreign-policy world is not much better; Micah Zenko, a fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, recently
surveyed the best data he could find across the government, the military, the academy, and think tanks, and found
that women hold fewer than 30 percent of the senior foreign-policy positions in each of these institutions.
These numbers are all the more striking when we look back to the 1980s, when women now in their late 40s and
50s were coming out of graduate school, and remember that our classes were nearly 50-50 men and women. We
were sure then that by now, we would be living in a 50-50 world. Something derailed that dream.
Sandberg thinks that “something” is an “ambition gap”—that women do not dream big enough. I am all for
encouraging young women to reach for the stars. But I fear that the obstacles that keep women from reaching the
top are rather more prosaic than the scope of their ambition. My longtime and invaluable assistant, who has a
doctorate and juggles many balls as the mother of teenage twins, e-mailed me while I was working on this article:
“You know what would help the vast majority of women with work/family balance? MAKE SCHOOL SCHEDULES
MATCH WORK SCHEDULES.” The present system, she noted, is based on a society that no longer exists—one in
which farming was a major occupation and stay-at-home moms were the norm. Yet the system hasn’t changed.
Consider some of the responses of women interviewed by Zenko about why “women are significantly
underrepresented in foreign policy and national security positions in government, academia, and think tanks.”
Juliette Kayyem, who served as an assistant secretary in the Department of Homeland Security from 2009 to 2011
and now writes a foreign-policy and national-security column for The Boston Globe, told Zenko that among other
reasons,
the basic truth is also this: the travel sucks. As my youngest of three children is now 6, I can look back at
the years when they were all young and realize just how disruptive all the travel was. There were also trips
I couldn’t take because I was pregnant or on leave, the conferences I couldn’t attend because (note to

conference organizers: weekends are a bad choice) kids would be home from school, and the various
excursions that were offered but just couldn’t be managed.
Jolynn Shoemaker, the director of Women in International Security, agreed: “Inflexible schedules, unrelenting
travel, and constant pressure to be in the office are common features of these jobs.”
These “mundane” issues—the need to travel constantly to succeed, the conflicts between school schedules and
work schedules, the insistence that work be done in the office—cannot be solved by exhortations to close the
ambition gap. I would hope to see commencement speeches that finger America’s social and business policies,
rather than women’s level of ambition, in explaining the dearth of women at the top. But changing these policies
requires much more than speeches. It means fighting the mundane battles—every day, every year—in individual
workplaces, in legislatures, and in the media.
It’s possible if you marry the right person.
Sandberg’s second message in her Barnard commencement address was: “The most important career decision
you’re going to make is whether or not you have a life partner and who that partner is.” Lisa Jackson, the
administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, recently drove that message home to an audience of
Princeton students and alumni gathered to hear her acceptance speech for the James Madison Medal. During the
Q&A session, an audience member asked her how she managed her career and her family. She laughed and
pointed to her husband in the front row, saying: “There’s my work-life balance.” I could never have had the career I
have had without my husband, Andrew Moravcsik, who is a tenured professor of politics and international affairs at
Princeton. Andy has spent more time with our sons than I have, not only on homework, but also on baseball, music
lessons, photography, card games, and more. When each of them had to bring in a foreign dish for his fourth-grade
class dinner, Andy made his grandmother’s Hungarian palacsinta; when our older son needed to memorize his lines
for a lead role in a school play, he turned to Andy for help.
Still, the proposition that women can have high-powered careers as long as their husbands or partners are willing to
share the parenting load equally (or disproportionately) assumes that most women will feel as comfortable as men
do about being away from their children, as long as their partner is home with them. In my experience, that is
simply not the case.
Here I step onto treacherous ground, mined with stereotypes. From years of conversations and observations,
however, I’ve come to believe that men and women respond quite differently when problems at home force them
to recognize that their absence is hurting a child, or at least that their presence would likely help. I do not believe
fathers love their children any less than mothers do, but men do seem more likely to choose their job at a cost to
their family, while women seem more likely to choose their family at a cost to their job.
Many factors determine this choice, of course. Men are still socialized to believe that their primary family obligation
is to be the breadwinner; women, to believe that their primary family obligation is to be the caregiver. But it may be
more than that. When I described the choice between my children and my job to Senator Jeanne Shaheen, she said
exactly what I felt: “There’s really no choice.” She wasn’t referring to social expectations, but to a maternal
imperative felt so deeply that the “choice” is reflexive.
Men and women also seem to frame the choice differently. In Midlife Crisis at 30, Mary Matalin recalls her days
working as President Bush’s assistant and Vice President Cheney’s counselor:
Even when the stress was overwhelming—those days when I’d cry in the car on the way to work, asking
myself “Why am I doing this??”—I always knew the answer to that question: I believe in this president.
But Matalin goes on to describe her choice to leave in words that are again uncannily similar to the explanation I
have given so many people since leaving the State Department:
I finally asked myself, “Who needs me more?” And that’s when I realized, it’s somebody else’s turn to do
this job. I’m indispensable to my kids, but I’m not close to indispensable to the White House.

To many men, however, the choice to spend more time with their children, instead of working long hours on issues
that affect many lives, seems selfish. Male leaders are routinely praised for having sacrificed their personal life on
the altar of public or corporate service. That sacrifice, of course, typically involves their family. Yet their children,
too, are trained to value public service over private responsibility. At the diplomat Richard Holbrooke’s memorial
service, one of his sons told the audience that when he was a child, his father was often gone, not around to teach
him to throw a ball or to watch his games. But as he grew older, he said, he realized that Holbrooke’s absence was
the price of saving people around the world—a price worth paying.
It is not clear to me that this ethical framework makes sense for society. Why should we want leaders who fall short
on personal responsibilities? Perhaps leaders who invested time in their own families would be more keenly aware
of the toll their public choices—on issues from war to welfare—take on private lives. (Kati Marton, Holbrooke’s
widow and a noted author, says that although Holbrooke adored his children, he came to appreciate the full
importance of family only in his 50s, at which point he became a very present parent and grandparent, while
continuing to pursue an extraordinary public career.) Regardless, it is clear which set of choices society values more
today. Workers who put their careers first are typically rewarded; workers who choose their families are overlooked,
disbelieved, or accused of unprofessionalism.
In sum, having a supportive mate may well be a necessary condition if women are to have it all, but it is not
sufficient. If women feel deeply that turning down a promotion that would involve more travel, for instance, is the
right thing to do, then they will continue to do that. Ultimately, it is society that must change, coming to value
choices to put family ahead of work just as much as those to put work ahead of family. If we really valued those
choices, we would value the people who make them; if we valued the people who make them, we would do
everything possible to hire and retain them; if we did everything possible to allow them to combine work and family
equally over time, then the choices would get a lot easier.
It’s possible if you sequence it right.
Young women should be wary of the assertion “You can have it all; you just can’t have it all at once.” This 21stcentury addendum to the original line is now proffered by many senior women to their younger mentees. To the
extent that it means, in the words of one working mother, “I’m going to do my best and I’m going to keep the long
term in mind and know that it’s not always going to be this hard to balance,” it is sound advice. But to the extent
that it means that women can have it all if they just find the right sequence of career and family, it’s cheerfully
wrong.
The most important sequencing issue is when to have children. Many of the top women leaders of the generation
just ahead of me—Madeleine Albright, Hillary Clinton, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Sandra Day O’Connor, Patricia Wald,
Nannerl Keohane—had their children in their 20s and early 30s, as was the norm in the 1950s through the 1970s. A
child born when his mother is 25 will finish high school when his mother is 43, an age at which, with full-time
immersion in a career, she still has plenty of time and energy for advancement.
Yet this sequence has fallen out of favor with many high-potential women, and understandably so. People tend to
marry later now, and anyway, if you have children earlier, you may have difficulty getting a graduate degree, a
good first job, and opportunities for advancement in the crucial early years of your career. Making matters worse,
you will also have less income while raising your children, and hence less ability to hire the help that can be
indispensable to your juggling act.
When I was the dean, the Woodrow Wilson School created a program called Pathways to Public Service, aimed at
advising women whose children were almost grown about how to go into public service, and many women still ask
me about the best “on-ramps” to careers in their mid-40s. Honestly, I’m not sure what to tell most of them. Unlike
the pioneering women who entered the workforce after having children in the 1970s, these women are competing
with their younger selves. Government and NGO jobs are an option, but many careers are effectively closed off.
Personally, I have never seen a woman in her 40s enter the academic market successfully, or enter a law firm as a
junior associate, Alicia Florrick of The Good Wife notwithstanding.
These considerations are why so many career women of my generation chose to establish themselves in their
careers first and have children in their mid-to-late 30s. But that raises the possibility of spending long, stressful

years and a small fortune trying to have a baby. I lived that nightmare: for three years, beginning at age 35, I did
everything possible to conceive and was frantic at the thought that I had simply left having a biological child until it
was too late.
And when everything does work out? I had my first child at 38 (and counted myself blessed) and my second at 40.
That means I will be 58 when both of my children are out of the house. What’s more, it means that many peak
career opportunities are coinciding precisely with their teenage years, when, experienced parents advise, being
available as a parent is just as important as in the first years of a child’s life.
Many women of my generation have found themselves, in the prime of their careers, saying no to opportunities
they once would have jumped at and hoping those chances come around again later. Many others who have
decided to step back for a while, taking on consultant positions or part-time work that lets them spend more time
with their children (or aging parents), are worrying about how long they can “stay out” before they lose the
competitive edge they worked so hard to acquire.
Given the way our work culture is oriented today, I recommend establishing yourself in your career first but still
trying to have kids before you are 35—or else freeze your eggs, whether you are married or not. You may well be a
more mature and less frustrated parent in your 30s or 40s; you are also more likely to have found a lasting life
partner. But the truth is, neither sequence is optimal, and both involve trade-offs that men do not have to make.
You should be able to have a family if you want one—however and whenever your life circumstances allow—and
still have the career you desire. If more women could strike this balance, more women would reach leadership
positions. And if more women were in leadership positions, they could make it easier for more women to stay in the
workforce. The rest of this essay details how.
Changing the Culture of Face Time
Back in the Reagan administration, a New York Times story about the ferociously competitive budget director Dick
Darman reported, “Mr. Darman sometimes managed to convey the impression that he was the last one working in
the Reagan White House by leaving his suit coat on his chair and his office light burning after he left for home.”
(Darman claimed that it was just easier to leave his suit jacket in the office so he could put it on again in the
morning, but his record of psychological manipulation suggests otherwise.)
The culture of “time macho”—a relentless competition to work harder, stay later, pull more all-nighters, travel
around the world and bill the extra hours that the international date line affords you—remains astonishingly
prevalent among professionals today. Nothing captures the belief that more time equals more value better than the
cult of billable hours afflicting large law firms across the country and providing exactly the wrong incentives for
employees who hope to integrate work and family. Yet even in industries that don’t explicitly reward sheer quantity
of hours spent on the job, the pressure to arrive early, stay late, and be available, always, for in-person meetings at
11 a.m. on Saturdays can be intense. Indeed, by some measures, the problem has gotten worse over time: a study
by the Center for American Progress reports that nationwide, the share of all professionals—women and men—
working more than 50 hours a week has increased since the late 1970s.
But more time in the office does not always mean more “value added”—and it does not always add up to a more
successful organization. In 2009, Sandra Pocharski, a senior female partner at Monitor Group and the head of the
firm’s Leadership and Organization practice, commissioned a Harvard Business School professor to assess the
factors that helped or hindered women’s effectiveness and advancement at Monitor. The study found that the
company’s culture was characterized by an “always on” mode of working, often without due regard to the impact on
employees. Pocharski observed:
Clients come first, always, and sometimes burning the midnight oil really does make the difference between
success and failure. But sometimes we were just defaulting to behavior that overloaded our people without
improving results much, if at all. We decided we needed managers to get better at distinguishing between
these categories, and to recognize the hidden costs of assuming that “time is cheap.” When that time
doesn’t add a lot of value and comes at a high cost to talented employees, who will leave when the personal
cost becomes unsustainable—well, that is clearly a bad outcome for everyone.

I have worked very long hours and pulled plenty of all-nighters myself over the course of my career, including a few
nights on my office couch during my two years in D.C. Being willing to put the time in when the job simply has to
get done is rightfully a hallmark of a successful professional. But looking back, I have to admit that my assumption
that I would stay late made me much less efficient over the course of the day than I might have been, and certainly
less so than some of my colleagues, who managed to get the same amount of work done and go home at a decent
hour. If Dick Darman had had a boss who clearly valued prioritization and time management, he might have found
reason to turn out the lights and take his jacket home.
Long hours are one thing, and realistically, they are often unavoidable. But do they really need to be spent at the
office? To be sure, being in the office some of the time is beneficial. In-person meetings can be far more efficient
than phone or e-mail tag; trust and collegiality are much more easily built up around the same physical table; and
spontaneous conversations often generate good ideas and lasting relationships. Still, armed with e-mail, instant
messaging, phones, and videoconferencing technology, we should be able to move to a culture where the office is a
base of operations more than the required locus of work.
Being able to work from home—in the evening after children are put to bed, or during their sick days or snow days,
and at least some of the time on weekends—can be the key, for mothers, to carrying your full load versus letting a
team down at crucial moments. State-of-the-art videoconferencing facilities can dramatically reduce the need for
long business trips. These technologies are making inroads, and allowing easier integration of work and family life.
According to the Women’s Business Center, 61 percent of women business owners use technology to “integrate the
responsibilities of work and home”; 44 percent use technology to allow employees “to work off-site or to have
flexible work schedules.” Yet our work culture still remains more office-centered than it needs to be, especially in
light of technological advances.
One way to change that is by changing the “default rules” that govern office work—the baseline expectations about
when, where, and how work will be done. As behavioral economists well know, these baselines can make an
enormous difference in the way people act. It is one thing, for instance, for an organization to allow phone-ins to a
meeting on an ad hoc basis, when parenting and work schedules collide—a system that’s better than nothing, but
likely to engender guilt among those calling in, and possibly resentment among those in the room. It is quite
another for that organization to declare that its policy will be to schedule in-person meetings, whenever possible,
during the hours of the school day—a system that might normalize call-ins for those (rarer) meetings still held in the
late afternoon.
One real-world example comes from the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, a place most people are more
likely to associate with distinguished gentlemen in pinstripes than with progressive thinking about work-family
balance. Like so many other places, however, the FCO worries about losing talented members of two-career couples
around the world, particularly women. So it recently changed its basic policy from a default rule that jobs have to
be done on-site to one that assumes that some jobs might be done remotely, and invites workers to make the case
for remote work. Kara Owen, a career foreign-service officer who was the FCO’s diversity director and will soon
become the British deputy ambassador to France, writes that she has now done two remote jobs. Before her
current maternity leave, she was working a London job from Dublin to be with her partner, using teleconferencing
technology and timing her trips to London to coincide “with key meetings where I needed to be in the room (or
chatting at the pre-meeting coffee) to have an impact, or to do intensive ‘network maintenance.’” In fact, she
writes, “I have found the distance and quiet to be a real advantage in a strategic role, providing I have put in the
investment up front to develop very strong personal relationships with the game changers.” Owen recognizes that
not every job can be done this way. But she says that for her part, she has been able to combine family
requirements with her career.
Changes in default office rules should not advantage parents over other workers; indeed, done right, they can
improve relations among co-workers by raising their awareness of each other’s circumstances and instilling a sense
of fairness. Two years ago, the ACLU Foundation of Massachusetts decided to replace its “parental leave” policy
with a “family leave” policy that provides for as much as 12 weeks of leave not only for new parents, but also for
employees who need to care for a spouse, child, or parent with a serious health condition. According to Director
Carol Rose, “We wanted a policy that took into account the fact that even employees who do not have children
have family obligations.” The policy was shaped by the belief that giving women “special treatment” can “backfire if

the broader norms shaping the behavior of all employees do not change.” When I was the dean of the Wilson
School, I managed with the mantra “Family comes first”—any family—and found that my employees were both
productive and intensely loyal.
None of these changes will happen by themselves, and reasons to avoid them will seldom be hard to find. But
obstacles and inertia are usually surmountable if leaders are open to changing their assumptions about the
workplace. The use of technology in many high-level government jobs, for instance, is complicated by the need to
have access to classified information. But in 2009, Deputy Secretary of State James Steinberg, who shares the
parenting of his two young daughters equally with his wife, made getting such access at home an immediate
priority so that he could leave the office at a reasonable hour and participate in important meetings via
videoconferencing if necessary. I wonder how many women in similar positions would be afraid to ask, lest they be
seen as insufficiently committed to their jobs.
Revaluing Family Values
While employers shouldn’t privilege parents over other workers, too often they end up doing the opposite, usually
subtly, and usually in ways that make it harder for a primary caregiver to get ahead. Many people in positions of
power seem to place a low value on child care in comparison with other outside activities. Consider the following
proposition: An employer has two equally talented and productive employees. One trains for and runs marathons
when he is not working. The other takes care of two children. What assumptions is the employer likely to make
about the marathon runner? That he gets up in the dark every day and logs an hour or two running before even
coming into the office, or drives himself to get out there even after a long day. That he is ferociously disciplined and
willing to push himself through distraction, exhaustion, and days when nothing seems to go right in the service of a
goal far in the distance. That he must manage his time exceptionally well to squeeze all of that in.
Be honest: Do you think the employer makes those same assumptions about the parent? Even though she likely
rises in the dark hours before she needs to be at work, organizes her children’s day, makes breakfast, packs lunch,
gets them off to school, figures out shopping and other errands even if she is lucky enough to have a
housekeeper—and does much the same work at the end of the day. Cheryl Mills, Hillary Clinton’s indefatigable chief
of staff, has twins in elementary school; even with a fully engaged husband, she famously gets up at four every
morning to check and send e-mails before her kids wake up. Louise Richardson, now the vice chancellor of the
University of St. Andrews, in Scotland, combined an assistant professorship in government at Harvard with
mothering three young children. She organized her time so ruthlessly that she always keyed in 1:11 or 2:22 or 3:33
on the microwave rather than 1:00, 2:00, or 3:00, because hitting the same number three times took less time.
Elizabeth Warren, who is now running for the U.S. Senate in Massachusetts, has a similar story. When she had two
young children and a part-time law practice, she struggled to find enough time to write the papers and articles that
would help get her an academic position. In her words:
I needed a plan. I figured out that writing time was when Alex was asleep. So the minute I put him down
for a nap or he fell asleep in the baby swing, I went to my desk and started working on something—
footnotes, reading, outlining, writing … I learned to do everything else with a baby on my hip.
The discipline, organization, and sheer endurance it takes to succeed at top levels with young children at home is
easily comparable to running 20 to 40 miles a week. But that’s rarely how employers see things, not only when
making allowances, but when making promotions. Perhaps because people choose to have children? People also
choose to run marathons.
One final example: I have worked with many Orthodox Jewish men who observed the Sabbath from sundown on
Friday until sundown on Saturday. Jack Lew, the two-time director of the Office of Management and Budget, former
deputy secretary of state for management and resources, and now White House chief of staff, is a case in point.
Jack’s wife lived in New York when he worked in the State Department, so he would leave the office early enough
on Friday afternoon to take the shuttle to New York and a taxi to his apartment before sundown. He would not
work on Friday after sundown or all day Saturday. Everyone who knew him, including me, admired his commitment
to his faith and his ability to carve out the time for it, even with an enormously demanding job.

It is hard to imagine, however, that we would have the same response if a mother told us she was blocking out
mid-Friday afternoon through the end of the day on Saturday, every week, to spend time with her children. I
suspect this would be seen as unprofessional, an imposition of unnecessary costs on co-workers. In fact, of course,
one of the great values of the Sabbath—whether Jewish or Christian—is precisely that it carves out a family oasis,
with rituals and a mandatory setting-aside of work.
Our assumptions are just that: things we believe that are not necessarily so. Yet what we assume has an enormous
impact on our perceptions and responses. Fortunately, changing our assumptions is up to us.
Redefining the Arc of a Successful Career
The American definition of a successful professional is someone who can climb the ladder the furthest in the
shortest time, generally peaking between ages 45 and 55. It is a definition well suited to the mid-20th century, an
era when people had kids in their 20s, stayed in one job, retired at 67, and were dead, on average, by age 71.
It makes far less sense today. Average life expectancy for people in their 20s has increased to 80; men and women
in good health can easily work until they are 75. They can expect to have multiple jobs and even multiple careers
throughout their working life. Couples marry later, have kids later, and can expect to live on two incomes. They
may well retire earlier—the average retirement age has gone down from 67 to 63—but that is commonly
“retirement” only in the sense of collecting retirement benefits. Many people go on to “encore” careers.
Assuming the priceless gifts of good health and good fortune, a professional woman can thus expect her working
life to stretch some 50 years, from her early or mid-20s to her mid-70s. It is reasonable to assume that she will
build her credentials and establish herself, at least in her first career, between 22 and 35; she will have children, if
she wants them, sometime between 25 and 45; she’ll want maximum flexibility and control over her time in the 10
years that her children are 8 to 18; and she should plan to take positions of maximum authority and demands on
her time after her children are out of the house. Women who have children in their late 20s can expect to immerse
themselves completely in their careers in their late 40s, with plenty of time still to rise to the top in their late 50s
and early 60s. Women who make partner, managing director, or senior vice president; get tenure; or establish a
medical practice before having children in their late 30s should be coming back on line for the most demanding jobs
at almost exactly the same age.
Along the way, women should think about the climb to leadership not in terms of a straight upward slope, but as
irregular stair steps, with periodic plateaus (and even dips) when they turn down promotions to remain in a job that
works for their family situation; when they leave high-powered jobs and spend a year or two at home on a reduced
schedule; or when they step off a conventional professional track to take a consulting position or project-based
work for a number of years. I think of these plateaus as “investment intervals.” My husband and I took a sabbatical
in Shanghai, from August 2007 to May 2008, right in the thick of an election year when many of my friends were
advising various candidates on foreign-policy issues. We thought of the move in part as “putting money in the
family bank,” taking advantage of the opportunity to spend a close year together in a foreign culture. But we were
also investing in our children’s ability to learn Mandarin and in our own knowledge of Asia.
Peaking in your late 50s and early 60s rather than your late 40s and early 50s makes particular sense for women,
who live longer than men. And many of the stereotypes about older workers simply do not hold. A 2006 survey of
human-resources professionals shows that only 23 percent think older workers are less flexible than younger
workers; only 11 percent think older workers require more training than younger workers; and only 7 percent think
older workers have less drive than younger workers.
Whether women will really have the confidence to stair-step their careers, however, will again depend in part on
perceptions. Slowing down the rate of promotions, taking time out periodically, pursuing an alternative path during
crucial parenting or parent-care years—all have to become more visible and more noticeably accepted as a pause
rather than an opt-out. (In an encouraging sign, Mass Career Customization, a 2007 book by Cathleen Benko and
Anne Weisberg arguing that “today’s career is no longer a straight climb up the corporate ladder, but rather a
combination of climbs, lateral moves, and planned descents,” was a Wall Street Journal best seller.)

Institutions can also take concrete steps to promote this acceptance. For instance, in 1970, Princeton established a
tenure-extension policy that allowed female assistant professors expecting a child to request a one-year extension
on their tenure clocks. This policy was later extended to men, and broadened to include adoptions. In the early
2000s, two reports on the status of female faculty discovered that only about 3 percent of assistant professors
requested tenure extensions in a given year. And in response to a survey question, women were much more likely
than men to think that a tenure extension would be detrimental to an assistant professor’s career.
So in 2005, under President Shirley Tilghman, Princeton changed the default rule. The administration announced
that all assistant professors, female and male, who had a new child would automatically receive a one-year
extension on the tenure clock, with no opt-outs allowed. Instead, assistant professors could request early
consideration for tenure if they wished. The number of assistant professors who receive a tenure extension has
tripled since the change.
One of the best ways to move social norms in this direction is to choose and celebrate different role models. New
Jersey Governor Chris Christie and I are poles apart politically, but he went way up in my estimation when he
announced that one reason he decided against running for president in 2012 was the impact his campaign would
have had on his children. He reportedly made clear at a fund-raiser in Louisiana that he didn’t want to be away
from his children for long periods of time; according to a Republican official at the event, he said that “his son
[missed] him after being gone for the three days on the road, and that he needed to get back.” He may not get my
vote if and when he does run for president, but he definitely gets my admiration (providing he doesn’t turn around
and join the GOP ticket this fall).
If we are looking for high-profile female role models, we might begin with Michelle Obama. She started out with the
same résumé as her husband, but has repeatedly made career decisions designed to let her do work she cared
about and also be the kind of parent she wanted to be. She moved from a high-powered law firm first to Chicago
city government and then to the University of Chicago shortly before her daughters were born, a move that let her
work only 10 minutes away from home. She has spoken publicly and often about her initial concerns that her
husband’s entry into politics would be bad for their family life, and about her determination to limit her participation
in the presidential election campaign to have more time at home. Even as first lady, she has been adamant that she
be able to balance her official duties with family time. We should see her as a full-time career woman, but one who
is taking a very visible investment interval. We should celebrate her not only as a wife, mother, and champion of
healthy eating, but also as a woman who has had the courage and judgment to invest in her daughters when they
need her most. And we should expect a glittering career from her after she leaves the White House and her
daughters leave for college.
Rediscovering the Pursuit of Happiness
One of the most complicated and surprising parts of my journey out of Washington was coming to grips with what I
really wanted. I had opportunities to stay on, and I could have tried to work out an arrangement allowing me to
spend more time at home. I might have been able to get my family to join me in Washington for a year; I might
have been able to get classified technology installed at my house the way Jim Steinberg did; I might have been able
to commute only four days a week instead of five. (While this last change would have still left me very little time at
home, given the intensity of my job, it might have made the job doable for another year or two.) But I realized that
I didn’t just need to go home. Deep down, I wanted to go home. I wanted to be able to spend time with my
children in the last few years that they are likely to live at home, crucial years for their development into
responsible, productive, happy, and caring adults. But also irreplaceable years for me to enjoy the simple pleasures
of parenting—baseball games, piano recitals, waffle breakfasts, family trips, and goofy rituals. My older son is doing
very well these days, but even when he gives us a hard time, as all teenagers do, being home to shape his choices
and help him make good decisions is deeply satisfying.
The flip side of my realization is captured in Macko and Rubin’s ruminations on the importance of bringing the
different parts of their lives together as 30-year-old women:
If we didn’t start to learn how to integrate our personal, social, and professional lives, we were about five
years away from morphing into the angry woman on the other side of a mahogany desk who questions her

staff’s work ethic after standard 12-hour workdays, before heading home to eat moo shoo pork in her lonely
apartment.
Women have contributed to the fetish of the one-dimensional life, albeit by necessity. The pioneer generation of
feminists walled off their personal lives from their professional personas to ensure that they could never be
discriminated against for a lack of commitment to their work. When I was a law student in the 1980s, many women
who were then climbing the legal hierarchy in New York firms told me that they never admitted to taking time out
for a child’s doctor appointment or school performance, but instead invented a much more neutral excuse.
Today, however, women in power can and should change that environment, although change is not easy. When I
became dean of the Woodrow Wilson School, in 2002, I decided that one of the advantages of being a woman in
power was that I could help change the norms by deliberately talking about my children and my desire to have a
balanced life. Thus, I would end faculty meetings at 6 p.m. by saying that I had to go home for dinner; I would also
make clear to all student organizations that I would not come to dinner with them, because I needed to be home
from six to eight, but that I would often be willing to come back after eight for a meeting. I also once told the
Dean’s Advisory Committee that the associate dean would chair the next session so I could go to a parent-teacher
conference.
After a few months of this, several female assistant professors showed up in my office quite agitated. “You have to
stop talking about your kids,” one said. “You are not showing the gravitas that people expect from a dean, which is
particularly damaging precisely because you are the first woman dean of the school.” I told them that I was doing it
deliberately and continued my practice, but it is interesting that gravitas and parenthood don’t seem to go together.
Ten years later, whenever I am introduced at a lecture or other speaking engagement, I insist that the person
introducing me mention that I have two sons. It seems odd to me to list degrees, awards, positions, and interests
and not include the dimension of my life that is most important to me—and takes an enormous amount of my time.
As Secretary Clinton once said in a television interview in Beijing when the interviewer asked her about Chelsea’s
upcoming wedding: “That’s my real life.” But I notice that my male introducers are typically uncomfortable when I
make the request. They frequently say things like “And she particularly wanted me to mention that she has two
sons”—thereby drawing attention to the unusual nature of my request, when my entire purpose is to make family
references routine and normal in professional life.
This does not mean that you should insist that your colleagues spend time cooing over pictures of your baby or
listening to the prodigious accomplishments of your kindergartner. It does mean that if you are late coming in one
week, because it is your turn to drive the kids to school, that you be honest about what you are doing. Indeed,
Sheryl Sandberg recently acknowledged not only that she leaves work at 5:30 to have dinner with her family, but
also that for many years she did not dare make this admission, even though she would of course make up the work
time later in the evening. Her willingness to speak out now is a strong step in the right direction.
Seeking out a more balanced life is not a women’s issue; balance would be better for us all. Bronnie Ware, an
Australian blogger who worked for years in palliative care and is the author of the 2011 book The Top Five Regrets
of the Dying, writes that the regret she heard most often was “I wish I’d had the courage to live a life true to
myself, not the life others expected of me.” The second-most-common regret was “I wish I didn’t work so hard.”
She writes: “This came from every male patient that I nursed. They missed their children’s youth and their partner’s
companionship.”
Juliette Kayyem, who several years ago left the Department of Homeland Security soon after her husband, David
Barron, left a high position in the Justice Department, says their joint decision to leave Washington and return to
Boston sprang from their desire to work on the “happiness project,” meaning quality time with their three children.
(She borrowed the term from her friend Gretchen Rubin, who wrote a best-selling book and now runs a blog with
that name.)
It’s time to embrace a national happiness project. As a daughter of Charlottesville, Virginia, the home of Thomas
Jefferson and the university he founded, I grew up with the Declaration of Independence in my blood. Last I
checked, he did not declare American independence in the name of life, liberty, and professional success. Let us
rediscover the pursuit of happiness, and let us start at home.

Innovation Nation
As I write this, I can hear the reaction of some readers to many of the proposals in this essay: It’s all fine and well
for a tenured professor to write about flexible working hours, investment intervals, and family-comes-first
management. But what about the real world? Most American women cannot demand these things, particularly in a
bad economy, and their employers have little incentive to grant them voluntarily. Indeed, the most frequent
reaction I get in putting forth these ideas is that when the choice is whether to hire a man who will work whenever
and wherever needed, or a woman who needs more flexibility, choosing the man will add more value to the
company.
In fact, while many of these issues are hard to quantify and measure precisely, the statistics seem to tell a different
story. A seminal study of 527 U.S. companies, published in the Academy of Management Journal in 2000, suggests
that “organizations with more extensive work-family policies have higher perceived firm-level performance” among
their industry peers. These findings accorded with a 2003 study conducted by Michelle Arthur at the University of
Mexico. Examining 130 announcements of family-friendly policies in The Wall Street Journal, Arthur found that the
announcements alone significantly improved share prices. In 2011, a study on flexibility in the workplace by Ellen
Galinsky, Kelly Sakai, and Tyler Wigton of the Families and Work Institute showed that increased flexibility
correlates positively with job engagement, job satisfaction, employee retention, and employee health.
This is only a small sampling from a large and growing literature trying to pin down the relationship between familyfriendly policies and economic performance. Other scholars have concluded that good family policies attract better
talent, which in turn raises productivity, but that the policies themselves have no impact on productivity. Still others
argue that results attributed to these policies are actually a function of good management overall. What is evident,
however, is that many firms that recruit and train well-educated professional women are aware that when a woman
leaves because of bad work-family balance, they are losing the money and time they invested in her.
Even the legal industry, built around the billable hour, is taking notice. Deborah Epstein Henry, a former big-firm
litigator, is now the president of Flex-Time Lawyers, a national consulting firm focused partly on strategies for the
retention of female attorneys. In her book Law and Reorder, published by the American Bar Association in 2010,
she describes a legal profession “where the billable hour no longer works”; where attorneys, judges, recruiters, and
academics all agree that this system of compensation has perverted the industry, leading to brutal work hours,
massive inefficiency, and highly inflated costs. The answer—already being deployed in different corners of the
industry—is a combination of alternative fee structures, virtual firms, women-owned firms, and the outsourcing of
discrete legal jobs to other jurisdictions. Women, and Generation X and Y lawyers more generally, are pushing for
these changes on the supply side; clients determined to reduce legal fees and increase flexible service are pulling
on the demand side. Slowly, change is happening.
At the core of all this is self-interest. Losing smart and motivated women not only diminishes a company’s talent
pool; it also reduces the return on its investment in training and mentoring. In trying to address these issues, some
firms are finding out that women’s ways of working may just be better ways of working, for employees and clients
alike.
Experts on creativity and innovation emphasize the value of encouraging nonlinear thinking and cultivating
randomness by taking long walks or looking at your environment from unusual angles. In their new book, A New
Culture of Learning: Cultivating the Imagination for a World of Constant Change, the innovation gurus John Seely
Brown and Douglas Thomas write, “We believe that connecting play and imagination may be the single most
important step in unleashing the new culture of learning.”
Space for play and imagination is exactly what emerges when rigid work schedules and hierarchies loosen up.
Skeptics should consider the “California effect.” California is the cradle of American innovation—in technology,
entertainment, sports, food, and lifestyles. It is also a place where people take leisure as seriously as they take
work; where companies like Google deliberately encourage play, with Ping-Pong tables, light sabers, and policies
that require employees to spend one day a week working on whatever they wish. Charles Baudelaire wrote: “Genius
is nothing more nor less than childhood recovered at will.” Google apparently has taken note.

No parent would mistake child care for childhood. Still, seeing the world anew through a child’s eyes can be a
powerful source of stimulation. When the Nobel laureate Thomas Schelling wrote The Strategy of Conflict, a classic
text applying game theory to conflicts among nations, he frequently drew on child-rearing for examples of when
deterrence might succeed or fail. “It may be easier to articulate the peculiar difficulty of constraining [a ruler] by
the use of threats,” he wrote, “when one is fresh from a vain attempt at using threats to keep a small child from
hurting a dog or a small dog from hurting a child.”
The books I’ve read with my children, the silly movies I’ve watched, the games I’ve played, questions I’ve
answered, and people I’ve met while parenting have broadened my world. Another axiom of the literature on
innovation is that the more often people with different perspectives come together, the more likely creative ideas
are to emerge. Giving workers the ability to integrate their non-work lives with their work—whether they spend that
time mothering or marathoning—will open the door to a much wider range of influences and ideas.
Enlisting Men
Perhaps the most encouraging news of all for achieving the sorts of changes that I have proposed is that men are
joining the cause. In commenting on a draft of this article, Martha Minow, the dean of the Harvard Law School,
wrote me that one change she has observed during 30 years of teaching law at Harvard is that today many young
men are asking questions about how they can manage a work-life balance. And more systematic research on
Generation Y confirms that many more men than in the past are asking questions about how they are going to
integrate active parenthood with their professional lives.
Abstract aspirations are easier than concrete trade-offs, of course. These young men have not yet faced the
question of whether they are prepared to give up that more prestigious clerkship or fellowship, decline a promotion,
or delay their professional goals to spend more time with their children and to support their partner’s career.
Yet once work practices and work culture begin to evolve, those changes are likely to carry their own momentum.
Kara Owen, the British foreign-service officer who worked a London job from Dublin, wrote me in an e-mail:
I think the culture on flexible working started to change the minute the Board of Management (who were all
men at the time) started to work flexibly—quite a few of them started working one day a week from home.
Men have, of course, become much more involved parents over the past couple of decades, and that, too, suggests
broad support for big changes in the way we balance work and family. It is noteworthy that both James Steinberg,
deputy secretary of state, and William Lynn, deputy secretary of defense, stepped down two years into the Obama
administration so that they could spend more time with their children (for real).
Going forward, women would do well to frame work-family balance in terms of the broader social and economic
issues that affect both women and men. After all, we have a new generation of young men who have been raised
by full-time working mothers. Let us presume, as I do with my sons, that they will understand “supporting their
families” to mean more than earning money.
I have been blessed to work with and be mentored by some extraordinary women. Watching Hillary Clinton in
action makes me incredibly proud—of her intelligence, expertise, professionalism, charisma, and command of any
audience. I get a similar rush when I see a front-page picture of Christine Lagarde, the managing director of the
International Monetary Fund, and Angela Merkel, the chancellor of Germany, deep in conversation about some of
the most important issues on the world stage; or of Susan Rice, the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations,
standing up forcefully for the Syrian people in the Security Council.
These women are extraordinary role models. If I had a daughter, I would encourage her to look to them, and I
want a world in which they are extraordinary but not unusual. Yet I also want a world in which, in Lisa Jackson’s
words, “to be a strong woman, you don’t have to give up on the things that define you as a woman.” That means
respecting, enabling, and indeed celebrating the full range of women’s choices. “Empowering yourself,” Jackson
said in her speech at Princeton, “doesn’t have to mean rejecting motherhood, or eliminating the nurturing or
feminine aspects of who you are.”

I gave a speech at Vassar last November and arrived in time to wander the campus on a lovely fall afternoon. It is a
place infused with a spirit of community and generosity, filled with benches, walkways, public art, and quiet places
donated by alumnae seeking to encourage contemplation and connection. Turning the pages of the alumni
magazine (Vassar is now coed), I was struck by the entries of older alumnae, who greeted their classmates with
Salve (Latin for “hello”) and wrote witty remembrances sprinkled with literary allusions. Theirs was a world in which
women wore their learning lightly; their news is mostly of their children’s accomplishments. Many of us look back on
that earlier era as a time when it was fine to joke that women went to college to get an “M.R.S.” And many women
of my generation abandoned the Seven Sisters as soon as the formerly all-male Ivy League universities became
coed. I would never return to the world of segregated sexes and rampant discrimination. But now is the time to
revisit the assumption that women must rush to adapt to the “man’s world” that our mothers and mentors warned
us about.
I continually push the young women in my classes to speak more. They must gain the confidence to value their own
insights and questions, and to present them readily. My husband agrees, but he actually tries to get the young men
in his classes to act more like the women—to speak less and listen more. If women are ever to achieve real equality
as leaders, then we have to stop accepting male behavior and male choices as the default and the ideal. We must
insist on changing social policies and bending career tracks to accommodate our choices, too. We have the power
to do it if we decide to, and we have many men standing beside us.
We’ll create a better society in the process, for all women. We may need to put a woman in the White House before
we are able to change the conditions of the women working at Walmart. But when we do, we will stop talking about
whether women can have it all. We will properly focus on how we can help all Americans have healthy, happy,
productive lives, valuing the people they love as much as the success they seek.
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Fw: CREDO Action Action: Tell Thomas MacKenzie, Northrup Grumman's
Half Million Dollar Man in Congress, to Resign!

from CREDO Action:
Just when you thought the credibility of the Republican led House of Representatives couldn't get any lower, an
unbelievable story of legalized bribery has emerged concerning a former defense industry executive turned highpowered House Republican staffer.
The investigative news team at the Republic Report broke a crazy story about mega defense manufacturer Northrop Grumman - giving one of its top executives a half-million dollar bonus, shortly before he left to serve on
the Republican majority staff on the powerful congressional committee that oversees the defense budget.
Thomas MacKenzie, a vice president at Northrop Grumman received a $498,334 bonus just before he went to work
as a top policy staffer for Chairman Buck McKeon (R-CA) of the House Armed Services Committee. As a
congressional staffer, MacKenzie now makes close to $120,000 a year.
Tell MacKenzie, Northrup Grumman's half million dollar man in Congress, to resign immediately to protect the
integrity of our democratic process. Sign the petition by clicking the link below.
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/republicans_legalized_bribery/?r_by=42362-328546-GJRaYNx&rc=confemail
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‘Durable’ Music from the 60’s & 70’s

Bob!
My favorite Dylan song? Holy sh*t!
OK: “Visions of Johanna”, “Desolation Row”

And let's not forget “Chimes of Freedom Flashing”.
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Photo: Mt. Rainier—“Bird & Mountain”

Picture of Mt. Rainier from the Yakima Greenway taken last week.

—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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Hoping Against Hope
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 28, 2012)
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SteveB

Re: ‘Durable’ Music from the 60’s & 70’s (reply to David, FotM Neslwtter
#169)

Well...I'm familiar with those Dylan songs, but he just doesn't break into my playlist. I'll dip back in and let you
know what I think, as soon as I have a chance.
In the meantime, I want to see both you and Gomez when we come to the States next spring, hopefully at the
same time. In fact, I'm thinking about staying at your house for a couple of weeks.
Anyway, I'm keeping too busy right now getting our little cookie business up and running. Just rented the "store".
It's kinda cool to have essentially zero competition and great products, yet the "concept" is known, but just barely.
We're using a "pyramid scheme" for distribution, and there is an intense love in the air for all things American
(though the government hates us). We're not anything in Spanish. We're "gourmet cookies". We shall see...

Take care and keep listening (and see if you can't get a little more political, haha).
20120627-02
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Art

Fw: Bucket Lists

Don't normally do these and send out, but this one kind of fun. Seems to me we should add a few things.
( ) Rode out a hurricane. [I do want to do this one, but not at sea. –SteveB]
(X) Survived a tornado. [I did this once, but I was about three months old and don’t remember it very well. –
SteveB]
( ) Visited Mecca
(Yes. yes, yes, no, no) Visited Petra, Taj Mahal, The Pyramids, Ankor Watt, Machu Picchu
(X) Parachuted out of an airplane [Always wanted to. Never have, but still want to do this and visit Cuba and
Mecca, so I can learn how my beloved friends, the communists and Muslims, do it. --SteveB
( ) Drove through the Khyber Pass
( ) Passed through the Suez and Panama Canals
(X) Spent a spring day in Paris
Feel free to add a few.
from a friend
Bucket List...Hit forward and place an x by all the things you've done, remove the x from the ones you have not,
and send it to your friends (including me). Whether you've done this before or not, be a good sport. Do it again!
This is your life:
(x) Shot a gun…
(x) Gone on a blind date….
(x) Skipped school without excuse
(x) Watched someone die…
(x) Visited Africa
(x) Visited Canada
(x) Visited Hawaii
( ) Visited Cuba
(X) Visited Europe
(X) Visited South America
(x)Visited Las Vegas
(x) Visited Mexico .
(X) Visited Florida
(x) Visited Caribbean
(x) Seen the Grand Canyon
(X) Flown on a plane
( ) Served on a jury
(X) Been lost…
(x) Traveled to the opposite side of the country?
(x) Visited Washington, DC
(x) Swam in the Ocean
( ) Cried yourself to sleep.
(x) Played cops and robbers
(x)Played cowboys and Indians
( ) Recently colored with crayons
( ) Sang Karaoke
( ) Sang a solo or duet in church…
(x) Paid for a meal with coins only
(X) Made prank phone calls…

(x) Laughed until some beverage came out of your nose
(X) Caught a snowflake on your tongue
( ) Had children
(X) Had a pet
(x) Been skinny-dipping outdoors..
(x) Been fishing
(X) Been boating…
(x) Been downhill skiing
(x) Been water skiing
(X) Been camping in a trailer/RV
(x) Been camping in a tent
(X) Flown in a small 4-seater airplane
( ) Flown in a glider
(x) flown in a helicopter
( ) Flown in a hot air balloon
(x) Rode a horse
(x) Walked on/Saw a glacier
(x) Driven a motorcycle/been a passenger
( ) Been bungee-jumping
(X) Gone to a drive-in movie
(x) Done something that could have killed you-but did not
(x) Done something that you will regret for the rest of your life
(x) Visited Asia
( ) Rode an elephant
(x) Eaten just cookies or cake for dinner
(x) Been on TV
( ) Stolen any traffic signs
(x) Been in a car accident
(x) Donated blood
( ) Gone Curling
20120627-03
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“Republicans Support ‘Obamacare’ by Any Other Name”

Great article in yesterday's WP, page 11, on how this ever got to the Supreme's. I tried but could not get it to
copy. In the beginning virtually all the legal community said it would never go the Supreme Court. Article covers
how the Republicans literally did a 180 degree on individual mandate and somehow convinced everyone this was a
constitutional violation issue. Even today something like 19 out of 21 constitutional legal scholars say it is not a
violation of the Constitution, yet over half of them also feel it will be struck down. Amazing.
This not the article but yet another one which shows how stupid this all is. We are really dumbing down.
“Republicans Support ‘Obamacare’ by Any Other Name” by Greg Sargent, The Cap Times
June 27, 2012, (http://host.madison.com/ct/news/opinion/column/greg-sargent-republicans-support-obamacare-byany-other-name/article_c9875c76-bfb6-11e1-9c58-0019bb2963f4.html)
For Republicans, nothing captures what they loathe about Barack Obama’s presidency more perfectly than
“Obamacare” — it’s Big Government run amok and an existential threat to American liberty. But it turns out
Republicans like what’s actually in the law.
The Reuters-Ipsos poll taken June 19-23 found that “Obamacare” remains deeply unpopular: 56 percent of
Americans oppose the law, vs. only 44 percent who favor it. But the poll also found that strong majorities favor the
law’s individual provisions — including solid majorities of Republicans.

I asked Ipsos for a partisan breakdown of the data. Key points:
• Eighty percent of Republicans favor “creating an insurance pool where small businesses and uninsured
have access to insurance exchanges to take advantage of large group pricing benefits.” That point is backed
by 75 percent of respondents who self-describe as independents.
• Fifty-seven percent of Republicans support “providing subsidies on a sliding scale to aid individuals and
families who cannot afford health insurance.” That same sentiment is backed by 67 percent of
independents.
• Fifty-four percent of Republicans favor “requiring companies with more than 50 employees to provide
insurance for their employees.” That idea is backed by 75 percent of independents.
• Fifty-two percent of Republicans favor “allowing children to stay on parents’ insurance until age 26.” Sixtynine percent of independents agree.
• Seventy-eight percent of Republicans support “banning insurance companies from denying coverage for
pre-existing conditions”; 86 percent of Republicans favor “banning insurance companies from cancelling
policies because a person becomes ill.” Those points are backed by 82 percent and 87 percent of
independents, respectively.
And one provision that isn’t backed by a majority of Republicans? The one “expanding Medicaid to families with
incomes less than $30,000 per year.”
“Most Republicans want to have good health coverage,” Ipsos research director Chris Jackson told me. “They just
don’t necessarily like what it is Obama is doing.”
Bottom line: Big numbers of Republicans and independents favor regulation of the health insurance system. But the
law has become so defined by the individual mandate — not to mention the president himself — that public
sentiment on the actual reforms has been drowned out. It’s another sign of the conservative messaging triumph in
this fight and Democrats’ failure to make the case for the law.
These data also suggest that if the law is struck down, Democrats might be able to salvage at least something from
the wreckage by refocusing the debate on the individual reforms they have been championing — and what, if
anything, Republicans would replace them with.
20120627-04
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From the Right: “In Praise of Discrimination”

“In Praise of Discrimination” by John Stossel, Human Events
June 27, 2012, (http://www.humanevents.com/2012/06/27/john-stossel-in-praise-of-discrimination/)
I'm scared.
I fear that even if the Supreme Court overrules most of Obamacare (or did already, by the time you read this),
Republicans will join Democrats in restoring "good" parts of the law, like the requirement that insurance companies
cover kids up to age 26 and every American with a pre-existing condition.
Those parts of Obamacare are popular. People like getting what they think is free stuff. But requiring coverage to
age 26 makes policies cost more.
Even Bill O'Reilly lectures me that government should ban discrimination against those with pre-existing conditions.
Most Americans agree with him. Who likes discrimination? Racial discrimination was one of the ugliest parts of
American history. None of us wants to be discriminated against. But discrimination is part of freedom. We
discriminate when we choose our friends or our spouse, or when we choose what we do with our time.

Above all, discrimination is what makes insurance work. An insurance regime where everyone pays the same
amount is called "community rating." That sounds fair. No more cruel discrimination against the obese or people
with cancer. But community rating is as destructive as ordering flood insurance companies to charge me nothing
extra to insure my very vulnerable beach house, or ordering car insurance companies to charge Lindsay Lohan no
more than they charge you. Such one-size-fits-all rules take away insurance companies' best tool: risk-based
pricing. Risk-based pricing encourages us to take better care of ourselves.
Car insurance works because companies reward good drivers and charge the Lindsay Lohans more. If the state
forces insurance companies to stop discriminating, that kills the business model.
[But we don’t all have to drive. Unfortunately, we do all have to live. (Or, from the Republican perspective, maybe
not!) –SteveB]
No-discrimination insurance isn't insurance. It's welfare. If the politicians' plan was to create another government
welfare program, they ought to own up to that instead of hiding the cost.
Obama -- and the Clintons before him -- expressed outrage that insurance companies charged people different
rates based on their risk profiles. They want everyone covered for the same "fair" price.
The health insurance industry was happy to play along. They even offered to give up on gender differences.
Women go to the doctor more often than men and spend more on medicines. Their lifetime medical costs are much
higher, and so it makes all the sense in the world to charge women higher premiums. But Sen. John Kerry
pandered, saying, "The disparity between women and men in the individual insurance market is just plain wrong,
and it has to change!" The industry caved. The president of its trade group, Karen M. Ignagni, said that disparities
"should be eliminated."
Caving was safer than fighting the president and Congress, and caving seemed to provide the industry with
benefits. Insurance companies wouldn't have to work as hard. They wouldn't have to carefully analyze risk. They'd
be partners with government -- fat and lazy, another sleepy bureaucracy feeding off the welfare state. Alcoholics,
drug addicts and the obese won't have to pay any more than the rest of us.
But this just kills off a useful part of insurance: encouraging healthy behavior. Charging heavy drinkers more for
insurance gives them one more incentive to quit. "No-discrimination" pricing makes health care costs rise even
faster. Is it too much to expect our rulers to understand this?
Of course, the average citizen doesn't understand either. When I argue that medical insurance makes people
indifferent to costs, I get online comments like: "I guess the 47 million people who don't have health care should
just die, right, John?"
The truth is, almost all people do get health care, even if they don't have health insurance. Hospitals rarely turn
people away; Medicaid and charities pay for care; some individuals pay cash; some doctors forgive bills. I wish
people would stop conflating the terms "health care," "health insurance" and "Obamacare." Reporters ask guests
things like: "Should Congress repeal health care?" I sure don't want anyone's health care repealed.
Reporters also routinely called Obamacare health "reform." But the definition of reform is: making something better.
More government control won't do that. We should call politicians' insurance demands "big intrusive complex
government micromanagement."
Let the private sector work. Let it discriminate.
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Good read. Painful to extract.

“How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule Against
the Mandate”

“How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule Against the Mandate” by Ezra Klein, The

Washington Post

June 25, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/how-republicans-made-it-possible-for-thesupreme-court-to-rule-against-the-mandate/2012/06/25/gJQA0wFw2V_story.html)
It wasn’t easy for Barack Obama to persuade David Axelrod to take him on as a client. It took years, actually. But
there was a reason Obama wanted Axelrod to run his campaigns. Axelrod knew how to get black candidates elected
by white voters. In fact, he had a whole theory about it.
In a 2008 profile of Axelrod in the New Republic, Jason Zengerle quoted Ken Snyder, a Democratic consultant and
Axelrod protege, on his mentor’s approach. “David felt there almost had to be a permission structure set up for
certain white voters to consider a black candidate.” The “permission structure” relied heavily on “third-party
authentication“ — endorsements from respected figures or institutions that the targeted voters admired.
If you think back to the 2008 campaign, Axelrod was slowly building this permission structure around Obama. Right
before Super Tuesday, Axelrod rolled out the endorsements of Ted and Caroline Kennedy. Right before the election,
he rolled out Colin Powell. The timing and nature of the endorsements were meant to make an African American
candidate with an international upbringing and the name Barack Hussein Obama into someone that Ohio
steelworkers could feel comfortable voting for. If Ted Kennedy and Colin Powell can back this guy, so can you.
But permission structures aren’t just for elections. Over the past two years, the Republican Party has slowly been
building a permission structure for the five Republicans on the Supreme Court to feel comfortable doing something
nobody thought they could do: Violate the existing understanding of the commerce clause and, in perhaps the most
significant moment of judicial activism since the New Deal, overturn either all or part of the Affordable Care Act.
The first step was perhaps the hardest: The Republican Party had to take an official and unanimous stand against
the constitutionality of the individual mandate. Typically, it’s not that difficult for the opposition party to oppose the
least popular element in the majority party’s signature initiative. But the individual mandate was a policy idea
Republicans had thought of in the late 1980s and supported for two decades. They had to, in effect, persuade every
Republican to say that the policy they had been supporting was an unconstitutional assault on liberty.
They succeeded. In December 2009, every Senate Republican voted to call the individual mandate unconstitutional.
They did this even though a number of them had their names on bills that included an individual mandate.
The unity among Senate Republicans reflected a unity among all the institutions associated with the Republican
Party. Fox News and right-wing talk radio pushed the idea that the mandate was unconstitutional. Republican
attorneys general began pushing the idea that the individual mandate was unconstitutional. Conservative think
tanks — including the Heritage Foundation, which arguably brought the mandate to Washington and the Republican
Party in 1989 — began releasing a steady stream of material arguing that the mandate was unconstitutional.
Conservative legal scholars began developing arguments showing that the individual mandate was unconstitutional.
Within a matter of months, the fact that the individual mandate was unconstitutional was as much a part of
Republican Party dogma as “no new taxes.”
All of this forced the controversy over the individual mandate into the mainstream media, too. After all, if one of
America’s two major political parties thinks the most significant health reform since Medicare is unconstitutional,
well, that’s a story!
With the Republican Party on board, the news media interested and the public confused, the next step was the
legal system. Conservatives filed 26 cases against the Affordable Care Act, ensuring that they would get a hearing
in dozens of district courts. Judge Henry Hudson, a Republican appointee who was heavily invested in a Republican
consulting firm called Campaign Solutions, was the first to rule against the law. Judge Roger Vinson, another
Republican appointee, backed him up. In a pattern that would be repeated over and over again as the law
proceeded through the court system, Vinson and Hudson’s rulings got vastly more media attention than the much

larger number of instances in which district judges ruled for the bill or threw the challenges out of court. The result?
Polls began showing a majority of Americans thought the mandate was unconstitutional.
The effort had setbacks, too. On the appellate level, two of the brightest stars in the conservative legal firmament
ruled in the law’s favor. Orin Kerr, a law professor at George Washington University and a former clerk for Justice
Anthony Kennedy, told me, “the two top choices for Supreme Court picks on the Republican side are probably Brett
Kavanaugh and Jeff Sutton. Sutton voted to uphold the mandate on the merits and Kavanaugh voted to say it was
not justiciable.” Judge Sutton, by the way, is a former clerk for Justice Antonin Scalia.
But those setbacks were nothing compared with the luck Republicans had during the oral arguments before the
Supreme Court. Paul Clement, the talented lawyer prosecuting the case against the Affordable Care Act, gave what
most everyone agreed was the performance of his career. Don Verrilli, the solicitor general of the United States,
gave what most everyone agreed was one of the worst performances of his. He began by choking on water and
seemed to never quite recover his composure. “He was passive. He was stumbling. He was nervous,” CNN legal
analyst Jeffrey Toobin told Politico. “I was just shocked.”
For all the Republican Party had done to make the mandate’s constitutionality a live issue, the oral arguments gave
their cause a credibility that strategic positioning couldn’t buy. The two arguments had met in front of the Supreme
Court and the argument against the mandate’s constitutionality had clearly won. Everything up until that point could
have been written off as conservatives convincing conservatives of something conservatives already wanted to
believe. But on that day, the argument against the individual mandate met the argument for the individual
mandate, and the argument against it won — even in the eyes of the mandate’s supporters.
After that, confidence that the mandate would survive the court collapsed. A poll of former Supreme Court clerks
taken before the oral arguments found that only 35 percent thought the court would overturn the mandate. After
the oral arguments, that rocketed up to 57 percent. A poll of top constitutional law scholars found that 19 of 21
thought the mandate was constitutional, but only eight were confident that the Supreme Court would uphold it.
InTrade, a political betting market, puts a 67 percent chance on the mandate being overturned.
What the conservative movement has done — with a big assist from Verrilli — is build a permission structure that
would permit the Republican appointees to the Supreme Court to rule against the individual mandate. They had
taken a legal campaign initially dismissed as a bitter and quixotic effort based on a radical and discredited reading
of the commerce clause and given it sufficient third-party authentication to succeed. If the Supreme Court rules
against the mandate, it will no longer be out on a ledge. It will be in lock step with the entire Republican Party,
many polls, a number of judges, the impression the public has gotten from the media coverage and the outcome of
the oral arguments.
And that’s what has changed from two years ago. When this campaign began, it was unthinkable that the Supreme
Court would indulge it, even if some on the Supreme Court were sympathetic to its aims. “There is a less than 1
percent chance that the courts will invalidate the individual mandate,” Kerr said at the time. Today, it’s entirely
thinkable that the Supreme Court will indulge it, and that means that the members of the Supreme Court, who care
deeply about protecting their institution’s legitimacy, are free to rule in whichever direction they want. We’ll find out
what direction that is on Thursday.
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Re: “How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate” (reply to Art, above)

Wow. This is horrible. I'd hate to be in Verilli's shoes. How would you like to be the one who lost health care for
the neediest Americans? I'm going to say it: I think the Republican party is engaging in a conspiracy to
fundamentally change the structure of the American government. I think they've been working on this for a long
time, ever since FDR in fact. They have a very different concept of government than I do, that's for sure. I feel
sick and hopeless about the way things are going. We've come a long way from Uncle Walter (Cronkite) and his
credibility and objectivity to Fox News trashing every single thing the Democrats do or try to do, even when they
contradict themselves to do it. They are wedded to an ideology and they are willing to sacrifice a lot (of other
people) to bring it to fruition. Just like the communists of yore, they're willing to sacrifice a whole generation in

order to create a world where their kind of people can flourish. I have come to believe that they actually believe in
what they say. I've had a hard time with that.
One reason I feel so hopeless is, in fact, my best friend, who describes herself as a libertarian but whose every
political instinct is Republican/conservative. We had dinner together last night, and she sat there telling me what
great jurists Roberts, Scalia, and Alito are and how they will do the right thing. I'm used to this sort of thing from
her, and I protested rather mildly, considering my true feelings. I don't want to damage our friendship, and if that
means swallowing some words, I'll do that. What this means, I think, is, it's hard to have an open, honest
conversation with someone you disagree with, especially if you like that person. That makes true dialogue next to
impossible, as the only conversations that take place are among like-minded people, where no feelings risk being
hurt.
The Republicans have no subtlety, no flexibility, no respect for anyone who disagrees with them in any way. They
will twist themselves into pretzels in order not to go against the Republican grain; witness Marco Rubio dancing
around the issue of immigration, to say nothing of Romney. I have the sick feeling the Supremes are going to
eviscerate every Obama initiative, most especially Obamacare. I have the sick feeling Romney is going to be our
next President. I feel sick, period.

20120627-10
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Re: “How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate” (reply to Pam, above)

I believe, Pam, that you are 100% correct and it’s about time we started shouting it from the rooftops. The Right
thinks they can wreck the economy, even the world economy, then reestablish the 19th Century. I think the germ
of this idea goes all the way back to the Reagan era, though maybe not to the Gipper, himself.
It’s exactly what I meant the other day in the headline:

GOP Wants to Drive US Over the Cliff
Please add: !!!!!
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Re: “How Republicans Made It Possible for the Supreme Court to Rule
Against the Mandate” (reply to Pam & SteveB, above)

I think the real issue here is the cold calculating way the Republicans went about it. Purely political. I can't
determine if there is any real sense of right and wrong about them but I think this was just another slimy political
maneuver to discredit the President backed by lots of corporate money.
I too recall early on the general opinion that this wouldn't reach the supreme court for years, if ever. Most circuit
judges ruled it was constitutional. What happened? Suddenly like quicksilver it has slithered it's way through and
was on the Court docket.
As for friends Pam, I gave that up on that a long time ago. When I hear that crap, my response is Bullshit! Back
up this drivel with facts or shut up. Actually, I haven't lost many friends but some do tread very warily around me.
;-) They know I have a very low BS meter.
20120627-09
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MarthaH

“What the High Court Will Decide & What the Aftermath Will Be”

Asking citizen's what the name of the healthcare bill/healthcare law was/is shows the inattention to our government
except when the chuckhole influences "my" life, but wait until and if provisions lost, in my opinion, are brought to
the attention of those (of us!) to feel them. Do they pick and choose for the powerful and let us also still pick up the
tab for the rest in our tabs at the ER? Stay tuned. It's just the future of the grandchildren...The webs we homo

sapiens weave...or some of us...At what cost to all of us do nine decide once again? I have held my breath several
times in anticipation and been surprised...other times shocked. I fear this bunch is very predictable.
Here's a good summary of what we will be facing, thanks to the 9:
“What the High Court Will Decide -- and What the Aftermath Will Be” by Tom Curry, MCNBC
June 27, 2012, (http://nbcpolitics.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/06/27/12440103-what-the-high-court-will-decideand-what-the-aftermath-will-be?lite)
(The U.S. Supreme Court will announce Thursday morning on the constitutionality of President Barack Obama's
Affordable Care Act. NBC's Pete Williams reports. Video: http://www.nbc.com/news-sports/todayshow/2012/06/romney-obama-prep-for-healthcare-ruling/)
The health care drama that began in the earliest days of the Obama presidency will reach its crescendo Thursday
morning when the Supreme Court announces its decision on the constitutionality of the Affordable Care Act (ACA).
As NBC's Chuck Todd reports, both the president and his GOP challenger, Mitt Romney, are eagerly awaiting the
Supreme Court ruling on "Obamacare" to claim a campaign-trail victory.
It has been a long, twisting road to this point: from pledges made by candidate Barack Obama when he ran for the
presidency in 2008, to months of bargaining by congressional Democrats with interest groups such as the
pharmaceutical and insurance industries, to 2010 campaign charges of "death panels," to legal challenges battled in
lower federal courts.
“If ‘Obamacare’ is not deemed constitutional, then the first three and a half years of this president's term will have
been wasted on something that has not helped the American people,” Republican presidential contender Mitt
Romney said Tuesday as he campaigned in Virginia.
Four legal issues are at stake:
• First, the justices must decide whether challenges to the law can be resolved now, or whether those who
seek to overturn the law must wait until 2015 when the federal government begins collecting penalties from
people who refuse to buy insurance, as required by the ACA. The consensus among legal observers is that
the justices have decided to not wait and that the challenges to the law will be resolved with Thursday’s
decision.
• Second, the court must decide whether the ACA’s individual mandate – the requirement that most
uninsured people purchase health insurance – forces people into commerce and thus renders that part of
the law unconstitutional. The Constitution gives Congress the power to regulate interstate commerce, but
not the power to force a non-buyer to become a buyer.
• The third and perhaps most crucial question to be decided: If the justices do rule that the mandate is
unconstitutional, can that part of the law be surgically removed while leaving the remainder intact, or will
the justices decide the entire law must be struck down because Congress designed each of its parts to work
together?
• Finally, the fourth issue: Is the ACA’s Medicaid provision, which adds nearly 30 million more people to the
insurance program for low-income Americans, unconstitutionally coercive by forcing states to go along with
the expansion, or is it a legitimate enlargement of an existing program?
Thursday’s ruling could be a deafening political thunderclap, but may be followed by a kind of lull as Congress tries
to figure out what, if anything, it can do to respond to the ruling.

Senate Democrats may try to put some ideas to a vote, even though they know the Republican-controlled House is
unlikely to act on their proposals.
But Sen. Ron Wyden, D-Ore., a member of the Senate Finance Committee, which drafted much of the law,
predicted that congressional Democrats wouldn’t spring into action immediately to offer bills replacing the ACA if the
court strikes down parts of it. “You don’t get a decision like this and if there are changes in the law, jump right out
and say, ‘We’ll now propose the following’ in the next 15 minutes.”
But Senate Health, Education Labor and Pensions Committee Chairman Tom Harkin, who is responsible for the
ACA’s provisions on preventive health care, said he’ll be ready to respond. “It’s unfortunate that it’s going to be
decided on the Thursday when we get out of here – because that leaves 10 days when we’re not in session – but
depending on what the court does, we will be ready when we come back,” the Iowa Democrat said. Referring to
the 10-day Senate hiatus following the decision, Harkin said, “I’m just wondering if that politically motivated
Supreme Court didn’t plan it that way.”
He added, “If we were here, then we could move rapidly to get something on the agenda and in the hopper to
respond to this in a way that the American people would understand that we’re going to move ahead on this.”
But the argument from some GOP leaders is that no matter what the court decides, the American people have
already written off the law as a failure.
Missouri Republican Sen. Roy Blunt said Tuesday, “There really have always been three questions: Is it
constitutional? Is it a good idea? Can we afford it? And if the answer to any of those is no, we shouldn’t do it. I
think the American people have clearly decided that the more they found out about this bill, they believed that the
answer to ‘is it a good idea?’ and ‘can we afford it?’ is ‘no’ and ‘no.’ The court will decide the third one, but there’s
no question (that) we shouldn’t go forward with this.”
The possible damage to the ACA the Supreme Court might leave in its path is crucial, hence the importance of
severability – severing one part of the law and leaving the rest intact.
Asked to hazard a prediction for what might happen Thursday, Republican Sen. Mike Lee, a freshman conservative
from Utah and a former law clerk for Justice Samuel Alito, said Tuesday: “I tend to think that they strike down the
mandate.” He also said, “It would not be an easy task” for the justices to declare the individual mandate invalid and
yet leave the rest of the bill intact. “That would be a grueling task and I’m not sure how they would do it.” He said
he “would not be surprised if we see a finding of non-severability.”
Patricia Millett, a former lawyer in the solicitor general’s office during the Clinton administration who has argued 31
cases before the high court, said the justices’ questions during the oral argument showed how difficult it would be
to remove one section of the law without damaging the rest: “Do we then create a Frankenstein of a statute that
functions in a way that Congress would have never wanted?”
Democrats who designed the ACA are divided on just how significant the individual mandate is and how well the
rest of the law could work without it.
“Since the mandate is so central in terms of (insurance) premiums and putting everybody in a pool, we’d have to go
back to the drawing board” if the Supreme Court declared the mandate unconstitutional, Harkin said.
He added, “This whole thing (the ACA) kind of holds together. If the court strikes down the individual mandate –
which I hope they don’t, because I think there’s a lot of precedents to support it – but if they do, then we are going
to have to think of some other approaches and I have been thinking about it and we have things ready to go.”
But Wyden had a different view, saying, “In one sense, the focus on the individual mandate is a little bit
overblown,” suggesting it isn’t necessarily the heart and soul of the law. “I got into the bill section 1332, a
requirement that states be allowed to obtain waivers (from the mandate) and they could go off and try any of a
variety of approaches.”

He said that liberal states could enact single-payer health insurance and conservative states could enact more
market-oriented approaches. That waiver takes effect in 2017, but Wyden wants to advance that date to 2014.
“For people who want in good faith to get this done and do it in line with their principles, section 1332 I think is
going to get some discussion,” he said.
There’s one big catch with section 1332: Whatever alternative plans states might adopt would need to provide
individuals insurance coverage at least as comprehensive as provided under the ACA.
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Fw: Daily Kos Action: Contribute to Democrats Who Support Allowing
Everyone to Purchase Medicare Insurance!

from Daily Kos:
If the Supreme Court strikes down the health care law tomorrow morning, we all know Republicans in Congress
won't do anything to help the millions of Americans who will be denied health insurance coverage.
That's why at Daily Kos we identified some of the most important districts Democrats need to win to retake
Congress, and asked the Democratic candidates running in those districts if they support allowing all Americans to
purchase Medicare at any age.
So far we've found six Democrats who unequivocally said "yes," and we're going to work to get all six elected to
Congress.
Please, click here to give $1 to each of the six Democrats who will kick both Republicans and the health insurance
industry out of Congress:
https://secure.actblue.com/contribute/page/medicare4all?refcode=627em7.
Most legal experts say the conservative Supreme Court will defy precedent and strike down the health care law
either in part or in full. As a result, at least 15 million people who otherwise would have received health insurance
will end up not being covered.
If we are going to prevent something like this from happening in the future, we need to start passing health care
laws that don't rely on complications like an individual mandate and an insurance exchange, and instead simply
allow everyone to buy into Medicare.
For decades, pundits in the corporate media have said it's too risky for Democrats to take bold positions like this if
they want to win the battleground districts that determine which party controls Congress. However, we found half a
dozen Democrats aiming to prove otherwise, and we need to stand with them against the wave of billionaire and
insurance industry attack ads they will inevitably face.
Keep fighting, Chris Bowers, Campaign Director, Daily Kos
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“Positive News for the Housing Market”

“Positive News for the Housing Market” by Dean Baker, NationofChange
June 27, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/positive-news-housing-market-1340812930)
Latest indicators and developments in the housing sector show more evidence that the housing market is on the
mend. Prior to May, the market had seen unusually high levels of sales due to unusually good winter weather
across much of the country. For this reason we should have expected a sharp falloff in sales in May. Instead, May
sales were down by only 1.5 percent from their April level. They were 9.6 percent above the May 2011 level.

The data also show permits for single family homes were up 4.0 percent in May from their April level and were 19.9
percent above their year-ago level. This is the highest rate of construction since early 2010 when the first-time
buyers’ credit was temporarily boosting the market. Also, new home sales in May were at their highest level since
the end of the first-time buyers’ tax credit caused a surge in April of 2010.
20120627-12
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Cartoons: R0mney’s ‘Immigration’ Problem

“What's the True Meaning of Patriotism?”

“What's the True Meaning of Patriotism?” by Robert Reich, Robert Reich's Blog / rsn

June 26, 2012, (http://readersupportednews.org/opinion2/277-75/12111-whats-the-true-meaning-of-patriotism)
Recently I publicly debated a regressive Republican who said Arizona and every other state should use whatever
means necessary to keep out illegal immigrants. He also wants English to be spoken in every classroom in the
nation, and the pledge of allegiance recited every morning. "We have to preserve and protect America," he said.
"That's the meaning of patriotism."
To my debating partner and other regressives, patriotism is about securing the nation from outsiders eager to
overrun us. That's why they also want to restore every dollar of the $500 billion in defense cuts scheduled to start
in January.
Yet many of these same regressives have no interest in preserving or protecting our system of government. To the
contrary, they show every sign of wanting to be rid of it.
In fact, regressives in Congress have substituted partisanship for patriotism, placing party loyalty above loyalty to
America.
The GOP's highest-ranking member of Congress has said his "number one aim" is to unseat President Obama. For
more than three years congressional Republicans have marched in lockstep, determined to do just that. They have
brooked no compromise.
They couldn't care less if they mangle our government in pursuit of their partisan aims. Senate Republicans have
used the filibuster more frequently in this Congress than in any congress in history.
House Republicans have been willing to shut down the government and even risk the full faith and credit of the
United States in order to get their way.
Regressives on the Supreme Court have opened the floodgates to unlimited money from billionaires and
corporations overwhelming our democracy, on the bizarre theory that money is speech under the First Amendment
and corporations are people.
Regressive Republicans in Congress won't even support legislation requiring the sources of this money-gusher be
disclosed.
They've even signed a pledge - not of allegiance to the United States, but of allegiance to Grover Norquist, who has
never been elected by anyone. Norquist's "no-tax" pledge is interpreted only by Norquist, who says closing a tax
loophole is tantamount to raising taxes and therefore violates the pledge.
True patriots don't hate the government of the United States. They're proud of it. Generations of Americans have
risked their lives to preserve it. They may not like everything it does, and they justifiably worry when special
interests gain too much power over it. But true patriots work to improve the U.S. government, not destroy it.
But regressive Republicans loathe the government - and are doing everything they can to paralyze it, starve it, and
make the public so cynical about it that it's no longer capable of doing much of anything. Tea Partiers are out to gut
it entirely. Norquist says he wants to shrink it down to a size it can be "drowned in a bathtub."
When arguing against paying their fair share of taxes, wealthy regressives claim "it's my money." But it's their
nation, too. And unless they pay their share America can't meet the basic needs of our people. True patriotism
means paying for America.
So when regressives talk about "preserving and protecting" the nation, be warned: They mean securing our
borders, not securing our society. Within those borders, each of us is on our own. They don't want a government
that actively works for all our citizens.

Their patriotism is not about coming together for the common good. It is about excluding outsiders who they see as
our common adversaries.
[I love his use of the word “Regressives”. I hope it catches on, because it is so perfectly appropriate! The
Progressives and the Regressives…makes sense, even if my spellchecker doesn’t like it. –SteveB]
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Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels’ Sweet Deal

In Indiana Mitch Daniels will be governor through the end of 2012. During his 8 years as governor he has
appointed 8 of the 10 trustees at Purdue University.
The trustees have voted that Mitch Daniels will be the president of Purdue in January 2013 and they will set his
salary which will be 4-5 times higher that his governor’s pay.
Anyone see an ethics problem?
20120627-15
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Fw: Muslim Heritage in America

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
MUSLIM HERITAGE IN AMERICA:
Have you ever been to a Muslim hospital, heard a Muslim orchestra, seen a Muslim band march in a parade,
witnessed a Muslim charity, shaken hands with a Muslim Girl Scout, seen a Muslim Candy Striper, or seen a Muslim
do anything that contributes positively to the American way of life? The answer is no, you did not. Just ask yourself
WHY ?
Barack Obama, during his Cairo speech, said: "I know, too, that Islam has always been a part of America's history."
[June 4, 2009. Very old news! –SteveB]
AN AMERICAN CITIZEN'S RESPONSE:
Dear Mr. Obama:
Were those Muslims that were in America when the Pilgrims first landed? Funny, I thought they were Native
American Indians.
Were those Muslims that celebrated the first Thanksgiving day? Sorry again, those were Pilgrims and Native
American Indians.
Can you show me one Muslim signature on the United States Constitution? Declaration of Independence ? Bill of
Rights? Didn't think so.
Did Muslims fight for this country's freedom from England ? No.
Did Muslims fight during the Civil War to free the slaves in America ? No, they did not. In fact, Muslims to this day
are still the largest traffickers in human slavery.. Your own half-brother, a devout Muslim, still advocates slavery
himself, even though Muslims of Arabic descent refer to black Muslims as "pug nosed slaves." Says a lot of what the
Muslim world really thinks of your family's "rich Islamic heritage," doesn't it Mr. Obama?
Where were Muslims during the Civil Rights era of this country? Not present.

There are no pictures or media accounts of Muslims walking side by side with Martin Luther King, Jr. or helping to
advance the cause of Civil Rights.
Where were Muslims during this country's Woman's Suffrage era? Again, not present. In fact, devout Muslims
demand that women are subservient to men in the Islamic culture. So much so, that often they are beaten for not
wearing the 'hajib' or for talking to a man who is not a direct family member or their husband. Yep, the Muslims are
all for women's rights, aren't they?
[They sound exactly like most Republicans to me. The two are blood brothers: the GOP and Islamic Jihad! –SteveB]
Where were Muslims during World War II? They were aligned with Adolf Hitler. The Muslim grand mufti himself met
with Adolf Hitler, reviewed the troops and accepted support from the Nazi's in killing Jews. [Shocking news!]
Finally, Mr. Obama, where were Muslims on Sept. 11th, 2001? If they weren't flying planes into the World Trade
Center , the Pentagon or a field in Pennsylvania killing nearly 3,000 people on our own soil, they were rejoicing in
the Middle East . No one can dispute the pictures shown from all parts of the Muslim world celebrating on CNN, Fox
News, MSNBC and other cable news networks that day. Strangely, the very "moderate" Muslims who's asses you
bent over backwards to kiss in Cairo , Egypt on June 4th were stone cold silent post 9-11. To many Americans, their
silence has meant approval for the acts of that day.
[Yet Egypt was our staunch ally, helping to maintain a little stability in the Middle East. I take it the author, here,
thinks the President should have bombed Cairo instead of making a speech and engaging in diplomacy at the
highest levels? --SteveB
And THAT, Mr. Obama, is the "rich heritage" Muslims have here in America.
[How, exactly does “part of American history” get legitimately twisted into “rich heritage”?
Oh, I'm sorry, I forgot to mention the Barbary Pirates. They were Muslim.
And now we can add November 5, 2009 - the slaughter of American soldiers at Fort Hood by a Muslim major who is
a doctor and a psychiatrist who was supposed to be counseling soldiers returning from battle in Iraq and
Afghanistan.
That, Mr. Obama is the "Muslim heritage" in America
EVERY AMERICAN MUST READ THIS !! [Or else? –SteveB] Be sure to SEND IT TO ALL .
Muslim Heritage, my foot. And if you don't share this message, you are part of the problem!
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“Remarks by the President on a New Beginning” (Cairo Univ., June 4, 2009)
(reply to SteveM, above)

To set the record straight:
(Oh, crap, except that he admits in this speech he was born in Kenya…)
THE WHITE HOUSE, Office of the Press Secretary (Cairo,Egypt)
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
June 4, 2009
REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT ON A NEW BEGINNING, Cairo University, Cairo, Egypt, 1:10 P.M. (Local)
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you very much. Good afternoon. I am honored to be in the timeless city of Cairo,
and to be hosted by two remarkable institutions. For over a thousand years, Al-Azhar has stood as a beacon of

Islamic learning; and for over a century, Cairo University has been a source of Egypt's advancement. And together,
you represent the harmony between tradition and progress. I'm grateful for your hospitality, and the hospitality of
the people of Egypt. And I'm also proud to carry with me the goodwill of the American people, and a greeting of
peace from Muslim communities in my country: Assalaamu alaykum. (Applause.)
We meet at a time of great tension between the United States and Muslims around the world -- tension rooted in
historical forces that go beyond any current policy debate. The relationship between Islam and the West includes
centuries of coexistence and cooperation, but also conflict and religious wars. More recently, tension has been fed
by colonialism that denied rights and opportunities to many Muslims, and a Cold War in which Muslim-majority
countries were too often treated as proxies without regard to their own aspirations. Moreover, the sweeping
change brought by modernity and globalization led many Muslims to view the West as hostile to the traditions of
Islam.
Violent extremists have exploited these tensions in a small but potent minority of Muslims. The attacks of
September 11, 2001 and the continued efforts of these extremists to engage in violence against civilians has led
some in my country to view Islam as inevitably hostile not only to America and Western countries, but also to
human rights. All this has bred more fear and more mistrust.
So long as our relationship is defined by our differences, we will empower those who sow hatred rather than peace,
those who promote conflict rather than the cooperation that can help all of our people achieve justice and
prosperity. And this cycle of suspicion and discord must end.
I've come here to Cairo to seek a new beginning between the United States and Muslims around the world, one
based on mutual interest and mutual respect, and one based upon the truth that America and Islam are not
exclusive and need not be in competition. Instead, they overlap, and share common principles -- principles of
justice and progress; tolerance and the dignity of all human beings.
I do so recognizing that change cannot happen overnight. I know there's been a lot of publicity about this speech,
but no single speech can eradicate years of mistrust, nor can I answer in the time that I have this afternoon all the
complex questions that brought us to this point. But I am convinced that in order to move forward, we must say
openly to each other the things we hold in our hearts and that too often are said only behind closed doors. There
must be a sustained effort to listen to each other; to learn from each other; to respect one another; and to seek
common ground. As the Holy Koran tells us, "Be conscious of God and speak always the truth." (Applause.) That
is what I will try to do today -- to speak the truth as best I can, humbled by the task before us, and firm in my
belief that the interests we share as human beings are far more powerful than the forces that drive us apart.
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.
As a student of history, I also know civilization's debt to Islam. It was Islam -- at places like Al-Azhar -- that carried
the light of learning through so many centuries, paving the way for Europe's Renaissance and Enlightenment. It
was innovation in Muslim communities -- (applause) -- it was innovation in Muslim communities that developed the
order of algebra; our magnetic compass and tools of navigation; our mastery of pens and printing; our
understanding of how disease spreads and how it can be healed. Islamic culture has given us majestic arches and
soaring spires; timeless poetry and cherished music; elegant calligraphy and places of peaceful contemplation. And
throughout history, Islam has demonstrated through words and deeds the possibilities of religious tolerance and
racial equality. (Applause.)
I also know that Islam has always been a part of America's story. The first nation to recognize my country was
Morocco. In signing the Treaty of Tripoli in 1796, our second President, John Adams, wrote, "The United States has
in itself no character of enmity against the laws, religion or tranquility of Muslims." And since our founding,
American Muslims have enriched the United States. They have fought in our wars, they have served in our
government, they have stood for civil rights, they have started businesses, they have taught at our universities,
they've excelled in our sports arenas, they've won Nobel Prizes, built our tallest building, and lit the Olympic Torch.

And when the first Muslim American was recently elected to Congress, he took the oath to defend our Constitution
using the same Holy Koran that one of our Founding Fathers -- Thomas Jefferson -- kept in his personal library.
(Applause.)
So I have known Islam on three continents before coming to the region where it was first revealed. That
experience guides my conviction that partnership between America and Islam must be based on what Islam is, not
what it isn't. And I consider it part of my responsibility as President of the United States to fight against negative
stereotypes of Islam wherever they appear. (Applause.)
But that same principle must apply to Muslim perceptions of America. (Applause.) Just as Muslims do not fit a
crude stereotype, America is not the crude stereotype of a self-interested empire. The United States has been one
of the greatest sources of progress that the world has ever known. We were born out of revolution against an
empire. We were founded upon the ideal that all are created equal, and we have shed blood and struggled for
centuries to give meaning to those words -- within our borders, and around the world. We are shaped by every
culture, drawn from every end of the Earth, and dedicated to a simple concept: E pluribus unum -- "Out of many,
one."
Now, much has been made of the fact that an African American with the name Barack Hussein Obama could be
elected President. (Applause.) But my personal story is not so unique. The dream of opportunity for all people has
not come true for everyone in America, but its promise exists for all who come to our shores -- and that includes
nearly 7 million American Muslims in our country today who, by the way, enjoy incomes and educational levels that
are higher than the American average. (Applause.)
Moreover, freedom in America is indivisible from the freedom to practice one's religion. That is why there is a
mosque in every state in our union, and over 1,200 mosques within our borders. That's why the United States
government has gone to court to protect the right of women and girls to wear the hijab and to punish those who
would deny it. (Applause.)
So let there be no doubt: Islam is a part of America. And I believe that America holds within her the truth that
regardless of race, religion, or station in life, all of us share common aspirations -- to live in peace and security; to
get an education and to work with dignity; to love our families, our communities, and our God. These things we
share. This is the hope of all humanity.
Of course, recognizing our common humanity is only the beginning of our task. Words alone cannot meet the
needs of our people. These needs will be met only if we act boldly in the years ahead; and if we understand that
the challenges we face are shared, and our failure to meet them will hurt us all.
For we have learned from recent experience that when a financial system weakens in one country, prosperity is hurt
everywhere. When a new flu infects one human being, all are at risk. When one nation pursues a nuclear weapon,
the risk of nuclear attack rises for all nations. When violent extremists operate in one stretch of mountains, people
are endangered across an ocean. When innocents in Bosnia and Darfur are slaughtered, that is a stain on our
collective conscience. (Applause.) That is what it means to share this world in the 21st century. That is the
responsibility we have to one another as human beings.
And this is a difficult responsibility to embrace. For human history has often been a record of nations and tribes -and, yes, religions -- subjugating one another in pursuit of their own interests. Yet in this new age, such attitudes
are self-defeating. Given our interdependence, any world order that elevates one nation or group of people over
another will inevitably fail. So whatever we think of the past, we must not be prisoners to it. Our problems must
be dealt with through partnership; our progress must be shared. (Applause.)
Now, that does not mean we should ignore sources of tension. Indeed, it suggests the opposite: We must face
these tensions squarely. And so in that spirit, let me speak as clearly and as plainly as I can about some specific
issues that I believe we must finally confront together.
The first issue that we have to confront is violent extremism in all of its forms.

In Ankara, I made clear that America is not -- and never will be -- at war with Islam. (Applause.) We will,
however, relentlessly confront violent extremists who pose a grave threat to our security -- because we reject the
same thing that people of all faiths reject: the killing of innocent men, women, and children. And it is my first duty
as President to protect the American people.
The situation in Afghanistan demonstrates America's goals, and our need to work together. Over seven years ago,
the United States pursued al Qaeda and the Taliban with broad international support. We did not go by choice; we
went because of necessity. I'm aware that there's still some who would question or even justify the events of 9/11.
But let us be clear: Al Qaeda killed nearly 3,000 people on that day. The victims were innocent men, women and
children from America and many other nations who had done nothing to harm anybody. And yet al Qaeda chose to
ruthlessly murder these people, claimed credit for the attack, and even now states their determination to kill on a
massive scale. They have affiliates in many countries and are trying to expand their reach. These are not opinions
to be debated; these are facts to be dealt with.
Now, make no mistake: We do not want to keep our troops in Afghanistan. We see no military -- we seek no
military bases there. It is agonizing for America to lose our young men and women. It is costly and politically
difficult to continue this conflict. We would gladly bring every single one of our troops home if we could be
confident that there were not violent extremists in Afghanistan and now Pakistan determined to kill as many
Americans as they possibly can. But that is not yet the case.
And that's why we're partnering with a coalition of 46 countries. And despite the costs involved, America's
commitment will not weaken. Indeed, none of us should tolerate these extremists. They have killed in many
countries. They have killed people of different faiths -- but more than any other, they have killed Muslims. Their
actions are irreconcilable with the rights of human beings, the progress of nations, and with Islam. The Holy Koran
teaches that whoever kills an innocent is as -- it is as if he has killed all mankind. (Applause.) And the Holy Koran
also says whoever saves a person, it is as if he has saved all mankind. (Applause.) The enduring faith of over a
billion people is so much bigger than the narrow hatred of a few. Islam is not part of the problem in combating
violent extremism -- it is an important part of promoting peace.
Now, we also know that military power alone is not going to solve the problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan. That's
why we plan to invest $1.5 billion each year over the next five years to partner with Pakistanis to build schools and
hospitals, roads and businesses, and hundreds of millions to help those who've been displaced. That's why we are
providing more than $2.8 billion to help Afghans develop their economy and deliver services that people depend on.
Let me also address the issue of Iraq. Unlike Afghanistan, Iraq was a war of choice that provoked strong
differences in my country and around the world. Although I believe that the Iraqi people are ultimately better off
without the tyranny of Saddam Hussein, I also believe that events in Iraq have reminded America of the need to
use diplomacy and build international consensus to resolve our problems whenever possible. (Applause.) Indeed,
we can recall the words of Thomas Jefferson, who said: "I hope that our wisdom will grow with our power, and
teach us that the less we use our power the greater it will be."
Today, America has a dual responsibility: to help Iraq forge a better future -- and to leave Iraq to Iraqis. And I
have made it clear to the Iraqi people -- (applause) -- I have made it clear to the Iraqi people that we pursue no
bases, and no claim on their territory or resources. Iraq's sovereignty is its own. And that's why I ordered the
removal of our combat brigades by next August. That is why we will honor our agreement with Iraq's
democratically elected government to remove combat troops from Iraqi cities by July, and to remove all of our
troops from Iraq by 2012. (Applause.) We will help Iraq train its security forces and develop its economy. But we
will support a secure and united Iraq as a partner, and never as a patron.
And finally, just as America can never tolerate violence by extremists, we must never alter or forget our principles.
Nine-eleven was an enormous trauma to our country. The fear and anger that it provoked was understandable, but
in some cases, it led us to act contrary to our traditions and our ideals. We are taking concrete actions to change
course. I have unequivocally prohibited the use of torture by the United States, and I have ordered the prison at
Guantanamo Bay closed by early next year. (Applause.)

So America will defend itself, respectful of the sovereignty of nations and the rule of law. And we will do so in
partnership with Muslim communities which are also threatened. The sooner the extremists are isolated and
unwelcome in Muslim communities, the sooner we will all be safer.
The second major source of tension that we need to discuss is the situation between Israelis, Palestinians and the
Arab world.
America's strong bonds with Israel are well known. This bond is unbreakable. It is based upon cultural and
historical ties, and the recognition that the aspiration for a Jewish homeland is rooted in a tragic history that cannot
be denied.
Around the world, the Jewish people were persecuted for centuries, and anti-Semitism in Europe culminated in an
unprecedented Holocaust. Tomorrow, I will visit Buchenwald, which was part of a network of camps where Jews
were enslaved, tortured, shot and gassed to death by the Third Reich. Six million Jews were killed -- more than the
entire Jewish population of Israel today. Denying that fact is baseless, it is ignorant, and it is hateful. Threatening
Israel with destruction -- or repeating vile stereotypes about Jews -- is deeply wrong, and only serves to evoke in
the minds of Israelis this most painful of memories while preventing the peace that the people of this region
deserve.
On the other hand, it is also undeniable that the Palestinian people -- Muslims and Christians -- have suffered in
pursuit of a homeland. For more than 60 years they've endured the pain of dislocation. Many wait in refugee
camps in the West Bank, Gaza, and neighboring lands for a life of peace and security that they have never been
able to lead. They endure the daily humiliations -- large and small -- that come with occupation. So let there be no
doubt: The situation for the Palestinian people is intolerable. And America will not turn our backs on the legitimate
Palestinian aspiration for dignity, opportunity, and a state of their own. (Applause.)
For decades then, there has been a stalemate: two peoples with legitimate aspirations, each with a painful history
that makes compromise elusive. It's easy to point fingers -- for Palestinians to point to the displacement brought
about by Israel's founding, and for Israelis to point to the constant hostility and attacks throughout its history from
within its borders as well as beyond. But if we see this conflict only from one side or the other, then we will be
blind to the truth: The only resolution is for the aspirations of both sides to be met through two states, where
Israelis and Palestinians each live in peace and security. (Applause.)
That is in Israel's interest, Palestine's interest, America's interest, and the world's interest. And that is why I intend
to personally pursue this outcome with all the patience and dedication that the task requires. (Applause.) The
obligations -- the obligations that the parties have agreed to under the road map are clear. For peace to come, it is
time for them -- and all of us -- to live up to our responsibilities.
Palestinians must abandon violence. Resistance through violence and killing is wrong and it does not succeed. For
centuries, black people in America suffered the lash of the whip as slaves and the humiliation of segregation. But it
was not violence that won full and equal rights. It was a peaceful and determined insistence upon the ideals at the
center of America's founding. This same story can be told by people from South Africa to South Asia; from Eastern
Europe to Indonesia. It's a story with a simple truth: that violence is a dead end. It is a sign neither of courage
nor power to shoot rockets at sleeping children, or to blow up old women on a bus. That's not how moral authority
is claimed; that's how it is surrendered.
Now is the time for Palestinians to focus on what they can build. The Palestinian Authority must develop its
capacity to govern, with institutions that serve the needs of its people. Hamas does have support among some
Palestinians, but they also have to recognize they have responsibilities. To play a role in fulfilling Palestinian
aspirations, to unify the Palestinian people, Hamas must put an end to violence, recognize past agreements,
recognize Israel's right to exist.
At the same time, Israelis must acknowledge that just as Israel's right to exist cannot be denied, neither can
Palestine's. The United States does not accept the legitimacy of continued Israeli settlements. (Applause.) This
construction violates previous agreements and undermines efforts to achieve peace. It is time for these settlements
to stop. (Applause.)

And Israel must also live up to its obligation to ensure that Palestinians can live and work and develop their society.
Just as it devastates Palestinian families, the continuing humanitarian crisis in Gaza does not serve Israel's security;
neither does the continuing lack of opportunity in the West Bank. Progress in the daily lives of the Palestinian
people must be a critical part of a road to peace, and Israel must take concrete steps to enable such progress.
And finally, the Arab states must recognize that the Arab Peace Initiative was an important beginning, but not the
end of their responsibilities. The Arab-Israeli conflict should no longer be used to distract the people of Arab
nations from other problems. Instead, it must be a cause for action to help the Palestinian people develop the
institutions that will sustain their state, to recognize Israel's legitimacy, and to choose progress over a self-defeating
focus on the past.
America will align our policies with those who pursue peace, and we will say in public what we say in private to
Israelis and Palestinians and Arabs. (Applause.) We cannot impose peace. But privately, many Muslims recognize
that Israel will not go away. Likewise, many Israelis recognize the need for a Palestinian state. It is time for us to
act on what everyone knows to be true.
Too many tears have been shed. Too much blood has been shed. All of us have a responsibility to work for the
day when the mothers of Israelis and Palestinians can see their children grow up without fear; when the Holy Land
of the three great faiths is the place of peace that God intended it to be; when Jerusalem is a secure and lasting
home for Jews and Christians and Muslims, and a place for all of the children of Abraham to mingle peacefully
together as in the story of Isra -- (applause) -- as in the story of Isra, when Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed, peace
be upon them, joined in prayer. (Applause.)
The third source of tension is our shared interest in the rights and responsibilities of nations on nuclear weapons.
This issue has been a source of tension between the United States and the Islamic Republic of Iran. For many
years, Iran has defined itself in part by its opposition to my country, and there is in fact a tumultuous history
between us. In the middle of the Cold War, the United States played a role in the overthrow of a democratically
elected Iranian government. Since the Islamic Revolution, Iran has played a role in acts of hostage-taking and
violence against U.S. troops and civilians. This history is well known. Rather than remain trapped in the past, I've
made it clear to Iran's leaders and people that my country is prepared to move forward. The question now is not
what Iran is against, but rather what future it wants to build.
I recognize it will be hard to overcome decades of mistrust, but we will proceed with courage, rectitude, and
resolve. There will be many issues to discuss between our two countries, and we are willing to move forward
without preconditions on the basis of mutual respect. But it is clear to all concerned that when it comes to nuclear
weapons, we have reached a decisive point. This is not simply about America's interests. It's about preventing a
nuclear arms race in the Middle East that could lead this region and the world down a hugely dangerous path.
I understand those who protest that some countries have weapons that others do not. No single nation should pick
and choose which nation holds nuclear weapons. And that's why I strongly reaffirmed America's commitment to
seek a world in which no nations hold nuclear weapons. (Applause.) And any nation -- including Iran -- should
have the right to access peaceful nuclear power if it complies with its responsibilities under the nuclear NonProliferation Treaty. That commitment is at the core of the treaty, and it must be kept for all who fully abide by it.
And I'm hopeful that all countries in the region can share in this goal.
The fourth issue that I will address is democracy. (Applause.)
I know -- I know there has been controversy about the promotion of democracy in recent years, and much of this
controversy is connected to the war in Iraq. So let me be clear: No system of government can or should be
imposed by one nation by any other.
That does not lessen my commitment, however, to governments that reflect the will of the people. Each nation
gives life to this principle in its own way, grounded in the traditions of its own people. America does not presume
to know what is best for everyone, just as we would not presume to pick the outcome of a peaceful election. But I

do have an unyielding belief that all people yearn for certain things: the ability to speak your mind and have a say
in how you are governed; confidence in the rule of law and the equal administration of justice; government that is
transparent and doesn't steal from the people; the freedom to live as you choose. These are not just American
ideas; they are human rights. And that is why we will support them everywhere. (Applause.)
Now, there is no straight line to realize this promise. But this much is clear: Governments that protect these rights
are ultimately more stable, successful and secure. Suppressing ideas never succeeds in making them go away.
America respects the right of all peaceful and law-abiding voices to be heard around the world, even if we disagree
with them. And we will welcome all elected, peaceful governments -- provided they govern with respect for all their
people.
This last point is important because there are some who advocate for democracy only when they're out of power;
once in power, they are ruthless in suppressing the rights of others. (Applause.) So no matter where it takes hold,
government of the people and by the people sets a single standard for all who would hold power: You must
maintain your power through consent, not coercion; you must respect the rights of minorities, and participate with
a spirit of tolerance and compromise; you must place the interests of your people and the legitimate workings of
the political process above your party. Without these ingredients, elections alone do not make true democracy.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: Barack Obama, we love you!
PRESIDENT OBAMA: Thank you. (Applause.) The fifth issue that we must address together is religious
freedom.
Islam has a proud tradition of tolerance. We see it in the history of Andalusia and Cordoba during the Inquisition. I
saw it firsthand as a child in Indonesia, where devout Christians worshiped freely in an overwhelmingly Muslim
country. That is the spirit we need today. People in every country should be free to choose and live their faith
based upon the persuasion of the mind and the heart and the soul. This tolerance is essential for religion to thrive,
but it's being challenged in many different ways.
Among some Muslims, there's a disturbing tendency to measure one's own faith by the rejection of somebody else's
faith. The richness of religious diversity must be upheld -- whether it is for Maronites in Lebanon or the Copts in
Egypt. (Applause.) And if we are being honest, fault lines must be closed among Muslims, as well, as the divisions
between Sunni and Shia have led to tragic violence, particularly in Iraq.
Freedom of religion is central to the ability of peoples to live together. We must always examine the ways in which
we protect it. For instance, in the United States, rules on charitable giving have made it harder for Muslims to fulfill
their religious obligation. That's why I'm committed to working with American Muslims to ensure that they can
fulfill zakat.
Likewise, it is important for Western countries to avoid impeding Muslim citizens from practicing religion as they see
fit -- for instance, by dictating what clothes a Muslim woman should wear. We can't disguise hostility towards any
religion behind the pretence of liberalism.
In fact, faith should bring us together. And that's why we're forging service projects in America to bring together
Christians, Muslims, and Jews. That's why we welcome efforts like Saudi Arabian King Abdullah's interfaith dialogue
and Turkey's leadership in the Alliance of Civilizations. Around the world, we can turn dialogue into interfaith
service, so bridges between peoples lead to action -- whether it is combating malaria in Africa, or providing relief
after a natural disaster.
The sixth issue -- the sixth issue that I want to address is women's rights. (Applause.) I know –- I know -- and you
can tell from this audience, that there is a healthy debate about this issue. I reject the view of some in the West
that a woman who chooses to cover her hair is somehow less equal, but I do believe that a woman who is denied
an education is denied equality. (Applause.) And it is no coincidence that countries where women are well
educated are far more likely to be prosperous.

Now, let me be clear: Issues of women's equality are by no means simply an issue for Islam. In Turkey, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, Indonesia, we've seen Muslim-majority countries elect a woman to lead. Meanwhile, the struggle for
women's equality continues in many aspects of American life, and in countries around the world.
I am convinced that our daughters can contribute just as much to society as our sons. (Applause.) Our common
prosperity will be advanced by allowing all humanity -- men and women -- to reach their full potential. I do not
believe that women must make the same choices as men in order to be equal, and I respect those women who
choose to live their lives in traditional roles. But it should be their choice. And that is why the United States will
partner with any Muslim-majority country to support expanded literacy for girls, and to help young women pursue
employment through micro-financing that helps people live their dreams. (Applause.)
Finally, I want to discuss economic development and opportunity.
I know that for many, the face of globalization is contradictory. The Internet and television can bring knowledge
and information, but also offensive sexuality and mindless violence into the home. Trade can bring new wealth and
opportunities, but also huge disruptions and change in communities. In all nations -- including America -- this
change can bring fear. Fear that because of modernity we lose control over our economic choices, our politics, and
most importantly our identities -- those things we most cherish about our communities, our families, our traditions,
and our faith.
But I also know that human progress cannot be denied. There need not be contradictions between development
and tradition. Countries like Japan and South Korea grew their economies enormously while maintaining distinct
cultures. The same is true for the astonishing progress within Muslim-majority countries from Kuala Lumpur to
Dubai. In ancient times and in our times, Muslim communities have been at the forefront of innovation and
education.
And this is important because no development strategy can be based only upon what comes out of the ground, nor
can it be sustained while young people are out of work. Many Gulf states have enjoyed great wealth as a
consequence of oil, and some are beginning to focus it on broader development. But all of us must recognize that
education and innovation will be the currency of the 21st century -- (applause) -- and in too many Muslim
communities, there remains underinvestment in these areas. I'm emphasizing such investment within my own
country. And while America in the past has focused on oil and gas when it comes to this part of the world, we now
seek a broader engagement.
On education, we will expand exchange programs, and increase scholarships, like the one that brought my father to
America. (Applause.) At the same time, we will encourage more Americans to study in Muslim communities. And
we will match promising Muslim students with internships in America; invest in online learning for teachers and
children around the world; and create a new online network, so a young person in Kansas can communicate
instantly with a young person in Cairo.
On economic development, we will create a new corps of business volunteers to partner with counterparts in
Muslim-majority countries. And I will host a Summit on Entrepreneurship this year to identify how we can deepen
ties between business leaders, foundations and social entrepreneurs in the United States and Muslim communities
around the world.
On science and technology, we will launch a new fund to support technological development in Muslim-majority
countries, and to help transfer ideas to the marketplace so they can create more jobs. We'll open centers of
scientific excellence in Africa, the Middle East and Southeast Asia, and appoint new science envoys to collaborate on
programs that develop new sources of energy, create green jobs, digitize records, clean water, grow new crops.
Today I'm announcing a new global effort with the Organization of the Islamic Conference to eradicate polio. And
we will also expand partnerships with Muslim communities to promote child and maternal health.
All these things must be done in partnership. Americans are ready to join with citizens and governments;
community organizations, religious leaders, and businesses in Muslim communities around the world to help our
people pursue a better life.

The issues that I have described will not be easy to address. But we have a responsibility to join together on behalf
of the world that we seek -- a world where extremists no longer threaten our people, and American troops have
come home; a world where Israelis and Palestinians are each secure in a state of their own, and nuclear energy is
used for peaceful purposes; a world where governments serve their citizens, and the rights of all God's children are
respected. Those are mutual interests. That is the world we seek. But we can only achieve it together.
I know there are many -- Muslim and non-Muslim -- who question whether we can forge this new beginning. Some
are eager to stoke the flames of division, and to stand in the way of progress. Some suggest that it isn't worth the
effort -- that we are fated to disagree, and civilizations are doomed to clash. Many more are simply skeptical that
real change can occur. There's so much fear, so much mistrust that has built up over the years. But if we choose
to be bound by the past, we will never move forward. And I want to particularly say this to young people of every
faith, in every country -- you, more than anyone, have the ability to reimagine the world, to remake this world.
All of us share this world for but a brief moment in time. The question is whether we spend that time focused on
what pushes us apart, or whether we commit ourselves to an effort -- a sustained effort -- to find common ground,
to focus on the future we seek for our children, and to respect the dignity of all human beings.
It's easier to start wars than to end them. It's easier to blame others than to look inward. It's easier to see what is
different about someone than to find the things we share. But we should choose the right path, not just the easy
path. There's one rule that lies at the heart of every religion -- that we do unto others as we would have them do
unto us. (Applause.) This truth transcends nations and peoples -- a belief that isn't new; that isn't black or white
or brown; that isn't Christian or Muslim or Jew. It's a belief that pulsed in the cradle of civilization, and that still
beats in the hearts of billions around the world. It's a faith in other people, and it's what brought me here today.
We have the power to make the world we seek, but only if we have the courage to make a new beginning, keeping
in mind what has been written.
The Holy Koran tells us: "O mankind! We have created you male and a female; and we have made you into
nations and tribes so that you may know one another."
The Talmud tells us: "The whole of the Torah is for the purpose of promoting peace."
The Holy Bible tells us: "Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God." (Applause.)
The people of the world can live together in peace. We know that is God's vision. Now that must be our work here
on Earth.
Thank you. And may God's peace be upon you. Thank you very much. Thank you. (Applause.)
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Re: Muslim Heritage in America (reply to SteveM, above)

"I know, too, that Islam has always been a part of America's history."
President Obama could have been referring to many things, because the founding fathers were obviously worldly
men, but, here, the President is referring to the Treaty of Tripoli (1796-97) — ya, the famous “shores of Tripoli” in
the Marine song.
Ironically for the Right, this treaty is also one of the best, earliest expressions of how the U.S. is NOT a Christian
nation:
Treaty of Tripoli, Article 11:
As the Government of the United States of America is not, in any sense, founded on the Christian religion,—
as it has in itself no character of enmity against the laws, religion, or tranquility, of Mussulmen,—and as the
said States never entered into any war or act of hostility against any Mahometan nation, it is declared by

the parties that no pretext arising from religious opinions shall ever produce an interruption of the harmony
existing between the two countries.
So I will defend the President’s statement, above—Islam has been an important force in world history for a long
time. America because part of that history and, when we did, that was all handed down to us. Greeks, Romans,
cave men, Popes, Kings, Muslims.
President Obama is worldly enough to know that. They’re worldly enough to know that in Cairo (see above speech).
Maybe some Americans should get their heads out of the sand long enough to learn what’ going on in the world
and what has happened in the history of that world.
That being said, I don’t have much use for Islam or Christianity. Both evil, in my view. Both should be kept as far
away from government as humanly possible. Many Muslim countries demonstrate the dangers of such a marriage.
Much better to let gays marry than to allow church and state to cohabitate.
20120627-16
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Fw: The Cow & the Ice Cream

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
THE COW AND THE ICE CREAM (ONE OF THE BEST THEORIES OF WHY OBAMA WON THE ELECTION)
-- From a teacher in the Nashville area -"We are worried about 'the cow' when it is all about the 'Ice Cream.'The most eye-opening civics lesson I ever had
was while teaching 3rd grade.
The last Presidential election was heating up and some of the children showed an interest. I decided we would have
an election for a class president.We would choose our nominees. They would make a campaign speech and the
class would vote.To simplify the process, candidates were nominated by other class members.We discussed what
kinds of characteristics these students should have.
We got many nominations and from those,Jamie and Olivia were picked to run for the top spot.
The class had done a great job in their selections. Both candidates were good kids.
I thought Jamie might have an advantage because he got lots of parental support.
I had never seen Olivia's mother.
The day arrived when they were to make their speeches.
Jamie went first.
He had specific ideas about how to make our class a better place.
He ended by promising to do his very best.
Everyone applauded and he sat down.
Now is was Olivia's turn to speak.
Her speech was concise. She said, "If you will vote for me, I will give you ice cream." She sat down.
The class went wild. "Yes! Yes! We want ice cream."

She surely would say more. She did not have to.
A discussion followed. How did she plan to pay for the ice cream? She wasn't sure. But no one pursued that
question. They took her at her word.
Would her parents buy it or would the class pay for it...She didn't know.
The class really didn't care. All they were thinking about was ice cream...
Jamie was forgotten. Olivia won by a landslide.
Every time Barack Obama opened his mouth he offered ice cream and 51.4 % of the people reacted like nine year
olds.
They want ice cream.
The other 48.6% percent know they're going to have to feed the cow and clean up the mess."
This is the ice cream Obama promised us!
Remember, the government cannot give anything to anyone that they have not first taken away from someone
else.
Did you vote for the ice cream?
THAT, MY FRIEND, IS HOW OBAMA GOT ELECTED, BY THOSE WHO WANT EVERYTHING FOR FREE!
For a man who didn't give a damn about who paid for it.
Let's NOT repeat the mistake of 2008 in 2012!
CLASS DISMISSED...
"It ain't what you don't know that gets you in trouble. It's what you know for sure that just ain't so." —Mark Twain
[OK, no, where’s my damned ice cream and I want it now! –SteveB]
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Photo: Crossing a Chasm

http://kauilapele.wordpress.com/2012/03/10/a-message-and-this-is-the-last-thing-i-will-write-about-the-kony-2012video-we-have-crossed-the-chasm/

—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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Progressives Stomp Regressives!
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, June 29, 2012)
“It’s constitutional. B*tches.” —DNC Executive Director Patrick Gaspard

(Thanks to SteveG for the photo!)
“Supreme Court’s Obamacare Ruling Leaves Republicans Scrambling” by Patricia Murphy, The Daily Beast
June 29, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/06/29/supreme-court-s-obamacare-ruling-leavesrepublicans-scrambling.html)

The Supreme Court ruling on Obamacare dashed both parties’ carefully laid reaction plans, but leaves Republicans
in particular grasping for a strategy. Patricia Murphy on how the GOP will try to bounce back.
Until 10:07 a.m.—the moment Thursday that the Supreme Court announced it would uphold nearly all of the
Obama administration’s health care law—Democrats and Republicans were fully prepared to launch detailed
contingency plans, months in the works, to respond to the opposite scenario.
After all, had the high court struck down all or part of the law, the American health-care system would once again
be ripe for litigation, debate, and legislative fixes.
Republicans’ plans were twofold: introduce a bill to repeal whatever the court did not strike down, and methodically
offer up smaller, more popular pieces of the bill that were individually popular, like keeping young adults on their
parents’ insurance until they’re 26 and eliminating lifetime-coverage caps. They would also push traditional
Republican-tested ideas that sold well with their base, like tort reform and allowing insurance to be sold across state
lines.
Although the timing of the new bills remained undecided, the ideas came out of a months-long effort to map a postSupreme Court strategy. GOP Whip Kevin McCarthy convened four meetings with members, including a separate
sit-down with the doctors in the caucus, to prepare for three scenarios—that the bill would be upheld, partially
struck down, or entirely struck down. But members involved in the meetings said the most attention was
concentrated on the scenario nearly all of Washington expected—that the individual mandate would not survive.
For their part, Democrats prepared for the same outcome, drafting talking points about a partisan Supreme Court
run amok and looking for ways to backfill whatever the justices struck down as unconstitutional. Democratic
senators began to devise bills to introduce immediately after a potential nullification of the act, including small
measures to restore a partially gutted law and a much larger bill called the “Health Care Restoration Act” in case the
entire Obamacare measure was struck down in one fell swoop.
In the end, none of the complicated, multipart contingency plans was necessary because the Supreme Court
essentially upheld the status quo, the one scenario neither side had fully gamed out, leaving both parties
scrambling.
The easier task fell to Democrats, whose only real challenge was not to spike the ball, as John Boehner had warned
his members not to do if their side won. But even composure was too much to ask from some giddy party leaders.
DNC Executive Director Patrick Gaspard launched a typically jubilant, if off-color, taunt to Republicans in the
frenzied moments after the Supreme Court delivered its decision. “It’s constitutional. Bitches,” he tweeted.
Other Democrats skipped the profanity, but could not help gloating just a little. Sen. Barbara Mikulski rushed to a
press conference on the steps of the Supreme Court to declare, “This is what democracy looks like!”
Staffers for minority leader Nancy Pelosi, who has been insisting for months that the health-care bill was “iron-clad
constitutionally,” released fun facts about what the leader was wearing—including that she had put on her “lucky
purple shoes” for the occasion, the same ones she wore when the bill passed two years ago.
Purple shoes and all, a clearly thrilled Pelosi took to the podium to report she had called Vicky Kennedy, Ted
Kennedy’s widow, to say she knew the senator had gone to heaven to “help us pass the bill. Now he can rest in
peace.”
No longer needing to produce a legislative Plan B, senior administration officials took the time to release a momentby-moment account of President Obama’s movements in the White House as he learned that his bill had been left
nearly intact, including descriptions of a hug for one staffer and a call to Solicitor General Donald Verrilli, who had
argued the case before the Supreme Court.
On the other side of the aisle—and the argument—many Republicans admitted they didn’t see the decision coming.
Rep. Phil Gingrey (R-Ga.), who had been in the doctors’ caucus meetings with McCarthy, said he was “shocked” and
“disappointed almost beyond belief” by the ruling.

Boehner, who is known to start nearly all of his meetings on time, postponed his 10:45 press conference for nearly
three hours while other top Republicans scrapped plans to speak in front of the court and opted for a standard
Capitol Hill press conference instead.
The Speaker, along with a unified chorus of Republicans, promised to repeal the law that the court had just upheld
as soon as possible. Majority leader Eric Cantor scheduled a vote—on July 11—to repeal the law, for a second time.
(The House already approved repeal in 2011.) McCarthy promised that the health-care debate “has only just
begun.”
In practical terms, Democrats said they will do little more on health-care reform other than trying to explain it
better in the future than they have in the past. They’ll also work on finalizing the details of the law’s biggest pieces
that will not take effect until 2014, 2016, and even 2018. “It’s all about continuing to implement the bill now,” a
Democratic health-care staffer told The Daily Beast.
The challenge for Republicans, who for two years have promised to repeal and replace the law, is that they have
failed to achieve a cohesive message about what the replacement would look like.
One exception is Republican governors, who rule a majority of state houses. Many have said they will refuse to
implement the bill at the state level. The National Association of Insurance Commissioners has predicted only about
half the states will be ready to set up new health-insurance exchanges that the bill requires by 2014.
In Virginia, Gov. Bob McDonnell said he’ll eventually implement the law, but added that he won’t start until he
knows how the elections turn out in November. Wisconsin’s Gov. Scott Walker said he’s not doing anything, ever.
“Wisconsin will not take any action to implement Obamacare,” Walker declared.
As for Mitt Romney, without a nuanced ruling or baby-splitting decision, he stood in front of the Capitol with a
simple promise.
“What the court did not do on its last day in session, I will do on my first day if elected president of the United
States," he said. And by 5 p.m. Thursday, his campaign said, he had raised more than $2 million from whipped-up
Republicans, looking for a way to make Romney’s first day in office a reality.
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Art

Re: The Cow & the Ice Cream (reply to SteveM, FotM Newsletter #170)

Hi Steve, where's my ice cream? I really doubt this is a true story. Just more made up Internet crap.
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Pam

Re: FotM Newsletter #170 & Muslim Heritage in America (reply to
SteveM)

There are many points in this newsletter that stand out. I was happy to read Obama's speech; I think it's
magnificent. I don't know how any reasonable person could disagree with anything he says in it.
SteveM—You are putting yourself out there, knowing that many of us are going to disagree with you, and that takes
a certain amount of courage. I, for one, want to know what folks like you are thinking, but two things strike me.
One is your fuzzy take on history (See Steve B's comments); the other is your assumption that government is a zero
sum game. You say,
"Remember, the government cannot give anything to anyone that they have not first taken away
from someone else."
Our fates as citizens are intermingled; life is not a matter of grabbing what you need from whomever has it; that is
not what taxes are about. If every man/woman goes it alone, they may retain their independence but they'll have

lost their humanity, they will have foregone what makes us human: our ability to have relationships with others.
Nature is cruel; evolution is cruel. Human civilization is an effort to bring justice and mercy into a world that would
otherwise have neither. Cultures don't survive because each individual exists in a self-contained world; they flourish
when everyone works together and everyone is included.
What do you consider to be Obama's "ice cream?" I agree with you that most people will go with what seems
quick, easy, and desirable. But the fault lies not just with Olivia, but with the class that was too stupid to recognize
how they were being manipulated. Obama has worked for the things he said he would--against almost
insurmountable odds. Romney (to take one example) promises jobs, but he gives no idea of where he'll get them.
He wants to repeal Obamacare and replace it, but he doesn't say with what.
I know it's hard when you believe strongly in something to stay calm. Thank god for four-letter words, is all I can
say. But anger creates a fog that is impossible to see through. I urge you to read Obama's speech again and see if
you find one single thing in it that is objectionable. If you do, please let me know.
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Fw: BREAKING NEWS: The Affordable Care Act Has Been Preserved (to
translate for Republicans—OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES!)

Good news, methinks, although it should never have even been a Supreme Court question.
from Progress VA:
BREAKING NEWS: the Affordable Care Act has been preserved. Just moments ago, the Supreme Court upheld

President Obama’s Affordable Care Act in a landmark decision.

This is an enormous victory for all Virginians. Now that any issues of constitutionality have been settled, we can rest
assured that we're in charge of our health care decisions, not insurance company CEOs.
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SteveB

Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Art, above)

YES! FINALLY, SOME GOOD NEWS!
20120628-04
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Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Art, above)

Good news, but still nervous…
I can hardly believe it, but the right (right side!) has triumphed. The new health care law is the first real progress
this country has made in this area since Medicare and Medicaid. Without the individual mandate, insurance
premiums would soar. Now we have a chance to rationalize the system. I still say universal coverage and single
payer is the way to go, but Romney, McConnell, and their ilk won't let go of their ideology, no matter what. A
majority of Americans like what's in the bill, if you ask about each item individually. It's just "Obamacare" that
freaks them out, and the reasons for that have nothing to do with cost or fairness or getting our asses out of the
19th c. I could scream when I listen to Romney say he'll repeal the law on his first day in office. The choice
couldn't be more clear. Obama has simply got to hammer home the idea that health care should not cause financial
ruin. He's said this, but he needs to be more emphatic. He never raises his voice. I think now is the time to show
a little passion. I hope Obama wins in Nov., because I'd like to start breathing again.
20120628-06
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Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Pam & Art, above)

It really is a very good day. Chief Justice Roberts is the one, perhaps, honorable conservative on the High Court.

But, I suppose, next, the Republicans will maintain that it’s unconstitutional for government to tax. That’s the
essence of what they believe, anyway, except maybe taxes strictly for defense and fighting riots, though they won’t
admit it. And it looks like this Court thinks even rather weird “taxes” are constitutional, so that doesn’t look good for
the antiredistributionist Right, either.
More passion from the top sounds very good to me (though we don’t know what happened after that photo of the
First Couple dancing…).
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SteveB

Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Pam & Art, above)

It looks like Mitt is going to handle his Obamacare debacle the same way he did saving the U.S. auto industry…on
the side opposite the American people and what, at least in Detroit’s case, has been proven to be what’s best for
America.
From http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0612/77969.html:
Mitt Romney reacted in exactly the same way he’s handled nearly every challenge to his 2012 presidential
campaign. He dug in. The former Massachusetts governor, who has repeatedly and stridently accused
Obama of enacting an unconstitutional health care law, declared in Washington, D.C., that his view of the
Affordable Care Act was unchanged. Obama’s law is still a violation of personal freedom, Romney said, and
it’s still bad for the economy.
All those billionaires are starting to get a little worried, Mitt…especially with the new swing state poll numbers that
have come out recently showing the President in pretty solid Electoral College shape. And now home sales are
continuing to pick-up…gasoline prices are coming down…must be a socialist conspiracy. I’d sure hate to have those
billionaires mad at me!
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Beth

Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to SteveB, above)

I think Justice Roberts came to a realization that he had his own legacy to protect and he determined that he did
not want his legacy to be that he was a political hack who decided every case in lockstep with the conservatives.
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SteveB

Re: OBAMACARE LIVES & BREATHES! (reply to Beth, above)

I think you’re exactly right, Beth.
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Art

Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #167 & #171)

I hate to be the one to tell you this, but yesterday I read that the Republicans have stoutly claimed that President
Obama has had nothing to do with the price of gasoline going down. Yes, he was directly responsible for the price
going up, but apparently has nothing to do with it going the other direction.
Just thought you should know.
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Pam

Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to Art, above)

Wow. It pays to be well informed. Now somebody tell the Republicans. They invent the individual mandate, then
when Obama says, OK, they turn on a dime. Nitwit is too kind a word to describe them.

20120628-12

18:34

SteveG

Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to Pam, above)

How about nimrod?
20120628-14

19:32

Pam

Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to SteveG, above)

19:21

Art

Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to SteveG, above)

That works.
20120628-13

I had something a bit more descriptive in mind.
20120628-15

21:21 SteveG

Re: No Praise, Only Blame for President Obama (reply to Art, above)

I’ll go with your comment.
20120628-16

23:57

SteveG

Graphic: What If There Is No Evil Conspiracy?

20120628-17

20120628-18

23:58

23:59

SteveG

SteveB

Graphic: Regressive Philosophy

Photo: Chimney Pond

http://photo.net/photodb/photo?photo_id=6959375
http://www.baxterstateparkauthority.com/
Chimney Pond, Mt. Katahdin, Baxter State Park, Maine (Bill Burke)

—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

