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FotM NEWSLETTERS, SEPTEMBER, 2012 — DETAILED INDEX OF POSTS
DATE-ID
invisible

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE
(01-12) 2012 PRIMARIES

invisible
(02-12) 2012 ELECTIONS
invisible
20120831-14
20120831-16
20120901-02
20120901-03
20120901-04
20120901-11
20120902-22
20120906-02
20120909-01
20120907-12

18:18
18:39
08:30
08:39
11:05
15:20
21:22
08:42
06:19
17:09

20120917-00
20120915-12
20120916-01
20120916-03
20120918-22
20120918-23
20120919-09
20120925-02
invisible

Dennis
SteveG
Pam
SteveG
Art
Clark
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
Art
SteveB

20:00
00:01
15:41
17:00
17:20
15:48
11:25

SteveB
SteveG
SteveB
SteveG
Pam
SteveG
SteveB

Presidential Candidate Test
Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)
“Two Conventions Tell the Tale of 2012”
Status of the Race (to all Republicans)
“Finally, the Democrats Learn How to Fight”
What Is ‘Executive Experience’ Really Worth? by Steven W. Baker
/ SteveB (“Inside the Campaign: How Mitt Romney Stumbled”)
Shouldn't More Lies Be Illegal?
Re: Shouldn't More Lies Be Illegal? (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Shouldn't More Lies Be Illegal? (reply to SteveG, above)
Fw: “Poll: Bachmann in Danger” (from Jim Graves for Congress—MN)
Re: “Poll: Bachmann in Danger” (reply to SteveG, above)
“Ten Huge Issues Being Ignored in the Presidential Campaign”
“Latest 2012 Polls Show Biggest Barack Obama Lead Yet”
BARACK OBAMA

invisible
20120903-02
20120903-05

11:34
13:55

SteveM
SteveB

20120904-12

14:50

SteveM

20120904-16

16:04

SteveB

20120905-02

09:41

Art

20120903-03

12:33

SteveM

20120903-06

14:00

SteveB

20120904-02

09:32

Art

20120904-07

12:08

Pam

20120904-15

15:59

SteveM

20120904-17

16:09

SteveB

20120904-20

17:41

SteveM

20120904-01

04:34

SteveB

Fw: Obvious Message in This Photo...
Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter
#218) & “Facebook Poll on Obama ‘Assassination’ Probed” & “Gay
Activists Flip Off Ronald Reagan Portrait at White House”
Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter
#219) & Observations on Political Convention Goers
“Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” & “Obama
Advisers Don't Say Yes When Asked if People Are Better Off”
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, above)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, FotM Newsletter #218)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #218)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
Pam, above)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, above)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, above)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #218)

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

20120904-03

10:50

SteveM

20120904-06

12:07

SteveB

20120904-08

12:26

SteveM

20120903-08
20120903-21

16:11
23:15

SteveB
SteveM

20120905-00

SteveB

20120904-09
20120904-26

12:37
18:59

SteveM
SteveB

20120904-21

17:57

SteveM

20120904-29
20120904-32
20120904-37
20120904-23
20120904-34
20120905-05
20120905-07
20120905-08

21:42
22:13
23:51
18:22
23:01
11:03
12:05
13:08

SteveB
SteveM
SteveB
SteveG
SteveM
Pam
Pam
SteveM

20120905-10

14:00

SteveB

20120906-04

09:51

Pam

20120905-13
20120905-14

23:10
23:25

SteveM
SteveB

20120907-00

SteveB

20120906-09

19:30

Pam

20120906-27

23:44

SteveB

20120906-08
20120907-06

15:39
11:03

SteveB
SteveM

20120908-04

09:22

SteveB

20120908-08

13:03

SteveM

20120908-09

15:10

SteveB

20120909-08

21:46

SteveB

20120909-09

22:44

SteveM

20120909-14

23:35

SteveB

20120910-02

11:41

SteveM

20120910-05

12:29

SteveB

20120910-10

16:42

SteveM

20120910-12

17:26

SteveB

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, above)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, above)
Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, above)
“The Man Who Is Obama's Problem”
Fw: “Mr. Scam Man”
You Go, Girl! by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Michelle Obama’s Speech:
Both Apolitical & Politically Masterful”)
Fw: Ice Cream
Re: Ice Cream (reply to SteveM, above)
Fw: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (“79% of GM's Sales Last Month Were
Government Purchased”)
Re: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (reply to SteveM, above)
“Yes, We Are Better Off!” (w/ Graphs)
Video: Ray Stevens: “Obama Nation”
"The Graphic Every Obama-Blaming Conservative Needs to See"
Michelle’s Speech
“Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle”
Re: “Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle” (reply to
SteveM, above)
Re: “Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle” (reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #220) & “Transcript: Michelle Obama's
Democratic Convention Speech”
“Fact Check: Clinton Claims of Compromise a Stretch”
“Bill Clinton DNC Speech: 15 Best Lines”
The President Draws the Battle Lines by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“Transcript: President Obama's DNC Speech”)
Clinton’s DNC Speech
Re: Clinton’s DNC Speech (reply to Pam, above) & “Transcript: Bill
Clinton's Democratic Convention Speech”
“Bill Clinton's Stunning Jobs Claim at DNC Actually True”
“Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC”
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, above)
& “No Talk of Auto Bailouts' Ugly Side”
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #222)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)

DATE-ID
20120910-18

TIME
FROM
22:15 SteveM

20120910-19

23:26

SteveB

20120908-05

09:59

20120914-04

12:12

20120920-12
20120920-13
20120920-16
20120921-02
20120925-11

19:46
20:07
21:56
08:21
23:01

SteveB
SteveG &
MarthaH
SteveG
Pam
SteveG
Pam
SteveM

20120928-00

MarthaH

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)
“Obama, Clinton Scored Back-to-Back Home Runs with Their Speeches”
“Kansas Considers Removing Obama from Ballot”
“Empty Chair 'Lynchings': Anti-Obama Protests Gone Too Far?”
Re: “Empty Chair 'Lynchings'…” (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: “Empty Chair 'Lynchings'…” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Empty Chair 'Lynchings'…” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #231)
Graphic: The Power of Make-Up
With a Little Hate from My Friends by MarthaH (“Obama Hate
Speech Spreads on Facebook”)

invisible
MITT ROMNEY
invisible
20120831-01
20120831-02
20120831-04
20120831-05
20120831-11
20120901-09
20120901-10
20120902-01
20120902-02
20120902-04
20120902-03
20120902-05
20120902-08
20120902-10
20120902-16
20120902-17
20120902-19
20120902-25
20120903-01
20120903-04
20120904-22
20120904-24
20120904-33

08:04
08:19
09:34
11:46
15:48
13:51
14:35
06:48
08:33
09:49
08:58
09:52
13:52
14:05
17:38
19:38
20:25
22:11
08:13
13:28
18:09
18:23
22:37

Art
Art
Pam
Bill
Art
SteveB
Clark
SteveB
Pam
SteveB
Art
SteveB
MarthaH
Beth
Art
Pam
SteveB
Bill
Art
Pam
SteveM
SteveB
SteveG

20120905-04

10:40

Pam

20120905-06

11:13

Bill

20120906-01
20120909-02

08:07
09:09

SteveB
SteveB

20120909-04

11:39

SteveB

20120909-05

12:10

Pam

20120909-06

18:15

Ben

20120910-04

12:22

SteveB

Re: “Lying for the Lord” (reply to Bill, FotM Newsletter #216)
Re: Greed! (reply to Bill, FotM Newsletter #216)
Re: Greed! (reply to Art, above)
Re: Greed! (reply to Art, above)
Re: Greed! (reply to Bill, above)
“Lies and the Lying Liars Who Tell Them”
Re: “Lies and the Lying Liars Who Tell Them” (reply to SteveB, above)
“Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test”
Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to MarthaH, above)
A Challenge to Mitt Romney
Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Art, above)
Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Art, above)
Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Art, above)
Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Bill, FotM Newsletter #218)
“The Real Romney”
Photo: R0mney Muscle Shirt
Re: R0mney Muscle Shirt (reply to SteveM, above)
Video: 1994 R0mney-Kennedy Debate for US Senate
Re: 1994 R0mney-Kennedy Debate for US Senate (reply to SteveG, FotM
Newsletter #219)
Re: 1994 R0mney-Kennedy Debate for US Senate (reply to SteveG, FotM
Newsletter #219)
“Why Mitt Romney Has the Worst Favorability Ratings in Memory”
“Mitt Romney's Skeleton Closet: Scandals, Quotes & Character”
“Mitt R0mney on Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health Care
Reform'”
Re: “Mitt R0mney on Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health
Care Reform'” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Mitt R0mney on Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health
Care Reform'” (reply to SteveB, above)
“Romney Clarifies He Still Supports Denying Insurance to Millions of
Americans with Pre-Existing Conditions”

DATE-ID
20120911-01
20120911-03

TIME
FROM
08:06 SteveB
11:04 SteveB

20120911-17

22:44

SteveB

20120912-09

12:05

SteveB

20120912-16

13:26

Clark

20120912-17

13:33

Pam

20120912-21

15:06

Art

20120912-24

15:34

Pam

20120912-29

18:04

Art

20120912-31

18:20

SteveG

20120912-32

18:23

SteveB

20120912-35

18:36

SteveG

20120912-36

18:39

Art

20120912-40

22:19

SteveB

20120914-00

SteveB

20120913-01
20120913-02
20120913-04

07:56
08:17
08:58

SteveB
Charis
Pam

20120913-03

08:41

SteveB

20120913-05
20120913-07
20120913-08

09:45
11:22
11:34

Charis
SteveB
SteveB

20120913-15

15:03

SteveB

20120913-17
20120914-01
20120915-04
20120914-02

20:10
09:32
07:09
10:23

SteveB
SteveB
SteveB
Jim

20120914-03

11:44

Pam

20120914-09
20120915-03
20120915-06

18:07
06:40
07:54

SteveB
SteveB
SandyI

20120918-00
20120917-20
20120918-02
20120918-05
20120918-01
20120918-04
20120918-07

SteveB
22:18
09:32
10:26
09:15
10:26
11:44

SandyI
Art
SandyI
Pam
SteveB
SteveG

SUBJECT/TITLE
Candidates or Jokes? A Devastating Day for the R0mney Camp
Re: "Real Care vs. Photo Op's" (to Dale)
“Mitt Romney Criticizes Obama Administration over Response to Libya,
Egypt Attacks”
“Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Clark & SteveB, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Art, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Pam, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Art, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Art, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to SteveB, above)
“Mitt’s Shameful Libya Statement” & “Why the Vileness Matters”
The True Story of a Political Blunder by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“Mitt Romney Kneejerks into Another Colossal Blunder”)
From the Right: “The Problem with Mitt”
Re: “The Problem with Mitt” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “The Problem with Mitt” (reply to SteveB, above)
The Truth Is Precious & “Mitt Romney's Accusation Of Obama
'Sympathy' With Benghazi Attackers Makes No Sense”
Re: The Truth Is Precious (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: The Truth Is Precious (reply to Charis, above)
“Romney Foreign Policy Attack Was Disgraceful”
Fw: MoveOn Action: Write a Letter to the Editor about Romney’s
Character!
“Romney Hasn't Earned Our Trust”
Graphic: $10 Million Government Bailout for Bain in 1990
“The Federal Bailout That Saved Mitt Romney”
“The Miseducation of Mitt Romney” & “Finlandize Me”
Re: The True Story of a Political Blunder (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #226)
“Mitt Romney's Fallout on Libyan Terrorist Attack Continues”
“Mitt Turns Mean”
Re: “Mitt Turns Mean” (reply to SteveB, above)
Arrogant Bastard! by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Today, Mitt Romney
Lost the Election” & “Why the Poor Pay No Federal Income Tax: A Wee
Tutorial”)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SandyI, FotM Newsletter #228)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to Art, above)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SandyI, FotM Newsletter #228)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)

DATE-ID
20120918-09
20120918-13
20120918-18
20120917-07

TIME
12:06
12:35
16:14
12:50

20120919-00
20120919-02
20120918-20
20120918-29

FROM
SteveB
Pam
SteveG
SteveB
SteveB

11:19
16:21
23:00

20120920-00

Pam
SteveG
SteveB
SteveB

20120919-03
20120919-04

12:35
13:15

SteveB
MarthaH

20120919-05

13:39

Pam

20120919-07

14:18

SteveB

20120919-08

15:31

SandyI

20120919-18
20120919-22
20120920-03

19:51
20:03
13:48

MarthaH
Pam
SteveB

20120920-15

20:40

SteveB

20120921-06

11:58

SteveB

20120922-03
20120922-04
20120922-05
20120922-06

07:10
07:36
11:56
12:05

SteveB
MarthaH
SteveB
SteveB

20120923-01

06:44

SteveB

20120923-03
20120924-05

14:35
11:58

SteveB
SteveG

20120924-06

12:04

Pam

20120925-04

14:06

SteveB

20120925-05

14:21

SteveB

20120925-07
20120925-08

15:47
16:46

Ben
SteveB

20120927-00

SteveB

20120926-02
20120926-03
20120926-04

12:55
13:50
14:06

Pam
SteveB
SteveG

20120926-07

14:10

Dennis

20120926-09
20120926-10

14:32
15:25

SteveB
SteveG

20120926-11

15:39

Clark

20120926-08

14:21

Jim

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)
“Why Romney & Ryan are Going Down”
The GOP’s Bleak Future by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“GOP Civil War
Is Coming as Mitt Romney Campaign Flails in Video’s Wake”)
Re: The GOP’s Bleak Future (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #229)
Cartoons: Where Did I Put Those Instructions?
From the Right: “Time for an Intervention”
R0mney’s Redistribution Deception by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(“Romney's Greatest Deception”)
“The Real Mitt Revealed”
“Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release”
Re: “Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” (reply
to MarthaH, above)
Re: “Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” (reply
to MarthaH, above)
Re: “Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” (reply
to MarthaH, above)
“Fallacies of Romney's Logic”
Re: “Fallacies of Romney's Logic” (reply to MarthaH, above)
From the Right: “Deciphering Mitt Romney's '47 Percent' Blunder”
“Romney Loses Ground in New State Polls”& “Romney Plunges in Key
States”
“R0mney’s Perfect Example of the Republican Strategy of Economic
Sabotage”
“R0mney’s Tax Return Comedy”
“Dependency & Romney’s 47 Percenters”
“10 Questions R0mney Should Answer About His Taxes”
“What Mitt R0mney Really Represents”
“Michael Tomasky: Don’t Blame Mitt for the GOP’s Problems” (to
Republicans)
Priebus Says Republicans 'Had a Good Week Last Week'”
Video: Chaos on Bullsh*t Mountain
Re: Video: Chaos on Bullsh*t Mountain (Jon Stewart on Mitt R0mney)
(reply to SteveG, above)
“Mitt Romney Is Not the Face of Mormonism”
“Mitt Romney Wonders Why Ann Romney's Airplane Windows Don't Roll
Down”
“Mitt Romney: No Campaign Cash from Teachers’ Unions”
“Romney to Teacher "I Didn't Ask You a Question" (w/ video)
To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! by Steven W. Baker /
SteveB (“R0mney to Middle Class Ohioans: Don't Expect Too Much Tax
Relief from Me”)
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to Pam, above)
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above) &
Graphic: Stench!
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveG, above) &
Graphic: Women for Mitt!
“10 Questions Romney Should Answer About His Taxes”

DATE-ID
invisible

TIME

FROM

SUBJECT/TITLE
PAUL RYAN

invisible
20120903-07
20120904-25

15:14
18:24

20120906-00

Pam
SteveG
SteveB

20120907-09

12:11

SteveB

20120908-06
20120907-13
20120907-15
20120908-01
invisible

10:07
20:13
20:38
01:35

SteveB
SteveM
SteveB
SteveM

“The Medicare Killers”
Cartoon: The Anti-Truth
‘…Give Me Truth.’ by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Defyin’ the Everlovin’ Lyin’ Blitz”)
“Paul Ryan Acknowledges Requesting Federal Money from Program
Funded by Obamacare”
“Flip Side of Sarah Palin”
Fw: List of Republican Cuts in Ryan's Plan
Re: List of Republican Cuts in Ryan's Plan (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: List of Republican Cuts in Ryan's Plan (reply to SteveB, above)
(03) CONSERVATIVE MIND, THE

invisible
20120901-08
20120902-07
20120903-12
20120903-13
20120903-16
20120903-17
20120903-20
20120903-18
20120903-19
20120905-15

12:08
13:10
18:34
10:12
19:24
19:30
19:57
19:34
19:43
23:58

Art
Bill
SteveB
Pam
SteveG
Art
Clark
SteveG
Pam
SteveB

20120906-10

18:48

Dennis

20120906-11

18:54

Art

20120906-17

20:48

SteveG

20120906-19

20:54

Pam

20120906-28

23:54

SteveB

20120906-18

20:49

Pam

20120906-20

21:58

LarryK

20120906-24

23:24

Art

20120906-21

22:10

SteveB

20120907-07

11:04

Pam

20120907-01
20120907-03

10:00
10:09

SteveM
SteveM

20120907-04

10:18

SteveM

20120907-14
20120907-16

20:20
20:59

SteveM
SteveB

Video: “Everything Wrong with the Tea Party in 6 Minutes”
Fw: From the Right: DNC Convention Schedule
Global Warming & Conservatism
Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to all, above)
Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveG, above)
Cartoon: Score!
Video: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking
Points Against Actual Journalists?”
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Pam, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Dennis, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to LarryK, above)
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to LarryK, above) & “Transcript: Vice
President Joe Biden's DNC Speech”
Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” & “Transcript: Vice President Joe Biden's
DNC Speech” (reply to LarryK, FotM Newsletter #221)
“DNC Day Two: So Many Lies, So Much Hate, So Little Time”
Fw: Video: Democrats Boo God & Israel
“North Carolina Man Arrested After Tweeting Plans to ‘Hit President
Obama with That Lee Harvey Oswald Swagg’”
Video: The Country Is Ruined!
Re: Video: The Country Is Ruined! (reply to SteveM, above)

DATE-ID
20120908-02

TIME
FROM
02:11 SteveM

20120908-07

10:15

SteveB

20120908-03

06:34

MarthaH

20120909-11

23:00

SteveM

20120909-12

23:24

SteveB

20120910-03

12:02

SteveM

20120910-06

12:31

SteveB

20120910-11

17:09

Art

20120910-13

17:33

SteveB

20120910-09

15:55

Mary

20120910-16

20:15

SteveB

20120911-05
20120911-07

12:04
12:29

Art
SteveM

20120911-08

15:12

SteveB

20120911-15

21:12

SteveM

20120911-16

22:12

SteveB

20120912-06

11:20

SteveM

20120912-10

12:23

SteveB

20120912-19

14:25

Beth

20120912-20

14:56

Art

20120912-22

15:17

Pam

20120912-26

15:40

SteveB

20120912-30

18:08

Tom

20120912-38

20:14

SteveB

20120911-19
20120913-00
20120912-05
20120912-08
20120912-11
20120912-13
20120912-14
20120912-15
20120912-23
20120912-25

23:58

SteveG
Pam
SteveB
Pam
SteveB
Pam
SteveB
Pam
SteveB
Pam

11:10
11:32
12:29
12:46
12:59
13:21
15:17
15:37

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: Video: The Country Is Ruined! (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Video: The Country Is Ruined! (reply to SteveM, above) & "’The
Case for Romney’ Gets a Little Bit Communist”
“Can Democrats, Republicans Run the Country While Living in Parallel
Worlds?”
“2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary”
Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveM, above)
Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveB, FotM Newsletter #222)
Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveM, above)
Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveB, above)
Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
Art, above)
Fw: Video: “The President’s $8 Billion Coincidence”
Re: Video: “The President’s $8 Billion Coincidence” (reply to Mary,
above)
Racism
Fw: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker”
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #224)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to Art,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above) & “Cindy McCain as Miss Buffalo Chip?”
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to all,
above)
Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to Tom,
above)
Photo: Teabagger
Two Kinds of People by Pam McRae
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

20120912-01

08:11

SandyI

20120912-02
20120912-34
20120913-06
20120913-10
20120913-14
20120915-05
20120914-05
20120920-17
invisible

08:57
18:29
11:05
12:45
14:58
07:32
12:16
23:58

Pam
SteveB
SteveB
SteveM
SteveB
SandyI
SteveG
Marci

SUBJECT/TITLE
“Joining the Reality-Based Community; Or How I Learned to Stop Loving
the Bombs and Start Worrying”
Re: “Joining the Reality-Based Community…” (reply to SandyI, above)
Re: “Joining the Reality-Based Community…” (reply to SandyI, above)
Cat Got Yer Tongue? (to SteveM)
Re: Cat Got Yer Tongue? (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Cat Got Yer Tongue? (reply to SteveM, above)
Re: Cat Got Yer Tongue? (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #226)
“White Supremacists to Gather in Tennessee”
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #7
(04) DEMOCRATS

invisible
20120906-16
20120906-22
20120906-23
20120913-09
invisible

20:41
22:05
22:22
12:36

Tom
SteveB
Tom
SteveB

Graphic: DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women
Re: DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women (reply to Tom, above)
Re: DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women (reply to SteveB, above)
“The Great Deregulator”
(05) LIBERAL MIND, THE

invisible
20120903-10

17:45

SteveB

20120917-03
20120917-09
20120917-11
20120917-12
20120917-13
20120917-16
20120917-19
20120918-12
20120918-27
20120918-14
20120918-24
20120918-25

11:15
14:13
14:37
14:49
15:19
18:39
19:31
12:32
19:17
13:33
17:20
18:54

Pam
SteveG
Pam
Art
Pam
Art
Pam
Pam
Art
SteveB
Ken
Pam

20120918-26

19:10

SteveG

20120918-28
20120923-02
invisible

19:31
14:08

Art
Pam

“Why Chris Hedges Believes That Serious Revolt Is the Only Option
People Have Left”
The Unraveling of Democracy
Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Pam, above)
Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to SteveG, above)
Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Pam, above)
Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Art, above)
Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Pam, above)
Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Art, above)
‘A Question About Direction’
Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above)
Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above)
Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above)
Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Ken, above)
Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above) & Grahpic:
Federal Discretionary Spending FY 2013
American Exceptionalism
"The Lie Factory"

(06) MISC. POLITICS / CORRESPONDENCE w/ POLITICIANS
invisible
20120904-36
20120916-05
invisible

23:44
20:00

SteveB
Tom

Fw: Dennis Kucinich Action: Video: Democratic Convention Day 1
Graphic: Politicians Before & After Elections
(07) REPUBLICANS

invisible
20120831-06
20120831-07
20120831-08
20120831-15
20120831-18
20120901-12

12:42
12:44
15:24
18:21
22:07
19:22

SteveB
SteveB
Dennis
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB

“How Republicans Live with Themselves: The Entitlement of Hypocrisy”
“Are Republicans ‘Crazy’? Not if You Follow the Money”
Graphic: Clint Eastwood: ‘Hey, chair…’
Re: Clint Eastwood: ‘Hey, chair…’ (reply to Dennis, above)
“‘Eastwooding’ Makes the Rounds on the Web”
Video: Eastwood’s Surprise

DATE-ID

TIME

FROM

20120903-09

17:30

SteveB

20120904-28

21:17

SteveG

20120831-12

15:56

SteveG

20120902-23
20120903-14
20120904-30
20120909-07

21:29
19:21
22:01
21:24

Tom
SteveG
Tom
SandyI

20120910-01

08:04

Pam

20120909-10

22:45

SteveM

20120909-13

23:30

SteveB

20120921-08
invisible

21:38

SandyI

SUBJECT/TITLE
Transcript of the Strangest Moments in American Political Convention
History
Photo: Karl Marx & Barack Obama — Don’t Tell Eastwood!
“President Grants Limited Disaster Declaration, Governor Jindal Requests
Full Declaration to Protect Life, Property”
Cartoon: "It's a Gunfight!"
Graphic: If You’re Pro-Life, Why Are You Against Universal Health Care?
“SC Gov. Nikki Haley tells Dems to ‘Bring it!’”
Quote: Bill Maher on Republicans
Re: Quote: Bill Maher on Republicans (reply to SandyI, FotM Newsletter
#222)
Graphic: George W. Bush Saved America But Remains an Unrecognized
Hero?
Re: Graphic: George W. Bush Saved America But Remains an
Unrecognized Hero? (reply to SteveM, above) & Contrary Graphics
Fw: A Day in the Life of Joe Republican
(08) STATE / LOCAL POLITICS

invisible
20120922-07

13:00

MarthaH

20120922-08

13:15

Pam

“Indiana Gubernatorial Candidate Mike Pence Backs Marriage to Curb
Poverty”
Re: “Indiana Gubernatorial Candidate Mike Pence Backs Marriage to
Curb Poverty” (reply to MarthaH, above)

invisible
(09) THIRD PARTIES
invisible
20120912-33
invisible

18:25

SteveG

Jill Stein/Green Party Petition: Demand Fair Debates!
(10) CONSTITUTION

invisible
20120918-11
invisible

12:26

SteveB

“We Won, for Now”
(11) CORRUPTION

invisible
20120902-18

19:43

Dennis

20120902-20

20:50

Tom

20120915-11

19:26

SteveG

20120917-04

11:45

Dennis

20120917-06
invisible

12:24

Pam

Graphic: Obama & R0mney Work for the Same Corrupt Bankers
Re: Graphic: Obama & R0mney Work for the Same Corrupt Bankers
(reply to Dennis, above)
“Dirty Money: Cities & States Addicted to Soliciting for Corporate Favors”
“Banks Are Setting Us Up Again, This Time the Fall Could Be $2.6 Trillion
or More”
Re: “Banks Are Setting Us Up Again…” (reply to Dennis, above)
(12) EDUCATION

invisible
20120912-18

14:00

SteveB

20120913-11

12:50

Pam

20120913-12

13:21

Art

20120913-13

14:08

Pam

20120913-18

20:25

SteveB

20120913-16

18:11

Pam

“How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps”
Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply
to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #225)
Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply
to Pam, above)
Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply
to Art, above)
Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply
to Pam & Art, above)
“Why Do People Hate Teachers Unions? Because They Hate Teachers.”

DATE-ID
20120913-19
20120915-02
20120915-08
20120915-09
20120915-10
20120918-08

TIME
23:58
06:20
14:25
14:33
17:13
11:45

FROM
Marci
SteveB
Pam
SteveG
Art
SteveG

20120918-19

16:18

SteveG

20120918-21

16:51

Pam

20120919-01
20120919-12
20120919-16
invisible

10:43
16:30
16:53

SteveB
Art
Pam

SUBJECT/TITLE
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #2
“Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts”
Re: “Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: “Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” (reply to SteveG, above)
“Shocking Report Explodes 5 Myths About American Education”
“Former Justice Souter: ‘Pervasive Civic Ignorance’ in U.S. Could Bring
Dictatorship”
Re: “Former Justice Souter: ‘Pervasive Civic Ignorance’ in U.S. Could
Bring Dictatorship” (reply to SteveG, above)
Great College Courses for Free
“A Digital Tool to Unlock Learning”
Re: “A Digital Tool to Unlock Learning” (reply to Art, above)
(13) ELECTION REFORM

invisible
20120901-06
20120901-07
20120910-17
invisible

11:51
11:55
20:17

SteveB
SteveB
SteveG

“Money in Politics: Where is the Outrage?”
“Obama Slams Citizens United”
Fw: Texas Photo ID Law Rejected (from LDF)
(14) EXECUTIVE BRANCH

invisible
(15) GUNS / INSURRECTION / CRIME
invisible
20120831-03

09:19

Art

20120831-09

15:37

SteveM

20120831-13

18:17

SteveB

20120902-24

21:56

Tom

20120902-26

22:55

Tom

20120917-15
20120917-17
20120917-18
20120918-10
20120922-01

18:38
18:44
19:21
12:08
06:20

SteveG
Art
Pam
Bill
SteveB

20120924-07

15:51

SteveB

Re: “More Arizona Guns with the Mexican Cartels?” (to SteveB & reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #216)
Re: “More Arizona Guns with the Mexican Cartels?” (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #216)
Re: “More Arizona Guns with the Mexican Cartels?” (reply to SteveM,
above)
Videos: “Gunless Moments in History”
“Woman Arrested for Continually Blasting AC/DC Anthem ‘Highway to
Hell’”
Armed Guards at BoA
Re: Armed Guards at BoA (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: Armed Guards at BoA (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: Armed Guards at BoA (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #228)
“Another Conservative Conspiracy Theory Bites the Dust”
“Military Will Defeat Any Militia Type Rebellion on US Soil According to
Study”

invisible
(16) IMMIGRATION
invisible
20120906-07
invisible

15:10

SteveM

Fw: (from Rep. Ron Barber) Securing the Border
(17) JUDICIAL BRANCH

invisible
20120926-01
invisible

09:34

MarthaH

“Conservatives Warily Ponder Prospect of an 'Obama Court'”
(18) LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

invisible
20120920-05

14:36

SteveG

“Meet the 40 Senate Republicans Who Betrayed Veterans by Killing $1
Billion in Jobs”

DATE-ID
20120920-06

TIME
17:06

FROM
Art

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “Meet the 40 Senate Republicans Who Betrayed Veterans by Killing
$1 Billion in Jobs” (reply to SteveG, above)

invisible
(19) MISC. GOVERNMENT / CORRESPONDENCE w/ OFFICIALS
invisible
20120911-00

SteveB

National Debt Reality by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“‘We’ Don't Owe
$16 Trillion & You Don't Owe $50,000”)

invisible
(20) REPRODUCTION / WOMEN / LGBT
invisible
20120901-01
20120901-05
invisible

07:27
11:19

SandyI
Art

Dr. Seuss & Mr. Aikin
Re: Dr. Seuss & Mr. Aikin (reply to SandyI, above)
(21) SOCIAL SECURITY / RETIREMENT

invisible
20120906-06
invisible

12:33

SteveB

“Don’t Let Wall Street Billionaires Destroy Social Security”
(22) STATE / LOCAL GOVERNMENT

invisible
(23) TAXES
invisible
20120903-00
20120902-06
20120902-09
20120902-11
20120902-12
20120902-13
20120902-14
20120916-04
20120914-08

12:47
13:53
15:10
15:22
15:29
15:47
19:27
13:33

SteveB
Clark
Pam
Art
Pam
Art
Pam
SteveB
SteveB

20120925-00

SteveB

20120926-00

SteveB

But Where Does the Money Go? by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to Art, above)
Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to Pam, above)
Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to Art, above)
How ‘Starve the Beast’ Works & “Mitt Romney’s Confession”
“Close the Mortgage-Deduction Loophole”
Is Paying Little Tax Unpatriotic? by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“The
Rich Haven’t Always Hated Taxes”)
Tax Spending, Not Income? by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Why Do
the Romneys Pay So Little in Taxes? & “Mitt Romney 2011 Tax Return
Includes Massive Gain from Controversial Bain Deal”)

invisible
(24) TRADE / INT’L RELATIONS
invisible
20120917-02

07:29

SteveB

20120918-03

10:02

Pam

20120916-02

09:16

SteveB

“How We See Others, How They See Us”
Re: “How We See Others, How They See Us” (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #228)
“A Jaw-Dropping Explanation of How Governments Are Complicit in the
Illegal Drug Trade”

invisible
(25) WAR / SECURITY
invisible
20120908-10

16:25

Tom

20120911-09
20120917-08

15:23
17:37

SteveB
Tom

20120917-14

17:37

SteveB

20120919-10

16:22

SteveG

“FBI Begins Installation of $1 Billion Face Recognition System Across
America”
“911 — They Won”
Graphic: Secret ‘Q-eapon’ Against 'Radical Islamist' Terrorists!
Re: Graphic: Secret ‘Q-eapon’ Against 'Radical Islamist' Terrorists! (reply
to Tom, above)
“G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill”

DATE-ID
20120919-11
20120919-13
20120919-15
20120920-02
invisible

TIME
16:27
16:39
16:44
11:22

FROM
Art
Pam
SteveG
Art

Re:
Re:
Re:
Re:

“G.O.P.
“G.O.P.
“G.O.P.
“G.O.P.

Blocks
Blocks
Blocks
Blocks

Veteran
Veteran
Veteran
Veteran

SUBJECT/TITLE
Jobs Bill” (reply to
Jobs Bill” (reply to
Jobs Bill” (reply to
Jobs Bill” (reply to

SteveG, above)
SteveG, above)
Pam, above)
all, FotM Newsletter #231)

(26) ART / LITERATURE / WRITING / MOVIES / MUSIC
invisible
20120911-02
20120920-10

09:24
18:33

20120924-00

SteveB
Craig

Poem: “The Crystal Stairs”
Video: Jukejoint Handmedowns
Evil Corporations by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“9 Movies with Evil
Corporations That Want to Destroy Humanity”)

SteveB

invisible
(27) BUSINESS / MONEY / ECONOMICS
invisible
20120911-06
invisible

12:15

SteveB

“Growth Is the Problem”

(28) CLASS WAR / POVERTY / RICH & POOR
invisible
20120905-11
20120912-12
20120918-06
20120921-00
invisible

15:17
12:43
10:39

MarthaH
SteveB
Jim
SteveB

Southern Poverty Law Center
“A ‘Lost Decade’ for the Middle Class Caused by Conservative Policies”
Greed
The Lion and the Mouse by Steven W. Baker / SteveB
(29) DAILY PHOTOS / PHOTOGRAPHY

invisible
20120902-29
20120903-23
20120904-38
20120905-16
20120906-29
20120909-15
20120910-20
20120911-20
20120912-41
20120913-20
20120916-07
20120917-22
20120918-31
20120919-27
20120920-18
20120923-06
20120924-09
20120925-12
20120926-13
20120927-04
invisible

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
SteveB
SteveB

Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:
Photo:

Acadia

El Altiplano, Bolivia
Charlotte, NC, Y’All!
Autumn at Walden Pond
Her Purple Mountains’ Majesty!
House of Seven Gables, Salem, MA
Salvador Dali’s “Slave Market” with Disappearing Bust of Voltaire
Angkor Wat Temple Tree, Cambodia
Benghasi, Libya
Arizona Hoodoo
A Mighty Bolivian Bibosi Tree
Antietam Battlefield
American Exceptionalism
Ft. Knox Gold
Lynching Time
Endeavor’s Last Flight
Green World (Aurora Borealis in Norway)
Mormon’s Salt Lake Temple, Salt lake City, Utah
Whanganui River, New Zealand
Cats with Real Cat Ears

(30) ENERGY / TRANSPORTATION / WATER
invisible
(31) FOOD / DRINK
invisible
20120901-13
20120831-10
20120904-11

19:37
15:39
14:27

SteveB
Ben
Ben

“Ale to the Chief: White House Beer Recipes”
Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

DATE-ID
20120904-14
20120904-18
20120904-27
20120905-12
20120907-08
20120907-11
20120910-14
20120918-17
20120919-06
20120920-04
20120921-07
20120925-06
20120927-02
20120927-03

TIME
15:45
16:10
19:48
19:06
11:21
14:17
18:52
15:35
14:11
14:25
15:56
14:51
12:38
14:22

FROM
SteveB
Ben
SteveB
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben
Ben

20120915-01

05:46

SteveB

20120918-30
invisible

23:58

Marci

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: Today’s Lunch at Apple (reply to Ben, above)
Re: Today’s Lunch at Apple (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Today’s Lunch at Apple (reply to Ben, above)
Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photos: Yesterday’s Lunch at Apple
Photos: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photos: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photos: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple
Photos: Yesterday’s and Today’s Lunches at Apple
Yesterday’s Lunch at Apple
Today’s Lunch at Apple
“Location, Libation, Libation: A Tale of Two Quintessential Argentine
Beverages: Wine & Yerba Mate”
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #5
(32) FRIENDS OF THE MIDDLE

invisible
20120902-28
20120910-07
20120910-08
20120910-15

23:58
14:20
15:52
19:44

20120912-00

SteveB
SteveB
Mary
SteveB
SteveB

20120911-14
20120911-18

20:19
23:28

Pam
MarthaH

20120912-03

10:08

Pam

20120912-27

16:01

SteveG

20120912-28

16:57

Pam

20120912-39

20:42

SteveB

20120920-07
20120920-08
20120920-09
20120920-11
20120923-05

17:37
17:43
18:10
19:01
23:58

Art
Pam
SteveB
Art
SteveB

20120924-02

08:01

NormF

20120924-03

10:38

Pam

Update: Bolivian Bakery Biz
If R0mney Wins & Bolivian Bakery Biz (to Pam)
Re: Latest Mandate (reply to SteveB, Feb. 26)
Re: Latest Mandate (reply to Mary, above)
Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future by Steven W. Baker /
SteveB
Re: Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future (reply to SteveB, above)
Re: Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #224)
Photo: This May Be the Definition of a True Friend
Re: Photo: This May Be the Definition of a True Friend (reply to SteveG,
above)
Re: Photo: This May Be the Definition of a True Friend (reply to SteveG,
above)
Out of Town
Re: Out of Town (reply to Art, above)
Re: Out of Town (reply to Art, above)
Re: Out of Town (reply to all, above)
Photos: Snicker-Doodle Gourmet Cookie Factory
Re: Photos: Snicker-Doodle Gourmet Cookie Factory (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #232)
Re: Photos: Snicker-Doodle Gourmet Cookie Factory (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #232)

invisible
(33) FUN / DIVERSION
invisible
20120903-11
20120906-05
20120907-10
20120906-12
20120906-14
20120906-15

18:31
09:55
14:14
19:11
19:17
19:19

Anne
Pam
Mark
Marci
Marci
Marci

“Robert Ebert’s Journal: The Best Cat Video of All Time”
Video: “David after Dentist”
Re: Video: “David after Dentist” (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #221)
Fw: Men's Restroom Mural
Fw: Photo: Winners of the Babysitting Competition #1
Fw: Joke: The Woman Marine Pilot

DATE-ID
20120909-03
20120916-06
20120917-21
20120917-10
20120918-16
20120919-26
20120924-01
invisible

TIME
09:28
23:58
23:58
14:32
15:32
23:58
07:55

FROM
MarthaH
Marci
Marci
SteveG
SandyI
Marci
MarthaH

SUBJECT/TITLE
Cartoon: Henrietta’s Solution
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #3
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #4
Cartoon: “I See Dumb People…”
Video: The Jovers, Vaudeville Comedy Duo
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #6
Cartoon: Oldies #1

(34) HEALTH CARE / HEALTH / MEDICINE
invisible
20120831-17
20120905-01
invisible

20:57
05:18

SandyI
SteveG

“The Guide to Medicare Attack Lines”
“Obama's Health Care Plan Mimics Nixon's”
(35) HISTORY

invisible
20120911-10

18:42

SteveG

20120911-11

19:07

Art

20120911-13

19:18

SteveG

20120912-04

10:51

Bill

20120912-07

11:27

Pam

20120912-37

18:57

SteveB

20120917-01
invisible

06:50

MarthaH

From the Right: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 Years, UCLA
Economists Calculate”
Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 Years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 Years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to Art, above)
Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #224)
Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to Bill, above)
Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to Pam, above)
“What Antietam Bloodbath Teaches Us about War Today”
(36) JOBS / LABOR

invisible
20120902-15
20120902-27

17:02
23:57

SteveG
SteveG

20120904-00

SteveB

20120910-00

SteveB

20120907-05
invisible

10:42

SteveM

Graphic: Eugene V. Debs Home, Terre Haute, Indiana
Quote: Frank Lloyd Wright on Capitalism & Unions
Labor Day, 2012 by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“Labor Day Without
Jobs: Exposing the ‘Job Creator’ Fraud”)
Why the Jobs Aren’t by Steven W. Baker / SteveB (“America’s Hidden
Austerity Program”)
“US Economy Adds 96K Jobs, Rate Falls to 8.1 Pct.”

(37) LIFE / PHILOSOPHY / SPIRITUALITY
invisible
20120904-05
20120906-26
20120911-12
invisible

12:04
23:43
19:08

SteveB
SteveG
Marci

“Life Is Sacred”
Quote: Albert Einstein on Solving Problems
Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #1
(38) MEDIA / NEWS MEDIA

invisible
20120902-21
20120903-22
20120925-01

21:10
23:58
10:25

Tom
SteveG
SteveB

20120926-12

16:29

SteveG

invisible

“Politics: Comparing Media to Vultures is Unfair…to the Vultures”
Graphic: FOX News Saved My Life
BooksOnBoard
Video: “Ever Wonder What Real Journalists Think of People Like Bill
O'Reilly?”

DATE-ID
invisible
20120922-02
20120925-09
invisible

TIME

06:57
22:53

FROM

SteveB
SteveB

SUBJECT/TITLE
(39) MISC. REALITY
“Tiny Homes Hit the Big City”
Hello Dearest One
(40) OCCUPY WALL ST.

invisible
(41) PETITIONS / ACTIONS / CAUSES
invisible
20120905-03

09:55

SteveG

20120905-09

13:54

SteveB

20120906-03

09:38

SteveG

20120906-13

19:15

SteveB

20120906-25

23:29

SteveG

20120907-02

10:08

SteveM

20120907-17

21:19

20120907-18
20120911-04
20120914-06

22:42
11:45
13:03

SandyI &
SteveG
Art
SteveB
SteveB

20120914-07

13:20

SteveB

20120917-05

11:53

SteveB

20120918-15

14:09

SteveB

20120920-01

09:20

SteveB

20120921-04
20120921-05
20120923-04
20120924-08

09:50
11:25
20:10
22:59

SteveG
SteveB
SteveB
SteveB

20120925-03

13:44

SteveG

Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Let Republicans Steal the Election in
Colorado!
Fw: UltraViolet Petition: Tell CNN to Fire Erick Erickson!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don't Let Shell Extend Its Arctic Drilling
Window!
Fw: Avaaz Petition: Clean Energy Needs Your Help!
Fw: League of Conservation Voters Action: What Do You Think Is the
Most Important Way to Address Climate Change?
Fw: Americans for Prosperity Petition: Tell President Obama to Change
His Agenda!
Fw: SignOn Petition: Have Fact Checkers at the Debates!
Re: SignOn Petition: Have Fact Checkers at the Debates!
Fw: SignOn Petition: Stop the Citibank Zombies!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Let Republicans Steal the Election!
Fw: Ultraviolet Petition: Tell Hobby Lobby to Stay Out of Women’s
Vaginas!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Protect Arches and Canyonlands National
Parks from Fracking!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Thank Mitt for Letting 47% of Americans
Know He Thinks They’re Pieces of Sh*t!
Fw: CREDO Action Action: Deadline Monday: Tell the EPA to Save the
Bees!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Fight GMO Apples!
Fw: UltraViolet Action: Register to Vote!
Fw: Avaaz Action: Hope for bees — 48 Hours to Act!
Fw: Avaaz Petition: Amend Big Money Out of U.S. Politics!
Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stand with Native Americans Against the
Keystone XL Pipeline!

invisible
(42) SCIENCE / TECHNOLOGY
invisible
20120904-04
20120904-13
20120904-19

10:56
15:40
16:44

SteveM
SteveB
Jim

20120920-14

20:32

Randrew

20120927-01
invisible

08:36

SteveB

Fw: “Space Weather News for Sept. 3, 2012”
Re: “Space Weather News for Sept. 3, 2012” (reply to SteveM, above)
“Apple Granted Patent to Disable Cameras According to Location”
“Marijuana & Cancer: Scientists Find Cannabis Compound Stops
Metastasis in Aggressive Cancers”
“Necomimi: A Reporter Tames Mind-Controlled Cat Ears” (w/ video)
(43) U.S.A., THE

invisible
20120904-31
20120904-35
20120921-01

22:12
23:33
07:32

Tom
SteveM
MarthaH

Photo: Austin’s “Bat Fest 2012”
Video “U.S. Capitol Tour with David Barton”
“Midwest Drought Belt: A Changed World Emerges”

DATE-ID
20120921-03

TIME
08:33

FROM
Pam

SUBJECT/TITLE
Re: “Midwest Drought Belt: A Changed World Emerges” (reply to
MarthaH, above)

invisible
(44) WORLD, THE
invisible
20120903-15
20120904-10
20120915-07
20120919-14
20120919-17
20120919-20
20120919-19
20120919-21
20120919-23
20120919-24
20120919-25
20120924-04

19:22
13:46
10:09
16:43
19:38
19:58
19:57
20:02
20:08
20:16
20:28
11:37

Charis
Tom
Charis
Pam
Art
SteveG
Pam
SteveG
Pam
SteveB
Pam
Charis

20120925-10

22:44

Charis

20120926-05
20120926-06

14:06
14:09

SteveB
SteveB

Slideshow: Santa Cruz, Bolivia in Full Bloom!
“Sanctions Block Iran Gamers from World of Warcraft”
Buy Bolivian & Andean Handcrafts
Re: “G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” (reply to Art, above) & Israel & Iran
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Art, above)
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Art, above)
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to SteveG, above)
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Pam, above)
Re: Israel & Iran (reply to SteveB, above)
2012 Books About Bolivia
“In Bolivia, Miners Pick Away at Rich Mountain, But It Takes Back Its
Own Toll”
“Bolivia Gives Legal Rights to the Earth”
“New Zealand Grants a River the Rights of Personhood”

FR IEN D S O F T H E M ID D LE
Newsletter #217 — SEPT. 3, 2012

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

FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com

INDEX: Click here.

But Where Does the Money Go?
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 3, 2012)

I was busy editing the first collection of FotM Newsletters (http://www.FriendOfTheMiddle.org), from late 2011,
when I ran across this from Dale:
Dale: Big government requires money to run. It takes money from people who are working to earn it.
Then, it inefficiently messes with that money and gives back less of it in the way of benefits. The more
government programs, the more government employees, the more waste and who pays for it? Taxpayers.
You know…I’m always thinking about this stuff…trying to figure out why we can’t all agree, why things often aren’t
as they appear on the surface, and how things work.
I have to admit, Dale’s thought above sounds good on the surface. It has become one of the core principles of the
Republican Party. But I would like to focus on that one concept of “inefficiency” or “waste”—two ways of looking at

the same thing, don’t you think? The Republicans would have us accept this notion as, perhaps, Rule #1:
Government is “bad” because it takes money from people who have worked hard to earn it, giving less back in
return, and “wasting” the difference.
But let me try to look at this idea with a fresh perspective, then, please tell me what you think.
First, I believe everyone in the world except anarchists (Is that what law-and-order Republicans have become?)
believes that taxes must be collected or society breaks down to the point of uselessness. That’s not what I, for one,
want. If you do, then I guess that’s the end of this conversation. Period.
This Republican theory of taxation seems to me like what I would call “pile of money” thinking, not sound economic
theory. It’s really based on an emotional image, not logic, and I intend to prove it. The image Republicans wish to
conjure in our brains is one of a sweating man who has worked hard all his life, selflessly devoted to creating jobs
for his fellow citizens. He has made a lot of money, other people’s money, i.e. money that used to belong to other
people before they spent it or gave it up as taxes. This money has been “redistributed” to the rich man…his earned,
ample reward for his genius, creativity, and hard work.
And there he is sitting on that pile of hard-earned money. Being conservative, Republicans and, perhaps, almost all
the rich, want to “conserve” that pile of hard-earned money. They don’t want to throw it down a hole with a bunch
of lazy people at the bottom, picking it up for free. They don’t want an “inefficient” government “wasting” their
money. That’s how they see taxation. This assumes, of course, that the rich geniuses are very efficient themselves
and never waste money. (Otherwise, on what basis could they criticize government?) If I’m wrong about any of
this, please let me know.
But the government can’t give back less than it takes in…it spends the money—all of it! (and more, lately). The
middle class and the poor spend the money they get. Unfortunately, very little gets saved, maybe because we’re
bombarded all our lives with commercials telling us we have to consume to be happy. Except for military
adventures, very little of this money spent by government leaves the country, therefore, it creates jobs in America.
Think about it. Almost all money, including tax dollars, received by the poor, the middle class, and the government
keeps getting recycled and multiplied. It works just like goods-for-sale turnover in a store. It’s as important how
long the stuff sits on the shelf as how much mark-up is made on each unit. If I sell clothing, for example, I might
choose to charge high prices and sell everything in the store in one year’s time, or I might charge low prices and
sell everything once per week. That’s turnover. It applies to everything in total and to each individual item for sale.
On each item sold, a certain profit must be made to remain in business. If I have a high rate of turnover, I can
charge a lower price, make less profit per unit, yet, paradoxically perhaps, make more money. Get it?
Money in the American economy works the same way. The more turnover, the more benefit. GDP rises as money is
recirculated.
The rich do not spend the money they make. They can’t. It’s too much. So it piles up. Some of that gets reinvested
in business and jobs, but remember, these are very conservative people, so they want to minimize their risk, in
general, not accentuate it, not any more than they want to pay taxes.
And the rich do not pay their fair share of taxes. The rich, like Mitt R0mney, figure they owe no one anything for
their success but themselves. They don’t have to pay no stinking taxes. In fact, they avoid taxes by shipping the
bulk of their money out of the country, where little of it is reinvested in America to create jobs, or demand, or
supply, for that matter. We now know this adds up to $trillions.
I have a theory about this money: it is exactly equal to the amount that the rich were undertaxed. This money is
removed from American circulation by the rich. It benefits nothing but greed. It is removed from creating American
investment, jobs, or consumption. You will never catch our government sitting on a pile of money, even when it’s
supposed to, like in the case of Social Security.
This is a very big deal, and one of the reasons we aren’t prospering as a nation. When taxes on the rich were high,
that money stayed in the US and was recirculated. When the rich pay more taxes, it creates jobs!!!

When taxes on the rich are too low, much of that money ($trillions) gets removed from the general economy and
the country as a whole suffers. To me, that is the secret reason why we used to be prosperous, but now not so
much. It’s amazing we do as well as we do as a country, minus $trillions of missing dollars that have been
essentially stolen from the people and from the economy.
And notice that this subject, just like Afghanistan, abortion, immigration, conservation, global warming, health care,
banking/finance, and energy are topics R0mney-Ryan are deathly afraid to discuss. Gee, no wonder Mitt is so
sensitive about his precious little tax returns and his precious pile of money!
In terms of money and taxes, there is really no such thing as “inefficiency” and “waste” as long as that money
remains in the country, being recirculated like turnover in a store, creating a little wealth each time it changes
hands, over and over again.
The only economically wasteful and inefficient thing I see is the rich removing our money from our society. I call
that stealing! Taxes on the rich must be increased to the point of prosperity, at something near the rate that history
shows was beneficial to America as a whole.

20120902-06

12:47

Clark

Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to SteveB, above)

Very well said, Steve. A good economics lesson, and right on.
Might add that the benefits government provides are often pretty damn vital.
20120902-09

13:53

Pam

Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to SteveB, above)

Very good!
And another place the money goes is to pet projects from Congressmen's states, which I actually don't think is a
bad thing, unless it's for something frivolous, like unneeded farm subsidies--or oil subsidies. All those people
working in public sector jobs actually have--wait for it--JOBS. There's nothing sacred about a private sector job, as
opposed to a public sector one. If the Republicans want jobs to come from private sources, why don't they use all
their wealth to create them? They blame government for unemployment, then refuse jobs bills that would create
them. They make record profits, then sit on their money rather than re-investing it in the small businesses they
claim to have such faith in. If they prefer to hide their money away in foreign accounts rather than paying it out in
taxes, then they should admit that they believe it's more important for them to hold onto their wealth than to
contribute to solving the nation's problems. Where do they think the revenue to pay for social services, food
stamps, education, infrastructure, etc. etc. is going to come from if not from them, the ones who actually have
some money to spare? Republicans have set up a Catch 22, and I'm amazed no one seems to have noticed it.
Creating public sector jobs is "waste." (If I hear about Solyndra again, I'm going to scream.) They never argue
that their prescriptions for the economy would "help" people; they argue that it's unfair to expect the successful to
offer a helping hand. Nowhere in their platform do they spell out how folks in need will benefit from their ideas,
because the old, sick, disabled, ghettoized, long-term unemployed, and minorities wouldn't. It's more important to
Republicans to carry on about personal responsibility and the joys of success and wealth than to give a nod to
having some compassion for those who cannot help themselves. Are small businesses going to take care of juvenile
delinquents, single mothers with limited income, sick people with no health insurance? My daughter works for the
ARC, a non-profit organization that has a great reputation in Greensboro for its services to families with disabled
children. Their government funding has been slashed to the point where they can no longer operate and are going
to have to close their doors at the end of the year. This is going to cause real pain to real people who have
nowhere else to go for help. I haven't heard of any businesses closing because their taxes were too high. Less
business equals lower taxes; it's not like a business has to pay a certain amount no matter what. It's based on
earnings and profits. I'm sure small businessmen don't like paying taxes. Who does? But I've never heard of a
business being taxed out of existence.

It's the old "Greed is Good" syndrome all over again. And this in the face of the worst economy we've had since the
Great Depression. Talk about cognitive dissonance! But the Republicans aren't really interested in the "greatest
good for the greatest number," to quote Jeremy Bentham of the "dismal science." They really believe that those
who want success badly enough will achieve it, and if they don't, it's their fault. Sometimes hard work and good
intentions aren't enough. I used to have students ask me what they could do to bring their C or D up to an A. I
didn't tell them the real answer: be smarter. America is the land of the C and D students just as much as it is the
land of the Harvard graduates. A society should be so fair that anyone, rich or poor, healthy or sick, smart or dumb
as a box of nails, male or female, young or old, would choose to live in it. It sure ain't the good ol' US of A. Don't
get me wrong; I love this country. That doesn't mean I can't criticize it.
20120902-11

15:10

Art

Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to SteveB, above)

Hi Steve, Very well stated although this is the also generally the Presidents' position when you think about it. "A
healthy middle class spending money is what makes the economy hum." Your point that "the money stays here" is
also excellent, but this approach assumes you put the country first in your thought process over your own personal
interests. Not a strong point for Republicans lately. Also because a good portion of our debt is to China and others,
paying that off does push funds outside the country. That may have more of an effect than one would think at first
notice. Defense spending for two wars has also resulted in huge cash flows out of the country. (I think everyone
knows this, but a huge amount of money was/is being spent inside of Iraq and Afghanistan on local projects.) I
wish I understood economics better to know how much affect that has. I remember reading a few books about the
wealth of nations (one by Barbara Tuchman I believe) and it showed how during the last century just a 1% per
year difference in economic growth could have a huge impact in just a few decades. (I was always going to do my
PhD dissertation on the effect of annual US economic assistance on the growth and success of the Israeli economy.
One other little piece to add to our thoughts, I don't think I mentioned this previously but, if so, I apologize.
I think both parties, the CBO and practically everyone else agrees the uncertainty around the extension of the Bush
tax cuts is causing much angst and concern in the business world. With no action they will expire for everyone on 1
Jan 2012. The Democrats want the tax cuts to be extended for all taxable annual income under $250,000 and the
Republicans want them to be extended for all income. Obviously the loss in revenue will affect the deficit problem,
great or small. Because of the uncertainty businesses are delaying decisions and deferring investments to see how
it goes. To this point I think all parties agree.
For the good of the country, why not extend the cuts for the first $250,000 of income now? That would remove the
uncertainty for the vast majority of Americans, reassure businesses and maybe keep us from sliding into a full
blown recession. If the Democrats win, that's the end of it. If the Republicans will, they can continue their crusade
for tax cuts and extend the cuts for the rich. Who loses? Well, everybody and maybe the country as a whole, if we
continue to delay this decision.
The only advantage I can see from delaying the extension of the tax cuts for the vast bulk of Americans is political.
Only if you want things to stay bad and in economic turmoil does it make sense not to make this decision now.
Seems to me the Democrats ought to pose this question during the convention and at every debate opportunity.
Would be interesting to hear the responses.
20120902-12

15:22

Pam

Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to Art, above)

Art, you should send this suggestion of a debate topic to the White House. The ONLY reason the Republicans are
being stubborn is to make Obama look bad, and the best way to do that is to keep the economy in trouble. They
care NOTHING for the country as a whole, only those who belong to their club. I wonder how many families in the
US actually make more than $250,000 per year? I know our Chancellor at UNCG makes in the neighborhood of
$400,000, and there are a lot of big houses in my city that would seem to me to require a substantial income to
maintain. Am I way off base in thinking that lots of people make more than $250,000? What is the cutoff for the
1%?

I read an article recently on Israel and Netanyahu. They make me very nervous. Most of the top leadership,
including MOSSAD and the military are opposed to attacking Iran, but Bibi wants to do it so bad he can taste it.
Like everyplace else, Israel is becoming more and more right-wing. Scary.
20120902-13

15:29

Art

Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to Pam, above)

Interesting points Pam but did you look at the Republican convention crowd? White on white. There were more
token minority speakers than in the whole rest of the crowd. They simply don't care about much of America outside
their own myopic little world, and they have co-opted the poor white trash with racism and religious
fundamentalism to go along with them. I don't think the Romneys of the world actually care much about the
average folk either except as cannon fodder. You can hear it in Ann Romney's voice.
One of the more interesting facts of the American Civil War ( just as an aside I think everyone knows there were
other civil wars in history. During the Taiping Rebellion in China, fought almost the same time as the American Civil
War, some 20 Million people are estimates to have died, That was almost the population of the USA at the time.)
But back to my point - this is the problem with historians. During our little civil war, really fought over the issue of
slavery, despite all the attempts to make it something else, the vast majority of the Southern Army was composed
of whites who never possessed a slave. They were suckered into to serving and dying in great numbers by the rich
slave owners who used many of the same hate filled reasons we see today. People really are pretty stupid.
20120902-14

15:47

Pam

Re: But Where Does the Money Go? (reply to Art, above)

Good points. It's sad. No, it's tragic.
20120831-01

08:04

Art

Re: “Lying for the Lord” (reply to Bill, FotM Newsletter #216)

Nicely put, Bill. Like Pam, I have problems with the directions most religions seem to be taking these days, but I
know there must be good in there somewhere.
20120831-02

08:19

Art

Re: Greed! (reply to Bill, FotM Newsletter #216)

Bill, again, very well put. My issue with Romney on this is not so much what Bain did, as you point out, it was legal
much like drowning unwanted puppies, if distasteful, and not something many of us would be proud of as
participants.
The issue is the Republican position that as CEO of Bain he was a job creator. He made money, lots of it, for the
Bain investors, but any job creation was incidental to the operation. He and his investors could have cared less
about that aspect, unless it made them more money.
20120831-04

09:34

Pam

Re: Greed! (reply to Art, above)

You could say, Romney and Ryan are "playing" the American public, hoping we'll buy their apparent sincerity (in
Ryan's case anyway) and see it as policy. A number of years ago I was teaching a course to future teachers
(Teaching Fellows, who got a big scholarship in exchange for teaching for four years in NC), and I showed them a
documentary on Groton. None of my students knew anything about elite prep schools; most went either to public
schools or private Christian schools. They knew all about kids from the lower socio-economic levels, but they knew
nothing about northern elites with generations of family money behind them. The documentary followed a Hispanic
girl from a poor neighborhood in Brooklyn, who had won a scholarship to Groton. When she arrived at the school,
she thought it was a "kid paradise." By the time she graduated, she was in tears as she told the guidance
counselor that she felt she had lost her culture and her family. I don't know where she is today, but I imagine she

is doing very well. She was smart and talented. Getting an elite education meant moving into a different social
class (as Obama did), and that comes with a price. Just as my students, many from small NC towns in tobacco
country, had no clue about "lifestyles of the rich" and privileged, Romney has no clue about the way most
Americans, especially this poor kid from Brooklyn whose parents didn't speak English, live and think.
I was impressed by the education the kids at Groton were getting: small classes; involved, passionate teachers; a
headmaster who actually taught and didn't hide behind a secretary and a closed door; and the kids were obviously
very bright. What struck me, though, was one student in particular, who seemed typical and who was popular with
his fellows. He was a good-looking kid, he was rich, and he was smart. When he was interviewed he was asked
about his future plans, and he said straight out, he wanted to make money. Why (when he obviously had plenty
already)? Because, he said, I want power. I wonder where he is today. I would love to know if he's running a
hedge fund or living off his investments while he sails around the world on his yacht.
We talk a lot about race in this country, but that issue is a red herring. The real problem we have is class, and
because we're Americans we dare not talk about it. The tragedy for all of us, rich or "normal," is that our system is
making the class divide wider and, with our draconian drug laws, making sure the bottom stays down. Remember
the War on Poverty? Remember when huge numbers of Americans went to bed hungry and lived in shacks?
Today, in my city, there are "bad" neighborhoods, but drive through in the daytime and they look like any middleclass part of town--with fewer trees. Even the projects are neat and tidy, with no high rises and plenty of
playgrounds. The Republicans want to take America back. They want to take it back all right, back to the days
when children were left to go hungry, elders were at the mercy of their struggling children, and workers had to just
suck it up.
I really can't imagine that Romney will win, and I doubt if many Republicans do either. I've just listened to Michael
Steele and John Huntsman, and it's clear they are disenchanted with their party as it is now constituted.
Reasonable Americans, Democrat or Republican, face a great danger, and we know what it is. Big Money. Unless
we can pull back from the brink, I very much fear that Ayn Rand will be smiling down from the heaven she didn't
believe in. The rich have always proclaimed that they deserve what they have, and the poor must be defective in
some way. They should get together with the Hindus.
We're not going to make it unless we all are on the same train. Having a first class is fine, so long as we can all
reach our destination at the same time.
20120831-05

11:46

Bill

Re: Greed! (reply to Art, above)

Loved your “puppies” metaphor. As to Romney’s deeds with respect to job creation, what I tried to convey was
that Bain could give a damn about jobs; Bain simply saw opportunity for a return, and Bain went for it. Just that
simple—and legal.
20120831-11
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Art

Re: Greed! (reply to Bill, above)

Art

Re: “More Arizona Guns with the Mexican Cartels?” (to SteveB & reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #216)

Thanks Bill, agree.

20120831-03

09:19

Thanks, SteveB, Good one. Has it struck anyone yet that the right has to make up all these ridiculous stories about
President Obama to try to make their points, while Romney, Ryan, and crew just keep handing them to us.
Want to thank SteveM for the article on guns and Mexico, but did he notice that the writer carefully handed off all
those statistics:

John Velleco, Director of Federal Affairs for Gun Owners of America, a non-profit group that advocates for the
Second Amendment, shares these points with some unknown individual representing an organization with an
agenda, which quotes no source data. Doesn't quite pass any accuracy of data litmus test to me.

20120831-09
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SteveM

Re: “More Arizona Guns with the Mexican Cartels?” (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #216)

SteveB: Interesting that this article leads with a counterpoint: “Weapons that trace back to dealers and
sellers in Arizona are being found at various Mexican crime scenes, according to William Newell, Special
Agent in Charge of ATF’s Phoenix Division.”
That's it? That's what you take away from the article? Guns that are encouraged to walk across the Arizona/
Mexican border by the ATF, AG Holder, and his boss BHO were found at a Mexican crime scene. One of MANY,
MANY other Mexican crime scenes where 60K have been killed in the past 4 years. That's the fly sh*t you picked
out of the pepper?

20120831-13

18:17

SteveB

Re: “More Arizona Guns with the Mexican Cartels?” (reply to SteveM,
above)

Look, here’s the truth. I don’t care where the hell the guns come from.
The problem is that the border is too porous. Hell, there’s hardly an actual “border”.
And I’m a little tired of you blaming President Obama for every little thing the government does or ever did, so, ya,
I put the part back in that you so conveniently censored.
I certainly didn’t see Bush solving any border or immigration problems in eight long years, even with 9/11, the
Patriot Act, and gross spending. So let’s be honest about all that.
Here’s the only conclusion that can be reached. The big money wants cheap labor, so unions must be busted, and
we need a lot of illegals. Wages have already declined, so their plan is working. The big money buys the politicians
of both parties. The big money gets what it wants—mucho illegal immigration, a drug war that’s a total waste and
distraction/diversion, mucho guns.
THE BIG MONEY GETS WHAT IT WANTS. THE EASIEST PARTY TO BUY IS THE PARTY MOST FOR SALE—THE GOP!
20120831-06
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SteveB

“How Republicans Live with Themselves: The Entitlement of Hypocrisy”

“How Republicans Live with Themselves: The Entitlement of Hypocrisy” by C. S. Herrman, OpEdNews
Aug. 31, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/How-Republicans-Live-with-by-C-S-Herrman-120830-619.html)
(This is the second of three articles in the series on Republican social psychology. The topic here is how Republicans
come to see themselves as so entitled to do what they do in light of their political position on the concept of
'entitlement' in general, especially as it applies to the vast humanity whom they hold in contempt.)
All human institutions have a way of growing into perversions of their original purpose that block its
attainment. Those who run the institutions are allowed to acquire interests that conflict with the professed
purpose of the institution they serve. -- F. C. S. Schiller
When people land a job they had once only dreamt of, and then get raises and bonuses on top of that, you can be
reasonably certain that sooner or later two things will happen. First, they will come to understand that they deserve
all that they get; second, they will begin to realize that it is only honorable to bargain for whatever can be got.
Once entitlement has become a veritable disease occurring across the gamut of offices -- professionals, top

corporate brass and elective posts -- we get endemic corruption, the general topic of this, the second of three in the
series about Republicans and what they do for and with their concept of honor.
If entitlement attaches to naturally occurring or accruing dignity, Republicans are flat out of luck with the exception
of those who can point to business creation and development, for which decency requires a deep reservoir of
thanks and the respect that goes with such indebtedness. No Republican has ever been satisfied by this, however,
and many refuse to believe that any liberal is capable of such regard. Never mind. Republicans believe they are
entitled to rather a lot. Out of respect for their opinions we accordingly offer some examination of their
Dickensonian expectations (you will note the irony).
Some of their suspect entitlements hang in there unnoticed until opened zippers betray accidents or emergencies -or criminal activity. Richard Francis Burton may or may not have been bisexual, but he was unquestionably
interested in sexuality, and in particular, homosexuality; specifically, homosexuality where least expected or
understood -- throughout the Sotadic Zone, that swath of honor-based cultures where homosexuality had always
been, and has since been, off limits. Talk about being brave or stupid. Oh, and according to Wikipedia, he was in
addition probably Muslim, not just playacting to gain access to the knowledge he would later write about. Worse,
his explorations into homosexuality were explicitly titled 'pederasty' (here is the link to the unexpurgated 14,000
word essay originally appearing in the tenth volume of The Arabian Nights) which might for some recall the saw of
a mind's concentration walking to one's hanging, for such was the influence of a word denoting that part of the gay
lifestyle most assured of fetching the death penalty.
To hear it from sanctimonious Republicans, liberals are supposed to be the lushes of the world. While I am not
claiming that Republicans are pederasts, fun though that might be, I am interested in pointing out how
homosexuality could be rife precisely where it was also viciously persecuted.
The highest status groups in honor-based societies tend, with remarkably few exceptions, to become laws unto
themselves. "More often than not," wrote Simon Tisdall in the Guardian, "instinctively undemocratic, oligarchic and
corrupt national elites find that an appearance of democracy, with parliamentary trappings and a pretense of
pluralism, is much more attractive, and manageable, than the real thing." Nothing more perfectly describes the two
most advanced cults of dignity in nominal democracies: the apparatchiks of the American Republican Party and
Putin's Russia. Against the latter the European Parliament is calling for travel bans and asset freezes.
Why not welcome these good Europeans to investigate our own brand of Putinism? I for one am all for it. Look:
polls indicate that some 50 percent of Russians would prefer that Putin retain the presidency for life. The
conservative movement in this country, but for slightly different circumstances, would be similarly inclined. In the
"freest country in the world' I am now able to say with a straight face that when Republicans rule (as also
Democrats who govern like Republicans) some or another equivalent of Siberia is no longer an assumed absurdity.
America is many things, but because of Republicans, 'the freest' is no longer one of them. Of course the 'Patriot'
laws are not intended to hurt law-abiding folk, but I for one cannot trust such powers in the hands of those whose
mission is a conservative agenda with a vengeance.
Shame is the great honor-based cleanser, and a thoroughgoing visitation from European authorities would be more
than merely refreshing; it would shock a goodly number of the Republican underclass into rethinking their mindnumbing cupidity. We fought a revolutionary war to rid ourselves of the very aristocratic pretensions now firmly
entrenched throughout corporate America and Wall Street. We waged a long Cold War with the U.S.S.R. only to
discover that our own home-bred honor-based thugs are willing to foist the same dirty flag over the most recent of
history's three storied democratic experiments. Speaking of which, we should revisit the first of them.
Plato was the spokesperson for ancient conservatism. A card-holding member of the Athenian aristocracy, he looked
favorably on pederasty as a symbolic representation of normative superior-inferior relationships in nature's and
society's order, including that of student and teacher (the ostensible rationale). For our heuristic pleasure: when the
Sophists used pederasty to force their presence in competition with the aristocracy, Plato suddenly disavowed
pederasty entirely. The honor-based and the patriarchal do not approve inferiors dissing their superiority, most
especially by aping its own symbols. 'My way or the highway' is only partially what he was saying; 'The highway is
one lane, one direction' better states the matter. This also better parallels Republican fanaticism. They want to have

and retain for themselves what they also prefer be denied to others, whence they take umbrage at government
giveaways that actually or symbolically dilute their felt entitlement.

All of our elected officials are in on the act, of course, but not necessarily for the reasons you think. Because we

have perfected all the worst attributes of the electioneering process inspired by Rome, a serious candidate pretty
much requires a goodly dose of bipolar traits, the same that, with even a little excess expression, lay aback those
feelings of uber-entitlement, just as they sponsor the drive, grit and determination to see through an amazingly
ridiculous gauntlet. We should never be surprised if the result is a cynical cesspool of self-praising, self-serving
dilettantes. The only discernible difference between the political parties is that Republicans are outraged at efforts
to curb abuse and nonsense, whereas Democrats are sad at having to work harder to obtain and retain the perks.
Republicans will call all such efforts a liberal conspiracy, since facts never matter to Republicans until they decide
otherwise. Nothing unfair can be their fault, and everything unfair is necessarily the fault of liberals. It's the
honorable thing to claim, for to them their honor is a birthright, their unique birthright.
According to John Stuart Mill, something else has always been a birthright of conservatives, namely, "most stupid
people are conservatives." My personal impression of Mill's meaning comes from another of his expressions: A man

who has nothing “which is more important than his own personal safety, is a miserable creature and has no chance
of being free unless made and kept so by the exertions of better men than himself.”
Intellectually, Republicans have essentially nothing more than their ideology, which, in their willingness to fight for,
brings out every manner of stupidity, in every metaphorical category ever invented or invoked of lower nature. It's
all just part of Republican honor. And the very liberals who, being by and large those 'better people', the same who
are attacked as the cause of all that is bad, are the only ones who will wage Voltaire's fight to ensure that
Republicans retain the right to be stupid. No liberal ever ordered under pain of law that any American have an
abortion, make love to gays, or educate kids in the midst of mean and dirty heathens. But the Republicans are
pleased to try passing laws against all others merely to sleep better at night. And this sounds like democracy? How?
It truly takes a breathtaking kind of entitlement to carry on in this fashion. Only spoiled children and dictatorial
adults can shamelessly ape such behavior.
The implicit arrogance of the 'live by my own laws' Weltanschauung is occasionally caught sneaking a midnight dip.
Republicans, while so outwardly proud of tradition and religion, are notoriously oblivious of anybody else's sacrality.
If the more unscrupulous of the honor-based can mine the land, they will have no scruples dispatching, literally or
figuratively, the natives (the latest land grab from the Sioux). Absent cameras, a nice evening might find
Republicans of superior morals skinny dipping in someone else's sacred lake without so much as a wink or a nod
(lately the Sea of Galilee). Republicans are, by countless kinds of evidence, outrageously self-centered and
shameless. The vast majority never deserved to hold any office, let alone powerful ones. One day liberals will learn,
doubtless the hard way, that the shameless self-centered behavior of honor-based cliques ultimately brings down
everyone else in their orbit.
These self-same moral arbiters tarnish themselves as well as others. Chasing skirts and male pudenda is fine when
under the rules or auspices of an open and just society. Republicans are above that, however, feeling entitled to
make their own laws even as they use law to deter others from precisely the same conduct. The hypocrisy is, like
the felt entitlement, breathtaking. Though these behaviors appear limited in scope, the believability test for a
political party holding itself sacrosanct is the tacit approval of the rank and file. The Republican underclass makes
war on gays but yet wants the assurance that they, too, can share in the radical independence demonstrated by
their elders who make their own laws. It is the psychology aback the honor of thieves.
While the older set go to the younger gays for clandestine fun, the younger Republicans have their own antics, and
those who happen to be the most repressed by the Republican ideology of their parents, have been known to go
over the top. The object here is not, however, fun. The object is revenge and vengeance. It has happened a
hundred times if it has happened once. One or more smart-ass Republican turks make like gays, corral a willing
victim, take him yonder and dispatch him. Until very recently these urchins were nearly always acquitted.
It is this strain of obdurate ugliness that the Tea Party is bringing to Washington along with other erstwhile innocent
ideas. Let me clue you into something here. One method and one method only works against this. Shame, and
loads of it. Such is the lesson of history, whether liberals like it or not. At war you do what works, you fight fire with

fire until the war is over. You apply shame. When everywhere they look there is a scowl, a stare, an upbraid, they
will begin to actually use what their god gave them between the ears. They will come to know how they in
particular enjoyed treating slaves and servants not so very long ago. Just because it's a different time and place
doesn't mean the motivations are no longer in their breasts. The evidence clearly says that it is. The only folks not
taking it sufficiently seriously are the liberals. Take the gloves off.
Who needs a harem when all of life is easily enriched by fabricating what is not already stretched or bent into
personal service? It isn't that Republicans don't 'get it'; the real issue is simply that they don't even care that they
don't get it. Republican office-holders can return to their districts where they spend every other minute of the day
telling everyone who will listen how very much they truly do -- get it -- and in so doing discover still more reasons
why they can expect to get elected and re-elected. They use and abuse. And then, as the chips turn, they have the
balls to vocalize in dry tones that it really is we the public who don't 'get it' (e.g., Mayor Bloomberg vis-a-vis OWS).
This is less about what looks back when Republicans look into the mirror, than about what they see. Life in front of
the mirror seems an apt metaphor, what with the ever-present recourse of Republicans to pruning ruffled feathers,
applying the wife's foundation over the easily bruised ego, caking the shadows behind lying eyes and, of course, the
justly famed forked tongue of hypocrisy. That's a lot to do, so it takes a lot of their time. Republicans are nothing if
not vain in the sense that they allow self-entitlement to project both fanciful needs and fanciful enemies. It's just
another way that felt entitlement manifests.
This leads to unexpected and far-flung consequences ranging from disparagement of fellow lawmakers to out-andout war, whether with gays, minorities, women or, in spite of themselves, God. Republicans expect to ride in selfdelusional ticker-tape parades that are forever threatened by enemies wanting nothing more than that their lives'
lasting contributions to humanity be to rain on the Republican parades. The fear so many had of Jewish networks
secretly manipulating the world is reflected in Republican paranoia that liberals are itching to lay a turd that would
swallow the earth. The anxiety over these fears is palpable, magnified by the amorphous quality of the expected
attacks, which might arrive in ten minutes or ten years. Fears based in congenital insecurity are fears that reign
forever. Why would anyone elect such people to high office?
Insecurities based on the fear of lost entitlement yield other consequences. Since the world is against them, there is
no even playing field, thus no reason to play fair. Ergo, no reason to compromise and every reason to hold back
and play chicken, knowing that in this game the odds are in your favor. Decent people back down, a time-honored
precept of honor-based war tactics. Further, only winning is important, and only on their terms, regardless the cost.
This is honor, after all.
Such attitudes occasionally result in showy boastfulness. We all know what Senator McConnell announced as the
number one goal of the minority party for the Obama administration. That was pretty sick, and the only thing sicker
is that the base shouted their hurrahs in unison, just like they booed (during the Republican debates) a gay vet and
then the notion that sick people might be entitled to healthcare. What barn are Republicans born in, anyway?
Answer: The barn of entitlement -- to be crass, ugly and stupid all at once. And we shall fight to let them keep that
entitlement. But to get them to rethink entitlements altogether, we need to think how best to shame them. Honorbased peoples maintain order with the threat of shame. We are dealing with honor-based mentality, ergo...
However wrong it may be as a fact, still one can be forgiven the presumption that Republicans deem themselves
special in god's eyes. Rightly or wrongly, perception counts for something. Someone should casually inform them
that the mere perception of such attitudes used to land Jews in serious difficulties over long stretches of time.
Whereas Jews lacked the power to prevent backlash, Republicans oftentimes find it and abuse it. It's the honorable
thing to do; when you're behind, honor requires every effort and tactic; when ahead, well ... the same, since the
way they enjoy the perks of power will likely require all the explaining that honor can muster. Just look at the
wealth of suspicion left behind by the last occupants of the White House.
Being tone deaf carries many of the same problems. Mitt Romney's vision for kids looking to pay for a college
degree is simply to borrow funds from the parents. Take a moment over this. Who is the presumptive audience,
and who is the audience omitted, deliberately or not? This guy does not have the lower sixty percent of the
population within five inches of the frontal lobe. In this example, one that is readily generalized, Mitt represents the
part of the Republican base that flows with milk and honey, the part that, more than any other, thinks only of and

for themselves. I will suggest that it is just this group that supplies endless groupies for Ayn Rand's pursuit of
selfishness. Between their ideology, what they hide, and an upbringing that helps ensure tone-deafness, they are
typified by words and deeds so disconnected and disorganized that connecting them has come to require a storm
of static latterly dubbed "the Republican noise machine'.
Living life with heavy baggage exposes one to a couple of added issues. On the fear that others can see through to
one's inner fanaticism, it helps greatly to construct a façade to satisfy the mind's eye if not also those of the
onlookers. Creative Republicans can also generate blinds that keep out preying eyes, but in glass houses they go up
at the expense of hiding reality from their own superego. In either case we observe the tell-tale signs that
Republicans are a Freudian dreamscape of sublimations and compensations when, that is, reality isn't completed
condensed into fantasy (to be fair, Republicans demonstrate the ability to attend to reality in many cases where
liberals are flakey to say the least; in good honor-based form, contra political correctness and fighting fire with fire
are two biggies).
Honor-based societies believe strongly in their values as if they possessed today's equivalent of ideology. Herein
they resemble Republicans, who are nothing if not ideologues, believing that anything they aggrandize, and
anything they demolish, can be justified by the self-same ideological reasoning. Empty entitlement breeds an
excuse factory. The principal difference between the honor-based culture and the Republican is in their views of
reality, but only in parts thereof. When values are at issue, both will ignore facts in favor of faith, convenience or
ideology. Attending responsibly to the reality without which one cannot become successful again finds them on the
same page. The difference we're looking for is found in the logic and process of reality as it unfolds. When modern
medicine cures what the witch-doctor makes excuses for, the honor-based usually have the good sense to accept
the newfangled. Republicans just dig in their heels, believing that any giving into the wrong reality is tantamount to
skimping on devotion to ideology.
Of course, it all depends on how you define reality. These days Republicans define good reality as whatever makes
their lives more enriched, in every sense of that word save for the rational or the spiritual. Whereas a Roman leader
might forgo a labor-saving devise because of the families who would go wanting (not everyone was worried that a
monopolist would go wanting if the latest deal fell through), Republicans have handy mottoes and cliches to justify
money above all else.
In any culturally-dependant discussion of reality, including that of money, it is helpful to realize that the honorbased are more spiritual and moralistic, the dignity-based taking up the ethical and ecumenical side of things. In
addition, we need always to recall that economics and markets are everywhere predominantly honor-based,
meaning that businesspeople must per force be trusted to obey regulations, their honor in the deal carrying forth as
a component of their repute. As God's very special creatures, however, Republicans would rather be trusted absent
the regulations that to them are just one more variation on the theme of enemies ready to rain on a money parade.
All of which goes back to entitlement and hypocrisy, since cherry-picking reality is practically the same as making
the laws as you go when you can't otherwise use law to Gerry rig.
The Republican disposition to identify with faith thus makes a great fit for the honor-based fondness for moralizing.
At the practical end of the stick this means that Republicans find it possible, indeed preeminently rational, to declare
to themselves and to the world that making money and being successful are the moral prerequisites to a healthy
democracy. Don't laugh; there is a brand of Protestant theology gaining wide traction that stresses exactly that
message. Apropos God's will that we go out and propagate dollar bills is the commonplace that Republicans fill the
ballast of those entrepreneurial pyramid programs like Amway. Republicans are nothing if not thorough about their
self-interest, even if that requires putting words in God's mouth.
When those from honor-based societies emigrate to our country they find a receptive home in business and, as
evidence illustrates, do quite well, thank you very much. The critical and hugely important difference between
imports and native-grown moralists, however, is the former's commitment to ensuring basic needs to all alike. In
point of theory and principle, it is likewise dignity-based, though the honor-based motivation isn't quite the same as
ours. They have never been able to approve of dependence on others, which is viewed as an unnatural burden
reflecting a character defect. In their societies efforts are undertaken to avoid conditions that make dependence the
sore spot for society that it typically turns out to be. The ghettos in South American urban areas are caused by the
same conservative mentality that produces the American equivalent, and not because the peoples' philosophy of life

approves it. When pundits suggest we are already a banana republic, that's what they imply, less the caring part.
Elites everywhere create disastrous cults of dignity. We are at risk of passively abetting the very worst.
Republicans, while fully agreeing that dependence is a defect -- the work of the indwelling Devil -- have absolutely
no desire to work matters so as to avoid the problem. They prefer to permit the problem and avoid its
consequences by devoting serious resources in the effort to insulate and isolate themselves. One reason they could
care less about global warming is that they can afford to avoid the consequences. These consequences and
justifications amount to creating the finest Venetian blinds for their glass houses. The end result, of course, is a
blindness both to humanity and to the rudimentary responsibilities that all honor-based societies have always and
everywhere acknowledged.
Opportunity, to hear it from Republicans, is a meow that miraculously transduces across phyla in order to exchange
mean barks with the underclass once Republican policies are doing what they do so well. Should opportunity dilute
the potential for profit, whether by capitalist competition or government doles, Republicans are not well for it. In
between the capitalist and government variations on profit dilution is the concept of stewardship. In theory,
corporate entities benefit in many ways from an honest attempt at stewardship. It exists to prevent collateral
damage from concentrated power; it helps the corporate brand by enhancing respectability, and augments
sustainability through conduct the integrity of which solidifies trust in the corporate management.
Republicans welcome branding that increases market share, and predictably detest all else, whence the corporate
charter, which implies all of this, has been gutted by the courts in deference to arguments from high dollar industry
lawyers arguing that stepping on the brakes equates to slippery slopes and falling skies. Judges routinely buy into
this in part because they are not taught the reality of law's dependence on stewardship and the offices protected
thereby. Were stewardship the term of legal art applied to offices in general rather than the narrowly prescribed
application to union bargaining, Republicans would not get away with the worst of what they do by nature.
All of which speaks poorly of lawyers, of courts, of corporate business (and we're really just warming up). J. P.
Morgan famously decried stewardship (providing employment was stewardship), and according to some helped to
fashion conservatism into the mantra that it remains today for Republicans: financial prowess coupled with
commitment to religion and the facilitation [entitlements] of high culture. Thus there is widespread apoplexy when
liberals, who merely ask on the basis of inherent dignity for equal opportunity, call for spending that would ensure
an even playing field. Republicans have never been interested in an even playing field excepting when it benefits
them and them alone. It's high time we all understood this for the reality that it is. You cannot explain reality apart
from this unpleasant fact.
A further honor-based feature shared by Republicans is the supreme joy in identifying with greatness. Russians
exemplify the style, with their hero worship of chess masters and allowance for the acknowledged wayward
behavior of prima donnas. Regardless who it is that Republicans want to identify with and emulate, I am going to
exercise a novelist's prerogative and name the most appropriate, the same J. P. Morgan already mentioned. Even
the glorifying biographer John K. Winkler had to declare at least a few solid facts that will brand the Republican
ideal. "He took what he wanted. His code was his own. He did things that today could not be defended in law or
morals. But, for his time and generation, he played the game and played it fairly." When Wall Street claims that the
public just doesn't "get it', they are referring to the game they all play. Doesn't really go very far, does it? Fair for a
den of thieves seems closer to the truth.
Winkler also offered an apt metaphor capturing the temper of our own time, when remarking on the RooseveltMorgan feud: "Friends of both sought to bring them together. There were many meetings, but no fusion of
friendship. To Roosevelt, Morgan was a man whose talents were devoted entirely to entrenching the power of
organized capital. To Morgan, Roosevelt was a gentleman gone wrong -- a man who sacrificed all the privileges of
his class for common applause."
Too many liberals and some independents naively expect warring entities to become purple. "We're all purple,'
announced President Obama years back. Nice words to get elected, not so accurate for truth-telling. No conscious
liberal is going to metaphorically bed up with Hitler and then accept the shame that befitted Chamberlain. The
friendships between those holding mutual political offices are for show. Professionalism is supposed to do the rest

based on the rules of offices that demand the job get done at a high standard. It is only the lack of accountability
and the ugly composition of the Republican presence that foils efforts at rational compromise.
Morgan's impression of Roosevelt was not based in fact but in moralistic terms. In classic honor-based theory,
outsiders are as good as inhuman, at a minimum barbarian. His words were high moralism meant to enshrine felt
entitlement. In sum, the 'opportunity' of America is for the powerful to be an acolyte of 'high culture'. To a
Republican it also smacks of entitlement on steroids. Opportunity for the underclass is a useful locution -- for
getting votes. The economic arguments suggesting that the underclass is helped by jobs created by Republican
policy are a sham. The underclass is being used and abused.
Fifty years ago Republicans didn't used to be quite this extreme. Even Richard Nixon favored a guaranteed national
income. Never mind the fact that it is a built-in stimulus package that can only put money in Republican pockets
and seriously reduce the downside of down-turns in the business cycles. None of that fluffy stuff for today's
Republicans. Their objection is moral, not economic or political. They, like their honor-based counterparts, are
disposed to be moralistic. They get away with this nonsense because their underclass rigidly adheres to self-help
credos along with much else in the honor-based litany.
What remains unexplained is that equal opportunity presupposes reliance on self-help. Why on earth wouldn't
Republicans support opportunities that lead to self-help? I can't imagine any economist denying that competition at
the level of opportunity wouldn't result in greater productivity across the board. The liberal position is that, given
the nature of reality and of Republicans, such opportunity comes at a cost a portion of which society may have to
pay for through taxation. Brown v. Board of Education was addressing this very issue. Separate schools were not
offering equal opportunity and it was a cruel joke to suppose otherwise. The idea that property taxes would support
schools was an attempt to equalize opportunity, but the desire to throw any amount of money at an education that
granted status and a better college (etc & etc.) meant that those who could, moved into neighborhoods where high
culture, high taxes and great schools were the perfect troika, effectively replicating 'separate but equal' and denying
the spirit of Brown. Republicans simply took advantage, and can't honestly be blamed for that. It was 'the system'
that screwed up educational opportunity. But it was sheer manna for their ideological Weltanschauung. Except, that
is, for Republicans who would not tolerate their angelic children mingling with the heathens.
Of course if you have enough money you can send kids to private schools that are effectively college prep
academies, and there's no arguing against that, nor should there be. That's how the system was designed. That's
not exactly how Republicans want it to work, however. Republicans who fall in between ridding themselves of the
heathen and the ability to afford the prep academy are still faced with paying the freight of a separate, private,
education. They have never been well for that. Then they dreamt up Charter schools. Clever. Liberals saw what was
going on and took them to court in Republican Arizona, no less, in a case that wound up in the lap of the five
Catholic conservative justices who not unexpectedly handed the Republicans what they wanted. This business of
Republican ideology isn't just a disease, it is a virus that spreads. After decades of this High Court politicking,
lawyers are still able to ignore reality in favor of the happy mythic mantra that the Court does not abide mixing
politics with law. Someone hasn't been to the clue store.
Writing in the Atlantic, Garrett Epps saw the majority [for the Court] defending the proposition that harnessing
religion for "public and civil duty" is a great idea. He then wrote about James Madison's veto message of 1811,
noting the clear parallel: "he sent back to Congress a bill that would have funneled tax money to a church in the
District of Columbia to operate a school." (Justice Scalia's version of originalism doesn't much abide legislative
intent or the fact of vetoes on behalf of the people.) Back in reality, instances illustrate the creative ways in which
Republicans have used the recent ruling to have their cake and eat it too. In some cases funds dedicated as
scholarships for the poor landed in the laps of those already in the private school. Clever, these Republicans! They
are out for number one. There is no such thing as doing what is right for the community or state or nation. They
truly are apostles for J. P. Morgan. And they truly are proud of it. They are the entitled hypocrites of our era.
And why exactly are Republicans so attached to this curious topic? It manifestly is not helping the underclass, with
the pitifully tiny exceptions of exceptional students. They want what they want and they want it for as low a cost as
possible. Like everything else in the marketplace, morality is what they and the market says it is. Which is precisely
the problem. They care for nothing but themselves, meaning that they use and abuse all else, justifying whatever
they can on the morality of the marketplace. Clever, convenient, cruel and unconscionable.

We don't need Republicans to run markets. The way things are at present, we hardly need them for anything. They
have outlived their usefulness and should be retired -- early, and with no pension (too expensive) or five finger
access to health insurance. All of a sudden the gears start turning, when the misery done by Republicans to all
others (on the highest principles known to morals and economics, mind you) comes home to roost, it is amazing
how an arrogant tone-deaf brat can become nearly human, almost caring, very nearly sincere. I can easily
understand how some of these personal experiences could lead to an even larger change, that of leaving their
forlorn and threadbare Party behind. There is something called shame; sometimes it takes a catastrophe for the
bent mind to experience its pangs and begin to respond to the warmth of another human being.
(Mr. Herrman is a liberal philosopher specializing in structural metaphysics, where he develops methodologies
enabling him to derive valid and verifiable answers not only in matters of the ontology of reality, but also in realworld concerns for everyday people. Herrman has made contributions in legal, behavioral, sociological and logical
theory and is challenging assumptions about the universe in recent work on the metaphysics of number. His
publications include The Office and Its Stewardship (VDM 2009) and articles at openDemocracy, The San Francisco
Sentinel, and the scholarly directory SSRN (Social Sciences Research Network).
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“Are Republicans ‘Crazy’? Not if You Follow the Money”

“Are Republicans ‘Crazy’? Not if You Follow the Money” by Richard (RJ) Eskow, NationofChange
Aug. 31, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/are-republicans-crazy-not-if-you-follow-money-1346422455)
Their opponents shouldn't be too quick to call Republicans "crazy." It makes more sense to employ that timehonored investigative principle: Follow the money. Sure, they've said crazy things -- in their speeches and in their
official platform. But crazy?
Like a fox.
Take that "we built it" theme. Sure, they're lying about a selectively-edited phrase for political advantage. But why
this particular phrase? Because the President was defending government's role in building America's infrastructure,
educating its children, and improving its technology.
They don't want those things anymore. The argument fell on deaf ears because the GOP isn't really the "party
of business." It's the party of mega-business, of globalized multinational corporations. Those
corporations don't need America any more. They don't need its roads, they don't need its technology,
and they certainly don't need its educated middle-class workforce.
It's time to follow the money.
Money Source: Bankers
The rapid rise in the abuse of (c)(4) organization has allowed corporations and the mega-wealthy to inject hundreds
of millions of dollars into election campaigns without revealing their identity. The Romney campaign has refused to
follow Obama's lead by revealing the names of its "bundlers." But thanks to the efforts of the Sunlight Foundation,
USA Today and others, we know that 25 percent of them are Wall Street types who include:
• Steve Schwarzman, who notoriously compared taxing bilionaire hedge funders like himself the same way
we tax teachers or firefighters to Hitler's invasion of Poland -- an invasion which resulted in the deaths of
men, women and children in concentration camps.

• Daniel Loeb, the self-entitled whiner we called the "Robespierre of the hedge fund revolution" after he

issued an "investor letter" in which he described hedge fund billionaires as exploited "labor," a persecuted
minority, and the victims of socialist-style wealth distribution -- which, as he fails to mentioned, somehow
resulted in increased wealth inequity.

• Bill Harrison, who engineered the creation of too-big-to-fail JPMorgan Chase and recently made an inept
attempt to defend megabanks like his own Frankensteinian creation.

• Executives from repeat corporate lawbreakers like JPMorgan Chase and Goldman Sachs, along with

representatives from morally compromised and scandal-ridden accounting firms. (See When Accountants Go
Bad: Scandal-Plagued Firms Turn Out For Romney).

• An executive from Barclays, the bank which has now admitted to illegal rate-fixing in the LIBOR scandal.
Their Money's Worth: The Bankers
Are these bankers and their fellow-travelers getting their money's worth?
A Republican President appointed Republican economist Ben Bernanke to run the Federal Reserve, only to have the
Fed double down on policy that makes the rich richer at everyone else's expense. (Yes, Obama reappointed
Bernanke. We'll get to that during their convention.)
The "financial sector" -- that is, Wall Street -- had a great recovery from the Great Recession, thanks to the
American people, while the rest of the country remains mired in an ongoing depression which Wall Street created.
And it's once again capturing a greater share of this nation's profits, squeezing out productive businesses that
create jobs:

(via Business Insider)
Looks like something's working. Bankers contribute to both parties, but lately most of their love is going one way: to
the GOP.
Money Source: Billionaires
Non-banking billionaires contributed to the war-chest too.New GOP-backed bills -- and more importantly, GOPappointed judges - have allowed billionaires to keep on giving enormous sums of money to their cause once they've
reached the official limit for campaign contributions. So far Super-PACs have raised nearly a quarter of a billion
dollars from wealthy individuals for this year's election. And nearly 60 percent of that money came from just 47
people.
It's the finest election money can buy.
Big billionaire donors include Sheldon Adelson, Bob Perry, the Crow brothers, and assorted members of the Marriott
family.

And for those of you who were worried that the bankers and billionaires might have been inconvenienced by God's
wrath toward the GOP convention, you'll be relieved to know that the bundlers all got together for a nice yacht
party.
Like they say down South: They're just folks.
Their Money's Worth: Billionaires
Are they getting their money's worth? Take a look at this table from William Domhoff:

The richest Americans have most of their wealth in business assets, financial securities, trusts, stocks and mutual
funds, and non-home real estate. The vast majority of the population has its assets in bank accounts, home value,
and pension accounts.
This table shows clearly that the Republican Party (along with a number of Democrats) is pushng policies that
increase the assets of the wealthy, while at the same time fighting laws or regulations that protect everyone else's.
They're fighting to keep capital gains taxes low and reduce even them further when it's now been proven that these
cuts don't create jobs.
In any given year the country's 400 highest-income households earn between four and nine times as much of their
income from capital gains as they do from salaries. They, along with other wealthy GOP backers, are benefiting
from tax policies on everything from inherited wealth to unearned income.
And all those "hawkish" cuts avoid harming the business interests that make the wealthy even wealthier. They're
targeted toward Medicare, assistance for low-income households, and anything else that can lighten the 1 percent's
tax load without cutting into its profits.
Money Source: Big Corporations
In addition, every big corporation in the country has one, as do most corporate special interests, and Super-PACs
collect from a variety of high-income sources.
High-dollar bankrollers for the GOP include the defense industry (surprisingly exempt from its supposed "hawkish"
anti-spending stance), drug companies, and outsourcing corporations.
Then there's the US Chamber of Commerce, which receives preferential (c)(6) tax treatment while boasting that it
provides political cover to unpopular corporate causes. The ugly causes it supports include bribery (through its
attacks on the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act), child labor (through its promotion of Uzbek cotton sales and other

goods), totalitarian Communist workforces (through its Shanghai and other chapters), and environmental
destruction (through its defense against the authority of Ecuadorian courts).
If Evil ever forms its own corporation, it will know where to go for lobbying.
The Chamber overwhelmingly supports Republicans. (It endorsed only one Democrat in 2010, and didn't give him
any money.) The New York Times reports that it spent nearly $90 million on lobbying, employing 98 internal
lobbyists and 90 others through outside firms. It's also closely allied with the anti-democratic, anti-union
organization known as "ALEC." The Chamber gets most of its funding from a few sources, and overwhelmingly from
large corporations. Its positions on a variety of issues are routinely described as "extremist" -- and it has enormous
influence on the GOP.
This year outside sources have already been responsible for $167.5 million in campaign spending, as of last report,
of which $12.7 million was "secret" or "dark" money that can't be traced to its source.
(No wonder Republicans killed a law that would have required more transparency in campaign finance.)
Their Money's Worth: Corporations
The GOP is the ultra-large-business party. It uses rhetoric about "small entrepreneurs" and "individual initiative" to
disguise the fact that its policies support the giant corporations which are crushing individual entrepreneurs, Mom
and Pop operations, and start-up companies.
In fact, when President Obama offered to cut $28 million from the Small Business Administration (wrongly, in our
opinion) that wasn't enough for the GOP. House Speaker John Boehner immediately demanded another $100 billion
in cuts.
The big-corporation bias explains language which says that "regulation should be a helpful guide, not a punitive
threat."That'll stop the outlaws! There's even stranger language which speaks of "lawmaking agencies," the "overcriminalization of behavior," and the "Federalization of offenses."
Translation: They want the Federal government stripped of its ability to regulate business or punish rogue
corporations. They want to roll back the Administrative Procedure Act of 1946 which gave modern agencies their
powers, leaving the Federal government powerless to protect us from the depredations of the GOP's corporate
sponsors.
Romney's proposed oil and gas policies are following the money from that industry, too.
Meanwhile, new loopholes and tax breaks are leaving corporations paying less of their fair share than at any time in
modern memory:

You can call all of this disgusting, or venal, or corrupt. But crazy? Not on your life. Critics should stop describing it
that way and start calling it what it really is: the prostitution of democracy to the highest bidder.
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Graphic: Clint Eastwood: ‘Hey, chair…’
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Re: Clint Eastwood: ‘Hey, chair…’ (reply to Dennis, above)

This seems to me to be true on a higher plane than truth is normally encountered on. This is an elevated truth.
Perhaps a celestial truth…
The party of senility, imposed morality, and unabashed lies must go down!
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“‘Eastwooding’ Makes the Rounds on the Web”

We get such a kick out of Republican genius…
“‘Eastwooding’ Makes the Rounds on the Web” (w/ video) by Claudine Zap, Yahoo! News/The Sideshow
Aug. 31, 2012, (http://news.yahoo.com/blogs/sideshow/eastwooding-makes-rounds-173242531.html)
Clint Eastwood was the surprise speaker at the Republican convention. And the Dirty Harry actor's rambling speech
didn't make everybody's day. The 82-year-old gave an ad-libbed talk to an empty chair on stage that was supposed
to be President Obama—or where he was sitting—or something.
It didn't take long for Obama's furniture stand-in to take on a life of its own. Cue the "Eastwooding" Web meme.

Game of Thrones "Eastwooding" from @Column55 on twitter.
Immediately, Clint Eastwood became a trending topic on Twitter as commenters poured out their thoughts—and let
their imaginations run wild.
From Brent Spiner @BrentSpiner, "After watching Clint Eastwood's speech last night at the RNC, I'm voting for the
chair. "
Chris Rock (yes, that Chris Rock) @chrisrockoz posted, "Clint Eastwood on the phone with Obama now: 'It all went
according to plan,sir.'"
@BorowitzReport wrote, "A new poll reveals that Romney trails Clint Eastwood's empty chair after convention."

Mr. Eastwood addresses chair, at the Republican National Convention in Tampa, August 30, 2012. (Photo by Mark
Wilson/Getty…
Ken Jennings @KenJennings added, "An LA cop friend tells me Clint Eastwood has been driving alone in the HOV
lane 'with the President' for YEARS. "
Funny Or Die jumped in with a gallery of some of the best images, noting that Eastwood gave "a stern lecture to a
chair," and picking up on some of the best chair memes, many of which involved the Eastwood/Chair ticket for
2012.
A fake Simpsons cartoon image shows Grandpa Simpson in a newspaper clipping with the headline, "Old man yells
at chair."
And a Shepard Fairey version of the 2008 "Hope" poster was circulating with an image of a chair instead of Obama.
Suzanne Munshower @expatina asked, "I have one question: Was the mystery guest Clint Eastwood or the Invisible
Obama?"
Simon Pegg @simonpegg posted, "Woken up to excited chatter in the US. Apparently Clint Eastwood had an
argument with an empty chair regarding its political standpoint."
FastLaugh @FastLaugh tweeted, "Give Clint Eastwood a break... The RNC asked him to speak about ObamaCare
and he thought they said ObamaChair..."
Obama's Twitter feed, @BarackObama responded with the post: "This seat's taken " and a photo of the
commander-in-chief in a chair with the plaque "The President." It's been retweeted more than 40,000 times:

This seat's taken.
20120901-12
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Video: Eastwood’s Surprise

http://www.politico.com/multimedia/video/2012/08/clint-eastwoods-surprise-speech-to-rnc.html
20120831-10
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Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Today, the fish offering was probably-delicious Korean Catfish Tacos. As catfish isn't on my fish lust list, I looked
further afield, and was rewarded with a Bistro reprise of a pleasant surprise earlier in the week: I chickened up.
My leg quarter, with skin, was so tender that I was able easily to slide every morsel of meat off the bone with the
edge of my fork. Even that crown of gristle that joins the two bones separated completely from the surrounding
flesh with a flick of my fork. Thus, it was as easy as it was rewarding to consume every last morsel of this flavorful
bird. Roasted broccoli is always a Good Thing, and with a currant garnish, it was particularly yummy. The chicken
portion and plate were decorated with a delicious chicken demiglace that added a note of elegance. The check-out
special beverage today was watermelon orange lemonade.

Brined Chicken Confit with Brown Rice and Roasted Broccoli
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“President Grants Limited Disaster Declaration, Governor Jindal Requests
Full Declaration to Protect Life, Property”

“President Grants Limited Disaster Declaration, Governor Jindal Requests Full Declaration to Protect Life, Property”
by Governor’s Office, State of Louisiana
Aug. 27, 2012, (http://gov.louisiana.gov/index.cfm?md=newsroom&tmp=detail&articleID=3593)
(BATON ROUGE, La.) Following a very limited federal disaster declaration by the President of the United States that
only granted a portion of the state’s request, Governor Bobby Jindal sent a letter to the federal government
requesting a full disaster declaration for the state.
The White House issued a release today which states that “the declaration builds on resources already deployed by
FEMA and makes Federal funding available for certain emergency activities undertaken by the state to prepare for
and respond to the storm.” However, the limited declaration does not provide for reimbursement of expenses that
the state is taking to prepare for the storm.
Below is the Governor’s letter to the federal government:
August 27, 2012
The Honorable Barack Obama, President of the United States, The White House, Washington, D. C.
Through: Mr. Tony Robinson, Regional Administrator, FEMA Region VI, 800 North Loop 288, Denton, TX 762093698
Dear Mr. President:

I have received your approval of a limited federal declaration of emergency for Tropical Storm Isaac for the State of
Louisiana. We appreciate your response to our request and your approval. However, the State’s original request
for federal assistance dated August 26, 2012 included a request for reimbursement for all emergency protective
measures. The federal declaration of emergency only provides for direct federal assistance.
In a release issued by the White House today, it said “the declaration builds on resources already deployed by FEMA
and makes Federal funding available for certain emergency activities undertaken by the state to prepare for and
respond to the storm.” Unfortunately, your limited declaration does not provide for reimbursement of expenses that
the state is taking to prepare for the storm.
As of 5 p.m. Central time today, the National Weather Service forecasts this storm to strengthen to a Category 2
hurricane and squarely impact the State of Louisiana. The increased urgency of the situation necessitates that we
re-emphasize the request for full federal assistance for the State.
The projected path of the storm has continued to shift westward and now threatens the entire State of Louisiana.
The rapidity of the path’s westward movement has increased the potential impact of this storm from a slight chance
of affecting southeastern Louisiana to now threatening the entire state. The speed with which this threat developed
has necessitated extraordinary emergency protective measures at the State and local government level.
Since the State of Louisiana is faced with a rapidly developing situation that threatens a large percentage of our
population, please consider the following developments as a supplement to the request submitted yesterday.
At this time 34 parishes have declared a state of emergency:
Acadia, Allen, Ascension, Assumption, Avoyelles, Cameron, East Baton Rouge, East Feliciana, Franklin,
Iberia, Iberville, Jefferson, Jefferson Davis, Lafourche, Livingston, Morehouse, Natchitoches, Orleans,
Ouachita, Plaquemines, Pointe Coupee, Rapides, St Bernard, St Charles, St Helena, St James, St John, St
Martin, St Mary, St Tammany, Tangipahoa, Terrebonne, Washington, West Baton Rouge.
We request that you expand the designations to include all of these parishes. We expect more parishes to declare a
state of emergency.
There are currently 9 areas covered by mandatory evacuation orders:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Jefferson – Grand Isle
Jefferson –Town of Jean Lafitte
Jefferson – Crown Pointe
Jefferson – Barataria
Lafourche – Low lying parishes
Plaquemines – From Braithwaite to White Ditch on the East Bank
Plaquemines – From Ironton South to Venice
St Charles – Parish Wide Evacuation
Tangipahoa – Town of Winnsboro, Lee’s Landing, and low-lying areas

As of this morning, I have activated 4,126 Louisiana National Guardsmen, an emergency contract for over 300
commercial buses, and over 5,000 shelter spaces to respond to the wide ranging projected path of this storm, move
our citizens out of harm’s way and provide them with shelter. The school districts in the path of the storm have
cancelled school until this dangerous storm passes.
All of these actions are appropriate and necessary responses to the threat of this storm. While Tropical Storm Isaac
has yet to strike the state, it has necessitated significant amounts of State and local government expenditures. The
State’s expenditures for emergency protective measures are already approximately $8,000,000 and exceed the
State of Louisiana’s threshold when making a request for a major disaster declaration.
Given the extraordinary developments of this storm and its approaching impact on the State of Louisiana, I ask that
you exercise your discretion to approve the State’s pending request for all emergency protective measures.

Further, I ask that you consider a cost-share adjustment to eliminate the State’s non-federal share of the costs for
this event. When threatened with extraordinary disasters, states depend upon the availability of the full spectrum
of assistance available under the Stafford Act.
Finally, a core responsibility of the federal government is to protect the lives and property of its citizens when
threatened. This disaster declaration will help ensure that we best protect life and property in our state.
Sincerely, Bobby Jindal, Governor
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Presidential Candidate Test

Take this test to see which presidential candidate most agrees with you:
http://www.isidewith.com/presidential-election-quiz?from=76990530.
Obama was third on my list, and Mittens got only 2%.
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Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)

I expanded all areas and obtained the following:
Jill Stein
Barack Obama
Rocky Anderson
Rmoney
20120901-02

93%
85%
81%
8%

08:30

Pam

Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)

91% with Jill Stein (whoever she is)
90% with Obama
4% with Romney (I think that's high :-))
OK, Jill Stein is the Green Party candidate. I like what I read about her and wish she had a louder voice.
20120901-03
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Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Pam, above)

I like what I read about Dr. Stein also and I even like what I read about Rocky Anderson, but have heard nothing of
either until this test. A true even tabled election that truly has a level playing field for more ideas than what 2
parties produce would be a welcome change. In our lifetime, I think not.
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Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)

Very good. Perhaps not surprisingly, I agreed with the President on most issues.
20120901-11

15:20

Clark

Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)

I'm proud to say I'm 96 percent with Jill Stein, 85 percent with Barack Obama, and 1 percent with Mitt Romney.
Well, not sure how that 1 percent crept in...
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Re: Presidential Candidate Test (reply to Dennis, above)

OK, finally got there…last, it looks like. Everyone should take this. It’s very well done, I think.
I got:
87% — Jill Stein
81% — Barry
72% — Rocky Anderson
7% — Mittens
56% — American Voters
I guess I’m not as radical as Pam or Clark! :-)
I don’t think I’d heard of Jill or Rocky before this survey. And they say we live in a country with free elections?
20120831-17
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“The Guide to Medicare Attack Lines”

Fun facts and discrediting…
Also can browse the "pants on fire" Truth-O-Meter for some quickie facts -- 11 pages worth if you are that
interested.
“The Guide to Medicare Attack Lines” by Becky Bowers, PolitiFact
Aug. 27, 2012, (http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/article/2012/aug/24/guide-medicare-attack-lines)
A vote for Republicans or Democrats in November is a vote for politicians who plan to limit growth in Medicare
spending.
Both sides agree Medicare’s soaring expense must be slowed down as medical costs rise and Baby Boomers retire.
Each side abuses the truth when they say the other side’s method abandons seniors.
The reality is that both sides risk eroding seniors’ benefits as they seek savings. But the risks aren’t equivalent. If
efforts to trim spending fail, Republicans are more likely than Democrats to let beneficiaries, rather than taxpayers
and care providers, take the hit.
President Barack Obama’s health care law reins in traditional Medicare through regulations, incentives and stronger
oversight of payments to doctors and hospitals. That could limit some seniors’ access to care if their doctors or
hospitals can’t stay afloat on reduced payments.
The Republican approach, authored by U.S. Rep. Paul Ryan of Wisconsin and embraced by presidential candidate
Mitt Romney, seeks to bring more private insurance companies into Medicare. They believe market pressures will
push down costs.
If that doesn’t work, Ryan’s plan doesn’t say what it would do to meet its spending cap. That leaves it open to
criticism that beneficiaries would end up paying more for their Medicare -- and maybe not be able to afford it at all.
But campaign rhetoric rarely acknowledges these complex realities. Instead, it’s, "The other guy wants to end your
Medicare!"
Here’s a roundup to help you stay on top of the most common campaign lines.
Does either side ‘end’ Medicare?

Democrats have been chanting "Republicans voted to end Medicare" since an April 2011 vote on a proposed budget
from Ryan, now the GOP vice presidential nominee. The claim -- often made bluntly and with no qualifiers -- was
so pervasive, PolitiFact chose it as our 2011 Lie of the Year.
Ryan’s most recent plan keeps Medicare intact for people 55 or older, but changes the program by providing
government subsidies for people to buy either private insurance or a traditional Medicare option.
We’ve left it up to you to decide whether Ryan’s most recent plan ends Medicare "as we know it" — a qualifier that’s
more opinion than checkable fact in the case of the plan’s significant changes. (Read our extended analysis.)
It wasn’t tough to make the call, however, when Romney declared that Obama is "ending Medicare as we know it."
Under Obama’s approach, Medicare would still be a large, single-payer, federally run health care program for
seniors. We rated Romney’s claim Pants on Fire.
Is Ryan’s plan a "voucher" plan?
Democrats have repeatedly criticized Republican privatization proposals as "vouchers." Republicans don't like the
word and try to avoid it. They prefer to call Ryan’s Medicare plan "premium support," which evokes a history of
proposals that offer a set payment for seniors to buy insurance policies with a defined set of services. Payments
were designed to grow along with health care costs.
We found that Ryan’s plan hovers somewhere between the two concepts — while pretty much fitting the dictionary
definition of "voucher." Obama said that Romney and Ryan "want to turn Medicare into a voucher system." We
rated that Mostly True.
Then there was the Obama radio ad that said Romney and Ryan would "end Medicare and replace it with a
voucher." We called it Mostly False, because Ryan’s plan doesn’t end Medicare, and it still puts a lot of requirements
on insurance companies that offer plans.
Was $700 billion "robbed" from Medicare?
Democratic and Republican plans for Medicare seek to slow Medicare’s growth over a decade by more than $700
billion. An Obama staffer claimed that Ryan’s plan, put forward in Congress earlier this year, included such savings.
We rated that True.
But Romney went too far when he claimed that the president’s plan "takes that money out of the Medicare trust
fund and uses it to pay for Obamacare." That gives the impression that the law takes money that was already
allocated to Medicare and funds the new health care law with it. In fact, the law uses a number of measures to try
to reduce the rapid growth of future Medicare spending. Those savings are then used to offset costs created by the
law -- especially coverage for the uninsured -- so that the overall law doesn't add to the deficit. We rated Romney’s
statement Half True.
We were even less impressed when Romney said Obama "robs" Medicare of the same amount, and gave that claim
a Mostly False.
In a campaign ad, Romney pointed out that Obama attacked his 2008 opponent John McCain along similar lines.
The ad accurately shows Obama saying,"Sen. McCain would pay for part of his plan by making drastic cuts in
Medicare, $882 billion worth." (Back then, we rated Obama's attack False.)
Will Republican or Democratic plans hurt seniors?
Obama has said that Republicans will stick seniors with higher Medicare costs, while the Romney team says
Obama’s board of bureaucrats will deny them care. Ryan likes to say his plan won’t affect current seniors. All of
these claims stretch the truth.

Obama’s been guilty of referring to an older, harsher version of Ryan’s plan when he claims that it "could raise
future retirees’ costs more than $6,000." We simply don’t have enough details to know how much extra money
seniors might have to pay for traditional Medicare under the current Ryan plan, the one Romney supports. We rated
the president’s claim Half True.
Meanwhile, Ryan claimed that "unelected, unaccountable bureaucrats" will make decisions that will "lead to denied
care for current seniors." Members of Medicare’s new Independent Payment Advisory Board are appointed by the
president and approved by the Senate. But the president can fire them for neglect of duty or malfeasance, and
Congress can overrule their recommendations.
And "denied care" is a strong way to phrase the board’s possible effect. The board oversees only a small percentage
of the Medicare savings in the health care law. It’s expected to recommend cutting provider payments, with an eye
on getting rid of waste and inefficiency. That could restrict some seniors’ access to care if some providers find they
can’t cope with lower reimbursements.
But the board is required by law to pay attention to issues like access to care in rural areas, and explicitly isn’t
allowed to engage in rationing or changing benefits. Ryan creates the specter of an unaccountable board making all
of Medicare’s spending decisions. That’s scarcely the case. We rated his claim Mostly False.
Ryan’s on somewhat stronger ground when he says that his plan for Medicare "does not affect your benefits."
That’s the case for his Medicare reform ideas, which would not affect people currently 55 and older.
But it ignores Republicans’ promises to "repeal and replace" the federal health care law. Repealing the law would
take away benefits for current enrollees — such as reducing the cost of prescription drugs, which saved Medicare
beneficiaries $2.1 billion last year. Until it’s clear just what benefits Republicans would "replace," we have to assume
enrollees’ benefits could be affected by the law’s repeal. We rated Ryan’s claim Half True.
See other Medicare claims you’d like us to check? Send them to truthometer@politifact.com.
Related rulings:
"In 2008, candidate Barack Obama attacked John McCain for proposing cuts to Medicare." (Mitt Romney, Aug. 26,
2012), Ruling: True.
The Romney-Ryan plan for Medicare "does not affect" benefits for anyone 55 or older. (Paul Ryan, Aug. 18, 2012),
Ruling: Half-True.
Paul Ryan’s Medicare plan "could raise future retirees’ costs more than $6,000." (Barack Obama, Aug. 17, 2012),
Ruling: Half-True.
Says Obama puts "15 unelected, unaccountable bureaucrats in charge of Medicare, who are required to cut
Medicare ... that will lead to denied care for current seniors." (Paul Ryan, Aug. 18, 2012), Ruling: Mostly False.
"In Florida, they're already talking about how the Ryan-Romney plan will end Medicare and replace it with a
voucher." (Barack Obama, Aug. 20, 2012), Ruling: Mostly False.
"Under the president's plan, he cuts Medicare by $716 billion, takes that money out of the Medicare trust fund and
uses it to pay for Obamacare." Mitt Romney, Aug. 15, 2012), Ruling: Half-True.
Says Mitt Romney and Paul Ryan "want to turn Medicare into a voucher system." (Barack Obama, Aug. 15, 2012),
Ruling: Mostly True.
Says Barack Obama "robbed Medicare (of) $716 billion to pay for ... Obamacare." Mitt Romney, Aug. 12, 2012),
Ruling: Mostly False.

Says Paul Ryan's budget relies on the same $700 billion in savings from Medicare that Mitt Romney and other
Republicans have been attacking Democrats about. (Stephanie Cutter, Aug. 12, 2012), Ruling: True.
President Barack Obama is "ending Medicare as we know it." (Mitt Romney, March 12, 2012), Ruling: Pants on Fire!
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SandyI

Dr. Seuss & Mr. Aikin

Response to Todd Akin by way of Dr. Seuss.
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Art

Re: Dr. Seuss & Mr. Aikin (reply to SandyI, above)

Good one!! Thanks.
20120901-06
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SteveB

“Money in Politics: Where is the Outrage?”

This seems to me like a very important article!
“Money in Politics: Where is the Outrage?” by Bill Moyers, NationofChange
Sept. 1, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/money-politics-where-outrage-1346505495)

We might wish the uproar from the convention halls of both parties these busy weeks were the wholesome clamor
of delegates deliberating serious visions of how we should be governed for the next four years. It rises instead from
scripted TV spectacles — grown-ups doing somersaults of make-believe — that will once again distract the public’s
attention from the death rattle of American democracy brought on by an overdose of campaign cash.
No serious proposal to take the money out of politics, or even reduce its tightening grip on the body politic, will
emerge from Tampa or Charlotte, so the sounds of celebration and merriment are merely prelude to a funeral
cortege for America as a shared experience. A radical minority of the super-rich has gained ascendency over
politics, buying the policies, laws, tax breaks, subsidies, and rules that consolidate a permanent state of vast
inequality by which they can further help themselves to America’s wealth and resources.
Their appetite for more is insatiable. As we write, Mitt Romney, after two fundraisers in which he raised nearly $10
million from the oil and gas industry, and having duly consulted with the Oklahoma billionaire energy executive who
chairs the campaign’s energy advisory committee, has announced that if elected President, he will end a century of
federal control over oil and gas drilling on public lands, leaving such matters to local officials more attuned to
industry desires. Theodore Roosevelt, the first great advocate for public lands in the White House, would be rolling
in his grave, if Dick Cheney hadn’t already dumped his bones in a Wyoming mining shaft during the first hours of
the Bush-Halliburton administration.
We are nearing the culmination of a cunning and fanatical drive to dismantle the political institutions, the legal and
statutory canons, and the intellectual and cultural frameworks that were slowly and painstakingly built over decades
to protect everyday citizens from the excesses of private power. The “city on the hill” has become a fortress of
privilege, guarded by a hired political class and safely separated from the economic pressures that are upending the
household stability, family dynamics, social mobility, and civic life of everyday Americans.
Socrates said to understand a thing, you must first name it. As in Athens then, so in America now: The name for
what’s happening to our political system is corruption — a deep, systemic corruption.
How did we get here?
Let’s begin with the judicial legerdemain of nine black-robed magicians on the Supreme Court back in the l880s
breathing life into an artificial creation called “the corporation.” An entity with no body, soul, sense, or mortality was
endowed with all the rights of a living, breathing “person” under the Constitution. Closer to our own time, the
Supreme Court of 1976 in Buckley vs. Valeo gutted a fair elections law passed by a Congress that could no longer
ignore the stench of Watergate. The Court ruled that wealthy individuals could spend unlimited amounts of their
own fortunes to get themselves elected to office, and that anyone could pour dollars by the hundreds of thousands
into the war chests of political action committees to pay for “issue ads,” clearly favoring one side in a political race,
so long as a specific candidate or party was not named.
Money, the justices declared in another burst of invention, was simply a form of speech.
Then, just two years ago, the Roberts Court, in Citizens United vs. Federal Elections Commission, removed any
lingering doubts that the marvelous “persons” that corporations had become could reach into their golden troughs
to support their candidates and causes through such supposedly “educational” devices as a movie trashing Hillary
Clinton.
Meaningful oversight of campaign expenditure, necessary if representative government is to have a fair chance
against rapacious wealth, was swept away. Hail to a new era in which a modestly-financed candidate is at the
mercy of nuclear strikes from television ads paid for by a rich or corporate-backed opponent with an “equal right” to
“free speech.” As one hard pressed Connecticut Republican, lagging behind in a primary race against a billionaire
opponent outspending him twelve to one, put it: “I’m fighting someone with a machine gun and I’ve got a pistol.”
When the votes were counted, even the pistol turned out to be a peashooter.
A generation ago, the veteran Washington reporter Elizabeth Drew warned against the rising tide of campaign
money that would flood over the gunwales of our ship of state and sink the entire vessel. Noah’s Flood was a mere
drop in the bucket compared to the tidal wave that has fulfilled Drew’s prophecy. The re-election of every member

of Congress today is now at the mercy of corporate barons and private princes who can make or destroy a
candidacy by giving to those who vote “right,” or lavishing funds on opponents of those who don’t.
Writing the majority opinion for Citizens United, Justice Anthony Kennedy would have us believe corruption only
happens if cash passes from one hand to another. But surely as he arrives at his chambers across from Capitol Hill
every morning, he must inhale the fetid air rising from the cesspool that stretches from Congress to K Street — and
know there’s something rotten, beyond the naked eye, in how Washington works.
Senator John McCain knows. Having been implicated in the Keating Five scandal during the savings and loan
debacle 30 years ago, he repented and tried to clean up the game. To no avail. And now he describes our elections
as nothing less than “an influence-peddling scheme in which both parties compete to stay in office by selling the
country to the highest bidder.”
For the ultimate absurdity of money’s role, we must look to another group of happy billionaires, the corporate
owners of the television stations which reap handsome profits for selling the public’s airwaves to undisclosed buyers
(also known as campaign contributors) who pollute the political atmosphere with millions of dollars spent on toxic
ads designed to keep voters angry, dumb, or both. Every proposal is shot down or undermined that would make it a
duty for those stations to devote free air time for public purposes in order to earn the licenses that they treat as
permits to get rich. In one of the great perversions of the Constitution foisted on its subjects by their overlords, the
public airwaves where free speech should reign have become private enclosures to which access must be bought.
Free? It’s about as free as Tiffany pearls.
Money rules. And in the foul air democracy chokes and gasps, the middle class falls behind, and the
poor sink from sight as political donations determine the course and speech of policies that could
make the difference in the lives of ordinary people struggling in a dog-eat-dog world.
The Devil must grin at such a sorry state of affairs and at the wicked catch-22 at its core. To fight the power of
private money, it is first necessary to get elected. To get elected it is necessary to raise astronomical amounts of
private money from people who expect obedience in return. “That’s some catch,” says Yossarian to Doc Daneeka,
and Doc agrees: “It’s the best there is.”
Where is the outrage at this corruption? Partly smoothed away with the violence, banality, and tawdry fare
served up by a corporate media with every regard for the public’s thirst for distractions and none for its need to
know. Sacrificed to the ethos of entertainment, political news — instead of getting us as close as possible to the
verifiable truth — has been reduced to a pablum of so-called objective analysis which gives equal time to
polemicists spouting their party’s talking points.
As ProPublica recently reported: “Someone who gives up to $2,500 to the campaign of President Barack Obama or
challenger Mitt Romney will have his or her name, address and profession listed on the FEC website for all to see.
But that same person can give $1 million or more to a social welfare group that buys ads supporting or attacking
those same candidates and stay anonymous.” But when is the last time you heard one of the millionaire anchors of
the Sunday talk shows aggressively pursue a beltway poobah demanding to learn about the perfidious sources of
the secret money that is poisoning our politics?
At our combined ages we’ve seen it all; hope no longer springs eternal. We know the odds against reversing the
hardening grip of the monied interests are disheartening. Those interests are playing to win the ferocious class war
they launched 40 years ago with a strategy devised by the corporate lawyer Lewis Powell (later a Supreme Court
justice) and a call to arms from the Wall Street wheeler-dealer William Simon, who had been Richard Nixon’s
treasury secretary. Simon argued that “funds generated by business” would have to “rush by multimillions” into
conservative causes in order to uproot the institutions and the “heretical” morality of the New Deal. He called for an
“alliance” between right-wing ideologues and “men of action in the capitalist world” to mount a “veritable crusade”
against everything brought forth by the long struggle for a progressive America. Business Week noted at the time
“that some people will obviously have to do with less… It will be a bitter pill for many Americans to swallow the idea
of doing with less so that big business can have more.”

This was not meant to be. America was not intended to be a winner-take-all country. Our system of
checks and balances — read The Federalist Papers — was to keep an equilibrium in how power works
and for whom. Because of the vast sums of money buying up our politics, those checks and balances
are fast disappearing and time is against us.
We are losing ground, but that’s the time when, more than ever, we need to glance back at the progressive
crusades of a century ago to take note of what has been forgotten, or rather what braying blowhards like Rush
Limbaugh and Glenn Beck have been distorting or attempting to flush down the memory hole. Robbing a nation of
its historical memory is the most devastating of all larcenies because it opens the door to far worse crimes.
We have been here before. The two of us have collaborated in studying the example of the populists and
progressives who over a century ago took on the financial and political corruptors. They faced heavy odds, too — a
Supreme Court that exalted wealth as practically a sacred right, the distortion by intellectual and religious leaders of
the theory of evolution to “prove” that the richest were the fittest to rule, the crony capitalism of businessmen and
politicians.
With government in the grip of such exploiters, child labor was a fact of life, men and women were paid pittances
for long hours of work and left unprotected from industrial diseases and accidents, and workers too old to be useful
to employers any longer were abandoned to starvation or the poorhouse. No model laws existed to protect them.
But these pioneers of progressivism were tough citizens, their political courage fueled by moral conviction. They
sensed, as the Kansas editor William Allen White wrote, that their country had fallen into the hands of self-seekers,
their civilization needed recasting, and a new relationship must be forged between haves and have-nots. When the
two major parties failed them they gave full throat to their discontent by fighting from outside, and when Theodore
Roosevelt’s breakaway Progressive Party held its organizing convention in l912 — exactly one hundred years ago —
they shook the rafters with “The Battle Hymn of the Republic.” Oh, for such defiance today!
From the fighters of that era came a renewal of the social contract first set forth in the preamble of the Constitution
— the moral and political notion of “We, the People.” Equitable access to public resources was its core, so that
when the aristocrat De Tocqueville came here from France in the l830s he marveled at the egalitarian spirit he
found in the new country. Public institutions, laws and regulation, as well as the ideas, norms, and beliefs
embedded in the American mythos pointed to a future of prosperity open to all. That ideal survived the fires of the
civil war and then the hard, cold cruelties of the industrial era and the First Gilded Age because people believed in
and fought for it. They neither scorned nor worshipped wealth but were determined it would not rule.
It was on these foundations that the New Deal built the structure now under attack, with the support of a
Depression-stricken nation which realized that we were all in it together — as we were in the war against fascism
that followed.
But in the succeeding fat years the nation forgot something — the words of the great progressive senator Robert
LaFollette from Wisconsin: “Democracy is a life and demands constant struggle.” Constant struggle. No victory can
be taken for granted, no vigilance relaxed. Like the Bourbon kings of France, the lords of unrestrained, amoral
capitalism never forgot anything. They learned from their defeat how to organize new strategies and messages,
furnish the money to back them, and recapture control of the nation’s life. And in the absence of genuine, fight-tothe-finish resistance, they are winning big-time.
Think of where we are now. One party is scary and the other is scared. The Tea Party, the religious right, and a
host of billionaires dominate the Republican Party. Secret money fills its coffers. And in the primaries this year
almost every Republican inclined to compromise to make government work went down before radical and wellfunded opponents with a fundamental “anti-government” mindset.
Yet even now President Obama says he is sure the Republicans will be willing to negotiate if he is re-elected. Sure,
and the wolves will sit down with the lamb.
Nor is that all. In Wisconsin, salvo after salvo of campaign cash for union-busting Governor Scott Walker defeated
the effort to recall him. In Pennsylvania a hardline judge has given his approval to a voter ID law specifically

targeted to making it harder for low-income would-be voters to register. And such laws are proliferating like
runaway cancer cells in state after state. The Tea Party and right-wing Christians furnish the shock troops of these
assaults, but those who could be counted on for sturdy defense are not immune to the grinding pressures of
nonstop fundraising. Democratic incumbents and challengers, in national and state canvasses likewise garner
corporate contributions — including President Obama, whose fundraising advantage is about to be overtaken by
Mitt Romney and the Deep Pockets to whom he is beholden. And at both conventions, the prime time show is
merely window-dressing; the real action occurs at countless private invitation-only parties where CEOs, lobbyists,
trade associations and donors literally cash in their chips. Writing in the New York Times, for example, Nicholas
Confessore reports how The American Petroleum Institute will entertain with a concert and panels, all the while
promoting an agenda that includes approval of the Keystone XL pipeline, opposition to new transparency rules for
American energy companies operating abroad, and the expansion of oil production on those public lands Mitt
Romney is preparing to turn over to them.
Does this money really matter? Do owls and bats fly by night? Needed reforms are dead on arrival on the floor of
Senate and House. Banking regulations with teeth? Mortgage relief? Non-starters when the banks’ lobbyists virtually
own Washington and the President of the United States tells Wall Street financiers he is all that stands between
them and the pitchforks of an angry mob. Action on global warming? Not while the fossil fuel industries and
corporate-back climate deniers have their powerful say in the matter. Cutting bloated military expenditures? Uh-uh,
when it means facing a barrage of scare stories about weakening our defenses against terrorism. Spend money on
modernizing our rail system or creating more public transportation in our auto-choked city streets? What heavy
artillery the auto, gasoline and highway construction lobbies would rain down on any such proposal.
All of which would make a Progressive Rip Van Winkle shake his head in disbelief and grind his teeth in fury.
“Where is the passion we shared for driving money from politics?” he would ask. Where indeed? Not on the floor of
either of these conventions. You are unlikely to hear the name of Theodore Roosevelt praised by Republicans or of
Franklin Delano Roosevelt by the Democrats, except in perfunctory terms (It was FDR, after all, who said he feared
government by money as much as government by the mob.)
Each party will sing the obligatory hosannas to the middle class, give the silent treatment to the working poor, and
bellow forth the platitudes of America’s “spirit of enterprise and innovation” that will restore our robust economy
and world leadership. If the stagnant recovery and sufferings of the unemployed and underemployed get any
mention, it will be to blame them on the other party. As for taking on the predatory rich, forget it.
Our advice: Learn something from the emptiness of what you see and hear — and if it doesn’t make
you mad as hell and ready to fight back against the Money Power, we are all in real trouble.
20120901-07
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SteveB

“Obama Slams Citizens United”

FINALLY!
“Obama Slams Citizens United” by John Bonifaz, Yes!/NationofChange
Sept. 1, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/obama-slams-citizens-united-1346506286)
Yesterday, President Obama issued a first-ever statement in support of a constitutional amendment to overturn the
U.S. Supreme Court’s Citizens United ruling. During an "Ask Me Anything" conversation with the general public on
the website Reddit (a session that has garnered a record-breaking 4 million views for the social news website and
inspired 25,000 people to register to vote, according to the Los Angeles Times), participant Suzanne Merkelson
asked: “What are you going to do to end the corrupting influence of money in politics during your second term?”
The president responded:
Money has always been a factor in politics, but we are seeing something new in the no-holds barred flow of
seven and eight figure checks, most undisclosed, into super-PACs; they fundamentally threaten to
overwhelm the political process over the long run and drown out the voices of ordinary citizens ... Over the

longer term, I think we need to seriously consider mobilizing a constitutional amendment process to
overturn Citizens United (assuming the Supreme Court doesn't revisit it). Even if the amendment process
falls short, it can shine a spotlight on the super-PAC phenomenon and help apply pressure for change.
President Obama’s statement marks an important new milestone in the growing movement to reclaim our
democracy. In just two and a half years, this movement has defied the skeptics who said Washington would never
pay attention to a call for a constitutional amendment to overrule the Supreme Court. Millions of Americans across
the political spectrum have demonstrated that their voices will be heard on this critical question of our time.
Our democracy is in crisis. We will either continue down the road toward a plutocracy or we will restore the
fundamental promise of government of, for, and by the people. We should all look forward to the president taking
further action in support of the call for this constitutional amendment. We should also urge all presidential and
congressional candidates in this election to join this call. At this crucial moment in our history, we must use the
power we have to preserve our republic.
20120901-08
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Video: “Everything Wrong with the Tea Party in 6 Minutes”

Sadly, not a real news broadcast, but maybe should be.
“Everything Wrong with the Tea Party in 6 Minutes” Jeff Daniels in “The Newsroom”, posted by Mansur Gidfar on
Upworthy
Aug. 28 2012, (http://www.upworthy.com/everything-wrong-with-the-tea-party-in-less-than-two-minutes)
It's a sad commentary on the state of the media when some of the best journalism of 2012 consistently comes from
works of fiction.
Same Video: “’The Newsroom’ – Tea Party is the American Taliban”
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=yGAvwSp86hY).
20120901-09
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SteveB

“Lies and the Lying Liars Who Tell Them”

The sad truths about the Republican candidates become more apparent daily…
And so here is the takeaway from last week's saturation-level political activity, revealed not by the carefullystaged theater we witnessed, but by the moments in which the actors went off-script and the truth was
accidentally revealed:
Mitt Romney is not a particularly great decision-maker, and Paul Ryan is a liar.
“Lies and the Lying Liars Who Tell Them” by Sean Carman, Huffington Post
Sept. 1, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sean-carman/lies-and-the-lying-liars_b_1848894.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
All week, Mitt Romney and the Republican Party sought to convince us that Romney is a wise decision-maker and a
good manager, and that Paul Ryan is someone we can trust.
But two unlikely events in the past week revealed the truths behind the Romney campaign's carefully constructed
narrative.

The first event was, of course, Clint Eastwood's appearance at the Republican National Convention, in which he
gave a rambling presentation to the audience, then turned to his left to berate an empty chair.
The performance was remarkable for its dream-like quality, which was only heightened by its off-color tone, and
then there was the way it transported the convention to another place -- a lonely place, a place of fear, familiar to
us all, where we are exposed for having very little to say and no idea how to say it.
Eastwood may have creatively tapped into the free-floating, unspoken fear driving Republican politics this year, but
it's pretty clear that putting him on stage with no idea what he would say was a terrible idea.
Whose idea was it? Today we learn it was the idea of none other than that supposedly great decision-maker and
manager himself, Mitt Romney.
According to the New York Times, Romney invited Eastwood to speak at the convention after seeing Eastwood's
endorsement speech at a Sun Valley fund-raiser earlier this summer. Romney said at the time, "He just made my
day. What a guy." After that, Romney privately invited Eastwood to speak at the convention, and Romney's aides
set the surprise appearance in motion.
Let's all make a note and try to remember this come November:
Mitt Romney: Not Really That Great of a Decision-Maker, Manager, or Delegator of Important Tasks.
The second incident is less zany, and has received less attention. During a radio interview last week with political
blogger Hugh Hewitt, Paul Ryan claimed to have once run a marathon in under three hours. Ryan said he used to
run marathons, and when Hewitt asked him what his personal best was, Ryan said, "Under three, high twos. I had
a two-hour and fifty something." In response to Hewitt's praise, Ryan added, "I was fast when I was younger,
yeah."
But, as Runner's World reported yesterday, Ryan apparently ran only one marathon in his life, when he was 20, and
his time was 4 hours, 1 minute, and 25 seconds.
As Nicholas Thompson writes on the New Yorker blog today, Ryan's mistake is not the kind a runner would make.
The difference between a three hour marathon time and four hour marathon time is huge, and runners remember
their times. It's also not the kind of mistake an honest person would make. Also: who goes around bragging about
the marathon times he ran as a college student?
As the bearded genius (and national treasure) Paul Krugman points out, on its own, Ryan's fib wouldn't matter. But
Ryan has been lying for years about his budget proposals. The lies in his convention speech were breathtaking. His
casual lie about his marathon time fits a pattern, and seems to reveal something characteristic about him, namely
that he lies to advance his own interests, whether he is promoting his reputation on Capitol Hill or seeking to
impress a blogger in a radio interview.
And so here is the takeaway from last week's saturation-level political activity, revealed not by the
carefully-staged theater we witnessed, but by the moments in which the actors went off-script and
the truth was accidentally revealed:
Mitt Romney is not a particularly great decision-maker, and Paul Ryan is a liar.
20120901-10
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Clark

Re: “Lies and the Lying Liars Who Tell Them” (reply to SteveB, above)

When your nickname becomes Lyin' Ryan, you know you're in trouble.
The sub-three-hour marathon whopper just lost him the runners' vote.
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SteveB

“Ale to the Chief: White House Beer Recipes”

I wonder how this tastes?
“Ale to the Chief: White House Beer Recipes” by Sam Kass, The White House Blog
Sept. 1, 2012, (http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog) (http://www.politico.com/politico44/2012/09/white-housereleases-beer-recipe-134051.html?hp=f3)
(Ed. Note: There's been a lot of buzz online recently about the recipe for the White House Honey Ale and White
House Honey Porter, including a popular petition on We the People, the White House's online petition platform.)
With public excitement about White House beer fermenting such a buzz, we decided we better hop right to it.
Inspired by home brewers from across the country, last year President Obama bought a home brewing kit for the
kitchen. After the few first drafts we landed on some great recipes that came from a local brew shop. We received
some tips from a couple of home brewers who work in the White House who helped us amend it and make it our
own. To be honest, we were surprised that the beer turned out so well since none of us had brewed beer before.
As far as we know the White House Honey Brown Ale is the first alcohol brewed or distilled on the White House
grounds. George Washington brewed beer and distilled whiskey at Mount Vernon and Thomas Jefferson made wine
but there's no evidence that any beer has been brewed in the White House. (Although we do know there was some
drinking during prohibition…)
Since our first batch of White House Honey Brown Ale, we've added the Honey Porter and have gone even further
to add a Honey Blonde this past summer. Like many home brewers who add secret ingredients to make their beer
unique, all of our brews have honey that we tapped from the first ever bee-hive on the South Lawn. The honey
gives the beer a rich aroma and a nice finish but it doesn't sweeten it.
If you want a behind the scenes look at our home-brewing process, this video offers some proof:
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dygQrX8FI3Q&feature=player_embedded.
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SteveB

“Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test”

Maybe just not Presidential material?
“Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” by Richard Klass, Huffington Post
Aug. 1, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/richard-klass/failing-the-commanderin_b_1848804.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
Governor Willard "Mitt" Romney seeks the Commander-in-Chief role. But in accepting the Republican nomination for
president, he showed no understanding or concern for the men and women who served this country or interest in
the national security issues that face this nation.
This judgment is based on Mr. Romney's words -- or lack thereof -- to the Republican Convention in Tampa. The
words "veteran," "Iraq," "alQaeda" and "Afghanistan" appeared nowhere in Mr. Romney's speech or in
Congressman Paul Ryan's. And, as near as I can tell in plowing through the turgid tome called the Republican Party
Platform, does the word "veteran" appear.
What! The party that used to flay the Democrats for being weak on national defense cannot have their platform
deal with veterans while finding room for the gold standard and domestic fertilizer production? You betcha.
Now some of this is perfectly rational. Why mention the war in Iraq when the president who started it is also
unmentionable. And, if mentioned, it would have to be acknowledged that President Barack Obama ended that war.
And worse, in a torrent of claims of Obama's broken promises, it would not do to highlight that he kept his promise
to end that war. But you would think that Mr. Romney might acknowledge that we still have a war going on in
Afghanistan and that young Americans are still dying there.
But then he might have to mention President Obama's decisions to increase troop strength and his strategy to wind
down that too long conflict, while he has criticism but no alternative. The promise thing also nixes mentioning
alQaeda or, quiet now, Bin Laden. People might remember that Mr. Romney said that it did not make sense to
spend millions to get "one man" or, worse, that the President kept his promise and did it.
Failure to acknowledge this nation's debt to veterans also raises awkward questions about promises kept. President
Obama pledged to fulfill the "sacred trust" between the nation and our veterans. It would not be helpful to mention
that promise was kept by the largest increases in the Department of Veterans' Affairs budgets in years,
appropriations Congressman Ryan voted against. And someone might notice that Mr. Ryan also voted against the
New GI Bill of Rights that is honoring today's veterans with educational opportunities akin to those that sent their
grandfathers to college after WWII. It would also not do for someone to mention that the word "veteran" does not
appear in Mr. Ryan's budget that is supposed to outline a future for America. I suppose it is possible for Mr. Ryan to
imagine an American future without veterans. I cannot. And, though a mumbling Clint Eastwood could be tolerated,
mentioning ending "don't ask, don't tell" would get you booed off the stage.
So Mr. Romney and Mr. Ryan, when you are asking whether we are better off today than four years ago, I have
some suggestions of some people to ask. Ask military members and their families if they are better off without
multiple tours to Iraq and painful family separations. Ask veterans if they are better off with the educational
opportunities offered by the New GI bill of Rights. Ask the vets who were excluded from earned veterans' care by
the policies of the unmentionable previous president. Ask the spouses who have found it easier to transfer
professional credentials to new duty station states due to the work of Michelle Obama and Dr. Jill Biden. Ask the
formerly homeless vets who have been the beneficiaries of another Obama promise kept. And, stealthily of course,
no sense stirring up the bigots, ask the thousands of gay and lesbian servicemen if they are better off not having to
live a lie.
Mr. Romney, you raised the canard of an Obama "apology tour" that never happened and said you were going on a
jobs tour. Hold that thought. You need to go on another tour first, a tour to apologize to our troops and our
veterans for snubbing them so egregiously.

Mr. Romney, you have not the faintest idea of the struggles that military members and their families face. And you
do not understand that their lives are much better than four years ago. You have not experienced anything like the
trauma of war and its aftermath. Before you can claim to be qualified as Commander-in-Chief, you need to talk to
the troops and the vets and listen to their stories, their hopes and their fears and ask your sidekick to do the same.
You owe yourself that privilege and you owe them the opportunity to educate you.
20120902-02
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Pam

Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to SteveB, above)

This is great!
Let's see. Romney doesn't have the support of women, minorities, the LGBT community, immigrants, educators,
union members, or students. Knock on wood, there's no way this dude can win.
20120902-04
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SteveB

Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Pam, above)

Which is why I don’t understand the polls being so tight. Maybe that’s about to start changing now, though.
Hopefully, Democrats will look good compared to the stupidest political convention in the history of America.
I guess R0mney thought Clint Eastwood and not mentioning Afghanistan would get him votes???
The only political party to ever stand for election based on the platform:”F*CK YOU, AMERICA!” (Ain’t it the truth?)
20120902-03
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Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Pam, above)

Don't forget racists and religious fundamentalists.
20120902-05

09:52

SteveB

Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Art, above)

Surely those a-holes don’t outnumber us?
20120902-08

13:52

MarthaH

Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to Pam, above)

Pam: This is great! Let's see. Romney doesn't have the support of women, minorities, the LGBT
community, immigrants, educators, union members, or students. Knock on wood, there's no way this dude
can win.

maybe... I have never seen a flip-flopper or panderer to rival him. Until he started all that--aka as governor--I

thought he had a "R" brain I could tolerate. Oops, he fooled me! He started with the hunting story in the prior
attempt...and he has gone downhill via his handlers since. How about honor and conviction???? Aren't those traits
the President of the USA needs? Too bad the Congress doesn't have the same desire to move us forward... Those
members pander to the caucus and do what they are told. Sad for the future. What happened to us???? Most slept
through the change. And I am having the hot flashes of fear. (Sorry for the pun...well, NOT...)
20120902-10

14:05

Beth

Re: “Failing the Commander-in-Chief Test” (reply to MarthaH, above)

The message has got to get out that Romney is a jellyfish and Ryan is a liar. The prospect of them in the White
House is too frightening to contemplate. I thought back in the primaries that I could live with Romney, but no
more. The Dems must get out the vote big time!

20120902-07

13:10

Bill

Fw: From the Right: DNC Convention Schedule

Received from one of my Republican friends.
[Source of original email unknown, --SteveB]
2012 Democratic National Convention Schedule -- Charlotte, N.C.
4:00
4:05
4:10
4:15
4:30

PM – Opening Flag Burning Ceremony – sponsored by CNN
PM – Singing of "God Damn America " led by Rev. Jeremiah Wright
PM – Pledge of Allegiance to Obama
PM – Ceremonial 'I hate America' led by Michelle Obama
PM – Tips on “How to keep your man trustworthy & true to you while you travel the world” – Hillary
Clinton
4:45 PM – Al Sharpton / Jesse Jackson seminar “How to have a successful career without having a job.”
5:00 PM – “Great Vacations I’ve Taken on the Taxpayer’s Dime Travel Log” - Michelle Obama
5:30 PM – Eliot Spitzer Speaks on "Family Values" via Satellite
5:45 PM – Tribute to All 57 States – Nancy Pelosi
6:00 PM – Sen. Harry Reid - 90-minute speech expressing the Democrat’s appreciation of the Occupy Wall
Street movement, and George Soros for sparing no expense, for all that they have accomplished to
unify the country, improve employment and to boost the economy.
8:30 PM – Airing of Grievances by the Clintons
9:00 PM – “Bias in Media – How we can make it work for you” Tutorial – sponsored by CBS, NBC, ABC, CNN,
the Washington Post and the New York Times
9:15 PM – Tribute Film to Brave Freedom Fighters incarcerated at GITMO – Michael Moore
9:45 PM – Personal Finance Seminar - Charlie Rangle
10:00 PM – Denunciation of Bitter Gun Owners and Bible readers.
10:30 PM – Ceremonial Waving of White Flag for IRAQ , & Afghanistan
11:00 PM – Obama Energy Plan Symposium / Tire Gauge Demonstration / You too can get rich with Green
Investment bankruptcies
11:15 PM – Free Gov. Blagovich rally
11:30 PM – Obama Accepts Oscar, Tony and Latin Grammy Awards
11:45 PM – Feeding of the Delegates with 5 Loaves and 2 Fish – Obama Presiding
12:00 AM – Official Nomination of Obama by Bill Maher and Chris “He sends a thrill up my leg” Matthews
12:01 AM – Obama Accepts Nomination as Lord and Savior
12:05 AM – Celestial Choirs Sing
3:00 AM – Biden Delivers Acceptance Speech

20120902-15
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SteveG

20120902-16

17:38

Art

Graphic: Eugene V. Debs Home, Terre Haute, Indiana

A Challenge to Mitt Romney

What do you think? At the Convention the President offers Romney a little challenge to help America.
Something like: 'I invite Governor Romney to join with me in passing now the extension of the Bush tax cuts to
95% of the American people. This will help the American people plan for the future and provide our business
community the confidence to get back to investing in America. If you win the election, so be it, you can push the
tax break for the remaining 5%. If I win, well you may not get that but we both will have helped out the vast
majority of our people. Come join with me, Governor Romney, in this common cause'
I'd love to see this.
20120902-17
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Pam

20:25

SteveB

Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Art, above)

Wow. Me too!
20120902-19

Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Art, above)

I like it!
20120902-25

22:11

Bill

Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Art, above)

At one point, and I think it was about the time of the Korean war, the highest rate for those with large taxable
income was about 90 per cent. People seem to have forgotten about that

20120902-18

19:43

Dennis

20120902-20

20:50

Tom

Graphic: Obama & R0mney Work for the Same Corrupt Bankers

Re: Graphic: Obama & R0mney Work for the Same Corrupt Bankers
(reply to Dennis, above)

This says it ALL! This is one of the best photos yet.
20120902-21

21:10

Tom

“Politics: Comparing Media to Vultures is Unfair…to the Vultures”

“Politics: Comparing Media to Vultures is Unfair…to the Vultures” by Kathy Hoekstra, CainTV
Aug. 30, 2012, (http://www.caintv.com/Comparingmediatovulturesisunfa-321)
(At least vultures, unlike the media, only pick on prey that are already dead.)
I have spent many years as a member of the media. This means in front of the camera, holding the microphone
and in the case of news events, part of a so-called media scrum whereby a person deemed to be worthy of an
interview is instantly swarmed by any media within a 50 yard radius.
Now I work on the other side of this publicity phenomenon and it has never been more clear to me than this week
at the Republican National Convention in Tampa how akin to vultures the media really appear.
Now let's compare:
One could argue the media and vultures have similar goals: Find an unsuspecting creature, unceremoniously pluck
at all the meat from the bones of the creature until it is bare bone then fly away in search of the next big 'get'. Both
get some form of nourishment.
There are a couple of big differences, however.
The vultures seek out creatures that are already dead, and they leave behind only a pile of bones.

A frenzied feeding of Herman Cain soundbites leaves the media with an often spicy collection of common sense,
inspired insight and thoughtful commentary. Such a "feeding" also ensures there is a greater chance Cain's message
will hit the airwaves, print or internet.
Another big difference, the media always comes back for more.

20120902-23
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This is a GOOD one.

Tom

Cartoon: "It's a Gunfight!"

20120902-24
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Tom

Videos: “Gunless Moments in History”

This is part of my response to all the squeals for "Gun Control!"
Videos: http://www.caintv.com/GunlessMomentsinHistory-33.
20120902-26
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Tom

“Woman Arrested for Continually Blasting AC/DC Anthem ‘Highway to Hell’”

“Woman Arrested for Continually Blasting AC/DC Anthem ‘Highway to Hell’” by Amy Sciarretto, Loudwire
Sept. 2, 2012, (http://loudwire.com/woman-arrested-for-continually-blasting-acdc-anthem-highway-to-hell/)

(by Donald Weber, Getty Images)
There’s an old saying that if it’s too loud, you’re too old. However, we’re not so sure that adage applies to the New
Hampshire town in this particular case, where a woman was arrested after blaring AC/DC’s anthem “Highway to
Hell” at 1 AM.
Joyce Coffey, 53, was arrested four times in a week for offenses like blaring music at all hours of the day and
hitting her nephew with a frying pan. Cops arrested Coffey multiple times when she refused to turn down the music
on her radio.
The Union Leader reports that Coffey received a police visit at 3PM on Tuesday (Aug. 28) when neighbors
complained about her cranking rock music. She was ordered to turn down the volume, but cops returned to the
scene an hour later to deal with the same complaint. It appears that once officers left, she cranked the knobs again.
She was arrested and charged with disorderly conduct when she refused to turn down the music again.
Coffey was released on $500 personal recognizance bail but was warned yet again on 9:20PM on Tuesday night.
She refused to turn it down so she was arrested again on a disorderly conduct charge. She was released on $1,000
personal recognizance bail on the condition that she not play her stereo until after 10AM on Wednesday.

Coffey wanted to speak to the authorities about her music, and to find out what a reasonable volume would be, so
they called her to discuss. She promised to not to play the music loudly.
But she quickly broke that vow, as cops received another complaint at 1AM on Wednesday (Aug. 29.) She was
blasting “Highway to Hell” at that point. The speakers were pointed out the door, so it would seem Coffey was
doing it on purpose. Coffey was arrested for a third time and charged with disorderly conduct and breach of bail
conditions.
She was eventually released on $10,000 personal recognizance bail and is barred from playing music before 10AM
and after 8PM. It was also suggested that she pick up some headphones.
Wouldn’t it have been ironic if Coffey had been cranking AC/DC’s “Rock and Roll Ain’t Noise Pollution”?
Coffey was then arrested for a fourth time when her nephew complained that she hit him with a frying pan. She
was arrested on simple assault and breach of bail conditions. Her bail was set at $10,000 cash.
[Sometimes they don’t let you get away with anything! Party poopers! One of my all-time favorite bands. The guitar
intro to “Hells Bells” is like the Sistine Chapel ceiling—otherworldly! –SteveB]
20120902-27

23:58 SteveG

Quote: Frank Lloyd Wright on Capitalism & Unions

20120902-28

23:58 SteveB

Update: Bolivian Bakery Biz

Last minute update:
“Houston, we have landed on the moon and baked our first cookies today (Monday)!”
They were delicious, even though not completely perfect yet! Obviously, we have our big exhaust hood installed
and have gas for the oven, but we don’t have our city gas hook-up yet, and we’re mired in red tape, incompetence,
and shady people.
So, we bought two big gas “bottles” for $500 or so. Now we can bake while we wait for YPFB (a government owned
company) to come tear-up the street.
Our vendor uniforms with the Snicker-Doodle logo are being made at this moment, we have all our tax stuff
finished, the lady making the vendor baskets out of—believe it or not—newspapers is doing a wonderful job, but
she can only make about six a week, which is enough, We now have 12 already and coming more every week.

We’ll practice more baking this week, doing bigger and bigger batches, working on packaging, working with
ingredients suppliers, and, by the weekend, should be ready to start advertising for vendors and bakery workers. I
would guess right now that we should be in production in about two weeks. We have now brought our third
partner, Patti, fully on board.
We’re still having fun and this has been the yucky part. It gets better from here.
20120902-29
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SteveB

Photo: Acadia

http://www.everytrail.com/best/hiking-acadia-national-park

—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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Labor Day, 2012
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 4, 2012)
If you are working or don’t need to work, then I hope you had a very happy Labor Day at the BBQ! For others, I
hope our great nation will see the need to keep changing course and to keep fighting the big money lie machine.
“Labor Day Without Jobs: Exposing the ‘Job Creator’ Fraud” by Paul Buchheit, NationofChange
Sept. 3, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/labor-day-without-jobs-exposing-job-creator-fraud-1346678884)

With cunning, contempt, and catechismal fervor, the super-rich have argued on behalf of supply-side economics:
the economic philosophy that contends that money should move to the top, where it will be used to stimulate the
economy and create jobs. But they ignore the facts that prove them wrong. And it doesn't take much to prove them
wrong.
1. First, a look at the success of the super-rich: Money has quickly moved to the top:
Based on IRS figures, the richest 1% nearly tripled its share of America's after-tax income from 1980 to
2006. That's an extra trillion dollars a year. Then, in the first year after the 2008 recession, they took 93%
of all the new income.
Wealth is even more skewed. The richest 10% own 83% of financial wealth, which they've skillfully
arranged to be taxed at just 15%, ostensibly because they pump that money back into job-creating
ventures. More on that misconception later.
Conservatives claim that wealth inequality has remained steady for the richest Americans. But data from
Edward Wolff shows that the excess wealth was simply redistributed among the rest of the top 5%, who
saw their share of America's net worth increase by 18 percent from 1983 to 2007. It was also noted by Sam
Pizzigati that much of the top-level wealth was socked away tax-free overseas, a fact largely confirmed by a
Tax Justice Network study.
2. Corporations are just as successful: profits have doubled, taxes cut in half:
While corporate profits have doubled to $1.9 trillion in less than ten years, the corporate income tax rate,
which for thirty years hovered around the 20-25% level, suddenly dropped to 10% after the recession. The
biggest firms basically said "We're not paying."
That's a half-trillion dollars a year unpaid by the very companies who have successfully convinced much of
America that their tax rates are too high.
The tax they actually pay is very low relative to other countries. U.S. corporations paid a smaller rate of
income taxes than all but two of the OECD countries analyzed by the Office of Management and Budget and
the Census Bureau. A Treasury report agreed, noting that the Tax/GDP rate for U.S. companies was 35%
lower than the OECD average from 2000 to 2005.
Corporations pay even less than low-wage American workers. On their 2011 profits of $1.97 trillion,
corporations paid $181 billion in federal income taxes (9%) and $40 billion in state income taxes (2%), for a
total income tax burden of 11%. The poorest 20% of American citizens pay 17.4% in federal, state, and
local taxes.
3. Some Non-Job-Creation Facts:
The Wall Street Journal noted in 2009 that the Bush tax cuts led to the "worst track record for jobs in
recorded history." 25 million people remain unemployed or underemployed, with 30 to 50 percent of recent
college graduates in one of those categories. Among unemployed workers, nearly 43 percent have been
without a job for six months or longer.
For the jobs that remain, most are low-paying, with the only real employment growth occurring in retail
sales and food preparation. A recent report by the National Employment Law Project confirms that lowerwage occupations (up to about $14 per hour) accounted for 21 percent of recession losses and 58 percent
of recovery growth, while mid-wage occupations (between $14 and $21 per hour) accounted for 60 percent
of recession losses and only 22 percent of recovery growth.
The minimum wage is shamefully low, about 30% lower than the inflation-adjusted 1968 figure. And the
tiny pay can't be blamed on small business. Two-thirds of America's low-wage workers, according to
another National Employment Law Project report, work for companies that have at least 100 employees.

All these job woes persist while productivity has continued to grow, with an 80% increase since 1973 as
median worker pay has stagnated.
4. So what are the "job creators" doing with all their money?
Over 90% of the assets owned by millionaires are held in a combination of low-risk investments (bonds and
cash), the stock market, and real estate. Business startup costs made up less than 1% of the investments of
high net worth individuals in North America in 2011.
Perhaps, instead, they're building businesses on their own? No. Only 3 percent of the CEOs, upper
management, and financial professionals were entrepreneurs in 2005, even though they made up about 60
percent of the richest .1% of Americans. A recent study found that less than 1 percent of all entrepreneurs
came from very rich or very poor backgrounds. They come from the middle class.
That deserves repeating. Entrepreneurs come from the middle class.
Not surprisingly, then, since the middle class has been depleted by the steady accumulation of wealth at the
top, the number of entrepreneurs per capita has decreased 53% since 1977, and the number of selfemployed Americans has decreased 20% since 1991.
5. Big business is even worse at job creation.
First of all, the cash holdings for non-financial U.S. firms increased to $1.24 trillion in 2011, with about 57
percent of it stashed overseas. Commerce Department figures show that U.S. companies cut their work
forces by 2.9 million from 2000 to 2009 while increasing overseas employment by 2.4 million.
The top holders of cash, including Apple and Google and Intel and Coca Cola and Chevron, are also
spending their money on stock buybacks (which increase stock option prices), dividends to investors, and
subsidiary acquisitions. According to Bloomberg, share repurchasing is at one of its highest levels in 25
years.
6. The Big Fraud: Tax us less, and the jobs will come:
Despite their unwillingness to invest in jobs, and even in the face of damning evidence against their tax
myths, the super-rich fight like wildcats at any suggestion that they support the country that provided their
wealth. Way back in 1984, right after the Reagan tax cuts, the U.S. Treasury Department came to the
obvious but belated conclusion that tax cuts cause a loss of revenue. A 2006 Treasury Department study
found that extending the Bush tax cuts would have no beneficial effect on the U.S. economy. Other sources
have confirmed that economic growth was fastest in years with relatively high top marginal tax rates.
Ample evidence exists to show that no relationship exists between the capital gains tax rate and investment.
As noted in the Washington Post, "The top tax rate on investment income has bounced up and down over
the past 80 years - from as high as 39.9 percent in 1977 to just 15 percent today - yet investment just
appears to grow with the cycle, seemingly unaffected." In fact, the low rate may even have a negative
effect on growth. A Congressional Research Service report states: "Capital gains tax rate increases appear
to increase public saving and may have little or no effect on private saving. Consequently, capital gains tax
increases likely have a positive overall impact on national saving and investment."
7. So what becomes of the jobs?
Corporations are hoarding over a trillion dollars. The richest 1% take a trillion dollars a year more than
productivity-based earnings since 1980. Over eight trillion untaxed dollars is being hidden overseas.

That's a present value of ten trillion misdirected dollars. Just 1/10 of that would create 25 million jobs, one
for every unemployed or underemployed worker in America. Or a $45,000 a year job for every college
student in the United States.
But the people who call themselves "job creators" do nothing to make that happen.

20120903-01
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Art

Re: A Challenge to Mitt Romney (reply to Bill, FotM Newsletter #218)

Bill: At one point, and I think it was about the time of the Korean war, the highest rate for those with large
taxable income was about 90 per cent. People seem to have forgotten about that.
Right you are Sir and we built the interstate highway system. Can't seem to repair a pothole now.
20120903-02

11:34

SteveM

Fw: Obvious Message in This Photo...

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
Clearly, someone was unhappy with the President traveling through Lorain County in Ohio, last week:

And oh, by the way, am I missing it, or do you see an American Flag anywhere on this bus of the president of the
United States? How much more proof do you need that Obama thinks that the U.S. Flag is oppressive and he utterly
refuses to honor the flag of our country?
[Ummmm…I think I need just a little more proof than this. –SteveB]
20120903-05
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SteveB

Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveM, above)

Maybe he’s just trying to keep some right-wing nut case from shooting him.
The bus has the Presidential seal, which of course, says the United States of America, but it’s probably too subtle
for a right-wing nut case to notice.
And, gee, maybe Mr. Obama doesn’t decide every little detail in the known universe like the Evangelical’s God.
Maybe the whole thing was a secret service decision based on security concerns, and the President had nothing to
do with it. Surely he would defer…
These conspiracy theories are stacking up kinda deep, aren’t they?

How likely is it that the President “utterly refuses to honor the flag of our country”? TOTAL CRAPOLA AND YOU
KNOW IT!

20120903-03

12:33

SteveM

“Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” & “Obama
Advisers Don't Say Yes When Asked if People Are Better Off”

Even Maryland Gov. Martin O'Malley (D) flat out said NO!
Even the losers David Axelrod & David Plouffe, both senior advisor's, recognize the statute of limitations for blame is
up.
Time to accept ownership for failure. Our first black Prez, turns out to be the worst in our history. I can hear
Jimmy and Roselin cheering. And Filmore descendants are being invited to Labor day festivities again
“Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” by Matt Vasilogambros, National Journal
Sept. 3, 2012, (http://www.nationaljournal.com/2012-presidential-campaign/democrats-do-damage-control-onbetter-off-question-20120903)
With their national convention starting this week, Democrats took to morning television on Monday to better answer
a question that many struggled with on Sunday's talk shows: is the country better off four years after President
Obama took office.
With a definitive “absolutely,” Obama campaign spokeswoman Stephanie Cutter said the country was moving in the
right direction by pointing to job growth and the auto industry.
“By any measure the country has moved forward over the last four years,” she said on NBC's Today. “It might not
be as fast as people hoped. The president agrees with that. He knows we need to do more. That's what this week is
about, laying out a road map of how we can continue this progress, how we can continue moving the country
forward.”
Continue reading at the National Journal…
“Obama Advisers Don't Say Yes When Asked if People Are Better Off” by Arthur Delaney, Huffington Post
Sept. 2, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/02/obama-economy-are-you-better-off_n_1850276.html)
(CHARLOTTE, NC) When asked on Sunday talk shows if Americans are better off today than they were four years
ago, senior advisers to President Barack Obama didn't say yes.
On "Fox News Sunday," host Chris Wallace asked David Axelrod, "Can you honestly say the average American is
better off today than four years ago?"
"Here's what I can say, Chris," answered Axelrod, who advises Obama's reelection campaign. "We are in a better
position than we were in the economy in the sense that when the president took office, we were losing 800,000
jobs a month, and the quarter before he took office was the worst since the Great Depression. We are [now] in a
different place: 29 straight months of job growth and private sector jobs. Are we where we need to be? No."
Axelrod then pointed out that Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney had failed to outline a specific
alternative during his speech at the Republican National Convention last Thursday -- a convention that Axelrod
called "a terrible failure."

Wallace recited grim statistics reflecting increased unemployment, higher gas prices, more national debt and lower
incomes. He put the question to Axelrod again.
"I think the average American recognizes it took years to create the crisis that erupted in 2008 and peaked in
January 2009," Axelrod said. "It's going to take some time to work through it."
On ABC's "This Week," host George Stephanopoulos had similar difficulty prying a yes-or-no answer to the "better
off" question from Obama senior adviser David Plouffe.
"I think the American people understand that we got into a terrible economic situation, a recession -- the Great
Depression is the only one the country has ever seen like it," Plouffe said, before pivoting to a broad criticism of
Romney's policies.
Stephanopoulos tried once more, but Plouffe dodged, saying Romney would make things worse. "You still can't say
yes," Stephanopoulos said.
"Well, we clearly improved, George, from the depth of the recession," Plouffe responded. "We were losing 800,000
jobs a month. We're now gaining them."
There were 316,000 net fewer jobs in July 2012 compared with January 2009, according to the Labor Department.
Romney campaign spokesman Eric Fehrnstrom noted on Twitter, "The question Plouffe and @davidaxelrod wouldn't
answer on the Sunday shows: Are we better off now than four years ago?"
20120903-04
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Pam

“The Real Romney”

“The Real Romney” by David Brooks, The New York Times
Aug. 27, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/08/28/opinion/brooks-the-real-romney.html)
The purpose of the Republican convention is to introduce America to the real Mitt Romney. Fortunately, I have
spent hours researching this subject. I can provide you with the definitive biography and a unique look into the
Byronic soul of the Republican nominee:
Mitt Romney was born on March 12, 1947, in Ohio, Florida, Michigan, Virginia and several other swing states. He
emerged, hair first, believing in America, and especially its national parks. He was given the name Mitt, after the
Roman god of mutual funds, and launched into the world with the lofty expectation that he would someday become
the Arrow shirt man.
Romney was a precocious and gifted child. He uttered his first words (“I like to fire people”) at age 14 months,
made his first gaffe at 15 months and purchased his first nursery school at 24 months. The school, highly
leveraged, went under, but Romney made 24 million Jujubes on the deal.
Mitt grew up in a modest family. His father had an auto body shop called the American Motors Corporation, and his
mother owned a small piece of land, Brazil. He had several boyhood friends, many of whom owned Nascar
franchises, and excelled at school, where his fourth-grade project, “Inspiring Actuaries I Have Known,” was widely
admired.
The Romneys had a special family tradition. The most cherished member got to spend road trips on the roof of the
car. Mitt spent many happy hours up there, applying face lotion to combat windburn.
The teenage years were more turbulent. He was sent to a private school, where he was saddened to find there are
people in America who summer where they winter. He developed a lifelong concern for the second homeless, and
organized bake sales with proceeds going to the moderately rich.

Some people say he retreated into himself during these years. He had a pet rock, which ran away from home
because it was starved of affection. He bought a mood ring, but it remained permanently transparent. His ability to
turn wine into water detracted from his popularity at parties.
There was, frankly, a period of wandering. After hearing Lou Reed’s “Walk on the Wild Side,” Romney decided to
leave Mormonism and become Amish. He left the Amish faith because of its ban on hair product, and bounced
around before settling back in college. There, he majored in music, rendering Mozart’s entire oeuvre in PowerPoint.
His love affair with Ann Davies, the most impressive part of his life, restored his equilibrium. Always respectful, Mitt
and Ann decided to elope with their parents. They went on a trip to Israel, where they tried and failed to introduce
the concept of reticence. Romney also went on a mission to France. He spent two years knocking on doors, failing
to win a single convert. This was a feat he would replicate during his 2008 presidential bid.
After his mission, he attended Harvard, studying business, law, classics and philosophy, though intellectually his first
love was always tax avoidance. After Harvard, he took his jawline to Bain Consulting, a firm with very smart people
with excessive personal hygiene. While at Bain, he helped rescue many outstanding companies, like Pan Am,
Eastern Airlines, Atari and DeLorean.
Romney was extremely detail oriented in his business life. He once canceled a corporate retreat at which Abba had
been hired to play, saying he found the band’s music “too angry.”
Romney is also a passionately devoted family man. After streamlining his wife’s pregnancies down to six months
each, Mitt helped Ann raise five perfect sons — Bip, Chip, Rip, Skip and Dip — who married identically tanned
wives. Some have said that Romney’s lifestyle is overly privileged, pointing to the fact that he has an elevator for
his cars in the garage of his San Diego home. This is not entirely fair. Romney owns many homes without garage
elevators and the cars have to take the stairs.
After a successful stint at Bain, Romney was lured away to run the Winter Olympics, the second most Caucasian
institution on earth, after the G.O.P. He then decided to run for governor of Massachusetts. His campaign slogan,
“Vote Romney: More Impressive Than You’ll Ever Be,” was not a hit, but Romney won the race anyway on an
environmental platform, promising to make the state safe for steeplechase.
After his governorship, Romney suffered through a midlife crisis, during which he became a social conservative.
This prepared the way for his presidential run. He barely won the 2012 Republican primaries after a grueling ninemonth campaign, running unopposed. At the convention, where his Secret Service nickname is Mannequin, Romney
will talk about his real-life record: successful business leader, superb family man, effective governor, devoted
community leader and prudent decision-maker. If elected, he promises to bring all Americans together and make
them feel inferior.
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Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, above)

I don’t care what’s politically expedient or palatable.
The fact of the matter is that George Bush was one of the worst American Presidents, maybe the worst ever, and
he wrecked the economy and nearly drove it off a cliff.
Mr. Obama managed the recovery, despite zero cooperation from the opposition (for nearly the first time in
American history). That’s the truth and it needs to be shouted from the rooftops and will be.
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Once again, Mr. Krugman sheds light.

“The Medicare Killers”

“The Medicare Killers” by Paul Krugman, The New York Times
Aug. 30, 2012, (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/08/31/opinion/Krugman.html?_r=1&emc=eta1)
Paul Ryan’s speech Wednesday night may have accomplished one good thing: It finally may have dispelled the
myth that he is a Serious, Honest Conservative. Indeed, Mr. Ryan’s brazen dishonesty left even his critics
breathless.
Some of his fibs were trivial but telling, like his suggestion that President Obama is responsible for a closed auto
plant in his hometown, even though the plant closed before Mr. Obama took office. Others were infuriating, like his
sanctimonious declaration that “the truest measure of any society is how it treats those who cannot defend or care
for themselves.” This from a man proposing savage cuts in Medicaid, which would cause tens of millions of
vulnerable Americans to lose health coverage.
And Mr. Ryan — who has proposed $4.3 trillion in tax cuts over the next decade, versus only about $1.7 trillion in
specific spending cuts — is still posing as a deficit hawk.
But Mr. Ryan’s big lie — and, yes, it deserves that designation — was his claim that “a Romney-Ryan administration
will protect and strengthen Medicare.” Actually, it would kill the program.
Before I get there, let me just mention that Mr. Ryan has now gone all-in on the party line that the president’s plan
to trim Medicare expenses by around $700 billion over the next decade — savings achieved by paying less to
insurance companies and hospitals, not by reducing benefits — is a terrible, terrible thing. Yet, just a few days ago,
Mr. Ryan was still touting his own budget plan, which included those very same savings.
But back to the big lie. The Republican Party is now firmly committed to replacing Medicare with what we might call
Vouchercare. The government would no longer pay your major medical bills; instead, it would give you a voucher
that could be applied to the purchase of private insurance. And, if the voucher proved insufficient to buy decent
coverage, hey, that would be your problem.
Moreover, the vouchers almost certainly would be inadequate; their value would be set by a formula taking no
account of likely increases in health care costs.
Why would anyone think that this was a good idea? The G.O.P. platform says that it “will empower millions of
seniors to control their personal health care decisions.” Indeed. Because those of us too young for Medicare just
feel so personally empowered, you know, when dealing with insurance companies.
Still, wouldn’t private insurers reduce costs through the magic of the marketplace? No. All, and I mean all, the
evidence says that public systems like Medicare and Medicaid, which have less bureaucracy than private insurers (if
you can’t believe this, you’ve never had to deal with an insurance company) and greater bargaining power, are
better than the private sector at controlling costs.
I know this flies in the face of free-market dogma, but it’s just a fact. You can see this fact in the history of
Medicare Advantage, which is run through private insurers and has consistently had higher costs than traditional
Medicare. You can see it from comparisons between Medicaid and private insurance: Medicaid costs much less. And
you can see it in international comparisons: The United States has the most privatized health system in the
advanced world and, by far, the highest health costs.
So Vouchercare would mean higher costs and lower benefits for seniors. Over time, the Republican plan wouldn’t
just end Medicare as we know it, it would kill the thing Medicare is supposed to provide: universal access to
essential care. Seniors who couldn’t afford to top up their vouchers with a lot of additional money would just be out
of luck.
Still, the G.O.P. promises to maintain Medicare as we know it for those currently over 55. Should everyone born
before 1957 feel safe? Again, no.

For one thing, repeal of Obamacare would cause older Americans to lose a number of significant benefits that the
law provides, including the way it closes the “doughnut hole” in drug coverage and the way it protects early
retirees.
Beyond that, the promise of unchanged benefits for Americans of a certain age just isn’t credible. Think about the
political dynamics that would arise once someone born in 1956 still received full Medicare while someone born in
1959 couldn’t afford decent coverage. Do you really think that would be a stable situation? For sure, it would
unleash political warfare between the cohorts — and the odds are high that older cohorts would soon find their
alleged guarantees snatched away.
The question now is whether voters will understand what’s really going on (which depends to a large extent on
whether the news media do their jobs). Mr. Ryan and his party are betting that they can bluster their way through
this, pretending that they are the real defenders of Medicare even as they work to kill it. Will they get away with it?
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“The Man Who Is Obama's Problem”

“The Man Who Is Obama's Problem” by Howard Fineman, Huffington Post
Aug. 3, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/03/obama-blackvoters_n_1850639.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
(CHARLOTTE, NC) I know that 21st-century campaigns are about micro-targeting individual voters using social
media and laser-casting of print, web and Facebook advertising, plus organizing and get-out-the-vote drives of
ultra-granular, peer-to-peer viral specificity and outreach through personal, neighborhood and email contact.
I get that.
Well, I laser-cast, too. I did it by talking to the guy sitting next to me on the plane to Charlotte.
After an hour-and-a-half flight and two cups of coffee, I knew this: The fellow was as vivid an explanation as there
could be for why President Barack Obama is in the fight of his life against the newly nominated Republican ticket.
My seatmate (whose name I can't use because his employer would have fits if he spoke publicly) is a 44-year-old
African-American Army vet and married man. He describes himself as apolitical but is a registered Republican who
reads national newspapers on his iPhone. In his spare time, he mentors young athletes and their families and does
some recruiting for his college.
In 2008, he crossed party lines to vote for Obama. He watched some of the GOP convention from Tampa, Fla., last
week and was underwhelmed. But he's not voting for the president again.
"I'm not going to vote this time," he said flatly. "I don't believe in politics anymore. Nobody can get anything done.
It is gridlock and a lot of bickerin' and bitin'. Why should I bother?"
In the energize-your-base game of this election, helpless sentiments such as that can cancel out all the fancy microtargeting and get-out-the-vote efforts in the world. Inertia is a very powerful thing, and cynicism is, too.
"The last 10 years have been very tough on the working man," my companion said. "I voted for the president for
two reasons: Maybe he could do something about the economy; maybe he could do something about fixing
Washington. I'm not happy saying it, but he hasn't done a good job at either."
In one recent poll, Obama was ahead 94 percent to 0 percent in the black community. But that doesn't mean
African-American turnout this year will match the 90 percent-plus of registered voters who came out in 2008.

My new friend said that he had not voted in 2004 but, with some hope in his heart, had voted for Obama in 2008.
According to the U.S. Census, voting participation among African Americans rose from 60 percent overall in 2004 to
65 percent in 2008. That translated into 2 million more black voters taking part, almost all of them voting for
Obama. There were similar increases among the Hispanic community.
Since then, minority communities have been hurt badly and disproportionately by the slow pace of economic
recovery, and if any group can say their hopes have been dashed, they can.
Will they turn out for Obama again? And if so, will they vote in the numbers and percentages of 2008?
That's one of the key questions of the fall and one of the concerns the president needs to address here in Charlotte.
As for my seatmate, he hasn't ruled out changing his mind. "As of now, my position is I'm not voting," he said.
Safe travels to wherever your next destination may be.
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Transcript of the Strangest Moments in American Political Convention History

I understand it was Mitt who wanted Clint Eastwood to introduce him at the Republican Convention last week. LOL!

“Transcript of Clint Eastwood Speech at RNC” by Fox News
Aug. 30, 2012, (http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/08/30/transcript-clint-eastwood-speech-atrnc/?intcmp=trending)

EASTWOOD: Thank you very much.Thank you. Thank you very much. Save a little for Mitt.
(APPLAUSE)
I know what you are thinking. You are thinking, what's a movie tradesman doing out here? You know they are all
left wingers out there, left of Lenin. At least that is what people think. That is not really the case. There are a lot
of conservative people, a lot of moderate people, Republicans, Democrats, in Hollywood. It is just that the
conservative people by the nature of the word itself play closer to the vest. They do not go around hot dogging it.
(APPLAUSE)
So -- but they are there, believe me, they are there. I just think, in fact, some of them around town, I saw John
Voigt, a lot of people around.
(APPLAUSE)
John's here, an academy award winner. A terrific guy. These people are all like-minded, like all of us. So I -- so I've
got Mr. Obama sitting here. And he's – I was going to ask him a couple of questions. But -- you know about -- I
remember three and a half years ago, when Mr. Obama won the election. And though I was not a big supporter, I
was watching that night when he was having that thing and they were talking about hope and change and they
were talking about, yes we can, and it was dark outdoors, and it was nice, and people were lighting candles. They
were saying, I just thought, this was great. Everybody is trying, Oprah was crying. I was even crying. And then
finally -- and I haven't cried that hard since I found out that there is 23 million unemployed people in this country.
(APPLAUSE)
Now that is something to cry for because that is a disgrace, a national disgrace, and we haven't done enough,
obviously – this administration hasn't done enough to cure that. Whenever interest they have is not strong enough,
and I think possibly now it may be time for somebody else to come along and solve the problem.
(APPLAUSE)
So, Mr. President, how do you handle promises that you have made when you were running for election, and how
do you handle them? I mean, what do you say to people? Do you just -- you know – I know -- people were
wondering -- you don't -- handle that OK. Well, I know even people in your own party were very disappointed when
you didn't close Gitmo. And I thought, well closing Gitmo – why close that, we spent so much money on it. But, I
thought maybe as an excuse -- what do you mean shut up?
(LAUGHTER)
OK, I thought maybe it was just because somebody had the stupid idea of trying terrorists in downtown New York
City.
(APPLAUSE)
I've got to hand it to you. I have to give credit where credit is due. You did finally overrule that finally. And that's
-- now we are moving onward. I know you were against the war in Iraq, and that's okay. But you thought the war
in Afghanistan was OK. You know, I mean -- you thought that was something worth doing. We didn't check with
the Russians to see how did it -- they did there for 10 years.
(APPLAUSE)
But we did it, and it is something to be thought about, and I think that, when we get to maybe -- I think you've
mentioned something about having a target date for bringing everybody home. You gave that target date, and I

think Mr. Romney asked the only sensible question, you know, he says, ``Why are you giving the date out now?
Why don't you just bring them home tomorrow morning?''
(APPLAUSE)
And I thought -- I thought, yeah -- I am not going to shut up, it is my turn.
(LAUGHTER)
So anyway, we're going to have -- we're going to have to have a little chat about that. And then, I just wondered,
all these promises -- I wondered about when the -- what do you want me to tell Romney? I can't tell him to do
that. I can't tell him to do that to himself.
(APPLAUSE)
You're crazy, you're absolutely crazy. You're getting as bad as Biden.
(APPLAUSE)
Of course we all now Biden is the intellect of the Democratic party.
(LAUGHTER)
Kind of a grin with a body behind it.
(LAUGHTER)
But I just think that there is so much to be done, and I think that Mr. Romney and Mr. Ryan are two guys that can
come along. See, I never thought it was a good idea for attorneys to the president, anyway.
(APPLAUSE)
I think attorneys are so busy -- you know they're always taught to argue everything, and always weight everything
-- weigh both sides...They are always devil's advocating this and bifurcating this and bifurcating that. You know all
that stuff. But, I think it is maybe time -- what do you think -- for maybe a businessman. How about that?
(APPLAUSE)
A stellar businessman. Quote, unquote, ``a stellar businessman.'' And I think it's that time. And I think if you just
step aside and Mr. Romney can kind of take over. You can maybe still use a plane.
(APPLAUSE)
Though maybe a smaller one. Not that big gas guzzler you are going around to colleges and talking about student
loans and stuff like that.
(APPLAUSE)
You are an -- an ecological man. Why would you want to drive that around? OK, well anyway. All right, I'm sorry.
I can't do that to myself either.
(APPLAUSE)
I would just like to say something, ladies and gentlemen. Something that I think is very important. It is that, you,
we -- we own this country.

(APPLAUSE)
We -- we own it. It is not you owning it, and not politicians owning it. Politicians are employees of ours.
(APPLAUSE)
And -- so -- they are just going to come around and beg for votes every few years. It is the same old deal. But I
just think it is important that you realize , that you're the best in the world. Whether you are a Democrat or
Republican or whether you're libertarian or whatever, you are the best. And we should not ever forget that. And
when somebody does not do the job, we got to let them go.
(APPLAUSE)
Okay, just remember that. And I'm speaking out for everybody out there. It doesn't hurt, we don't have to be
(AUDIENCE MEMBER: Make my day!)
(LAUGHTER)
I do not say that word anymore. Well, maybe one last time.
(LAUGHTER)
We don't have to be -- what I'm saying, we do not have to be metal (ph) masochists and vote for somebody that
we don't really even want in office just because they seem to be nice guys or maybe not so nice guys, if you look at
some of the recent ads going out there, I don't know.
(APPLAUSE)
But OK. You want to make my day?
(APPLAUSE)
All right. I started, you finish it. Go ahead.
AUDIENCE: Make my day!
EASTWOOD: Thank you. Thank you very much.
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“Why Chris Hedges Believes That Serious Revolt Is the Only Option
People Have Left”

“Why Chris Hedges Believes That Serious Revolt Is the Only Option People Have Left” by Mark Karlin,
Truthout/AlterNet
Aug. 27, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/print/books/why-chris-hedges-believes-serious-revolt-only-option-peoplehave-left)
Chris Hedges, a former New York Times reporter, has become perhaps the foremost media scribe and most prolific
advocate of a need for revolutionary change in our current institutional oppression and control of the government
by the oligarchical and political elite. Hedges writes with a reporter's detail, a prophet's eloquence and a compelling
sense of urgency. This is evident in his latest book, which visits the "sacrifice zones", the just-released Days of

Destruction Days of Revolt.

Mark Karlin: You begin Days of Destruction Days of Revolt with a visit to and reflection upon the Pine Ridge
Indian Reservation, the poorest and perhaps most hopeless Native American settlement in the United States. Indian
reservations were a tragically ironic result of the American revolt to throw off the shackles of being a colony, only to
become a colonial power over the indigenous residents that lay in its way to achieving "Manifest Destiny." Is this
irony the reason why you begin your journey across the "sacrifice zones" of the United States at Pine Ridge?
Chris Hedges: This is where the dark ethic of endless expansion and limitless exploitation, of ruthless imperial
conquest, subjugation and extermination of native communities, began in the name of profit. Commercial interests
set out to obliterate native peoples who stood in the way of their acquisition of the buffalo herds, timber, coal, gold
and later minerals such as uranium, commodities they saw as sources of power and enrichment. Land was sliced up
into parcels - usually by the railroad companies - and sold. Sitting Bull acidly suggested they get out scales and sell
dirt by the pound. The most basic elements that sustain life were reduced to a vulgar cash product. Nothing in the
eyes of the white settlers had an intrinsic value. And this dichotomy of belief was so vast that those who held on to
animism and mysticism, to ambiguity and mystery, to the centrality of the human imagination, to communal living
and a concept of the sacred, had to be extinguished. The belief system encountered on the plains and in the earlier
indigenous communities in New England obliterated by the Puritans was antithetical and hostile to capitalism, the
concept of technological progress, empire and the ethos of the industrial society.
The effect of this physical and moral cataclysm is being played out a century and a half later, however, as the
whole demented project of endless capitalist expansion, profligate consumption and growth implodes. The suffering
of the other, of the Native American, the African-American in the inner city, the unemployed coal miner or the
Hispanic produce picker is universal. They went first. We were next.
MK: You write in your introduction, "We [you and Joe Sacco] wanted to show in words and drawings what life looks
like when the marketplace rules without constraints, where human beings and the natural world are used and then
discarded to maximize profit." This is pretty much a definition of neoliberal economics. Is the United States creating
an internal economic system of colonies?
CH: The forces of colonization that were applied to the "sacrifice zones" Joe and I wrote about have been turned
inwards on the rest of us to create a global form of neofeudalism, a world of corporate masters and serfs. The
central point of the book is to show what happens when human beings, communities and the natural world are
forced to prostrate themselves before the demands of the marketplace. It is incumbent on us to look closely at this
system of neo-liberal economics because it is now cannibalizing what is left, including our eco-system. These forces
know no limits. They will exterminate us all, as Joseph Conrad pointed out in Heart of Darkness, his masterpiece on
the savagery of colonial exploitation. Kurtz in Conrad's book is the self-deluded megalomaniac ivory trader who
ends by planting the shriveled heads of murdered Congolese on pikes outside his remote trading station. But Kurtz
is also highly educated and refined. Conrad describes him as an orator, writer, poet, musician and the respected
chief agent of the ivory company's Inner Station. He is "an emissary of pity, and science, and progress." Kurtz was
"a universal genius" and "a very remarkable person." He is a prodigy, at once gifted and multi-talented. He went to
Africa fired by noble ideals and virtues. He ended his life as a self-deluded tyrant who thought he was a god. That
pretty much sums up what we have become as a nation.
MK: Regarding your third chapter on Welch, West Virginia, and the devastation you portray created by the coal
mining industry in that state, I wonder why the victims, primarily white, of a rapacious and pretty much
unaccountable coal industry don't revolt. In fact, West Virginia has become a pretty reliable Republican state in
presidential elections. Rephrasing your introductory quote to this chapter (from H.L. Mencken) have the destitute of
West Virginia been driven from "despair" to "hopelessness" - and a psychological crutch of white identity politics,
because they see no possibility of change in their condition?
CH: We are seeing the conscious and deliberate creation by the corporate state of a permanent, insecure and
terrified underclass within the wider society. They have had a lot of practice in refining these techniques in the
sacrifice zones, such as West Virginia, we wrote about. The corporate state sees this permanent and desperate
underclass as the most effective weapon to thwart rebellion and resistance as our economy is reconfigured to wipe
out the middleclass and leave most of us at subsistence level. Huge pools of unemployed and underemployed
effectively blunt labor organizing, since any job, no matter how menial, is zealously coveted. The beating down of
workers, exacerbated by the refusal to extend unemployment benefits for hundreds of millions of Americans and

the breaking of public sector unions, the last redoubt of union power, has transformed those in the working class
from full members of society, able to participate in its debates, the economy and governance, into terrified people
in fragmented pools preoccupied with the struggle of private existence.
The determining factor in global corporate production is now poverty. The poorer the worker and the poorer the
nation, the greater the competitive advantage. With access to vast pools of desperate, impoverished workers eager
for scraps, unions and working conditions no longer impede the quest for larger and larger profits. And when the
corporations do not need these workers they are cast aside. Those who are economically broken usually cease to be
concerned with civic virtues. They will, history has demonstrated, serve any system, no matter how evil, and do
anything for a pitiful salary, a chance for job security and the protection of their families. There will, as the situation
worsens, also be those who attempt to rebel. I certainly intend to join them. But the state can rely on a huge
number of people who, for work and meager benefits, will transform themselves into willing executioners.
MK: Of course, your chapter on the squalid, economically abandoned Camden, New Jersey, points to a particularly
egregious example of an entire city that has been sucked of any hope. Financially, it has been written off by the
Masters of the Universe economic agenda, its citizens parasites of the government, according to Paul Ryan. Even
Barack Obama has been the first president in decades not to mention poverty in his State of the Union Addresses.
But isn't Camden just representative of blighted urban areas, particularly minority neighborhoods, that have been
left without jobs for decades? This goes back to before the urban riots of 1968 and the Kerner Report about what
caused them. Isn't this structured poverty?
CH: The corporations and industries that packed up and left Camden and cities across the United States for the
cheap labor overseas are never coming back. They have abandoned huge swathes of the United States, turned
whole sections of American cities into industrial ghost towns. The unemployment and underemployment, the
disenfranchisement of the working class, and the assault on the middle class, are never factored into the balance
sheets of corporations. If prison or subsistence labor in China or India or Vietnam makes them more money, if it is
possible to hire workers in sweatshops in Bangladesh for 22 cents an hour, corporations follow the awful logic to its
conclusion. And as conditions worsen the corporate state, which controls the systems of information and
entertainment, renders the poor and cities like Camden invisible. This is what Joe's illustrations are so crucial to the
book. The goal of the book is to make these people visible.
MK: In the book, you bluntly write: "The American dream, as we know it is a lie. We will all be sacrificed." You
speak of the spreading transnational corporate virus. Are you, in essence, saying the worst is yet to come, that the
forsaken communities you profile are an ominous portent of what waits for so many of us except the privileged
class?
CH: Yes. This is why we wrote the book, as a warning of what is about to befall us all. It is no more morally
justifiable to kill someone for profit than it is to kill that person for religious fanaticism. And yet, from health
companies to the oil and natural gas industry to private weapons contractors, individual death and the wholesale
death of the ecosystem have become acceptable corporate business.
MK: Your fourth chapter is entitled "Days of Slavery" and it is about what you quote Bernie Sanders as calling "the
bottom of the race to the bottom." It is about the exploited (and that seems an understated word given the
circumstances) tomato pickers in Immokalee, Florida. It is indentured servitude and just short of slavery. But isn't
there a glimmer of hope in the activism of the Immokalee workers' movement for better pay and working
conditions?
CH: You cannot use the word hope if you do not resist. If you resist, even if it appears futile, you keep hope alive.
And in every sacrifice zone we visited, including Immokalee where the Coalition of Immokalee Workers have
organized tomato workers, we saw heroic struggles to fight back. But at the same time it is vital to remember that
we cannot achieve significant reform or restore our democracy through established mechanisms of power. The
electoral process has been hijacked by corporations. The judiciary has been corrupted and bought. The press shuts
out the most important voices in the country and feeds us the banal and the absurd. Universities prostitute
themselves for corporate dollars. Labor unions are marginal and ineffectual forces. The economy is in the hands of
corporate swindlers and speculators. And the public, enchanted by electronic hallucinations, remains largely passive
and supine. We have no tools left within the power structure in our fight to halt unchecked corporate pillage.

Once any political system ossifies, once all mechanisms for reform close, the lunatic fringe of a society, as I saw in
Yugoslavia, rises out of the moral swamp to take control. The reformers, however well meaning and honest, finally
have nothing to offer. They are disarmed.
MK: You were a vocal advocate of the hopefulness of the Occupy movement in creating radical change. But you
also note in your book that the federal government joined local governments in dispossessing the Occupy
movement of its beachheads of public land. Are we facing a situation like the suppression of the Green Revolution
in Iran, like the crushing of the revolt in Czechoslovakia?
CH: The importance of the Occupy movement, and the reason I suspect its encampments were so brutally
dismantled by the Obama administration, is that the corporate state understood and feared its potential to spark a
popular rebellion. I do not think the state has won. All the injustices and grievances that drove people into the
Occupy encampments and onto the streets have been ignored by the state and are getting worse. And we will see
eruptions of discontent in the weeks and months ahead.
If these mass protests fail, opposition will inevitably take a frightening turn. The longer we endure political
paralysis, the longer the formal mechanisms of power fail to respond, the more the extremists on the left and the
right - those who venerate violence and are intolerant of ideological deviations - will be empowered. Under the
steady breakdown of globalization, the political environment has become a mound of tinder waiting for a light.
MK: You write, "Revolt is all that we have left. It is our only hope." Most revolt from oppressive powers has come
from the working class. But except for the Wisconsin uprising, the working class appear to view movements like
Occupy as not representing them. And even in Wisconsin, the GOP was able to split the unions from the non-union
working class. How do you see progressive revolts linking up with the working class?
CH: The movement in Wisconsin made a fatal mistake. It allowed its energy to be channeled back into a dead
political system by the Democratic Party and the labor movement, or at least what passes for a labor movement in
this country. It could not compete with corporate power and corporate money. And it will be hard now to regroup.
They willingly played the game and lost, although of course the rules were rigged. The split between labor and nonlabor is only one divide. Occupy is essentially a white, middle class movement led by college educated men and
women who have found no place in the wider society. The working class and the poor deeply distrusts liberals,
especially college-educated liberals, who since the Clinton administration have repeatedly betrayed them in the
name of liberalism. Those who support Occupy will have to rebuild bridges to our impoverished working class, and
more importantly to those of color who live in marginal communities and who also have been abandoned by the
traditional liberal elites. But this skirts an even bigger and more important problem. In the traditional sense of a
working class, i.e. one that is organized and manufactures goods, we no longer have one. Workers have been
reduced to toiling at two or three jobs in the service sector. I don't know how we are going to fight back effectively
without an organized work force. That is one of my greatest concerns.
MK: You are a consummate writer. But what role do you see that six decades of visual and sound bite messaging
on television has had on allowing the political elite and oligarchy to sustain their "frame" of the status quo through
corporate TV?
CH: The chatter that passes for news, the gossip that is peddled by the windbags on the airwaves, the noise that
drowns out rational discourse, and the timidity and cowardice of what is left of the newspaper industry reflect our
flight into collective self-delusion. We stand on the cusp of one of the most seismic and disturbing dislocations in
human history, one that is radically reconfiguring our economy as it is the environment, and our national
obsessions, because of these electronic hallucinations, revolve around the trivial and the absurd. The illusionists
who shape our culture, and who profit from our incredulity, hold up the gilded cult of Us. Popular expressions of
religious belief, personal empowerment, corporatism, political participation and self-definition argue that all of us
are special, entitled and unique. All of us, by tapping into our inner reserves of personal will and undiscovered
talent, by visualizing what we want, can achieve, and deserve to achieve, happiness, fame and success. It is, of
course, magical thinking.

MK: You conclude Days of Destruction with an anecdote about your experience as a boxer fighting men who were
professionals and pummeling you, but you kept fighting and eventually the crowd cheered you on as the underdog.
How does this relate to achieving a successful revolt against a status quo with unlimited financial power and
military/police powers?
CH: You do not fight tyrants because you are going to win. You fight tyrants because they are tyrants. Yes, we do
not have the tools or the wealth of the state. We cannot beat it at its own game. We cannot ferret out infiltrators.
The legal system is almost always on the state's side. If we attempt to replicate the elaborate security apparatus of
our oppressors, even on a small scale, we will unleash widespread paranoia and fracture the movement. If we
retreat into anonymity, hiding behind masks, then we provide an opening for agents provocateurs who deny their
identities while disrupting the movement. If we fight pitched battles in the streets we give authorities an excuse to
fire their weapons.
All we have, as Vaclav Havel wrote, is our own powerlessness. And that powerlessness is our strength. The survival
of the movement depends on embracing this powerlessness. It depends on two of our most important assets - utter
and complete transparency and a rigid adherence to nonviolence, including respect for private property. This
permits us, as Havel puts it in his 1978 essay "The Power of the Powerless," to live in truth. And by living in truth
we expose a corrupt corporate state that perpetrates lies and lives in deceit.
This attempt to "live within the truth" brings with it ostracism and retribution. Punishment is imposed in bankrupt
systems because of the necessity for compliance, not out of any real conviction. And the real crime committed is
not the crime of speaking out or defying the rules, but the crime of exposing the charade.
Links:
http://www.alternet.org/authors/mark-karlin
http://truth-out.org/opinion/item/11032-truthout-interviews-chris-hedges-about-why-revolt-is-all-we-have-left
https://members.truth-out.org/bgift96-gift/choose-type-donation
http://www.alternet.org/tags/chris-hedges
http://www.alternet.org/tags/days-destruction-days-revolt
http://www.alternet.org/tags/american-dream
20120903-11

18:31

Anne

“Robert Ebert’s Journal: The Best Cat Video of All Time”

“Robert Ebert’s Journal: The Best Cat Video of All Time” Chicago Sun-Times
Aug. 31, 2012, (http://blogs.suntimes.com/ebert/the-best-cat-video-of-all-time.html)
Video (“We Cannot Escape Ourselves” or “Henri 2, Paw de Deux”)
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=Q34z5dCmC4M.
20120903-12

18:34

SteveB

Global Warming & Conservatism

I was thinking about global warming this hot tropical nearly spring day.
It seems to be real, but we’re in an interglacial period of warming at this point in Earth’s history. That makes it hard
to determine whether the changes we measure are caused by man.

The truth of the matter is that most climate scientists: (a) seem to be worried; (b) feel the evidence supports the
contention that the warming is partly or largely man-made and appears to be potentially very destructive to
civilization as we know it. Scientists say to use caution.
But let’s go ahead and assume that all these scientists with their big liberal brains might be wrong? Then what
should we do? Forget about the problem?
There is so much at stake! Any error could be disastrous to our grandchildren, at the very least. In past history,
they, as a group, have usually been proven to be right. But environmental standards, etc. can be very expensive—
as in, “Don’t touch my pile of money!”
To me, the issue doesn’t even involve science at this point. We just need to make a prudent executive decision. A
CONSERVATIVE decision, because it is wrought with danger!
We should be very careful about harming the Earth. Logic dictates. Period.
Now, why are Republicans so radical instead of truly conservative when it comes to the issue of human life?
“Scientists say to use caution.” Isn’t that what a true conservative would do? Isn’t that what conservatism is really
founded upon—prudent caution?
In the case of Global Warming, It’s certainly easy to see the logic of why millions of tons of greenhouse gasses,
etc., etc., could just possibly cause problems.
Modern conservatives have become something that is not conservative at all—it’s downright off-the-deep-end
radical!.
I see something similar to the global warming pattern in other contemporary conservative Republican positions and
actions on issues such as world trade, financial matters, deficits, separation of church and state, living without a
social safety net, guns (the party of ‘law and order’ wants more), education, war, pipelines and drilling, etc.
Republican positions do not seem to me to be conservative in any of these matters!
Am I missing something?
20120903-13

10:12

Pam

Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)

No. You're not missing anything, Steve. As for global warming, it's true, the earth has gone through various "ages"
and the geography of the planet has changed many times. It's foolish to think its present configuration is going to
last forever. I believe the scientists who say human beings are contributing to the current warming trend, and I
think that trend began with the agricultural revolution--long before our time, in other words. The industrial
revolution hurried things along, and our consumption of fossil fuels is pushing things over the top, but maybe earth
is just heating up faster than it otherwise would. It may be the trend was toward warming anyway. I don't know
enough about the science, obviously. What I think we can do is prepare for what's coming, and we aren't doing
enough in that direction. Big oil simply wants to keep raking in the money, and big coal is no better. Efforts at
cleaning up emissions are a day late and a dollar short. Our coastlines are in danger of being flooded out, which
means many of our largest cities are at risk. I actually think people will wake up to the realities at some point, but I
think it will require a few more Katrinas and tsunamis. All those recent apocalyptic movies about planetary
destruction were prophetic, as so much of science fiction is. We won't escape. Our only hope is to create new
types of shelter and novel methods of "weathering the storm" that is coming. Underground sanctuaries, hell,
underground railroads...who knows what we'll come up with. It is ironic indeed that conservatives don't see the
necessity for conserving the earth. I don't think so-called conservatives are conservative at all; they're reactionary
ideologues who believe that if you think something that makes it true. They've bent language into such a pretzel
that "right to life" now means "packing heat." It's obscene.

20120903-16

19:24

SteveG

Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)

SteveB: Am I missing something?
Not yet.
20120903-17

19:30

Art

Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to all, above)

As always, Pam hits the nails on the head. I think the real issue, however, is that, if conservatives admit that the
release to incredible amounts of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere from fossil fuel burning is accelerating any
natural process of global warming, then they would have to do something about it. Again the obvious answer is cut
back on fossil fuel use and that hits the pockets of to many rich folks. So, they are paying to manufacture some sort
of science that at least calls the whole thing into question and thereby defers any action to be taken. Again, heck,
most of their American political support thinks the earth was invented 6000 years ago and some mysterious being in
the sky directs our every move. These people will believe anything.
Meanwhile they ignore everything that is happening around them. The Arctic ice melt this year is the greatest on
record and we still have several weeks to go. Again what we need is a category 5 hurricane to sit along the east
coast for about a week. Might finally get someone's attention. Otherwise the fact is, we are probably simply too
stupid to survive as a species. Oh, and it is a worldwide issue.
FYI, as an aside to this and to many other economic questions, not too many years ago, 1 in 4 jobs in the United
States were tied directly or indirectly to automobile production. Think about it. As we flail away at all this little stuff
and who is to blame for the lack of jobs, the fact is we are undergoing a huge economic paradigm shift.
20120903-20

19:57

Clark

Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)

The term "conservative" has totally flipped in the past 15 years.
20120903-18

19:34

SteveG

Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveB, above)

We have gone through the draining of swamps in Florida and other coastal areas in order to build resorts, towns,
etc.; we have gone through the draining of wetlands in the Midwest and other parts of the world; we have cut
forests to make farmland; we have over farmed our land to make dustbowls; we have fracked to do who knows
what to the water tables and stability of the surrounding areas; we have polluted our waterways to kill vegetation
and fish; acid rain has killed vegetation; carbons have caused smog creating visibility and breathing problems – all
chasing the almighty dollar.
20120903-19

19:43

Pam

It makes me want to weep.

Re: Global Warming & Conservatism (reply to SteveG, above)

20120903-14

19:21

SteveG

Graphic: If You’re Pro-Life, Why Are You Against Universal Health Care?

20120903-15

19:22

Charis

Slideshow: Santa Cruz, Bolivia in Full Bloom!

http://www.kizoa.com/slideshow/d3171474kP164158254o2/santa-cruz-in-full-bloom
20120903-21

23:15

SteveM

Fw: “Mr. Scam Man”

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
A little Country Western tune to cheer up your day...
http://www.youtube.com/watch_popup?v=tE0M9R1YXH0.
20120903-22

23:58

SteveG

Graphic: FOX News Saved My Life

20120903-23

23:59

SteveB

Photo: El Altiplano, Bolivia

http://www.wildandexotic.co.uk/site/

—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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You Go, Girl!
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 5, 2012)
Funny…we’re not talking today about gaffes, lies, and stupidity. Oh, it must be the Democratic Convention going on
now, not the Republican Debacle.
“Michelle Obama’s Speech: Both Apolitical and Politically Masterful” by E.J. Dionne Jr., The Washington Post
Aug. 5, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-partisan/post/michelle-obamas-speech-both-apoliticaland-politically-masterful/2012/09/05/d7197c54-f722-11e1-8398-0327ab83ab91_blog.html?hpid=z2

(CHARLOTTE, NC) The most devastating attack on Mitt Romney at Tuesday’s Democratic Convention came from
Michelle Obama, who did not mention Romney’s name and said not a single cross thing about him.

She devastated him by implication. If Romney was the son of privilege, she and her husband were anything but.
What she said directly is that Barack Obama understands people who are struggling. What she didn’t have to say is
Mitt Romney doesn’t.
As a general matter, her speech was a big hit: good enough that even Fox News was kind to her. But the specific
stories — about her father working through the pain of multiple sclerosis, about the debts she and her husband
accumulated from college — served a powerful campaign purpose. A speech that was thoroughly apolitical on the
surface carried multiple political messages, linking a very traditional message about parenting with a call for social
justice.
And it was almost entirely done though personal stories.
“And when my brother and I finally made it to college, nearly all of our tuition came from student loans and grants,”
she said at one point. “But my dad still had to pay a tiny portion of that tuition himself. And every semester, he was
determined to pay that bill right on time, even taking out loans when he fell short. He was so proud to be sending
his kids to college…and he made sure we never missed a registration deadline because his check was late. You see,
for my dad, that’s what it meant to be a man.”
Among the many messages here: Her dad was awesome; he was also a traditional father; and, more broadly,
people who receive government aid can be, usually are, very responsible citizens.
Another nice riff on student loans came later: “And believe it or not, when we were first married, our combined
monthly student loan bills were actually higher than our mortgage. We were so young, so in love, and so in debt.” I
suspect this drew a lot of laughter in living rooms.
Oh yes, and she also said that for husband, “Success isn’t about how much money you make, it’s about the
difference you make in people’s lives.” Did any other presidential candidate come to mind as perhaps having a
contrasting approach? Michelle Obama was much too polite to say. She didn’t have to.

20120904-02

09:32

Art

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, FotM Newsletter #218)

Hi, SteveB, well done again. One thing on the "Are you better off" question is the stock market. If you're invested
in the stock market, you have made a ton of money since 2008.

20120904-07

12:08

Pam

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #218)

SteveM: Time to accept ownership for failure. Our first black Prez, turns out to be the worst in our history.
How about this, Steve M.? The Bush administration accepts ownership for the failure of the economy during the
decade PRECEDING Obama's presidency. Republicans admit to the tight relationship among government, lobbyists,
the big banks, and mortgage lenders. Democrats enjoy this relationship too, but not to the same extent as
Republicans. Look at the numbers. Check out the documentary "Inside Job."
"Worst in history!?" WTF And I might ask what's behind your referring to Obama as "our first black Prez"? What's
your point??? Unless you can convince me otherwise, I'm going to assume that what really bugs you about Obama
is not his stated intentions to increase job openings (with a jobs bill Republicans voted down), provide adequate
health care to ALL Americans, and improve our schools. You probably do object to his stand on gay marriage, but
my guess is that your real issue is the color of his skin. Jeeesh!

20120904-15

15:59

SteveM

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
Pam, above)

I have looked at the numbers. Take a look at the S&P 500 chart from 2007, when the Democrats took over the
Senate, Harry, Barak and Chris, and the House, Nancy ,Barney, and Clive. It’s a downward curve, indicating lack of
leadership. Yeah Bush was in the car, but he wasn't driving. Own it!

20120904-17

16:09

SteveB

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, above)

It didn’t work like that in any way, shape, or form. No matter what Rush and Glenn might tell you.
At exactly the same period of time during which you very recently tried to condemn the President’s job loss/creation
performance, the stock market has zoomed. Period.
What’s fair for the goose is fair for the gander. Right?
Or do Republicans see even that some other way?

20120904-20

17:41

SteveM

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, above)

You didn't look at the chart did you?

20120904-01

04:34

SteveB

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #218)

Ya, better if we believe the lies of Republicans and ignore the truths of Democrats! (And that’s not to say that either
party has a monopoly on truth, but it ain’t 50-50, either!)

20120904-03

10:50

SteveM

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, above)

If anyone would know about lying it would you Democrats.

20120904-06

12:07

SteveB

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveM, above)

As Art, suggests, above, take a look at what the stock market has done since 2008, when Bush tanked it and the
entire economy!
Looks to me like rich Republicans, and a few others, are doing pretty damned well.
The true Republican constituency benefits at the cost of everyone else. Typical.

20120904-08

12:26

SteveM

Re: “Democrats Do Damage Control on 'Better Off' Question” (reply to
SteveB, above)

What a truly socialist statement, Mao would be proud.
20120904-04

10:56

SteveM

Fw: “Space Weather News for Sept. 3, 2012”

“Space Weather News for Sept. 3, 2012” (http://spaceweather.com)
CME IMPACT: As expected, a coronal mass ejection (CME) hit Earth's magnetic field on Sept. 3rd at approximately
1200 UT (5 am PDT). The impact induced measurable ground currents in the soil of northern Scandinavia and
sparked bright auroras around the Arctic Circle. At the time this alert is being issued, a moderately strong (Kp=6)
geomagnetic storm is underway.
STORM ALERTS: Subscribers to our Space Weather Alert service were alerted by phone when the CME hit and when
the subsequent storm began. You can sign up for alerts at http://spaceweathertext.com (text) or
http://spaceweatherphone.com (voice).

20120904-13

15:40

SteveB

Re: “Space Weather News for Sept. 3, 2012” (reply to SteveM, above)

12:04

SteveB

“Life Is Sacred”

I like the picture!
20120904-05

“Life Is Sacred” by Chris Hedges, Truthdig/NationofChange
Sept. 4, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/life-sacred-1346763860)

I retreat in the summer to the mountains and coasts of Maine and New Hampshire to sever myself from the
intrusion of the industrial world. It is in the woods and along the rugged Atlantic coastline, the surf thundering into
the jagged rocks, that I am reminded of our insignificance before the universe and the brevity of human life. The
stars, thousands visible in the night canopy above me, mock human pretensions of grandeur. They whisper the
biblical reminder that we are dust and to dust we shall return. Love now, they tell us urgently, protect what is
sacred, while there is still time. But now I go there also to mourn. I mourn for our future, for the fading majesty of
the natural world, for the folly of the human species. The planet is dying. And we will die with it.
The giddy, money-drenched, choreographed carnival in Tampa and the one coming up in Charlotte divert us from
the real world—the one steadily collapsing around us. The glitz and propaganda, the ridiculous obsessions imparted
by our electronic hallucinations, and the spectacles that pass for political participation mask the deadly ecological
assault by the corporate state. The worse it gets, the more we retreat into self-delusion. We convince ourselves that
global warming does not exist. Or we concede that it exists but insist that we can adapt. Both responses satisfy our
mania for eternal optimism and our reckless pursuit of personal comfort. In America, when reality is distasteful we
ignore it. But reality will soon descend like the Furies to shatter our complacency and finally our lives. We, as a
species, may be doomed. And this is a bitter, bitter fact for a father to digest.
My family and I hike along the desolate coastline of an island in Maine that is accessible only by boat. We stop in
the afternoons on remote inlets and look out across the Atlantic Ocean or toward the shoreline and the faint outline
of the Camden hills. My youngest son throws pebbles into the surf. My daughter toddles over the rounded beach
stones holding her mother’s hand. The gray and white seagulls chatter loudly overhead. The scent of salt is carried
by the wind. Life, the life of my family, the life around me, is exposed at once as fragile and sacred. And it is worth
fighting to save.
When I was a boy and came to this coast on duck hunting trips with my uncle, fishing communities were vibrant.
The fleets caught haddock, cod, herring, hake, halibut, swordfish, pollock and flounder. All these fish have vanished
from the area, victims of commercial fishing that saw huge trawlers rip up the seafloor and kill the corals,
bryozoans, tubeworms and other species that nurtured new schools of fish. The trawlers left behind barren
underwater wastelands of mud and debris. It is like this across the planet. Forests are cut down. Water is
contaminated. Air is saturated with carbon emissions. Soil is depleted. Acidity levels in the oceans skyrocket.
Atmospheric temperatures soar. And someone, somewhere, makes obscene sums of money from it. Corporations,
indifferent to what is sacred, see the death of the planet as another investment opportunity. They are scurrying to
mine the exposed polar waters for the last vestiges of oil, gas, minerals and fish. And since the corporations dictate
our relationship to the ecosystem on which we depend for life, the chances of our survival look bleaker and bleaker.
The final phase of 5,000 years of settled human activity ends with collective insanity.
“All my means are sane,” Captain Ahab says of his suicidal pursuit of Moby-Dick, “my motive and my object mad.”
The ocean floor off the coast of Maine, which this summer has seen a staggering five-degree rise in water
temperature, is now covered in crustaceans—lobsters and crabs—that no longer have any predators. The fish stocks
have been killed for profit. This crustacean monoculture carries with it the fragility of all monocultures, a fragility
that corn farmers in the Midwest also have experienced. Lobsters provide 80 percent of Maine’s seafood income.
But how much longer will they last? When a diverse and intricately balanced biosystem is wiped out, what future is
there? After you dismantle nature and throw away the parts, what happens when you desperately need to put them
back together? And even if you can nurture back to life the fish stocks decimated by the commercial fleets, as
valiant organizations such as the Penobscot East Resource Center are attempting to do, what happens when sea
temperatures and acidity levels continue to rise amid global warming, dooming most life in the oceans?
The warmer water this year caused lobsters to shed six weeks earlier than usual. What happened to the sea further
south is now happening off New England. Long Island Sound, two decades ago, had an abundance of lobsters.
Then as the water heated up they disappeared. They fell prey to parasite infestations and shell disease, and the
survivors migrated to colder water.
All natural resources are being exploited until exhaustion. They will diminish and soon vanish. Droughts are
affecting forests in the Northeast as well as the Northwest. The wintertime die-off of pine beetles and other pests—

a reduction vital for the health of the forests—is no longer happening as the planet steadily warms. The traditional
hardwoods of the northern forests and the great conifer trees are dying. They are being replaced by oak-hickory
forests, dooming the biodiversity, eradicating the habitat of a variety of songbirds and other wildlife and ending the
maple syrup industry. Maple syrup was produced a few decades ago in Connecticut and Massachusetts. As a child I
would hike in snowshoes to the farmers’ sheds deep in the woods containing vats of boiling syrup. We would pour
syrup on the blanket of snow outside to make brittle winter candy. But production in the southern New England
states has been largely extinguished and shifted to northern Maine and Canada. These are the small natural
indicators that something is terribly wrong.
The daily loss of Arctic sea ice this summer is the most severe on record. The amount of sea ice has fallen by 40
percent since satellite tracking began in the late 1970s. The complete disappearance of summer Arctic sea ice may
be no more than a decade or two away. And with the disappearance of the summer ice, our planet’s weather
patterns will become dominated by freakishly powerful and sudden storms and other violent natural disturbances.
Droughts will devastate some parts of the Earth, and in others there will be unrelenting rainfall. It will be a world of
extremes. Hurricanes. Tornadoes. Floods. Dust bowls. Fire and water.
Our political leaders, Democrat and Republican, are complicit in our demise. Our political system, like that in the
declining days of ancient Rome, is one of legalized bribery. Politicians, including Mitt Romney and Barack Obama,
serve the demented ends of corporations that will, until the final flicker of life, attempt to profit from our death
spiral. Civil disobedience, including the recent decision by Greenpeace activists to chain themselves to a Gazprom
supply vessel and obstruct a Russian oil rig, is the only meaningful form of resistance. Voting is useless. But while I
support these heroic acts of resistance, I increasingly fear they may have little effect. This does not mean we
should not resist. Resistance is a moral imperative. We cannot use the word “hope” if we do not fight back. But the
corporations will employ deadly force to protect their drive to extract the last bit of profit from life. We can expect
only mounting hostility from the corporate state. Its internal and external security apparatus, as the heedless
exploitation and its fatal consequences become more apparent, will seek to silence and crush all dissidents.
Corporations care nothing for democracy, the rule of law, human rights or the sanctity of life. They are determined
to be the last predator standing. And then they too will be snuffed out. Unrestrained hubris always leads to selfimmolation.
20120904-09

12:37

SteveM

Fw: Ice Cream

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
TODAY IS THE OLDEST YOU'VE EVER BEEN, YET THE YOUNGEST YOU'LL EVER BE -- SO ENJOY THIS DAY WHILE
IT LASTS. SO GO OUT AND BUY SOME ICE CREAM!

In honor of the 44th President of the United States Baskin-Robbins Ice Cream has introduced a new flavor: Barocky
Road.
Barocky Road is a blend of half vanilla, half chocolate, and surrounded by nuts and flakes. The vanilla portion of the
mix is not openly advertised and usually denied as aningredient. The nuts and flakes are all plentiful.
The cost is $92.84 per scoop--so out of a hundred dollar bill you are at least promised some CHANGE!
When purchased it will be presented to you in a large beautiful cone, but after you pay for it, the ice cream is taken
out of the cone and given to the person in line behind you at no charge.
You are left with an almost empty wallet, staring at an empty cone--and wondering what just happened. Then you
realize this is what "redistribution" is all about.
THIS COMING ELECTION IS NOT ABOUT ELECTING ROMNEY.
IT'S ABOUT UNELECTING OBAMA!
20120904-26

18:59

SteveB

Re: Ice Cream (reply to SteveM, above)

What a strange thing to say about a candidate…that “it’s not about electing R0mney.”
It’s an admission he’s not really qualified to be elected. Otherwise, if he was so good, it would at least also be
“about electing” him, wouldn’t it? But it’s not.
No one likes Mitt or believes in him or believes he stands for anything except money and greed, do they?

20120904-10

13:46

Tom

“Sanctions Block Iran Gamers from World of Warcraft”

Now, this pushes me over the line!
“Sanctions Block Iran Gamers from World of Warcraft” by Raphael Satter, AP
Aug 28, 2012, (http://www.newsvine.com/_news/2012/08/28/13532565-sanctions-block-iran-gamers-from-worldof-warcraft)
(LONDON) They've vanquished elves, trolls, and all manner of magical monsters. But one select group of online
gamers is facing an even more formidable foe: The U.S. sanctions regime.
Iranian players of "World of Warcraft," the massively popular online multiplayer franchise, have found themselves
frozen out by Blizzard Activision Inc., the American company behind the game. Iranian role playing enthusiasts have
spent much of the past week peppering Blizzard's message board with complaints about how they weren't able to
log on to the service — only to be told recently that U.S. law was to blame.
"United States trade restrictions and economic sanction laws prohibit Blizzard from doing business with residents of
certain nations, including Iran," the company said in an email sent to players last week and forwarded to The
Associated Press late Tuesday. "Blizzard tightened up its procedures to ensure compliance with these laws, and
players connecting from the affected nations are restricted from access to Blizzard games and services."
A post to Blizzard's message board by a company employee also noted that rules meant Iranian players would not
be getting refunds.
Blizzard's "Warcraft" franchise dates back to 1994 and has grown into a sprawling virtual world complete with its
own online economy and a thriving subculture. The games' more than 9 million subscribers can log on to assume
the identity of a dizzying array of fantastical characters and fight together — or each other — for experience,
magical weapons, and loot.
It wasn't clear precisely how many players were affected by the block. Blizzard's public relations director, Rob
Hilburger, said that the company doesn't break player data out by country or region for competitive reasons. But he
said the Iranian market compromised only "a tiny fraction" of the company's subscribers worldwide.
Hilburger didn't immediately respond to a question asking why the company had only recently blocked Iranian
players from its service.
The United States and its allies have been steadily increasing economic pressure on Iran as it tries to convince the
Islamic republic to open up about its disputed nuclear program, which Western governments fear is a cover for the
development of atomic weapons. Tehran insists the program is intended for civilian energy generation.
20120904-11

14:27

Ben

Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Not being a noodle kind of guy, and having shrimped up quite a lot last week, I decided to "chicken out" on lunch
today. Sorry it's a hectic day today, so it's just the photos of my plate and of what I first took to be a Breakfast Plot
from the Gauntlet (which turned out to be a platter of desserts on their way to the Gauntlet staging area).
I apologize with some embarrassment to having fallen into a Dan Brown trap, but.. doggone it, flawed it may be,
but it's also fun.

Seared Chicken Breast, Green and Yellow Beans, and Manchego Polenta

Ultimate Pudding Cake

20120904-14

15:45

SteveB

Re: Today’s Lunch at Apple (reply to Ben, above)

I think it is unconscionable that you are so prejudiced against beef and pork! Racist!
And white meat too, I note!
20120904-18

16:10

Ben

Re: Today’s Lunch at Apple (reply to SteveB, above)

SteveB, who says?
I love pork. I eat as much beef as pork, and I love a good hamburger or a great steak.
Unfortunately, Apple doesn't serve any pig products in the cafeteria. We all secretly believe that was a Steve
mandate, although it's never been confirmed. Nor has it ever been acknowledged that when Faith the Pastry Chef
had a birthday, the cafeteria staff prepared her favorite meal: an entire roast pig, which I was honored to view and
smell. (It was golden and gorgeous.)
Bacon does NOT grow on turkeys. But - to be fair - the ONLY chicken sausage I've every had that even resembled
actual sausage is the Italian chicken sausage they make right here, for use in pizza and pasta dishes. It's really
tough to distinguish from the real deal, except it's much milder.
Beef, though, is a problem of a different sort. Perhaps you've forgotten how inundated the American diet is with
beef. "Beef: it's what's for dinner." Yeah, true. But most of it is hormone-laden and grain-fed. Neither is IMHO
particularly great for one's health. The cafeteria did a great prime rib a while back, and I loved it. The South of the
Border line serves beef every day! But I have no inclination to have a hamburger and fries for lunch, when I can
have grilled fish and properly prepared vegetables instead.
20120904-27
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SteveB

Re: Today’s Lunch at Apple (reply to Ben, above)

Mainly kidding, of course…
Also, I guess I’ve started thinking in terms of the way we do things around here, so I had kind of forgotten about
dinner as a time for eating beef and “heavier” foods.
There are two conflicting Bolivian traditions in place.
One is that, when it’s a special occasion (it doesn’t necessarily take much), you eat a big dinner late, maybe with a
lot of beef done on the BBQ (parilla).
But, in everyday life, lunch (followed by a nap) is the big meal of the day. Dinner is very light or non-existent. Tea
is also a very social event, so not necessarily every day, but would almost always include some kind of pastry.
Breakfast is also normally very light.
It’s a healthier way of living, really, because, as I’m sure you know, the earlier in the day you eat calories the
better. A bunch of late night carbs and fat are especially bad.
So, anyway, happy to find you haven’t become a meat racist. ;-)
I think we should lobby for pork at Apple. Do they have breakfast? Without pork? Whatever happened to animal
rights?

20120904-12
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SteveM

Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter
#218) & “Facebook Poll on Obama ‘Assassination’ Probed” & “Gay
Activists Flip Off Ronald Reagan Portrait at White House”

Hey, dummy, last week you made a dumb-a*s comment about a picture showing someone flipping off the
president's Bus.
You suggested it might be a right wing nut.
Let me suggest that if O'bama is shot, it will be left-wing activist acting on behalf of Hillary Clinton, because they
didn't like the way she was treated in the primaries by Barack. It wouldn't surprise me if we had a Manchurian
candidate moment, where Obama is gunned down during the Democratic national convention and Hillary lifts up his
body and vows to continue his "good work" so she could get elected president! Just like Sinatra's 1960's movie
It is well known that the Clintons are like oil and water! Of course Janet Napolitano will use the start of this event
to try to seize all the guns in the nation. Too bad your imagination is so narrow that all you can do is follow the
party line.
Or it could be one of your Gay activists so filled with hate and vitriol because Obama didn't act sooner (see below).
Or maybe one of your Facebook friends (also see below).
As for me, SteveB, I for one want a long life Barack and for him to be defeated in this election. I want Obama to
live a long life so he can see the reports of what a terrible president he really was. Just like when Grant put the
National Cemetery in Gen. Lee's garden, so that we would be forever reminded of what he did to the nation. I want
him (O'bummer) to be reminded that he was the worst president ever the rest of his useless life.
I do feel sorry for his children, as they will be forever reminded that daddy was an abject failure, reviled by many in
the Democratic Party and the better half of the United States, I feel sorry for them when they go to college and
history is discussed. But perhaps I'll make just make them stronger.
In closing, I'm curious how liberals can expect respect from others, when they show so little respect themselves
(see below).
“Facebook Poll on Obama ‘Assassination’ Probed” by AP, MSNBC
Sept. 28, 2009, (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/33060855/ns/technology_and_science-security/)
The U.S. Secret Service is investigating an online survey that asked whether people thought President Barack
Obama should be assassinated, officials said Monday.
Continue reading at MSNBC…
“Gay Activists Flip Off Ronald Reagan Portrait at White House” by Patrick Svitek, Huffington Post
June 22, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/22/gay-activists-ronald-reagan-whitehouse_n_1619392.html)
If several raised fingers are any indication, some LGBT activists who visited the White House last week are fully
evolved on what they think of President Ronald Reagan.
In a photo, removed from her Facebook page Friday afternoon, Philadelphia photographer Zoe Strauss is pictured
waving two middle fingers at Reagan's presidential portrait. She did, at least, have the courtesy to tag Reagan in
the photo.

[Maybe they’re giving it to W? –SteveB]
Continue reading at Huffington Post…
20120904-16
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SteveB

Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveM, above)

On the contrary, Republicans have guaranteed that Mr. Obama will be eternally cherished because they indelibly
named the Affordable Health Care Act after him. They created the word “Obamacare” because they hate the idea of
“affordable” health care, or the European/World concept of fair and equal access to health care.
Obamacare alone would guarantee his legacy. But also:
• He ended the evil war in Iraq.
• He got bin Laden and many other bad guys, making the Bush-Halliburton Administration look downright
inept.
• He pulled us back from Bush’s Precipice.
• He held off the Tea Party radicals. He fought the do-nothing Congress.
• He sold out to big money and big business almost like a Republican, but no worse.
• His administration has been given a rousing vote of approval by the stock market’s advance during his
administration.
• He was tough while starting no new endless wars. He’s proven himself to be a good Commander-in-Chief,
respected by his troops and by world leaders. He restored world respect for America after the ridicule
heaped upon Bush and, now, upon Romney.
I don’t think Mr. Obama will ever have to worry about being named our worst President. Bush, on the other hand,
who’s name could not even be mentioned at the Republican Convention, who was not even invited by R0mney to
speak, who seeming tried to destroy America…that a-hole had better worry about going down as the worst and
stupidest President in the history of the known universe.
As usual, I’ll bet a steak dinner and a beer on it…
Don’t understand your logic on the nature of “respect” since you insist on so much name-calling and outright
racism. Not that I mind. Just pointing that out, my friend.
20120904-19
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Jim

“Apple Granted Patent to Disable Cameras According to Location”

Here is the latest electronic control that could easily be abused.
“Apple Granted Patent to Disable Cameras According to Location” by Steve Watson, Infowars.com
Sept. 3, 2012, (http://www.infowars.com/apple-granted-patent-to-disable-cameras-according-to-location/)
(Recording, communicating during protests, political events could be restricted.)
Apple was granted a patent last week that will enable it to wirelessly disable the camera on iphones in certain
locations, sparking fears that such techniques could be used to prevent citizens from communicating with each
other or taking video during protests or events such as political conventions and gatherings.
Continue reading at Infowars…

20120904-21
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SteveM

Fw: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (“79% of GM's Sales Last Month Were
Government Purchased”)

Remember this when he's bragging this week about saving GM and jobs. BTW he sure didn't save my Auto job!
[Please note the subject line of the original email (“Bloomburg Report—GM Sales”), even though there is no
Bloomberg report given that would relate to the headline. --SteveB
“79% of GM's Sales Last Month Were Government Purchased” by Angel, PushBackNow
July 12, 2012, (http://pushbacknow.net/2012/07/12/79-of-gms-sales-last-month-was-government-purchased/)
Remember how obama keeps telling us how he saved GM, and how our economy is getting better, it seems the car
company he bought is being saved by Govt employees using our tax money to buy new cars. 79% of GM’s sales last
month was government purchased.
GM’s sales figures for last month were the best since 2008 , up 16% for the month of June. YIPPEE! Well, wait just
a minute. It seems that those rosey sales figures are due primarily to a 79% increase in fleet sales to the
U.S.government in June. That’s right. Our tax dollars are being used to pump up GM’s sales figures ahead of next
month’s quarterly report so that Dear Leader can point to Government Motors as a huge success. The incestuous
relationship between GM, the UAW and the Regime has never been more glaringly apparent. I’ve said it before and
I’ll say it again. GM is unsustainable without government subsidies and will ultimately go bust again, taking billions
of taxpayer dollars down with it.
We bailed out General Motors to the tune of $50 billion. $30 billion of this is effectively a loss, mostly sunk into
fattening the United Auto Workers union—fierce Obama supporters—while the actual bondholders were shown the
elevator shaft.
Meanwhile, as NewsBusters reports, “We the Taxpayers are still stuck holding 500+ million shares of GM stock.
Which we need to sell at $53 per. Which debuted post-bankruptcy at $33 per. And which is currently trading at
just over $20 per. Meaning we’ll lose about $15 billion.”
But it gets better. Despite the overwhelming negatives, the tiny bright spot of positive June sales numbers is being
heralded by Obama and the leftist press as proof the auto bailout was a “success.”
Obama is now campaigning on the “success” of – the government buying cars from…the government’s car
company. With our money.

Americanvision says That’s like you setting up a lemonade stand for your kids. You buy them the lemons, sugar,
cups and pitchers – and then buy most of the lemonade yourself.
[Not a quote? Then what is it? –SteveB]
The pressure is on Government Motors to appear financially strong as this may be the last earnings report before
November elections and sets the stage for how “successful” GM is. One of GM’s past tricks to help fudge earnings
numbers has been to stuff truck inventory channels. Old habits die hard at GM. According to a Bloomberg
report, “GM said inventory of its full-size pickups, which will be refreshed next year, climbed to
238,194 at the end of June, a 135 days supply, up from 116 days at the end of May.” 135 days supply is
huge, the accepted norm is a 60 day supply. The trick here is that GM records revenue when vehicles go into
dealership inventories, not when actually sold to consumers.
[My emphasis in above paragraph. –SteveB]
20120904-29

21:42 SteveB

Re: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (reply to SteveM, above)

This seems to me to be a more reliable and believable source:
http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-07-03/auto-sales-in-june-provided-bright-spot-for-u-dot-s-dot-economy.
They say your article lies (and they have no axe to grind). Once again, the misinformation is coming from your side.
How many of these things do I have to swat down?
20120904-32
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SteveM

Re: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (reply to SteveB, above)

If you can't believe the liberal Bloomberg, who can you believe?
20120904-37

23:51

SteveB

Re: Bloomburg Report—GM Sales (reply to SteveM, above)

Well, I don’t consider Bloomberg to be liberal, but that has nothing to do with this issue.
You see, Bloomberg never reported that all those cars were sold to the government. Only your article did (from
hardly a reputable source like the conservative Businessweek):
http://pushbacknow.net/2012/07/12/79-of-gms-sales-last-month-was-government-purchased/.
Here is all Bloomberg said (according to your own ultra-right-wing article):
According to a Bloomberg report, “GM said inventory of its full-size pickups, which will be refreshed next
year, climbed to 238,194 at the end of June, a 135 days supply, up from 116 days at the end of May.”
Nothing at all about sales to the government. See how they sneak the lies in there? Even you were fooled.
Have a nice day.

20120904-22
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SteveM

Photo: R0mney Muscle Shirt

SteveB

Re: R0mney Muscle Shirt (reply to SteveM, above)

I want one of these!

20120904-24

18:23

When you order, I wonder if you could get me one that says:

I’ll take the

MUSLIM
Over the

MORMON!
20120904-23

18:22

SteveG

“Yes, We Are Better Off!” (w/ Graphs)

“Yes, We Are Better Off!” by ThinkProgress War Room
Sept. 4, 2012, (http://thinkprogress.org/progress-report/yes-we-are-better-off/?mobile=nc)
2008 v. 2012 in Six Charts

Four years ago, the economy was on the downslide and about to go into free fall. What became a painful recession
and still-ongoing recovery could’ve been another Great Depression. And then President Obama and Democrats
worked together to turn things around. Too many families are still struggling and more must be done, but it’s an
undeniable fact that we’ve made a lot progress since 2008.
Mitt Romney and Paul Ryan would implement the same conservative policies that crashed the economy in the first
place — only on a much grander scale. Here’s six charts to remind us what happened when conservatives last ran
the show compared to where we are today under President Obama.
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SteveG

Cartoon: The Anti-Truth
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SteveG

Photo: Karl Marx & Barack Obama — Don’t Tell Eastwood!

20120904-30

22:01

Tom

“SC Gov. Nikki Haley tells Dems to ‘Bring it!’”

“SC Gov. Nikki Haley tells Dems to ‘Bring it!’” Laura Ingraham’s “America in Decline”
Sept. 4, 2012,
(http://www.lauraingraham.com/pg/jsp/charts/streamingAudioMaster.jsp?dispid=302&headerDest=L3BnL2pzcC9tZ
WRpYS9mbGFzaHdlbGNvbWUuanNwP3BpZD0xMzQ3MQ%3D%3D)
(1) Hour 2: "War on Women" getting nowhere quick.
South Carolina Governor Nikki Haley was on the show to give a Republican response to the upcoming Democratic
National Convention. Gov. Haley laughed off the Democrat's phony "War on Women", telling them to "Bring it!" She
said Republicans have the answers to issues like the economy that women really care about, and that issues such
as abortion and contraception are distractions.
(2) Political consultant Chris Begala joined Laura to give his insight into the upcoming election. He threw doubt on
the Democrats' hope that abortion and contraception will help them in November, pointing out that only around
40% of Americans call themselves pro-choice. Instead, Begala pointed to a poll showing that 70% feel the country
is headed in the wrong direction; a poll he says will sink Obama's chances.
(3) CALL of the Day: Eric says he's not better off under Obama.

20120904-31
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Tom

Photo: Austin’s “Bat Fest 2012”

“Bat Fest 2012” by Austin360
Aug. 26. 2012, (http://galleries.austin360.com/gallery/bat-fest-2012/#657089)
The Bat Fest was celebrated Saturday evening on the Ann Richards Congress Ave. Bridge with music, food, vendors
and artistry for the masses culminating in the nightly flight of thousands of Mexican free-tail bats from under the
bridge. Drifter Patrick Kearns, also known as Rain Wolf, hitch-hiked into Austin on his way to Santa Cruz. "I planned
to stay here only two days and it's been three weeks. I love this town." said Kearns, who is enjoying the sights and
sounds of Bat Fest.
(by Ralph Barrera/American Statesman)
20120904-33
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SteveG

Video: 1994 R0mney-Kennedy Debate for US Senate

http://www.cnn.com/video/?hpt=hp_t2#/video/politics/2012/09/05/dnc-bts-victoria-kennedy-romney-1994debate.cnn
20120904-34
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SteveM

Video: Ray Stevens: “Obama Nation”

http://youtube.googleapis.com/v/AFaCytKXOSQ?hl=en&fs=1&autoplay=1

20120904-35
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SteveM

Video “U.S. Capitol Tour with David Barton”

YOU WILL BE SURPRISED ABOUT THOMAS JEFFERSON
A Church very few people know about right in the heart of D.C.
Everyone in the United States needs to see this; Most especially our President, Congress, and Supreme Court
Justices.
Something we were never taught in school; 99 out of 100 people don't know this, do you?
http://stg.do/Iwpc
20120904-36
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SteveB

Fw: Dennis Kucinich Action: Video: Democratic Convention Day 1

from Dennis Kucinich:
First day of the Convention and Dennis and Elizabeth are getting an enthusiastic response from delegates and
guests from across America! Here is his first report from inside the Center.
Please view the video: http://action.kucinich.us/page/s/dnc-1.
—Kucinich Action

20120904-38
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SteveB

Photo: Charlotte, NC, Y’All!

http://melissabrownblog.com/channels/regional_localism/topics/relocate_to_charlotte_nc

—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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‘…Give Me Truth.’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 6, 2012)

“The great enemy of the truth is very often not the lie, deliberate, contrived and dishonest, but the myth,
persistent, persuasive and unrealistic.” —John F. Kennedy
“Defyin’ the Ever-lovin’ Lyin’ Blitz” by Robert S. Becker, NationofChange
Sept. 5, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/defyin-ever-lovin-lyin-blitz-1346852026)

Fancy Liar's Poker? Why not Liar's Politics? This week, faint-hearted journalists crept from quasi-permanent stupor
to broadcast Paul Ryan's astonishing duplicity. That spectacle raises this shocking question: is Romney's truthaverse mission to lie himself into the White House, or did corporate media draw a clear line
separating consensual truth from compulsive fibbing? Wasn't it Oscar Wilde's jest that few journalists could
distinguish a bicycle accident from the end of civilization?

Can you recall an emptier, worse run, more cringe-worthy Convention, where fatuous speechifying
simply interrupted low-class sniping, low-class even for Rethuglicans? Fortunately, neither nominee is
better at lying than proposing improvements for 95% of domestic inhabitants. Instead of Mitt's bizarre PR "job tour"
to stimulate growth, why not a small feint towards a "truth tour"? Who figured truthiness would outshine this
nonsense?
Beware: Ryan is smoother, slicker and more treacherous than the Palin Ninny, the miscast starlet who never
overcame (or realizes to this day) her appearance in the wrong movie. Fortunately, V.P. candidates don't win
elections, even when seemingly more genuine than his ticket mate (how could he seem less?). The mystery remains
why an unpopular, distrusted campaign, with the base in tow and desperate to reach the information-averse
undecideds, fired blank cartridges at party fanatics, not substance at decisive November voters.
Countering counter-factoids
Having fleetingly redeemed themselves, will media worthies take on any national ticket whose arrogance (read:
Romney team) openly scorns independent fact checking? Obama abuses civil and legal rights but not reportage, not
yet declaring "this isn't intended to be factual." Isn't there an obscure democratic statute that outlaws revving up
crude propaganda into barefaced mendacity? Apparently not, as the right turns its faith-alone folly into selfreferential fixations: "you're either with us or criminal, subversive, a minority, or aligned with the devil." Talk about
taking exception(alism) to new heights.
Misrepresentation extends beyond frothy Neo-Extremists for Democrats are hardly models of truth telling; they are,
however, smarter at fudging, lying more by omission than commission. Ideologues on the right are now so
extreme, one doubts their awareness of their own chronic duplicity. A favorite line of mine is when a dissembling
diplomat in Lawrence of Arabia scolds the flawed hero: "If we've been telling lies, you've been telling half-lies. A
man who tells lies, like me, merely hides the truth. But a man who tells half-lies has forgotten where he put it."
No such distinction lets Ryan, his party's sole "intellectual" since Ayn Rand's demise, off the hook when serving up
counter-factual red meat. CNN's David Gergen, not yet dumb as a post, had to concede some (!) "mis-statements,"
but "let's not forget that this was a speech about big ideas." Right, as if big enough ideas automatically enhance a
weak argument.
Bigger the idea, harder they fall
In fact, the magnitude of some political pretension, whether big brother or big government, reflects big britches
rather than big brains. Audacity of hope, systemic change, even progress – alas, big ideas that fell hard. Plus, bad
politicians with loads of bad, big ideas, like Bush-Cheney, produce fiascos. Whenever the right defends some creep's
"big ideas," what pops up is their cousin, "Big Lie." And the irony now couldn't be richer: what's "big" about GOP
ideas since Reagan is the scale of the shambles. Rightwing consistency, that hobgoblin of little minds, remains
addicted to "ideas" forever shrinking in front of our eyes, spewing conspiracy and paranoia.
Yes, "a lie told often enough becomes the truth." Or, because thugs push discredited myths, JFK's warning applies:
"The great enemy of the truth is very often not the lie, deliberate, contrived and dishonest, but the myth,
persistent, persuasive and unrealistic." Indeed, "an unexciting truth may be eclipsed by a thrilling lie" (Aldous
Huxley) but not by the likes of Ryan, per Jerome K. Jerome: "It is always the best policy to speak the truth, unless
of course you are an exceptionally good liar." What draws me finally to aphorism fresh off the presses: "the best
liars always think they're telling the truth -- and always for the best of reasons."
Does anyone doubt that Romney-Ryan, looking desperate around the gills, would defy even the fabled Führer: "It is
not truth that matters, but victory." Today's glut of fraud recalls Adlai Stevenson's bulls-eye, "If [Republicans] will
stop telling lies about Democrats, we will stop telling the truth about them." Ouch. When, if ever, will Obama unzip
such zingers -- or unearth the audacity of sharply-pointed repartee?
Stuffed by a lawn sprinkler?

For a context beyond elections, look to Malcolm Muggeridge's observation, what "we've developed to a very high
level is the sin of credulity. It has been said that when human beings stop believing in God they believe in nothing.
The truth is much worse: they believe in anything." Adds Watergate journalist Carl Bernstein, "The lowest form of
popular culture -- lack of information, misinformation, disinformation, and a contempt for the truth or the reality of
most people's lives -- has overrun real journalism. Today, ordinary Americans are being stuffed with garbage."
The best salvage for the disengaged dimwits in the center is take Albert Einstein's caution seriously: "Anyone who
doesn't take truth seriously in small matters cannot be trusted in large ones either." I revere Henry David Thoreau
but not this unfashionable call to virtue, "Rather than love, than money, than fame, give me truth." Whither our
most prominent quarter-billionaire, if not driven by love (of power), money, and fame? Robert J. Ringer captures
our cynical, though nostalgic age, "People say they love truth, but in reality they want to believe that which they
love is true." And no one is immune.
As fast-draw bloggers fire away, telling your truth goes beyond hunting up wit in the shadows. Yet for pundits
hoping to entertain, director Billy Wilder nailed it, "If you're going to tell people the truth, be funny or they'll kill
you." To shake up the polls, President Obama should work not on soaring rhetoric, with its untidy residue of
undeliverable promises, but his stand-up comedy routine. Not just "likable," be entertaining while informing -- and
how hard will that be after Todd Akin, Clint Eastwood or Romney, dullness incarnate.
If this president doesn't quickly rev up his road act, we'll confront a double whammy: not just pummeled by a fistful
of bad, shrinking ideas (replays worse than Bush's originals), but bored stiff by the great GOP Stiffness. Speeches
from a lawn sprinkler, as one wit depreciated Mitt's oratory, should disqualify anyone from four years at the helm.
What country sustains the myth of its own exceptionalism when the winner's inauguration delivers all the
excitement of a small, rotating machine going "spritz, spritz." And bereft of awareness when he’s speaking the
truth.

20120905-01
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“Obama's Health Care Plan Mimics Nixon's”

Nixon had a health care plan. Bet you didn't know.
“Obama's Health Care Plan Mimics Nixon's” by Caitlin Handerhan, The Merciad
Mar. 22, 2011, (http://merciad.mercyhurst.edu/content/obamas-health-care-plan-mimics-nixons)
On March 23, 2010, President Barack Obama signed into law what was arguably the most historic piece of
legislation passed by the 111th Congress: the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act. As liberals rejoiced and
conservatives grimaced, the Affordable Care Act became law.
Commonly known as health care reform, this landmark law brought the tyrannical reign of insurance companies to
an end. Despite irrational opposition from the right, the final passage of the bill provides fair and affordable options
for the estimated 46 million Americans living without health care coverage.
With the national fervor surrounding healthcare reform simmering down, it seems timely to take a look at the actual
content of the bill in a comparative context with previous attempts at reform, most notably under Republican
administrations.
As early as the Jan. 30, 1974, State of the Union address, President Richard Nixon was touting the benefits of not
only reforms to the health care system, but also the need for a universal health care plan to enable every American
to gain access to care.
The Nixon Era proposals for health care reform were not defeated due to public unrest or aversion to the proposed
content. During this period in the battle for reform, the bill became a victim of circumstance. By 1974, Watergate
had come to dominate the national discourse and Nixon’s health care lost traction; the 1970s became another
failure in the annals of reform.
The bill Obama signed in the spring of 2009 forbids insurance companies from placing an annual or lifetime limit on
a policy, bans dropped coverage of an ill patient, and eliminates discrimination against children with pre-existing
conditions, along with many other provisions which echo Nixon’s call for coverage of all.
Clearly, upon comparatively examining these two attempts at health care reform, the levels of hypocrisy within the
conservative platform become evident.
The health care plan proposed under President Nixon’s Administration is very similar to the plan which President
Obama proposed almost 40 years later, and the same Republican party which once came close to historically
implementing reform has become the ‘party of no’ in a futile effort to block it.
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Re: Obvious Message in This Photo... (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter
#219) & Observations on Political Convention Goers

Hi, SteveB. Glad to see the continuing dialogue about the guy flipping off the Obama Campaign bus. To me that
one picture captures the essence of the issue:
A fat middle aged white guy, going nowhere, expressing his hatred and jealousy for someone
who is going somewhere.
On another note did the contrast between the visual image the Democratic Convention versus that of the
Republican Convention strike anyone else. For me, I looked at the Republican crowd, white on white, and saw a
collection of the rich, along with racists and religious intolerant fundamentalists all gathered together to really do
one thing, get that ni**er out of the White House. That had to be at least 80% of that crowd. The Republicans
could have nominated Adolf Hitler, even knowing what we do today, and that mob would have cheered loudly.

By contrast when I looked at the Democratic crowd, I just saw the People. The same people I run into daily at the
7-11 where I get my coffee, the Home Depot, the grocery store, and whenever I go throughout the day. Just all
kinds of people.
I really am a middle-of-the-road guy and have probably voted Republican more often than Democrat, but that visual
image really hit me this time.
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SteveG

Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Let Republicans Steal the Election in
Colorado!

from CREDO Action:
From Florida to Pennsylvania, Republican officials have launched an all-out effort to steal the 2012 presidential
election for Mitt Romney. They are using every tactic imaginable at their disposal — from purging eligible citizens
off voter rolls to implementing discriminatory voter ID laws — to disenfranchise thousands of voters in battleground
states.
Colorado has emerged as the latest front in the Republican scheme to disenfranchise voters. Colorado Secretary of
State Scott Gessler, a Republican, has taken a page straight out of Katherine Harris' and Rick Scott's Florida
playbook of voter suppression by sending ominous and legalistic letters to thousands of voters in Colorado,
questioning their eligibility to vote.
Gessler targeted "suspected non-citizens" who applied for a driver's license with a non-citizen document, even
though it is "entirely possible to apply for a license before becoming a citizen and before registering to vote."
Gessler's tactics appear to be nothing more than another Republican attempt to suppress anti-Romney votes in a
crucial battleground state.
Tell Attorney General Eric Holder: Immediately suspend and investigate Colorado Secretary of State Scott Gessler's
efforts to purge eligible citizens from the voter rolls in Colorado. Click here to automatically sign the petition.
The facts indicate that Gessler's voter purging attempt in Colorado disproportionately targeted Democrats, the same
as Rick Scott's attempt in Florida. So far Gessler's politically motivated search hasn't turned up any non-citizens who
voted in previous elections. In fact, the records show that 88 percent of the so-called "suspected non-citizens" run
through a federal database by Gessler's office are U.S. citizens.
What is happening in Colorado is the same old story of Republicans using the irrational fear of "voter fraud" as
cover while they work to disenfranchise eligible voters. The truth is, voter fraud is exceedingly rare. More Americans
are struck by lightning than commit voter fraud. As noted by legal scholar Jeffrey Toobin:
As many independent studies have found, "voter fraud" is a cure in search of a disease. There is no
significant voter-fraud problem in the United States. Rather, these laws are transparent attempts by
Republican majorities to stifle and suppress the number of minorities and poor people (mostly Democrats)
who go to the polls.
The real problem, the one that can affect the outcome of our elections if we're not vigilant, is voter suppression.
Which is exactly what Gessler appears to be engaging in as part of a large-scale Republican crusade to suppress
participation by thousands of Democratic voters in the 2012 presidential election.
As the top election official in Colorado, Gessler should be trying to help more eligible voters participate in the
democratic process, not disenfranchising new citizens who have worked for years to become part of the American
civic process. And he certainly should not be disenfranchising U.S. citizens for the explicit purpose of swinging the
battleground state of Colorado to Romney's column in November.

Tell Attorney General Eric Holder: Immediately suspend and investigate Colorado Secretary of State Scott Gessler's
efforts to purge eligible citizens from the voter rolls in Colorado.
The Justice Department has jurisdiction to investigate any partisan voter purging under the National Voter
Registration Act (NVRA) if it is done within 90 days of a federal election. Gessler's reported partisan voter purging in
Colorado falls within that 90-day time frame.
Additionally, while Colorado is not covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, which requires certain states with
a history of racial discrimination to have changes to their voting practices and procedures precleared, Attorney
General Holder has indicated that the Justice Department could pursue investigations against non-Section 5 states
in order to "stop intentional — deliberate — attempts to limit voting rights." The Justice Department has already
launched such an investigation targeting voter ID practices in non-Section 5 state Pennsylvania.
We cannot let Colorado or any other crucial battleground state of 2012 become the Florida of 2000. We can't let
that nightmare play out again. Romney and President Barack Obama are locked in a tight election race which could
very well be decided by Colorado's 9 electoral votes.
Click below to automatically sign our petition and urge Attorney General Holder to investigate the Republican efforts
to purge voters in Colorado today:
http://www.credoaction.com/campaign/holder_colorado_voterpurge/?rc=homepagel.
Thank you for all you do to protect the integrity of our Democracy.
Murshed Zaheed, Deputy Political Director
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Fw: UltraViolet Petition: Tell CNN to Fire Erick Erickson!

from UltraViolet:
Michelle Obama's speech last night at the Democratic National Convention was amazing. So were fair pay champion
Lilly Ledbetter's and Iraq war hero Tammy Duckworth's. All of these women spoke powerfully about the need for
pay equity, the importance of health care reform, and reproductive freedom for women.
And CNN contributor Erick Erickson's reaction to all these inspiring women? He commented: "First night of the
Vagina Monologues in Charlotte going as expected."
Seriously? He hears powerful, eloquent women talking about crucial issues and that's his reaction? Perhaps it
shouldn't be that surprising, given his history of insulting women. Earlier this year, he defended Rush Limbaugh's
attacks on Sandra Fluke, saying "her testimony before congress that American taxpayers should subsidize the
sexual habits of Georgetown Law School students because, God forbid, they should stop having sex if they cannot
afford the pills themselves."

Erick Erickson is paid by CNN to offer conservative viewpoints--but he repeatedly offers sexist and
offensive commentary. Enough is enough: CNN must fire him right away. There are plenty of conservative
commentators to replace him who aren't offensive to 52% of the population.
Sign the petition urging CNN to fire Erick Erickson.
Erickson has a long history of inflammatory comments about women. He even blamed women for the U.S. military
intervention in Libya, saying, "By the way, it's the women's fault...It's, apparently, the women in the Obama
administration who have decided we needed to go to war in Libya...But this is like women drivers. We're going to
war in Libya, we have no plan, we have no map."
Erickson and CNN are getting a lot of heat for his tweet last night--and CNN is still under fire for its botched
reporting on health care so they can't afford another PR crisis. If enough of us push right now, we can make
sure they get rid of Erickson. But if we don't, he'll probably get away with it again.
So let's get as many people as possible to sign this petition today. Click below to sign, and then forward it to five of
your friends. Let's show CNN that Erickson has gone too far, and their viewers won't stand for it.
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/sign/erickson/
Thanks for speaking out, Nita, Shaunna, and Kat, the UltraViolet team
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Re: 1994 R0mney-Kennedy Debate for US Senate (reply to SteveG, FotM
Newsletter #219)

I miss Teddy. He screwed up big time in his youth, but I believe he redeemed himself as he got older. We need
more legislators like him.
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Re: 1994 R0mney-Kennedy Debate for US Senate (reply to SteveG, FotM
Newsletter #219)
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"The Graphic Every Obama-Blaming Conservative Needs to See"

"The Graphic Every Obama-Blaming Conservative Needs to See" (http://bit.ly/R8p1qe)

[And I think Obamacare should be added to this list of what we have now, after inheriting nada. Too bad we can’t
add the extinction of the Bush tax cuts on over $250,000 income. –SteveB]
20120905-07
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Michelle’s Speech

Political conventions make me nervous (like watching a student of mine give a presentation to the class), so I avoid
the nightly coverage. Today, though, I clicked on Michelle Obama's speech that was posted on Facebook and was
blown away. Wow. She delivered a powerful, articulate, substantive, passionate speech that moved me as much
as anything I've heard in a long time. I loved it that the audience was filled with people of color--all colors--that
Michelle stood up for gay couples who simply ask to be treated like everybody else, that she understands from the
inside how she and Barack got to the White House--through hard work, commitment, and, yes, pride--in themselves
and in America. This couple is the best role model we've had in the White House--ever. They are real people that
we can all relate to. They know what a loaf of bread costs and how hard it is to pay back student loans. They didn't
have the luxury of borrowing the money from their parents, and they got into Harvard because they were smart
and diligent, not because they were well connected. Their parents knew, as did they, how important education is.
Well, I could go on and on. I truly can't understand how anyone could vote for anyone else but Barack Obama.
20120905-08
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“Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle”

“Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle” by ConservativeByte.com
Sept. 5, 2012, (http://conservativebyte.com/2012/09/fact-check-first-ladys-false-fairy-tale-of-struggle/
First Lady Michelle Obama’s pitch to voters last night relied on the premise that she and her husband understand
what it is to struggle to make ends meet. She spoke movingly about their early years–about how a young Barack
Obama drove a car that was “rusted out” and found his furniture “in a dumpster,” how they both came from
families that had to “scrape by.” Her fairy tale–however well-delivered–was one great, big, colorful lie.

Both Michelle Robinson and Barack Obama began their adult lives with a leg up on the rest of America. They
attended elite schools: Michelle went to Whitney Young, the public magnet school for Chicago’s upper class, while
Barack attended Punahou, the private prep school for the top stratum of Hawaiian society. They were accepted to
Ivy League schools despite undistinguished credentials, and both attended Harvard Law School.
“[B]elieve it or not, when we were first married, our combined monthly student loan bills were actually higher than
our mortgage,” Michelle said. That sounds like a raw deal–but in fact reflects their fortunate circumstances. They
had both just graduated from a very expensive law school, and their combined income from cushy law firm jobs
dwarfed the repayments. Barack also soon enjoyed a second salary from the University of Chicago.
They had expensive tastes, reflected in the $277,500 two-bedroom condo they bought in 1993–a high price even by
today’s standards. Several years later, they moved into their $1.65 million mansion in Hyde Park–with the help of
fraudster Tony Rezko. Barack often told a story of hardship on the campaign trail in 2008 about having his credit
card declined–once. The fact that he thought this counted as real hardship speaks volumes.
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Re: “Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle” (reply to
SteveM, above)

More lies. You are being manipulated and played for a sucker by the Right.
For instance, this is a blatant lie: “…their combined income from cushy law firm jobs dwarfed the repayments.”
There certainly was never a cushy law firm job for Barry, though he could easily have had one. This didn’t happen.
This is a lie. That tells you this as written by a liar. Why would you believe any of the rest of his or her lies?
(Whoever the author is.)
Are you jealous of these people’s success?
You really think your guy, Mittens, lives or has ever lived in the real world? Maybe if he had or did, he wouldn’t
make such a fool of himself all the time.
20120905-13
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“Fact Check: Clinton Claims of Compromise a Stretch”

“Fact Check: Clinton Claims of Compromise a Stretch” by Matt Apuzzo and Tom Raum, AP
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/huff-wires/20120906/us-cvn-democrats-fact-check/)
(WASHINGTON) It's a fact of life in Washington that what one party considers a principled stand, the opposition
considers pigheadedness. Compromise? That's the other guy's problem.
But when former President Bill Clinton took the stage at the Democratic National Convention on Wednesday, he
portrayed President Barack Obama as a pragmatic compromiser who has been stymied at every turn by
Republicans. There was no mention of the role that the president and the Democrats have played in grinding
compromise to a halt on some of the most important issues facing the country.
That was among the lines by the former president and others Wednesday that either cherry-picked facts or
mischaracterized the opposition. A look at some of them:
CLINTON: "When times are tough, constant conflict may be good politics but in the real world, cooperation works
better. ... Unfortunately, the faction that now dominates the Republican Party doesn't see it that way. They think
government is the enemy and compromise is weakness. One of the main reasons America should re-elect President
Obama is that he is still committed to cooperation."

THE FACTS: From Clinton's speech, voters would have no idea that the inflexibility of both parties is to blame for
much of the gridlock. Right from the beginning Obama brought in as his first chief of staff Rahm Emanuel, a man
known for his getting his way, not for getting along.
One of the more high-profile examples of a deal that fell apart was the outline of a proposed "grand bargain"
budget agreement between Obama and House Speaker John Boehner in 2011.
The deal would have required compromise from both sides. It slashed domestic spending more than most
Democrats wanted and would have raised some taxes, which most Republicans oppose.
Boehner couldn't sell the plan to tea party factions in the House or to other conservative activists. And Obama
found himself accused of going too far by some Democratic leaders. The deal died before it ever even came up for
a vote.
In another instance, Obama appointed a bipartisan group, known as the Simpson-Bowles Commission, to
recommend ways to fix major fiscal problems like Social Security and Medicare. The commission issued its
recommendations but fell three votes short of formally endorsing them. And Obama mostly walked away from the
report. He later incorporated some of the less contentious proposals from the report into legislation he supported.
But that ensured the tough compromises would not get made.
The problem with compromising in Washington is that there are few true moderates left in either party. The notion
that Republicans are the only ones standing in the way of compromise is inaccurate.
CLINTON: Clinton suggested that Obama's health care law is keeping health care costs in check.
"For the last two years, health care spending has grown under 4 percent, for the first time in 50 years. So, are we
all better off because President Obama fought for it and passed it? You bet we are."
THE FACTS: That's wishful thinking at best. The nation's total health care tab has been growing at historically low
rates, but most experts attribute that to continued uncertainty over the economy, not to Obama's health care law.
Two of the main cost-control measures in Obama's law – a powerful board to keep Medicare spending manageable
and a tax on high cost health insurance plans – have yet to take effect.
Under the law, Medicare has launched dozens of experiments aimed at providing quality care for lower cost, but
most of those are still in their infancy and measurable results have yet to be obtained. Former administration
officials say the law deserves at least part of the credit for easing health care inflation, but even they acknowledge
that the lackluster economy is playing a major role.
Meanwhile, people insured through the workplace by and large have seen little relief from rising premiums and cost
shifts. According to the nonpartisan Kaiser Family Foundation, the average premium for job-based family coverage
rose from $13,375 in 2009 when Obama took office to $15,073 in 2011. During the same period, the average share
paid by employees rose from $3,515 to $4,129.
While those premium increases cannot be blamed on the health care law – as Republicans try to do – neither can
Democrats claim credit for breaking the back of health care inflation.
CLINTON: "I know many Americans are still angry and frustrated with the economy. ... I experienced the same
thing in 1994 and early 1995. Our policies were working but most people didn't feel it yet. By 1996, the economy
was roaring, halfway through the longest peacetime expansion in American history."
THE FACTS: Clinton is counting on voters to recall the 1990s wistfully and to cast a vote for Obama in hopes of
replicating those days in a second term. But Clinton leaves out the abrupt downward turn the economy took near
the end of his own second term and the role his policies played in the setting the stage for the historic financial
meltdown of 2008.

While the economy and markets experienced a record expansion for most of the rest of Clinton's two-term
presidency, at the start of 2000, there were troubling signs. Then-Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan
warned in February 2000 that "we are entering a period of considerable turbulence in financial markets."
Sure enough, the tech-heavy Nasdaq composite stock index and the Dow Jones industrial average both peaked in
March 2000. The bursting of the high-tech bubble dragged down the economy and markets through the rest of the
year. From September 2000 to January 2001, when Clinton left office, the Nasdaq dropped 46 percent. Even now,
in 2012, the Nasdaq has not returned to its 2000 peak. By March 2001, the economy toppled into recession.
Also, as president, Clinton supported the 1999 repeal of the Glass-Steagall Act, a law dating back to the Great
Depression that separated banking from high-risk financial speculation. Robert Rubin, who had been Clinton's first
treasury secretary, helped broker the final deal on Capitol Hill that enabled the repeal legislation to pass. Some
financial historians say the repeal of the law paved the way for banks to invest in risky investments like mortgagebacked securities and collateralized debt obligations that played a role in the 2008 financial meltdown.
CLINTON: "Their campaign pollster said, `We're not going to let our campaign be dictated by fact checkers.' Now
that is true. I couldn't have said it better myself – I just hope you remember that every time you see the ad."
THE FACTS: Clinton, who famously finger-wagged a denial on national television about his sexual relationship with
intern Monica Lewinsky and was subsequently impeached in the House on a perjury charge, has had his own
uncomfortable moments over telling the truth. "I did not have sexual relations with that woman, Miss Lewinsky,"
Clinton told television viewers. Later, after he was forced to testify to a grand jury, Clinton said his statements were
"legally accurate" but also allowed that he "misled people, including even my wife."
(AP writer Ricardo Alonso-Zaldivar contributed to this report.)
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“Bill Clinton DNC Speech: 15 Best Lines”

“Bill Clinton DNC Speech: 15 Best Lines” (w/ video) by Mackenzie Weinger, Politico
Sept. 5, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/80812.html?hp=l1_b1)
Former President Bill Clinton on Wednesday night delivered a very long speech filled with off-script riffs that thrilled
the Charlotte crowd. Here’s POLITICO’s round-up of Clinton’s 15 memorable lines from his address at the
Democratic National Convention:
1. ”We believe ‘we’re all in this together’ is a far better philosophy than ‘you’re on your own.’”
2. “Democracy does not have to be a bloodsport. It can be an honest enterprise.”
3. “Senator, I hate to break it to you, but we’re going to keep President Obama on the job!”
4. “One reason we need to reelect President Obama is he is still committed to constructive cooperation.”
5. “So here’s another jobs score: President Obama plus 4.5 million, congressional Republicans zero.”
6. “No president, no president — not me or any of my predecessors, no one, could have repaired all the damage he
found in just four years. But he has laid the foundation for a new, modern, successful economy, of shared
prosperity, and if you renew the President’s contract you will feel it. You will feel it.”
7. “So are we all better off because President Obama fought for health care reform? You bet we are.”
8. “When Congressman Ryan looked into that TV camera and attacked President Obama’s Medicare savings as
quote ‘biggest coldest power play,’ I didn’t know whether to laugh or cry. Because that 716 billion dollars is exactly,

to the dollar, the same amount of Medicare savings that he has in his own budget. It takes some brass to attack a
guy for doing what you did.”
9. “You won’t be laughing when I finish telling you this.”
10. “As their campaign pollster said ‘we’re not going to let our campaign be dictated by fact checkers.’ Now that is
true. I couldn’t say it better myself.”
11. “I think this [debt] plan is way better than Gov. Romney’s plan. First, the Romney plan fails the first test of
fiscal responsibility: The numbers don’t add up.”
12. “We simply cannot afford to turn the reins of government over to someone who will double down on trickledown.”
13. “Now people ask me all the time, how we go four surplus budgets in a row. What new ides did we bring to
Washington? I always give a one word answer: Arithmetic.”
14. “The most important question is, what kind of country do you want to live in? If you want a you’re-on-yourown, winner-take-all society, you should support the Republican ticket. If you want a country of shared prosperity
and shared responsibility — a we’re-all-in-this-together society — you should vote for Barack Obama and Joe
Biden.”
15. “Though I often disagree with Republicans, I actually never learned to hate them the way the far right that now
controls their party seems to hate our president and a lot of other Democrats.”
20120905-15
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Cartoon: Score!

The Right
It’s funny how none of them, dumb or smart, will listen to any logic or think that they don’t have every answer
down pat (which, notice, they have memorized in every case).
Is this what “bad” education produces?
People who think they know it all without bothering to think or know?
…the Sarah Palins of the world!
(I guess I’m getting fired-up, with the convention going on, and I did like Michelle’s and Bill’s speeches!)
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Southern Poverty Law Center

I just completed reading the monthly mailing from the Southern Poverty Law Center and decided to share the
information on their website, thinking we all detest this and hope to see it lessen, not increase as it seems to be
doing. We all recall the atmosphere of our youth; although some naively thought those times are past, current
atmosphere and hate emails prove they are not. For the land of opportunity, some feel like only the group they
think they belong to is privileged to enjoy it. Sad...and scary...We all know some personally, too.
Fighting Hate • Teaching Tolerance • Seeking Justice (http://www.splcenter.org/?ref=logo)
[Good “find”, Martha. Lots of good articles, information, and work here. Thanks! –SteveB]
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Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Sometimes food is just so pretty that you want it all. That happens a lot around here, as you have seen in previous
mailings.
When I enter the cafeteria, I enter at the nearest door, and walk the length of it between the tables and the
"Gallery", the counter along the window), where I usually sit. That way, I can gauge the crowd in the serving
areas, choose my approach past Faith's Gauntlet, and -- most important! -- see what people are eating.
Today, colleague Sam S (who I know to care about food quality) was sitting at the Gallery, looking quite happy with
his iPad and Ceviche. The Ceviche looked fine to me, too, and was on my list of possibilities, so of course, I asked
how it was. "Great!" he said, with heartfelt enthusiasm. I figured that locked in my choice. But I toured the pasta
line, where poached Scottish salmon (from Scotland!) was being laid across coarse-textured Israeli cous-cous with
loving care, and the Far East line, but my gaze was drawn to the Bistro, where Chef Bladimir was doling Shrimp
Causa into go-boxes. The beauty of the golden Peruvian potatoes drew my eye; stiff, more coarsely textured than
typical mashed potatoes, not creamy or shiny, but richly colored... a gorgeous underlayment for a lovely dish;

roasted green asparagus, slices of boiled egg, and a searingly yellow sauce combined to make the dish a riot of
color and texture. The ceviche featuered curls of tomato and red onion, with avocado slices and tortilla chips...
I was torn. Both dishes looked tremendous.
I asked Blad which he'd rather eat; he said they were both fine.
Seeing me dithering, Chef Blad took sympathy on me: he knew I wanted to try them both. So he said "I'll fix you
some of each". The result was the delicious and beautiful result you see in the photo below: a wonderful mixture of
ultra-fresh bits of Gulf black drum, Gulf shrimp, and bay scallops, with curls of fresh tomato and red onion and
avocado, supported on a golden puck of Peruvian potato patty, tempered by the linearity of darker green slightly
charred roasted asparagus spears... dressed with a fiery yellow sauce of subtly mysterious ingredients I cannot
identify... YUM! Another astonishing and exotic lunch, supplemented with delicious Valencia orange lemonade:

Ceviche and Shrimp Causa Combo Plate with Roasted Asparagus and Rocket Sauce
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Photo: Autumn at Walden Pond

http://bonteavant.com/2010/10/tea-and-nature.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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The President Draws the Battle Lines
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 7, 2012)
The moments when President Obama spoke to the American people last night offered as stark a contrast as I have
ever witnessed in American politics—literally, the Future versus the Past.
A man who knows how to be the President of all the people versus a man who believes that everything revolves
around money and those who happen to have it, preferably lots and lots of it.
In a very real sense, this is a battle of the Truth versus Lies, Adults versus Selfish Babies, though I prefer to think of
it in terms of Good versus Unmitigated Evil from Hell. That’s how much I hate lies and facile, blatant liars.
The stakes in this titanic end-game could not be higher. The Republican wars against the American people (and the
world) will end in victory for the super-rich, or go down to defeat, possibly, forever. Our fate is ours to choose.
I know which candidate I feel safer with! I know which man I want leading our nation for the good of my
grandchildren and yours, not for the good of Donald Trump, the Kochs, and stolen American tax dollars taking
anonymous vacations in the Caymans.

“Transcript: President Obama's DNC Speech” ABC News
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/OTUS/transcript-president-obamas-democratic-conventionspeech/story?id=17175575#.UEnIMY1lSEq)
(Below are President Obama's remarks, as prepared for delivery, formally accepting the Democratic presidential
nomination at his party's convention Thursday night.)
Michelle, I love you. The other night, I think the entire country saw just how lucky I am. Malia and Sasha, you make
me so proud…but don't get any ideas, you're still going to class tomorrow. And Joe Biden, thank you for being the
best Vice President I could ever hope for.
Madam Chairwoman, delegates, I accept your nomination for President of the United States.
The first time I addressed this convention in 2004, I was a younger man; a Senate candidate from Illinois who
spoke about hope – not blind optimism or wishful thinking, but hope in the face of difficulty; hope in the face of
uncertainty; that dogged faith in the future which has pushed this nation forward, even when the odds are great;
even when the road is long.
Eight years later, that hope has been tested – by the cost of war; by one of the worst economic crises in history;
and by political gridlock that's left us wondering whether it's still possible to tackle the challenges of our time.
I know that campaigns can seem small, and even silly. Trivial things become big distractions. Serious issues become
sound bites. And the truth gets buried under an avalanche of money and advertising. If you're sick of hearing me
approve this message, believe me – so am I.
But when all is said and done – when you pick up that ballot to vote – you will face the clearest choice of any time
in a generation. Over the next few years, big decisions will be made in Washington, on jobs and the economy;
taxes and deficits; energy and education; war and peace – decisions that will have a huge impact on our lives and
our children's lives for decades to come.
On every issue, the choice you face won't be just between two candidates or two parties.
It will be a choice between two different paths for America.
A choice between two fundamentally different visions for the future.
Ours is a fight to restore the values that built the largest middle class and the strongest economy the world has
ever known; the values my grandfather defended as a soldier in Patton's Army; the values that drove my
grandmother to work on a bomber assembly line while he was gone.
They knew they were part of something larger – a nation that triumphed over fascism and depression; a nation
where the most innovative businesses turned out the world's best products, and everyone shared in the pride and
success – from the corner office to the factory floor. My grandparents were given the chance to go to college, buy
their first home, and fulfill the basic bargain at the heart of America's story: the promise that hard work will pay off;
that responsibility will be rewarded; that everyone gets a fair shot, and everyone does their fair share, and
everyone plays by the same rules – from Main Street to Wall Street to Washington, DC.
I ran for President because I saw that basic bargain slipping away. I began my career helping people in the shadow
of a shuttered steel mill, at a time when too many good jobs were starting to move overseas. And by 2008, we had
seen nearly a decade in which families struggled with costs that kept rising but paychecks that didn't; racking up
more and more debt just to make the mortgage or pay tuition; to put gas in the car or food on the table. And when
the house of cards collapsed in the Great Recession, millions of innocent Americans lost their jobs, their homes, and
their life savings – a tragedy from which we are still fighting to recover.

Now, our friends at the Republican convention were more than happy to talk about everything they think is wrong
with America, but they didn't have much to say about how they'd make it right. They want your vote, but they don't
want you to know their plan. And that's because all they have to offer is the same prescription they've had for the
last thirty years:
"Have a surplus? Try a tax cut."
"Deficit too high? Try another."
"Feel a cold coming on? Take two tax cuts, roll back some regulations, and call us in the morning!"
Now, I've cut taxes for those who need it – middle-class families and small businesses. But I don't believe that
another round of tax breaks for millionaires will bring good jobs to our shores, or pay down our deficit. I don't
believe that firing teachers or kicking students off financial aid will grow the economy, or help us compete with the
scientists and engineers coming out of China. After all that we've been through, I don't believe that rolling back
regulations on Wall Street will help the small businesswoman expand, or the laid-off construction worker keep his
home. We've been there, we've tried that, and we're not going back. We're moving forward.
I won't pretend the path I'm offering is quick or easy. I never have. You didn't elect me to tell you what you wanted
to hear. You elected me to tell you the truth. And the truth is, it will take more than a few years for us to solve
challenges that have built up over decades. It will require common effort, shared responsibility, and the kind of
bold, persistent experimentation that Franklin Roosevelt pursued during the only crisis worse than this one. And by
the way – those of us who carry on his party's legacy should remember that not every problem can be remedied
with another government program or dictate from Washington.
But know this, America: Our problems can be solved. Our challenges can be met. The path we offer may be harder,
but it leads to a better place. And I'm asking you to choose that future. I'm asking you to rally around a set of goals
for your country – goals in manufacturing, energy, education, national security, and the deficit; a real, achievable
plan that will lead to new jobs, more opportunity, and rebuild this economy on a stronger foundation. That's what
we can do in the next four years, and that's why I'm running for a second term as President of the United States.
We can choose a future where we export more products and outsource fewer jobs. After a decade that was defined
by what we bought and borrowed, we're getting back to basics, and doing what America has always done best:
We're making things again.
I've met workers in Detroit and Toledo who feared they'd never build another American car. Today, they can't build
them fast enough, because we reinvented a dying auto industry that's back on top of the world.
I've worked with business leaders who are bringing jobs back to America – not because our workers make less pay,
but because we make better products. Because we work harder and smarter than anyone else.
I've signed trade agreements that are helping our companies sell more goods to millions of new customers – goods
that are stamped with three proud words: Made in America.
After a decade of decline, this country created over half a million manufacturing jobs in the last two and a half
years. And now you have a choice: we can give more tax breaks to corporations that ship jobs overseas, or we can
start rewarding companies that open new plants and train new workers and create new jobs here, in the United
States of America. We can help big factories and small businesses double their exports, and if we choose this path,
we can create a million new manufacturing jobs in the next four years. You can make that happen. You can choose
that future.
You can choose the path where we control more of our own energy. After thirty years of inaction, we raised fuel
standards so that by the middle of the next decade, cars and trucks will go twice as far on a gallon of gas. We've
doubled our use of renewable energy, and thousands of Americans have jobs today building wind turbines and
long-lasting batteries. In the last year alone, we cut oil imports by one million barrels a day – more than any

administration in recent history. And today, the United States of America is less dependent on foreign oil than at
any time in nearly two decades.
Now you have a choice – between a strategy that reverses this progress, or one that builds on it. We've opened
millions of new acres for oil and gas exploration in the last three years, and we'll open more. But unlike my
opponent, I will not let oil companies write this country's energy plan, or endanger our coastlines, or collect another
$4 billion in corporate welfare from our taxpayers.
We're offering a better path – a future where we keep investing in wind and solar and clean coal; where farmers
and scientists harness new biofuels to power our cars and trucks; where construction workers build homes and
factories that waste less energy; where we develop a hundred year supply of natural gas that's right beneath our
feet. If you choose this path, we can cut our oil imports in half by 2020 and support more than 600,000 new jobs in
natural gas alone.
And yes, my plan will continue to reduce the carbon pollution that is heating our planet – because climate change is
not a hoax. More droughts and floods and wildfires are not a joke. They're a threat to our children's future. And in
this election, you can do something about it.
You can choose a future where more Americans have the chance to gain the skills they need to compete, no matter
how old they are or how much money they have. Education was the gateway to opportunity for me. It was the
gateway for Michelle. And now more than ever, it is the gateway to a middle-class life.
For the first time in a generation, nearly every state has answered our call to raise their standards for teaching and
learning. Some of the worst schools in the country have made real gains in math and reading. Millions of students
are paying less for college today because we finally took on a system that wasted billions of taxpayer dollars on
banks and lenders.
And now you have a choice – we can gut education, or we can decide that in the United States of America, no child
should have her dreams deferred because of a crowded classroom or a crumbling school. No family should have to
set aside a college acceptance letter because they don't have the money. No company should have to look for
workers in China because they couldn't find any with the right skills here at home.
Government has a role in this. But teachers must inspire; principals must lead; parents must instill a thirst for
learning, and students, you've got to do the work. And together, I promise you – we can out-educate and outcompete any country on Earth. Help me recruit 100,000 math and science teachers in the next ten years, and
improve early childhood education. Help give two million workers the chance to learn skills at their community
college that will lead directly to a job. Help us work with colleges and universities to cut in half the growth of tuition
costs over the next ten years. We can meet that goal together. You can choose that future for America.
In a world of new threats and new challenges, you can choose leadership that has been tested and proven. Four
years ago, I promised to end the war in Iraq. We did. I promised to refocus on the terrorists who actually attacked
us on 9/11. We have. We've blunted the Taliban's momentum in Afghanistan, and in 2014, our longest war will be
over. A new tower rises above the New York skyline, al Qaeda is on the path to defeat, and Osama bin Laden is
dead.
Tonight, we pay tribute to the Americans who still serve in harm's way. We are forever in debt to a generation
whose sacrifice has made this country safer and more respected. We will never forget you. And so long as I'm
Commander-in-Chief, we will sustain the strongest military the world has ever known. When you take off the
uniform, we will serve you as well as you've served us – because no one who fights for this country should have to
fight for a job, or a roof over their head, or the care that they need when they come home.
Around the world, we've strengthened old alliances and forged new coalitions to stop the spread of nuclear
weapons. We've reasserted our power across the Pacific and stood up to China on behalf of our workers. From
Burma to Libya to South Sudan, we have advanced the rights and dignity of all human beings – men and women;
Christians and Muslims and Jews.

But for all the progress we've made, challenges remain. Terrorist plots must be disrupted. Europe's crisis must be
contained. Our commitment to Israel's security must not waver, and neither must our pursuit of peace. The Iranian
government must face a world that stays united against its nuclear ambitions. The historic change sweeping across
the Arab World must be defined not by the iron fist of a dictator or the hate of extremists, but by the hopes and
aspirations of ordinary people who are reaching for the same rights that we celebrate today.
So now we face a choice. My opponent and his running mate are new to foreign policy, but from all that we've seen
and heard, they want to take us back to an era of blustering and blundering that cost America so dearly.
After all, you don't call Russia our number one enemy – and not al Qaeda – unless you're still stuck in a Cold War
time warp. You might not be ready for diplomacy with Beijing if you can't visit the Olympics without insulting our
closest ally. My opponent said it was "tragic" to end the war in Iraq, and he won't tell us how he'll end the war in
Afghanistan. I have, and I will. And while my opponent would spend more money on military hardware that our
Joint Chiefs don't even want, I'll use the money we're no longer spending on war to pay down our debt and put
more people back to work – rebuilding roads and bridges; schools and runways. After two wars that have cost us
thousands of lives and over a trillion dollars, it's time to do some nation-building right here at home.
You can choose a future where we reduce our deficit without wrecking our middle class. Independent analysis
shows that my plan would cut our deficits by $4 trillion. Last summer, I worked with Republicans in Congress to cut
$1 trillion in spending – because those of us who believe government can be a force for good should work harder
than anyone to reform it, so that it's leaner, more efficient, and more responsive to the American people.
I want to reform the tax code so that it's simple, fair, and asks the wealthiest households to pay higher taxes on
incomes over $250,000 – the same rate we had when Bill Clinton was president; the same rate we had when our
economy created nearly 23 million new jobs, the biggest surplus in history, and a lot of millionaires to boot.
Now, I'm still eager to reach an agreement based on the principles of my bipartisan debt commission. No party has
a monopoly on wisdom. No democracy works without compromise. But when Governor Romney and his allies in
Congress tell us we can somehow lower our deficit by spending trillions more on new tax breaks for the wealthy –
well, you do the math. I refuse to go along with that. And as long as I'm President, I never will.
I refuse to ask middle class families to give up their deductions for owning a home or raising their kids just to pay
for another millionaire's tax cut. I refuse to ask students to pay more for college; or kick children out of Head Start
programs, or eliminate health insurance for millions of Americans who are poor, elderly, or disabled – all so those
with the most can pay less.
And I will never turn Medicare into a voucher. No American should ever have to spend their golden years at the
mercy of insurance companies. They should retire with the care and dignity they have earned. Yes, we will reform
and strengthen Medicare for the long haul, but we'll do it by reducing the cost of health care – not by asking seniors
to pay thousands of dollars more. And we will keep the promise of Social Security by taking the responsible steps to
strengthen it – not by turning it over to Wall Street.
This is the choice we now face. This is what the election comes down to. Over and over, we have been told by our
opponents that bigger tax cuts and fewer regulations are the only way; that since government can't do everything,
it should do almost nothing. If you can't afford health insurance, hope that you don't get sick. If a company
releases toxic pollution into the air your children breathe, well, that's just the price of progress. If you can't afford to
start a business or go to college, take my opponent's advice and "borrow money from your parents."
You know what? That's not who we are. That's not what this country's about. As Americans, we believe we are
endowed by our Creator with certain inalienable rights – rights that no man or government can take away. We insist
on personal responsibility and we celebrate individual initiative. We're not entitled to success. We have to earn it.
We honor the strivers, the dreamers, the risk-takers who have always been the driving force behind our free
enterprise system – the greatest engine of growth and prosperity the world has ever known.

But we also believe in something called citizenship – a word at the very heart of our founding, at the very essence
of our democracy; the idea that this country only works when we accept certain obligations to one another, and to
future generations.
We believe that when a CEO pays his autoworkers enough to buy the cars that they build, the whole company does
better.
We believe that when a family can no longer be tricked into signing a mortgage they can't afford, that family is
protected, but so is the value of other people's homes, and so is the entire economy.
We believe that a little girl who's offered an escape from poverty by a great teacher or a grant for college could
become the founder of the next Google, or the scientist who cures cancer, or the President of the United States –
and it's in our power to give her that chance.
We know that churches and charities can often make more of a difference than a poverty program alone. We don't
want handouts for people who refuse to help themselves, and we don't want bailouts for banks that break the rules.
We don't think government can solve all our problems. But we don't think that government is the source of all our
problems – any more than are welfare recipients, or corporations, or unions, or immigrants, or gays, or any other
group we're told to blame for our troubles.
Because we understand that this democracy is ours.
We, the People, recognize that we have responsibilities as well as rights; that our destinies are bound together; that
a freedom which only asks what's in it for me, a freedom without a commitment to others, a freedom without love
or charity or duty or patriotism, is unworthy of our founding ideals, and those who died in their defense.
As citizens, we understand that America is not about what can be done for us. It's about what can be done by us,
together, through the hard and frustrating but necessary work of self-government.
So you see, the election four years ago wasn't about me. It was about you. My fellow citizens – you were the
change.
You're the reason there's a little girl with a heart disorder in Phoenix who'll get the surgery she needs because an
insurance company can't limit her coverage. You did that.
You're the reason a young man in Colorado who never thought he'd be able to afford his dream of earning a
medical degree is about to get that chance. You made that possible.
You're the reason a young immigrant who grew up here and went to school here and pledged allegiance to our flag
will no longer be deported from the only country she's ever called home; why selfless soldiers won't be kicked out
of the military because of who they are or who they love; why thousands of families have finally been able to say to
the loved ones who served us so bravely: "Welcome home."
If you turn away now – if you buy into the cynicism that the change we fought for isn't possible…well, change will
not happen. If you give up on the idea that your voice can make a difference, then other voices will fill the void:
lobbyists and special interests; the people with the $10 million checks who are trying to buy this election and those
who are making it harder for you to vote; Washington politicians who want to decide who you can marry, or control
health care choices that women should make for themselves.
Only you can make sure that doesn't happen. Only you have the power to move us forward.
I recognize that times have changed since I first spoke to this convention. The times have changed – and so have I.
I'm no longer just a candidate. I'm the President. I know what it means to send young Americans into battle, for I
have held in my arms the mothers and fathers of those who didn't return. I've shared the pain of families who've
lost their homes, and the frustration of workers who've lost their jobs. If the critics are right that I've made all my

decisions based on polls, then I must not be very good at reading them. And while I'm proud of what we've
achieved together, I'm far more mindful of my own failings, knowing exactly what Lincoln meant when he said, "I
have been driven to my knees many times by the overwhelming conviction that I had no place else to go."
But as I stand here tonight, I have never been more hopeful about America. Not because I think I have all the
answers. Not because I'm naïve about the magnitude of our challenges.
I'm hopeful because of you.
The young woman I met at a science fair who won national recognition for her biology research while living with
her family at a homeless shelter – she gives me hope.
The auto worker who won the lottery after his plant almost closed, but kept coming to work every day, and bought
flags for his whole town and one of the cars that he built to surprise his wife – he gives me hope.
The family business in Warroad, Minnesota that didn't lay off a single one of their four thousand employees during
this recession, even when their competitors shut down dozens of plants, even when it meant the owners gave up
some perks and pay – because they understood their biggest asset was the community and the workers who helped
build that business – they give me hope.
And I think about the young sailor I met at Walter Reed hospital, still recovering from a grenade attack that would
cause him to have his leg amputated above the knee. Six months ago, I would watch him walk into a White House
dinner honoring those who served in Iraq, tall and twenty pounds heavier, dashing in his uniform, with a big grin on
his face; sturdy on his new leg. And I remember how a few months after that I would watch him on a bicycle,
racing with his fellow wounded warriors on a sparkling spring day, inspiring other heroes who had just begun the
hard path he had traveled.
He gives me hope.
I don't know what party these men and women belong to. I don't know if they'll vote for me. But I know that their
spirit defines us. They remind me, in the words of Scripture, that ours is a "future filled with hope."
And if you share that faith with me – if you share that hope with me – I ask you tonight for your vote.
If you reject the notion that this nation's promise is reserved for the few, your voice must be heard in this election.
If you reject the notion that our government is forever beholden to the highest bidder, you need to stand up in this
election.
If you believe that new plants and factories can dot our landscape; that new energy can power our future; that new
schools can provide ladders of opportunity to this nation of dreamers; if you believe in a country where everyone
gets a fair shot, and everyone does their fair share, and everyone plays by the same rules, then I need you to vote
this November.
America, I never said this journey would be easy, and I won't promise that now. Yes, our path is harder – but it
leads to a better place. Yes our road is longer – but we travel it together. We don't turn back. We leave no one
behind. We pull each other up. We draw strength from our victories, and we learn from our mistakes, but we keep
our eyes fixed on that distant horizon, knowing that Providence is with us, and that we are surely blessed to be
citizens of the greatest nation on Earth.
Thank you, God bless you, and may God bless these United States.
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“Why Mitt Romney Has the Worst Favorability Ratings in Memory”

What in the world can poor Mitt do to be liked? Maybe it’s not too late for a brain transplant? Or a heart transplant?
Maybe he needs both?
“Why Mitt Romney Has the Worst Favorability Ratings in Memory” by Andrew Romano, The Daily Beast
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/09/06/why-mitt-romney-has-the-worst-favorabilityratings-in-memory.html)
(Despite a solid convention, Romney’s favorability ratings remain historically bad. Andrew Romano on what Mitt has
in common with Walter Mondale.)
Mitt Romney is the most unpopular major-party presidential nominee in recent U.S. history.

As far as I can tell, there is simply no precedent for Romney’s sustained favorability slump. Back in March, I dove
into the polling archives and discovered that the former Massachusetts governor “boast[ed] the worst primaryseason favorable-unfavorable split of any major-party nominee of the last 36 years (at least)”—and that candidates
who, like Romney, generated net-negative favorable ratings in the spring of an election year (Jimmy Carter in 1980,
Walter Mondale in 1984, Bob Dole in 1996) almost always lost in the fall. The only exception was Bill Clinton, the
so-called Comeback Kid.
At the time, Republicans were predicting that Romney would follow in Clinton’s footsteps (rather than, say, Dole’s).
Wait until the convention, they argued. Wait until all the Santorumites and Newtheads rally around Mitt in Tampa.
Wait until the country sees him speak. Romney’s underwater ratings will evaporate shortly thereafter, and he’ll
never look back.
This model certainly worked for Clinton—according to Gallup, he managed to transform what was a 41-49
favorable-unfavorable rating as of July 8, 1992 into a 62-25 split 10 days later, immediately after the Democratic
National Convention in New York. In other words, Clinton’s popularity shot up 45 percentage points pretty much
overnight.

And so, given that least one former nominee had used a convention to dig himself out of a big favorability hole, I
figured that now, five days after Tampa, was the right time to check back in and see if Romney’s own popularity
problem had finally cleared itself up.
Unfortunately for the GOP, it hasn’t.
The good (if predictable) news is that Romney’s favorables have increased. In March, I wrote that “right now, Newt
Gingrich and Rick Santorum’s supporters are telling pollsters they dislike Romney. But after Mitt clinches the
nomination and the party unites around him, many of his former foes will miraculously see the light.” At the time,
Romney’s favorable rating was hovering around 37 percent. Today it’s pushing 44 percent. A number of
Republicans who were telling pollsters that they didn’t like Romney in the heat of primary season are now telling
the same pollsters that they like him fine.
The bad news is that Romney is still underwater, meaning that more voters continue to see him unfavorably than
favorably. Of the 38 polls released since July 23, 25 have registered a net-negative rating for the Republican
nominee, often by as many as 10 percentage points. Only nine have registered a net-positive rating. As of
September 5, Romney’s average split was 45.4 unfavorable to 44.1 percent favorable.
In short, Romney is the only nominee since at least 1988 who, after three straight days of balloons,
banners, and fawning speeches on primetime TV, couldn’t manage to convince more voters to like him
than dislike him.
Context is important here.
At first glance, Republicans might be tempted to cheer these numbers. After all, Romney’s favorable-unfavorable
gap is smaller than it was in March, when the candidate was underwater by whopping 10 percentage points. But
the reason this gap has shrunk is not because Romney’s unfavorables are declining. Again, it’s because Republicans
have rallied around their nominee, dragging his favorable ratings out of their primary-season doldrums. The truth is
that Romney’s average unfavorable rating is actually higher right now than it was at any point between April 5 and
July 2. Since late July, it has topped 50 percent 15 times. Becoming more unpopular as the race goes on is not the
mark of a successful candidate.
Making matters worse is the fact Romney just starred in his very own national political convention. This is usually
the point in a presidential campaign when the nominee’s popularity reaches its peak. According to Gallup, George
H.W. Bush weighed in at 39 percent favorable, 25 percent unfavorable right after the 1988 Republican convention
in Houston, and Michael Dukakis generated similar stats shortly after the Democratic shindig in Atlanta (38-19).
Four years later, in July 1992, Clinton’s post-New York split was, again, 62-25. Al Gore registered a hugely positive
rating after Los Angeles (64-30), as did George W. Bush post-Philadelphia (67-28), John Kerry post-Boston (57-37),
John McCain post-Minneapolis (63-33), and Barack Obama post-Denver (62-35). Even Bob Dole clawed his way into
a positive territory after the 1996 Republican fete in San Diego (32-29).
In short, Romney is the only nominee since at least 1988 who, after three straight days of balloons, banners, and
fawning speeches on primetime TV, couldn’t manage to convince more voters to like him than dislike him. In this he
most closely resembles an earlier challenger, Walter Mondale, whose favorables actually fell after the 1984
Democratic convention in San Francisco.
Popularity isn’t everything. But it’s something, especially in a presidential election. If Romney’s current postconvention-yet-still-underwater favorables represent the high point of his appeal—and if past is prelude, they will—
then he’s in serious trouble.
Voters may not love President Obama. But nothing that has happened in the last few decades of American politics
suggests that they will be eager to replace him, come Election Day, with someone they can’t even bring themselves
to like.
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“Two Conventions Tell the Tale of 2012”

“Two Conventions Tell the Tale of 2012” by John F. Harris and Jim VandeHei, Politico
Sept. 7, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/80894.html?hp=t1_3)
(CHARLOTTE, NC) Republicans last week in Tampa and Democrats this week in Charlotte were not faking it.
Partisans on both sides really do regard the other party’s nominee with contempt, and both sides look at the other’s
agenda with genuine incomprehension.
Now that the Democratic and Republican conventions are over, however, the most striking conclusion is how a
collision of values produced a convergence of political strategies.
Both sides aggressively framed their conventions around the same question: Which side are you on?
The Republican way of putting it: Are you with us, or those people who disdain free enterprise, resent individual
success and yearn for a European-style welfare state?
The Democratic way of putting it: Are you with us, or with those people who all look alike, want to control your
sexual and reproductive freedom and don’t care about opportunities for anyone who isn’t already as successful as
they are?
That both parties chose the most argumentative way of framing the case reflects a raucously argumentative age.
It also demands that each party also answer a question: Why would you choose a style of angry, line-drawing
politics that is exactly the opposite of the line-blurring style that has made Bill Clinton the politician with the highest
approval ratings in the land?
Amid the latest redundant evidence of the radicalization of politics, here are six conclusions in the wake of Charlotte
and Tampa:
The election matters
There is one view that holds that 2012 has been so dominated by tactical trench warfare and an endless succession
of uproars du jour that there is hardly any substance behind the noise.
Both conventions underscored how deep — and how relevant to pending decisions of governance — the
philosophical divide is.
Democratic rhetoric is openly protective of big government in a way it was not during the Clinton years. Republican
rhetoric is dismissive of any positive role for government that makes the “compassionate conservative” ideas of
George W. Bush seem like a very distant echo.
The Republican instinct to reward individuals for risk-taking, and the Democratic instinct to emphasize collective
responsibility, will play out in the near-term over Medicare. If Mitt Romney and the Republicans win, it’s clear they
genuinely would seek to inject substantial private-sector competition into the Medicare program — a fundamental
change. President Barack Obama genuinely does view such an experiment as a violation of the social contract.
Race and the culture wars are back on center stage
There wasn’t a single day at either convention that didn’t see accusations of racial insensitivity or outright racism
fly. It started with MSNBC’s Chris Matthews and Democrats accusing Romney of playing to racial fears with his
welfare reform ad, escalated with Arizona Gov. Jan Brewer charging that Obama routinely plays to racial fears over
immigration and culminated with two Democratic senators hitting Republicans for being a party of out-of-touch
whites. Get used to it: American politics is split along racial fault lines, with most whites voting Republican and twothirds of Hispanics and almost three-thirds of blacks backing Democrats.

With political bases like that, neither side can resist the temptation to use racial politics to stoke turnout. If that
feels different than 2008 — when Obama prospered with a celebratory vision of a post-racial nation — it is. And it
surely won’t end when the conventions are over.
It’s not just race. Viewers tuning into the Charlotte convention this week saw the Democratic Party play offense on
abortion rights, giving prominent speaking roles to NARAL Pro-Choice America’s Nancy Keenan, Planned
Parenthood’s Cecile Richards and activist Sandra Fluke on behalf of a woman’s unfettered right to choose.
This, too, is different from the way Clinton talked about these issues, traditionally backing abortion rights or gay
rights by framing these in a low-key, soft-edged way to avoid inflaming people on the other side of these divisive
issues.
It is not clear that the overall politics of the issue has changed. Gallup and Pew found support for abortion rights
decreasing a bit in recent surveys, with the public still deeply divided. But Democrats clearly made a decision that in
an election with few undecided voters, the issue could be useful in mobilizing culturally liberal women.
Republicans have a terrible demographic problem
Every political journalist has written about the GOP’s long-term problem attracting younger voters and Hispanics.
But the side-by-side conventions underscored this reality in dramatic fashion. Diversity in Tampa was highlighted on
the podium, but the whiteness of the party, and its seeming economic and cultural homogeneity, was obvious on
the convention floor and the social events around the convention.
Clint Eastwood’s bizarre Grandpa Simpson moment in Tampa, meanwhile, threatens to echo damagingly in the
same way Pat Buchanan’s summons to a culture war did in Houston in 1992. Prominent Democrats in Charlotte
couldn’t stop mentioning Eastwood’s performance. Sen. Tom Harkin (D-Iowa), who is 72, said Eastwood was an “an
old, angry white man spewing incoherent nonsense.”
Down with empathy
Average Americans, get over it: Neither nominee is very much like you. Both are a lot richer, more physically fit and
have moved for many years in a world of financial, political and intellectual elites far removed from the daily hassles
and setbacks of “ordinary people.”
That doesn’t mean they can’t “understand the problems of people like you,” as pollsters put it.
But the effort to establish lifestyle connections with coveted voting blocs, in particular middle-class women, were
never more obvious and stagy. “I love you, women!” said Ann Romney, who also described the tuna fish with pasta
she and Mitt Romney ate to save money 40 years ago. Michelle Obama said she is the “mom in chief.”
These heavy-handed lines flowed from a condescending premise: that people care more about sentimental
touchstones than the governmental choices at stake in the election. Notably, perhaps the most effective speech of
either convention, Bill Clinton’s, put the emphasis entirely on policy.
Don’t overstate the importance of the conventions
In past generations, nominees could reliably count on a polling “bounce” after their conventions. Romney barely got
one, and it’s quite possible Obama won’t either. This race has been largely static for months — with neither
nominee generating intense enthusiasm among an electorate anxious about the direction of the country — and
there’s no reason to suppose the conventions will cause the contest to break open.
In any event, convention bounces may be an anachronism in an era of accelerated news cycles and media
saturation.
Conventions are increasingly about parties talking to people whose minds are made up. On the Tuesdays of the
conventions, nearly 7 million watched Republicans on Fox for the Republican convention and 2.5 million watched

the Democratic convention on Fox. Over at MSNBC, only 1.5 million watched the GOP on opening night, compared
with 4 million for the Democrats.
Republicans come out of convention season behind
Romney political operatives acknowledge this privately. For the past two months, they have insisted that by now,
Romney would have to put away at least one swing state — they thought it might be Florida — and that he would
get a big convention bounce, bigger than thought. They now concede they are not close to putting away any swing
state — in fact, they privately concede things are way worse in Ohio than originally hoped — and that they will get
no convention bounce, at least not one that bounces up. This means the election will come down to the debates —
and a test of whether money can truly tip elections in such a clogged media environment.
This reality helped drive a prevailing background conversation in Tampa. Many GOP activists heard vice presidential
nominee Paul Ryan and keynote speaker Marco Rubio, both in their early 40s, and wished the party had decided to
make a generational shift this time instead of embracing the 65-year-old Romney as nominee.
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Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don't Let Shell Extend Its Arctic Drilling
Window!

from CREDO Action:
Shortening days and alarmingly fast ice melt aren't the only reasons these are dark times for our Arctic.
Last week, President Obama allowed Shell to move two big steps closer to offshore oil drilling in the Arctic this year.
The EPA quietly caved and approved Shell's waiver to exceed air pollution limits. And even worse, the Department
of Interior has actually allowed Shell to begin drilling its first well in the Chukchi Sea. Drilling could start any day
now, if it hasn't started already.
But unlike the Obama administration, time is not on Shell's side. Shell is still awaiting final approval to drill deep
enough to hit oil, and drilling that deep takes about three weeks — but Shell has a deadline of September 24 to
stop drilling in the Chukchi before the sea ice and winter weather start to return.
Predictably, Shell has already asked the Department of Interior to extend its drilling window to the end of October.
If we can stop that from happening, we can prevent the worst damage to the Chukchi Sea, at least for one more
year.
Tell Pres. Obama and Sec. Salazar: Say Shell NO! to extending Shell's Arctic drilling window. Click here to sign the
petition:
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/drilling_deadline/.
The September 24 deadline provides for a five-week window in case of a well blowout, for oil spill workers to drill a
relief well before November 1, when weather turns much more severe in the Arctic and the well site will receive
only 6 hours of sunlight a day.
Giving Shell extra time by shortening the spill response window, or pushing it into periods of even more extreme
Arctic weather, is a recipe for a disaster.
Tell Pres. Obama and Sec. Salazar: Say Shell NO! to extending Shell's Arctic drilling window. Click here to
automatically sign the petition.
Of course, it's not just the safety of the Arctic that is at stake. With Arctic sea ice melting far faster than scientists
predicted and at its lowest level in recorded history, the time is long past for us to heed the warnings of climate
change, not continue heating up our planet with more and more fossil fuels.

Earlier this month, Department of Interior head Secretary Salazar pledged to hold Shell to the existing timeline
when he said, "I will hold [Shell's] feet to the fire in terms of making sure that we are doing everything we can to
abide by the standards and regulations we have set."
Now is the time to hold Salazar to his word, and make it clear to President Obama that if anything happens in the
Arctic, we will hold him fully responsible.
Thank you for defending our Arctic, Elijah Zarlin, Campaign Manager
20120906-13
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Fw: Avaaz Petition: Clean Energy Needs Your Help!

Climate change is accelerating, but there’s a massive ray of hope: clean energy is booming, producing nearly 20%
of the world's electricity! Incredibly, the US and EU are threatening to stifle this breakthrough -- but together we
can stop them.
In the last decade the Chinese government has invested billions in solar, sending panel prices plummeting and
making clean green tech almost as cheap as dirty fossil fuels. But the US and EU, who give billions in taxpayer
subsidies to Big Oil and Coal, are about to drive solar prices back up by putting tariffs on China, and now China is
threatening to retaliate. A full on trade war is brewing that could kill the crucial green energy revolution.
The EU and US are deciding right now. Most of the solar industry is against tariffs -- and now massive public
support could tip the balance. Sign the urgent petition to save solar – if we build a 500,000 strong petition, Avaaz
will make a formal submission to the US International Trade Commission and EU trade Commissioner calling for
talks not tariffs.
China has a poor human rights and environmental record, and its strategy of flooding the global market with
subsidised goods could be found to be too aggressive. But the right response to this is not tariffs, it is investment.
While China, the EU, and the US all funnel billions into Big Coal and Oil to destroy our planet, China is also providing
huge loans and subsidies to the solar industry. And that's exactly what other governments have failed to do.
Following the bankruptcy of a handful of US and EU solar manufacturers, some lobbyists are pushing politicians to
blame China, instead of their own insufficient and inappropriate subsidies. Some claim that domestic jobs are
threatened by low cost Chinese panels, but the truth is the opposite -- experts predict that tariffs could cost 60,000
jobs in the US alone. The vast majority of jobs in the solar sector outside of China are in installing and servicing
panels, not manufacturing them, so cheaper panels now means more work, and more jobs. And less climate
change.
The EU trade Commissioner initiated the investigation into tariffs today and the US ITC proceedings are about to
kick off. Written statements to both must be submitted in days to be considered. We're in a race against the clock
to green our economies and prevent catastrophic climate change, and Chinese success in green tech could be the
perfect catalyst for the rest of the world to scale up the technology and sustainably bring down prices. Let's make
sure the EU and the US don't kill our ray of hope:
http://www.avaaz.org/en/a_ray_of_hope_on_climate/.
In the world most of us everywhere want, our governments would incentivise clean energy, and not hand out our
tax money to polluters making record profits from dirtying our land, air and water and destroying our planet. Today,
we can save solar, and take one step closer to that future.
With hope, Iain, Joseph, Alice, David, Julien, Emma, Ricken, and the rest of the Avaaz team
More information:
BBC -- "China solar panel imports investigated by European Union" http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-19498382.

Forbes – "Solar Trade War Widens To Europe, SolarWorld Called 'Crazed Agent Provocateur'"

http://www.forbes.com/sites/toddwoody/2012/07/24/solar-trade-war-widens-to-europe-solarworld-called-crazedagent-provocateur/.
CBS -- "Chinese solar industry faces weak sales, price war" http://www.cbsatlanta.com/story/19337660/chinesesolar-industry-faces-weak-sales-price-war.

NYT -- "U.S. Slaps High Tariffs on Chinese Solar Panels" http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/18/business/energyenvironment/us-slaps-tariffs-on-chinese-solar-panels.html?pagewanted=all.

Bloomberg – "U.S. Solar Tariffs On Chinese Cells May Boost Prices" http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-0517/u-s-solar-tariffs-on-chinese-cells-may-boost-prices.html.
The Butler Firm -- "Fighting Fair: A legal analysis of SolarWorlds trade dispute with China"
http://www.thebutlerfirm.com/fighting-fair-a-legal-analysis-of-solarworlds-trade-dispute-with-china/.

20120906-25

23:29

SteveG

Fw: League of Conservation Voters Action: What Do You Think Is the Most
Important Way to Address Climate Change?

from League of Conservation Voters:
I just got goosebumps. I’m watching President Obama’s convention speech and it suddenly hit me. This is it.
Sixty days from now, we will either reelect a president who has done more to address global warming than any
before him or we will spend four years under a leader who will end incentives for clean energy innovation, roll back
clean air protections against mercury and carbon pollution, and allow Big Oil and Dirty Coal to exploit our
environment and fuel the climate crisis.
This isn’t just an election on the line. It’s about the water we swim in, the lands we cherish, the
wildlife we love, the air we breathe, and the climate that sustains us.
That’s why, during the next two months, we’re going to make it our mission to educate everyone in our network
about why President Obama is the clear choice in this election if we want to protect our health and our planet. But
to get started, we need to hear from you:
What do you think is the most important action President Obama has taken to address the climate
crisis and keep our families healthy?
Click on one of the infographics below to vote.

Change is never as easy or as fast as we’d like it to be, but under President Obama’s leadership the EPA and other
agencies have taken many truly historic steps to address climate change—and they could do a lot more with four
more years. We’re going to work hard until Election Day to give President Obama, the EPA, and our country that
opportunity. As an important LCV member, I hope you’ll join us.
Thanks, Vanessa Kritzer, Online Campaigns Manager, League of Conservation Voters
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Re: “Fact Check: First Lady’s False Fairy Tale of Struggle” (reply to
SteveM, FotM Newsletter #220) & “Transcript: Michelle Obama's
Democratic Convention Speech”

When I read the account of Michelle Obama's speech and his insistence that the Obamas were, in fact, "privileged"
because of their "elite" educations, I had to laugh. The underlying assumptions, obviously, are that getting a good
education means 1.--your family is rich, 2.--you couldn't possibly know what financial hardship is.
There is a huge difference between a kid who is sent to the prep school his daddy went to and a kid who went
because his single mother knew that the best way for her child to get ahead was to make sure he got a good
education. My husband was one of those kids. Mark went to Punahou School, the very same one that Barack
Obama did. Punahou is known as "the best school west of the Mississippi," and that is not an idle boast. Mark's
mother was divorced when he was six and his brother was five. She moved them from California to Hawaii to give
them all a new start, found a job as a secretary for Dole Pineapple, rented an apartment, and enrolled her boys at
Punahou. Dorothy was a secretary all her life--at one point she worked for Albert Baez, Joan's father--she never
remarried and devoted her life to making sure her sons got the best educations possible. She was a secretary at
Stanford Univ., which meant her sons got a tuition waver to go there. Whatever she did, wherever she went, she
made sure her boys were in the best schools. This was a woman who provided a good life for her kids but who
always knew about financial struggle. It is commendable that Barack's mother and Michelle's parents made sure
their children would be where the opportunities were, so they could take advantage of them. They were not
spoiled by their parents; they were shown what was possible if you worked for it.
The reason I had to laugh at this article was because it reminded me of a Monty Python sketch. A bunch of
obviously well-off white guys (John Cleese among them) are sitting in a row, comparing their hard beginnings to
show how very far they've come. The worse you had it then, the more credit you get now, is the idea. One starts
off by talking about being born in a two-bedroom house. The next guy says, "You think that's bad? I was born in a
tent." Next man in line, "That's nothing. I was born in a field." Finally John Cleese describes what's got to be the
worst circumstances possible: "I was born in a gutter, during a rainstorm, while my big brother fought off the rats
that were trying to eat me." That's not what he really said, but something along those lines. What strikes me is
that the Romney-ites claim credit for their success, with never a look back over their shoulder to see who might be
struggling to catch up, while the Obamas recognize and are grateful for the sacrifices their parents made so that
they could be on the path that the Romneys of the world already have the map for. It's so ironic when people who
claim to disdain "the elites" are unaware of how some of those elites are actively working to enact policies that will
make those same people's lives immeasurably harder.

“Transcript: Michelle Obama's Democratic Convention Speech” ABC News
Sept. 4, 2012, (http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/OTUS/transcript-michelle-obamas-democratic-conventionspeech/story?id=17155898)
(Below is the full transcript, as prepared for delivery, of First Lady Michelle Obama's speech to the Democratic
National Convention on Tuesday night.)
Thank you so much, Elaine…we are so grateful for your family's service and sacrifice…and we will always have your
back.
Over the past few years as First Lady, I have had the extraordinary privilege of traveling all across this country. And
everywhere I've gone, in the people I've met, and the stories I've heard, I have seen the very best of the American
spirit.
I have seen it in the incredible kindness and warmth that people have shown me and my family, especially our girls.
I've seen it in teachers in a near-bankrupt school district who vowed to keep teaching without pay.
I've seen it in people who become heroes at a moment's notice, diving into harm's way to save others…flying across
the country to put out a fire…driving for hours to bail out a flooded town.
And I've seen it in our men and women in uniform and our proud military families…in wounded warriors who tell me
they're not just going to walk again, they're going to run, and they're going to run marathons…in the young man
blinded by a bomb in Afghanistan who said, simply, "…I'd give my eyes 100 times again to have the chance to do
what I have done and what I can still do."
Every day, the people I meet inspire me…every day, they make me proud…every day they remind me how blessed
we are to live in the greatest nation on earth.
Serving as your First Lady is an honor and a privilege…but back when we first came together four years ago, I still
had some concerns about this journey we'd begun.
While I believed deeply in my husband's vision for this country…and I was certain he would make an extraordinary
President…like any mother, I was worried about what it would mean for our girls if he got that chance.
How would we keep them grounded under the glare of the national spotlight?
How would they feel being uprooted from their school, their friends, and the only home they'd ever known?
Our life before moving to Washington was filled with simple joys…Saturdays at soccer games, Sundays at
grandma's house…and a date night for Barack and me was either dinner or a movie, because as an exhausted
mom, I couldn't stay awake for both.
And the truth is, I loved the life we had built for our girls…I deeply loved the man I had built that life with…and I
didn't want that to change if he became President.
I loved Barack just the way he was.
You see, even though back then Barack was a Senator and a presidential candidate…to me, he was still the guy
who'd picked me up for our dates in a car that was so rusted out, I could actually see the pavement going by
through a hole in the passenger side door…he was the guy whose proudest possession was a coffee table he'd
found in a dumpster, and whose only pair of decent shoes was half a size too small.

But when Barack started telling me about his family – that's when I knew I had found a kindred spirit, someone
whose values and upbringing were so much like mine.
You see, Barack and I were both raised by families who didn't have much in the way of money or material
possessions but who had given us something far more valuable – their unconditional love, their unflinching sacrifice,
and the chance to go places they had never imagined for themselves.
My father was a pump operator at the city water plant, and he was diagnosed with Multiple Sclerosis when my
brother and I were young.
And even as a kid, I knew there were plenty of days when he was in pain…I knew there were plenty of mornings
when it was a struggle for him to simply get out of bed.
But every morning, I watched my father wake up with a smile, grab his walker, prop himself up against the
bathroom sink, and slowly shave and button his uniform.
And when he returned home after a long day's work, my brother and I would stand at the top of the stairs to our
little apartment, patiently waiting to greet him…watching as he reached down to lift one leg, and then the other, to
slowly climb his way into our arms.
But despite these challenges, my dad hardly ever missed a day of work…he and my mom were determined to give
me and my brother the kind of education they could only dream of.
And when my brother and I finally made it to college, nearly all of our tuition came from student loans and grants.
But my dad still had to pay a tiny portion of that tuition himself.
And every semester, he was determined to pay that bill right on time, even taking out loans when he fell short. He
was so proud to be sending his kids to college…and he made sure we never missed a registration deadline because
his check was late.
You see, for my dad, that's what it meant to be a man.
Like so many of us, that was the measure of his success in life – being able to earn a decent living that allowed him
to support his family.
And as I got to know Barack, I realized that even though he'd grown up all the way across the country, he'd been
brought up just like me.
Barack was raised by a single mother who struggled to pay the bills, and by grandparents who stepped in when she
needed help.
Barack's grandmother started out as a secretary at a community bank…and she moved quickly up the ranks…but
like so many women, she hit a glass ceiling.
And for years, men no more qualified than she was – men she had actually trained – were promoted up the ladder
ahead of her, earning more and more money while Barack's family continued to scrape by.
But day after day, she kept on waking up at dawn to catch the bus…arriving at work before anyone else…giving her
best without complaint or regret.
And she would often tell Barack, "So long as you kids do well, Bar, that's all that really matters."
Like so many American families, our families weren't asking for much.
They didn't begrudge anyone else's success or care that others had much more than they did...in fact, they admired
it.

They simply believed in that fundamental American promise that, even if you don't start out with much, if you work
hard and do what you're supposed to do, then you should be able to build a decent life for yourself and an even
better life for your kids and grandkids.
That's how they raised us…that's what we learned from their example.
We learned about dignity and decency – that how hard you work matters more than how much you make…that
helping others means more than just getting ahead yourself.
We learned about honesty and integrity – that the truth matters…that you don't take shortcuts or play by your own
set of rules…and success doesn't count unless you earn it fair and square.
We learned about gratitude and humility – that so many people had a hand in our success, from the teachers who
inspired us to the janitors who kept our school clean…and we were taught to value everyone's contribution and
treat everyone with respect.
Those are the values Barack and I – and so many of you – are trying to pass on to our own children.
That's who we are.
And standing before you four years ago, I knew that I didn't want any of that to change if Barack became
President. Well, today, after so many struggles and triumphs and moments that have tested my husband in ways I
never could have imagined, I have seen firsthand that being president doesn't change who you are – it reveals who
you are.
You see, I've gotten to see up close and personal what being president really looks like.
And I've seen how the issues that come across a President's desk are always the hard ones – the problems where
no amount of data or numbers will get you to the right answer…the judgment calls where the stakes are so high,
and there is no margin for error.
And as President, you can get all kinds of advice from all kinds of people.
But at the end of the day, when it comes time to make that decision, as President, all you have to guide you are
your values, and your vision, and the life experiences that make you who you are.
So when it comes to rebuilding our economy, Barack is thinking about folks like my dad and like his grandmother.
He's thinking about the pride that comes from a hard day's work.
That's why he signed the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act to help women get equal pay for equal work.
That's why he cut taxes for working families and small businesses and fought to get the auto industry back on its
feet.
That's how he brought our economy from the brink of collapse to creating jobs again – jobs you can raise a family
on, good jobs right here in the United States of America.
When it comes to the health of our families, Barack refused to listen to all those folks who told him to leave health
reform for another day, another president.
He didn't care whether it was the easy thing to do politically – that's not how he was raised – he cared that it was
the right thing to do.

He did it because he believes that here in America, our grandparents should be able to afford their medicine…our
kids should be able to see a doctor when they're sick…and no one in this country should ever go broke because of
an accident or illness.
And he believes that women are more than capable of making our own choices about our bodies and our health
care…that's what my husband stands for.
When it comes to giving our kids the education they deserve, Barack knows that like me and like so many of you,
he never could've attended college without financial aid.
And believe it or not, when we were first married, our combined monthly student loan bills were actually higher
than our mortgage.
We were so young, so in love, and so in debt.
That's why Barack has fought so hard to increase student aid and keep interest rates down, because he wants
every young person to fulfill their promise and be able to attend college without a mountain of debt.
So in the end, for Barack, these issues aren't political – they're personal.
Because Barack knows what it means when a family struggles.
He knows what it means to want something more for your kids and grandkids.
Barack knows the American Dream because he's lived it…and he wants everyone in this country to have that same
opportunity, no matter who we are, or where we're from, or what we look like, or who we love.
And he believes that when you've worked hard, and done well, and walked through that doorway of
opportunity…you do not slam it shut behind you…you reach back, and you give other folks the same chances that
helped you succeed.
So when people ask me whether being in the White House has changed my husband, I can honestly say that when
it comes to his character, and his convictions, and his heart, Barack Obama is still the same man I fell in love with
all those years ago.
He's the same man who started his career by turning down high paying jobs and instead working in struggling
neighborhoods where a steel plant had shut down, fighting to rebuild those communities and get folks back to
work…because for Barack, success isn't about how much money you make, it's about the difference you make in
people's lives.
He's the same man who, when our girls were first born, would anxiously check their cribs every few minutes to
ensure they were still breathing, proudly showing them off to everyone we knew.
That's the man who sits down with me and our girls for dinner nearly every night, patiently answering their
questions about issues in the news, and strategizing about middle school friendships.
That's the man I see in those quiet moments late at night, hunched over his desk, poring over the letters people
have sent him.
The letter from the father struggling to pay his bills…from the woman dying of cancer whose insurance company
won't cover her care…from the young person with so much promise but so few opportunities.
I see the concern in his eyes...and I hear the determination in his voice as he tells me, "You won't believe what
these folks are going through, Michelle…it's not right. We've got to keep working to fix this. We've got so much
more to do."

I see how those stories – our collection of struggles and hopes and dreams – I see how that's what drives Barack
Obama every single day.
And I didn't think it was possible, but today, I love my husband even more than I did four years ago…even more
than I did 23 years ago, when we first met.
I love that he's never forgotten how he started.
I love that we can trust Barack to do what he says he's going to do, even when it's hard – especially when it's hard.
I love that for Barack, there is no such thing as "us" and "them" – he doesn't care whether you're a Democrat, a
Republican, or none of the above…he knows that we all love our country…and he's always ready to listen to good
ideas…he's always looking for the very best in everyone he meets.
And I love that even in the toughest moments, when we're all sweating it – when we're worried that the bill won't
pass, and it seems like all is lost – Barack never lets himself get distracted by the chatter and the noise.
Just like his grandmother, he just keeps getting up and moving forward…with patience and wisdom, and courage
and grace.
And he reminds me that we are playing a long game here…and that change is hard, and change is slow, and it
never happens all at once.
But eventually we get there, we always do.
We get there because of folks like my Dad…folks like Barack's grandmother…men and women who said to
themselves, "I may not have a chance to fulfill my dreams, but maybe my children will…maybe my grandchildren
will."
So many of us stand here tonight because of their sacrifice, and longing, and steadfast love…because time and
again, they swallowed their fears and doubts and did what was hard.
So today, when the challenges we face start to seem overwhelming – or even impossible – let us never forget that
doing the impossible is the history of this nation…it's who we are as Americans…it's how this country was built.
And if our parents and grandparents could toil and struggle for us…if they could raise beams of steel to the sky,
send a man to the moon, and connect the world with the touch of a button…then surely we can keep on sacrificing
and building for our own kids and grandkids.
And if so many brave men and women could wear our country's uniform and sacrifice their lives for our most
fundamental rights…then surely we can do our part as citizens of this great democracy to exercise those
rights…surely, we can get to the polls and make our voices heard on Election Day.
If farmers and blacksmiths could win independence from an empire…if immigrants could leave behind everything
they knew for a better life on our shores…if women could be dragged to jail for seeking the vote…if a generation
could defeat a depression, and define greatness for all time…if a young preacher could lift us to the mountaintop
with his righteous dream…and if proud Americans can be who they are and boldly stand at the altar with who they
love…then surely, surely we can give everyone in this country a fair chance at that great American Dream.
Because in the end, more than anything else, that is the story of this country – the story of unwavering hope
grounded in unyielding struggle.
That is what has made my story, and Barack's story, and so many other American stories possible. And I say all of
this tonight not just as First Lady…and not just as a wife.
You see, at the end of the day, my most important title is still "mom-in-chief."

My daughters are still the heart of my heart and the center of my world.
But today, I have none of those worries from four years ago about whether Barack and I were doing what's best for
our girls.
Because today, I know from experience that if I truly want to leave a better world for my daughters, and all our
sons and daughters…if we want to give all our children a foundation for their dreams and opportunities worthy of
their promise…if we want to give them that sense of limitless possibility – that belief that here in America, there is
always something better out there if you're willing to work for it…then we must work like never before…and we
must once again come together and stand together for the man we can trust to keep moving this great country
forward…my husband, our President, President Barack Obama.
Thank you, God bless you, and God bless America.
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Video: “David after Dentist”

This is SO funny!
“David after Dentist” (video): http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=txqiwrbYGrs.
20120906-06
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“Don’t Let Wall Street Billionaires Destroy Social Security”

“Don’t Let Wall Street Billionaires Destroy Social Security” by Bernie Sanders, NationofChange
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/don-t-let-wall-street-billionaires-destroy-social-security1346946250)
September 7 is an important date for New Hampshire. On that day, Wall Street billionaire Pete Peterson will kick-off
his 2012 national campaign to cut Social Security and other vitally important programs with a "town meeting" with a
town meeting at St. Anselm's College in Manchester at 5 p.m.
The American people should not be fooled by the misinformation that will be spread at these "grassroots"
gatherings backed by some of the most powerful Wall Street, insurance, and corporate CEOs in the country.
The goal of these "town meetings" is to convince the people of New Hampshire and the rest of America that the
only effective way to address the deficit crisis is to balance the budget on the backs of the elderly, the children the
sick and the poor.
Don't believe it!
First, let us never forget how we got into our current deficit crisis.
In January of 2001, when Bill Clinton left office, this country was enjoying a very healthy $236 billion SURPLUS
projected to increase in the coming years.
Under President George W. Bush and his fellow "deficit hawks," the United States went to war in Afghanistan and
Iraq and "forgot" to pay for the wars which will end up adding some $3 trillion to our national debt.
Under George W. Bush and his fellow "deficit hawks," the wealthiest people in this country were given huge tax
breaks which cost $1 trillion over a 10-year period. There was no offset for those tax breaks. They were simply
added to the deficit.

Under George W. Bush and his fellow "deficit hawks," an overly-expensive Medicare prescription drug program
written by the insurance and drug companies was signed into law. This program, which explicitly prevented the
government from negotiating lower drug prices with the pharmaceutical industry, was not paid for and will end up
adding some $400 billion to our national debt over a 10-year period.
Now, having run up huge deficits, our born-again "deficit hawks," on behalf of their billionaire allies, want to cut
Social Security to save money.
What's wrong with this picture? First, despite Wall Street and right-wing misleading rhetoric, Social Security, which
is funded by the payroll tax, has not contributed one nickel to the deficit. Second, the Social Security Trust Fund
today, according to the Social Security Administration, has a $2.7 trillion surplus and can pay 100 percent of all
benefits owed to every eligible American for the next 21 years.
Why should we vigorously defend Social Security, prevent any cuts and, in fact, make sure Social Security is solvent
for the next 75 years? The answer is obvious. In these highly volatile economic times, when millions of Americans
lost their life savings in the 2008 Wall Street crash, Social Security, through good economic times and bad, has paid
out every penny owed to every eligible beneficiary. In other words, it is a guaranteed benefit and that promise has
always been kept.
In the 77 years since President Franklin Roosevelt signed Social Security into law on August 14, 1935, the
retirement and insurance program has been one of the nation's most successful anti-poverty programs. Before
Social Security existed, about half of America's senior citizens lived in poverty. Today, less than 10 percent live in
poverty. Further, Social Security provides much-needed assistance to people with disabilities as well as widows,
widowers and orphans.
Let's be clear. The deficit and national debt are serious issues, but we must not balance the budget on the backs of
the elderly, the children, the sick and the poor. This would not only be immoral, it would be bad economic policy.
While our billionaire friends may not like them, there are much fairer ways to reduce the deficit. At a time when the
wealthiest people in this country are doing phenomenally well and their effective tax rate is the lowest in decades,
the top 1 percent must begin paying their fair share of taxes. At a time when large corporations are enjoying
record-breaking profits, we have got to eliminate the huge corporate loopholes which result in a massive loss of
federal revenue. At a time when we have tripled military spending since 1997, we must take a hard look at a
bloated and wasteful Defense Department.
To keep Social Security's finances sound in the future I have introduced legislation -- identical to a proposal that
President Obama advocated in 2008 -- to apply the payroll tax on incomes above $250,000 a year. Under current
law, only earnings up to $110,100 are taxed. The Center for Economic Policy and Research has estimated that
applying the Social Security payroll tax on income above $250,000 would only impact the wealthiest 1.4 percent of
wage earners.
While we often take Social Security for granted, we must not forget that Social Security today is providing dignity
and security to tens of millions of Americans at very modest administrative cost. It is a program that is working and
working well.
Now is the time to defend Social Security against billionaires, right-wing Republicans, and some Democrats who
want to cut this program. Let's send them that message in New Hampshire on September 7.
20120906-07
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Fw: (from Rep. Ron Barber) Securing the Border

One thing that is mostly bi-partisan here in the Southwest…
from Rep. Ron Barber (AZ):

It is an honor to represent Southern Arizona in Congress. The best way for me to do my job is to keep in touch with
you. I hope you'll take a minute to read this update on my work in Washington and at home in Southern Arizona on
securing the border. Please contact my office if you have any questions about federal legislation or if you need help
solving problems with a federal agency.
I believe that Southern Arizonans deserve the same safety and security as other Americans. Arizona's 8th
Congressional District includes 110 miles of the U.S.-Mexico border, and people who live near it are particularly
affected by criminal activities along the border. Ensuring a secure border is the responsibility of the federal
government and all Americans have a right to be safe in their own homes and on their land. As your representative
in Congress, I am committed to securing our borders through additional agents on the ground, improvements in
communications and surveillance technology, and adequate staffing at our ports of entry.
On August 2, I introduced a bipartisan bill that calls for the U.S. and Mexico to work cooperatively to fight Mexican
cartels that threaten the safety of people on both sides of the border. The United States-Mexico Cross-Border
Security Act would direct the State Department to create a unified plan across all federal agencies to fight Mexican
transnational criminal organizations. The plan would target the criminals by cutting off their money-laundering
capabilities and securing the border through additional staffing, infrastructure, technology, and intelligence
coordination. This bill would also strengthen Mexican institutions so they can more effectively combat Mexican
criminal organizations and drug cartels before they enter the United States.
Additionally, as a member of the House Committee on Homeland Security and the House Border Security Caucus,
be assured that I will bring your concerns about the border crisis in Arizona to the attention of Congress and federal
officials so that our state is given the tools and resources it needs to secure our border with Mexico and ensure the
safety of all Arizonans.
Having lived in Arizona for most of my life, I have made many visits to the border area and know that
improvements can be made. Most recently, I visited the border east of Douglas to meet with the Border Patrol and
Cochise County ranchers. As one of the few Members of Congress who represents a Congressional District on our
southern border, I will continue to work hard to ensure that Southern Arizonans have the same level of safety and
security as other Americans.
It is an honor to represent Southern Arizona and keep the people I serve, like you, updated on the work in
Congress that has a direct impact on their lives. Please contact me if I can be of service to you or your family. If
you are experiencing issues with a federal agency, my office may be able to help you resolve the problem.
Sincerely Yours, Ron Barber, Member of Congress
20120906-09

19:30

Pam

Clinton’s DNC Speech

I can't keep this to myself. I just watched Clinton's speech online and my heart is still pounding. What a great
orator he is! HE is the great communicator. Oh, I know he's done some kinky things and cut deals that I might not
agree with, but he is smart, passionate, dedicated to improving the nation and the world, and he has the cohones
to do it. He gave the speech I've been waiting to hear, with specifics and straight talk. I'm glad I voted for him in
the past, and I'd always want him to be on my side when the going got tough. He's a flawed human being, but
he's a great politician and has done this country enormous good.

20120906-27

23:44 SteveB

Re: Clinton’s DNC Speech (reply to Pam, above) & “Transcript: Bill Clinton's
Democratic Convention Speech”

I agree completely…
But banging Sandra Fluke backstage before he came out was just a little too much for me (and Ann Coulter)!

“Transcript: Bill Clinton's Democratic Convention Speech” ABC News
Sept. 5, 2012 (http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/OTUS/transcript-bill-clintons-democratic-conventionspeech/story?id=17164662)
Former President Bill Clinton's remarks to the Democratic National Convention, as prepared for delivery. Clinton
veered from these prepared remarks multiple times throughout his speech.
We're here to nominate a President, and I've got one in mind.
I want to nominate a man whose own life has known its fair share of adversity and uncertainty. A man who ran for
President to change the course of an already weak economy and then just six weeks before the election, saw it
suffer the biggest collapse since the Great Depression. A man who stopped the slide into depression and put us on
the long road to recovery, knowing all the while that no matter how many jobs were created and saved, there were
still millions more waiting, trying to feed their children and keep their hopes alive.
I want to nominate a man cool on the outside but burning for America on the inside. A man who believes we can
build a new American Dream economy driven by innovation and creativity, education and cooperation. A man who
had the good sense to marry Michelle Obama.
I want Barack Obama to be the next President of the United States and I proudly nominate him as the standard
bearer of the Democratic Party.
In Tampa, we heard a lot of talk about how the President and the Democrats don't believe in free enterprise and
individual initiative, how we want everyone to be dependent on the government, how bad we are for the economy.
The Republican narrative is that all of us who amount to anything are completely self-made. One of our greatest
Democratic Chairmen, Bob Strauss, used to say that every politician wants you to believe he was born in a log cabin
he built himself, but it ain't so.
We Democrats think the country works better with a strong middle class, real opportunities for poor people to work
their way into it and a relentless focus on the future, with business and government working together to promote
growth and broadly shared prosperity. We think "we're all in this together" is a better philosophy than "you're on
your own."
Who's right? Well since 1961, the Republicans have held the White House 28 years, the Democrats 24. In those 52
years, our economy produced 66 million private sector jobs. What's the jobs score? Republicans 24 million,
Democrats 42 million!
It turns out that advancing equal opportunity and economic empowerment is both morally right and good
economics, because discrimination, poverty and ignorance restrict growth, while investments in education,
infrastructure and scientific and technological research increase it, creating more good jobs and new wealth for all
of us.
Though I often disagree with Republicans, I never learned to hate them the way the far right that now controls
their party seems to hate President Obama and the Democrats. After all, President Eisenhower sent federal troops
to my home state to integrate Little Rock Central High and built the interstate highway system. And as governor, I
worked with President Reagan on welfare reform and with President George H.W. Bush on national education goals.
I am grateful to President George W. Bush for PEPFAR, which is saving the lives of millions of people in poor
countries and to both Presidents Bush for the work we've done together after the South Asia tsunami, Hurricane
Katrina and the Haitian earthquake.
Through my foundation, in America and around the world, I work with Democrats, Republicans and Independents
who are focused on solving problems and seizing opportunities, not fighting each other.

When times are tough, constant conflict may be good politics but in the real world, cooperation works better. After
all, nobody's right all the time, and a broken clock is right twice a day. All of us are destined to live our lives
between those two extremes. Unfortunately, the faction that now dominates the Republican Party doesn't see it
that way. They think government is the enemy, and compromise is weakness.
One of the main reasons America should re-elect President Obama is that he is still committed to cooperation. He
appointed Republican Secretaries of Defense, the Army and Transportation. He appointed a Vice President who ran
against him in 2008, and trusted him to oversee the successful end of the war in Iraq and the implementation of
the recovery act. And Joe Biden did a great job with both. He appointed Cabinet members who supported Hillary in
the primaries. Heck, he even appointed Hillary! I'm so proud of her and grateful to our entire national security team
for all they've done to make us safer and stronger and to build a world with more partners and fewer enemies. I'm
also grateful to the young men and women who serve our country in the military and to Michelle Obama and Jill
Biden for supporting military families when their loved ones are overseas and for helping our veterans, when they
come home bearing the wounds of war, or needing help with education, housing, and jobs.
President Obama's record on national security is a tribute to his strength, and judgment, and to his preference for
inclusion and partnership over partisanship.
He also tried to work with Congressional Republicans on Health Care, debt reduction, and jobs, but that didn't work
out so well. Probably because, as the Senate Republican leader, in a remarkable moment of candor, said two years
before the election, their number one priority was not to put America back to work, but to put President Obama out
of work. Senator, I hate to break it to you, but we're going to keep President Obama on the job!
In Tampa, the Republican argument against the President's re-election was pretty simple: we left him a total mess,
he hasn't cleaned it up fast enough, so fire him and put us back in.
In order to look like an acceptable alternative to President Obama, they couldn't say much about the ideas they
have offered over the last two years. You see they want to go back to the same old policies that got us into trouble
in the first place: to cut taxes for high income Americans even more than President Bush did; to get rid of those
pesky financial regulations designed to prevent another crash and prohibit future bailouts; to increase defense
spending two trillion dollars more than the Pentagon has requested without saying what they'll spend the money
on; to make enormous cuts in the rest of the budget, especially programs that help the middle class and poor kids.
As another President once said – there they go again.
I like the argument for President Obama's re-election a lot better. He inherited a deeply damaged economy, put a
floor under the crash, began the long hard road to recovery, and laid the foundation for a modern, more wellbalanced economy that will produce millions of good new jobs, vibrant new businesses, and lots of new wealth for
the innovators. Are we where we want to be? No. Is the President satisfied? No. Are we better off than we were
when he took office, with an economy in free fall, losing 750,000 jobs a month. The answer is YES.
I understand the challenge we face. I know many Americans are still angry and frustrated with the economy.
Though employment is growing, banks are beginning to lend and even housing prices are picking up a bit, too
many people don't feel it.
I experienced the same thing in 1994 and early 1995. Our policies were working and the economy was growing but
most people didn't feel it yet. By 1996, the economy was roaring, halfway through the longest peacetime expansion
in American history.
President Obama started with a much weaker economy than I did. No President – not me or any of my
predecessors could have repaired all the damage in just four years. But conditions are improving and if you'll renew
the President's contract you will feel it.
I believe that with all my heart.

President Obama's approach embodies the values, the ideas, and the direction America must take to build a 21st
century version of the American Dream in a nation of shared opportunities, shared prosperity and shared
responsibilities.
So back to the story. In 2010, as the President's recovery program kicked in, the job losses stopped and things
began to turn around.
The Recovery Act saved and created millions of jobs and cut taxes for 95% of the American people. In the last 29
months the economy has produced about 4.5 million private sector jobs. But last year, the Republicans blocked the
President's jobs plan costing the economy more than a million new jobs. So here's another jobs score: President
Obama plus 4.5 million, Congressional Republicans zero.
Over that same period, more than more than 500,000 manufacturing jobs have been created under President
Obama – the first time manufacturing jobs have increased since the 1990s.
The auto industry restructuring worked. It saved more than a million jobs, not just at GM, Chrysler and their
dealerships, but in auto parts manufacturing all over the country. That's why even auto-makers that weren't part of
the deal supported it. They needed to save the suppliers too. Like I said, we're all in this together.
Now there are 250,000 more people working in the auto industry than the day the companies were restructured.
Governor Romney opposed the plan to save GM and Chrysler. So here's another jobs score: Obama two hundred
and fifty thousand, Romney, zero.
The agreement the administration made with management, labor and environmental groups to double car mileage
over the next few years is another good deal: it will cut your gas bill in half, make us more energy independent, cut
greenhouse gas emissions, and add another 500,000 good jobs.
President Obama's "all of the above" energy plan is helping too – the boom in oil and gas production combined with
greater energy efficiency has driven oil imports to a near 20 year low and natural gas production to an all time high.
Renewable energy production has also doubled.
We do need more new jobs, lots of them, but there are already more than three million jobs open and unfilled in
America today, mostly because the applicants don't have the required skills. We have to prepare more Americans
for the new jobs that are being created in a world fueled by new technology. That's why investments in our people
are more important than ever. The President has supported community colleges and employers in working together
to train people for open jobs in their communities. And, after a decade in which exploding college costs have
increased the drop-out rate so much that we've fallen to 16th in the world in the percentage of our young adults
with college degrees, his student loan reform lowers the cost of federal student loans and even more important,
gives students the right to repay the loans as a fixed percentage of their incomes for up to 20 years. That means no
one will have to drop-out of college for fear they can't repay their debt, and no one will have to turn down a job, as
a teacher, a police officer or a small town doctor because it doesn't pay enough to make the debt payments. This
will change the future for young Americans.
I know we're better off because President Obama made these decisions.
That brings me to health care.
The Republicans call it Obamacare and say it's a government takeover of health care that they'll repeal. Are they
right? Let's look at what's happened so far. Individuals and businesses have secured more than a billion dollars in
refunds from their insurance premiums because the new law requires 80% to 85% of your premiums to be spent
on health care, not profits or promotion. Other insurance companies have lowered their rates to meet the
requirement. More than 3 million young people between 19 and 25 are insured for the first time because their
parents can now carry them on family policies. Millions of seniors are receiving preventive care including breast
cancer screenings and tests for heart problems. Soon the insurance companies, not the government, will have
millions of new customers many of them middle class people with pre-existing conditions. And for the last two
years, health care spending has grown under 4%, for the first time in 50 years.

So are we all better off because President Obama fought for it and passed it? You bet we are.
There were two other attacks on the President in Tampa that deserve an answer. Both Governor Romney and
Congressman Ryan attacked the President for allegedly robbing Medicare of 716 billion dollars. Here's what really
happened. There were no cuts to benefits. None. What the President did was save money by cutting unwarranted
subsidies to providers and insurance companies that weren't making people any healthier. He used the saving to
close the donut hole in the Medicare drug program, and to add eight years to the life of the Medicare Trust Fund.
It's now solvent until 2024. So President Obama and the Democrats didn't weaken Medicare, they strengthened it.
When Congressman Ryan looked into the TV camera and attacked President Obama's "biggest coldest power play"
in raiding Medicare, I didn't know whether to laugh or cry. You see, that 716 billion dollars is exactly the same
amount of Medicare savings Congressman Ryan had in his own budget.
At least on this one, Governor Romney's been consistent. He wants to repeal the savings and give the money back
to the insurance companies, re-open the donut hole and force seniors to pay more for drugs, and reduce the life of
the Medicare Trust Fund by eight years. So now if he's elected and does what he promised Medicare will go broke
by 2016. If that happens, you won't have to wait until their voucher program to begins in 2023 to see the end
Medicare as we know it.
But it gets worse. They also want to block grant Medicaid and cut it by a third over the coming decade. Of course,
that will hurt poor kids, but that's not all. Almost two-thirds of Medicaid is spent on nursing home care for seniors
and on people with disabilities, including kids from middle class families, with special needs like, Downs syndrome
or Autism. I don't know how those families are going to deal with it. We can't let it happen.
Now let's look at the Republican charge that President Obama wants to weaken the work requirements in the
welfare reform bill I signed that moved millions of people from welfare to work.
Here's what happened. When some Republican governors asked to try new ways to put people on welfare back to
work, the Obama Administration said they would only do it if they had a credible plan to increase employment by
20%. You hear that? More work. So the claim that President Obama weakened welfare reform's work requirement
is just not true. But they keep running ads on it. As their campaign pollster said "we're not going to let our
campaign be dictated by fact checkers." Now that is true. I couldn't have said it better myself – I just hope you
remember that every time you see the ad.
Let's talk about the debt. We have to deal with it or it will deal with us. President Obama has offered a plan with 4
trillion dollars in debt reduction over a decade, with two and a half dollars of spending reductions for every one
dollar of revenue increases, and tight controls on future spending. It's the kind of balanced approach proposed by
the bipartisan Simpson-Bowles commission.
I think the President's plan is better than the Romney plan, because the Romney plan fails the first test of fiscal
responsibility: The numbers don't add up.
It's supposed to be a debt reduction plan but it begins with five trillion dollars in tax cuts over a ten-year period.
That makes the debt hole bigger before they even start to dig out. They say they'll make it up by eliminating
loopholes in the tax code. When you ask "which loopholes and how much?," they say "See me after the election on
that." People ask me all the time how we delivered four surplus budgets. What new ideas did we bring? I always
give a one-word answer: arithmetic. If they stay with a 5 trillion dollar tax cut in a debt reduction plan – the –
arithmetic tells us that one of three things will happen: 1) they'll have to eliminate so many deductions like the ones
for home mortgages and charitable giving that middle class families will see their tax bill go up two thousand dollars
year while people making over 3 million dollars a year get will still get a 250,000 dollar tax cut; or 2) they'll have to
cut so much spending that they'll obliterate the budget for our national parks, for ensuring clean air, clean water,
safe food, safe air travel; or they'll cut way back on Pell Grants, college loans, early childhood education and other
programs that help middle class families and poor children, not to mention cutting investments in roads, bridges,
science, technology and medical research; or 3) they'll do what they've been doing for thirty plus years now – cut
taxes more than they cut spending, explode the debt, and weaken the economy. Remember, Republican economic

policies quadrupled the debt before I took office and doubled it after I left. We simply can't afford to double-down
on trickle-down.
President Obama's plan cuts the debt, honors our values, and brightens the future for our children, our families and
our nation.
My fellow Americans, you have to decide what kind of country you want to live in. If you want a you're on your
own, winner take all society you should support the Republican ticket. If you want a country of shared opportunities
and shared responsibilities – a "we're all in it together" society, you should vote for Barack Obama and Joe Biden. If
you want every American to vote and you think its wrong to change voting procedures just to reduce the turnout of
younger, poorer, minority and disabled voters, you should support Barack Obama. If you think the President was
right to open the doors of American opportunity to young immigrants brought here as children who want to go to
college or serve in the military, you should vote for Barack Obama. If you want a future of shared prosperity, where
the middle class is growing and poverty is declining, where the American Dream is alive and well, and where the
United States remains the leading force for peace and prosperity in a highly competitive world, you should vote for
Barack Obama. I love our country – and I know we're coming back. For more than 200 years, through every crisis,
we've always come out stronger than we went in. And we will again as long as we do it together. We champion the
cause for which our founders pledged their lives, their fortunes, their sacred honor – to form a more perfect union.
If that's what you believe, if that's what you want, we have to re-elect President Barack Obama.
God Bless You – God Bless America.
20120906-08
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SteveB

“Bill Clinton's Stunning Jobs Claim at DNC Actually True”

What an incredibly clear difference between the Lies of Ryan and R0mney and the Truth!
“Bill Clinton's Stunning Jobs Claim at DNC Actually True” by Bonnie Kavoussi, Huffington Post
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/06/bill-clinton-jobcreation_n_1861071.html?utm_hp_ref=politics&ir=Politics)
Bill Clinton said at the Democratic National Convention on Wednesday that Democratic presidents
have overseen the creation of nearly twice as many jobs as Republican presidents. This is true.
Former U.S. President Bill Clinton highlighted a stunning fact during his speech at the Democratic National
Convention on Wednesday: Democratic presidents have overseen the creation of nearly twice as many jobs as
Republican presidents since 1961.
"What's the job score? Republicans, 24 million; Democrats, 42 [million]," Clinton said to cheers and applause.
Bloomberg Government first reported these figures in May, after analyzing growth in private-sector jobs since 1961.
On Wednesday, Clinton used the figure to justify Democratic policies.
"It turns out that advancing equal opportunity and economic empowerment is both morally right and good
economics," Clinton said. "Why? Because poverty, discrimination and ignorance restrict growth. When you stifle
human potential, when you don’t invest in new ideas, it doesn't just cut off the people who are affected; it hurts us
all."
That said, Democratic presidents may not be able to take all the credit for the private-sector jobs created during
their tenure. After all, the economy saw a big boost under Clinton in part because of the technology boom and
stock market bubble that resulted -- Clinton arguably was just in the right place at the right time.

Presidents' economic policies clearly play some role in the job growth that results while they're in power, however.
And on that measure, both President George W. Bush and President Barack Obama have performed very poorly. An
average of 63,500 jobs were created per month during Bush's tenure, according to Labor Department data. Under
Obama, an average 62,500 jobs have been created per month when taking into account job losses at the beginning
of his tenure.
Presidents of both parties have implemented policies that may have stifled job growth for future presidents. For
example, it was Clinton who repealed the Glass-Steagall Act, which had separated investment banking from
consumer banking. Some say the repeal of Glass-Steagall played a major role in the financial crisis, since it helped
allow banks to become too big to fail.
The subsequent financial crisis also happened on Bush's watch, and Obama has been saddled with much of the job
wreckage that resulted.
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Dennis

Video: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking
Points Against Actual Journalists?”

Tea Party twit…
Nothing like a few minutes on TV to demonstrate that you're dumber than a rock.
This is how America is worse than four years ago!
Video: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points Against Actual Journalists?” by Mansur
Gidfar, Upworthy
Sept. 5 2012, (http://www.upworthy.com/what-happens-when-you-pit-a-tea-partier-with-stale-talking-pointsagainst-actual?c=cp2)
Tea Party Express chairman Amy Kremer decided to take on CNN. It was a poor decision.
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Art

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Dennis, above)

This is truly incredible. It marks our continuing descent into stupidity. And this is what we want running the
country?
What happens if they win?
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SteveG

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Art, above)

We go live with Baker and work at the cookie store.
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Pam

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to SteveG, above)

I heard on NPR this evening that Bolivia is the worst offender when it comes to deforestation. You can run, but you
can't hide. Remember the folks who wanted to get away to somewhere remote, isolated, and safe? They went to
Bikini Atoll, where the first hydrogen bomb was exploded. So much for safe havens. I'd be willing to give Canada
another shot, however.

20120906-28

23:54 SteveB

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Pam, above)

Yes, we have struggled hard in Bolivia to finally be #1 at something! Sad that it has to be like this, but you have to
start somewhere. The only direction is up!
SteveG, I’ve got a job for you anytime. You’d make a great vendor, or maybe a baker. Actually, we could just sit
around and drink coffee and chit-chat with the customers, because you wouldn’t have to work down here, the livin’s
free and easy (unless you’re a tree).
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Pam

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Dennis, above)

Oh, God. What can we say? I can't take much more of this. Plato was right. Most people aren't smart enough to
be philosopher-kings, but every idiot thinks she's the bringer of light and truth. I believe in democracy, but I sure
do wish our citizens were more intelligent and better informed. It's not the meek who shall inherit the earth, it's
the ignorant who think that if America isn't that "shining city on a hill" it's nothing. What arrogance. What
solipsism. What narrow-mindedness. It's embarrassing, that's what it is.
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Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to Dennis, above)

LarryK

Okay, I guess this is amusing to watch, but compared to Joe Biden, this lady looks like an articulate intellectual.
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Art

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to LarryK, above)

We are indeed descending into stupidity.
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SteveB

Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” (reply to LarryK, above) & “Transcript: Vice
President Joe Biden's DNC Speech”

I missed this speech on TV. Let’s see if you’re right about Mr. Biden, Larry…
“Transcript: Vice President Joe Biden's DNC Speech” ABC News
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/OTUS/transcript-vice-president-bidens-democratic-conventionspeech/story?id=17178040)
(Below are the full remarks of Vice President Joe Biden at the Democratic National Convention, as prepared for
delivery.)
My fellow Democrats, and my favorite Democrat.
Jilly, I want you to know that Beau, Hunt, Ashley, and I are so proud of you. We admire the way you treat every
single student who walks into your classroom. You not only teach them. You give them confidence. And the passion
you bring to easing the burden on the families of our warriors. They know you understand what they're going
through. It makes a difference. And I'm grateful. So grateful that you said Yes on that fifth try.

And Beau, thank you for placing my name in nomination to be Vice President of the United States. I accept.
My fellow Americans, four years ago, a battered nation turned away from the failed policies of the past—and turned
to a leader—who they knew, could lift our nation out of crisis. Our journey isn't finished. We still have more to do.
But today, I say to you, my fellow citizens: In the face of the deepest economic crisis in our lifetimes-- this nation
proved itself. We're as worthy as any generation that has gone before us. The same grit, the same determination,
the same courage, that has always defined what it's meant to be an American—is in you.
We're on a mission to move this nation forward—from doubt and downturn, to promise and prosperity. A mission
we will continue and a mission we will complete.
Folks, tonight, I want to tell you about Barack Obama. The Barack Obama I've come to know. I want to show you
the character of a leader—who had what it took, when the American people stood at the brink of a new Depression.
A leader who has what it takes to lead us over the next four years--to a future as great as our people.
I want to take you inside the White House to see the President, as I see him every day. Because I don't see him in
sound bites. I walk down the hall, 30 steps to the Oval Office, and I see him in action.
Four years ago, middle class incomes were already falling. Then the bottom fell out. The financial crisis hit. You
remember the headlines: "Markets Plummet Worldwide", "Highest Job Losses in 60 Years", and "Economy on the
Brink" From the moment President Obama sat behind the Resolute desk in the Oval Office, he knew he had to
restore the confidence not only of the nation-- but the whole world. He knew, that one false move could bring a run
on the banks, or a credit collapse, that could throw millions out of work. America and the world needed a strong
president with a steady hand, with the judgment and vision to see us through.
Day after day, night after night, I sat beside him, as he made one gutsy decision after another--to stop the slide
and reverse it. I watched him stand up to intense pressure and stare down choices of enormous consequence. Most
of all, I saw what drove him: His profound concern for the American people.
He knew, that no matter how tough the decisions he had to make in the Oval Office were, families all over America
had to make decisions every bit as tough for them—as they sat around their kitchen tables. Barack and I have been
through a lot together. And we've learned a lot about each other. I learned of the enormity of his heart. And he
learned of the depth of my loyalty. And there was another thing that bound us. We both had a pretty good idea
what these families were going through--in part because our own families had gone through similar struggles.
Barack had to sit at the end of his mom's hospital bed and watch her fight cancer and fight her insurance
companies at the same time. I was a kid, but I can remember the day that my dad sat at the end of my bed, and
said, things are going to be tough for a while. I have to go to Delaware to get a new job. But it's going to be better
for us. The rest of my life, my dad never failed to remind me--that a job is about a lot more than a paycheck. It's
about dignity. It's about respect. It's about being able to look your children in the eye—and say honey, it's going to
be okay, and believe it was going to be okay. When Barack and I were growing up, there was an implicit
understanding. If you took responsibility, you'd get a fair shot at a better deal. The values behind that deal--were
the values that shaped us both. And today, they are Barack's guiding star.
Folks, I've watched him. He never wavers. He steps up. He asks the same thing over and over again: How is this
going to work for ordinary families? Will it help them? And because of the decisions he's made, and the strength the
American people have demonstrated every day, America has turned the corner. After the worst job loss since the
Great Depression, we've created 4.5 million private sector jobs in the past 29 months.
President Obama and Governor Romney are both loving husbands and devoted fathers. But they bring vastly
different values and visions to the job. Tonight I'd like to focus on two crises--that show the character of the
leadership each man will bring to the job. The first is the rescue of the automobile industry.

Let me tell you about how Barack saved more than 1 million American jobs. In our first days in office, General
Motors and Chrysler were on the verge of liquidation. If the President didn't act immediately, there wouldn't be an
industry left to save.
We listened to Senators, Congressmen, outside advisors, even some of our own advisors say--we shouldn't step in,
the risks were too high, the outcome too uncertain. The President patiently listened. But he didn't see it their way.
He understood something they didn't. He understood that this wasn't just about cars. It was about the Americans
who built those cars and the America they built.
In those meetings, I often thought about my dad. My dad was an automobile man. He would have been one of
those guys—all the way down the line—not in the factory—not along the supply chain—but one of those guys
selling American cars to the American people. I thought about what this crisis would have meant for the mechanics,
the secretaries, the sales people who he managed. And I know for certain, that if my dad were here today, he
would be fighting for this President, who fought to save all those jobs, his job, and the jobs of all the people he
cared about. He would respect Barack Obama for having the guts to stand up for the automobile industry, when
others walked away.
When I look back now on the President's decision, I also think of another son of an automobile man--Mitt Romney.
Mitt Romney grew up in Detroit. His father ran American Motors. Yet he was willing to let Detroit go bankrupt. It's
not that he's a bad guy. I'm sure he grew up loving cars as much as I did. I just don't think he understood—I just
don't think he understood what saving the automobile industry meant-to all of America. I think he saw it the Bain
way. Balance sheets. Write-offs.
Folks, the Bain way may bring your firm the highest profit. But it's not the way to lead your country from its highest
office.
When things hung in the balance, the President understood it was about a lot more than the automobile industry. It
was about restoring America's pride. He knew what it would mean to leave 1 million people without hope or work if
we didn't act. He knew the message it would have sent to the rest of the world if the United States of America gave
up on the industry that helped put America on the map. Conviction. Resolve.
Barack Obama. This President has shown that same resolve, that same steady hand, in his role as Commander in
Chief. Which brings me to the second crisis.
In 2008, Barack Obama made a promise to the American people. He said, "If we have Osama bin Laden in our
sights, we will take him out. That has to be our biggest national security priority." Barack understood that the
search for bin Laden was about a lot more than taking a monstrous leader off the battlefield. It was about righting
an unspeakable wrong, healing a nearly unbearable wound in America's heart. He also knew the message we had
to send to terrorists around the world—if you attack innocent Americans, we will follow you to the ends of the
earth. Most of all, the President had faith in our special forces--the finest warriors the world has ever known.
We sat for days in the Situation Room. He listened to the risks and reservations about the raid. And he asked the
tough questions. But when Admiral McRaven looked him in the eye and said-- "Sir, we can get this done," I knew at
that moment Barack had made his decision. His response was decisive. He said do it. And justice was done.
But Governor Romney didn't see things that way. When he was asked about bin Laden in 2007, he said, and I
quote, "it's not worth moving heaven and earth, and spending billions of dollars, just trying to catch one person."
He was wrong. If you understood that America's heart had to be healed, you would have done exactly what the
President did. And you too would have moved heaven and earth--to hunt down bin Laden, and bring him to justice.
Four years ago, when my mom was still with us, sitting in the stadium in Denver, I quoted one of her favorite
expressions. She used to say, Joey, bravery resides in every heart, and the time will come, when it must be
summoned.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I'm here to tell you, bravery resides in the heart of Barack Obama. And time and time again,
I witnessed him summon it. This man has courage in his soul, compassion in his heart, and steel in his spine. And
because of all the actions he took, because of the calls he made--and because of the grit and determination of
American workers--and the unparalled bravery of our special forces--we can now proudly say— Osama Bin Laden is
dead, and General Motors is alive.
Folks, we know we have more work to do. We know we're not there yet. But not a day has gone by, in the last four
years when I haven't been grateful that Barack Obama is our President. Because he has always had the courage to
make the tough calls.
Speaking of tough calls, last week at their convention, our opponents pledged that they too had the courage to
make tough calls. But in case you didn't notice, they didn't have the courage to tell you what calls they would make.
They talked about how much they cared about Medicare. How much they wanted to preserve it. That's what they
told you.
But what they didn't tell you, is that their plan would immediately cut benefits to more than 30 million seniors
already on Medicare. What they didn't tell you is what they're proposing would cause Medicare to go bankrupt by
2016. And what they really didn't tell you is, they're not for preserving Medicare. They're for a whole new plan.
They're for Vouchercare. That's not courage. That's not even truthful.
In Tampa, they talked with great urgency about the national debt. The need to act, to act now. But not once, not
once, did they tell you they've rejected every plan put forward by us--by the bipartisan Simpson-Bowles
Commission—by other respected outside groups—to reduce our national debt if it contained even one dollar—one
cent—in new taxes for millionaires. That's not courage. And that's not fair.
Let's just say it straight: The two men seeking to lead this country over the next four years have fundamentally
different visions, and a completely different value set.
Governor Romney believes that in the global economy, it doesn't much matter where American companies put their
money or where they create jobs. As a matter of fact, he has a new tax proposal -- the territorial tax -- that experts
say will create 800,000 jobs, all of them overseas.
I found it fascinating last week--when Governor Romney said, that as President, he'd take a jobs tour. Well with all
his support for outsourcing, it's going to have to be a foreign trip. Look, President Obama knows that creating jobs
in America--keeping jobs in America--and bringing jobs back to America--is what being President is all about. That's
the President's job.
Governor Romney believes that it's okay to raise taxes on the middle class by $2,000 in order to pay for over a
trillion dollars in tax cuts for the very wealthy. President Obama knows that there is nothing decent or fair about
asking more of those with less--and less--of those with more.
Governor Romney believes that kids-the kids we call DREAMers—those immigrant children who were brought to
America at a very young age, through no fault of their own—he thinks they're a drag on America.
President Obama believes that even though these DREAMERs—these kids—didn't choose to come to Americathey've chosen to do right by America and we should do right by them. Governor Romney looks at the notion of
equal pay for equal work in terms of a company's bottom line.
President Obama knows--that making sure our daughters are paid the same as our sons for the same job must be
every father's bottom line. But I must tell you--one thing that perplexed me the most at their convention was this
idea of a culture of dependency. They seem to think you create a culture of dependency when you provide a bright,
qualified child from a working family a loan to get to college, or when you provide job training in a new industry, for
a dad who lost his job, because it was outsourced.
Folks, that's not how we look at it. Americans have never looked at it that way. These men and women aren't
looking for a handout. They're just looking for a chance to acquire the tools and the skills to provide for their

families—so they can hold their heads high and lead independent lives with dignity. I told you the choice is stark.
Two different visions. Two different value sets. And at its core, the difference is, we have incredible faith in the
decency, and the hard work of the American people. And we know what has made this country great--its people.
As I mentioned at the outset folks--four years ago, Americans we were hit hard. You saw your retirement accounts
drained, the equity in your homes vanish, and your jobs lost or on the line. But you did what Americans have
always done. You didn't lose faith. You fought back. You didn't give up. You got up. You're the ones bringing
America back. You're the reason why we're still better positioned-- than any country in the world--to lead the 21st
century.
You never quit on America. And you deserve a President who will never quit on you. And one more thing that our
opponents are dead wrong about: America is NOT in decline.
I've got news for Governor Romney and Congressman Ryan, it has never, never, ever, been a good bet to bet
against the American people.
My fellow Americans, America is coming back and we're not going back! And we have no intention of downsizing
the American Dream.
In a moment you're going to hear from a man, whose whole life is a testament to the power of that dream. And
whose Presidency is the best hope to secure that dream, for our children.
We see a future where everyone rich or poor does their part and has a part.
A future where we depend more on clean energy from home and less on oil from abroad.
A future where we're #1 in the world again in college graduation.
A future where we promote the private sector, not the privileged sector.
And a future where women control their own choices, health, and destiny.
A future where no one—no one—is forced to live in the shadows of intolerance.
We see a future where America leads not only by the example of our power, but by the power of our example.
Where we bring our troops home from Afghanistan, just as we brought them home from Iraq.
And a future where we fulfill the only truly, sacred obligation we have as a nation--to equip those we send to war
and care for them when they come home from war.
Where we acknowledge the incredible debt we owe to the families of the 6,473 fallen angels and the 49,746
wounded. Thousands, critically wounded.
We must never forget their sacrifice and always keep them in our care and our prayers.
My fellow Americans, we now find ourselves at the hinge of history. And the direction we turn is in your hands. It
has been an honor to serve you, and to serve with a President who has always stood up for you.
As I've said, I've seen him tested. I know his strength, his command, his faith.
I also know, the incredible confidence he has in all of you. I know this man. Yes, the work of recovery is not yet
complete, but we are on our way.
The journey of hope is not yet finished, but we are on our way. The cause of change is not fully accomplished, but
we are on our way. So I say to you tonight, with absolute confidence,

America's best days are ahead of us, and, yes, we are on our way.
In the light of that horizon, for the values that define us, for the ideas that inspire us, there is only one choice. The
choice is to move forward, boldly forward. Finish the job we started and re-elect President Barack Obama.
God bless you and may God protect our troops.
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Fw: Men's Restroom Mural

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
Men's Restroom Mural
Edge Designs is an all-women run company that designs interior office space. They had a recent opportunity to do
an office project in NYC. The client allowed the women of this company a free hand in all design aspects. The client
was a company that was also run by all women execs.
The result..........well..... We all know that Men never talk, never look at each other....And never laugh much in the
restroom....The men's room is a serious and quiet place...
But now...with the addition of one mural on the wall......let's just say the men's restroom is a place of laughter and
smiles. (and maybe a little intimidation)
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Fw: Photo: Winners of the Babysitting Competition #1
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Fw: Joke: The Woman Marine Pilot

The teacher gave her fifth grade class an assignment: Get their parents to tell them a story with a moral at the end
of it.
The next day, the kids came back and, one by one, began to tell their stories.. There were all the regular types of
stuff: spilled milk and pennies saved.. But then the teacher realized, much to her dismay, that only Janie was left.
"Janie, do you have a story to share?”
''Yes, ma'am, my daddy told me a story about my Mommy. She was a Marine pilot in Desert Storm, and her plane
got hit. She had to bail out over enemy territory, and all she had was a flask of whiskey, a pistol, and a survival
knife. She drank the whiskey on the way down so the bottle wouldn't break, and then her parachute landed her
right in the middle of 20 Iraqi troops. She shot 15 of them with the pistol, until she ran out of bullets, killed four
more with the knife, till the blade broke, and then she killed the last Iraqi with her bare hands.”
''Good Heavens,” said the horrified teacher. “What did your Daddy tell you was the moral to this horrible story?”

"Stay away from Mommy when she's been drinking."
20120906-16
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Graphic: DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women

DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women:
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Re: DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women (reply to Tom, above)

Tom! I hope you know that Ted is NOT fair game! When he did that…well…it was a long time ago…and there was
the alcohol…
He did a hell of a lot to try to redeem himself.
I hope you’re going to watch our Prez in a few minutes. I guarantee that, unlike idiot R0mney, he will pay tribute to
our troops and talk about Afghanistan and, I think, even Syria, which will take balls. R0mney, in what he did, and
Ryan with his speech of lies (as if we’re stupid) proved that they are not presidential material.
But I love to hear contrary opinions, especially yours, Tom. Just kidding about Ted being off limits, of course.
Nothing should be, right?
Take care. (Ben’s really pissing me off with that great looking and cheap food at Apple. I look at what I’m having
for lunch and feel a little cheated. ;-)
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Re: DNC's Confirmed Kill in the War on Women (reply to SteveB, above)

The food is 5 stars on a McD budget. Excellent Food!
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Quote: Albert Einstein on Solving Problems

Photo: Her Purple Mountains’ Majesty!

http://justmary15.deviantart.com/art/Purple-Mountain-Majesty-184751835
Very cold, clear morning in the Tetons. (by Justmary15)

—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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Why the Jobs Aren’t
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 10, 2012)
I guess you could say they’re in Ryan’s pocket (or pocketbook) and he won’t let them out. Simply more
documentation of the Republican War on Humanity. They seem to feel that, if they can just drive the country over a
cliff, maybe they can finally take control and show us how a proper Christian oligarchy is run! Right now, about the
only thing standing between us and that is President Obama. The church, the press, the vote have all failed so far
to help stop our descent and have, in fact, pushed it along.
“America’s Hidden Austerity Program” by Ben Polak and Peter K. Scott, New York Times
June 11, 2012, (http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/06/11/americas-hidden-austerity-program/)

(Ben Polak is the chairman of the economics department at Yale University. Peter K. Schott is a professor of
economics at the Yale School of Management.)
Why is the recovery from this recession different from recoveries from past recessions? In the previous two
recessions, it took 32 months for nonfarm employment to reattain its June 1990 peak, and 48 months for it to
reattain its January 2001 peak. Assuming the economy keeps adding nonfarm employment at the current rate, it

will have taken 88 months to reattain its January 2008 peak. The explanation most often heard is that “financial
crises are different”: after a debt crisis, shaken consumers are reluctant to spend and shaken firms are reluctant to
hire, slowing private-sector job growth even after the recession has bottomed out.
There is some truth in this, but it is not the whole story. In fact, while the latest recession was particularly deep, the
recovery in private-sector employment, once it finally started, has not been particularly slow by recent historical
standards. In the 27 months since the start of the current employment recovery, the private sector has added 4.3
million jobs, fewer than the 5.0 million it added in the 27 months after February 1992 but not many fewer than the
4.5 million it added in the equivalent period after August 2003.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
But there is something historically different about this recession and its aftermath: in the past, local government
employment has been almost recession-proof. This time it’s not. Going back as long as the data have been collected
(1955), with the one exception of the 1981 recession, local government employment continued to grow almost
every month regardless of what the economy threw at it. But since the latest recession began, local government
employment has fallen by 3 percent, and is still falling. In the equivalent period following the 1990 and 2001
recessions, local government employment grew 7.7 and 5.2 percent. Even following the 1981 recession, by this
stage local government employment was up by 1.4 percent.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
Who is losing these local government jobs? In 1981 it was mostly teachers. Now, the losses are shared by teachers
and other local government workers alike.
State government is much less important than local because it is a much smaller share of total nonfarm
employment: 4 percent versus 10 percent. Nevertheless, a similar story can be told there. This far into each
recession since 1955, state government employment had grown. Since the start of the latest recession, state
government employment is still down 1.2 percent.
Without this hidden austerity program, the economy would look very different. If state and local governments had
followed the pattern of the previous two recessions, they would have added 1.4 million to 1.9 million jobs and
overall unemployment would be 7.0 to 7.3 percent instead of 8.2 percent.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
Why is this happening? One possibility is that we are witnessing a secular change in state and local politics, with
voters no longer willing to pay for an ever-larger work force. An alternative explanation is that even though many

state and local governments are constrained not to run deficits, they can muddle through a standard recession
without cutting jobs. But when hit by a huge recession like that of 1981 or the latest one, the usual mix of creative
accounting and shifting in capital expenditures cannot absorb the shock, and jobs have to go.
It has become commonplace to contrast the American and European responses to the Great Recession, with
stimulus in the former and austerity in the latter. European austerity has been at the level of member states and
local governments — there is no meaningful federal government of Europe to provide either stimulus or austerity.
But the United States has also seen unprecedented austerity at the level of state and local governments, and this
austerity has slowed the job recovery.
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“DNC Day Two: So Many Lies, So Much Hate, So Little Time”

“DNC Day Two: So Many Lies, So Much Hate, So Little Time” by Derek Hunter, New York Daily News
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://www.nydailynews.com/blogs/the_rumble/2012/09/dnc-day-two-so-many-lies-so-much-hateso-little-time)
The second day of the Democratic National Convention has mercifully come to an end for liberals. It was a horrible
day on all counts.
It started with the loud booing of emergency amendments to the party’s platform to add a reference to God and
Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. When convention chairman and Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa called for
a voice vote to pass the amendments, it was abundantly clear they didn’t get the two-thirds needed to pass, but
Villaraigosa called it so anyway. Then came the boos.
The party was embarrassed, and rightfully so. When your party claims the mantle of tolerance, a crowd booing God
and Jews makes for bad optics.
Continue reading at the New York Daily News…
20120909-01
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Status of the Race (to all Republicans)

Gee, it’s not looking too good for your guy, R0mney.
Maybe all that fat-cat money can buy enough negative advertising to completely overwhelm the truth with R0mneyRyan lies?
Or, maybe the voters are smarter than that?
I know R0mney sure ain’t gonna get the votes of the soldiers he was counting on but couldn’t even bother to
mention in his acceptance speech. CIC in R0mney’s future? LOL!
Too big a fool, liar, and flip-flopper to be President, don’t you think? Is this the best Republicans could do? Where’s
Sarah now that you really need her?
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Fw: Americans for Prosperity Petition: Tell President Obama to Change
His Agenda!

from Americans for Prosperity:
President Obama just isn't listening.
He's pursued a big-government agenda, and the failures just keep piling up. This failing agenda must come to an
end -- click here to join us and sign our petition today.
We've faced a government health care takeover, burdening Americans with over $500 billion in new taxes.
Four straight years of spending trillions of dollars we don't have.
Billions wasted on green energy companies like Solyndra which then went bankrupt.
Over 42 straight months of unemployment above 8 percent.
This failing agenda must come to an end.

Americans for Prosperity is educating Americans on the most harmful aspects of President Obama's big-government
agenda, and we're helping put grassroots pressure on President Obama and all politicians to turn away from these
destructive policies.
Will you join us?
We need an agenda that will lead America to Prosperity, not one that leads us off a fiscal cliff. Join us as we fight
for America's future. Sign the petition today, or register to attend one of our tour stops across the country:
http://americansforprosperity.org/failingagenda/.
Go to FailingAgenda.com for more information and to register for an event.
For Prosperity, Tim Phillips, President, Americans for Prosperity
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Fw: SignOn Petition: Have Fact Checkers at the Debates!

SandyI: Consider signing this so that fact checkers would be at every debate and "keep 'em honest".
from SignOn.org:
Thank you for your overwhelming support of "Mainstream Media," which is being delivered electronically to the
CEOs of the major networks. I hope you will also consider the petition: “Have fact-checkers at the Presidential &
VP debates.” Our voices can make a difference in the election!
http://www.signon.org/sign/have-fact-checkers-at?source=s.icn.em.cr&r_by=99624&mailing_id=5847
20120907-18
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Re: SignOn Petition: Have Fact Checkers at the Debates!

Done!
20120907-03

Fw: Video: Democrats Boo God & Israel

from the Desk of Steve Elliott, Grassfire Nation:
Yesterday at the Democratic National Convention, something quite shocking and disturbing happened. I was so
appalled that I feel compelled to share it with you today.
Hours before the prime-time coverage began, Democrats openly voted AGAINST adding a mention of God and
support for Israel to their platform.
In fact, they booed God and Israel!
Here's what happened. As you may know, a few days ago we all learned that the Democrats had intentionally
stripped references to God and removed recognition of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel from their platform.
But it didn't take long for the intense public backlash to send Democrat leadership on the defensive. Within a day,
their backpedaling brought them to the floor of the convention in Charlotte to amend their party platform.
Just one problem ...

When the amendments were put to a floor vote, the delegates clearly rejected the change ... THREE TIMES!
If a picture is worth a thousand words, then the video of Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa's shock at the
delegates' clear rejection of the amendments is priceless! He literally did not know what to do until a party hack had
to tell him to ignore the delegates and just decree the measure passed.
Just like the Democrats to "deem" something as passed!
That's when the booing started. Go here to watch the video of the vote to include God and recognize Jerusalem in
the DNC's platform ... and the booing:
http://www.grassrootsaction.com/r.asp?U=142064&CID=98&RID=35237119.
[Much ado about nothing. They were booing the procedure, not God and Israel, though many did oppose adding
the references, which does not seem like an unreasonable positon given the feeling sof our Founding Fathers. –
SteveB]
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“North Carolina Man Arrested After Tweeting Plans to ‘Hit President
Obama with That Lee Harvey Oswald Swagg’”

“North Carolina Man Arrested After Tweeting Plans to ‘Hit President Obama with That Lee Harvey Oswald Swagg’”
by Neetzan Zimmerman, Gawker
Sept. 3, 2012, (http://gawker.com/5941188/north-carolina-man-arrested-after-tweeting-plans-to-hit-presidentobama-with-that-lee-harvey-oswald-swagg)
A series of poorly thought-out tweets landed a North Carolina man behind bars after he was picked up by the Secret
Service for threatening to assassinate the president.
"Ima hit president Obama with that Lee Harvey Oswald swagg," tweeted 21-year-old Donte Jamar Sims on Monday,
one day before the Democratic National Convention was set to open near his home in Charlotte.
Continue reading at Gawker…
20120907-05
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“US Economy Adds 96K Jobs, Rate Falls to 8.1 Pct.”

“US Economy Adds 96K Jobs, Rate Falls to 8.1 Pct.” by Christoper S. Rugaber, AP
Sept. 7, 2012, (http://hosted2.ap.org/APDEFAULT/3d281c11a96b4ad082fe88aa0db04305/Article_2012-09-07Economy/id-58cecdec688f49449653e2b62b2d10ac)
(WASHINGTON) U.S. employers added 96,000 jobs last month, a weak figure that could slow the momentum
President Barack Obama hoped to gain from his speech Thursday night to the Democratic National Convention.
The unemployment rate fell to 8.1 percent from 8.3 percent in July. But that was only because more people gave
up looking for jobs. People who are out of work are counted as unemployed only if they're looking for a job.
The government also said Friday that 41,000 fewer jobs were created in July and June than first estimated. The
economy has added just 139,000 jobs a month since the start of the year, below 2011's average of 153,000.
Cash-short governments were a key reason the job market was weaker in June and July than first estimated.
Federal, state and local governments cut 39,000 jobs in those months — above the earlier estimate of 18,000. In
previous recoveries, governments have typically added jobs, not shed them.

Friday's report was discouraging throughout. Hourly pay fell, manufacturers cut the most jobs in two years and the
number of people in the work force dropped to its lowest level in 31 years.
Stocks ticked in the first hour of trading, as investors anticipate the Federal Reserve will unveil a new bond-buying
program at its meeting next week to try to lift the economy. The goal of the bond purchases would be to lower
long-term interest rates to encourage borrowing and spending.
"This weak jobs report is going to feed into (the Fed's) argument that the economy is growing at a sub-par pace,"
said John Silvia, chief economist at Wells Fargo.
The report provided fodder for both presidential candidates. Soon after the report was issued, Republican nominee
Mitt Romney pointed to 43 straight months in which unemployment has now exceeded 8 percent.
"President Obama just hasn't lived up to his promises, and his policies haven't worked," Romney said in a
statement.
At the same time, August marked the 30th straight month of private-sector job gains, a point Obama and his allies
are certain to spotlight.
Friday's jobs report is among the most politically consequential of the campaign. It arrives as the presidential race
enters the final two months before Election Day. Jobs are the core issue, and the report could sway some
undecided voters.
There will be two additional employment reports before the election. But by then, more Americans will have made
up their minds.
In his speech Thursday night, Obama acknowledged incomplete progress in repairing the still-struggling economy
and asked voters to remain patient.
"The truth is, it will take more than a few years for us to solve challenges that have built up over the decades,"
Obama said.
Jim O'Sullivan, chief U.S. economist at High Frequency Economics, noted that hiring has improved slightly in the
past two months. Job gains averaged 119,000 in July and August, up from an average monthly gain of 67,000 in
the April-June quarter.
"There's no sign of momentum fading," he said. "That said, it's not much better. ... What you're left with is an
economy that's still growing, but pretty modestly."
In addition to those who've given up looking for work, many young Americans are avoiding the job market by
remaining in school. All told, the proportion of the adult population that's either working or looking for work fell to
63.5 percent.
That's the lowest level in 31 years for the so-called labor force participation rate. The rate peaked at 67.3 percent in
early 2000.
Paul Ashworth, chief U.S. economist at Capital Economics, says labor force participation is on a long-term slide.
"You've got the aging of the baby boom generation," Ashworth notes. "That has been greatly compounded by the
effects of the recession and the slow recovery. People are just losing patience" and dropping out of the labor force.
In two or three years, though, Ashworth expects a stronger economy will encourage more Americans to seek work
and will push the participation rate up. But the higher participation rates won't last once baby boomer retirements
pick up, causing more people to leave the work force, he predicts.

At its meeting on Wednesday and Thursday, the Fed is expected to consider a range of options to try to help the
economy. Besides bond buying, the Fed is also considering whether to extend the timetable for any increase in
record-low short-term interest rates. The Fed's current plan is to maintain record-low rates until at least late 2014.
Anthony Chan, chief economist at Chase Wealth Management, says further Fed action would likely send stock prices
up, making consumers feel wealthier and more willing to spend.
Average hourly wages dipped a penny in August to $23.52 and are only slightly ahead of inflation in the past year.
The average work week was unchanged in August after being revised downward in July to 34.4 hours. And the
number of temporary jobs fell for the first time in five months. Both figures suggest that companies are seeing less
demand for their services and need fewer workers.
Many of the jobs were in lower-paying industries such as retail, which added 6,100 jobs, and hotels, restaurants
and other leisure industries, which gained 34,000. Higher-paying manufacturing jobs fell by 15,000, the most in two
years.
The manufacturing losses might have been skewed by seasonal distortions. More than half the job losses were in
the auto industry. Fewer automakers shut down plants this summer to capitalize on greater demand for cars and
trucks. As a result, fewer workers were temporarily laid off in July, and so fewer were called back to work in August.
The weak pace of hiring is the latest sign that businesses are reluctant to make big investments or add more
workers. Europe's financial crisis has pushed the region's economy to the edge of recession. And a set of tax hikes
and spending cuts scheduled to take effect at the beginning of the year have created uncertainty about future
growth.
No president since Franklin D. Roosevelt during the Great Depression has been re-elected with a jobless rate over 8
percent. This year's election will likely turn on whether voters see the economy as improving or remaining stagnant
or getting worse under Obama.
20120907-06
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“Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC”

“Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” bby Lori Robertson, Brooks Jackson, Eugene Kiely, Robert Farley and
Ben Finley, FactCheck.org/USA Today
Sept. 7, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/story/2012-09-07/fact-check-obama-bidendnc/57672532/1)
(CHARLOTTE, NC) In a rousing double-header, Democratic delegates heard Barack Obama and Joe Biden both
accept renomination on their convention's final night. And we heard some facts being spun.
• President Obama boasted that his plan would cut the deficit by $4 trillion over 10 years, citing
"independent experts." But one such analyst called a key element of the plan a "gimmick."
• Vice President Biden quoted GOP presidential nominee Mitt Romney as saying "it's not worth moving
heaven and earth" to catch Osama bin Laden. Actually, Romney said he'd target more than just "one
person."
• The president said U.S. automakers are "back on top of the world." Nope. GM has slipped back to No. 2
and is headed for third place in global sales this year, behind Toyota and Volkswagen.
• Biden said "the experts" concluded Romney's corporate tax plan would create 800,000 jobs in other
countries. One expert said that. She also said the number depends on the details, and foreign jobs could
grow without costing U.S. jobs.
• Obama quoted Romney as saying it was "tragic" to "end the war in Iraq." What Romney was criticizing
was the pace of Obama's troop withdrawal, not ending a war.

• Biden claimed Romney "believes it's OK to raise taxes on middle classes by $2,000." Romney actually
promises to lower middle-class taxes.
• Biden said Romney and running mate Paul Ryan "are not for preserving Medicare at all." Actually, the plan
they endorse would offer traditional Medicare as one option among many.
• Obama said his tax plan would restore "the same rate we had when Bill Clinton was president" for upperincome taxpayers. Not quite. New taxes to finance the health care law also kick in next year, further
burdening those same taxpayers.
Obama exaggerated when he claimed "independent experts" say his deficit-reduction plan would reduce the federal
deficit by $4 trillion over 10 years. Actually, one independent analysis criticized a central part of the president's plan
as a "gimmick."
In September of last year, Obama released "The President's Plan for Economic Growth and Deficit Reduction." The
plan purports to generate $4 trillion in deficit reduction over 10 years — including "more than $1 trillion in savings
over the next 10 years from our drawdowns in Afghanistan and Iraq."
In February, when Obama released his fiscal year 2013 budget, the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget
criticized the president's plan for relying on savings from winding down the two wars. Maya MacGuineas, president
of the bipartisan group, called it a "gimmick."
"There are a number of good policies in this budget, but the use of this war gimmick is quite troubling," said
MacGuineas. "Drawing down spending on wars that were already set to wind down and that were deficit financed in
the first place should not be considered savings. When you finish college, you don't suddenly have thousands of
dollars a year to spend elsewhere — in fact, you have to find a way to pay back your loans."
In addition, the president's plan includes another $1 trillion in savings from the Budget Control Act that had been
agreed to as part of the deal with Congress to raise the debt ceiling. That's not new savings, but accounts for
already agreed-upon savings.
Biden's bin Laden baloney
Biden repeated the Obama campaign's claim — previously made in a Web ad— that Romney said that "it's not
worth moving heaven and earth, and spending billions of dollars" to catch Osama bin Laden.
The claim, which Republicans disputed, fails to include the rest of Romney's quote from an Associated Press story.
Romney said the country's focus should not be on one person, but it should be a "broader strategy to defeat the
Islamic jihad movement."
Biden: Folks, Governor Romney didn't see things that way. When he was asked about bin Laden in 2007, here's
what he said. He said, "It's not worth moving heaven and earth and spending billions of dollars just to catch one
person."
Romney's quote comes from an interview with the AP in April 2007 — when bin Laden was still alive.
AP: [Romney] said the country would be safer by only "a small percentage" and would see "a very insignificant
increase in safety" if al-Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden was caught because another terrorist would rise to power.
"It's not worth moving heaven and earth spending billions of dollars just trying to catch one person," Romney said.
Instead, he said he supports a broader strategy to defeat the Islamic jihad movement.
A transcript of Romney's 2007 interview, which the conservative website Townhall obtained from the Romney
campaign, offers more context:
[AP reporter ] Liz Sidoti: Why haven't we caught bin Laden in your opinion?

Romney: I think, I wouldn't want to over-concentrate on Bin Laden. He's one of many, many people who are
involved in this global Jihadist effort.
He's by no means the only leader. It's a very diverse group - Hamas, Hezbollah, al-Qaeda, Muslim Brotherhood and
of course different names throughout the world.
It's not worth moving heaven and earth and spending billions of dollars just trying to catch one person. It is worth
fashioning and executing an effective strategy to defeat global, violent Jihad and I have a plan for doing that.
Not quite 'on top'
The president overstated the strength of the U.S. automotive industry when he said that "we reinvented a dying
auto industry that's back on top of the world." Not quite. General Motors has currently slipped back to No. 2 in
world auto sales, based on sales for the first six months of the year, and Volkswagen is expected to push GM into
third place for the full year.
GM has indeed made a comeback: It took back the top spot in global sales in 2011 after being surpassed by Toyota
in 2008. Prior to that, GM had been No. 1 for more than 70 years. But for the first six months of 2012, Toyota, with
4.97 million vehicle sales, regained the lead from GM, with 4.67 million sales, for first place in worldwide auto sales.
GM is expected to drop to third for all of 2012.
A disputed jobs figure
Biden used a disputed figure to attack Romney's proposal to overhaul the taxation of multinational corporations:
Biden: It's called a territorial tax, which the experts have looked at, and they acknowledge it will create 800,000
new jobs — all of them overseas, all of them.
It's true that one expert — Kimberly Clausing, a professor of economics at Reed College in Portland, Oregon —
recently published a study calculating that a "pure" territorial system of international taxation would increase
employment in low-tax countries by about 800,000 jobs. But that's not necessarily what Romney is proposing. The
foreign job growth could be smaller, wouldn't necessarily come at the expense of U.S. workers, and doesn't take
account of any offsetting job gains in the U.S.
Romney has proposed switching taxation of U.S.-based multinational corporations to a territorial system — in which
earnings are taxed only in the countries where they are generated — similar to the system used by most other
industrial nations. But Romney has not specified details, so we don't know if his would be a "pure" territorial system
or not. Clausing herself said in a recent interview that the actual effect "depends on the details of the territorial
system that is adopted."
She notes in her study that "jobs abroad need not displace jobs at home" — that is, provided that the present
economy improves, and U.S. unemployment drops to a low level. So depending on the economic circumstances,
creating jobs overseas doesn't necessarily mean losing jobs in the U.S., as Biden's listeners might have assumed.
Furthermore, a critique of Clausing's figure by the Tax Foundation (a group supported in part by corporate
donations) says that she based it on current corporate tax rates — not on the lower 25% rate that Romney
proposes. The lower rate, it is argued, would attract foreign investment and lead to importing jobs.
We won't attempt to resolve here the merits or demerits of Romney's embryonic corporate tax plan. The fact is that
Biden quoted one study from one expert, but "experts" in general disagree.
Twisting a 'tragic' quote
Making the case that Romney lacks foreign policy chops, Obama twisted Romney's words, claiming, "My opponent
said it was 'tragic' to end the war in Iraq."

But that's not quite what Romney said. He was speaking of the speed with which Obama was withdrawing troops,
not to ending the war in general.
During a veterans roundtable in South Carolina on Nov. 11, 2011, Romney criticized Obama's plan to remove troops
from Iraq by the end of that year. Here's the fuller context of his comments, as reported by the New York Times:
Romney, Nov. 11, 2011: It is my view that the withdrawal of all of our troops from Iraq by the end of this year is an
enormous mistake, and failing by the Obama administration. The precipitous withdrawal is unfortunate — it's more
than unfortunate, I think it's tragic. It puts at risk many of the victories that were hard won by the men and women
who served there.
A month earlier, when Obama formally announced the withdrawal of tens of thousands of troops from Iraq by
year's end, Romney released a similar statement:
Romney, Oct. 21, 2011: President Obama's astonishing failure to secure an orderly transition in Iraq has
unnecessarily put at risk the victories that were won through the blood and sacrifice of thousands of American men
and women. The unavoidable question is whether this decision is the result of a naked political calculation or simply
sheer ineptitude in negotiations with the Iraqi government. The American people deserve to hear the
recommendations that were made by our military commanders in Iraq.
In December, Romney argued that Obama "has pulled our troops out in a precipitous way" and that he ought to
have left a residual force of "10-, 20-, 30-thousand personnel there to help transition to the Iraqi's own military
capabilities."
Criticizing the "precipitous" pace of withdrawal and the president's failure to leave a residual force in Iraq is a far cry
from calling the end of the war in Iraq "tragic."
Middle-class taxes
Biden joined the chorus of off-key convention speakers who have attacked Romney for wanting to raise taxes on
the middle class, even though Romney says he won't do that.
Biden: Folks, Governor Romney believes it's OK to raise taxes on middle classes by $2,000 in order to pay for …
another trillion-dollar tax cut for the very wealthy.
That's exactly the opposite of what Romney actually says. In his speech accepting the presidential nomination at
the Republican National Convention, he said:
Romney, Aug. 30: I will not raise taxes on the middle class.
Biden refers to an analysis by the Tax Policy Center of a plan that, as Romney also promises, cuts income tax rates
across the board by 20% and pays for it by eliminating and reducing tax deductions and credits. TPC found that
such a plan would "increase the tax burdens on middle- and/or lower-income taxpayers." Under one scenario, it
said that "taxpayers with children who make less than $200,000 would pay, on average, $2,000 more in taxes."
But that's not evidence that Romney wants to increase taxes on the middle class. It only proves Romney "can't
accomplish all his stated objectives," according to the Tax Policy Center's director, Donald Marron.
Biden distorts Romney's Medicare plan
Biden took aim at Romney's Medicare plan, saying it would "immediately cut benefits for more than 30 million
seniors" and "cause Medicare to go bankrupt by 2016." In fact, he said, "They're not for preserving Medicare at all."
All of those claims are misleading.

Biden: You heard them talk so much about how they cared so much about Medicare, how much they wanted to
preserve it. That's what they told you.
But let's look at what they didn't tell you. What they didn't tell you is that the plan they have already put down on
paper would immediately cut benefits for more than 30 million seniors already on Medicare. What they didn't tell
you — what they didn't tell you is the plan they're proposing would cause Medicare to go bankrupt by 2016. And
what they really didn't tell you is they — if you want to know — if you want to know — they're not for preserving
Medicare at all. They're for a new plan. It's called "Vouchercare."
Let's unpack these claims one by one. When Biden says the Romney plan "would immediately cut benefits for more
than 30 million seniors already on Medicare," he's referring to Romney's promise to dismantle the Affordable Care
Act. As part of the health care law, seniors on Medicare are entitled to free annual preventive care and increased
prescription drug coverage. But Romney has not advocated cutting any of the traditional benefits provided by
Medicare.
And as we wrote Sept. 6 after former president Bill Clinton made a similar claim, the Romney plan will not "cause
Medicare to go bankrupt by 2016. " But a part of Medicare — the hospital insurance trust fund — would not be able
to pay full benefits for hospital services if the growth in Medicare spending is not cut, as the health care law
prescribes. Physician and prescription drug benefits, financed separately out of general tax revenues and premiums,
wouldn't be affected.
As we explained in our Aug. 22 article, "A Campaign Full of Mediscare," the Medicare hospital trust fund is on pace
to be exhausted by 2024 — or by 2016 if the Affordable Care Act is repealed. But trustees estimate Medicare would
still collect enough payroll taxes to fund 87% of the cost of hospital bills that would come due. The funding gap
would continue to grow, and by 2050 the fund could cover only 67% of its bills. But that doesn't mean Medicare
would be "bankrupt" and would suddenly halt all payments. And if it wished, the government could make up the
shortfall with tax dollars.
Biden's claim that "they're not for preserving Medicare at all," is also misleading. Under the Romney/Ryan plan,
those 55 and older would remain in traditional Medicare. For those currently under 55, the Romney-Ryan plan
would institute a new premium-support plan beginning with new beneficiaries in 2023. Seniors would pick from
private plans, or could choose traditional Medicare, all of which would be offered on a new Medicare exchange. So,
those 55 and over would still get Medicare, and those under 55 could opt for traditional Medicare.
Not the same as Clinton
Obama said he proposed a return to the same tax rate on upper-income households that prevailed during the
booming economy of the 1990s. But that's not quite accurate.
Obama: I want to reform the tax code so that it's simple, fair, and asks the wealthiest households to pay higher
taxes on incomes over $250,000 - the same rate we had when Bill Clinton was president; the same rate we had
when our economy created nearly 23 million new jobs.
Obama refers to his wish to allow the Bush tax cuts to expire for families with over $250,000 annual income, or for
individuals with over $200,000. The top marginal income tax rate would return to 39.6%, where it was set by
Clinton's 1993 tax increase, up from 35%, where it has been since 2003.
But that's not the whole story. Obama has signed some new taxes to help finance the Affordable Care Act,
increasing the burden on those upper-income taxpayers. Starting Jan. 1 next year, they will pay an additional 0.9%
of wages for Medicare payroll taxes. And they will also be subject to a 3.8% tax on investment income from such
things as stocks, bonds and sale of real estate. Those are taxes that didn't exist when Clinton was president. If
Obama succeeds in raising the top income tax rates to Clinton-era levels, total taxes on those making over
$250,000 family income are thus likely to be higher than they were under Clinton. (They'll still benefit from the Bush
cuts on their income below $250,000, because Obama wouldn't restore those lower-bracket rates to Clinton levels.
So some upper-income taxpayers could still end up paying less federal tax than they paid under Clinton,
depending.)
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Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)

Tell you what, I’m going to arbitrarily pick one of these and prove that it’s a lie. If there is one lie, the author is a
liar and not to be believed on any point. Fair?
How about #2?
Read this (May 1, 2012) (http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/timstanley/100154555/obamas-tacky-i-shot-bin-ladenad-has-turned-a-military-triumph-into-a-political-disaster/):
“Why haven't we caught bin Laden in your opinion?” Mitt replied, “I think, I wouldn't want to
over-concentrate on bin Laden. He's one of many, many people who are involved in this global
Jihadist effort. He's by no means the only leader. It's a very diverse group – Hamas, Hezbollah,
al-Qaeda, Muslim Brotherhood and of course different names throughout the world. It's not

worth moving heaven and earth and spending billions of dollars just trying to catch one
person… Global Jihad is not an effort that is being populated by a handful or even a football

stadium full of people. It is – it involves millions of people and is going to require a far more
comprehensive strategy than a targeted approach for bin laden or a few of his associates.”
And if R0mney didn’t really say that (though I believe he did), then is Biden’s quote really a lie, such as spews from
Lyin’ Ryan’s mouth with every word? I don’t think so. It also makes a liar of your article’s writers!
That’s how the lies go.
Look at #3. Merely a matter of opinion. Compared to where GM was and where it could be, it is conceivable to think
of it as being “back on top of the world” especially since they have had periods recently of being #1 in sales. To say
they’ve slipped to #2 only tells a very convenient part of the story, wouldn’t you agree?
That’s how this drivel works. Awful, foul cr*p! Even you can’t find an end to pick this sh*t up by. :-)
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Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB,
above) & “No Talk of Auto Bailouts' Ugly Side”

Wrong, and BTW USA Today is left of center.
“No Talk of Auto Bailouts' Ugly Side” by Daniel Howes, Detroit News
Sept. 6, 2012, (http://www.detroitnews.com/article/20120906/OPINION03/209060345/1148/auto01/No-talk-autobailouts-ugly-side)
(Dems cite success at convention without hint of cost, losers.)
Detroit's auto bailout is doing a star turn at this week's Democratic National Convention, a nut-and-bolts reminder
that one of Barack Obama's first tough calls as president proved to be more right than wrong.
General Motors Co., despite well-publicized troubles in Europe and a sagging share price, is solidly profitable in its
bellwether North American market with 10 straight quarters in the black. Chrysler Group LLC, effectively a unit of
Fiat SpA of Italy, continues to outperform sales expectations and now accounts for nearly all the profits in the
transatlantic group.

As if on cue for the stretch-run to the November election, sales of cars and trucks last month reached their highest
point in four years thanks to low interest rates, aggressive incentive programs and an aggregate age of vehicles in
the United States now approaching 11 years old. Looking for a definition of pent-up demand? This is about as close
as it gets.
End of story, right? Wrong.
For as much as Democrats, United Auto Workers President Bob King and President Obama himself hail the auto
bailout as a political winner with voters and Exhibit No. 1 in the vindication of the president's decision-making
prowess, the auto bailouts also produced a trail of uglies and strong-arm tactics you won't hear about at the
convention in Charlotte.
In moving to get Chrysler through bankruptcy and into the hands of Fiat CEO Sergio Marchionne, the president's
auto task force bullied Chrysler bondholders and managed successfully to place the unsecured claims of the UAW
ahead of secured creditors.
In moving to get GM back to independence, the Treasury Department sold part of its equity stake in the automaker
at an initial public offering. But the shares now trade consistently lower than their offer price, meaning taxpayers
stand to lose as much as $15 billion on the government's remaining 26.5-percent stake in GM, according to
Treasury estimates.
In moving to get GM through bankruptcy, the task force and its bosses at Treasury effectively shafted 22,000
salaried retirees of the former Delphi Corp., the long-time GM parts supplier the automaker spun off in 1999.
Despite an 85 percent funding level in its pension fund, Treasury urged the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. to seize
the Delphi pension plan.
The net effect: Many retirees saw their annual payouts cut by as much as two thirds, even as union members were
"topped up" with taxpayer dollars from the Troubled Asset Relief Program; their former colleagues at GM saw
comparatively minor cuts to their pensions; and key members of the auto task force still won't tell congressional
investigators who made the call to treat Delphi's salaried retirees differently than everyone else.
In moving to get both GM and Chrysler through bankruptcy, the task force essentially ordered the automakers to
cut thousands of independent dealers from their distribution networks, irrespective of the dealers' profitability,
customer service performance and even location.
The bottom line: The president's call to rescue Detroit from itself — a call his predecessor George W. Bush made
first and said he would do again — succeeded more than his Republican rival, Gov. Mitt Romney, and his proxies
may be willing to admit. But it wasn't always pretty, and that success came at a price, roughly $85 billion, that
some continue to argue was not worth paying.
In theory, maybe. In the context of presidential politics, not a chance. No sitting president, Republican or Democrat,
could risk the economic cataclysm in the industrial Midwest of a collapse of the domestic automakers and much of
their supply base. Too many jobs, too much wealth, too much political support and too many communities are at
stake.
Romney even admitted as much in the days running up to Michigan primary last February, notwithstanding his
November 2008 op-ed in the New York Times headlined "Let Detroit go Bankrupt." He conceded, in questioning by
The Detroit News, that he would not as president allow the Detroit automakers and their suppliers to collapse amid
the kind of global financial meltdown the nation faced in late 2008 and early '09.
He's right, as Obama was in the early days of his presidency. Nearly four years on, the prescriptions issued by
Obama and Romney, each in its own way, occurred: both companies have new management and reconstituted
boards of directors; both companies have more competitive labor agreements and stronger balance sheets; both
companies are making in-roads in the small car segment where Detroit has long struggled.

GM and Chrysler are stronger, better led and more likely to survive because each possessed assets worth saving —
and because their leaders and the tens of thousands who work for them did the hard work to finish the job.
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Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)

SteveB

The writer of the article was right-wing, not that it should matter. USA Today is hardly left of center.
The facts I checked were simply wrong or not facts.

USA Today is lying or in error about what Biden says and I think that’s a big deal. I proved it. Unequivocally.
Biden: Truth. USA Today: Lie. (in this case)
But you can’t admit that? You didn’t read my proof? How could I be “wrong”. Biden did not make-up the quote.
Period. And all you can do in response to this astounding revelation is change the subject?
20120909-08
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Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM, above)

Actually this article is chock full of lies! The truth should be respected and honored.
Here’s what R0mney actually said concerning the fifth point in your article (the President is right!):
"The precipitous withdrawal is unfortunate. It's more than unfortunate. I think it's tragic. It puts at risk many of
the victories that were hard-won by the men and women who have served there. I hope the risk is not realized. I
hope instead that the Iraqis are able to pick up the baton, and despite the fact that we will have walked away on a
too-rapid basis." (http://www.politifact.com/florida/statements/2012/sep/07/barack-obama/obama-says-romneysaid-it-was-tragic-end-war-iraq/)
“The truth will out!”
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Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB,
above)

I don't think so, but you're welcome to contact the author(s) and the paper(s) and challenge them. In the mean
time, enjoy.
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Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)

What do you mean you “don’t think so”?
I PROVED IT!
If you reject truth and facts…what does that leave you with?
You want to know? NOTHING!
Now, that’s the truth!
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Re: “What Happens When You Pit a Tea Partier with Stale Talking Points
Against Actual Journalists?” & “Transcript: Vice President Joe Biden's DNC
Speech” (reply to LarryK, FotM Newsletter #221)

I just read Joe Biden's speech, and there is nothing wrong with it. It's a good speech, a convincing speech. Were
Americans so naive as to think a single president, one man, could undo a train wreck overnight, and in terms of the
economy two and a half years is overnight. You don't change horses in the middle of the stream, and you don't
return to the same place you started from if you want to get anywhere. I believe that Obama is motivated by
genuine concern for the American people and the security of the world. None of us can begin to imagine how
difficult his job is. A man has to want that job for more than personal aggrandizement; the aggravation that come
with it just wouldn't be worth it. Why does Romney want to be president? From everything I've heard him say, I'd
say it's because he wants to make daddy proud by doing what his father failed to do. I'd say it's because he's been
so successful at making money that he thinks he can do anything and has no idea of what deep waters he may be
getting into. I'd say it's because he's clueless: consider his off-the-cuff remarks during his European tour. I'd say
it's because he's used to being a patriarch in his church and in his family, and he believes he can be a patriarch to
the country.
Joe Biden has so much more insight into the realities than Paul Ryan it isn't even funny. He has been up close and
personal with a president who has accomplished so much more than he's given credit for. The best Romney and
Ryan can do is attack Obama, again and again, while fudging the truth (to be generous) and avoiding specific
arguments. As the old lawyer once said, When the facts are against you, pound the table. Too many people hear
the pounding and mistake it for eloquence. If they listen to it too closely, the next sound they hear will be the
economy crashing again and the American foundations crumbling into the earth.
I would also say that the crack about Ted Kennedy is a cheap shot. What happened was tragic. Does anyone
really believe that it ever went out of his mind for a single day? I know a young man, now a teacher with a family,
who, when he was in college, got drunk, got behind the wheel of a car, and caused an accident that killed another
student. He went to jail. His parents were devastated. He was devastated. He's a good person with a heavy load
of guilt to carry and he'll never be able to put it down. Everyone sympathizes with the victim, as they should. But
they should also recognize that living with guilt for the rest of a lifetime is the worst punishment. The loss can't be
undone, and the guilt never ends, and life is not fair. That's why we have something called "mercy."
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Photos: Yesterday’s Lunch at Apple

And a lovely, well-balanced and delicious meal it was! My beautiful redfish filet was quite succulent, seared to a
golden crisp pellicle with a soft, moist, translucent flaky interior: wonderful! The arugula had been cooked just
enough to soften it, leaving it still toothsome and firm and still in full possession of its sharp savory flavor. The
fingerling potatoes were somehow rich to the palate; I am not sure why. Cooked to a tender softness, they
contrived to be both fluffy and moist, and ... nuttier, perhaps than usual. The herb-oil dressing complemented and
bound the various components nicely.
The pastry line has a new item, too: Banana Caramel Roll. Each one contains an entire banana, so this is not a
petite dessert!

Seared Gulf Redfish over Wilted Arugula with Roasted Cauliflower and Fingerling Taters

Faith's Gauntlet (new item!)
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Photos: Today’s Lunch at Apple

It's still amazing to me, that I get a meal like this for $7. It's served on a plastic plate, and the flatware isn't up to
the Adolphus Hotel, maybe, but doggone! You just can't fault the food! Even more appealing yet is the sheer
variety, driven by the minds of talented chefs encouraged to follow their hearts (and eyes, noses, and stomachs).
Today's blast of flavor came from the Asian line. Chef Bladimir arrayed a lovely foundation of brown rice on my
plate, with generous scoops of cabbage and green beans done in a style that might be Korean, or might be
something else entirely. Blad said he'd ask Chef Alejandro, who was slaving back in the kitchen to keep up with
requests. Chef Patricia's Cajun Surf and Turf (Gulf Shrimp Etouffee and blackened chicken with fried okra) was the
high-demand dish from the look of things today, but the Asia-line swordfish gave it a good run for the money.
Seven bucks. Out in the real world, that buys a fast-food burger, or a sandwich with fries and a soda. But not a
real lunch. Hah!
My -perfectly- seared fresh Rhode Island swordfish was very moist, very tender, and very, very flavorful. I'll have
to ask Alex on Monday what he did to it; I couldn't tell. Perhaps it's just a swordfish thing; every time I've had it
not-overcooked, it's always seemed to have an un-fishlike robustness of flavor. Just a light poke of the fork
sheered off thin flakes of delight, so I was able to eat my filet in subtle stages along with all the rest of my meal.
The veggies, which may have been wokked, were spot-on; the beans were still quite crisp, the cabbage leaves crisp
in their thicker middles. The other threadlike strands of cabbage were tender, of course, and combined with a thin
fiery garlic dressing, made me think "Korean", although that is as yet undetermined. The brown rice had just the
right degree of firmness, and really did 'draw the dish together' (to borrow a TV cliche, aptly applied here) to
support the freshness of the veggies with the chili-infused sauce and the mildness of a finely tuned piece of
excellent fish very nicely. Yum!

Seared Swordfish with Cabbage and Green Beans over Brown Rice

Faith's Gauntlet Features Flourless Hazelnut French Vanilla Cake Roll
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“Paul Ryan Acknowledges Requesting Federal Money from Program
Funded by Obamacare”

More Republican hypocrisy!
“Paul Ryan Acknowledges Requesting Federal Money from Program Funded by Obamacare” by Tara Culp-Ressler,
Think Progress/NationofChange
Sept. 7, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/paul-ryan-acknowledges-requesting-federal-money-programfunded-obamacare-1347031611)
Earlier this week, the Nation uncovered the fact that Paul Ryan — who has voted with his party to repeal President
Obama’s health care law over 30 times — requested Obamacare funds for his Wisconsin district in 2010. However,
after the news broke that Ryan sought to fund a new community health center with federal money provided
through health care reform, his campaign was quick to retort that grant program has nothing to do with supporting
Obamacare because it was created under former President George W. Bush.
Bush did support federal grant programs for community health centers during his presidency. But the specific grant
requested by Ryan is funded through Obamacare, which provides $11 billion to expand community health centers.
When Ryan requested the funds in 2010, they represented money that Obama approved — under a law that Ryan
has referred to as “Washington’s reckless spending spree.”
As the Huffington Post points out, it’s difficult to understand the distinction between Ryan’s support for Bush’s
health care spending and his opposition to the exact same health care spending under Obamacare:

But the response from Ryan’s spokesman [Brendan Buck] also raises a question about the candidate’s
philosophy on federal spending on health care: Why would he consider dollars approved by Bush to be a
good use of money, but funds approved by Obama to be bad?
“Don’t dumb things down,” Buck suggested to HuffPost. “You think he’s opposed to all federal spending on
health care? Health care spending makes up a significant portion of his budget.”
On the specific program in question, related to community health centers, Buck said Ryan was merely
supporting a constituent. “It’s casework,” he said. “As a general principle he’s not going to turn away his
constituents who come to him for help based on his own views of a program.”
Ryan is not alone in his hypocrisy. A laundry list of Republican lawmakers have suggested scrapping Obamacare
only to replace it with the exact same health reform measures. When health care reform is acceptable under
Republicans but unconstitutional under Obama, GOPers expose themselves as putting partisanship over policy.
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SteveB

“Flip Side of Sarah Palin”

“Flip Side of Sarah Palin” by Jonathan Bernstein, Salon
Sept. 8, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/09/08/flip_side_of_sarah_palin/)
(The past two weeks have shown us that Paul Ryan isn't so different from the GOP's last pick for vice president.)

What was the biggest difference between the Tampa Republicans and the Charlotte Democrats? That’s easy:
substance. Policy substance, that is. Bill Clinton’s tour de force on Wednesday night was a substantive defense of
Barack Obama’s accomplishments and attacks on Mitt Romney’s proposals. Obama, too, got a little on the wonky
side; the first half of his speech reminded people of a State of the Union, with a laundry list of programs to defend
and propose. In Tampa? Not so much. Lots of effect, but a lot less policy.
Paul Ryan, we were all told when he was selected, was a wonk; his selection meant that we were going to have a
big ideas debate. And yet his vice-presidential speech was anything but, and what substance he did include was
blasted by the fact checkers.
Sort of the way another Republican running mate was blasted for inaccuracies in her convention speech four years
ago. Remember how she bragged about opposing the bridge to nowhere, only to have it be revealed that she had
first supported it?

OK. Paul Ryan is no Sarah Palin. He is, after all, the chairman of the House Budget Committee, and he certainly
knows federal public policy issues far better than the Sage of Wasilla ever has.
And yet Ryan’s reputation for true wonkishness seems to be vastly overstated. He’s less a wonk than a policy naif’s
idea of a wonk – just enough “baselines” and “percent of GDP” and charts to make it all look nice, but very little
under the hood. As Paul Krugman said recently:
Look, Ryan hasn’t “crunched the numbers”; he has just scribbled some stuff down, without checking at all
to see if it makes sense. He asserts that he can cut taxes without net loss of revenue by closing unspecified
loopholes; he asserts that he can cut discretionary spending to levels not seen since Calvin Coolidge,
without saying how; he asserts that he can convert Medicare to a voucher system, with much lower
spending than now projected, without even a hint of how this is supposed to work. This is just a fantasy,
not a serious policy proposal.
Krugman is concerned in that post with how Ryan dupes self-proclaimed budget hawks, but Ryan is duping
Republicans, too.
Of course he is; who would know? We’re talking about a party that accepted Palin as a candidate qualified for the
presidency in 2008, and that fell for Herman Cain at one point in the nomination fight last year. Granted, the rankand-file voters aren’t going to be checking the math of their congressional leadership, but neither is anyone else. Or
if they are, they are rapidly named RINOs and escorted from the party.
No, again, Ryan isn’t Cain, either. But a genuine wonk wouldn’t be passing off phony numbers.
The thing is, Republicans have spent 30 years convincing themselves of several things that combine to make real
policy expertise a dangerous thing to have for their politicians. One is Reagan-worship, which has often taken the
form of contrasting Reagan’s ignorance of details and clear “big-picture” view with Jimmy Carter’s micromanaging.
A second is anti-elitism, which dates back at least to the Nixon/Agnew attack on the press and academics, leaving
current movement conservatives with an often-remarked virtually postmodern rejection of any objective truth. And
then there are the RINO-hunters, who are eager to pounce on anyone who deviates from whatever the current
party line might be.
Real wonks, however, do know the details. They talk about policy and not in platitudes, which puts them on the
record in ways that can harm them when the party line changes. And the truth is that you can’t be a real wonk if
you don’t accept some sort of objective standards and reality, even if it’s only the tyranny, as Bill Clinton said, of
arithmetic.
So what’s a Republican politician to do? Palin’s path is one option: simply don’t concede the need to have any idea
what you’re talking about at all. Policy knowledge is per se elitist and therefore suspect.
But Ryan has found another, perhaps even better path. Not becoming a conservative wonk, because under present
conditions that can’t be done, but by becoming a faux wonk. Retain the movement’s disdain for objective truth,
details and even real position-taking (after all, Ryan easily slipped from bashing Affordable Care Act Medicare cuts
in 2010 to supporting them in 2011 to opposing them again once he was on the ticket in 2012). But learn to use
words such as “entitlements” and “reconciliation” and snow the rubes under with charts and PowerPoint
presentations. And a bonus: A fair chunk of people who aren’t even conservatives will buy it and enhance your
prestige.
The latter worked fine as long as Ryan was somewhat under the radar (and you know that the kinds of people who
get duped by that act are the kind who don’t really take congressional action very seriously anyway). It was, to
some extent, exposed in Tampa.
Yet Ryan’s reputation among movement conservatives is absolutely secure, and there’s every possibility he could be
vice president of the United States next year, and a future president. And surely he’s far more qualified for that spot
than Sarah Palin. But not by as much as you might think.
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Re: Video: “David after Dentist” (reply to Pam, FotM Newsletter #221)

Very familiar with this, but fun every time I see it! There's more than one of these post-op videos around, I
remember one where a gal describes riding on a flying unicorn after wisdom teeth removal...
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“Finally, the Democrats Learn How to Fight”

Interesting article.
Has it struck anyone else that, when you look at the overall track record of the two parties, the Democrats are
proud to have a former President be a part of their convention while the Republicans are so ashamed of theirs,
they don't even invite him? Tells you something, doesn't it. Where was Bristol Palin? That's what I want to know.
[Looks to me, Art, like they just threw them all away, especially Bush, McCain, and Palin! Nice party! –SteveB]
“Finally, the Democrats Learn How to Fight” by Carla Seaquist, Huffington Post
Posted: 09/04/2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/carla-seaquist/democrats-election-2012_b_1841961.html)
So, the 2012 presidential campaign has turned "nasty". Both teams scream foul, the commentariat and the Sunday
talk shows replay "a-nasty-campaign-gets-nastier" theme, the September cover of The Atlantic features Barack
Obama and Mitt Romney as boxers -- heavy-weight, from the look of it -- slugging it out, with sweat flying.
Finally! I thought we'd never get here.
Not that I want a nasty fight. I just want a fight -- a decent defense of the Democratic agenda. And now we have it
-- finally -- at the 11th hour: President Obama and Congressional Democrats are returning fire, pretty effectively.
But is it too late?
For way too long, defense was not happening. Early on after his inauguration, President Obama lost control of the
narrative, going for bipartisan cooperation -- a campaign promise -- while Republicans made clear early on their
rejection of such cooperation, instead forming their Wall of No. Only because Democrats controlled both houses of
Congress could Mr. Obama get his healthcare bill passed -- another campaign promise. In the 2010 midterms the
GOP exploited the unpopularity of "Obamacare" to take back the House and turn even more obstructionist,
threatening to cause the U.S. to default on its full faith and credit in the 2011 debt ceiling fiasco.
Meanwhile, even more obstructionist and meeting even less pushback, the Tea Party emerged, screaming (literally)
their anti-government screed. I still regret not standing up at a local town hall they commandeered, to point out
that "all those bailouts" of the banks were initiated by their guy, George W. Bush; that the "out-of-control
government spending" was Mr. Obama's effort to repair the damage done by the financial crash that erupted on
their guy's watch; and, by the way, where were they with their concerns about spending when Mr. Bush took us
from a budget surplus he inherited from Mr. Clinton and flung us deep into deficit and debt -- talk about a wind-inthe-hair ride! -- with one of the costliest and unnecessary (and thus wasteful) items being the Iraq war? Yet I also
recall the fear of many in the hall that these screamers might be armed, so we sat silent.
Whenever Democrats did weigh in, if they pointed back to the Bush administration for cause, they were accused by
Republicans of "playing the blame game." Enough of this tactic and soon Mr. Bush became a non-person in
Republican mythology. And soon Republicans made it stick that Mr. Obama, while he didn't cause the bad economy,
now "owned" it. Checkmate.

Point is: All possible lines of defense, for whatever reason, were not taken up by the Democrats, with the result that
the Republicans, nominally out of power, soon came to dominate policy discussions and revise recent history. So
confident were they of their grip on power that, two years in, Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell announced
the GOP's top priority would be to deny President Obama a second term. I don't recall many Democrats protesting
that the Republicans' top priority should be to help fix the economy they themselves wrecked and citing them as a
disloyal opposition (as I wrote here).
Nor should we forget the Republican dissing of Mr. Obama, with the "birther" drivel, the speculation about his being
insufficiently American, and Sarah Palin's dopey "hopey-changey" taunt. As MSNBC's Chris Matthews asked, "Where
were Obama's defenders, where were his lieutenants?"
Not helping was the fact that the Obama White House was singularly inept in putting up its own defense, including
getting out news of its achievements. For example, "all those bailouts" of the banks have been -- did you know
this? -- two-thirds paid back to the taxpayer, with interest. Proper White House messaging of this good news might
have mooted one of the Tea Party's main screaming points.
Observing the general lameness of the Democratic defense, rank-and-file Democrats became demoralized (too
quickly for my taste, but...). In a representative democracy, we rely on our elected representatives to carry our
argument into the arena; when they don't, when the argument is jammed, demoralization, disaffection, disgust
ensue. We came to feel what any political operative knows: that a charge unanswered is a charge that sticks. And
the more unjust the charge -- i.e., inept governance, incompetent stewardship of the economy -- when
unanswered, the more it sticks, and stings, in the craw. With Democrats and Mr. Obama getting rolled again and
again and again, I finally grew so frustrated I considered registering as an Independent.
But now, with the mortal fear of losing the White House, and with the clarification of positions provided by
Romney's V.P. pick of the far-right Congressman Paul Ryan, the Democrats have come alive, shouldered arms.
Mr. Obama now makes explicit his defense of Main Street, having met with little success in dealing with Wall Street
to curb its excesses. He's now making the fairness issue personal, aligning himself with Main Street against "people
like him" (Romney and the wealthy): "He's asking you to pay more so that people like him can get a big tax cut"
(see here). In reaction, former Bush speechwriter Michael Gerson recently accused Mr. Obama of "betrayal" for
running an "unethical" campaign. No, Mr. Gerson, if there was betrayal or unethical behavior, it was the
Republicans' abandonment of country for party.
To continue, Vice President Joe Biden's recent ringing defense of Social Security, crown jewel of FDR's New Deal -"I flat guarantee it" -- was both strong and refreshing: Finally, a muscled defense. His formulation that "General
Motors is alive and Osama bin Laden is dead" cogently expresses two of the administration's achievements. Yes,
Biden's "chains" comment to an African-American crowd was a jab too far, but he didn't apologize, and rightly so.
Congressional Democrats have also turned up the heat. Especially impressive is Chris Van Hollen (MD) with his
concise and tough defense of Medicare, now under attack by the Ryan budget (see also here).
Of course, Democrats' newly-energized defense of entitlement programs must come with equally powerful plans for
their reform and sustainability. Defend-and-pivot, if you will.
Possibly the most powerful defense strategy comes from former White House press secretary Robert Gibbs, who
casts the Republican message to Democrats as, "You guys didn't clean up our mess fast enough." This states it -who made the mess and who's ducking responsibility for repairing it -- and is a theme Democrats should press until
November. (Would that Gibbs had stated it while in the White House.)
Other fight strategies: Barrel through charges of "blame game" by dropping reference to Bush and instead attack
his administration's policies that brought us to our knees -- out-of-control government spending, two unfunded
wars, deregulation, tax cuts for the rich that added to the deficit. Press on and charge Republicans with the
irresponsibility game. Notch up the language: Enough with the clichéd "failed policies of the past," go to
"catastrophic" and "calamitous."

And to all lieutenants and defenders, in the arena and the rank-and-file: Henceforth, no Republican charge shall go
unanswered -- none. That includes the Swift-boating now underway of President Obama for a signal achievement,
the killing of Osama bin Laden. Swift-boating is a technique straight from the playbook of Bush strategist Karl Rove:
Attack your opponent's strong points, not just his weak points. Democrats need to study well this playbook.
Now for the roll-out of the fighting Dems this week at the Democratic National Convention, perfectly timed to
counter the misrepresentations and revisionist history aired at the Republican National Convention the week
previous. And now also for the roll-out of the best possible weapon: the Obama vision and economic recovery plan,
Part II.
Still, is this new combativeness enough and in time?
It is if the Democrats keep it up til November -- and beyond. A fighting Democratic party will recover the youth
vote, which went for Obama in '08 but grew disaffected; it will motivate registered voters who now poll as unlikely
to vote to get to the polls; and it will spark more big-time campaign contributions, because Obama & Co. will look
like winners.
Crucially, if Mr. Obama wins re-election (and I predict he will), he and the Democrats must remain in fight mode -repeat: remain in fight mode -- because victory will likely be sliver-thin and not a mandate. For Democrats must
note another tenet of the Karl Rove playbook, which sets out the strategy for a permanent Republican majority:
Make politics so nasty and distasteful that fewer and fewer will want to play or vote. Best never to forget: The
Republicans are always in the mood and mode to fight.
And if Democrats find their sword arm getting tired and they weary of the long fight, they should remember the
imperishable words of Joseph Welch, the lawyer who finally brought down the Communist-baiting Republican
senator, Joseph McCarthy: "Tell them it was fun."
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SteveM

Fw: List of Republican Cuts in Ryan's Plan

[Source of original email unknown. You can also tell it’s a little bit old. –SteveB]
List of Republican cuts
Clearly, Paul Ryan knows how to make the cuts necessary to get this country back on track. Notice S.S.. and the
military are NOT on this list These are all the programs that the new Republican House has proposed cutting. Read
to the end and pass it on to as many as you can.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Corporation for Public Broadcasting Subsidy -- $445 million annual savings.
Save America's Treasures Program -- $25 million annual savings.
International Fund for Ireland -- $17 million annual savings.
Legal Services Corporation -- $420 million annual savings.
National Endowment for the Arts -- $167.5 million annual savings.
National Endowment for the Humanities -- $167.5 million annual savings.
Hope VI Program -- $250 million annual savings.
Amtrak Subsidies -- $1.565 billion annual savings.
Eliminate duplicating education programs -- H.R. 2274 (in last Congress), authored by Rep. McKeon,
eliminates 68 at a savings of $1.3 billion annually.
U.S. Trade Development Agency -- $55 million annual savings.
Woodrow Wilson Center Subsidy -- $20 million annual savings.
Cut in half funding for congressional printing and binding -- $47 million annual savings.
John C. Stennis Center Subsidy -- $430,000 annual savings.
Community Development Fund -- $4.5 billion annual savings.
Heritage Area Grants and Statutory Aid -- $24 million annual savings.
Cut Federal Travel Budget in Half -- $7.5 billion annual savings
Trim Federal Vehicle Budget by 20% -- $600 million annual savings.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Essential Air Service -- $150 million annual savings.
Technology Innovation Program -- $70 million annual savings.
Manufacturing Extension Partnership (MEP) Program -- $125 million annual savings.
Department of Energy Grants to States for Weatherization -- $530 million annual savings.
Beach Replenishment -- $95 million annual savings.
New Starts Transit -- $2 billion annual savings.
Exchange Programs for Alaska Natives, Native Hawaiians, and Their Historical Trading Partners in
Massachusetts -- $9 million annual savings
Intercity and High Speed Rail Grants -- $2.5 billion annual savings.
Title X Family Planning -- $318 million annual savings.
Appalachian Regional Commission -- $76 million annual savings.
Economic Development Administration -- $293 million annual savings.
Programs under the National and Community Services Act -- $1.15 billion annual savings.
Applied Research at Department of Energy -- $1.27 billion annual savings.
Freedom CAR and Fuel Partnership -- $200 million annual savings.
Energy Star Program -- $52 million annual savings.
Economic Assistance to Egypt -- $250 million annually.
U.S. Agency for International Development -- $1.39 billion annual savings.
General Assistance to District of Columbia -- $210 million annual savings..
Subsidy for Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority -- $150 million annual savings.
Presidential Campaign Fund -- $775 million savings over ten years.
No funding for federal office space acquisition -- $864 million annual savings.
End prohibitions on competitive sourcing of government services.
Repeal the Davis-Bacon Act -- More than $1 billion annually.
IRS Direct Deposit: Require the IRS to deposit fees for some services it offers (such as processing
payment plans for taxpayers) to the Treasury, instead of allowing it to remain as part of its budget - $1.8 billion savings over ten years.
Require collection of unpaid taxes by federal employees -- $1 billion total savings. WHAT THE HELL IS
THIS ABOUT?
Prohibit taxpayer funded union activities by federal employees -- $1.2 billion savings over ten years.
Sell excess federal properties the government does not make use of -- $15 billion total savings.
Eliminate death gratuity for Members of Congress. WHAT???
Eliminate Mohair Subsidies -- $1 million annual savings.
Eliminate taxpayer subsidies to the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change -- $12.5
million annual savings WELL ISN'T THAT SPECIAL
Eliminate Market Access Program -- $200 million annual savings.
USDA Sugar Program -- $14 million annual savings.
Subsidy to Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) -- $93 million annual
savings.
Eliminate the National Organic Certification Cost-Share Program -- $56.2 million annual savings.
Eliminate fund for Obamacare administrative costs -- $900 million savings.
Ready to Learn TV Program -- $27 million savings..WHY?????
HUD Ph.D. Program.
Deficit Reduction Check-Off Act.

TOTAL SAVINGS: $2.5 Trillion over Ten Years.
My question is, what is all this doing in the budget in the first place?
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SteveB

Re: List of Republican Cuts in Ryan's Plan (reply to SteveM, above)

There’s another good article on this subject:
http://factcheck.org/2012/08/about-those-republican-cuts/.

The military needs deep cuts!
20120908-01
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Re: List of Republican Cuts in Ryan's Plan (reply to SteveB, above)

I read the article before I sent it to you.
One of my last gigs was on the Army Base on Kawajalien, Marshall Island. Let's cut the first lady's staff, date night,
and golf first!!
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SteveM

Video: The Country Is Ruined!

One of your Friends of the Middle remarked that upon tuning to the DNC, he felt like it was like seeing the regular
people he saw every day. I wonder if his regular folks have the same philosophies expressed in this video?
I have no words for this one.....NONE! Please have a trash can near you when you watch this....you may want to
either throw up in it or put it on your head and run it into the wall.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07fTsF5BiSM&feature=player_embedded
20120907-16
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Re: Video: The Country Is Ruined! (reply to SteveM, above)

No big deal. Loaded, leading questions of people often in a hurry…saying, “Ya, sure, anything to make you leave
me alone.”
Then, we don’t really know how many hundreds of other people were bombarded with quick questions and
answered reasonably, do we. Merely a slick propaganda piece…worthy of Hitler or Stalin or Mao. (see “Propaganda”
article below.)
Regardless, nobody ever said stupidity recognizes any ideological boundaries, though there is a well documented
sociological effect that dumb people tend to be conservative…
To me, it’s interesting how interested you are in listening to these people who seek only to spread discontent and
unhappiness with ulterior motives.
Surely, we can move in a positive direction and concentrate on solutions to problems. Many in the media make
bunches of money stoking the fires of hatred and resentment. These men are the opposite of patriots…verily, they
are traitors to their country. They destroy the ability of our institutions, like education or the military or the system
of taxation, to function properly. All for money and power, not for the betterment of our nation. I, for one, grow
weary of it.
So, you really don’t think income taxes should go up for people making over $250,000; offshore tax havens ended;
offshore profits of American corporations repatriated and taxed now and in the future; legal abortions, fair and
affordable health care, more resources devoted to public education and college students? I could go on…
Instead, you’re for throwing in the towel, admitting we’re a Third World country, and pretty much scrapping
everything but the military, like Lyin’ Ryan??? What a bleak future!
20120908-02
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Re: Video: The Country Is Ruined! (reply to SteveB, above)

I doubt your assertion re: dumb people. The video doesn't back it up. Never have I see so many gleeful
malcontents in one spot looking to take down someone simply because they were successful, That's not the
America I know.
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Re: Video: The Country Is Ruined! (reply to SteveM, above) & "’The
Case for Romney’ Gets a Little Bit Communist”

"’The Case for Romney’ Gets a Little Bit Communist” by Jillian Rayfield, Salon
Sept. 7, 2012,
(http://www.salon.com/2012/09/07/national_reviews_ryan_romney_cover_resembles_soviet_propaganda/)
(National Review’s Ryan-Romney cover resembles Soviet propaganda.)
Paul Krugman (and Open Salon blogger Bob Calhoun) flagged the latest National Review cover, which makes “The
Case for Mitt Romney,” Soviet propaganda-style:
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“Can Democrats, Republicans Run the Country While Living in Parallel
Worlds?”

“Can Democrats, Republicans Run the Country While Living in Parallel Worlds?” by Glenn Kessler, Washington Post
Sept. 7, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/can-democrats-republicans-run-the-country-while-living-inparallel-worlds/2012/09/07/32498ebe-f92d-11e1-8b93-c4f4ab1c8d13_story.html)
Eight years ago, when Sen. John F. Kerry of Massachusetts was the Democratic nominee for president, he blasted
then-President George W. Bush for his record on jobs. He often noted that Bush was on track to be the first
president since Herbert Hoover to preside over a net loss in jobs.
Bush, by contrast, repeatedly proclaimed that 1.7 million jobs had been added since April 2003 — a cherry-picked
date designed to put his jobs record in the best possible light.
With the economic shoe on the other foot, now it’s GOP presidential nominee Mitt Romney who uses the attack
lines honed by Kerry — and President Obama who relies on Bush’s strained economic accounting.
Such manipulation of statistics is standard fare for political campaigns, which is one reason why voters should
always take such claims with a grain of salt. Yet something deeper and more disturbing is also affecting the political
system.
With the conclusion of the back-to-back political conventions, it is clear that both parties occupy parallel universes,
with their own narratives and starkly different philosophies. The Fact Checker column tries to steer clear of
philosophical disputes, but increasingly claims made by politicians are geared for the echo chamber of the party
faithful.
As Democrats gathered in Charlotte for their convention, for instance, some readers raised questions about the
opening line of a brief history of the political party on its Web site: “For more than 200 years, our party has led the
fight for civil rights, health care, Social Security, workers’ rights, and women’s rights.”
The sentence, and the accompanying history, seemed determined to airbrush out of existence the Democrats’
troubled history on race relations, which lasted until the signing of the 1964 Civil Rights Act by President Lyndon B.
Johnson firmly turned the bulk of the party in a new direction. (Still, 80 percent of the “no” votes in the Senate
came from Democrats; the legislation would not have passed without the decisive support of Republicans.)
Meanwhile, Rep. James E. Clyburn (S.C.), in a speech to the convention Thursday evening, gave Democrats full
credit for passage of Social Security in 1935 and Medicare in 1965, declaring that Republicans just “cursed the
darkness” and “stood on the sidelines” when that legislation emerged from Congress.
In fact, Social Security passed with significant Republican support and Medicare was adopted with “yes” votes by a
majority of Republicans in the House and a significant minority in the Senate.
(Clyburn said these words even after his revisionist history was criticized by FactCheck.org and had received Four
Pinocchios from this column, based on an advance text distributed by Democrats.)
The bipartisan majorities of those past achievements are much less likely now. Back then, voting broke more along
regional divisions rather than party lines, with southern Democrats in opposition and northern Republicans in
support of such federal expansion of benefits. Many of those southern Democrats have since become Republicans,
while the Northeast especially has turned largely Democrat.
The parties have become so homogenized, with so little internal disagreement about the challenges they believe the
country faces, that the portraits they painted of the United States at the conventions represented two starkly
different visions.

From the Democratic side, the focus was creating a level playing field for Americans who face obstacles or are
disadvantaged, with the main tool usually government action.
Here is how Senate hopeful Elizabeth Warren of Massachusetts described the country in a speech to the
convention: “The system is rigged. Look around. Oil companies guzzle down the billions in profits. Billionaires pay a
lower tax rate than their secretaries, and Wall Street CEOs, the same ones that direct our economy and destroyed
millions of jobs, still strut around Congress, no shame, demanding favors, and acting like we should thank them.”
And, for Republicans, the concern was also on the individual, but centered on reining in a government that they
believe has run amok.
This is how former Arkansas governor Mike Huckabee saw the nation in his speech at the GOP conclave: “We
[Huckabee and Romney] are mutual opponents of the miserably failed experiments that have put this country in a
downward spiral. The United States of America was originally an experiment. But it was an experiment in
recognizing God-given individual liberty and creating a government in which we, no one is deemed better than
another. And in which all of us are equal.”
This poses a fact-checking conundrum. One can question some of the specific claims, such as billionaires paying a
lower tax rate than their secretaries. (The data show that it is not especially common, just as the data suggest that
voter fraud, a major concern of Republicans, happens only on rare occasions.) But it is virtually impossible — and
probably foolhardy — to fact-check such deeply held beliefs.
In the halls of Congress, gerrymandered districts have reinforced these trends. Increasingly, the most important
races are the primaries, the preserve of the party faithful, not the general election vote. That means members are
more likely to represent the left and right wings of the parties, with fewer and fewer centrists becoming lawmakers.
If the two sides cannot even agree on the basic facts, then it becomes difficult to understand how they ever could
reach agreement on the key issues that face the nation — such as strengthening the finances of the entitlement
programs created many decades ago with bipartisan support that would be unimaginable today.
(Read more Fact Checker columns at: http://www.washingtonpost.com/factchecker.)
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“Obama, Clinton Scored Back-to-Back Home Runs with Their Speeches”

“Obama, Clinton Scored Back-to-Back Home Runs with Their Speeches” by Robert Shrum, The Daily Beast
Sep 8, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/09/08/obama-and-clinton-scored-back-to-back-homeruns-with-their-speeches.html)
(Bill Clinton was justly praised for a great address (so great that it managed to praise the president while laying the
groundwork for Hillary in 2016), writes Robert Shrum, who argues that Barack Obama has been grossly—and
unjustly—shortchanged by the pundits.)
I received an email from one of the smartest reporters around who asked, “What does it say about the POTUS that
he didn’t even give the best speech of his own convention?” He was echoing the reaction of a broad swath of the
pundit class. I replied, “I think it did just what it needed to do.”
President Barack Obama and former president Bill Clinton after Clinton's speech at the Democratic National
Convention in Charlotte, N.C. (Lucian Perkins / The Washington Post via Getty Images)
In fact, President Obama and the Democrats in Charlotte did almost everything possible to advance their prospects
in 2012—and while President Clinton was a big part of that, he turned in a performance on Wednesday night that
kicked off the 2016 campaign.

First, 2012. I wrote here that the relatively benign instant analysis of the Romney acceptance speech was way off
the mark. Gallup soon informed us that it was by a wide margin the worst rated of the acceptance speeches the
pollster has tested since 1996.
The Republican gathering in Tampa was like a business meeting—for the most part, emotionally and rhetorically
arid. Just days later, Democrats rehabilitated the uses of eloquence. From the video tribute to Edward Kennedy
through Obama’s proclamation that “the harder [path]… leads to a better place,” the president and his party proved
anew that words—and images—have power.
There was Kennedy on film commanding a convention as he had so often in life—and then bringing the delegates to
their feet as he rebuked Mitt Romney’s fervent claim during their 1994 Senate debate that he supported Roe v.
Wade. “I am pro-choice,” Kennedy said. “My opponent is multiple choice.” There was Massachusetts Gov. Deval
Patrick reprising the 2004 star turn of an Illinois state senator named Barack Obama—followed by the first Hispanic
keynoter, San Antonio Mayor Julian Castro, touching deep and resonant chords with the story of his life, and his
immigrant family’s. Then Michelle Obama delivered the best convention address ever by a first lady—not just saying
but proving her point that while the president was changing the country, the presidency hadn’t changed him.
This wasn’t just a series of disconnected speeches. The Democrats were unfolding a narrative masterwork that
connected Obama the person to the differences between him and Romney, while believably claiming that we are
better off than four years ago—precisely because they didn’t overclaim. It was a message that would run through
the entire convention, reinforced by the non-politicians who graced the stage—from workers who were victims of
Bain to a mother whose daughter, born with a congenital heart defect, no longer faces the threat that her
treatment will be cut off since Obamacare outlaws lifetime limits on insurance coverage. Women and reproductive
rights—and LGBT Americans and gay rights—weren’t an afterthought, a half-hidden “interest group,” but in the
platform and on the platform.
The stagecraft was worthy of Ronald Reagan’s image-meister Mike Deaver. It would even reach the once
inconceivable point—with Joe Biden’s speech, and John Kerry’s, and veterans striding across the podium—where
Democrats had and have the advantage on national security. And that wasn’t just about the death of Osama bin
Laden, who, as Kerry observed, is not better off than he was four years ago. The GOP ceded—inexplicably, yes,
idiotically ceded—the high ground here when their nominee failed to mention the war in Afghanistan or to deign to
acknowledge the Americans fighting there and finally coming home.
For the Democrats, Wednesday night was indelible, and will be remembered and treasured for many conventions to
come. When the big dog took and held the big stage, it was less a speech than a happening—spontaneous,
mesmerizing, and as GOP strategist Alex Castellanos observed, “a moment that likely reelected Obama.” Bill Clinton
explained the economy, health reform, the coming of the 2008 crash, tax fairness, regulation, the role of
government—well, he seemed to explain nearly everything. And every step of the way, he talked about the
president, this president—and not just himself. So did every other speaker; there was no reprise of the Romneyphobia that afflicted the GOP stars like New Jersey Gov. Chris Christie. Indeed Romney’s name was heard more
often in Charlotte than in Tampa.
Some critics like The Daily Beast’s Michael Tomasky would later worry that Obama blew it in his own speech. What
Tomasky “loved most” about Clinton’s speech was that he called out Republican lies on the issues like jobs and
Medicare. It was “great stuff,” he argues—and it was. It was also Clinton’s assignment. He was often manically and
happily off script, but never off message. He was supposed to take out the trash so Obama could turn to the
future—not with grandiose promises, but with credibility and humility.
In fact, the president’s tempered approach tested well with voters who were dial-grouping the speech. So did his
proposals, which this year didn’t match the scale of financial reform or health care. Instead, he talked of 100,000
new teachers and a million new manufacturing jobs in the next four years—ideas that scored high in the survey
research and which are consistent with Obama’s commitment to government as a force for progress.
So Obama reached toward undecided voters while bringing an already fired-up convention to its feet. We will soon
see numbers showing the so-called enthusiasm gap narrowing or even closing. This is a party that believes in itself
and its nominee—unlike the other side, which grudgingly settled for Mitt. If Hispanics turn out, if women shift more

decisively to Obama, then Romney has no road to the White House. And after this convention, that’s far less an “if”
than a likelihood. At the same time, the president gave swing voters new reasons to stand with him.
You have to credit the Obama campaign—and the man at the top—with a remarkable degree of skill matched by
coolness and nerve. All year long, they have refused to accept the Republican terms of reference for 2012—for an
election as a simple referendum on the state of an economy that the GOP has worked mightily to hold back and
mess up. The contest is now a choice, a word Obama and other speakers repeated constantly. The question is this:
Who cares about the middle class, and who favors the few?
But coolness and nerve are not only measured in message discipline, but in the adversity of mistakes. The
campaign—in this case, Obama himself—righted the initial platform’s omission of “God” and Jerusalem as Israel’s
capital. Why on earth...? he asked—and directed that a fix be gaveled through. It was awkward, but far better than
Romney’s fearful aversion to correcting the GOP’s proposed ban on abortion even in cases of rape and incest.
Republicans will try to exploit the episode, but in the end, it may help Obama. He’s the one who ordered the
change; voters will know it—and they know that they’re electing a president, not a platform.
The Obama campaign also ignored the warnings that Clinton couldn’t be trusted, that putting him front and center
could be dangerous, that he wasn’t vetting his speech with them—and Obama’s might be compared unfavorably
with his. The president and his advisers understood this wasn’t a high-school oratorical contest.
In contrast, the Romney enterprise tried to play their own Clinton card all summer. Obama was no Clinton, they
said, elevating the man their party had once despised with equal fervor and rushed to impeach. They turned Clinton
into a kind of referee. They reinforced his standing with Americans battered by the Bush economic collapse. The
night he spoke in Charlotte, he took with him into the klieg lights a 69 percent approval—his highest rating ever.
Having validated Clinton, the Romneyites then watched him pulverize their race-baiting fraud that Obama has
undone the work requirements of welfare reform—so he can give more taxpayer money to you know who. Clinton,
who signed welfare reform into law, set the record straight with a smile and an accessible, unquestioned authority
enhanced by the Republicans’ crocodile praise for the former president.
Did they really think he would diss Obama, or shortchange him—or do anything but support him wholeheartedly?
They misread the man and the politics. A top GOP strategist commented to me, “Politics is so much like chess, and
so many people play checkers.”
The Obama campaign understands this. And so does someone else. Bill Clinton’s formal role on Wednesday was to
nominate the president. In reality, he delivered two nominating speeches. He nominated Obama this year—and
Hillary in 2016. Despite past enmities, he genuinely hopes to see Obama win because he believes it’s right for the
country. And he knows it’s right for Hillary.
He wants her to run. As one Clintonite recently reported, she says she doesn’t want to, but he thinks that after a
year out of her job as secretary of state, to borrow a phrase, she’ll be fired up and ready to go. Her odds of victory
then will be higher if Obama prevails now—despite a speculative mini-storm that preceded the Charlotte
convention. In The New Yorker, “two people with direct knowledge” were quoted saying that Bill Clinton’s top aide,
Doug Band, was voting for Romney—to help Hillary.
I don’t doubt two people said it to the reporter, but they don’t know much about politics. Band is anything but
stupid. He and Clinton have both certainly read and almost certainly credit the assessment of Clinton’s college
classmate and former Treasury Undersecretary Roger Altman that within four years, “it is possible that the U.S.
economy will surprise on the upside…[with] growth beyond the 2.5 percent that is widely seen as its long-term
potential. In other words, the famine could be followed by a feast.”
Whoever is inaugurated on Jan. 20, 2013 would preside over that feast. How could Hillary defeat a President
Romney in a time of prosperity? She would be imminently stronger running to succeed a President Obama whose
policies have finally brought the nation through.
The polls in coming days will record the bounce for Obama. But the bounce that could count most in a base election
has already happened. Democrats are galvanized by the best convention in modern history—by Bill Clinton’s fiery

appeal and by Barack Obama’s finely tuned and targeted acceptance address that lifted both the delegates and the
dials of ordinary voters.
The Republicans not only impeached Bill Clinton—and tried but failed to convict him in the Senate. They scorned
and smeared Hillary Clinton when she was the first lady. Now they speak kindly of both—at least they did until
Charlotte. So maybe after four more years of Obama in the White House, they’ll like eight more years of the
Clintons back in the White House.
Maybe she won’t run, but I can see it coming. What a week in politics: Obama bounces—and Clinton announces.

20120908-10

16:25

Tom

“FBI Begins Installation of $1 Billion Face Recognition System Across
America”

“FBI Begins Installation of $1 Billion Face Recognition System Across America” by RT
Sept. 8, 2012, (http://rt.com/usa/news/fbi-recognition-system-ngi-640/)
Birthmarks, be damned: the FBI has officially started rolling out a state-of-the-art face recognition project that will
assist in their effort to accumulate and archive information about each and every American at a cost of a billion
dollars.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation has reached a milestone in the development of their Next Generation
Identification (NGI) program and is now implementing the intelligence database in unidentified locales across the
country, New Scientist reports in an article this week. The FBI first outlined the project back in 2005, explaining to
the Justice Department in an August 2006 document (.pdf) that their new system will eventually serve as an
upgrade to the current Integrated Automated Fingerprint Identification System (IAFIS) that keeps track of citizens
with criminal records across America.
“The NGI Program is a compilation of initiatives that will either improve or expand existing biometric identification
services,” its administrator explained to the Department of Justice at the time, adding that the project, “will
accommodate increased information processing and sharing demands in support of anti-terrorism.”
“The NGI Program Office mission is to reduce terrorist and criminal activities by improving and expanding biometric
identification and criminal history information services through research, evaluation and implementation of
advanced technology within the IAFIS environment.”
The agency insists, “As a result of the NGI initiatives, the FBI will be able to provide services to enhance
interoperability between stakeholders at all levels of government, including local, state, federal, and international
partners.” In doing as such, though, the government is now going ahead with linking a database of images and
personally identifiable information of anyone in their records with departments around the world thanks to
technology that makes fingerprint tracking seem like kids' stuff.
According to their 2006 report, the NGI program utilizes “specialized requirements in the Latent Services, Facial
Recognition and Multi-modal Biometrics areas” that “will allow the FnewBI to establish a terrorist fingerprint
identification system that is compatible with other systems; increase the accessibility and number of the IAFIS
terrorist fingerprint records; and provide latent palm print search capabilities.”
Is that just all, though? During a 2010 presentation made by the FBI’s Biometric Center of Intelligence, the agency
identified why facial recognition technology needs to be embraced. Specifically, the FBI said that the technology
could be used for “Identifying subjects in public datasets,” as well as “conducting automated surveillance at lookout
locations” and “tracking subject movements,” meaning NGI is more than just a database of mug shots mixed up
with fingerprints — the FBI has admitted that this their intent with the technology surpasses just searching for
criminals but includes spectacular surveillance capabilities. Together, it’s a system unheard of outside of science
fiction.

New Scientist reports that a 2010 study found technology used by NGI to be accurate in picking out suspects from a
pool of 1.6 million mug shots 92 percent of the time. The system was tested on a trial basis in the state of Michigan
earlier this year, and has already been cleared for pilot runs in Washington, Florida and North Carolina. Now
according to this week’s New Scientist report, the full rollout of the program has begun and the FBI expects its
intelligence infrastructure to be in place across the United States by 2014.
In 2008, the FBI announced that it awarded Lockheed Martin Transportation and Security Solutions, one of the
Defense Department’s most favored contractors, with the authorization to design, develop, test and deploy the NGI
System. Thomas E. Bush III, the former FBI agent who helped develop the NGI's system requirements, tells
NextGov.com, "The idea was to be able to plug and play with these identifiers and biometrics." With those items
being collected without much oversight being admitted, though, putting the personal facts pertaining to millions of
Americans into the hands of some playful Pentagon staffers only begins to open up civil liberties issues.
Jim Harper, director of information policy at the Cato Institute, adds to NextGov that investigators pair facial
recognition technology with publically available social networks in order to build bigger profiles. Facial recognition
"is more accurate with a Google or a Facebook, because they will have anywhere from a half-dozen to a dozen
pictures of an individual, whereas I imagine the FBI has one or two mug shots," he says. When these files are then
fed to law enforcement agencies on local, federal and international levels, intelligence databases that include
everything from close-ups of eyeballs and irises to online interests could be shared among offices.
The FBI expects the NGI system to include as many as 14 million photographs by the time the project is in full
swing in only two years, but the pace of technology and the new connections constantly created by law
enforcement agencies could allow for a database that dwarfs that estimate. As RT reported earlier this week, the
city of Los Angeles now considers photography in public space “suspicious,” and authorizes LAPD officers to file
reports if they have reason to believe a suspect is up to no good. Those reports, which may not necessarily involve
any arrests, crimes, charges or even interviews with the suspect, can then be filed, analyzed, stored and shared
with federal and local agencies connected across the country to massive data fusion centers. Similarly, live video
transmissions from thousands of surveillance cameras across the country are believed to be sent to the same fusion
centers as part of TrapWire, a global eye-in-the-sky endeavor that RT first exposed earlier this year.
“Facial recognition creates acute privacy concerns that fingerprints do not,” US Senator Al Franken (D-Minnesota)
told the Senate Judiciary Committee’s subcommittee on privacy, technology and the law earlier this year. “Once
someone has your faceprint, they can get your name, they can find your social networking account and they can
find and track you in the street, in the stores you visit, the government buildings you enter, and the photos your
friends post online.”
In his own testimony, Carnegie Mellon University Professor Alessandro Acquisti said to Sen. Franken, “the
convergence of face recognition, online social networks and data mining has made it possible to use publicly
available data and inexpensive technologies to produce sensitive inferences merely starting from an anonymous
face.”
“Face recognition, like other information technologies, can be source of both benefits and costs to society and its
individual members,” Prof. Acquisti added. “However, the combination of face recognition, social networks data and
data mining can significant undermine our current notions and expectations of privacy and anonymity.”
With the latest report suggesting the NGI program is now a reality in America, though, it might be too late to try
and keep the FBI from interfering with seemingly every aspect of life in the US, both private and public. As of July
18, 2012, the FBI reports, “The NGI program … is on scope, on schedule, on cost, and 60 percent deployed.”
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“Mitt Romney's Skeleton Closet: Scandals, Quotes, and Character”

Lots of good stuff here…
“Mitt Romney's Skeleton Closet: Scandals, Quotes, and Character” by Skeleton Closet

undated, (http://www.realchange.org/romney.htm)
Other politicians look at this guy and say, "Wow, that dude is a phony, two-faced, flip-flopping weasel." And that's
really saying something.
But there was a prophecy, the White Horse Prophecy spoken by Joseph Smith himself on May 6,1843 in the
presence of Edwin Rushton and Theodore Turley. It holds: "A terrible revolution will take place in the land of
America, such as has never been seen before; for the land will be literally left without a supreme government. And
every species of wickedness will run rampant."
Anyway, Mormons (the White Horse) will get rich with gold and minerals, the heathen Chinese will invade a land
beyond the Rockies, banks in every nation except England and Utah will fail, and only the White Horse will remain
to save the day. (We'll let you guess who the "Red Horse" and "Black Horse" represent.)
This prophecy was discussed when Mitt's dad, George, ran for president, and again when Orrin Hatch ran, and
Glenn Beck dogwhistled it after Obama was elected. (No one brought it up with with John Huntsman, though.) The
Mormon Church does not endorse it formally, perhaps because of the part about how "the doings of the "Black"
Horse will he terrible" because "they will have fear of becoming slaves again." But Mitt Romney and his father admit
discussing it during George's presidential run.
Is now the time for Mitt Romney to ride to America's rescue? For "when the Constitution of the United States hangs,
as it were, upon a thread as fine as a single silk fiber, they will have to call for the 'Mormon' Elders to save it from
utter destruction; and they will step forth and do it."
Continue reading at Skeleton Closet…
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Cartoon: Henrietta’s Solution

Finally, the answer we've all wanted to know...
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“Mitt R0mney On Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health Care
Reform'”

What the hell does this guy believe in? Does he have any principles at all? Presidential material? What a weasel!
“Mitt Romney on Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health Care Reform'” by San Stein, Huffington Post
Sept. 9, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/09/mitt-romney-obamacare-_n_1868385.html)

(WASHINGTON) Mitt Romney said on Sunday that if he were elected president he would keep portions of President
Barack Obama's signature health care law, a seemingly abrupt turn on an early campaign promise.
"Well, I'm not getting rid of all of health care reform," the former Massachusetts governor said in an interview with
NBC's "Meet the Press." "Of course there are a number of things that I like in health care reform that I'm going to
put in place. One is to make sure that those with pre-existing conditions can get coverage. Two is to assure that the
marketplace allows for individuals to have policies that cover their family up to whatever age they might like. I also
want individuals to be able to buy insurance, health insurance, on their own as opposed to only being able to get it
on a tax advantage basis through their company."
The comments mark the latest chapter in Romney's tortured history with respect to federal health care reform. The
Republican presidential nominee once envisioned the health care plan he passed in Massachusetts as a model for
the nation. As a candidate for president in 2012, however, he has pledged to repeal the entirety of Obama's
Affordable Care Act, a law very much based on Romney's Mass-Care model.
In his "Meet the Press" interview, Romney again pledged repeal of the law. But the suggestion that he would pass
some of its individual provisions later in his term complicates that pledge.
"I say we're going to replace Obamacare," Romney said. "And I'm replacing it with my own plan. And even in
Massachusetts when I was governor, our plan there deals with pre-existing conditions and with young people."
While that may be true, the Romney campaign has said in the past his federal plan wouldn't include such a
provision.
Earlier this election, his campaign laid out a policy that ensures that a person who is covered by an employer and
switches jobs could not be discriminated against because of a pre-existing condition during that job switch. The
Obama campaign argued that that's already law. But the bigger question left unanswered was: what happens to
those people just entering the labor market with a pre-existing condition? Would Romney pass laws prohibiting
discrimination by insurance companies against them?

In a statement to The Huffington Post in June, Romney spokeswoman Andrea Saul confirmed that -- contra what
Romney said Sunday -- he would not pass such a law, but rather push reforms to help alleviate the problem at the
state level:
Fixing our health care system means making sure that every American, regardless of their health care
needs, can find quality, affordable coverage. That is why Governor Romney supports reforms to protect
those with pre-existing conditions from being denied access to a health plan while they have continuous
coverage. And for those purchasing insurance for the first time, he supports reforms that empower states to
make high risk pools more accessible by using cost reducing methods like risk adjustment and reinsurance.
Beginning on his first day in office, Governor Romney is committed to working with Congress to enact
polices like these that protect Americans’ access to the care they need.
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Re: “Mitt R0mney On Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health
Care Reform'” (reply to SteveB, above)

Whatever the voters do in Nov. is going to be a clear indication of what kind of nation we are: selfish and selfreliant, or responsible and rational.
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Re: “Mitt R0mney On Obamacare: 'I'm Not Getting Rid of All of Health
Care Reform'” (reply to SteveB, above)

Odd. What a weird statement. [By R0mney? –SteveB]
I was unaware that anything prohibits me from wandering about the open market, purchasing insurance as I wish,
with little or no regard to the 'tax advantage basis' insurance I enjoy through my employer.
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Quote: Bill Maher on Republicans
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Graphic: George W. Bush Saved America But Remains an Unrecognized
Hero?
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Re: Graphic: George W. Bush Saved America But Remains an
Unrecognized Hero? (reply to SteveM, above) & Contrary Graphics

Boy, talk about lying statistics!
So…as a sanity check, just let me just ask you this: If Bush is so great and did such a great job, why was he not
invited to the convention and asked to speak? Why wasn’t he or his cohorts or their wars even mentioned?

Pretty revealing don’t you think. If your claims (below) were true, W would be seen as a hero, not as a dunce by his
own party.
Back at ya!
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“2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary”

Interesting…an honest but disturbed assessment…
“2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” by Scott Paulson, CBS
Aug. 17, 2012, (http://newyork.cbslocal.com/2012/08/17/2016-obamas-america-movie-is-disturbingly-necessary/)
This past week, 2016: The Movie, about President Barack Obama, opened in the Chicago area, and I chose to get
more of an education about Obama by seeing the movie. After the inundation of canned hype for the movie on
conservative talk shows across the Chicago radio dial that sounded more like commercials than honest
endorsements of the movie, I was skeptical of what I was going to see.
While some talk show hosts sounded like they were genuinely impressed with the documentary and honestly
endorsing the film, there were those who were obviously reading a commercial script which was not coming across
as sincere to the regular listener – at least not to this often-skeptical listener. Perhaps, in future promotions of the
film, it would be wise to have pre-recorded commercials done by the professional commercial-makers rather than
having the likes of Mark Levin and Sean Hannity doing script after script to promote the movie. After all, the
listeners aren’t stupid and resent any attempt at being conned. After many reads by the talk show hosts, the
readings of the commercial script were no more enthusiastic than another Life-Lock commercial read – another
commercial that ought to be professionally done.
Yet, I’m glad I saw the hyped-film because it was more informative than I had thought it would be and included
less propaganda than I had predicted. If anything, it was nearly too informative as there was an enormous amount
of information condensed into the nearly one-hour-and-a-half documentary. Fact after fact is put forth which shows
that President Obama definitely has many skeletons in the closet that have not been released prior to the nation’s
trust in him with the Oval Office.
To watch this movie and realize – or simply be reminded of – all that is unknown about President Obama is of
concern. Much of the information has been ignored by the American media totally. When appropriately reminded as
to what is still unknown about Obama to date, one has to ask: How can any logical-thinking person give a damn
about Romney’s taxes while not asking any questions regarding our current president’s past?
The man influences the entire globe, but liberal Americans want to know how much Mitt Romney paid in taxes in
the past rather than learn about the man who they have entrusted with the country. Unbelievable.
The movie undeniably links Obama to persons of suspicious-interest due to their past actions and statements, such
as former radical activist and Chicago educator Bill Ayers. While the media and blinded-liberals cast such facts aside,
the movie does not. No, this portion of the movie is not propaganda – it is the display of factual information about
relationships between people that cannot be denied. Yet, the “left” does deny the facts that are right in front of
them.
Quite disturbing is the talk of the United States economy in the film. The current national debt which has increased
two-fold during Obama’s presidency and the horrendous economy is suggested to be part of the plan to strip the
nation of democracy – reasonable cause to make citizens totally dependent on the government. The “left” is aghast
at this suggestion of the current economy. They actually believe that Obama is unintelligent enough to let this
economy just happen. Ironically, it’s many of the people on the “right” who know Obama’s not stupid, and much of
what has happened to the United States in the past four years is part of Obama’s plan.
How could one so-highly educated and intelligent as Obama not know what he was doing when he incurred such
debt? I left the movie thinking more strongly than I had in the past that the current debt and this economy was
part of Obama’s plan all along. Increasingly making Americans dependent on the government is the plan. What’s
more, he knew his blind followers would believe it was not the plan and, of course, was all Bush’s fault.

He must be laughing at his blind followers all the way to the “new America” they’re allowing him to create. My belief
is that Obama continues to prey on his die-hard followers’ stupidity to accomplish his personal goals for America.
The most disturbing part of the film to me was the interview with President Obama’s half-brother George Obama
from Nairobi, Kenya. How can Obama claim to want to help people when he has done absolutely nothing for his
own family? It makes me wonder if he really cares about anybody if he can’t find it in his heart to help his own
family.
As the closing credits started to role upward across the screen, the audience applauded. Me, I just walked out –
reasonably upset.
Those who have already decided to vote for Obama will probably not even see the movie. It’s sad but they probably
don’t want to know the truth when it is laid out so clearly for them in this documentary. The independents who are
still deciding who they are going to vote for ought to see this film. I’m quite confident that any undecided voter who
sees this film will know who to vote for after viewing this documentary. If you know you’re not going to support the
“left” in this coming election, see the film out of interest if you like. But, fair warning, it’s disturbing – and quite
frightening – to say the least.
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Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveM, above)

Well, since the national debt has NOT “increased two-fold” under Mr. Obama and has historically increased much
more under Republican than Democratic presidents…
THIS IS JUST MORE STUPID LIES! Can’t you fact-check this stuff?
We’re not like the R0mney campaign, we believe in truth and fact-checking around here (in case you didn’t notice).
Take care. Cool down.
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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

FR IEN D S O F T H E M ID D LE
Newsletter #223 — SEPT. 11, 2012

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

FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com

INDEX: Click here.

National Debt Reality
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 11, 2012)
You don’t even have to be a Keynesian to know there’s more than one way to skin a cat.
“‘We’ Don't Owe $16 Trillion and You Don't Owe $50,000” by Letsgetitdone, OpEdNews
Sept. 10, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/We-Don-t-Owe-16-Trillio-by-Letsgetit-done-120910-588.html)

“Then, when I’m Secretary of the Treasury, we’re gonna sucker the middle class into paying off the debt!”
Just saw John Sununu, one of Republicans favorite Bushie junk yard attack dogs all up in arms about the debt
subject to the limit (the so-called national debt) reaching $16 Trillion dollars, and going on to tell people that every
man, woman, and child in the United States now owes $50,000 to pay that debt off. Now, I'm here to tell you that
all that is bull sh*t.

The debt subject to the limit is a debt incurred by the Congress and the Treasury Department because when the
Government spends more than it taxes, the Treasury Department issues debt instruments in the name of the US
Government even though it doesn't have to do that in order to deficit spend. These instruments make the
Government a debtor. But they don't make any individual man, woman, or child in the United States a debtor. So,
the idea that YOU owe $50,000 or even a single dollar is BS. You've signed no such note. You've not charged a
single dollar on your credit card for this purpose. And you've not made a single promise that any portion of the
national debt will be paid by YOU.
Well, you might ask: "Doesn't the US have to pay the $16 Trillion debt sooner or later by taxing, and won't we then
be responsible for our portion in the form of a tax obligation?"
The answer is that the US must pay all its debts when they fall due. It's in the Constitution. If the Federal
Government refused to do that it would be violating the Constitution, and would be illegal. But saying that the US
must pay all its debts, doesn't say that it must do so only by using taxation to raise enough revenue to run budget
surpluses and pay those debts. It's that lie that Sununu and the other austerians want you to believe!
How we pay US debts is up to us and is a political question. If we do it the way Sununu suggests we'll condemn the
country to permanent recession in the context of a perpetually depressed economy in which the wealthy get
wealthier and everyone else gets poorer. That's what a plutocratic tool like John Sununu wants. But there are other
ways to do it.
The best way, because it ends unnecessary welfare for the rich and foreign nations is to stop issuing debt
instruments, continue with enough deficit spending to create full employment and an economy operating at its full
potential, and make up the gap between spending and revenue by using the legal power of the Government to
issue 1 oz. Proof Platinum coins with arbitrary face values, and using the coin seigniorage profits gained by
depositing the coins at the Federal Reserve. Here's the process, along with the political speech explaining it to
everybody:
http://www.correntewire.com/beyond_debtdeficit_politics_the_60_trillion_plan_for_ending_federal_borrowi
ng_and_paying_off_the_nat
Read it, and understand that There Is An Alternative (TIAA ) to making every, or any, man, woman, or
child pay $50,000 to pay off that national debt through taxing more than we spend, and that John
Sununu, as usual, either doesn't know what he's talking about or is lying through his teeth about
there not being one. Take your choice!
(Letsgetitdone (Joe Firestone) is Managing Director and CEO of the Knowledge Management Consortium
International (KMCI.org).)

20120910-01

08:04

Pam

Re: Quote: Bill Maher on Republicans (reply to SandyI, FotM Newsletter
#222)

It's always good to start the day with a chuckle. :-)

20120910-02

11:41

SteveM

Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #222)

Prove it to the author so they retract or make corrections.

20120910-05

12:29

SteveB

Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)

I could care less about the author or the publication. Care only for the truth.
I’m doing my part already, plus working 8-10 hours a day on the bakery.
Not much time for additional writing assignments to lost causes.
Let me ask you this: If you don’t care about the truth, what is your purpose here?

20120910-10

16:42

SteveM

Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB,
above)

Let me ask you, when did you stop being open minded about what is really the truth and not a socialist fairy tale?
When did you become so intolerant?

20120910-12

17:26

SteveB

Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM,
above)

We’re not talking about “socialist fairy tales”. We’re talking about words in black and white.
Your writers said flat out that R0mney didn’t say what Biden said he did. So did the R0mney campaign. If that’s the
case (in September, 2012), then where did I get this, dated May 1?
Read this (May 1, 2012) (http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/timstanley/100154555/obamas-tacky-i-shot-bin-ladenad-has-turned-a-military-triumph-into-a-political-disaster/):
“Why haven't we caught bin Laden in your opinion?” Mitt replied, “I think, I wouldn't want to
over-concentrate on bin Laden. He's one of many, many people who are involved in this global
Jihadist effort. He's by no means the only leader. It's a very diverse group – Hamas, Hezbollah,

al-Qaeda, Muslim Brotherhood and of course different names throughout the world. It's not

worth moving heaven and earth and spending billions of dollars just trying to catch one
person… Global Jihad is not an effort that is being populated by a handful or even a football

stadium full of people. It is – it involves millions of people and is going to require a far more
comprehensive strategy than a targeted approach for bin laden or a few of his associates.”
This means that 30 seconds of fact-checking by an amateur like me showed that these fact-checkers who wrote
your article are bogus.
If the facts are bogus, what about the conclusions???
To me this is a big deal. The truth is a big deal. You run away from it. I embrace it. If you don’t run away from the
truth, prove it now. Admit the truth of this tiny point! Admit that it might be important to find the truth about this
and other matters. This is one you can check for yourself.
If you don’t care about the truth, this conversation is of limited usefulness. If you care about the truth and can
prove it, as I have given you the opportunity to do above, well, that would be a good thing.
Constantly changing the subject is an evasive maneuver and also of limited usefulness.
20120910-18

22:15 SteveM

Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveB, above)

What you found was a truncated verision of the interview, (which is widely known Sherlock), that suits your needs.
That does make it TRUE. As a matter of legal fact , the term is diseption by ommission.
20120910-19

23:26 SteveB

Re: “Fact Check: Obama and Biden at the DNC” (reply to SteveM, above)

I have no idea what the hell you are talking about. This conversation has taken a Salvador Dali turn.
“Truncated interview” has nothing to do with anything. It wasn’t even an interview. We are talking about printed
articles and emails that I’m sure are not truncated. What the hell are you even talking about. Read the FotM
Newsletter and maybe you can follow the conversation.
You’ll see I’m not talking about any video interview, only the article in USA Today (“Fact Check: Obama and Biden
at the DNC” – absolutely full of easily provable lies) and the subsequent email concerning some dumb video
comically titled “The Country Is Ruined”.

No comprendo, pal.
You never directly respond to factual argument. You run away from it. Your email below is just the latest example.
Why not meet the issues (the lies, in this case) head-on? Why run away?

20120910-03

12:02

SteveM

Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveB, FotM Newsletter #222)

Once again, feel free to tell Scott Paulson he is a liar. He is a Radio personality, has a blog, and both facebook and
linked in presence.
Be sure to copy me on you comment. I'm sure Paulson will treasure your insight as much as I do.

20120910-06

12:31

SteveB

Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveM, above)

Now, we all know he’s a liar. Even you know. That’s enough for me. My job is done.

20120910-11

17:09

Art

Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
SteveB, above)

It is interesting how the Republicans immediately leaped on "facts check" issue after they got hammered at their
convention. You just knew they were going to find something even if all the Democrats said was "Nice day". I am
starting, I think, to see the beginnings of a national recognition that the Republican position is really just full of it.
The outright lies, the deceit, failure to release tax returns, radicalism of the tea party on social issues, etc are all
becoming very evident to all. Some of my most vehement right wing Republican friends are even beginning to
show some doubt. For most of them the real bottom line, I believe, continues to be racism. They will never admit
that so you can never discuss it, but that is the real issue. If Obama were white or even had white skin, he would
be way ahead, even with the economy. Conventional wisdom says with the economy it should be the other way
round, but not so this time. Even with all that he stays even or just ahead. Shows how utterly dreadful the
Republican position really is.

20120910-13

17:33

SteveB

Re: “2016: Obama’s America Movie Is Disturbingly Necessary” (reply to
Art, above)

Michael Jackson was able to become white. Why oh why not Mr. Obama?
I think you may be right about a dawning recognition…the polls are starting to show it. And I believe Mitt will be
eaten alive in any debate with the Prez.
Still, every one of these right-wingers has a huge problem with the truth. They are truth challenged.

20120910-04

12:22

SteveB

“Romney Clarifies He Still Supports Denying Insurance to Millions of
Americans with Pre-Existing Conditions”

Does he ever really know what he’s saying?
“Romney Clarifies He Still Supports Denying Insurance to Millions of Americans with Pre-Existing Conditions” by Tara
Culp-Ressler, NationofChange
Sept. 10, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/romney-clarifies-he-still-supports-denying-insurance-millionsamericans-pre-existing-conditions-1347)

This weekend on Meet the Press, Romney said “there are a number of things I like” about President Obama’s health
care reform law, including the popular provision on pre-exisiting conditions. Romney’s campaign, however, began
walking back his statements as soon as they left his mouth.
After the NBC interview aired, a Romney aide was quick to clarify Romney was “not proposing a federal mandate to
require insurance plans to offer [the] particular features” that he suggested he supported. When further pressed on
Romney’s stated support for preventing discrimination against Americans with pre-existing conditions, a campaign
aide explained, “Governor Romney will ensure that discrimination against individuals with pre-existing conditions
who maintain continuous coverage is prohibited.”
The aide pointed to earlier statements from Romney on the subject, explaining that Romney’s current position is
exactly what he expressed at a Florida rally this summer:
ROMNEY: So let’s say someone has been continuously insured and they develop a serious condition. And
let’s say they lose their jobs or they change jobs or they move and go to a different place, I don’t want
them to be denied insurance because they have some pre-existing conditions. So we’re going to have to
make sure that the law that we replace Obamacare with, ensures that people who have a pre-existing
condition, who have been insured in the past, are able to get insurance in the future so they
don’t have to worry about that condition keeping them from getting the kind of health care they deserve.
Under the 1996 Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA), the federal government already
prevents insurers from denying coverage to the “continuously insured” group that Romney mentions, although
HIPAA has failed to effectively regulate the cost and content of the insurance coverage that insurers extend to
those with pre-existing conditions. The Romney campaign is insistent on clarifying the fact that, rather than
supporting health care reform, Romney’s stance on pre-existing conditions reinforces the status quo.

The key part of the Obamacare provision is the protection for millions of previously uninsured Americans who are
denied insurance coverage because of their pre-existing conditions. Romney’s campaign wants to make it clear that
Romney rejects this policy in favor of denying coverage to the 89 million Americans who haven’t been lucky enough
to have continuous coverage.
20120910-07

14:20

SteveB

If R0mney Wins & Bolivian Bakery Biz (to Pam)

I really don’t think it’s demographically possible for R0mney to win unless they find some Obama affair or
something of that nature.
But the world would not end if R0mney were, gulp, elected.
We’re ramping up baking. It’s kinda fun buying 100 lbs. of stuff at a time. Lots of work. But everything is pretty
much figured-out now. Very few problems remain.
Tomorrow we start keeping “regular” hours at the store—9-12 and 3-7.
Later this week we start hiring. Once we get to the 1000 cookies per day level, we’ll up our hours to, probably, 7am
to 8pm.
We’re going to start with these kinds of cookies:
1. Chewy bitter-sweet chocolate chunk & pecan (this is the star of the lineup, addicting).
2. Snickerdoodle (sugar cookie w/cinnamon).
3. Peanut butter.
4. Oatmeal/raisin/sesame (for the health nuts).
I think we’ll only make four kinds at a time (for now), but we’ll always be rotating in a new flavor in place of the
slowest seller. Always in the market to audition new prospects. We’ve already lined-up some great new and old
candidates…like my Mom’s chewy molasses cookies.
20120910-08

15:52

Mary

Re: Latest Mandate (reply to SteveB, Feb. 26)

The following is a response that I began Feb 27 and sat in my drafts til now. I've been rather busy running a not
for profit business and a bereavement ministry at church, so had no time or interest in participating in your often
hateful and unfounded comments/accusations about Republicans. Interesting that you kind-hearted and socially
conscious good guys feel a need to resort to name calling and personal attacks. Gooch's comment about "Rash
Limpbag" was foolish and sophomoric.....perhaps it stems from a personal problem? And Cox telling Carol
to....what was it?....to "crawl out from the religious rock she's been living under." She's a very well read, well
traveled, intelligent and open minded individual who happens to embrace policies that don't agree with you, so she
is attacked personally!? And, Pam, calling R & R "bastards" and I believe you even said "the devil". (No interest or
need in ck'ing back to qualify the comment....the hate was apparent.) ALL THIS yet several of you have called the
Republicans "hateful".
Reply to SteveB email of Feb 26:
RE editing, I'm referring to a request for newsletter entry (thank you for including it) where you "bolded" the
defense of Obama, leaving the criticisms smaller font. A little "psych" trick???? And you did admit to tweaking it a
little to "simplify it," I think you said. Yet you claim to only editing spelling and punctuation. Hmmm.......

Our country was based on a healthy mistrust of the government, yet it seems to me that most of you have had
seconds on the Kool-aid....trusting all that the big gov't policies want to throw at us. I'm sure you'll have a name
for me and other like minded people, but I do not want the gov't in my church, my hospital, my private business, or
home. Doesn't history prove that our country fares better with free enterprise? Economic growth comes from the
private sector....no growth....therefore, middle class is suffering. I will admit that some jobs have been
created....but keep in mind they are in the food industry at minimum wage. FACT is unemployment is at 8.3.
Wasn't he going to get it to 4 during his 4 yrs?
You "friends of the middle" (where exactly IS that "middle"?) would not excuse a Republican president for 1/2 of
what O has done and not done. Just be honest. ARE we better off than we were yrs ago? Were you all pleased
and proud that he made an "apology tour" overseas. Shameful. Bowed to the King of SA, yet not the Queen of
England. Couric and the media made such a stink about Palin not being well-read, yet Couric never held Biden's
feet to the fire when he commented about FDR getting on TV in '29 to address the American people! duh!!! That
was a "2-fer ooooops" yet liberal media made no mention of it. I believe ALL politicians should be held accountable
for their "oooooops heard round the world".......but, hey, I'm just a simple girl who believes in fairness. Dems
have been so frantic about Romney's tax records.....do I need to point out how many "records" of Mr O's have been
sealed? do I need to remind you about Tom Daschle? do I need to remind you about "Fast and Furious"? Where's
the liberal outrage on these FACTS?
Aside from what I believe goes to O's personal character and beliefs (eg alliances w/ Alinsky, Wright, who O claimed
as his "mentor", then later retracted, Ayers, Rezko, and ACORN), he has done little to fulfill promises of '08 and
country is worse off than when Bush left. Because he cannot point to anything good that has come of his
administration, we all know he is "on the attack" and this campaign is nasty. Very sad.
He does have great "sound bytes".....I'll give him that.
Final note, and I am signing off.....for good.....I've taken way too much time on this (anyone still
reading??).....frankly I am tired of being called a racist if I don't like O's liberal, big gov't politics, yet a black not
liking Romney isn't.
I'm tired of being called anti-woman (just ask my Steve.....I am SO not!) because I don't want to pay for Sandra
Fluke's birth control (what, $9 a month???). I'm tired of dirty politics......on both "sides", but mostly I fear for our
country and our freedoms. This election will put us a path, for sure, and I pray that it is the right one.
I wish you all the best......health and happiness.....but I must bow out of this newsletter. I believe that most of
what I read (ok, I scan!) is simply validating each other's liberal views, quoting articles, etc. I, painfully, have
restrained myself from sending articles with OTHER viewpoints to you, for I fear you don't want to be confused with
facts, as you've already made up your minds.
20120910-15

19:44 SteveB

Re: Latest Mandate (reply to Mary, above)

Let me just say this in my own defense:
I am an American. If I catch a politician in a lie and can prove it, wouldn’t I be remiss in my patriotic duty as an
American to call the attention of others to the lie and the liar? Otherwise, to me, our democracy and the entire
democratic process fails or is in grave danger of failing. WE MUST KNOW THE TRUTH IN A DEMOCRACY! The
reason: we must be able to make correct decisions based on correct information.
I would be happy to research to the end with you what particular statements can be proven to be lies. When I
discover one and prove it, do I not have the right, nay the duty, to spread the news as far and wide as I can. I have
proven several in the last two FotM Newsletters.
Believe me, it is no personal attack to call R0mney and Ryan blatant liars of the worst kind. Scoundrels! They are
public figures I am perfectly free to exercise my free speech on. I never attack private individuals in any way even
close to how your email above might be construed.

20120910-09

15:55

Mary

Fw: Video: “The President’s $8 Billion Coincidence”

Sorry.....couldn't resist!
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB
2 minute video - Vital for Medicare Users to watch! Takes a while to load.
When Obama says Romney/Ryan want to cut Medicare remember this video.
Watch this short 2 minute video and pass it on to all the seniors you know. Medicare Advantage cuts begin in midOctober of this year. Seniors vote, and they need to know this cut is coming before the election. Time is running
out for seniors unaware of this.
Transparency in action? I think you should know this. President's $8 Billion Coincidence
Forward this to every senior you know and ask them to pass this along. Very important they all know what is going
to happen.
Remember what FDR said, "There are no coincidences in politics..."
Video: “The Presidents $8 Billion Coincidence” by myBrainshark, (http://my.brainshark.com/The-President-s-8Billion-Coincidence-356086344)
20120910-16

20:15 SteveB

Re: Video: “The President’s $8 Billion Coincidence” (reply to Mary, above)

I believe this Forbes article is a more honest and reasonable discussion of the subject:
http://www.forbes.com/sites/rickungar/2010/09/25/does-obamacare-really-cut-medicare-benefits-to-seniorcitizens/.
Your video is not quite completely factual. How can a Republican argue about this at this time? Isn’t it obvious that
the President would do more to preserve “entitlements” than R0mney? If not, then why don’t you love him more
than R0mney (at least in this regard)? You know?
You’re trying to scare us by claiming Mr. Obama is the one out to nail the poor and middle class? LOL. It just makes
no sense, does it, Mary?
And something as complicated as American health care or even Obamacare will need to be tweaked (and, in my
humble opinion, made more Canadian/European/Bolivian in nature). I, myself, feel that it is a loss to the democracy
that only one party seems to wish to participate in the tweaking and the solving of our problems in a realistic way
based upon fact, evidence, and history, not belief and magic. One party, only, is acting like a bunch of spoiled
babies in my opinion.
But, as I’m sure you know, in America in 2012, it’s all about the money, and that is a sad state of affairs indeed.
Democrats are not widely known as the party of the rich. A little erroneously in my estimation, though there’s a
very good reason for this when you see the 8-ton elephant walk into the room smelling like cigars and $100 bills.
The email itself, of course, tells a blatant bold-faced LIE!
“Medicare Advantage cuts begin in mid-October of this year. Seniors vote, and they need to know this cut is coming
before the election.”

FALSE! PANTS ON FIRE!
I hold the truth to be man’s highest purpose and achievement. I don’t like lies.
Do you?
You, yourself, in a very real way, told a big one by sending this email. (Not that I’m not always happy to hear from
you.)
20120910-14

18:52 Ben

Photos: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Bonus! In addition to a [rather late] account of my delightful lunch, I am pasting in the evening Dinner Specials.
(Dinner sometimes includes quite different things than those offered at lunch. I rarely send the dinner specials
menu, as it is rarely available before 5:00, and by THAT time, I am scrambling for departure.)
Today, Susette joined me unexpectedly, so there are two photos. First my Szechuan Shrimp Stir Fry, then her
Moroccan Spiced Chicken Breast, which included a cup of the vegetarian Smoky Moroccan Lima Bean Stew.
My Szechuan Stir Fry featured abundant broccoli and green, yellow and red bell peppers, with thin slices of onion
and green onion. The shrimp were uber-fresh Texas gulf shrimp, and ... Chef Alex at the wok ... the shrimp were
perfectly, lightly cooked, so that they were soft yet resilient, not quite totally opaque, and so delicately flavorful as
to have been almost sweet. These are the shrimp you dream about; many actual Chinese restaurants overcook
them, especially if they are not huge. These were standard Large, I think, and were just perfect. All the
components were bite-size, chop-stickable, and as fresh as fresh can be; the dish was served over very fine rice
vermicelli-style noodles ("glass noodle"), for which my appreciation has just gone up a notch: these slender
transparent noodles, perhaps because of their high surface-area-to-volume ration, REALLY absorb flavors. Chef
Alex' subtle sauce worked wonderfully with these little guys.
My delicious dish (shrimp appear to be underneath stuff, but there were plenty of them) is here:

Susette's Moroccan Spiced Chicken Breast over (what else?) cous-cous, which I failed to photograph before she'd
begun to savage it, is here:

20120910-17

20:17 SteveG

Fw: Texas Photo ID Law Rejected (from LDF)

from the Legal Defense Fund:
Texas Photo ID Law Rejected
A federal three-judge panel recently rejected Texas's proposed photo voter ID law under Section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act. Texas sought to require voters to present government-issued photo ID to vote at the polls on Election
Day.
LDF, on behalf of its clients the Texas League of Young Voters Educational Fund and several Black college students,
entered the case to challenge the discriminatory law.
By Texas's own data, at least 600,000 registered voters do not have the ID that the law proposed, more than
170,000 of whom are Latino. Nationally, 25% of African Americans lack government-issued photo ID.
Among other things, Texas's proposed law would not have allowed for the use of student IDs, which our clients
used in previous elections, but would have permitted the use of a concealed handgun license.
Calling the photo ID measure "the most stringent in the country," the court determined that "many Hispanics and
African Americans who voted in the last election [would], because of the burdens imposed by [the law], likely be
unable to vote in the next election."
The court recognized that a "law that forces poorer citizens to choose between their wages and their franchise
unquestionably denies or abridges their right to vote."

This significant ruling ensures that this discriminatory measure will not be in place for the upcoming election.
Thank you for standing with us, Valerie T. Broadie, Director of Development
P.S. The battle in Texas is not over. Texas has indicated that it will appeal this ruling to the Supreme Court and
challenge the constitutionality of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. LDF is committed to continuing the fight to
protect minority voters from unfair policies in Texas and other states. Visit our map to learn more:
http://org2.democracyinaction.org/dia/track.jsp?v=2&c=fjTbkgTpleO2rg7KStXwGC%2F3Z%2FxEhMVV.
20120910-20

23:59

SteveB

Photo: Salvador Dali’s “Slave Market” with Disappearing Bust of Voltaire

http://vismath1.tripod.com/igor/

—Friends of the Middle,
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line,
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the
subject line.

Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to
sign with your desired user name.
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential.
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking.
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org
FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved
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Welcome to always lively political discussion and whatever else comes up.
http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org

FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com

INDEX: Click here.

Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 12, 2012)
FotM — Past
I’ve been collecting emails since the beginning of 2007. Almost everything that comes in that isn’t personal or
business related, especially anything to do with politics or government, gets saved to this day. I take all that,
everything you members of Friends of the Middle send to me and everything else, add my comments, occasional
writing, and internet “finds”, and publish it as the FotM Newsletter.
It has been a labor of love that I do to promote what I see with my limited “vision” as the truth. So many things
that you all have written have impressed me so much, that I thought it should be preserved. I also have had the
goal of trying to preserve something of myself in all the work, so that my children and grandchildren and more, I
hope, can come to get to know me a little better. I don’t know if that makes sense to you.
So far, including the important reference material we have gathered, we have, together, written ten complete
electronic books and, this month, we are working on our eleventh! (It is already online in its incomplete form with
224 pages already, up through FotM Newsletter #223, yesterday.) Total pages: 5964.
Here’s the rundown (to access, click on cover or link):

September, 2012 (still adding: 224 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201209-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

August, 2012 (612 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201208-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

July, 2012 (443 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201207-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

June, 2012 (429 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201206-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

May, 2012 (483 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201205-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

April, 2012 (444 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201204-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

March, 2012 (352 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201203-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

February, 2012 (393 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201202-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

January, 2012 (313 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/201201-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

Oct. 24 — Dec. 31, 2011 (721 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2011-newsletters/2011-FotM-Newsletters.pdf

Jan. 1, 2007 — Oct. 23, 2011 (1550 pages)
http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/Political_Inbox_2007-2011.pdf

FotM — Present
I recommend that you download any ebooks which interest you soon. These are the unabridged editions currently
online, with all the latest corrections and with all source material intended for FotM Members only. In the future, the
website will have only abridged editions with complete articles reduced to a link and a short quote.
With the election approaching now is the time to spread any word worth spreading. I hope the FotM Newsletter
contains some of those words (and pictures). I would love to double our circulation before the election! We have
over 500 subscribers now and over 100 contributors. I want to double both of those numbers and push our
circulation over 1000!
Unfortunately, with my new bakery business, I don’t have much time to promote the Newsletter and group. I hope
you will help me at this time by forwarding the FotM Newsletter, this email, or just the webpage address to
everyone on your email list. What the hay, we might as well pi*s everybody off!
FotM — The Future
I have always intended to produce the Newsletter through the election, at the very least. I will do that, come hell or
high water. Lately, I’ve been thinking that it would be cool to publish at least 300 issues, which would be sometime
early next year. That might be possible.
Then, in 2013, Marci and I will be traveling to see all of you in the States and Europe and I intend to make a
different kind of project with that. Some kind of a road trip journal, perhaps. Blogs disappoint me.
I want to take this opportunity to thank every one of you who have contributed to this group project, even if that
was only to read and to think.
May the Force be with us.

20120911-14

20:19

Pam

Re: Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future (reply to SteveB, above)

OMY, Steve. This sounds like a valedictory. You can't stop. What you have done here is incredible. I really believe
it will be a valued resource for historians for years to come. What was it really like back in the 2000s? What were
people actually thinking? How did they feel? It's all here. Whatever you do next, I want to be a part of it. This
FotM has kept me sane for a long time. It's my intellectual lifeline. I don't want to lose it.
[Thank you, Pam! –SteveB]
20120911-18

23:28 MarthaH

Re: Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future (reply to SteveB, above)

In my biased opinion, the key to it all is education--formal and personal. Your work has done a lot to help us all
broaden our horizons and THINK, something too many people don't do...or take for granted as they march in step.
YIKES. The best informal education I ever had was playing devil's advocate with teenaged students. The olden
debate societies did that to the participants, but it is lost today for the most part. To advance as a society and
culture, we must not fall into cobwebs and stay but learn and move forward. Too many stick themselves in the mud
that turns into quick sand for us all. Nothing is perfect, but striving for our best as a society lifts all up, not makes
stepping stones out of some to the benefit of others. I tried to get teenagers to see the other side, something that
is sadly missing in our polarization mode. How do we fix that to solve problems and get folks to listen remains the
questions worth more than (age showing, :-) $64,000--big bucks then and not so much now!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! Thanks for
your efforts.
[Thank you, Martha! –SteveB]
20120911-01
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SteveB

Candidates or Jokes? A Devastating Day for the R0mney Camp

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81026.html?hp=l3
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81017.html?hp=t1
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81013.html?hp=l4
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/09/11/opinion/the-bush-white-house-was-deaf-to-9-11-warnings.html
20120911-02
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SteveB

Poem: “The Crystal Stairs”

The Crystal Stairs (Lincoln State Park, RI -- in memory of those who perished 9/11/01)
The first falling leaves are yellow
Orange and red will come later
After the coming chill descends.
My intrepid cat-friend and I
Know these New England woods
Like the back of our paws by now.
We have walked these rocky trails
Even in the dark of night. Sun now
The impending doom of green surrounds us.

The earth reveals her ancient bones here
Hard gray granite boulder outcops
Stark against the leaf dotted soil.
Nothing here has really changed
Seemingly since the rocks were born
Since the birth of my race or my cat’s race.
She still investigates every squirrel
Though she will not really hurt them
Her hunger taken care of by her owner.
We still seek revenge on our enemies
Even though so very loathe to kill...
When death rains from the sky one must stand.
Every year the green turns first to gold
And every year the hatred springs anew
The hunting and the killing go unchanged.
Yet I know of a place in “our” woods
Where a hidden trail leads up a hill
Of massive house-sized boulders.
At one point the almost-path climbs
A wide vein of sun sparkled white quartz
Chiseled by water and ice almost into steps.
I was amazed when we found it
And have never seen anyone else there
The usual litter of cans and bottles missing.
Whenever I ascend those pure white steps
I like to pretend I’m going someplace better
But at the summit there is little to be found.
Just the same lichen-covered granite
The same yearly rain of yellow from green
The same hard truth about what we are.
Yet as my cat still hopes for the catch
It is my nature, I guess, still to hope
That someday we will climb pure crystal stairs
Out of the muck of the world we have created.
©2001,2012 Steven W. Baker
20120911-03
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SteveB

Re: "Real Care vs. Photo Op's" (to Dale)

Maybe this is a little like talking to an empty chair, but, Dale, I hope you’re having a better fall than Mitt R0mney!
We’ve had quite a controversy lately about R0mney’s failure to mention our heroes or wars or Afghanistan in his
acceptance speech, and his strange, evasive answers to direct questions on the subject this past weekend.
The conclusion to your email below from Dec. 15, 2011 says:

“This is how people with class respond and pay respect to those in uniform…. Someone, PLEASE,
show me anything that will tell us that Obama has ANY respect for the country he leads! I'm looking
for just a little sign of respect.”
Given all that…how do you feel about R0mney’s recent actions? Patriotic? Worthy of a (shudder) Commander-inChief?
Oh, and maybe you could give me a spot of help. Is R0mney FOR or AGAINST repealing all of Obamacare as he
swore to do on the Book of Mormon?
20111215-31—22:56—Dale— Fw: Real Care vs. Photo Op's

I've seen this before. You probably have too. I still think it's worth another look.
(Pam, please have your snarkiness meter ready for the comments which may follow.)
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
A doctor had his TV on in his office when the news of the military base shootings at Ft. Hood , TX came on. The
husband of one of his employees was stationed there.
He called her into his office and as he told her what had happened, she got a text message from her husband
saying, "I am okay." Her cell phone rang right after she read the message. It was an ER nurse,” I’m the one who
just sent you a text, not your husband. I thought it would be comforting but I was mistaken in doing so. I am sorry
to tell you this, but your husband has been shot 4 times and he is in surgery."
The soldier's wife left Southern Clinic in Dothan , AL and drove all night to Ft. Hood. When she arrived, she found
out her husband was out of surgery and would be OK.
She rushed to his room and found that he already had two visitors there to comfort him.
He was just waking up and found his wife and the visitors by his side. The nurse took this picture:

What? No news crews and cameras? This is how people with class respond and pay respect to those in uniform.
I sent my cousin in Fayetteville , N.C. (Retired from Special Forces) that picture of Geo. W. visiting the wounded at
Ft. Hood . I got this reply:
What is even better is the fact George W. Bush heard about Fort Hood, got in his car without any escort, apparently
they did not have time to react, and drove to Fort Hood. He was stopped at the gate and the guard could not
believe who he had just stopped. Bush only asks for directions to the hospital then drove on. The gate guard called
that "The President is on Fort Hood and driving to the hospital."
The base went bananas looking for Obama. When they found it was Bush, they immediately offered escort. Bush
simply told them it was o.k. and to let him visit the wounded and the dependents of the dead.
He stayed at Fort Hood for over six hours, and was finally asked to leave by a message from the White House.
Obama flew in days later and held a "photo opportunity" session in a gym, and did not even go to the hospital.
All this I picked up from two soldiers here who happened to be at Fort Hood when it happened.
This Bush/Obama/Ft.Hood story is something that should be sent to every voter in the US . Those who wanted
"change". You certainly got it.
Someone, PLEASE, show me anything that will tell us that Obama has ANY respect for the country he leads! I'm
looking for just a little sign of respect.
20120911-04
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SteveB

Fw: SignOn Petition: Stop the Citibank Zombies!

from SignOn.org:
Our daughter Brittani was killed in a tragic and brutal car accident three days before her twenty-third birthday—just
a week before her college graduation.
Brittani had dedicated her life to serving people and making people's lives better. She had her whole life ahead of
her.
When Brittani died, she still had student loans to pay off, and for more than three years Citibank demanded
repayment from our family. While we grieved, Citibank continued to demand payment, and we struggled to pay
these bills monthly.
Tell Citibank to forgive and stop trying to collect student debt from grieving families after their child dies:
http://www.signon.org/sign/student-dies-before-graduati.
Our family is lucky. After more than three years of pleading with Citibank, we started an online petition on
SignOn.org. With the help of friends, MoveOn, and so many others, our petition spread fast. And once Citibank
started to feel public pressure, they called us and agreed to forgive Brittani's student debt.
But what about all the other families in this situation? No one should have to go through this kind of ordeal. And we
know we're not the only ones who have had this experience with Citibank and other big banks.
Citibank received a taxpayer bailout, while most families get no help when they need it most. Citibank should
institute a policy of student loan forgiveness when a student dies and stop going after family members.
–Keith and Michelle Norris

[Citibank’s actions don’t seem legal to me. Surely, student loan don’t have to be repaid by dead people, do they? –
SteveB]
20120911-05
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Art

Racism

Had dinner the other night with a couple of acquaintances, business friends of my wife. Both nice people in their
own way and both politically right. Naturally we could not stay away from the subject of politics even though we
tried. It was interesting how the racism from both slipped through the conversation. She, very nice and a interior
decorator contractor my wife works for sometimes, thinks most minorities, read blacks, are just out there having
children out of wedlock in great numbers and depending on welfare out of her pocket to raise them. He (boyfriend)
works in real estate and thinks they (again read blacks) are just pretty much all just trash.
Of course each could site incidents or situation where they have every right to be indignant, but they simply fail to
see that they are putting that label on all people of color and further, not applying the same standards to whites.
Hard to get around.
20120911-06
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SteveB

“Growth Is the Problem”

“Growth Is the Problem” by Chris Hedges, Truthdig/NationofChange
Sept. 11, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/growth-problem-1347370654)
The ceaseless expansion of economic exploitation, the engine of global capitalism, has come to an end. The futile
and myopic effort to resurrect this expansion—a fallacy embraced by most economists—means that we respond to
illusion rather than reality. We invest our efforts into bringing back what is gone forever. This strange twilight
moment, in which our experts and systems managers squander resources in attempting to re-create an expanding
economic system that is moribund, will inevitably lead to systems collapse. The steady depletion of natural
resources, especially fossil fuels, along with the accelerated pace of climate change, will combine with crippling
levels of personal and national debt to thrust us into a global depression that will dwarf any in the history of
capitalism. And very few of us are prepared.
“Our solution is our problem,” Richard Heinberg, the author of The End of Growth: Adapting to Our New Economic
Reality, told me when I reached him by phone in California. “Its name is growth. But growth has become
uneconomic. We are worse off because of growth. To achieve growth now means mounting debt, more pollution,
an accelerated loss of biodiversity and the continued destabilization of the climate. But we are addicted to growth.
If there is no growth there are insufficient tax revenues and jobs. If there is no growth existing debt levels become
unsustainable. The elites see the current economic crisis as a temporary impediment. They are desperately trying to
fix it. But this crisis signals an irreversible change for civilization itself. We cannot prevent it. We can only decide
whether we will adapt to it or not.”
Heinberg, a senior fellow at the Post Carbon Institute, argues that we cannot grasp the real state of the global
economy by the usual metrics—GDP, unemployment, housing, durable goods, national deficits, personal income and
consumer spending—although even these measures point to severe and chronic problems. Rather, he says, we
have to examine the structural flaws that sit like time bombs embedded within the economic edifice. U.S. household
debt enabled the expansion of consumer spending during the boom years, he says, but consumer debt cannot
continue to grow as house prices decline to realistic levels. Toxic assets litter the portfolios of the major banks,
presaging another global financial meltdown. The Earth’s natural resources are being exhausted. And climate
change, with its extreme weather conditions, is beginning to exact a heavy economic toll on countries, including the
United States, through the destruction brought about by droughts, floods, wildfires and loss of crop yields.
Heinberg also highlights what he calls “the highly dysfunctional U.S. political system,” which is
paralyzed and hostage to corporate power. It is unable to respond rationally to the crisis or solve
“even the most trivial of problems.”

“The government at this point exacerbates nearly every crisis the nation faces,” he said. “Policy decisions do not
emerge from deliberations between the public and elected leaders. They arise from unaccountable government
agencies and private interest groups. The Republican Party has taken leave of reality. It exists in a hermetically
sealed ideasphere where climate change is a hoax and economic problems can be solved by cutting spending and
taxes. The Democrats, meanwhile, offer no realistic strategy for coping with the economic unraveling or climate
change.”
The collision course is set. It is now only a matter of time and our personal response.
“It could implode in a few weeks, in a few months or maybe in a few years,” Heinberg said, “but unless radical
steps are taken to restructure the economy, it will implode. And when it does the financial system will seize up far
more dramatically than in 2008. You will go to the bank or the ATM and there will be no money. Food will be scarce
and expensive. Unemployment will be rampant. And government services will break down. Living standards will
plummet. ‘Austerity’ programs will become more draconian. Economic inequality will widen to create massive gaps
between a tiny, oligarchic global elite and the masses. The collapse will also inevitably trigger the kind of instability
and unrest, including riots, that we have seen in countries such as Greece. The elites, who understand and deeply
fear the possibility of an unraveling, have been pillaging state resources to save their corrupt, insolvent banks,
militarize their police forces and rewrite legal codes to criminalize dissent.”
If nations were able to respond rationally to the crisis they could forestall social collapse by reconfiguring their
economies away from ceaseless growth and exploitation. It remains possible, at least in the industrialized world, to
provide to most citizens the basics—food, water, housing, medical care, employment, education and public safety.
This, however, as Heinberg points out, would require a radical reversal of the structures of power. It would
necessitate a massive cancellation of debt, along with the slashing of bloated militaries, heavy regulation and
restraints placed on the financial sector and high taxes imposed on oligarchic elites and corporations in order to
reduce unsustainable levels of inequality. While this economic reconfiguration would not mitigate the effects of
climate change and the depletion of natural resources it would create the social stability needed to cope with a new
post-growth regime. But Heinberg says he doubts a rational policy is forthcoming. He fears that as deterioration
accelerates there will be a greater resolve on the part of the power elite to “cannibalize the resources of society in
order to prop up megabanks and military establishments.”
Survival will be determined by localities. Communities will have to create collectives to grow their own food and
provide for their security, education, financial systems and self-governance, efforts that Heinberg suspects will “be
discouraged and perhaps criminalized by those in authority.” This process of decentralization will, he said, become
“the signal economic and social trend of the 21st century.” It will be, in effect, a repudiation of classic economic
models such as free enterprise versus the planned economy or Keynesian stimulus versus austerity. The
reconfiguration will arise not through ideologies, but through the necessities of survival forced on the poor and
former members of the working and middle class who have joined the poor. This will inevitably create conflicts as
decentralization weakens the power of the elites and the corporate state.
Joseph Tainter, an archeologist, in his book The Collapse of Complex Societies provides a useful blueprint for how
such societies unravel. All of history’s major 24 civilizations have collapsed and the patterns are strikingly similar, he
writes. The difference this time around is that we will unravel as a planet. Tainter notes that as societies become
more complex they inevitably invest greater and greater amounts of diminishing resources in expanding systems of
complexity. This proves to be fatal.
“More complex societies are costlier to maintain than simpler ones and require higher support levels per capita,”
Tainter writes. The investments required to maintain an overly complex system become too costly, and these
investments yield declining returns. The elites, in a desperate effort to maintain their own levels of consumption and
preserve the system that empowers them, through repression and austerity measures squeeze the masses harder
and harder until the edifice collapses. This collapse leaves behind decentralized, autonomous pockets of human
communities.
Heinberg says this is our fate. The quality of our lives will depend on the quality of our communities. If communal
structures are strong we will be able to endure. If they are weak we will succumb to the bleakness. It is important

that these structures be set in place before the onset of the crisis, he says. This means starting to “know your
neighbors.” It means setting up food banks and farmers’ markets. It means establishing a local currency,
carpooling, creating clothing exchanges, establishing cooperative housing, growing gardens, raising chickens and
buying local. It is the matrix of neighbors, family and friends, Heinberg says, that will provide “our refuge and our
opportunity to build anew.”
“The inevitable decline in resources to support societal complexity will generate a centrifugal force,” Heinberg said.
“It will break up existing economic and governmental power structures. It will unleash a battle for diminishing
resources. This battle will see conflicts erupt between nations and within nations. Localism will soon be our fate. It
will also be our strategy for survival. Learning practical skills, becoming more self-sufficient, forming bonds of trust
with our neighbors will determine the quality of our lives and the lives of our children.”
See long excerpts from:
Richard Heinberg’s The End of Growth
(http://books.google.com/books?id=bb7tGxmu1ooC&printsec=frontcover&dq=the+end+of+growth&source=bl&ots
=IkhEhBpa3i&sig=AgPKyEhXdr4GpL1U6C1_jX51nv8&hl=en&sa=X&ei=WOFKULW8Bq3riQKbtICIAw&ved=0CDUQ6A
EwAQ#v=onepage&q=the%20end%20of%20growth&f=false).
Joseph Tainter’s The Collapse of Complex Societies (http://books.google.com/books?id=M4H02d9oE0C&printsec=frontcover&dq=the+collapse+of+complex+societies&source=bl&ots=yNrw5KQ9pg&sig=czwZsompZa3aL1Gj4QfvlAycT8&hl=en&sa=X&ei=8OFKUImvPO6VjAKPwIDwCw&ved=0CDIQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q
=the%20collapse%20of%20complex%20societies&f=false).
20120911-07
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SteveM

Fw: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker”

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker...These Photos Are Priceless


Posted by Michael CHILDS, Admin II on September 10, 2012 at 3:11pm in Patriot Action Alerts
Our beloved Vice President Joe Biden has been known for his unusual and at most times brainless brand of
politics. But does he get as intimate with voters as he did during a campaign stop at Cruisers Diner in Seaman, Ohio
yesterday.
Biden snuggled up with a group of bikers known as the "Shadowmen." After asking if he could borrow one of the
biker's rides (the answer was no), Biden then sat a female biker on his lap, saying at one point "I know who runs
the show." According to the White House pool report.

AP photographer Carolyn Kaster captured the moment on camera. Her pictures, posted below, are priceless.

They confirm the notion that Joe Biden is a complete national embarrassment and a bumbling idiot to boot. The
pics make him look like a lecherous old man. How ignorant can one man be? Apart from all the “sexually creepy”
things, anyone knows that you DO NOT ask a biker if you can ride his bike. Especially after you have had your
hands all over one of their own!
A White House pool report says the bikers may be part of a group called the “Shaddowmen,” but does not reveal
what prompted the unusual campaign stop, the Hill relates.
The report does indicate, however, that Biden asked one of the men if he could borrow a motorcycle.

“Can I borrow one of your bikes? They don’t let me ride anymore,” Biden reportedly asked.
“Probably not,” Jeff Cook responded.
“Probably not,” Biden apparently repeated.
But the vice president didn’t limit his close encounters to the Ohio diner, it seems:
Disgusting… If my wife saw that she would be outraged. This guy has no morals and has a potty mouth. He
is cheap to boot. He is a clown. You would have to be a moron to vote for this regime.
Social media sites have been unable to resist weighing in on the unprofessional behavior, and Twitchy captured a
number of relevant tweets.
“Joe Biden is a creepy man,” @seanhackbarth commented, while another said Joe Biden must be “getting around” if
a picture of him kissing a different supporter at an Ohio rally the night before is any indication.
David Limbaugh concluded on Twitter: “This guy really has no judgement.”
The guy on the right looks like he’s ready to belt Biden ..But can’t because of the ten Secret service guys behind the
camera …His eyes say ..Man I would love to tear this guy up …But the really, really funny part …I swear, look at the
guy on the right side ..His nick name badge ..Troll ..These things just don’t happen …When I look into the heavens
I know he is with us…
To see a VP act like he’s just one of the boys is idiotic and demeaning to us who aspire to be better just in our
everyday lives as that of leaders, supervisors, managers etc. We would not act this way at a holiday party with
those assembled less we lose all credibility. But old Joe thinks these rules do not apply to him. He’s mistaken! You
reap what you sow…. but not after another four year run of office.
What a disgrace to the office that he “pretends” to hold! He may have the title & draw the paycheck, but he is
anything but a VP!
Obama is out there making jokes …sure they aren’t funny to the 23 million people out of work…but he just is agrinnin’ and a-smilin’ like the goon he is; and then we have the old man who is just so full of …. himself (same
word) OH COME ON NOVEMBER!!! We can laugh when we get the constitution back, the sharia law out, the cronies
away from the white house and the communist back in their deep, dark hole.
http://www.theblaze.com/stories/creepy-female-biker-sits-on-joe-bidens-lap-during-ohio-campaign-stop/
http://www.businessinsider.com/joe-biden-lady-biker-photos-2012-9
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SteveB

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above)

BS!
And you’re the guy who loved McCain for almost getting his wife, Cindy (was that her name?), gang raped by bikers
after unwittingly almost entering her in some wet T-shirt contest or something at the Sturgis biker rally. Remember?
Actually, no big deal then or now.
The only national embarrassment is the writer of this idiot email. I like Joe Biden and so do most people.

I much prefer him in the White House over that idiot, R0mney! Not mentioning Afghanistan or the troops in his
acceptance speech! Shameful! Especially that close to 9/11. You know as well as I do that, exactly and eerily just
like McCain-Palin, these two (R0mney-Ryan) are incredibly stupid.

20120911-15

21:12

SteveM

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
above)

I'm glad to see your tolerance for others points of view. Most intolerant liberals would resort to vitriol and
demeaning any and all whether they had any thing to do the mail or not. Keep up the good work, you're a constant
inspiration to all.

20120911-16
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SteveB

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above)

It has nothing to do with point of view. My goal is to keep idiots out of government!
I did it 4 years ago and I’ll do it again this year. (Haha…at least if my one vote is, hopefully, counted in Florida!)
20120911-09
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SteveB

“911 — They Won”

“911 — They Won” by Rob Kall, OpEdNews
Sept. 11, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/911--The-Terrorists-Won-by-Rob-Kall-120911-80.html)
Ben Franklin said, "Those who would give up essential liberty to purchase a little temporary safety deserve neither
liberty nor safety." How sadly prophetic those words were for our times.
Politicians and military and Security organization directors like Leon Panetta are telling us that things are better
now. As the baby in the stock trading firm ad says, "What a plant load."
Eleven years after the attack, the US has clearly become far worse because of the attack-- far worse than was
necessary, far worse than it could have been.
It has become a police state. Fear has taken hold of American voters, politicians, political parties, police and
intelligence agencies. Billions of dollars have been wastefully, misguidedly thrown at the homeland security budget.
Local cops now look like robocops or fully armed and armored soldiers. Mainstream media have generated many TV
series that constantly fuel the fear.
The police state, the surveillance state, the anti-terrorist state that the US has become is far more dangerous to
democracy, to justice and freedom than terrorists ever were. Fusions centers that combine federal, state and local
police resources, that are exempt from laws requiring court orders for surveillance or invasion of property, are
multiplying, a pox across the nation. We no longer have habeus corpus, or posse comitatus. Already, drones are
flying overhead and they will soon be like locusts, a blight upon the skies of America, as they already are in Pakistan
and elsewhere.
Two overt wars have cost the US over 6,000 acknowledged lives, but many more troops have died from injuries,
from suicide. Those wars have or will cost well over a trillion dollars, probably trillions. And what did they
accomplish? They created recruiting grounds for terrorists. They disrupted the balance of power that kept Iran at
bay. They allowed corporatist members of congress, ie., most of them, to funnel hundreds of billions of dollars to
corporations like Blackwater, Halliburton, and the big military industrial complex corporations. Those billions could
have provided far more jobs in the US if they'd paid for repairing and upgrading infrastructure and more, better
education.

I offer my sympathy to the families of the people killed by the 911 attackers. But I also offer my sympathy to the
millions of family members hurt by the damage that cowardly and/or exploiting leaders in government, police and
the military have inflicted through their wars, attacks on freedoms, wasting of funds.
Instead of memorializing the people killed at the World Trade Center, the Pentagon and the jet that crashed at
Shanksville, we should honor them by challenging the misguided or corrupt or cowardly actions and decisions that
were taken using those deaths as an excuse. We should memorialize them by getting answers to questions that
the original 911 Investigation commission failed to address or answer. And no, I am no 911 truther. But there are
serious questions that were ignored.

20120911-10
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From the Right: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 Years, UCLA
Economists Calculate”

Any fact checks on this?
“FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists Calculate” by Meg Sullivan, UCLA
Aug. 10, 2004, (http://newsroom.ucla.edu/portal/ucla/FDR-s-Policies-Prolonged-Depression-5409.aspx)
Two UCLA economists say they have figured out why the Great Depression dragged on for almost 15 years, and
they blame a suspect previously thought to be beyond reproach: President Franklin D. Roosevelt.
After scrutinizing Roosevelt's record for four years, Harold L. Cole and Lee E. Ohanian conclude in a new study that
New Deal policies signed into law 71 years ago thwarted economic recovery for seven long years.
"Why the Great Depression lasted so long has always been a great mystery, and because we never really knew the
reason, we have always worried whether we would have another 10- to 15-year economic slump," said Ohanian,
vice chair of UCLA's Department of Economics. "We found that a relapse isn't likely unless lawmakers gum up a
recovery with ill-conceived stimulus policies."
In an article in the August issue of the Journal of Political Economy, Ohanian and Cole blame specific anticompetition and pro-labor measures that Roosevelt promoted and signed into law June 16, 1933.
"President Roosevelt believed that excessive competition was responsible for the Depression by reducing prices and
wages, and by extension reducing employment and demand for goods and services," said Cole, also a UCLA
professor of economics. "So he came up with a recovery package that would be unimaginable today, allowing
businesses in every industry to collude without the threat of antitrust prosecution and workers to demand salaries
about 25 percent above where they ought to have been, given market forces. The economy was poised for a
beautiful recovery, but that recovery was stalled by these misguided policies."
Using data collected in 1929 by the Conference Board and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Cole and Ohanian were
able to establish average wages and prices across a range of industries just prior to the Depression. By adjusting for
annual increases in productivity, they were able to use the 1929 benchmark to figure out what prices and wages
would have been during every year of the Depression had Roosevelt's policies not gone into effect. They then
compared those figures with actual prices and wages as reflected in the Conference Board data.
In the three years following the implementation of Roosevelt's policies, wages in 11 key industries averaged 25
percent higher than they otherwise would have done, the economists calculate. But unemployment was also 25
percent higher than it should have been, given gains in productivity.
Meanwhile, prices across 19 industries averaged 23 percent above where they should have been, given the state of
the economy. With goods and services that much harder for consumers to afford, demand stalled and the gross
national product floundered at 27 percent below where it otherwise might have been.

"High wages and high prices in an economic slump run contrary to everything we know about market forces in
economic downturns," Ohanian said. "As we've seen in the past several years, salaries and prices fall when
unemployment is high. By artificially inflating both, the New Deal policies short-circuited the market's self-correcting
forces."
The policies were contained in the National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA), which exempted industries from
antitrust prosecution if they agreed to enter into collective bargaining agreements that significantly raised wages.
Because protection from antitrust prosecution all but ensured higher prices for goods and services, a wide range of
industries took the bait, Cole and Ohanian found. By 1934 more than 500 industries, which accounted for nearly 80
percent of private, non-agricultural employment, had entered into the collective bargaining agreements called for
under NIRA.
Cole and Ohanian calculate that NIRA and its aftermath account for 60 percent of the weak recovery. Without the
policies, they contend that the Depression would have ended in 1936 instead of the year when they believe the
slump actually ended: 1943.
Roosevelt's role in lifting the nation out of the Great Depression has been so revered that Time magazine readers
cited it in 1999 when naming him the 20th century's second-most influential figure.
"This is exciting and valuable research," said Robert E. Lucas Jr., the 1995 Nobel Laureate in economics, and the
John Dewey Distinguished Service Professor of Economics at the University of Chicago. "The prevention and cure of
depressions is a central mission of macroeconomics, and if we can't understand what happened in the 1930s, how
can we be sure it won't happen again?"
NIRA's role in prolonging the Depression has not been more closely scrutinized because the Supreme Court declared
the act unconstitutional within two years of its passage.
"Historians have assumed that the policies didn't have an impact because they were too short-lived, but the proof is
in the pudding," Ohanian said. "We show that they really did artificially inflate wages and prices."
Even after being deemed unconstitutional, Roosevelt's anti-competition policies persisted — albeit under a different
guise, the scholars found. Ohanian and Cole painstakingly documented the extent to which the Roosevelt
administration looked the other way as industries once protected by NIRA continued to engage in price-fixing
practices for four more years.
The number of antitrust cases brought by the Department of Justice fell from an average of 12.5 cases per year
during the 1920s to an average of 6.5 cases per year from 1935 to 1938, the scholars found. Collusion had become
so widespread that one Department of Interior official complained of receiving identical bids from a protected
industry (steel) on 257 different occasions between mid-1935 and mid-1936. The bids were not only identical but
also 50 percent higher than foreign steel prices. Without competition, wholesale prices remained inflated, averaging
14 percent higher than they would have been without the troublesome practices, the UCLA economists calculate.
NIRA's labor provisions, meanwhile, were strengthened in the National Relations Act, signed into law in 1935. As
union membership doubled, so did labor's bargaining power, rising from 14 million strike days in 1936 to about 28
million in 1937. By 1939 wages in protected industries remained 24 percent to 33 percent above where they should
have been, based on 1929 figures, Cole and Ohanian calculate. Unemployment persisted. By 1939 the U.S.
unemployment rate was 17.2 percent, down somewhat from its 1933 peak of 24.9 percent but still remarkably high.
By comparison, in May 2003, the unemployment rate of 6.1 percent was the highest in nine years.
Recovery came only after the Department of Justice dramatically stepped up enforcement of antitrust cases nearly
four-fold and organized labor suffered a string of setbacks, the economists found.
"The fact that the Depression dragged on for years convinced generations of economists and policy-makers that
capitalism could not be trusted to recover from depressions and that significant government intervention was
required to achieve good outcomes," Cole said. "Ironically, our work shows that the recovery would have been very
rapid had the government not intervened."
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Art

Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 Years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to SteveG, above)

This looks like one man's opinion. Much similar to "Why the South lost the Civil War". Probably an interesting read
and probably has lots of reasonable logic chains, but you will also find 20 others with different views and equally
logical.
There does seem to be some general agreement that WW II somehow got us moving out of the depression
although I find that a little difficult to swallow sometimes. Economically what happened? Well, the USG began
spending massive amounts of money on Defense and the war. That argues that heavy government spending is
how to get out of a depression. Oops, that won't sell well across the aisle, will it?
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SteveG

Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 Years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to Art, above)

To me the best quarterback in the NFL is the one that shows up on Monday morning for Sports Center.
Academicians augment their earning power and/or develop their curriculum vita through research and publishing, a
demanded part of major universities. Given these points and Art’s comments, how do we interpret such writings.
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“Mitt Romney Criticizes Obama Administration over Response to Libya, Egypt
Attacks”

Is R0mney a traitor or just an idiot? The Republican lies are as numerous as grains of sand on the beach. One can
never tell whether they actually believe themselves or not.
“Mitt Romney Criticizes Obama Administration over Response to Libya, Egypt Attacks” by Joshua Hersh, Huffington
Post
Sept. 11, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/11/mitt-romney-consulate-attack_n_1875906.html)
The campaign of Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney called the Obama administration's handling of a
violent and contentious day at two American facilities in the Middle East "disgraceful" in a statement released late
Tuesday night.
The campaign had initially planned to hold the statement until after midnight -- and the end of the eleventh
anniversary of September 11th -- but lifted the embargo an hour and a half early as the controversy flared over a
series of attacks against the U.S. Embassy in Cairo and the American Consulate in Benghazi, Libya.
"I'm outraged by the attacks on American diplomatic missions in Libya and Egypt and by the death of an American
consulate worker in Benghazi," Romney said in the statement. "It's disgraceful that the Obama Administration's first
response was not to condemn attacks on our diplomatic missions, but to sympathize with those who waged the
attacks."
The two diplomatic outposts had been the site of violent protests on Tuesday evening, as fundamentalist mobs
swarmed in rage over rumors about an unreleased American film -- promoted in part by the Koran-burning preacher
Terry Jones -- that supposedly projected the Prophet Muhammad in a harshly critical light.
Protesters breached the wall of the embassy in Cairo and burned an American flag on its grounds before replacing it
with an Islamic banner. In Benghazi, a mob driven by the Islamist militant group Ansar al Sharia rampaged through
the American consulate, firing at least one rocket-propelled grenade, according to the Wall Street Journal. At least
one American staffer was killed in the violence.
The violence took a domestic political turn, in part thanks to a statement released early Tuesday by the staff of the
Cairo embassy, which condemned the film and the "continuing efforts by misguided individuals to hurt the religious
feelings of Muslims – as we condemn efforts to offend believers of all religions."
The Romney campaign's statement seemed to be an attempt to capitalize on the appearance that the Obama
administration -- which has overseen the Arab Spring, and the rise of Islamist governments in both Egypt and Libya
-- was capitulating to the sensitivities of an unruly Muslim crowd, rather than backing the right of an American
citizen to release a disrespectful film.
But the statement criticized by the Romney campaign came early in the day, before the attacks on the
two embassies, and was put out not by the White House, but by the Cairo embassy itself.
[See how the Republican lies work? –SteveB]
The White House later disavowed the statement as not approved by Washington, according to a senior
administration official speaking to Politico.
Obama campaign spokesman Ben LaBolt also commented on the statement from the Romney campaign. “We are
shocked that, at a time when the United States of America is confronting the tragic death of one of our diplomatic
officers in Libya, Governor Romney would choose to launch a political attack,” LaBolt said in a statement.

In a statement released late Tuesday, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton condemned the attack on the mission in
Benghazi "in the strongest" terms, and added that while the U.S. "deplores" the denigration of religion depicted in
the film, it would not countenance such violent responses.
"Some have sought to justify this vicious behavior as a response to inflammatory material posted on the Internet,"
Clinton said. "The United States deplores any intentional effort to denigrate the religious beliefs of others. Our
commitment to religious tolerance goes back to the very beginning of our nation. But let me be clear: There is
never any justification for violent acts of this kind."
The Libyan government also released a statement condemning the attack on the American Consulate, calling it a
"cowardly act." And the Muslim Brotherhood, the ruling Islamist party in Egypt, said on its Twitter page that that it
"regret the attacks on [the U.S. Embassy] by angry protesters, and we urge citizens to express their opinion
peacefully."
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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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Two Kinds of People
(posted by Pam McRae, Sept. 13, 2012)
I just read in the NYRB about new books by Paul Krugman and Joseph Stiglitz. I'd like to summarize what I read
and add some thoughts of my own.

The Price of Inequality, by Joseph E. Stiglitz (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/08/05/books/review/the-priceof-inequality-by-joseph-e-stiglitz.html?pagewanted=all)

End This Depression Now!, by Paul Krugman (http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/13/books/paul-krugmanand-timothy-noah-on-the-economy.html?pagewanted=all&_moc.semityn.www)

Krugman is a Keynesian, and we all know what that means. Stiglitz believes that greatly increased inequality is a
bomb waiting to blow up our society, much as it has in the Middle East. When I sat down at my computer this
morning, I was shocked to see that our ambassador to Libya has been assassinated, and more attacks are feared.
This is appalling and an indication of how much we in the West are affected by the rage of the people we fear
most. What Stiglitz warns against, and what troubles me also, is the possibility that if the hard-right Republicans
continue to prevail, we might find ourselves in the midst of an "American spring." (My phrase.) The Ryan budget
would take health insurance away from 50 million people. The tax breaks and subsidies to big oil, big pharma, the
big banks, and big agriculture will exacerbate the degradation of the environment and further destabilize the
economy. If unemployment, say, doubles, and the social safety net is rent (cuts to Medicare, Medicaid, student

loans, etc. etc.) then Occupy Wall Street will look like a bunch of Girl Scouts. It would probably take a while for the
American public to wake up to what had happened to them, and by then it would be too late for anything but
outright violence, and no one can predict where that might lead. Government is corrupt; it is corrupted by big
money, but it is the only means we have for saving the country. The more entrenched ultra-conservative
Republicans become in Congress and on the Supreme Court, the less we will be able to count on democracy to
regain some balance. What Plato said in "The Republic" about the course of democracy appears to be coming true.
This is so obvious as to not need stating, but I repeat anyway, the Right argues values, beliefs, tradition, and
questionable history. My right-leaning friends say, Well, the other side is just as bad. But it isn't. I can quote any
number of right-wing pundits and politicians, and their words are most always vague abstractions: We believe in an
America that believes in God, respects the sanctity of life, protects freedom, and encourages individual
responsibility. A whole string of abstractions. Liberals don't talk about values; they talk about What To Do. Extend
unemployment insurance. Cover 40 million uninsured Americans. Cut unnecessary subsidies to oil,
pharmaceuticals, and agriculture. (I heard a farmer on NPR say he gets a ton of money from the government that
he doesn't need. He was at a convention of farmers, and he told the reporter: Everyone in this room is a
millionaire.) If someone could show me, with facts and figures and actual outcomes, that right-wing policies would
help the country both individually and collectively, then by golly I'd embrace them. I'm not religious, but if
someone could prove there is a benevolent god, I'd be happy to sign on. I wish there were such a deity, but I can't
believe in a myth created by preliterate mythopoeic societies, and much of what I see in this "god-created" world
are children maimed by war, genocide, illness in the young, and disintegration in the old. For every victim who
survives the plane crash or the bomb blast and thanks providence, there are always those who don't. God's
punishment? I don't think so. I wish a trickle-down economy worked, and I could wish that the "invisible hand" of
a laissez-faire marketplace would balance everything out every time, but I have eyes in my head and a brain that
can think, and the evidence convinces me otherwise.
There are, it seems to me, two kinds of people in the world: those who put ideas (ideology, religion, dogma, creed)
above all else, and those who put people (their health and happiness) first, whatever they believe. No object is
holy. No theory worth dying for. No "heresy" worth killing for. There must be something in our DNA, as Kofi
Annan says, that makes human beings kill and torment each other. Sam Harris, one of the militant atheists I have
read and whom I agree with much of the time, has written a book purporting that we have no free will. I believe
we do have free will, and, therefore, the responsibility to put it to good use. Lt. Calley chose to kill women and
children, and the soldier who refused his order to shoot, even when Calley threatened to shoot him, chose not to. I
don't like hornets, but I know that if I leave them alone, they're not as likely to sting me. But if I go poking a stick
into their hive, I can expect a torrent of angry, mindless creatures to make me wish I hadn't. That idiot who made
the film critical of Islam that ignited the recent demonstrations against America in Libya and Egypt poked the
hornets' nest. There is much truth in Christianity if you read it metaphorically, and one is surely that in a peaceable
kingdom the lion will lie down with the lamb.
I read about the terrible fighting in Syria and a mother whose four-year old son lost his mind after months of
bombings. In Syria we see a rich, privileged elite holding on for dear life to the old ways that made them secure.
Assad is an educated man. He looks pretty normal, sitting in his easy chair beside whatever peacemaker is trying to
talk some sense into him. I fear that he is all too normal, that his moral compass has been smashed by an isolation
from his people that is so complete he has lost his humanity. Greed, power, wealth, and rage: these are what
religions preach against because they are what dehumanize us. We don't need more religion; we need more
humanity, and that means more hearts that beat, not more ideas that "inspire."
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SteveB

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)

I like your thinking, Pam. I wonder if the “big abstractions” of the Right rather than concrete reality could be the
reason behind the fact we recently learned that, since WWII at least, Republican administrations have
administrated over twice the national debt increase as Democrats! And they call the President a bigspending socialist!

Republicans come into office without a plan other than to slash and burn, because they see government as a
wasteful and inefficient beast. They want to spend googles of dollars on defense because they are afraid to
conceive of any other, perhaps saner, plan. After 40 years or so of their radical tax slashing, deregulating, free
trade, laissez-faire policies, the country is weakened, perhaps stumbling…
Yet they repeat: “TAXES & WASTEFUL ‘ENTITLEMENT’ (read: insurance) PROGRAMS MUST BE SLASHED.
CAPITALISM MUST RULE. GOVERNMENT IS BAD. NOT BEING RICH IS BAD. MANY OF YOU ARE BAD AND BELONG
IN PRISON. OH, AND LETS SPEND $GOOGLES ON DEFENSE, POLICE, DRONES, AND THE WARS ON DRUGS,
WOMEN, MINORITIES, SMALL BUSINESS, THE POOR, THE MIDDLE CLASS, THE WORLD EXCEPT FOR ISRAEL, ALL
HAIL!”
What simple policy for a complex world. Everything reduced to a formula so simple that an idiot like Palin or
R0mney can mouth it and think they know something.
And all this is why Mitt R0mney gets my vote!
20120912-08
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Pam

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)

Wait a minute. I love what you say here, and you say it very well, but that last sentence trips me up. Surely, you
jest. For a time I considered casting my vote for the green candidate; I agree with her about most everything, and
if I were true to my principles, I'd do just that. But standing firm for my principles when that could mean giving the
election to the wrong side is a futile gesture. Better the lesser of two evils, if that's how you think of it, than opting
out of the real choice that has to be made.
20120912-11
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SteveB

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)

YES! YES! JESTING! JESTING! (See…they do need that “sarcasm font” or an “irony font”! I wonder how that would
work…?
Maybe you could just do, like, stage directions:
(with irony) And all this is why Mitt R0mney gets my vote!
Maybe the effect is not exactly the same, but I certainly didn’t achieve what I was after my way either.
20120912-13
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Pam

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)

I thought everything you said was great. I did get the irony--sort of--but I wanted to make sure. It did make me
think about the wisdom of voting for an attractive but impossible candidate. "Sending a message" doesn't seem like
enough of a reason to me. I understand people's frustration, and I seriously thought about voting green for a day,
but an empty gesture isn't worth making. :-)
20120912-14

12:59

SteveB

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)

I think I want to see both of those little parties do well…maybe the Republicans could split up, given another
embarrassing defeat at the hands of a black man.
What a vacuum! Mitt’s not exactly a traditional party leader.
Also, I read where they think the little parties will take more votes from R0mney.
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Pam

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)

You may be right, I don't know. Who ARE you going to vote for? If you don't mind my asking…
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SteveB

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to Pam, above)
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Pam

Re: Two Kinds of People (reply to SteveB, above)
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SandyI

“Joining the Reality-Based Community; Or How I Learned to Stop Loving
the Bombs and Start Worrying”

R0mney.
20120912-25
Oh, stop it! ;-)

20120912-01

Those of us with Progressive tendencies often ask "do they (Conservatives) really believe that?” and/or "How can
they believe that"? This is a great article of one man's journey in changing his world view. It is worth the read and
time well spent. If you understand "the other", you can better work to counteract those beliefs to work for a more
just society.
“Joining the Reality-Based Community; Or How I Learned to Stop Loving the Bombs and Start Worrying” by
Jeremiah Goulka, Hiffington Post/TomDispatch
Sept. 10, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeremiah-goulka/ex-republican_b_1870534.html)
I used to be a serious Republican, moderate and business-oriented, who planned for a public-service career in
Republican politics. But I am a Republican no longer.
There’s an old joke we Republicans used to tell that goes something like this: “If you’re young and not a Democrat,
you’re heartless. If you grow up and you’re not a Republican, you’re stupid.” These days, my old friends and
associates no doubt consider me the butt of that joke. But I look on my “stupidity” somewhat differently. After all,
my real education only began when I was 30 years old.
This is the story of how in New Orleans after Hurricane Katrina and later in Iraq, I discovered that what I believed
to be the full spectrum of reality was just a small slice of it and how that discovery knocked down my Republican
worldview.
I always imagined that I was full of heart, but it turned out that I was oblivious. Like so many Republicans, I had
assumed that society’s “losers” had somehow earned their desserts. As I came to recognize that poverty is not
earned or chosen or deserved, and that our use of force is far less precise than I had believed, I realized with a
shock that I had effectively viewed whole swaths of the country and the world as second-class people.
No longer oblivious, I couldn’t remain in today’s Republican Party, not unless I embraced an individualism that was
even more heartless than the one I had previously accepted. The more I learned about reality, the more I started
to care about people as people, and my values shifted. Had I always known what I know today, it would have been
clear that there hasn’t been a place for me in the Republican Party since the Free Soil days of Abe Lincoln.
Where I Came From
I grew up in a rich, white suburb north of Chicago populated by moderate, business-oriented Republicans. Once
upon a time, we would have been called Rockefeller Republicans. Today we would be called liberal Republicans or
slurred by the Right as “Republicans In Name Only” (RINOs).

We believed in competition and the free market, in bootstraps and personal responsibility, in equality of
opportunity, not outcomes. We were financial conservatives who wanted less government. We believed in noblesse
oblige, for we saw ourselves as part of a natural aristocracy, even if we hadn’t been born into it. We sided with
management over labor and saw unions as a scourge. We hated racism and loved Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
particularly his dream that his children would “live in a nation where they will not be judged by the color of their
skin but by the content of their character.” We worried about the rise of the Religious Right and its socialconservative litmus tests. We were tough on crime, tough on national enemies. We believed in business, full stop.
I intended to run for office on just such a platform someday. In the meantime, I founded the Republican club at
my high school, knocked on doors and collected signatures with my father, volunteered on campaigns, socialized at
fundraisers, and interned for Senator John McCain and Congressman Denny Hastert when he was House Majority
Whip Tom DeLay's chief deputy.
We went to mainstream colleges -- the more elite the better -- but lamented their domination by liberal professors,
and I did my best to tune out their liberal views. I joined the Republican clubs and the Federalist Society, and I
read the Wall Street Journal and the Economist rather the New York Times. George Will was a voice in the
wilderness, Rush Limbaugh an occasional (sometimes guilty) pleasure.
Left Behind by the Party
In January 2001, I was one of thousands of Americans who braved the cold rain to attend and cheer George W.
Bush’s inauguration. After eight years hating “Slick Willie,” it felt good to have a Republican back in the White
House. But I knew that he wasn’t one of our guys. We had been McCain fans, and even if we liked the
compassionate bit of Bush’s conservatism, we didn’t care for his religiosity or his social politics.
Bush won a lot of us over with his hawkish response to 9/11, but he lost me with the Iraq War. Weren’t we still
busy in Afghanistan? I didn’t see the urgency.
By then, I was at the Justice Department, working in an office that handled litigation related to what was officially
called the Global War on Terror (or GWOT). My office was tasked with opposing petitions for habeas corpus
brought by Guantánamo detainees who claimed that they were being held indefinitely without charge. The
government’s position struck me as an abdication of a core Republican value: protecting the “procedural” rights
found in the Bill of Rights. Sure, habeas corpus had been waived in wartime before, but it seemed to me that
waiving it here reduced us to the terrorists’ level. Besides, since acts of terrorism were crimes, why not prosecute
them? I refused to work on those cases.
With the Abu Ghraib pictures, my disappointment turned to rage. The America I believed in didn’t torture people.
I couldn’t avoid GWOT work. I was forced to read reams of allegations of torture, sexual abuse, and cover-ups in
our war zones to give the White House a heads-up in case any of made it into the news cycle.
I was so mad that I voted for Kerry out of spite.
How I Learned to Start Worrying
I might still have stuck it out as a frustrated liberal Republican, knowing that the wealthy business core of the party
still pulled a few strings and people like Richard Lugar and Olympia Snowe remained in the Senate -- if only
because the idea of voting for Democrats by choice made me feel uncomfortable. (It would have been so…
gauche.) Then came Hurricane Katrina. In New Orleans, I learned that it wasn’t just the Bush administration that
was flawed but my worldview itself.
I had fallen in love with New Orleans during a post-law-school year spent in Louisiana clerking for a federal judge,
and the Bush administration’s callous (non-)response to the storm broke my heart. I wanted to help out, but I
didn’t fly helicopters or know how to do anything useful in a disaster, so just I sat glued to the coverage and fumed
-- until FEMA asked federal employees to volunteer to help. I jumped at the chance.

Soon, I was involved with a task force trying to rebuild (and reform) the city’s criminal justice system. Growing up
hating racism, I was appalled but not very surprised to find overt racism and the obvious use of racist code words
by officials in the Deep South.
Then something tiny happened that pried open my eyes to the less obvious forms of racism and the hurdles the
poor face when they try to climb the economic ladder. It happened on an official visit to a school in a suburb of
New Orleans that served kids who had gotten kicked out of every other school around. I was investigating what
types of services were available to the young people who were showing up in juvenile hall and seemed to be
headed toward the proverbial life of crime.
My tour guide mentioned that parents were required to participate in some school programs. One of these was a
field trip to a sit-down restaurant.
This stopped me in my tracks. I thought: What kind of a lame field trip is that?
It turned out that none of the families had ever been to a sit-down restaurant before. The teachers had to instruct
parents and students alike how to order off a menu, how to calculate the tip.
I was stunned.
Starting to See
That night, I told my roommates about the crazy thing I had heard that day. Apparently there were people out
there who had never been to something as basic as a real restaurant. Who knew?
One of my roommates wasn’t surprised. He worked at a local bank branch that required two forms of ID to open
an account. Lots of people came in who had only one or none at all.
I was flooded with questions: There are adults who have no ID? And no bank accounts? Who are these people?
How do they vote? How do they live? Is there an entire off-the-grid alternate universe out there?
From then on, I started to notice a lot more reality. I noticed that the criminal justice system treats minorities
differently in subtle as well as not-so-subtle ways, and that many of the people who were getting swept up by the
system came from this underclass that I knew so little about. Lingering for months in lock-up for misdemeanors,
getting pressed against the hood and frisked during routine traffic stops, being pulled over in white neighborhoods
for “driving while black”: these are things that never happen to people in my world. Not having experienced it, I
had always assumed that government force was only used against guilty people. (Maybe that’s why we middleclass white people collectively freak out at TSA airport pat-downs.)
I dove into the research literature to try to figure out what was going on. It turned out that everything I was
“discovering” had been hiding in plain sight and had been named: aversive racism, institutional racism, disparate
impact and disparate treatment, structural poverty, neighborhood redlining, the “trial tax,” the “poverty tax,” and on
and on. Having grown up obsessed with race (welfare and affirmative action were our bêtes noirs), I wondered
why I had never heard of any of these concepts.
Was it to protect our Republican version of “individual responsibility”? That notion is fundamental to the liberal
Republican worldview. “Bootstrapping” and “equality of opportunity, not outcomes” make perfect sense if you
assume, as I did, that people who hadn’t risen into my world simply hadn’t worked hard enough, or wanted it badly
enough, or had simply failed. But I had assumed that bootstrapping required about as much as it took to get
yourself promoted from junior varsity to varsity. It turns out that it’s more like pulling yourself up from tee-ball to
the World Series. Sure, some people do it, but they’re the exceptions, the outliers, the Olympians.
The enormity of the advantages I had always enjoyed started to truly sink in. Everyone begins life thinking that his
or her normal is the normal. For the first time, I found myself paying attention to broken eggs rather than making
omelets. Up until then, I hadn’t really seen most Americans as living, breathing, thinking, feeling, hoping, loving,

dreaming, hurting people. My values shifted -- from an individualistic celebration of success (that involved dividing
the world into the morally deserving and the undeserving) to an interest in people as people.
How I Learned to Stop Loving the Bombs
In order to learn more -- and to secure my membership in what Karl Rove sneeringly called the “reality-based
community” -- I joined a social science research institute. There I was slowly disabused of layer after layer of myth
and received wisdom, and it hurt. Perhaps nothing hurt more than to see just how far my patriotic, Republican
conception of U.S. martial power -- what it’s for, how it’s used -- diverged from the reality of our wars.
Lots of Republicans grow up hawks. I certainly did. My sense of what it meant to be an American was linked to my
belief that from 1776 to WWII, and even from the 1991 Gulf War to Kosovo and Afghanistan, the American military
had been dedicated to birthing freedom and democracy in the world, while dispensing a tough and precise global
justice.
To me, military service represented the perfect combination of public service, honor, heroism, glory, promotion,
meaning, and coolness. As a child, I couldn’t get enough of the military: toys and models, movies and cartoons, fat
books with technical pictures of manly fighter planes and ships and submarines. We went to air shows whenever
we could, and with the advent of cable, I begged my parents to sign up so that the Discovery Channel could bring
those shows right into our den. Just after we got it, the first Gulf War kicked off, and CNN provided my afterschool
entertainment for weeks.
As I got older, I studied Civil War military history and memory. (I would eventually edit a book of letters by Union
Gen. Joshua Lawrence Chamberlain.) I thought I knew a lot about war; even if Sherman was right that “war is
hell,” it was frequently necessary, we did it well, and -- whatever those misinformed peaceniks said -- we made the
world a better place.
But then I went to a war zone.
I was deployed to Baghdad as part of a team of RAND Corporation researchers to help the detainee operations
command figure out several thorny policy issues. My task was to figure out why we were sort-of-protecting and
sort-of-detaining an Iranian dissident group on Washington’s terrorist list.
It got ugly fast. Just after my first meal on base, there was a rumble of explosions, and an alarm started screaming
INCOMING! INCOMING! INCOMING! Two people were killed and dozens injured, right outside the chow hall where
I had been standing minutes earlier.
This was the “surge” period in 2007 when, I was told, insurgent attacks came less frequently than before, but the
sounds of war seemed constant to me. The rat-tat-tat of small arms fire just across the “wire.” Controlled
detonations of insurgent duds. Dual patrolling Blackhawks overhead. And every few mornings, a fresh rain of
insurgent rockets and mortars.
Always alert, always nervous, I was only in Iraq for three and a half weeks, and never close to actual combat; and
yet the experience gave me many of the symptoms of PTSD. It turns out that it doesn’t take much.
That made me wonder how the Iraqis took it. From overhead I saw that the once teeming city of Baghdad was
now a desert of desolate neighborhoods and empty shopping streets, bomb craters in the middle of soccer fields
and in the roofs of schools. Millions displaced.
Our nation-building efforts reeked of post-Katrina organizational incompetence. People were assigned the wrong
roles -- “Why am I building a radio station? This isn’t what I do. I blow things up…” -- and given no advance
training or guidance. Outgoing leaders didn’t overlap with their successors, so what they had learned would be lost,
leaving each wheel to be partially reinvented again. Precious few contracts went to Iraqis. It was driving people
out of our military.

This incompetence had profound human costs. Of the 26,000 people we were detaining in Iraq, as many as twothirds were innocent -- wrong place, wrong time -- or, poor and desperate, had worked with insurgent groups for
cash, not out of an ideological commitment. Aware of this, the military wanted to release thousands of them, but
they didn't know who was who; they only knew that being detained and interrogated made even the innocents
dangerously angry. That anger trickled down to family, friends, neighbors, and acquaintances. It was about as
good an in-kind donation as the U.S. could have made to insurgent recruitment -- aside from invading in the first
place.
So much for surgical precision and winning hearts and minds. I had grown up believing that we were more careful
in our use of force, that we only punished those who deserved punishment. But in just a few weeks in Iraq, it
became apparent that what we were doing to the Iraqis, as well as to our own people, was inexcusable.
Today, I wonder if Mitt Romney drones on about not apologizing for America because he, like the former version of
me, simply isn’t aware of the U.S. ever doing anything that might demand an apology. Then again, no one wants
to feel like a bad person, and there's no need to apologize if you are oblivious to the harms done in your name -calling the occasional ones you notice collateral damage (“stuff happens”) -- or if you believe that American force is
always applied righteously in a world that is justly divided into winners and losers.
A Painful Transition
An old saw has it that no one profits from talking about politics or religion. I think I finally understand what it
means. We see different realities, different worlds. If you and I take in different slices of reality, chances are that
we aren’t talking about the same things. I think this explains much of modern American political dialogue.
My old Republican worldview was flawed because it was based upon a small and particularly rosy sliver of reality.
To preserve that worldview, I had to believe that people had morally earned their “just” desserts, and I had to
ignore those whining liberals who tried to point out that the world didn’t actually work that way. I think this shows
why Republicans put so much effort into “creat[ing] our own reality,” into fostering distrust of liberals, experts,
scientists, and academics, and why they won’t let a campaign “be dictated by fact-checkers” (as a Romney pollster
put it). It explains why study after study shows -- examples here, here, and here -- that avid consumers of
Republican-oriented media are more poorly informed than people who use other news sources or don’t bother to
follow the news at all.
Waking up to a fuller spectrum of reality has proved long and painful. I had to question all my assumptions,
unlearn so much of what I had learned. I came to understand why we Republicans thought people on the Left
always seemed to be screeching angrily (because we refused to open our eyes to the damage we caused or blamed
the victims) and why they never seemed to have any solutions to offer (because those weren’t mentioned in the
media we read or watched).
My transition has significantly strained my relationships with family, friends, and former colleagues. It is deeply
upsetting to walk on thin ice where there used to be solid, common ground. I wish they, too, would come to see a
fuller spectrum of reality, but I know from experience how hard that can be when your worldview won’t let you.
No one wants to feel like a dupe. It is embarrassing to come out in public and admit that I was so miseducated
when so much reality is out there in plain sight in neighborhoods I avoided, in journals I hadn’t heard of, in books
by authors I had refused to read. (So I take courage from the people who have done so before me like Andrew
Bacevich.)
Many people see the wider spectrum of reality because they grew up on the receiving end. As a retired AfricanAmerican general in the Marine Corps said to me after I told him my story, “No one has to explain institutional
racism to a black man.”
Others do because they grew up in families that simply got it. I married a woman who grew up in such a family,
for whom all of my hard-earned, painful “discoveries” are old news. Each time I pull another layer of wool off my
eyes and feel another surge of anger, she gives me a predictable series of looks. The first one more or less says,

“Duh, obviously.” The second is sympathetic, a recognition of the pain that comes with dismantling my flawed
worldview. The third is concerned: “Do people actually think that?”
Yes, they do.
20120912-02

08:57

Pam

Re: “Joining the Reality-Based Community…” (reply to SandyI, above)

This is a great essay and well worth the time to read it.
20120912-34

18:29

SteveB

Re: “Joining the Reality-Based Community…” (reply to SandyI, above)

A really incredible article, I think Sandy. If read, it seems possible that it could open some eyes.
…my old Zen teacher and his longest journey beginning with the first step…
Thanks for this!

20120912-03

10:08

Pam

Re: Friends of the Middle: Past, Present, Future (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #224)

I have an idea, SteveB. How about producing a hard copy, ie. book, and selling it for cost to subscribers, readers,
and writers who have contributed? This is such an amazing feat, and I, for one, would like to have something
tangible I could keep and refer to. You have done so much and made this incredible thing happen, I don't think
"Thank you" even comes close to being enough recompense for you. I haven't clicked on all the covers yet, but I
went back and clicked on the first one, 2007-2011. I thought your introduction was amazing. I, too, have learned
so much and will be forever grateful.

20120912-04

10:51

Bill

Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #224)

I doubt there are “fact checks” on the essence of this, which is theory. Could be true or could be contributive in
part—or could be hoo-hah.

20120912-07

11:27

Pam

Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to Bill, above)

This is interesting, and for all I know it's basically true, but it strikes me that the conditions and remedies then and
now, are not entirely comparable. I'm neither a historian nor an economist, but I think I have a pretty good grasp
of what happened to us in 2008. What Roosevelt faced was something unique, and he had to scramble to figure
out what to do--which is exactly what he did. His approach was to try something, and if it didn't work, try
something else, but at least he tried to do something. Furthermore, I believe he had the best interests of the
country at heart, not his own political agenda or personal fortune. He inevitably made some mistakes. He tried to
pack the Supreme Court, and he was less than forthcoming about our aid to Britain in the late 'thirties, but he had
good reasons. The present always has a difficult task: how to learn from the past without repeating it and how to
judge the past with the advantage of hindsight. No one is suggesting that the methods of the recovery from the
Great Depression would work today. In the absence of absolute empirical proof (unless you count what happened
during the Clinton and Bush years, which I do), we must rely mostly on common sense and logic. Ideology and
partisanship lock us down and make it impossible to do anything. The fanatics always take over because they are
willing to devote the time and energy to getting what they want. Unless you're a fanatic, you have other, better
things to do.

It all seems rather simple to me: NAFTA impacted our trade balance and sent jobs overseas. Deregulation, tax
cuts, and two unfunded wars drained monies from public goods and funneled wealth to the already rich and
powerful. I used to defend labor unions come hell or high water. I think they were very necessary at one time to
protects workers' rights and health, but I'm not so sure they can serve the same purpose today. Like health
insurance companies, they can be obstructive middlemen who gum up the works. It's always important to follow
the money. I'd like to know how a union officer's pay differs from a line worker's or a teacher's. I know school and
university administrators make WAY more than faculties. My plan for education would include committees of
elected teachers from the schools in question that would talk directly to the superintendents and principals of those
schools about everything from discipline to curriculum to budget. I'd take a look at textbook publishing, where
Texas conservatives seem to have a monopoly, at least in primary and secondary education. I'd question the
number of administrators needed and I'd bring their salaries more in line with what teachers make. Same with
CEOs and upper executives. Money is a magnet, and we need to loosen its hold on us. Too many of our decisions
are made for financial reasons rather than for what would actually be best for our society. Americans decry
European "socialism" and the perceived failures of the Canadian health system, but they ignore one crucial
difference between those societies and ours: theirs by and large work for the benefit of the many and not the profit
for the few. I don't want absolute equality, and I'm not against people having money, but when money is the ONLY
basis for a given policy, then we are on a dangerous path. I keep coming back to this again and again, and in a
way it's ironic, because for most of my adult life I lived on a very, very modest income that was not always
sufficient to support three children. Hell, I LOVE money. I just think we need to be more reasonable about it.

20120912-37

18:57

SteveB

Re: “FDR's Policies Prolonged Depression by 7 years, UCLA Economists
Calculate” (reply to Pam, above)

As true and complete a summary of our present situation as I have read, Pam.

20120912-06

11:20

SteveM

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #224)

What did your vicious, uncalled for attack on the Palins and McCains have to do with Biden being creepy? Once
again you can't defend the point, so you viciously change the subject with inflammatory comments. You're a jack
a*s, SteveB, seek professional help.

20120912-10

12:23

SteveB

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above)

You don’t get it???
Both candidates seeking the votes of motorcycle gangs and acting, accordingly, silly??? You call that a “vicious,
uncalled for attack”? You think I changed the subject? You don’t get it? Maybe tomorrow’s FotM Newsletter will
clarify it all for you.
And let me give you a recommendation. Let’s discuss one specific point. Scared?
I said my goal is to keep idiots out of government!
Take the time to read the article I just sent all of you (See: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo
Statement”) and tell my exactly how it is that Mittens is not an idiot concerning his Cairo statements and position!
To me, he’s a traitor, pure and simple, unless “idiot” gets him off the hook. Even the Right is throwing its hands up
in the air.
YOU HAVE A LOT OF GODDAMNED NERVE TO TALK TO ME ABOUT PERSONAL ATTACKS THE WAY YOU
HAVE DONE ABSOLUTELY NOTHING HERE, CONTRIBUTED NOTHING HERE EXCEPT ATTACKS UPON
MR. OBAMA AND PERSONAL ATTACKS UPON ME.

When have I called you a name? You call me “jack a*s” (above), etc., daily!
And, by the way, for your information, to call a public figure or a politician a name or to criticize them is not at all
the same, legally or socially, as your constant cowardly foul-mouthing of other equal America citizens (my group
and I), when all we are trying to do is discuss politics in a friendly, respectful manner in the democracy that is
America.
Do you know what I mean, my friend?
Have a nice day.

20120912-19

14:25

Beth

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
above)

As I have said before, there is no point in wasting words on this guy.

20120912-20

14:56

Art

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveB,
above)

The interesting thing about the original article is, it is all just speculation by the author. Except for the "borrowing
the bike" and "who runs the show" quotes the rest is all just a vicious attack on Vice President Biden in the author's
mind. SteveM is blind with hate, I suspect because he is a total racist and beyond reasoning with. I have Goldens
that demonstrate more cognitive reason than he has shown. Stop wasting your time.
I must also comment on Mary, in the last newsletter. She talks about the "Obama apology tour" and "bowing to
the King of Saudi Arabia” and expects any thinking person to not see she is another blind with, probably racist's
hate, fundamentalist? I have lots of friends in the Arab world and elsewhere overseas and the only group I know
who think either of those explanations is correct is the American right wing extremist party.
You cannot reason with a rabid dog.
20120912-22

15:17

Pam

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to Art, above)

I just read the original article, and all the spelling and grammatical errors are the least of its horrors. You're right,
Art. You can't argue with a rabid dog, and that's what people who call the president a "goon" are. I find it amazing
that SteveM even wants to engage with this group, which is made up, so far as I can tell, of mostly intelligent,
thoughtful people, whatever their political leanings. He just can't stop being vicious. I can only imagine what his
home life must be like. Sad.

20120912-26

15:40

SteveB

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to SteveM,
above) & “Cindy McCain as Miss Buffalo Chip?”

Did you mention embarrassment? Actually I think it’s OK if either party honors their constituencies, don’t you?
Aug. 5, 2008 (from SteveB)
TODAY’S SENILE MOMENT (MISS BUFFALO CHIP):

John McCain nominates his visibly embarrassed wife, Cindy, to partake in the bikers’ 2008 Sturgis, ND Miss Buffalo
Chip Beauty Contest, where contestants wear tiny bikinis, maybe take them off or get them wet, and must lick/suck
pickles while the audience fantasizes they're...
“Cindy McCain as Miss Buffalo Chip?” by Kate Phillips, New York Times
Aug. 5, 2008, (http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/08/05/cindy-mccain-as-miss-buffalo-chip/)
(Sturgis, ND) John McCain nominates his visibly embarrassed wife, Cindy, to partake in the bikers' Miss Buffalo Chip
Beauty Contest, where contestants must wear tiny bikinis, maybe take them off or get them wet, and eat bananas,
pretending they're big penises.

AND, MCCAIN HAS TO DO THIS READING FROM A PREPARED SCRIPT!!!! Ya, this is the fool we need in the White
House. OMG!
Video#1 (Go, Cindy!): http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DjtQGAtbe04.
Video #2 (McCain pardoned): http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sNI_oDEQ4gk.
TODAY’S BONUS SENILE MOMENT:
McCain opposed more offshore drilling for oil (the right position, if you ask me) until just after he received a big
campaign contribution from big oil in June. Then he flip-flopped. Gee, sure glad this politician can't be bought! Now,
can he remember who bought him? LOL!
20120912-30

18:08

Tom

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to all, above)

Hi, I'm more conservative than the "Liberal" Ron Reagans", GW Bushs, Mark Levins, Rushies, etc...
They are all "Liberal/ Progressives" in my Book! Now U know how I must feel.
I still can 'chat' w/o cuss'n & I still love U all.

20120912-38

20:14

SteveB

Re: “‘Creepy’? Joe Biden Cuddles Up to Female Biker” (reply to Tom,
above)

We love you too, Tom! Even tho you don’t kno crap!
Just kidding about the last part. And more seriously, your point is very well taken and appreciated!
When people respect each other, or maybe just other, in general, they can differ greatly and still get along fine, I
think. I had a wife like that once.
That being said…I have to admit that I kinda like pi*sing people off sometimes! Though I’d rather make them
THINK! Ya know?
I wonder if you’re more conservative than I am, Tom? (I mean that question more seriously than you might think…I
kinda come at the “progressive” positions from “the other side” sometimes…)
Poor abused Joe Biden!
20120912-09

12:05

SteveB

“Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”

THIS MAN CAN SIMPLY NOT BE ALLOWED ANYWHERE NEAR THE FOREIGN POLICY MECHANISMS OF
THE GOVERNMENT OF THESE GREAT UNITED STATES OF AMERICA!
The man is an idiot and a traitor! OK, that is a little grandiose and Shakespearean, but that’s the way I am. Let’s
just say he’s dumb and maladroit!
Foot in mouth nearly daily now. And he honestly thinks he won’t be annihilated in the debates? Oh, the danger to
so many downticket Republicans if there’s a big sweep at the top!
Yep! Now we know why he hasn’t wanted to talk about foreign policy, and gee, his London trip really didn’t go all
that well did it?
“Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement” by Ben Smith, BuzzFeed
Sept. 12, 2012, (http://www.buzzfeed.com/bensmith/foreign-policy-hands-voice-disbelief-at-romney-cai)
“Bungle… utter disaster…not ready for prime time… not presidential… Lehman moment.” And that's just the
Republicans.
Mitt Romney's sharply-worded attack on President Obama over a pair of deadly riots in Muslim countries last night
has backfired badly among foreign policy hands of both parties, who cast it as hasty and off-key, released before
the facts were clear at what has become a moment of tragedy.
Romney keyed his statement to the American Embassy in Cairo's condemnation of an anti-Muslim video that served
as the trigger for the latest in a series of regional riots over obscure perceived slights to the faith. But his statement
— initially embargoed to avoid release on September 11, then released yesterday evening anyway — came just
before news that the American Ambassador to Libya had been killed and broke with a tradition of unity around
national tragedies, and of avoiding hasty statements on foreign policy. It was the second time Romney has been
burned by an early statement on a complex crisis: Romney denounced the Obama Administration's handling of a
Chinese dissident's escape just as the Administration negotiated behind the scenes for his departure from the
country.

"They were just trying to score a cheap news cycle hit based on the embassy statement and now it’s just
completely blown up," said a very senior Republican foreign policy hand, who called the statement an "utter
disaster" and a "Lehman moment" — a parallel to the moment when John McCain, amid the 2008 financial crisis,
failed to come across as a steady leader.
He and other members of both parties cited the Romney campaign's recent dismissals of foreign policy's relevance.
One adviser dismissed the subject to BuzzFeed as a "shiny object," while another told Politico that the subject was
the "president's turf," drawing a rebuke from Weekly Standard editor Bill Kristol.
"I guess we see now that it is because they’re incompetent at talking effectively about foreign policy," said the
Republican. "This is just unbelievable — when they decide to play on it they completely bungle it."
Romney has not backed off the response — "It's never too early for the United States government to condemn
attacks on Americans and to defend our values," he said Wednesday — but his campaign faces a near consensus in
Republican foreign policy circles that, whatever the sentiment, Romney faltered badly.
"It’s deeply unfortunate when the circumstance of the statement becomes the story," said Rick Perry's former
foreign policy adviser, Victoria Coates, who is now an adjunct fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of
Democracies, and who suggested that Romney should simply have "gone earlier rather than save it for midnight" to
avoid appearing to play politics on September 11. "It’s unfortunate that it’s playing out this way, and hopefully they
can get back on message, because their point is sound," she said.
Other conservatives were less sympathetic.
"It's bad," said a former aide to Senator John McCain's 2008 presidential campaign. "Just on a factual level that the
statement was not a response but preceding, or one could make the case precipitating. And just calling it a
'disgrace' doesn't really cut it. Not ready for prime time."
A third Republican, a former Bush State Department official, told BuzzFeed, "It wasn't presidential of Romney to go
political immediately — a tragedy of this magnitude should be something the nation collectively grieves before
politics enters the conversation."
But the third official defended the substance of Romney's words: "Romney's attack is spot-on — disgusting that the
first Obama administration impulse was to apologize instead of condemning violent religious intolerance. Obama's
gotten a real pass on his intervention in Libya, his failed strategy in Afghanistan, and his lack of leadership in the
aftermath of the Arab Spring. By trying to cut it down the middle in his foreign policy, no one knows where or for
what Obama or America stands in the world these days."
The Republicans declined to speak for attribution, for fear of being publicly disloyal to their party's nominee.
Veteran Democratic foreign policy hands, operating under no such restriction, called Romney's quick move all but
disqualifying.
"He did jump the gun. It revealed yet again that his foreign policy team is not ready for prime time," said David
Rothkopf, a former Clinton State Department official. "It is ugly and amateurish. It also seems strangely out of
character with Romney who elsewhere in the campaign seems inclined to be restrained to a fault."
Heather Hurlburt, who heads the National Security Network, a Democratic group, said the statement "shows not
just poor judgment and a willingness to use tragedy for political gains, regardless of the security consequences —
but also poor management. He has policy people on his team who know better. Clearly they weren't consulted."
"As someone who worked at state and with diplomats for many years, it makes me feel sick," she said.
"Romney blew it and revealed how seriously maladroit he is when it comes to foreign affairs and national security,"
said Steve Clemons, the founder of the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation. "An attack on
an Embassy, the murder of U.S. officials including an Ambassador, is an attack on all Americans and the idea of
America — and Romney gave terrorists what they want — a divided country still torn emotionally and politically by

the events of 9-11. Romney talks of leadership, but with his reckless commentary when events were fragile and still
unfolding, he belly-flopped."

20120912-16

13:26

Clark

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to SteveB, above)

Romney is utterly incompetent and craven. If he's elected, the entire world will pay for it after he blunders us into
war(s). And what a liar. What suckers he takes us for. He's the disgrace.

20120912-17

13:33

Pam

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Clark & SteveB, above)

Why, why, why do so many people say they'll vote for him? How can they not see the danger he would expose us
to? I'm baffled.

20120912-21

15:06 Art

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement” (reply
to Pam, above)

I keep telling you, racism and intolerant Christian fundamentalism.

20120912-24

15:34

Pam

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Art, above)

I know, but how does a person absorb those attitudes? It's got to be more than just parental influence. My guess
is that such folks lack empathy, which is the foundation of morality. People who lack empathy are sociopaths. Are
all these fanatics sociopaths? Somehow that seems unlikely, so there has to be still more to it than just a lack of
fellow feeling. Some folks just hate it when someone else has more than they do, especially if it's something they
want themselves, like a big house or an expensive car. De Toqueville said one of the faults of democracy is its
tendency toward envy. With envy, you look up and feel deprived. With empathy, you look down and think, there
but for the grace of god go I, and compassion follows. Some observe a poor, struggling family and see lazy
layabouts; others see that same family as human beings with bad luck that could befall anyone. Same poor family;
completely different interpretations. Is this difference inborn? We don't all blindly ape our parents. We are free to
choose how we wish to live--with anger and bitterness or with humility and compassion. I guess no one knows
what evil lurks in the hearts of man. Oh, yeah. The Shadow knows.

20120912-29

18:04

Art

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement” (reply
to Pam, above)

One thing that stuck in my mind in one of my early studies of American colonial history was on slavery. Although
we had white indentured servants and later poor white trash, all at the very bottom of the American social ladder,
the one thing they could all feel good about was they were still better than any ni**er. The Civil War kind of threw
that off a bit but society quickly got back on track with the Jim Crow laws. Even after the Civil Rights Act, I think
most whites felt we were just being kind to an inferior people and kindly allowing them to think they were equal
when they really weren't. Colleges wanted then to play football and basketball but really they were more like
gladiators, entertaining but not really one of us, Then along comes Barack Obama, well educated. well spoken, a
good family man and again very, very smart. This throws everything off. We can't have a ni**er being actually
equal, no worse, maybe even smarter and a better person than we are!!!!! Result, the tea party.
I know I beat on this theme but one thing I have learned when you have a serious disagreement is you have to get
to the real heart of the disagreement, if you are ever to work your way forward. Most of what we see in public is
arguing about peripherals and never getting to the real source of the disagreement.

Just my opinion.

20120912-31

18:20

SteveG

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Art, above)

A black friend has said in regards to the 2008 election is that America is not ready for a black president. Hate and
racism, as Art states, are reasonable and seem to be the only logical explanation.

20120912-32

18:23

SteveB

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to Art, above)

I think you’re right, Art. The racism is rampant! And in traditional Republican style, that’s exactly why they like to
accuse us of being (reverse) racists!
That’s sort of what the President is being accused of with R0mney’s lies about the Libya/Cairo situations, isn’t it?
The accusation is that he sides with Muslim extremists over American free speech.
Reverse racism (except that being black…???). If it were white me, it would be reverse, for sure. I don’t know. Rush
has me so cornfused!
But—to change the subject—though I really regret that we weren’t better prepared for trouble and that good
people died, for R0mney to try to make political hay out of it (and lying political hay, at that!) just shows what a
low-life racist creep he really is.
Gee, hope I didn’t offend anybody by personally attacking a politician! (Who is, I guess, too sensitive to be fair
game. Then why is he running? I think he wishes he weren’t!)

20120912-35

18:36

SteveG

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement”
(reply to SteveB, above)

Some people thought Obama wasn’t black enough since his mother was white and that his father was a Kenyan and
not a true African-American and then through research it has been determined that one of Obama’s relatives on his
mother’s side was one of the first slaves, so maybe he is black enough. On the other hand he is related to the Bush
family and I believe 6 different presidents of the US – does that make him white enough? The guy can’t win.

20120912-36

18:39

Art

Re: “Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief at Romney Cairo Statement” (reply
to SteveB, above)

Well as probably the only member of this group to have spent time in Libya, I can tell you that there is not much
you can do. When I was there in Tripoli a few years ago, a boy scout troop or even a NRA platoon could have
easily over run the Embassy in a few minutes. Our people are very vulnerable in the small start up embassies or
consulates.
Very sad. Romney is just proving again to be the ass we all thought he was. All he cares about is himself and
getting elected. Little people, like the Ambassador, are all from the expendable class.
20120912-12

12:43

SteveB

“A ‘Lost Decade’ for the Middle Class Caused by Conservative Policies”

“A ‘Lost Decade’ for the Middle Class Caused by Conservative Policies” by Isaiah J. Poole, NationofChange

Sept. 12, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/lost-decade-middle-class-caused-conservative-policies1347456685)
The latest edition of the Economic Policy Institute's "State of Working America" report, out today, documents in
sharp detail what has been for the middle-class economy a "lost decade" in which working people have fallen
behind. But what's more disheartening is its prediction that without radical change "nearly two decades likely will
pass before American incomes regain lost ground and return to their 2000 levels."
The report makes clear what has been robbed from low- and middle-income people as a result of conservative
policies that have their roots in the early 1980s, as the country turned from balanced growth policies in which labor
and capital profited more or less in tandem to government policies that advantaged corporations and the wealthy at
the expense of workers.
As a result of these policies, the report notes, "the business cycle preceding the recession [of 2008-2009] was
already shaping up as a lost decade for American incomes," with median household incomes falling 6 percent during
that period. But when the Great Recession hit, median income of working-age families fell another 7.1 percent
between 2007 and 2010.
"This is an underappreciated economic calamity," the report says.
The report notes that this calamity is not caused by a lack of overall economic growth. National income, the report
notes, has grown enough to substantially improve the fortunes for all. As the data reveal, however, it is the top 5
percent, the top 1 percent, and fractions of the top 1 percent that have received almost all the benefits of the
economy’s growth.
"Incomes for the middle fifth of American households—the heart of the middle class—would have been an average
of $19,000 higher per year by 2007 if the share of growth claimed by the richest households had not grown so
much over the past 30 years. Likewise, wealth for the typical American family would have been $62,000 higher in
2010 had the growth in wealth over these same years not been overwhelmingly claimed by families at the very
top," according to the report.
This is not the result of forces beyond the control of policy makers. "Policy decisions made over the last several
decades have caused this explosive rise in inequality. These decisions include: lowering individual and corporate tax
rates; deregulating industries; failing to maintain the value of the minimum wage; failing to protect the right of
workers to obtain collective bargaining; and failing to prevent asset bubbles."
This lays the blame at the feet of conservative ideology that has not only guided Republican administrations but has
limited, and sometimes influenced, the actions of Democratic administrations. It is no surprise that during this
presidential election campaign conservatives are blaming the Obama administration for failing to reverse these
trends.
It was president Ronald Reagan and the conservatives who placed him in the vanguard of their movement who laid
the foundation of the middle-class lost decade, and George W. Bush who embellished the modern structure built on
that foundation with tax cuts, deregulation and an attack on unions. Their policies have been an unmitigated
disaster for working people, and the conservative response to this failure, as Paul Krugman so eloquently pointed
out Monday, has been, "First, obstruct any and all efforts to strengthen the economy, then exploit the economy’s
weakness for political gain. If this strategy sounds cynical, that’s because it is. Yet it’s the G.O.P.’s best chance for
victory in November."
Breaking the back of that strategy with hard facts and and a solid critique of what has really happened to the
middle-class economy the past 30 years is critical, and that is why this year's release of "The State of Working
America" is so important.
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“How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps”

“How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” by Debra Leigh Scott, OpEdNews
Aug. 19, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/How-The-American-Universit-by-Debra-Leigh-Scott-120819373.html)
The people who act to make change happen-- to protect the environment, regulate corporations, protect the
vulnerable-- are educated at universities... So, of course, the corporations that see educational institutions as the
enemy are doing what they can to hurt or destroy them.
A few years back, Paul E. Lingenfelter began his report on the defunding of public education by saying, "In 1920
H.G. Wells wrote, "History is becoming more and more a race between education and catastrophe.' I think he got it
right. Nothing is more important to the future of the United States and the world than the breadth and effectiveness
of education, especially of higher education. I say especially higher education, but not because pre- school,
elementary, and secondary education are less important. Success at every level of education obviously depends on
what has gone before. But for better or worse, the quality of postsecondary education and research affects the
quality and effectiveness of education at every level."
In the last few years, conversations have been growing like gathering storm clouds about the ways in which our
universities are failing. There is talk about the poor educational outcomes apparent in our graduates, the out-ofcontrol tuitions and crippling student loan debt. Attention is finally being paid to the enormous salaries for
presidents and sports coaches, and the migrant worker status of the low-wage majority faculty. There are now
movements to control tuition, to forgive student debt, to create more powerful "assessment" tools, to offer "free"
university materials online, to combat adjunct faculty exploitation. But each of these movements focuses on a
narrow aspect of a much wider problem, and no amount of "fix" for these aspects individually will address the real
reason that universities in America are dying.
To explain my perspective here, I need to go back in time. Let's go back to post World War II, 1950s when the GI
bill, and the affordability -- and sometimes free access -- to universities created an upsurge of college students
across the country. This surge continued through the '60s, when universities were the very heart of intense public
discourse, passionate learning, and vocal citizen involvement in the issues of the times.
It was during this time, too, when colleges had a thriving professoriate, and when students were given access to a
variety of subject areas, and the possibility of broad learning. The Liberal Arts stood at the center of a college
education, and students were exposed to philosophy, anthropology, literature, history, sociology, world religions,
foreign languages and cultures. Of course, something else happened, beginning in the late fifties into the sixties -the uprisings and growing numbers of citizens taking part in popular dissent -- against the Vietnam War, against
racism, against destruction of the environment in a growing corporatized culture, against misogyny, against
homophobia. Where did much of that revolt incubate? Where did large numbers of well-educated, intellectual, and
vocal people congregate? On college campuses. Who didn't like the outcome of the 60s? The corporations, the warmongers, those in our society who would keep us divided based on our race, our gender, our sexual orientation.
I suspect that, given the opportunity, those groups would have liked nothing more than to shut down the
universities. Destroy them outright. But a country claiming to have democratic values can't just shut down its
universities. That would reveal something about that country which would not support the image they are
determined to portray -- that of a country of freedom, justice, opportunity for all. So, how do you kill the
universities of the country without showing your hand?
As a child growing up during the Cold War, I was taught that the communist countries in the first half of the 20th
Century put their scholars, intellectuals and artists into prison camps, called "re-education camps". What I've come
to realize as an adult is that American corporatism despises those same individuals as much as we were told
communism did. But instead of doing anything so obvious as throwing them into prison, here those same people
are thrown into dire poverty. The outcome is the same. Desperate poverty controls and ultimately breaks people as
effectively as prison"..and some research says that it works even MORE powerfully.

So: here is the recipe for killing universities, and you tell ME if what I'm describing isn't exactly what is at the root of
all the problems of our country's system of higher education. (Because what I'm saying has more recently been
applied to K-12 public education as well.)
First, you defund public higher education
Anna Victoria, writing in Pluck Magazine, discusses this issue in a review of Christopher Newfield's book, Unmaking
the Public University: "In 1971, Lewis Powell (before assuming his post as a Supreme Court Justice) authored a
memo, now known as thePowell Memorandum, and sent it to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. The title of the
memo was "Attack on the American Free Enterprise System," and in it he called on corporate America to take an
increased role in shaping politics, law, and education in the United States."
How would they do that? One, by increased lobbying and pressure on legislators to change their priorities. "Funding
for public universities comes from, as the term suggests, the state and federal government. Yet starting in the early
1980s, shifting state priorities forced public universities to increasingly rely on other sources of revenue. For
example, in the University of Washington school system, state funding for schools decreased as a percentage of
total public education budgets from 82% in 1989 to 51% in 2011." That's a loss of more than 1/3 of its public
funding. But why this shift in priorities?
U.C. Berkeley English professor, Christopher Newfield, in his new book Unmaking the Public University posits that
conservative elites have worked to de-fund higher education explicitly because of its function in creating a more
empowered, democratic, and multiracial middle class. His theory is one that blames explicit cultural concern, not
financial woes, for the current decreases in funding. He cites the fact that California public universities were forced
to reject 300,000 applicants because of lack of funding. Newfield explains that much of the motive behind
conservative advocacy for de-funding of public education is racial, pro-corporate, and anti-protest in nature.
Again, from Victoria: "(The) ultimate objective, as outlined in the (Lewis Powell) memo, was to purge respectable
institutions such as the media, arts, sciences, as well as college campus themselves of left-wing thoughts. At the
time, college campuses were seen as "springboards for dissent," as Newfield terms it, and were therefore viewed as
publicly funded sources of opposition to the interests of the establishment. While it is impossible to know the extent
to which this memo influenced the conservative political strategy over the coming decades, it is extraordinary to see
how far the principles outlined in his memo have been adopted."
Under the guise of many "conflicts", such as budget struggles, or quotas, de-funding was consistently the result.
This funding argument also was used to re-shape the kind of course offerings and curriculum focus found on
campuses. Victoria writes, "Attacks on humanities curriculums, political correctness, and affirmative action shifted
the conversation on public universities to the right, creating a climate of skepticism around state funded schools.
State budget debates became platforms for conservatives to argue why certain disciplines such as sociology,
history, anthropology, minority studies, language, and gender studies should be de-funded"" on one hand, through
the argument that they were not offering students the "practical" skills needed for the job market -- which was a
powerful way to increase emphasis on what now is seen as vocational focus rather than actual higher education,
and to de-value those very courses that trained and expanded the mind, developed a more complete human being,
a more actively intelligent person and involved citizen.
Another argument used to attack the humanities was ""their so-called promotion of anti-establishment sentiment.
Gradually, these arguments translated into real- and often deep- cuts into the budgets of state university systems,"
especially in those most undesirable areas that the establishment found to run counter to their ability to control the
population's thoughts and behavior. The idea of "manufactured consent" should be talked about here -- because if
you remove the classes and the disciplines that are the strongest in their ability to develop higher level intellectual
rigor, the result is a more easily manipulated citizenry, less capable of deep interrogation and investigation of the
establishment "message".
Second, you deprofessionalize and impoverish the professors (and continue to create a surplus of underemployed
and unemployed Ph.D.s)

V.P. Joe Biden, a few months back, said that the reason tuitions are out of control is because of the high price of
college faculty. He has NO IDEA what he is talking about. At latest count, we have 1.5 million university professors
in this country, 1 million of whom are adjuncts. One million professors in America are hired on short-term contracts,
most often for one semester at a time, with no job security whatsoever -- which means that they have no idea how
much work they will have in any given semester, and that they are often completely unemployed over summer
months when work is nearly impossible to find (and many of the unemployed adjuncts do not qualify for
unemployment payments). So, one million American university professors are earning, on average, $20K a year
gross, with no benefits or healthcare, no unemployment insurance when they are out of work. Keep in mind, too,
that many of the more recent Ph.Ds have entered this field often with the burden of six figure student loan debt on
their backs.
There was recently an article talking about the long-term mental and physical destruction caused when people are
faced with poverty and "job insecurity" -- precarious employment, or "under-employment". The article says that, in
just the few short years since our 2008 economic collapse, the medical problems of this group have increased
exponentially. This has been the horrible state of insecurity that America's college professors have experienced
now for thirty years. It can destroy you -- breaking down your physical and emotional health. As an example: the
average yearly starting salary of a university professor at Temple University in 1975 was just under $10,000 a year,
with full benefits -- health, retirement, and educational benefits (their family's could attend college for free.) And
guess what? Average pay for Temple's faculty is STILL about the same -- because adjuncts now make up the
majority of faculty, and earn between $8,000 to $14,000 a year (depending on how many courses they are
assigned each semester -- there is NO guarantee of continued employment) -- but unlike the full-time professors of
1975, these adjunct jobs come with NO benefits, no health care, no retirement, no educational benefits, no offices.
How many other professions report salaries that have remained at 1975 levels?
This is how you break the evil, wicked, leftist academic class in America -- you turn them into low-wage members of
the precariat -- that growing number of American workers whose employment is consistently precarious. All around
the country, our undergraduates are being taught by faculty living at or near the poverty line, who have little to no
say in the way classes are being taught, the number of students in a class, or how curriculum is being designed.
They often have no offices in which to meet their students, no professional staff support, no professional
development support. One million of our college professors are struggling to continue offering the best they can in
the face of this wasteland of deteriorated professional support, while living the very worst kind of economic
insecurity. Unlike those communist countries, which sometimes executed their intellectuals, here we are being
killed off by lack of healthcare, by stress-related illness like heart-attacks or strokes. While we're at it, let's add
suicide to that list of killers -- and readers of this blog will remember that I have written at length about adjunct
faculty suicide in the past.
Step #3: You move in a managerial/administrative class who take over governance of the university
This new class takes control of much of the university's functioning, including funding allocation, curriculum design,
course offerings. If you are old enough to remember when medicine was forever changed by the appearance of the
"HMO' model of managed medicine, you will have an idea of what has happened to academia. If you are not old
enough -- let me tell you that Once Upon a Time, doctors ran hospitals, doctors made decisions on what treatment
their patients needed. In the 1970s, during the infamous Nixon Administration, HMOs were an idea sold to the
American public, said to help reign in medical costs. But once Nixon secured passage of the HMO Act in 1973, the
organizations went quickly from operating on a non-profit organization model, focused on high quality health care
for controlled costs, to being for-profit organizations, with lots of corporate money funding them -- and suddenly
the idea of high-quality health care was sacrificed in favor of profits -- which meant taking in higher and higher
premiums and offering less and less service, more denied claims, more limitations placed on doctors, who became a
"managed profession".
You see the state of healthcare in this country, and how disastrous it is. Well, during this same time, there was a
similar kind of development -- something akin to the HMO -- let's call it an "EMO", Educational Management
Organization, began to take hold in American academia. From the 1970s until today, as the number of full-time
faculty jobs continued to shrink, the number of full-time administrative jobs began to explode. As faculty was
deprofessionalized and casualized, reduced to teaching as migrant contract workers, administrative jobs now

offered good, solid salaries, benefits, offices, prestige and power. In 2012, administrators now outnumber faculty
on every campus across the country. And just as disastrous as the HMO was to the practice of medicine in America,
so is the EMO model disastrous to the practice of academia in America, and to the quality of our students'
education. Benjamin Ginsburg writes about this in great detail in his book The Fall of the Faculty.
I'd like to mention here, too, that universities often defend their use of adjuncts -- which are now 75% of all
professors in the country -- claiming that they have no choice but to hire adjuncts, as a "cost saving measure" in an
increasingly defunded university. What they don't say, and without demand of transparency will NEVER say, is that
they have not saved money by hiring adjuncts -- they have reduced faculty salaries, security and power. The money
wasn't saved, because it was simply re-allocated to administrative salaries, coach salaries and outrageous university
president salaries.
There has been a redistribution of funds away from those who actually teach, the scholars -- and therefore away
from the students' education itself -- and into these administrative and executive salaries, sports costs -- and the
expanded use of "consultants", PR and marketing firms, law firms. We have to add here, too, that president salaries
went from being, in the 1970s, around $25K to 30K, to being in the hundreds of thousands to MILLIONS of dollars - salary, delayed compensation, discretionary funds, free homes, or generous housing allowances, cars and drivers,
memberships to expensive country clubs.
Step Four: You move in corporate culture and corporate money
To further control and dominate how the university is "used" -a flood of corporate money results in changing the
value and mission of the university from a place where an educated citizenry is seen as a social good, where
intellect and reasoning is developed and heightened for the value of the individual and for society, to a place of
vocational training, focused on profit. Corporate culture hijacked the narrative -- university was no longer attended
for the development of your mind. It was where you went so you could get a "good job". Anything not immediately
and directly related to job preparation or hiring was denigrated and seen as worthless -- philosophy, literature, art,
history.
Anna Victoria writes, on Corporate Culture: "Many universities have relied on private sector methods of revenue
generation such as the formation of private corporations, patents, increased marketing strategies, corporate
partnerships, campus rentals, and for-profit e-learning enterprises. To cut costs, public universities have employed
non-state employee service contractors and have streamlined their financial operations."
So what is the problem with corporate money, you might ask? A lot. When corporate money floods the universities,
corporate values replace academic values. As we said before, humanities get defunded and the business school gets
tons of money. Serious issues of ethics begin to develop when corporate money begins to make donations and form
partnerships with science departments -- where that money buys influence regarding not only the kinds of research
being done but the outcomes of that research. Corporations donate to departments, and get the use of university
researchers in the bargain -- AND the ability to deduct the money as donation while using the labor, controlling and
owning the research. Suddenly, the university laboratory is not a place of objective research anymore.
As one example, corporations who don't like "climate change" warnings will donate money and control research at
universities, which then publish refutations of global warning proofs. OR, universities labs will be corporatecontrolled in cases of FDA-approval research. This is especially dangerous when pharmaceutical companies take
control of university labs to test efficacy or safety and then push approval through the governmental agencies.
Another example is in economics departments -- and movies like "The Inside Job" have done a great job of showing
how Wall Street has bought off high-profile economists from Harvard, or Yale, or Stanford, or MIT, to talk about the
state of the stock market and the country's financial stability. Papers were being presented and published that were
blatantly false, by well-respected economists who were on the payroll of Goldman Sachs or Merrill Lynch.
Academia should not be the whore of corporatism, but that's what it has become. Academia once celebrated itself
as an independent institution. Academia is a culture, one that offers a long-standing worldview which values ongoing, rigorous intellectual, emotional, psychological, creative development of the individual citizen. It respects and
values the contributions of the scholar, the intellectual, to society. It treasures the promise of each student, and
strives to offer the fullest possible support to the development of that promise. It does this not only for the good of

the scholar and the student, but for the social good. Like medicine, academia existed for the social good. Neither
should be a purely for-profit endeavor. And yet, in both the case of the HMO and the EMO, we have been taken
over by an alien for-profit culture, our sovereignty over our own profession, our own institutions, stripped from us.
A corporate model, where profit depends on 1) maintaining a low-wage work force and 2) charging continually
higher pricers for their "services" is what now controls our colleges. Faculty is being squeezed from one end and our
students are being squeezed from the other.
Step Five -- Destroy the Students
While claiming to offer them hope of a better life, our corporatized universities are ruining the lives of our students.
This is accomplished through a two-prong tactic: you dumb down and destroy the quality of the education so that
no one on campus is really learning to think, to question, to reason. Instead, they are learning to obey, to withstand
"tests" and "exams", to follow rules, to endure absurdity and abuse. Our students have been denied full-time
available faculty, the ability to develop mentors and advisors, faculty-designed syllabi which changes each semester,
a wide variety of courses and options. Instead, more and more universities have core curriculum which dictates a
large portion of the course of study, in which the majority of classes are administrative-designed "common syllabi"
courses, taught by an army of underpaid, part-time faculty in a model that more closely resembles a factory or the
industrial kitchen of a fast food restaurant than an institution of higher learning.
The Second Prong: You make college so insanely unaffordable that only the wealthiest students from the
wealthiest of families can afford to go to the school debt free. Younger people may not know that for much of the
20th Century many universities in the U.S. were free -- including the CA state system -- you could establish
residency in six months and go to Berkeley for free, or at very low cost. When I was an undergraduate student in
the mid to late 1970s, tuition at Temple University was around $700 a year. Today, tuition is nearly $15,000 a year.
Tuitions have increased, using CA as an example again, over 2000% since the 1970s. 2000%! This is the most
directly dangerous situation for our students: pulling them into crippling debt that will follow them to the grave.
Another dangerous aspect of what is happening can be found in the shady partnership that has formed between the
lending institutions and the Financial Aid Departments of universities. This is an unholy alliance. I have had
students in my classes who work for Financial Aid. They tell me that they are trained to say NOT "This is what you
need to borrow," but to say "This is what you can get," and to always entice the student with the highest possible
number. There have been plenty of kick-back scandals between colleges and lenders -- and I'm sure there is plenty
undiscovered shady business going on. So, tuition costs are out of control because of administrative, executive and
coach salaries, and the loan numbers keep growing, risking a life of indebtedness for most of our students. Further,
there is absolutely no incentive on the part of this corporatized university to care.
The propaganda machine here has been powerful. Students, through the belief of their parents, their K-12
teachers, their high school counselors, are convinced by constant repetition that they HAVE to go to college to have
a promising, middle class life, they are convinced that this tuition debt is "worth it" -- and learn too late that it will
indenture them. Let's be clear: this is not the fault of the parents, or K-12 teachers or counselors. This is an
intentional message that has been repeated year in and year out that aims to convince us all about the essential
quality of a college education.
So, there you have it.
Within one generation, in five easy steps, not only have the scholars and intellectuals of the country been silenced
and nearly wiped out, but the entire institution has been hijacked, and recreated as a machine through which future
generations will ALL be impoverished, indebted and silenced. Now, low wage migrant professors teach repetitive
courses they did not design to students who travel through on a kind of conveyor belt, only to be spit out, indebted
and desperate into a jobless economy.
The only people immediately benefitting inside this system are the administrative class -- whores to the corporatized
colonizers, earning money in this system in order to oversee this travesty. But the most important thing to keep in
mind is this: The real winners, the only people truly benefitting from the big-picture meltdown of the American
university are those people who, in the 1960s, saw those vibrant college campuses as a threat to their established

power. They are the same people now working feverishly to dismantle other social structures, everything from
Medicare and Social Security to the Post Office.
Looking at this wreckage of American academia, we have to acknowledge: They have won.
BUT these are victors who will never declare victory -- because the carefully-maintained capitalist illusion of the
"university education" still benefits them. Never, ever, admit that the university is dead. No, no. Quite the opposite.
Instead, continue to insist that the university is the ONLY way to gain a successful, middle class life. Say that the
university is mandatory for happiness in adulthood. All the while, maintain this low-wage precariate class of edumigrants, continually mis-educate and indebt in the students to ensure their docility, pimp the institution out to
corporate interests. It's a win-win for those right wingers -- they've crippled those in the country who would push
back against them, and have so carefully and cleverly hijacked the educational institutions that they can now be
turned into part of the neoliberal/neocon machinery, further benefitting the right-wing agenda.
So now what?
This ruination has taken about a generation. Will we be able to undo this damage? Can we force refunding of our
public educational system? Can we professionalize faculty, drive out the administrative glut and corporate hijackers?
Can we provide free or low-cost tuition and high-quality education to our students in a way that does NOT focus
only on job training, but on high-level personal and intellectual development? I believe we can. But only if we
understand this as a big picture issue, and refuse to allow those in government, or those corporate-owned media
mouthpieces to divide and conquer us further. This ruinous rampage is part of the much larger attack on
progressive values, on the institutions of social good. The battle isn't only to reclaim the professoriate, to wipe out
student debt, to raise educational outcomes -- although each of those goals deserve to be fought for. But we will
win a Pyrrhic victory at best unless we understand the nature of the larger war, and fight back in a much, much
bigger way to reclaim the country's values for the betterment of our citizens.
I am eager to hear from those of you who have been involved in this battle, or are about to enter it. We have a big
job ahead of us, and are facing a very powerful foe in a kind of David and Goliath battle. I'm open to hearing ideas
about how to build a much, much better slingshot.
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Photo: This May Be the Definition of a True Friend

Re: Photo: This May Be the Definition of a True Friend (reply to SteveG,
above)

VERY cute.
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Re: Photo: This May Be the Definition of a True Friend (reply to SteveG,
above)

Don’t expect this kind of treatment when I come to visit you next year!
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Jill Stein/Green Party Petition: Demand Fair Debates!

We Demand Fair Debates: Join Tom Morello, thousands more in launching Occupy the CPD!
Spread the word far and wide! This morning, dozens of community leaders, artists, and academics -- including Tom
Morello, Leah Bolger, Richard Wolff and Medea Benjamin -- and thousands more joined together to launch Occupy
the CPD. Please join them at:
http://www.OccupytheCPD.org.
The presidential debates are the first opportunity for millions of voters to see the presidential contenders
themselves, not just their advertising campaigns. These debates are organized by the Commission on Presidential

Debates (CPD) - a supposedly "nonpartisan" corporation which is a puppet of the national Democratic and
Republican parties, and the big corporations that fund both of them. The CPD's criteria to be included in these
debates are designed to exclude independent contenders who promote ideas that challenge those in power.
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“Mitt’s Shameful Libya Statement” & “Why the Vileness Matters”

Question of the day: Why do SteveM and Mitt R0mney seem so much alike? What traits could they possibly have in
common?
“Mitt’s Shameful Libya Statement” by Steve Kornacki, Salon
Sept. 12, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/09/12/mitt%E2%80%99s_shameful_libya_statement/
(This is what happens when one party spends four years convincing itself the president is something he isn’t.)
That it’s fundamentally dishonest hasn’t stopped Mitt Romney from repeating his central critique of Barack Obama’s
foreign policy over and over – the idea that the president “went around the world and apologized for America.” So
it shouldn’t be surprising that Romney’s response to the attacks on U.S. diplomatic installations in Egypt and Libya
was rooted in the same caricature of Obama as apologizer-in-chief.
“It’s disgraceful,” Romney’s statement, which was released late Tuesday night, read, “that the Obama
administration’s first response was not to condemn attacks on our diplomatic missions, but to sympathize with those
who waged the attacks.”
That’s not at all what happened, of course. The actual chronology goes something like this: As anti-American
protests inspired by a crude Terry Jones video began gathering steam, the U.S. embassy in Cairo – and not the
Obama White House — put out a statement condemning “the continuing efforts by misguided individuals to hurt the
religious feelings of Muslims — as we condemn efforts to offend believers of all religions.”
The obvious intent was to cool the passions of the protesters. As Marc Ambinder explained, it was “exactly what
Americans inside the embassy who are scared for their lives now and worry about revenge later need to have
released in their name.”
Protests were also building in Libya, and sometime later the U.S. consulate in Benghazi came under siege, with
news breaking late Tuesday night that a State Department official had been killed. It was around this time that two
major American political figures released statements. One came from Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and read: “I
condemn in the strongest terms the attack on our mission. We are heartbroken by this terrible loss. There is never
any justification for violent acts of this kind.” The other was Romney’s.
It has since been learned that a total of four people – the U.S. ambassador to Libya, Christopher Stevens, and three
of his staff members – were killed in the attacks. President Obama has now issued a statement condemning the
assault, praising Stevens, and pledging “all necessary resources to support the security of our personnel in Libya,
and to increase security at our diplomatic posts around the globe.”
The foolishness of Romney’s reaction is glaring. Pretending that the statement from the U.S. embassy in Cairo was
anything other than a completely understandable and reasonable attempt by its occupants to save their own lives
borders on disgraceful. Romney’s implication that the statement was issued at the height of the attacks is also false;
it was actually released earlier in the day, a preventive measure aimed at keeping the protests from turning violent.
But this hasn’t stopped other Republicans – including RNC Chairman Reince Priebus and Sarah Palin – from echoing
the Romney line. Again, it probably shouldn’t be surprising. This is the kind of nonsense you’ll get when one party
spends four years convincing itself that a president is something he isn’t.

“Why the Vileness Matters” by Paul Krugman, New York Times
Sept. 12, 2012, (http://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/12/why-the-vileness-matters/)
I haven’t weighed in on Romney’s awesomely awful intervention on events in Egypt and Libya; with even
Republicans joining in the chorus of shocked disapproval, not much I can add.
But maybe I can say something about why this matters for the campaign.
There will probably be some voters moved directly against Romney by this spectacle, and none moved toward him.
Yes, there are quite a few Americans who are willing to believe that the man who has been president for three and
a half years — and who killed Bin Laden — actually sympathizes with terrorists. But everyone in those fever swamps
is already an Obama-hater, and Romney has just made himself look small and hysterical to everyone else.
But the real impact probably comes via the press.
I’ve seen some comparisons between Mitt Romney’s position right now and that of George W. Bush after the
Democratic convention in 2000, and by the numbers there is some resemblance. But what really happened in the
final months of that election? The answer — not a popular one with journalists, but very obviously true to anyone
who lived through it — was that the press took sides. Reporters liked Bush and didn’t like Gore, and as a result they
treated Bush with kid gloves while gleefully passing on every smear against his opponent (“Gore says he invented
the internet!” No, he never did).
That probably wasn’t going to happen this time in any case. But now Romney has really ensured that everyone in
the news media, the GOP propaganda organs aside, is going to view him with distaste and alarm — as well they
should.
Romney could still win, but he has just made it even harder for anyone to consider him suitable for
the job.
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—Friends of the Middle,
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The True Story of a Political Blunder
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 14, 2012)
I don’t know how the truth about Mitt R0mney could be stated any more clearly or accurately than it is in this
article. How the Presidency was lost and R0mney was eventually forced by a reelected President to pay his back
taxes:
“Mitt Romney Kneejerks into Another Colossal Blunder” by Bob Cesca, Huffington Post
Sept. 13, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bob-cesca/mitt-romney-libyaattack_b_1881685.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)

This week, Vanity Fair published a beautifully written article about the president by Michael Lewis, who happened to
use the American involvement with the NATO military action in Libya as a through-line. It's possibly the best insider
piece on the president since a 2008 Newsweek series that pulled back the curtain on the president's successful
2008 campaign. (http://www.vanityfair.com/politics/2012/10/michael-lewis-profile-barackobama?mbid=social_retweet&fb_source=message)

In addition to covering the often harrowing, emotionally tumultuous and purely weird aspects of life in the White
House, as well as the president's insider tips on what's required to be the leader of the free world (for example,
Obama recommended daily exercise or the job will "break you down"), the article covered a meeting of the
"principals" in the Situation Room as the administration was readying a plan to keep Qaddafi from committing
wholesale genocide in Benghazi. There were two options for the president: 1) participate with Europe in a
completely ineffectual no-fly zone (Qaddafi was only using ground forces in his march to Benghazi), or 2) do
nothing. The president determined, with obvious reason, that both options were unacceptable in spite of
recommendations from both Vice President Biden and Secretary Clinton. History shows that a combination no-fly
zone and air-strike operation was successfully engaged, culminating with the death of Qaddafi, a rapid end to the
mission and free elections.
Regardless of the specifics, it's clear that the president approaches foreign policy decisions with deadly seriousness
and doesn't kneejerk into tight spots. Furthermore, the president told Lewis that he absolutely dislikes the notion of
"feigned outrage." The president, Lewis reported, values disciplined authenticity over bluster -- another trait that's
helpful when dealing with sensitive overseas events.
As I read the article on Monday, I had no idea what was about to occur both in Libya and in the context of the
campaign for president.
We're all aware of what happened and, in general, the sequence of events.
To review, it all began with a statement issued by the U.S. Embassy in Cairo, which attempted to preemptively
mitigate the impact of an anti-Islamic no-budget American "movie" (it hardly qualifies as a movie) that was due to
be released. The statement was critical of religious intolerance while defending the "universal right" to free speech.
Nevertheless, unarmed protesters gathered outside the embassy and eventually climbed over the wall of the
compound where they desecrated an American flag.
Meanwhile, a second attack, this time with rockets, was reported at the U.S. consulate in Benghazi, Libya -- possibly
by al-Qaeda, though there's no official confirmation as of this writing -- and Foreign Service Officer Sean Smith was
killed.
Next, the Romney campaign issued a statement indicting the embassy and the president for "apologizing" for
American values and "sympathizing" with the protesters in Cairo and the violent militants in Benghazi -- even
though the embassy statement was issued before both events. However, the statement was embargoed by Romney
until midnight when the observance of a 9/11 political truce was due to end. But minutes later, at around 10:30
eastern, the Romney campaign lifted the embargo on its statement. It was still the 11th but Romney just had to
stick his bulbous head into the political sh*t.
At that point, the Obama administration and Secretary Clinton issued a statement unequivocally condemning the
attack in Libya:
I condemn in the strongest terms the attack on our mission in Benghazi today. As we work to secure our
personnel and facilities, we have confirmed that one of our State Department officers was killed. We are
heartbroken by this terrible loss. Our thoughts and prayers are with his family and those who have suffered
in this attack.
Then, at midnight, an overzealous Reince Priebus jumped onto Twitter and wrote, "Obama sympathizes with
attackers in Egypt. Sad and pathetic." Question: how does one "sympathize" with attackers before there are any
attackers, especially when, 90 minutes earlier, the administration condemned the attack? The Romney campaign
and the Republican Party chairman were constructing a huge lie. Again.
Several hours later, two more embassy officials and Ambassador Chris Stevens were killed.
At 10:30 eastern Wednesday morning, 12 hours after the Romney campaign's initial statement went public, Romney
held a press conference in which he continued to politicize the attacks while trying really damn hard to appear

presidential. Throughout the event, Romney repeated his assertions from 12 hours earlier that the president
"sympathized" with the killers of Ambassador Stevens as well as the protesters in Cairo and "apologized" for
American values.
Once again, Romney lied.
He stepped away from the podium with a self-satisfied grin on his face.
There wasn't a single moment when Romney behaved like a competent national leader. Instead of waiting until all
of the facts had been revealed -- hell, instead of correctly acknowledging the facts and timelines that were
absolutely known at the time -- Romney popped off and turned a tragic event into the yet another example of his
predilection for inaccurate, awkward, pathetic, neophyte partisan hackery. Much like John McCain's colossal
bungling of the financial crisis in 2008, Romney failed to rise to the occasion in the context of a real-life crisis. He
reminded the nation of exactly why he's 10 points behind the president on national security and foreign policy -typically a no-brainer win for militant Republicans. On one hand there's President Obama who's repeatedly
displayed whip smarts and cool tenacity in every overseas endeavor in which he's engaged, and on the other hand
there's a Republican candidate who not only lied about the timeline of events to score political points but also
opened his yap before he knew the shot.
What ensued throughout yesterday morning was a mad dash among foreign policy experts, pundits and writers on
both sides to see who could be the first to use the word "dilettante" to describe the increasingly embattled
Republican nominee for president.
Interesting, isn't it, how Romney's spastic behavior and unhinged "sympathize" meme came on the heels of being
goaded by Rush Limbaugh, Laura Ingraham and others to get tough and to be more hard-lined conservative. As
predicted, Romney did just that. For the rest of the day, AM talk radio joined in with the "sympathize" and
"apologize" meme. And, also as predicted, I suspect voters will be utterly disgusted by all of this while coupling it
with other examples of Romney's ineptitude and ungainly lack of political restraint.
One of Romney's many miscalculations -- and a mistake that many hawkish Republicans make is to confuse
obnoxious loudness with foreign policy expertise.
The opposite of a foreign policy neophyte isn't a scolding jerkass who pops off with saber-rattling bromides and
political agitprop. Romney could have been a statesman about the events in North Africa and appeared dignified -perhaps qualified -- in the process, but instead he decided to be a braying crackpot. Anyone with a lapel pin and a
pulse can do that. Leaning on the warhawk slogan switch doesn't amount to anything resembling international
leadership gravitas.
Put another way, Rush Limbaugh thought Romney looked "presidential" yesterday.
I rest my case.
Let there be no doubt: if Mitt Romney somehow wins this thing, the slightest provocation from Iran will trigger
Romney's herky-jerky response cortex and we'll be at war in the Middle East again without a rational plan or an exit
strategy. The AM radio talkers will be effectively puppeteering the Romney White House, just as they did with
Romney during this week's tragic events.
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From the Right: “The Problem with Mitt”

About half of this is incredibly true. If I were a Republican, I’d be worried! And Joe never even makes it to the
disastrous foreign policy arena. What a loser Mitt is!
“The Problem with Mitt” by Joe Scarborough, Politico
Sept. 12, 2012, (http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=BA47F39D-AC3B-4BA5-9751-10D764AD5C6B)
Voters who like moderates can’t trust him. Conservatives who are desperate for victory don’t believe him. And the
election Republicans should be winning seems to be slipping further from their grasp.

On Saturday night, I sent out a few tweets predicting Mitt Romney’s defeat if he continued his directionless
campaign through November. The Huffington Post turned those tweets into an article complete with a screaming
headline about my “dark warning” to Republicans.
On Sunday the Wall Street Journal raised similar concerns after Gov. Romney went on “Meet the Press” to embrace
parts of Obamacare.
By Monday, Romney reversed his Sunday position while conservative host Laura Ingraham slammed his campaign
for its fecklessness. Ingraham argued that if Republicans couldn’t win this year, they should shut the party down.
She’s right.
Barack Obama has sunk America $5 trillion deeper into debt, has enacted the largest stimulus plan ever, pushed
through the biggest health care boondoggle in U.S. history and posted trillion-dollar deficits every year of his
presidency.
And yet unemployment is still over 8 percent.
Two-thirds of Americans still think their country is headed in the wrong direction.
And Mitt Romney is still losing.
Really???
How can it be that this man who turned around countless businesses, saved the 2002 Olympics and ran Democratic
Massachusetts like a pro be the head of such a disastrous campaign?
Who was responsible for burying his moving convention video behind the bumbling bluster of Clint Eastwood?
Who told Mr. Romney to issue a political broadside against the commander in chief the day after a U.S. ambassador
was murdered?
And who decided that Romney would use his general election campaign to stand for absolutely nothing? The Wall
Street Journal described this ideological listlessness as a “pre-existing decision.” The question conservatives should
be asking is whether that strategy was hatched by a misguided consultant or the candidate himself.
Whoever is responsible needs to know that replacing real conservative ideas with a flood of negative 30-second ads
is a pathway to defeat.
Mitt Romney is in trouble. Not because of a boring convention or a bloodless speech or a grossly inappropriate
press conference, but rather because the man refuses to stick his neck out and take a stand on the critical issues of
our time.
Here are just a few:
THE NATIONAL DEBT: The United States of America is racing towards an eventual default. And yet Mitt
Romney refuses to lay out a plan to balance the budget before 2040. He doesn’t specify cuts, he doesn’t
propose eliminating agencies and he doesn’t explain how his tax cuts will be offset. When it comes to
balancing the budget, Mr. Romney has no plan.
MEDICARE: It’s going bankrupt. But all we get from the Romney campaign is an embarrassing 30-second ad
that borrows more from Bill Clinton’s shameful “Mediscare” strategy than from Ronald Reagan’s Morning in
America campaign. Medicare benefits have to be cut over the next generation. Anyone who says otherwise
is lying.

DEFENSE SPENDING: The U.S. military-industrial complex is bloated beyond belief, and yet all Mitt Romney
can do is promise bigger budgets and longer wars. Today the United States spends more on its military than
all other countries combined. This does not make America safer. This puts us deeper in debt and poses a far
greater threat to America’s long-term health than Russia and China combined.
Romney’s penchant for one-upmanship on seemingly every foreign policy issue that arises would stretch our military
thin and limit our ability to neutralize real threats coming from countries like Iran.
For hand-ringing Republicans who believe it is the duty of every registered member of their party to blindly follow
this directionless campaign off the cliff, I would remind you of the warnings I began giving my fellow Republicans
during the Bush era. My predictions beginning in 2003 that Big Government Republicanism would eventually cripple
the economy and crush the conservative movement enraged party hacks and set off Washington sycophants. Some
dimwits on right-wing talk radio actually challenged my conservative bona fides because I dared to challenge
George W. Bush’s big spending ways.
I remain convinced that if more conservatives had spoken up earlier during the Age of Bush, the routs Republicans
endured in 2006 and 2008 could have been avoided. Nancy Pelosi would have never been speaker and Barack
Obama would be working on his fourth autobiography instead of his second term. But Republicans chose instead to
shut their mouths, circle the wagons and compromise their values.
The consequences were disastrous. And the lesson is clear: If we want to win the battle of ideas in the long term,
we should be willing to face the fact that Mitt Romney is likely to lose — and should, given that he’s neither a true
conservative nor a courageous moderate. He’s just an ambitious man. Nothing wrong with that, except when you
want to be president. Great leaders combine ambition and ideas and conviction.
Margaret Thatcher was tough and unapologetic about what she believed. Ronald Reagan was tough and
unapologetic about what he believed. They won their campaigns, changed their party and transformed their
countries because they were conservatives who dared to tell voters they planned to radically transform their
governments. They got elected and did just that.
Craven calculation, on the other hand, does not pay off for conservatives. Romney needed to decide long ago who
he was: the last of the Rockefeller Republicans (and thus somebody who probably wouldn’t have gotten through
Iowa) or a genuine movement conservative with detailed ideas about how to right the country.
Instead, we have a nominee who represents the worst of both worlds. Any swing voter attracted by moderate
Republicanism can’t vote for a man who ran away from his core convictions. And conservative voters don’t believe
Romney has any core convictions. This has all the makings of a Greek tragedy, all playing out on C-SPAN.
Part of the tragedy for Republicans is that the opportunity is still great.
Barack Obama’s acceptance speech in Charlotte exposed him as an intellectually exhausted politician. The man who
brought Hope and Change to the Democratic National Convention four years ago exposed himself in Charlotte as a
guy who has no new ideas and no clue where he wants to take the country over the next four years. Obama is now
reduced to mindlessly repeating the same tired lines he trotted out on the campaign trail in 2008. He had somehow
morphed from the political equivalent of a young Elvis rocking Mile High Stadium four years ago to becoming the
fat, sweaty singer who haunted Vegas showrooms in the months before his most inglorious expiration in the
summer of 1977.
But that aging rock star will win this campaign going away if Romney keeps playing it safe. That is a terrible waste
for Republicans, an ominous sign for a country in desperate need of new leadership, and more than enough reason
for me to stop bothering to tweet on Saturday nights.
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Re: “The Problem with Mitt” (reply to SteveB, above)

Maybe Romney can regain America's sympathy by pulling an Obama and blaming it all on what he's about to
"inherit".
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Re: “The Problem with Mitt” (reply to SteveB, above)

This is very interesting. I saw John Huntsman on the Daily Show the other night, and he's a Republican I can like.
Smart, funny, well-versed in foreign affairs, straight-talking. It's not the Republican party I hate; it's the people in
it. I'll always be a Democrat, because I'm on the side of the worker, not the CEO, but reasonable Republicans
deserve a listen. Too bad there aren't any around.
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The Truth Is Precious & “Mitt Romney's Accusation Of Obama
'Sympathy' With Benghazi Attackers Makes No Sense”

If he weren’t such an unlikable guy, you’d have to feel sorry for Mitt R0mney.
Despite all of his struggles, he entered the Conventions in a virtual tie with the President. All he had to do was to
tell the American people the truth about some plan that would solve our problems. The polls seems ed show that
just about any plan would do.
Instead, both Republican candidates dug deep into the dung pile of lies put out by Limbaugh, Beck, Ingraham, and
all the other right-wing pundits determined to get rich by selling out America. The a-holes who write all the radical
right-wing hate emails we are all bombarded with. Many you have read here in the FotM Newsletter. We’ve
debunked about all of them. Lies! Usually, obvious, lazy, hateful, racist lies!
The problem with lies. They will hang you.
R0mney believed some of stupidest ones — about how President Obama had gone around the world on an “apology
tour”. The one about how the President didn’t believe in “American exceptionalism” and sided with the Muslims over
Christians. Funny thing, that tour impressed the world a lot more than R0mney’s recent trip, which they are still
laughing at all over Europe, at least! The rest is BS undeserving of comment.
So R0mney took this one lie and then spun out of control with more lies about the tragic events in the Middle East.
As everyone points out, on the scale of presidential candidate gaffes, this is right up there with McCain suspending
his campaign to solve an economic crisis he had just called nonexistent.
Lies can hang you.
What a tragedy for R0mney and Ryan and their families and, most of all, for the GOP. They threw it all away. The
White House. The Oval Office. Air Force One. The Power. The prestige.
Too bad the man has not one idea in his head, apparently, only lies and more lies. He didn’t think being Prsident
took any more preparation or morals than being a business tycoon.
I’d feel sorry for him, but I hate liars. Especially liars wbo seek to be my President.
Below is the best article I’ve found on the way the events in Cairo and Libya unfolded. May we all learn a lesson,
R0mney included!
“Mitt Romney's Accusation Of Obama 'Sympathy' With Benghazi Attackers Makes No Sense” by Jason Linkins,
Huffington Post

Sept. 12, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/12/mitt-romney-sympathylibya_n_1877789.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
In 2006, the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten published a series of satiric editorial cartoons that lampooned the
prophet Muhammed, touching off demonstrations across the Islamic world.
The response from the Bush administration was captured for posterity by The New York Times:
The State Department spokesman, Sean McCormack, reading the government's statement on the controversy, said,
''Anti-Muslim images are as unacceptable as anti-Semitic images,'' which are routinely published in the Arab press,
''as anti-Christian images, or any other religious belief.''
Still, the United States defended the right of the Danish and French newspapers to publish the cartoons. ''We
vigorously defend the right of individuals to express points of view,'' Mr. McCormack added.
For the Bush administration, talking about the uproar represented a delicate balancing act. A central tenet of the
administration's foreign policy is the promotion of democracy and human rights, including free speech, in countries
where they are lacking. But a core mission of its public diplomacy is to emphasize respect for Islam in the wake of
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.
Yesterday, outrage over a similar satiric depiction of Mohammed -- in this case, a video produced by some
previously unheralded amateur filmmaker -- brought a protest to the U.S. Embassy in Cairo, Egypt. The embassy,
with knowledge that the protest was impending, opted to send most of its staff home, leaving behind a skeleton
crew of officials who, prior to the demonstration, put out the following statement:
The Embassy of the United States in Cairo condemns the continuing efforts by misguided individuals to hurt
the religious feelings of Muslims -- as we condemn efforts to offend believers of all religions. Today, the
11th anniversary of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States, Americans are honoring
our patriots and those who serve our nation as the fitting response to the enemies of democracy. Respect
for religious beliefs is a cornerstone of American democracy. We firmly reject the actions by those who
abuse the universal right of free speech to hurt the religious beliefs of others.
I suppose that if you want to parse the differences between the two statements, it's arguable that what the
embassy statement lacked was the "vigorous" defense of free expression offered by McCormack. I'd attribute that
difference in perspective to McCormack having the luxury to speak from a safe perch at the State Department, as
opposed to a nearly empty embassy in a foreign country facing an impending demonstration. Still, it seems clear
that what the embassy officials were attempting, however ham-handedly, was to get the same "balancing act" right
-- to assert the right to be offended while calling for calm. (As Jeffrey Goldberg points out, whatever the embassy's
response may have been, it's both "ridiculous to blame Obama for them" and inane not to acknowledge that the
Obama administration has "spent the past three years killing Islamist terrorists.")
But the outrage over the amateur filmmaker's video spread to Libya. There, according to reports, the protests were
exploited as a diversionary tactic to facilitate an already-planned attack on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi. As we
know this morning, those attacks claimed the lives of U.S. Ambassador to Libya Chris Stevens and three members
of his staff.
Enter Mitt Romney, who saw an opportunity of his own to pitch political hay over this press release. The Romney
campaign crafted a complicated response, which was initially embargoed until September 11th -- declared a sort of
'no cheap shot' zone -- had passed. The embargo did not hold, and late last night Romney's statement trickled out:
I'm outraged by the attacks on American diplomatic missions in Libya and Egypt and by the death of an
American consulate worker in Benghazi. It's disgraceful that the Obama Administration's first response was
not to condemn attacks on our diplomatic missions, but to sympathize with those who waged the attacks.
Republican National Committee chairman Reince Priebus backed Romney up in a tweet that read:

Obama sympathizes with attackers in Egypt. Sad and pathetic.
Where does Romney get "sympathize with those who waged the attacks" from? It's the press release from the U.S.
embassy in Egypt -- and that press release alone -- that forms the basis of the Romney's assertion that the Obama
administration sympathizes with violent fanatics. That's a pretty tricky hang, considering the fact that the Obama
administration's official stance on that press release is this: "The statement by Embassy Cairo was not cleared by
Washington and does not reflect the views of the United States government." That the White House had disavowed
the embassy's statement was publicly known before Romney and Priebus got into this silly political game.
Of course, what wasn't publicly known was that the overnight attacks had claimed the lives of Stevens and his
colleagues -- a fact that's clear in Romney's reference to "the death of an American consulate worker in Benghazi."
One thing that is explicitly known: No American official has "sympathized" with any "attacker" of any kind. That
should be manifestly obvious to everybody: The embassy's press release that forms the basis of the
Romney/Priebus criticism preceded any "attacks." (Let's reiterate: The press release by the embassy in Cairo
preceded the Egyptian demonstrations as well.)
These basic truths now have the Romney campaign in a bit of a bind, since the press that's been reporting on the
story -- and knows the order in which events transpired -- are hammering him for his response. Peter Hamby
reports that the Romney camp is already trying to get his Republican allies to circle the wagons, disseminating
talking points to back up his weird response. The problem is that outside Romney's circle, the response from
Republicans has not been kind. Even those who seem to agree that the Egypt embassy's statement constituted de
facto "sympathy" with terrorists believe that Romney's timing was inept.
Speaking on Fox today, Peggy Noonan said, "The U.S. Embassy in Egypt's statement ... after the crowds got out of
control there, seemed to me to sound weak and frightened. But it really must have been a frightening moment for a
lot of people. I really don't know what the higher meaning there is."
"I don't feel that Mr. Romney has been doing himself any favors in the past few hours, perhaps since last night,"
she said, adding, "Cool words, or no words, is the way to go" when "hot things happen."
At any rate, I'm not entirely sure what lesson Romney and Priebus have extracted from these sad developments,
but for the moment, it seems to be that a Romney White House would insist on vetting any and all press
releases from any and all of the United States' foreign embassies. And Romney would insist on a high
level of pre-cognition on top of that.
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Re: The Truth Is Precious (reply to SteveB, above)

I don't like Romney. But one of the reasons I can't swallow Obama either is that I just can't stand it when our
candidates whine and complain about how they "inherited" so many problems. Politicians (from all sides, I'm not
registered to either party) are beginning to piss me off with their unjustified use of the word "inheritance". I'm sorry
but being the president of a country is not an "inheritance". Finding out your great aunt Martha willed you her
dilapidated estate which you were not even expecting, that is an inheritance. You may not like it, but it was a gift.
You can even choose not to accept it. CHOOSING to run for president based on promises that you can fix the
country is not a gift. If you CHOOSE to run for president, and you know IN ADVANCE OF THAT CHOICE that the
country is in trouble, and that it will be hard to keep your campaign promises to "fix" things... then I'm sorry but
you don't get to come crying to me 4 years later acting like a victim and saying "oh, but I inherited so many
problems!" You knew the status of the country BEFORE you CHOSE to tell me that you'd be the best president for
the job. So suck it up!
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Re: The Truth Is Precious (reply to Charis, above)

Good to hear from you. Hope all is going well. We’re hoping on open Snicker-Doodle in a couple of weeks at C. la
Riva #124, and will be having hours of 9-12 & 3-7 until then. Probably 8-8 after opening. We like American/Fridolinstyle hours if we can survive them (with help, of course).

I haven’t heard the President give many excuses, though his acceptance speech contained one. It was just the
truth.
I know for a fact that Republicans have worked night and day since 2008 to thwart job creation and
an economic recovery in any way possible. Just hoping and planning to blame everything on the
President. But, let me ask you this, where was Geo. Bush or any of his people during the Republican
Convention. It says worlds, doesn’t it? And I, for one, haven’t forgotten Bush, no matter how much
they try to keep him hidden away.
To me, the Republicans are racists and traitors to America. In our time of need, they betrayed us for money and
power. And I think their party may be on its last legs should they lose this election, now almost assured.
So, yes, Mr. Obama did inherent a mess that, given the battle Republicans are waging, could take longer than four
years to transcend.
No big deal to me. None of that should fool anybody. But I will not have a lying stupid person in the White House.
This is what Mitt R0mney has proven himself to be.
IMHO.
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“Romney Foreign Policy Attack Was Disgraceful”

“Romney Foreign Policy Attack Was Disgraceful” by John Avlon, CNN
Sept. 13, 2012, (http://us.cnn.com/2012/09/13/opinion/avlon-romney-libya-attack/index.html?hpt=po_c1)
(Mitt Romney used the tragedy of the killing of the U.S. ambassador to Libya to score political points, says John
Avlon.)
"Partisanship ought to end at the water's edge" is a longstanding adage of American politics.
But in the hours after the death of the first U.S. ambassador killed in decades, Mitt Romney -- panicked as his poll
numbers have slipped -- punched hard against the president, unleashing an unwise, inaccurate and unpresidential
attack on the Obama administration.
The fog of war applies to the confusion about the timeline of ugly incidents in the Middle East on the 11th
anniversary of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. But when the U.S. Embassy in Cairo released a statement condemning the
obscure and intentionally inflammatory film that had already given rise to riots, the Romney campaign saw an
opportunity to amplify its "Obama-Apologizes-For-America" narrative.
Despite the fact that U.S. missions in Egypt and Libya came under attack after that embassy statement, with
crowds besieging the Cairo embassy and the consulate in Benghazi in the late hours of September 11, the campaign
released a statement from Romney saying, "It's disgraceful that the Obama Administration's first response was not
to condemn attacks on our diplomatic missions, but to sympathize with those who waged the attacks."
This barely qualifies as dog-whistle politics. At a moment when sovereign U.S. soil was under attack by Islamist
radicals, the Romney campaign tried to tie the president to those extremists attacking us, saying that he had
"sympathy" with their cause.
And then, in the clear light of morning, Mitt Romney doubled down on the claim, repeating it -- perhaps for fear of
appearing weak -- and his campaign released talking points to hammer home the point. He picked precisely the
wrong time, and over the wrong issue, to go "bold."

This is not just politics as usual but something far lower. By point of comparison, when Ronald Reagan was
confronted with the downed-helicopter rescue mission ordered by President Jimmy Carter to save the American
hostages in the U.S. Embassy in Iran, he did not see it as opportunity to score political points. Instead, Reagan said,
"This is the time for us as a nation and a people to stand united." Likewise, George H.W. Bush, then also running
for president, said "I unequivocally support the president of the United States -- no ifs, ands or buts -- and it
certainly is not a time to try to go one-up politically. He made a difficult, courageous decision." (Hat-tip to The
Atlantic for unearthing these statements.)
No wonder a wide array of Republican foreign policy experts rose to condemn Romney's comments, including the
longtime speechwriter and senior aide to Sen. John McCain, Mark Salter, who wrote: "to condemn (Obama) for
policies they claim helped precipitate the attacks is as tortured in its reasoning as it is unseemly in its timing."
I called one of the wise men of American foreign policy, Charles Hill, a longtime first deputy to Reagan Secretary of
State George Schultz and now a professor at Yale and a research fellow at the Hoover Institution, as well as the
author of "Grand Strategies" and "Trial of a Thousand Years: World Order and Islamism."
"In my opinion, Obama is rightly criticized for a foreign policy approach that has not been firm enough. But in this
case, the Romney statement was overreaction and not proper," Hill said. "Romney should be standing as an
American with Americans right now and not trying to narrowly pursue political profit. I would not have advised him
to release that statement."
On the flip side were conservative populist luminaries like Sarah Palin, who took to Facebook, her only dependable
perch these days, to write this: "We already know that President Obama likes to 'speak softly' to our enemies. If he
doesn't have a 'big stick' to carry, maybe it's time for him to grow one." Once again, Palin proved that she doesn't
have the temperament or the intellect to be within a thousand feet of the Oval Office.
It is also noteworthy that the Romney campaign's instinct is to attack the president on foreign policy but then
refuse to articulate its own policy positions as a useful point of contrast. This "attack and distract" approach to
politics is beneath the office; when you criticize there is an obligation to propose new solutions to the problem.
When Romney embarked on his European tour, he frequently cited the tradition of not criticizing a president while
traveling overseas as justification for not answering questions about his own foreign policy beliefs. This seemed to
many, including me, at the time to be a high-minded excuse to avoid answering specific questions. Now there is no
doubt. It was not decency or a desire to get all the facts before condemning the president that restrained his
campaign's rhetoric.
Many questions still remain. The online "film" that apparently provoked the attack seems thrown together and badly
over-dubbed to create maximum insult to Islam. It has been promoted by some of the most discredited conspiracy
entrepreneurs on our side of the Atlantic, including the "Reverend" Terry Jones, who advocated Quran-burning in
the past. The American principle of defending free speech cannot be allowed to be compromised by fanatics
anywhere for any reason.
There is, as the president said Wednesday in the Rose Garden, "no excuse" for the actions of this murderous mob
in Libya or for the invasion of the embassy in Egypt. Reports are emerging that the Benghazi siege was a
premeditated attack by our enemies. Hill describes unsettling parallels: "With the radical Muslims, there's a kind of
connection between the crazy guys in Florida who make this film and the crazy guys in Libya who plan these attacks
deliberately and use the films as an excuse, a provocation," he says. "There's a kind of demonic conspiracy between
these two types of fringe groups, and it makes life less secure for the rest of us."
Romney is a good man, but his lack of core political beliefs combined with his otherwise admirable competitiveness
has led him to make claims about opponents that are often overheated and unrelated to reality. The dishonest
drumbeat that Obama travels around the world compulsively apologizing for America is a core Romney campaign
tactic. This time, he went definitively too far -- trying to score petty political points with incomplete information at a
time when our nation's embassies were being attacked overseas on the anniversary of September 11.
It was disgraceful.

Comment from DrDougFCCollapse:
To fully appreciate how disgraceful Romney's statements were, I think it is important for people to put themselves
in the embassy workers' shoes. Americans embassy workers, who risk their lives every day to serve our interests
abroad, were surrounded by rioters and in fear for their lives; they put out a statement trying to calm tensions.
Romney's response was to politicize the statement, use it as a tool to attack Obama (while mangling the details and
the timeline), and in the process further inflamed tensions.
During times of crisis, Americans rally around each other and ask questions later. This is something that the
Republicans understood during Carter's hostage rescue debacle, and something that the Democrats understood on
9/11. What does it say about Romney that he is more interested in scoring political points than in standing
together as Americans during a time of crisis?
Comment from PhillyEricCollapse:
To the handful of fools trying to blame this attack on Obama's foreign policy "failures," I can only assume that you
likewise believe that the 12 attacks on embassies/consulates during the Bush administration prove his foreign policy
failures, the four attacks on embassies during the Clinton years prove his failures, the 7 embassy attacks during the
Reagan years prove his failures, etc.
The reality is that sometimes our enemies attack us. It is enlightening to compare the current situation to the
publication of the Mohammed cartoons. In both cases, there were major riots. Like the Obama administration, the
Bush administration condemned the cartoons while also standing up for freedom of speech and condemning
violence (Bush's comments were nearly identical to those coming from the Obama administration). Anyone from
either side that uses the embassy attacks or Mohammed riots to condemn either Bush or Obama without
condemning the other is clearly just blinded by partisanship.
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Fw: MoveOn Action: Write a Letter to the Editor about Romney’s
Character!

Our hearts go out to the families of U.S. Ambassador to Libya Christopher Stevens and the other Americans who
lost their lives during Tuesday night's attack on the U.S. Consulate in Libya. Demonstrations outside several U.S.
embassies continue, and American officials may still be in danger.
At such a grave moment, Mitt Romney could have chosen words to help console and unite a nation in grief.
Instead, he launched a false and craven attack on our president.
Romney accused President Obama of "sympathizing" with the murderers and apologizing for American values,
based on a statement the president never made.1
Even Republicans were shocked by Romney's response. "Just calling it a 'disgrace' doesn't really cut it," says a
former John McCain aide.2 "It wasn't presidential," according to a former Bush State Department official.3
When faced with a national emergency, Romney rushed to judgment, acted rashly, lied to the American people, and
put politics ahead of the national interest.
That's something voters need to consider when they decide who has the temperament to be Commander in Chief.
You have the power to make that happen by getting in the most highly read section of the newspaper: the letters
to the editor.
Write a letter to the editor about Romney's character and judgement:
http://pol.moveon.org/lte/index.html?lte_campaign_id.

Here's what happened. In response to a clearly offensive amateur film defaming Islam, the U.S. Embassy in Cairo
condemned efforts "to hurt the religious feelings of Muslims."4
In a misguided attempt to exploit the Libyan tragedy, Romney falsely attributed this statement to the White House,
falsely claimed it was an apology, and falsely identified it as a response to the attacks, even though it was made
before the attacks.5
In fact, while President Obama rightly rejected the denigration of religious beliefs, he strongly condemned the
attacks, saying, "we must all unequivocally oppose the kind of senseless violence that took the lives of these public
servants."6
Americans are probably asking themselves today whether Romney failed a critical test of leadership. One senior
Republican even called this Romney's "Lehman moment," in reference to Senator McCain's failure to act as a steady
leader in response to the Lehman Brother's crisis in 2008.7
But what matters even more is what you think. Your voice can be the most powerful in shaping the views of your
friends and neighbors. So share your thoughts about what Romney's actions say about his fitness to lead.
Influence views in your community by writing a letter to the editor.
Thanks for all you do. –Justin, Laura, Stefanie, Wes, and the rest of the team
Sources:
1

"Obama Condemns Attack That Kills Ambassador to Libya," The New York Times, Sept. 12, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=280653&id=51585-20195165-fcBaDax&t=4.
2

"Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief At Romney Cairo Statement," BuzzFeed, Sept. 12, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=280582&id=51585-20195165-fcBaDax&t=5.
3

Ibid.

4

"An embassy statement, a tweet, and a major misunderstanding," The Washington Post, Sept. 13, 2012.

"Mitt Romney will never be president," Salon.com, Sept. 12, 2012, http://www.moveon.org/r?r=280608&id=5158520195165-fcBaDax&t=7.
5

Ibid.

6

"Obama Addresses Libya Attacks, Death of U.S. Ambassador Chris Stevens," The Huffington Post, Sept. 12, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=280661&id=51585-20195165-fcBaDax&t=8.
7

"Foreign Policy Hands Voice Disbelief At Romney Cairo Statement," BuzzFeed, Sept. 12, 2012,
http://www.moveon.org/r?r=280582&id=51585-20195165-fcBaDax&t=9.
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“Romney Hasn't Earned Our Trust”

“Romney Hasn't Earned Our Trust” by LZ Granderson, CNN
Sept. 12, 2012, (http://us.cnn.com/2012/09/12/opinion/granderson-romney-trust/index.html?hpt=po_r1)
Over the past couple of weeks, I have been asking random people who identify as Republicans if they trust Mitt
Romney, and each of them gave me an answer like this -- "I trust him more than I trust Obama." It's just a long
winded way of saying "no."

They said they did want to see his taxes.
They said they have reservations about a major tax plan lacking specifics.
Some said they saw the video of him describing himself as a pro-abortion rights moderate; others knew that in the
hardcover version of his book "No Apology," he expressed pride in Romneycare and believed that "we can
accomplish the same thing for everyone in the country." They know he flip flops.
Misspeaks. (http://content.usatoday.com/communities/onpolitics/post/2012/02/mitt-romney-misspoke-very-poor/1#.UE-jdO2nBWg)
Lies. (http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2012/aug/07/mitt-romney/mitt-romney-says-barackobamas-plan-abandons-tenet/)
And yet, their dislike of President Barack Obama is so strong that they're willing to overlook that whole character
thing and swallow the bitter pill that is Romney.
How can they do that, you say?
Well for starters, Obama isn't exactly a rock of Gibraltar himself.
Politifact's "Obameter" has been keeping track of the more than 500 promises the president made during the 2008
campaign and found thus far he's kept 37% of them. He's broken 16%, compromised on 14% and is still working
on another 22%.
So even though Romney smells, Obama's not exactly lilacs.
He promised to address gun control. He hasn't.
He promised to close Gitmo. It's still open.
Obama was for gay marriage, then he was against it, and now he's for it again.
If you believe his evolution wasn't about politics, then you probably believe Jimmy Carter was robbed in 1980.
This is why some Republicans are willing to vote for a guy they may not trust: He's viewed as the lesser of two
evils. But pointing out the evils in the other party does nothing to address the evils in their own.
Here's the thing: The question of trusting Mitt Romney has nothing to do with Barack Obama.
It's about Romney.
Voters might not like to think about that too much, but they need to look beyond campaign sleight of hand to give
it some serious thought because the future of the middle class depends on it.
This week, both Romney and VP hopeful Paul Ryan have been touting a multitrillion dollar tax-cutting plan with no
details, essentially asking voters to take it on faith that it'll all work out. Many conservative pundits, including
George Will, say Romney's math -- where it exists -- is a bit fuzzy and all Romney can say is "trust me."
So again, I ask Republicans: Do you?
Not in comparison to Obama, but in comparison to your understanding of the word trust. Knowing what you know - and don't know.

Because if he wins, saying "I trust him more than I trust Obama" is not going to help matters in January. It's not
going to protect the middle class' ability to write off the interest on their mortgages or deduct charitable giving.
Romney said the plan won't touch those deductions, but he won't tell us which deductions it will touch.
Trust him with our taxes, he says.
And yet, he won't trust us to even look at his.
At the Republican National Convention, Mitt's wife, Ann, painted a picture of their early years together as if the two
of them were barely getting by. And then an old Boston Globe interview surfaced in which she said "we were
happy, studying hard. Neither one of us had a job, because Mitt had enough of an investment from stock that we
could sell off a little at a time."
Realizing that struggling college students work and don't usually live off investments, she backed away from her
earlier characterization, telling "Meet the Press" later that, "Mitt and I do recognize that we have not had a financial
struggle in our lives."
Uhm ... you do know that she didn't just realize this, right?
You do know that her speech was designed to manipulate voters in an attempt to paint her husband as a regular
Joe, a guy just like them, someone they could trust.
So ... do you?
Do you trust Mitt Romney?
Obama has only kept 37% of his promises. But Politifact's GOP Pledge-O-Meter, which they describe
as having followed "dozens of promises made in 2010 by Republican leaders" and in their Pledge to
America, found that the GOP has only kept 19% of its promises.
[I thought 37% sounded awfully good, myself. –SteveB]
If you can't trust a guy who has only kept 37% of his promises, how do you trust leaders that have only kept 19%
of theirs?
Better yet, how do you trust a guy, who as governor of Massachusetts, signed an assault weapon ban in 2004,
reiterated his support for a ban in 2007 and then shows up at an NRA convention in 2012 talking like some sort of
John Wayne wannabe?
I don't think you can.
Which I guess is why many Republicans have a hard time saying they do.
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Cat Got Yer Tongue? (to SteveM)

Cat suddenly got yer tongue? What about my challenge to find one truth & not deny it? Could be the chance of a
lifetime! Could revolutionize yer thinking.
You aren’t gonna chicken out and run away like all the other right-wingers do when confronted with the truth, are
ya?
All the sissies have run away. I hope you aren’t one of them, my friend. After all, it ain’t life, it’s just politics.
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Re: Cat Got Yer Tongue? (reply to SteveB, above)

You certainly have a short memory which allows you to say things like "I've never attacked you" or called you
names.
I'm surprised you don't recognize the tactics, as the same ones you've used on me in the past only more severe.
You've heard the expression "I give as good as I get"? Or to borrow a phrase widely attributed to the Hells Angels,
treat me good I'll treat you better, treat bad and in I'll treat you worse.
[Well…it’s all there in the FotM Newsletters and Political Inbox: 2007-2011. If I mistreated you, show me, but be
sure to read the 200 preceding emails from you and see if a man might be rightly pi*sed off by your obnoxious
behavior over and over again. –SteveB]
In hindsight, I see that you've used my e-mails as a foil for your group. Posting what was never intended for them.
Which is just like you. [It is! Isn’t it? See my response, below. –SteveB]
I never intended to join your group or thought I was participating because this is between you and me MF.
Therefore I think you owe the group an apology for using my writings to get them riled up. After all I've never
posted to friends of the left.
You should think more carefully before you attack me or those that I love and care about I never forget.
In closing thank God Romney stood up for this country instead of apologizing to the rag heads in the Middle East,
we owe them nothing.
It was 9/11 for Gods sake. With a beloved ambassador dead, along with 4 others and anti-American turmoil in Arab
nations spreading, O'bama took off for 'Vegas to collect some campaign cash and started his speech with, "It's been
a tough day for us." WTF? That's not leadership!
[I can see you’ve read “The American Media Beclowned Themselves Yesterday” by Erick Erickson at RedState, or
some derivative right-wing screed. Almost a direct quote. Talking point? –SteveB]
Obama has weakened America’s economy and has an even more dismal national security record. Apologizing for
America, appeasing our enemies, abandoning our allies and slashing our military.

[All lies in this last paragraph! The most obvious and easiest to disprove is the fictitious “slashing our military.”
What a joke. I wish it were true! These are all just Tea Party “talking points”. –SteveB]
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Re: Cat Got Yer Tongue? (reply to SteveM, above)

By the way, you misquote me. I said:
YOU HAVE A LOT OF GODDAMNED NERVE TO TALK TO ME ABOUT PERSONAL ATTACKS THE WAY YOU
HAVE DONE ABSOLUTELY NOTHING HERE, CONTRIBUTED NOTHING HERE EXCEPT ATTACKS UPON MR.
OBAMA AND PERSONAL ATTACKS UPON ME.
When have I called you a name? You call me “jack a*s” (above), etc., daily!
And, by the way, for your information, to call a public figure or a politician a name or to criticize them is not
at all the same, legally or socially, as your constant cowardly foul-mouthing of other equal America citizens
(my group and I), when all we are trying to do is discuss politics in a friendly, respectful manner in the
democracy that is America.
I didn’t say "I've never attacked you or called you names.” But I don’t remember doing that, not that, given your
obstinacy, it would be completely impossible for me to have done so. I can guarantee you one thing I think you
have to agree with, I’ve been more restrained than you.
I don’t really mind the name calling, etc, but I do mind that it makes you look…well…let me just say, it makes you
seem not as intelligent as I know you to be.
I don’t use anybody’s writings except to share them, respond, and comment. That’s what I do and I’ve sent you the
FotM Newsletter for a long time now, you’re in it from nearly the beginning, sending your anti-Obama hate mail full
of provably false assertions and innuendo. I’m sorry if you couldn’t bother to read our newsletter. Any time you
wish to communicate privately with me, let me know and I will honor that. Also, remember, you are anonymous
here, though not all of us are. And, legally, emails are just like letters, they belong to the receiving party if they
don’t have a previous copyright.
As in life, if you think something you might say might hurt somebody or be offensive or reflect back on youself
negatively, maybe it’s better not to express those thoughts unless you’re prepared for those outcomes.
And once again, you are believing lies and have the facts wrong:
What happened in Cairo & Benghazi had nothing to do with Mr. Obama apologizing for anything. These are all
stupid R0mney lies, everyone know it, and I can prove it. Read something other than far-right liars!
Ya, “dismal national security record” having killed bin Laden and many others, getting us, thank God, out of Iraq,
doing his best in Afghanistan, and restoring respect for America in the world (I know, I’m out there!). Your words
are pure fantasy. Pure Salvador Dali. The worst thing the President has done is not shrink the military, which you
should love except, for some reason, you believe the opposite of provable reality. You choose to believe the
impossible lie that the President has “decimated” the military and demoralized them. Pure poppycock!
You must know by now that only you and Rush believe these Republican lies, and he’s making half of them up and
feeding them to you, and you’re swallowing every one of them. If not, tell me which lie of the Right do you not
believe? No birth certificate? Muslim? Anti-Christian? Apology tour? Obamacare? Tax breaks for billionaires?
“Entitlement” cuts for everyone else? Creationism? You seem to believe every single one of them. Believe me, none
of us here follow any party line as if our lives depended upon it. We seek, find, and depend upon something that
seems to be missing from your end of the discussion—verifiable FACTS!
You need to apologize to the truth, my friend. Seek it and you will learn. Respect it and you will grow.

You’re actually starting to worry me and I don’t mean this as an insult, I just don’t know any other way of saying it.
You act a lot like one of my grandfathers. He was staying at our house when he was very old. He became
convinced that the Russians were, or were soon to be, attacking and he had to find his gun and defend America.
Naturally, the last thing we were going to let him get close to was a gun.
Just the truth…
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“The Great Deregulator”

Maybe the 2012 Democratic nation Conventions changed everything, but many of us still see Bill Clinton in much
the same light many Republicans view George Bush—someone who was a traitor to principles of their party.
“The Great Deregulator” by Robert Scheer, Truthdig/NationofChange
Sept. 13, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/great-deregulator-1347543380)
Bill Clinton bears as much responsibility as any politician for the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression,
and the wild applause for his disingenuous speech at the Democratic National Convention last week is a sure sign of
the poverty of what passes for progressive politics.
Do those convention delegates, and the fawning media that were wowed by the former president’s rhetorical
seductions, not recall that just before he left office Clinton signed off on the game-changing legislation that ended
the sensible rules imposed on Wall Street during the Great Depression? It was Clinton who cooperated with the
Republicans in reversing the legacy of FDR’s New Deal, opening the floodgates of unfettered avarice that almost
drowned the world’s economy during the reign of George W. Bush.
How convenient to ignore the Financial Services Modernization Act, which Clinton signed into law to
summarily end the Glass-Steagall barrier against the commingling of investment and commercial
banking. Do the Democrats not remember that Citigroup, the first too-big-to-fail bank made legal by the law
Clinton signed, became the $15 million employer of Robert Rubin, the Clinton treasury secretary who led the fight
for the law that legalized the creation of Citigroup? Or that Citigroup—led by Sanford Weill, to whom Clinton gave
one of the souvenir pens he used to approve that onerous legislation—went on to be a major player in the subprime
mortgage swindles and had to be bailed out with more than $50 billion of taxpayer funds?
Those scams were based on bundling suspect mortgages into collateralized debt obligations (CDOs), backed by the
phony insurance of credit default swaps (CDSs), all of which were given “legal certainty,” to quote Lawrence
Summers, who replaced Rubin as Clinton’s treasury secretary. It was Summers who encouraged Clinton to sign the
Commodity Futures Modernization Act, which declared CDOs and CDSs immune to any existing regulatory law and
the purview of any regulatory agency.
Timothy Geithner, a protégé of Rubin and Summers in the Clinton Treasury Department, was appointed, with
Rubin’s enthusiastic endorsement, to be head of the New York Fed while Bush was president. Geithner happily
partnered with the Bush administration in saving AIG and funneling trillions of dollars to the banks that had caused
the crisis. When Barack Obama appointed Geithner as treasury secretary, the new president committed to the Bush
strategy of saving the bankers rather than those in the middle class who had much of their life savings tied up in
the vanished equity in their homes.
The Democrats who boast so much about their inclusion of black and brown people have not seemed to notice that
the accumulated wealth of both groups has declined by more than half since the onset of this crisis, wiping out
much of the economic gains of the civil rights movement.
Sorry, I couldn’t dance at the party as I did with the Democrats the last time around. Of course I prefer Obama
over Republican Mitt Romney, who is backed by a rapacious crowd of hucksters who have rallied around the former

CEO of Bain Capital as one of their own. If Wall Street financial moguls are now giving more money to Romney than
to Obama, it is a measure of the extent of their greed rather than Obama’s effectiveness in curtailing that greed.
The banks are bigger and more powerful than ever. The quite-limited victories for consumers cited in convention
speeches by Massachusetts Senate candidate Elizabeth Warren and California Attorney General Kamala Harris—both
truly heroic fighters for consumer rights—were accomplished over the objections of White House insiders.
Obama has followed the examples of Summers and Geithner instead of those of Warren and Harris, and that is
what has made the election a tossup as voters continue to suffer in an economy that Democrats as well as
Republicans wrecked.
Once again, the thing that saves the Democrats is the capricious evil that now defines the Republican Party. In
another time, Romney might have been in the mold of Dwight Eisenhower, a moderate and socially sensitive leader
who offered a perhaps more efficient but no less caring alternative to the big-city-based Democrats of his era. As
Clinton pointed out in his address, it was Eisenhower who sent federal troops to guarantee the integration of Little
Rock High School in Arkansas over the objection of many Southern Democratic politicians and who also built the
federal highway system. In short, Ike was a balanced and thoroughly decent GOP leader of the sort that Romney’s
own father, George, aspired to be.
Not so the son, who attacks the automobile industry bailout that his auto manufacturer father would have
embraced, as he would have Obama’s moderate health care program, based in every significant detail on Mitt
Romney’s version in Massachusetts. Romney is an unmitigated liar unrestrained by any moral or logical standard, as
demonstrated in his defense of the Bain Capital experience. That part Clinton got right.
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Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply
to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #225)

(This is WAY too long, so don't feel bad if you don't make it through. Once I got started, I was on a roll and just
went with it.)
Debra Scott's article on the hijacking of the American university comes on the heels of a conversation I had recently
with a friend who is, like me, one of the marginalized and underpaid "precariate." I taught at a southern state
university for nearly thirty years and never had a contract for longer than two years at a time, usually for just a
semester or at most a year at a time. I always loved September because it meant I'd get a paycheck for at least
the next four months. April was more anxious, as the summer loomed. I have seen firsthand everything Scott
describes in her article: skyrocketing tuition, reliance on adjunct faculty, deals made with corporations, bloated
administrative salaries. It's all true and then some.
I loved the school where I taught. I still think one of the luckiest things that ever happened to me was ending up
there. I did my graduate study, then stayed on to teach until I retired, and I felt incredibly fortunate. I couldn't
imagine being anywhere else. A lot has changed in thirty years. The humanities have taken a big hit. The oncerequired, two-semester Western Civ. program was shut down and reduced to a few elective classes. This ambitious
program was what I, and many of my colleagues, saw as the core of a liberal education that applied to any and
every major. It included history, science, economics, literature, art, music. I even gave a lecture on 18th c.
landscape gardening, showing how it recaptured the classical past and embodied the social and political values of
the time. I learned more myself teaching that course than from the rest of my education combined. (Hyperbole,
but not by much.) A couple of years ago the Classics dept. was threatened with closure, and 40 programs all
across campus were abandoned, including the innovative "Writing Across the Curriculum" that worked with
professors in all disciplines to require writing in their courses. Faculty have received no raises for four years now,
but the administration has grown by leaps and bounds, and our chancellor makes upwards of half a million dollars a
year, plus perks.
The friend I mentioned above has a PhD in English from the University of Chicago, one of the top programs in the
country. Tired of holding her breath every semester, hoping for enough classes to qualify for benefits, she finally
gave up academia altogether. Her husband is still in the English dept., one of the remaining few who actually loves
literature. His specialty is Shakespeare and 17th c. lit. Most of the faculty I knew as a grad student and lecturer

have retired, and I don't know many of the new crop who have taken over, but here are some of the changes
they've instituted: freshman composition instructors are explicitly forbidden to use "literature" in their classes; the
emphasis is now on "learning skills" rather than on content; teaching is not even secondary to research, it isn't
emphasized at all. Rather than allowing a scholar to develop into someone with something important to say (which
applies especially to the humanities, if not to music, art, math and science), untenured faculty are required to
"publish or perish." Pity the young professor whose book contract comes after the deadline for his tenure review.
Now even graduate students are expected to publish articles, and no one gets a job without at least one book to his
credit. That's if you want tenure, a reasonable salary, benefits, and the security to raise your family. Everyone
else, and I include myself in this number, serves at the pleasure of the state legislature and the budget they set
every July. Part-timers are thin on the ground these days, as the money just isn't there, and tenure-track faculty
have to spend so much time and energy on creating a dossier that interacting with students has to take a back
seat, whether they like it or not. I loved my job, and I suppose I lacked the ambition to jump into the fray and
sacrifice my quality of life for the brass ring of tenure at some dusty prairie college, far from family and friends, so
you may justifiably say I made my choice. I did, and I have no regrets. But I had a PhD and two Master's degrees,
I worked hard, and I was a good teacher, popular with my students, and my goal was to make $40,000 before I
retired. I almost made it. The chancellor, I remind you, makes in the neighborhood of $500,000.
Because there is no money in higher education, unless you are an administrator or a public figure, our best and
brightest students most often opt to go into more lucrative fields, like managing a hedge fund or working at
Goldman Sachs. Even medicine feels the pinch, and my guess is, it's not so much the money that is lacking as the
enormous cost of medical school and the burdensome restrictions of our current broken health care system that are
discouraging. But all this talk of money is not the real issue. Now that Scott has pointed it out, I can readily see
that there has been a concerted, if possibly unconscious, effort on the part of corporate America to shape our
educational system to its needs. This, after all, is what Horace Mann did in the 19th c. when he developed the
American high school. Train pupils to follow rules, keep quiet and remain in place, regulate their lives with bells
that tell them when to do what, and imbibe American mores and attitudes. Perfect training for a factory worker,
who was likely an immigrant. The emphasis now is on "group work," cooperation with others rather than individual
effort, scantron tests rather than considered essays. Buzz words abound: "outcomes and goals," "studentcentered," "learning skills," "critical thinking," "values-free." No one is supposed to say a poem is beautiful
anymore. An emotional response to a Keats' Ode is seen as squishy, not rigorous, not scientific. Everything must
have utility in a practical sense. In a way I was fortunate, and I was aware of it, believe me. Because I was not in
a tenure-track position, I could fly beneath the radar and do my own thing. Because I had the time to devote to
students, I was able to lavish attention on my small classes of Honors students, who were also outside the
mainstream of the university. In Honors we could innovate, challenge, mentor, and expand our minds as well as
those of our students. Here's a secret: send your kid to a more-affordable state university and get her into the
Honors Program. That's where the real liberal education happens. It's true that large institutions rely on huge
classes, especially at the undergraduate level, often taught by adjuncts or grad students. Many bemoan the fact
that senior faculty are seldom seen in a freshman or sophomore classroom. But consider the poor adjunct. He
teaches because he is passionate about his subject and values his students. He has time to prepare, and if he's no
good, his student evaluations will jeopardize his future employment. (One downside here is consequent grade
inflation.) Why would anyone choose such a fate? Because a teacher, especially in the humanities at the college
level, knows the value of a liberal education that is increasingly under threat and is willing to sacrifice in order to
keep it alive.
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Art

Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply to
Pam, above)

Great article. Thanks Pam. A bit how the tide turns, when I taught Military History at UC Davis in the 60's one of
the pushes was to throw ROTC off campus because it taught a skill as opposed to "pure education" . However,
when the faculty groups looked at it, already lots of classes and indeed some Departments such as Vet medcine
were really more focused on teaching a skill or skills, as opposed to just general education, so they left us alone.
To this day I don't know what the right answer is.
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Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply
to Art, above)

Balance. We need people with skills, no doubt about it. I certainly want my neurosurgeon to have lots of them.
But we need people who are thoughtful, mindful, informed, and reflective if those with skills aren't to remain
automatons doing the bidding of their corporate masters. I hate to say this, and perhaps I'm showing a limited
understanding of Plato, but his analysis of the ideal society in "The Republic" seems pretty accurate to me.
Philosopher Kings at the top, a small, educated elite who know a lot and pursue truth in a disinterested way. They
set policy, based on humane values. Below them the Guardians, who carry out policy. They are semi-educated,
have some philosophical understanding, but are more managers than thinkers. Below them, everyone else: the
merchants, artisans, farmers, etc.--those whose necessary skills don't necessarily require depth of thought. It
sounds like "Brave New World," and I've always found it pretty scary, but the truth is, we do need people with
enlarged souls and minds, and the way to develop them is through education in the liberal arts. It would be
ridiculous to expect every citizen to attain the same level of understanding--about anything--but what we have now
privileges the few at the expense of the many, and the privileged are not our best thinkers.
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Re: “How the American University Was Killed, in Five Easy Steps” (reply to
Pam & Art, above)

You guys got me thinking…
We all know there has been a Republican war against American public education for some time now. They want
vouchers. They want home schooling. They want unions killed. They want teachers to have no rights and,
especially, no unions or tenure. And most of all, they don’t want to pay more taxes, especially property taxes.
But I wonder if there has been something more sinister at work too. I wonder if the big money Republican fat cats
have a secret agenda for American education too? After all, ignorant people are the easiest to manipulate.
Perhaps the Koch Brothers forays into political manipulation are just the latest of their abortions.
Just as with the invisible forces behind our massive illegal immigration, maybe the powerful have a plan for our
schools and our children that we don’t know about…
Not that I’m much of a conspiracy theorist, but this particular “theory” would sure make a lot of things make sense.
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“Why Do People Hate Teachers Unions? Because They Hate Teachers.”

“Why Do People Hate Teachers Unions? Because They Hate Teachers.” by Corey Robin
Sept. 12, 2012, (http://coreyrobin.com/2012/09/12/why-people-do-hate-teachers-unions-because-they-hateteachers/)
Like Doug Henwood, I’ve spent the last few days trying to figure out why people—particularly liberals and pseudoliberals in the chattering classes—hate teachers unions. One could of course take these people at their word—they
care about the kids, they worry that strikes hurt the kids, and so on—but since we never hear a peep out of them
about the fact that students have to swelter through 98-degree weather in jam-packed classes without air
conditioning, I’m not so inclined.
Forgive me then if I essay an admittedly more impressionistic analysis drawn from my own experience.
Like many of these journalists, I hail from an upper middle class background. I grew up in Chappaqua, an affluent
suburb of New York. My parents moved there in 1975 for the schools, which were—and I believe still are—terrific.
From elementary school through senior year, I had some of the best teachers I’ve ever encountered.

Two of my social studies teachers—Allan Damon and Tom Corwin—had more of an impact on me than any
professor I ever had in college or grad school. In their classes, I read Richard Hofstadter’s Anti-Intellectualism in
American Life, E.H. Carr’s What Is History?, Michael Kammen’s People of Paradox, Hobbes, Locke, Richard Hakluyt,
Albert Thayer Mahan, and more. When I got to college, I found that I was considerably better prepared than my
classmates, many of whom had gone to elite private schools in Manhattan and elsewhere. It’s safe to say I would
never have become an academic were it not for these two men.
We also had a terrific performing arts program. Phil Stewart, Chappaqua’s legendary acting teacher, trained
Vanessa Williams, Roxanne Hart, Dar Williams, and more. We put on obscure musicals and destabilizing plays like
The Prime of Miss Jean Brodie. Ronald Dunn, our choral teacher, had us singing Leonard Bernstein’s Chichester
Psalms, Vivaldi’s Gloria, and the works of Fauré. So inspiring were these teachers that many of us went onto
organize our own plays, musicals, and a cappella groups, while we were still in high school.
Despite this, many kids and their parents held teachers in contempt. Teachers were not figures of respect or
gratitude; they were incompetents and buffoons. Don’t get me wrong: like most people, I had some terrible
teachers. Incompetents and worse. But like most people I’ve also had some terrible friends, some terrible coworkers, some terrible neighbors, some terrible doctors, some terrible editors, and some terrible professors.
Mediocrity, I’d venture, is a more or less universal feature of the human condition. But among the upper classes it’s
treated as the exclusive preserve of teachers.
It’s odd. Even if you’re the most toolish striver—i.e., many of the people I grew up with—teachers are your ticket to
the Ivy League. And if you’re an intellectually ambitious academic type like me, they’re even more critical. Like I
said, people move to Chappaqua for the schools, and if the graduation and post-graduate statistics are any
indication—in my graduating class of 270, I’d guess about 50 of us went onto an Ivy League school—they’re getting
their money’s worth. Yet many people I grew up with treated teachers as bumptious figures of ridicule—and not in
your anarchist-critique-of-all-social-institutions kind of way.
It’s clear where the kids got it from: the parents. Every year there’d be a fight in the town over the school budget,
and every year a vocal contingent would scream that the town was wasting money (and raising needless taxes) on
its schools. Especially on the teachers (I never heard anyone criticize the sports teams). People hate paying taxes
for any number of reasons—though financial hardship, in this case, was hardly one of them—but there was a
special pique reserved for what the taxes were mostly going to: the teachers.
In my childhood world, grown ups basically saw teachers as failures and fuck-ups. “Those who can’t do, teach” goes
the old saw. But where that traditionally bespoke a suspicion of fancy ideas that didn’t produce anything concrete,
in my fancy suburb, it meant something else. Teachers had opted out of the capitalist game; they weren’t in this
world for money. There could be only one reason for that: they were losers. They were dimwitted, unambitious,
complacent, unimaginative, and risk-averse. They were middle class.
No one, we were sure, became a teacher because she loved history or literature and wanted to pass that on to the
next generation. All of them simply had no other choice. How did we know that? Because they weren’t lawyers or
doctors or “businessmen”—one of those words, even in the post-Madmen era, still spoken with veneration and awe.
It was a circular argument, to be sure, but its circularity merely reflected the closed universe of assumption in which
we operated.
Like my teachers, I have chosen a career in education and don’t make a lot of money. Unlike them, I’m a professor.
I’m continuously astonished at the pass that gets me among the people I grew up with. Had I chosen to be a highschool teacher, I’d be just another loser. But tenured professors are different. Especially if we teach in elite schools
(which I don’t.) We’re more talented, more refined, more ambitious—more like them. We’re capitalist tools, too.
So that’s where and how I grew up. And when I hear journalists and commentators, many of them fresh out of the
Ivy League, talking to teachers as if they were servants trying to steal the family silver, that’s what I hear. It’s an
ugly tone from ugly people.
Every so often I want to ask them, “Didn’t your parents teach you better manners?” Then I remember whom I’m
dealing with.

Update (September 13, 12:45 am)
I’ve gotten a fair amount of flak from liberals, on Twitter and in the comments, who claim I’m being unfair to liberal
critics of the teachers union—I’m not taking their arguments seriously, making assumptions about their elitism, etc.
I want you all to have a listen to one liberal critic—Andy Rotherham, who has a column at Time— on the Diane
Rehm Show. This is what he says (at 50:30):
Part of this strike, it’s pretty clear, is that the union needed to have some theater for its members, let them blow off
some steam, and that’s increasingly obvious.
Remember, he’s talking about a union led by an African-American woman, in a school district where 40 percent of
the kids are black. Look at ‘em all, blowing off steam.
Yeah, I was really being unfair.
(Also on the show is the indispensable Diane Ravitch, who does a pretty excellent job — when Rehm lets her speak
— of debunking the liberal shibboleths in this debate. If you’re wondering why I don’t engage the arguments more,
it’s because Ravitch already has. Again and again and again and again.)
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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.
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What Is ‘Executive Experience’ Really Worth?
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 17, 2012)
Big political campaigns are fascinating, aren’t they? We’re now witnessing one that seems to be running smoothly
and one that seems to be nearly a train wreck.

I can remember when Mr. Obama ran in 2008, the chorus chirping from the Right repeated over and over how the
guy had no administrative/executive experience, had never been a governor or CEO. How could he be President as
an “empty suit”?

Yet there he was, running his Presidential campaign in much better fashion than John McCain, who also had no
executive experience, just centuries more experience in Congress and decades more as a POW.
And, as the article below points out, running a modern Presidential campaign is like “being the CEO of a $1 billion
start-up.” How a candidate runs this massive enterprise tells us a lot about how he would function as President.
I know R0mney has “executive experience.” I know he was a CEO and is supposed to understand business. But
maybe he was just lucky?
He certainly doesn’t seem to be running his campaign the way anyone, Democrat or Republican, would want
America run. Meanwhile, the Right continues to beat the “Obama has no experience” drum, even though the man
has run the country pretty darned well for almost four years. I guess if you’re black, you just can’t learn, no matter
what.
It seems to me like Mittens is the man with no “executive experience” this election cycle. He doesn’t even seem to
be able to go to Europe, or give an effective speech, or, most importantly, run a campaign. Would you trust him
with our nation’s future only because he isn’t black?
Maybe what really counts is the man and what is in his heart and head?
“Inside the Campaign: How Mitt Romney Stumbled” by Mike Allen and Jim VandeHei, Politico
Sept. 16, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81280.html)
Stuart Stevens, Mitt Romney’s top strategist, knew his candidate’s convention speech needed a memorable mix of
loft and grace if he was going to bound out of Tampa with an authentic chance to win the presidency. So Stevens,
bypassing the speechwriting staff at the campaign’s Boston headquarters, assigned the sensitive task of drafting it
to Peter Wehner, a veteran of the last three Republican White Houses and one of the party’s smarter wordsmiths.
Not a word Wehner wrote was ever spoken.
Stevens junked the entire thing, setting off a chaotic, eight-day scramble that would produce an hour of prime-time
problems for Romney, including Clint Eastwood’s meandering monologue to an empty chair.
Romney’s convention stumbles have provoked weeks of public griping and internal sniping about not only Romney
but also his mercurial campaign muse, Stevens. Viewed warily by conservatives, known for his impulsiveness and
described by a colleague as a “tortured artist,” Stevens has become the leading staff scapegoat for a campaign that
suddenly is behind in a race that had been expected to stay neck and neck through Nov. 6.
This article is based on accounts from Romney aides, advisers and friends, most of whom refused to speak on the
record because they were recounting private discussions and offering direct criticism of the candidate and his staff,
Stevens in particular.
Stevens, in a lengthy interview Sunday afternoon, defended the campaign’s performance, refused to discuss
internal conversations and insisted Romney is doing far better than the pundits portray. “Like all campaigns, we
have good days and bad days. I’m happy to take responsibility for the bad days,” he said. “This is a tremendously
talented team.”
To pin recent stumbles on Stevens would be to overlook Romney’s role in all this. As the man atop the
enterprise — in effect, the CEO of a $1 billion start-up — Romney ultimately bears responsibility for
the decisions he personally oversaw, such as the muffling of running mate Paul Ryan’s strict budget
message and his own convention performance.

As the Tampa convention drew near, Wehner, now a “senior adviser” and blogger for the campaign, was laboring
under an unusual constraint for the author of a high-stakes political speech. He was not invited to spend time with
Romney, making it impossible to channel him fluently.
Nevertheless, Wehner came up with a draft he found pleasing, including the memorable line: “The incumbent
president is trying to lower the expectations of our nation to the sorry level of his own achievement. He only wins if
you settle.” It also included a reference to Afghanistan, which was jettisoned with the rest of his work.
Instead, eight days before the convention, at a time when a campaign usually would be done drafting and focused
instead on practicing such a high-stakes speech, Stevens frantically contacted John McConnell and Matthew Scully,
a speechwriting duo that had worked in George W. Bush’s campaign and White House. Stevens told them they
would have to start from scratch on a new acceptance speech. Not only would they have only a few days to write it,
but Romney would have little time to practice it.
McConnell and Scully, drawing on their experience writing for Vice President Dick Cheney, were racing to finish the
convention speech for Romney’s running mate, Ryan (R-Wis.), the House Budget Committee chairman. It was the
Wednesday before convention week. Ryan was to speak the following Wednesday, followed by Romney on
Thursday.
The two finished Ryan’s text the next day and started crashing on Romney’s. That weekend, Stevens accompanied
Romney as he went to a school auditorium in New Hampshire with his wife, Ann, to practice yet another version of
the speech. Only one paragraph from the McConnell-Scully draft wound up being used, about a rose that Romney’s
father had put on his mother’s bedside table each day. The speech that was actually delivered, it turned out, had
been cobbled together by Stevens and Romney himself.
When asked about the various versions of the convention speech, Stevens said: “The governor writes his
speeches.” Pressed on whether he does so with no help, Stevens added: “He reaches out to a lot of people. … We
don’t discuss who works on what. It’s all just the Romney campaign. Everything is just the Romney campaign.”
The hasty process resulted in a colossal oversight: Romney did not include a salute to troops serving in war zones,
and did not mention Al Qaeda or Afghanistan, putting him on the defensive on national security just as the Middle
East was about to erupt. It was also very light on policy specifics, much to the chagrin of conservatives who were
certain the addition of Ryan and inclusion of Wehner meant a real battle of ideas was about to begin.
The damage had been compounded when, in compressing the program from four days to three because of a
hurricane delay, convention organizers had scrapped a planned remote appearance by Romney and veterans that
was to be fed live into the Tampa hall from a speech he was giving to an American Legion convention in Indiana.
With the salute-the-troops tribute out, the assumption was Romney would pay tribute to them in the speech. He
didn’t.
The convention finale was undermined even further by Eastwood’s rambling comedy routine, which became the
only glimpse that many swing voters got of the Republican show. Eastwood had been added to the program after
chatting with Romney at a fundraiser in Idaho just weeks before the convention.
Stevens and his team loved the idea of the tough-talking American icon greeting the millions of viewers tuning in to
the main event. But Eastwood, unlike every other speaker at the tightly controlled convention, had free rein to say
or do whatever he wanted without the campaign’s approval. Eastwood has said just minutes before going live, he
was handed a chair to sit on, which he promptly decided should become a prop in his speech.
Many in the Romney high command watched in fury. Later, a poll by the Pew Research Center for the People & the
Press found that for many voters — especially independents and casual viewers, exactly the ones convention
organizers hoped to reach — the Eastwood skit, not Romney’s speech, was the highlight of the convention.
As mishaps have piled up, Stevens has taken the brunt of the blame for an unwieldy campaign structure that, as
the joke goes among frustrated Republicans, badly needs a consultant from Bain & Co. to straighten it out.

“You design a campaign to reinforce the guy that you’ve got,” said a longtime Romney friend. “The campaign has
utterly failed to switch from a primary mind-set to a general-election mind-set, and did not come up with a
compelling, policy-backed argument for credible change.”
In what many in the campaign now consider a fundamental design flaw, Stevens is doing three major jobs: chief
strategist, chief ad maker and chief speechwriter. It would be as if George W. Bush had run for president in 2000
with one person playing the roles of Karl Rove, Mark McKinnon and Michael Gerson. Or if on the Obama campaign
of 2008, David Axelrod had not been backed up by Jim Margolis, Robert Gibbs and Jon Favreau.
Asked if he had assumed too many roles, Stevens said he had big teams to help him in each area. “Everybody
wears a lot of hats,” he said. “We’re that kind of campaign — very un-compartmentalized.” He said that making the
ads in-house has been a huge advantage. “You can walk down and stick your finger in the cookie batter.”
Stevens enjoys little of the internal affection that surrounded the brain trusts of the Bush and Obama campaigns. “I
always have the impression Stuart must save his best stuff for meetings I’m not important enough to attend,” said
one Romney campaign insider. “The campaign is filled with people who spend a lot of their time either avoiding him
or resisting him.”
Stevens, who has won a string of U.S. Senate and governor’s races, worked on the Bush campaigns of 2000 and
2004, and was signed up with Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) in 2008, but then switched to Romney.
POLITICO has learned when Romney was gearing up for his 2012 run, he made never-before-reported overtures to
Ken Mehlman, the manager of Bush’s campaign, and Mike Murphy, a top strategist who remains close to Romney.
Still, when Romney went for a leaner campaign with fewer consultants, Stevens was left standing. At Romney’s
insistence, Stevens and his business partner, Russ Schriefer, went all in, closing the Stevens and Schriefer Group
office in Washington and moving into a first-floor warren at Romney headquarters in Boston’s North End.
Schriefer said Stevens “has done a very good job of keeping the campaign focused on a message of jobs and the
economy, and focused on what it takes to win.”
“He has a competitive spirit that translates to the rest of the team,” Schriefer said. “When there’s criticism, you’re
always going to get people trying to blame someone. This is not something unusual. The important thing is that the
campaign is staying very focused. We know what we want to do, and we think we’re in a very good position to
win.”
A mad-professor aura, combined with post-midnight calls to sleeping senior staffers, have led some colleagues to
express increasing concern about what the campaign is doing to Stevens — and what Stevens is doing to the
campaign.
The GOP convention failed to generate momentum or excitement for Romney — a potentially fatal setback for the
struggling campaign. Before that, Romney’s criticism of Olympics organizers just after he landed in London set the
tone for a snake-bitten foreign tour that some top campaign officials had argued against taking. Last week, Romney
diluted his repeal-“Obamacare” message by saying on “Meet the Press” that he would keep part of the plan. Then
Romney’s incendiary late-night statement after the attack on the U.S. Consulate in Libya led many conservative
allies to say he had squandered credibility as a potential commander in chief.
Stevens had vocal internal critics long before the recent blunders. One proposal by the strategist that drew ridicule
behind his back envisioned a “Route 66” bus tour along the pre-Interstate, Dust Bowl migration highway. Other
advisers argued that Romney hardly needs more retro or nostalgic connotations. That idea morphed into a blander
“Every Town Counts” week, hitting smaller population centers of six target states in the Northeast and Midwest.
Asked about the bus-tour ideas, Stevens said: “We bat around a lot of ideas. … The campaign has a very collegial
— we have a good locker room. There’s a lot of support, a lot of collaboration, a lot of cross-pollination of idea from
across the board.”

But whatever Stevens’s shortcomings, presidential candidates get the campaigns they want. And Romney, who in
an interview with POLITICO last month said his leadership style very much centers on having a variety of smart
people offering advice and him being the decider, has taken a very active role running his own campaign.
In a way, that’s the problem. Romney associates are baffled that such a successful corporate leader has created a
team with so few lines of authority or accountability.
Romney has allowed seven distinct power centers to flourish inside his campaign, with the strategy pod, headed by
Stevens and Schriefer, handling the most essential ingredient — the candidate’s public message and image.
Then there is the conventional staff, led by campaign manager Matt Rhoades, who functions as an air-traffic
controller. For months, Republicans inside and out of the campaign have said the structure is problematic. Rhoades,
for instance, is as disciplined and methodical as Stevens is improvisational and disorganized.
Add to those the old Boston hands — Beth Myers, Peter Flaherty and Eric Fehrnstrom; longtime friends and advisers
— Mike Leavitt, Bob White and Ron Kaufman; newcomers with juice, especially Ed Gillespie; the family, with his
sons and Ann Romney involved in many decisions; and the money folks, headed by a longtime Romney friend and
helper, Spencer Zwick.
Campaign officials said most parts of the Romney operation run in the rigid, metrics-driven style of Rhoades, a
veteran of the buttoned-up Bush operation of 2004. These parts include finance, voter contact, legal and
communications. This stands in contrast to the hazy controls over things in Stevens’s domain, the officials said.
“It is organized the way enterprises are organized: There is a person in charge, and people underneath him with
specific responsibilities,” a Romney official said. “There are clear goals and objectives, and constant measurement.
Elsewhere in the enterprise, there are all kinds of people with influence and authority but only vague
responsibilities.”
Stevens, a 58-year-old son of the South, is easy for conservatives to dislike. His official bio does not exactly scream
“Republican ad guy from Mississippi”: “Stuart was educated at Colorado College, Middlebury College, Oxford
University and the UCLA Film School, [and] is also a former Fellow of the American Film Institute.”
He is not particularly ideological, and has a big-city, Hollywood aura that grates on movement conservatives. “He’s
a smart, capable guy but he sends bad signals” to the right, said a Republican operative who works closely with the
campaign. “He has a lot of goofy quotes that cause everybody to shake their heads. … Stuart is one of the most
insecure guys in the business. But he has become the top strategic adviser to the nominee, which is a huge
accomplishment.”
A Romney official explained: “Mitt is a sticker — he stays with you. He had a reputation at Bain for sticking with
people. They made a bad investment, he hung with them. … None of this is going to be fixed. This is the
organization, and this is who Mitt is betting on to win. There aren’t going to be further changes.”
A person who recently was alone with Romney added: “Big changes would destabilize the thing.”
Every profile of Stevens includes the descriptor “eclectic,” which seems fair, given he has skied to the North Pole,
chronicled his use of steroids to compete in an extreme race, written novels and a campaign memoir, advised
clients in Albania and Congo and consulted on Hollywood projects, including the political film “The Ides of March.”
Stevens has a free-flowing way about his life and is excited by ideas he deems wonderful or weird. He enjoys a
love-hate relationship with the media — firing off emails with his candid and often illuminating take on the political
spat of the moment, while also stoking the media-is-so-damned-biased flames inside the campaign and among
conservatives.
Inside the Romney campaign, Stevens has preached a gospel of caution and consistency: Keep the candidate tightly
focused on a bad economy and a worse president. In an interview last year with Robert Draper for The New York
Times Magazine, Stevens explained his theory of the case this way: Philadelphia Eagles quarterback “Michael Vick’s

not a real good pocket guy … So don’t tell him he can’t roll out. Try to make him the best rollout guy that’s ever
played.”
A growing number of conservatives are blaming Stevens for advocating a campaign of caution, one that puts all the
emphasis not on how good Romney could be but how bad Obama is. “Credit for this fog goes to that inner circle of
Romney advisers who never liked the Ryan pick and have reasserted their will over a candidate who is naturally
cautious,” conservative columnist Kimberley Strassel wrote in Friday’s Wall Street Journal. “In the la-la land where
adviser Stuart Stevens presides, Mr. Romney wins by never saying a single thing, ever, that might rock a single
boat, ever.”’
Stevens was a big, early advocate of a bland vice presidential candidate, privately talking up former Minnesota Gov.
Tim Pawlenty and pushing the idea of an outsider, anti-Beltway ticket. But Stevens is hardly to blame for what
many conservatives consider a campaign that is specifics-free and lame. That blame goes straight to the man
running his own campaign: Romney himself, according to a number of people in and out of the campaign.
Some Romney loyalists think Stevens never fully appreciated what a good and unique candidate they had in
Romney, and pleaded early on to showcase what they saw as a generous, wise and gifted leader. Still, for reasons
not fully understood by those around Romney, the candidate not only went with Stevens but gave him tremendous
authority.
There are no signs his authority is getting curtailed: Sources inside the campaign said he just prevailed in an
internal battle over the next rounds of ads, customized for each swing state.
“Politics is like sports,” Stevens said. “A lot of people have ideas, and there’s no right or wrong. You just have to
chart a course, and stay on that course.”
© 2012 POLITICO LLC
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“The Federal Bailout That Saved Mitt Romney”

I just checked his birth certificate and it says his name is “Willard Mittens Hypocrisy&Lies R0mney”. I was amazed!
And then, there’s still those darned taxes!
“The Federal Bailout That Saved Mitt Romney” by Tim Dickinson, Rolling Stone
Aug. 29, 2012, (http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/the-federal-bailout-that-saved-mitt-romney-20120829)
(Government documents prove the candidate's mythology is just that.)
Mitt Romney likes to say he won't "apologize" for his success in business. But what he never says is "thank you" –
to the American people – for the federal bailout of Bain & Company that made so much of his outsize wealth
possible.
According to the candidate's mythology, Romney took leave of his duties at the private equity firm Bain Capital in
1990 and rode in on a white horse to lead a swift restructuring of Bain & Company, preventing the collapse of the
consulting firm where his career began. When The Boston Globe reported on the rescue at the time of his Senate
run against Ted Kennedy, campaign aides spun Romney as the wizard behind a "long-shot miracle," bragging that
he had "saved bank depositors all over the country $30 million when he saved Bain & Company."

In fact, government documents on the bailout obtained by Rolling Stone show that the legend crafted by Romney is
basically a lie. The federal records, obtained under the Freedom of Information Act, reveal that Romney's initial
rescue attempt at Bain & Company was actually a disaster – leaving the firm so financially strapped that it had "no
value as a going concern." Even worse, the federal bailout ultimately engineered by Romney screwed the FDIC –
the bank insurance system backed by taxpayers – out of at least $10 million. And in an added insult, Romney
rewarded top executives at Bain with hefty bonuses at the very moment that he was demanding his handout from
the feds.
With his selection of Paul Ryan as his running mate, Romney has made fiscal stewardship the centerpiece of his
campaign. A banner at MittRomney.com declared, "We have a moral responsibility not to spend more than we take
in." Romney also opposed the federal bailout for Detroit automakers, famously arguing that the industry should be
forced into bankruptcy. Government bailouts, he insists, are "the wrong way to go."
But the FDIC documents on the Bain deal – which were heavily redacted by the firm prior to release – show that as
a wealthy businessman, Romney was willing to go to extremes to secure a federal bailout to serve his own
interests. He had a lot at stake, both financially and politically. Had Bain & Company collapsed, insiders say, it would
have dealt a grave setback to Bain Capital, where Romney went on to build a personal fortune valued at as much as
$250 million. It would also have short-circuited his political career before it began, tagging Romney as a failed
businessman unable to rescue his own firm.
"None of us wanted to see Bain be the laughingstock of the business world," recalls a longtime Romney lieutenant
who asked not to be identified. "But Mitt's reputation was on the line."
Mitt Romney's Federal Bailout: The Documents: http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/pictures/mitt-romneys-federalbailout-the-documents-20120829.
The trouble began in 1984, when Bain & Company spun off Bain Capital to engage in leveraged buyouts and put
Romney in charge of the new operation. To free up money to invest in the new business, founder Bill Bain and his
partners cashed out much of their stock in the consulting firm – leaving it saddled with about $200 million in debt.
(Romney, though not a founder, reportedly profited from the deal.) "People will tell you that Bill raped the place
clean, was greedy, didn't know when to stop," a former Bain consultant later conceded. "Did they take too much
out of the firm? You bet."
The FDIC documents make clear what happened next: "Soon after the founders sold their equity," analysts
reported, "business began to drop off." First came scandal: In the late 1980s, a Bain consultant became a key figure
in an illegal stock manipulation scheme in London. The firm's reputation took a hit, and it fired 10 percent of its
consulting force. By the time the 1989 recession began, Bain & Company found itself going broke fast. Cash flows
weren't enough to service the debt imposed by the founders, and the firm could barely make payroll. In a panic, Bill
Bain tapped Romney, his longtime protégé, to take the reins.
In Romney's own retelling, he casts himself as a selfless and loyal company man. "There was no upside," he told his
cheerleading biographer Hugh Hewitt in 2007. "There was no particular reason to do it other than a sense of
obligation and duty to an organization that had done great things for me."
In fact, Romney had a direct stake in the survival of Bain & Company: He had been working to build the Bain brand
his entire career, and felt he had to save the firm at all costs. After all, Bain sold top-dollar strategic advice to big
businesses about how to protect themselves from going bust. If Bain & Company went bankrupt, recalls the
Romney deputy, "anyone associated with them would have looked clownish." Indeed, when a banker from Goldman
Sachs urged Bain to consider bankruptcy as the obvious solution to the firm's woes, Romney's desperation began to
show. He flatly refused to discuss it – and in the ensuing argument, one witness says, Romney almost ended up in
a brawl when the Goldman banker advised him to "go fuck yourself." For the sake of Romney's career and fortune,
bankruptcy was simply not an option – no matter who got screwed in the process.
According to the government records obtained by Rolling Stone, Bain & Company "defaulted on its debt obligations"
at nearly the same time that "W. Mitt Romney . . . stepped in as managing director (and later chief executive) in
1990 and led the financial restructuring intended to get the firm back on track."

Romney moved decisively, and his early efforts appeared promising. He persuaded the founders to return $25
million of the cash they had raided from Bain & Company and forgive $75 million in debt, in return for protection
from most future liabilities. Romney then consolidated Bain's massive debts into a single, binding loan agreement
with four banks, which received liens on Bain's assets and agreed to delay repayments on the firm's debts for two
years. The federal government also signed off on the deal, since the FDIC had recently taken control of a bank that
was owed $30.6 million by Bain. Romney assured creditors that the restructuring would enable Bain to "operate
normally, compensate its professionals competitively" and, ultimately, pay off its debts.
Almost as soon as the FDIC agreed to the loan restructuring, however, Romney's rescue plan began to fall apart.
"The company realized early on that it would be unable to hit its revenue targets or manage the debt structure," the
documents reveal. By the spring of 1992, Bain's decline was perilous: "If Bain goes into default," one analyst
warned the FDIC, "the bank group will need to decide whether to force Bain into bankruptcy."
With his rescue plan a bust, Romney was forced to slink back to the banks to negotiate a new round of debt relief.
There was only one catch: Even though Bain & Company was deep in debt and sinking fast, the firm was actually
flush with cash – most of it from the looted money that Bill Bain and other partners had given back. "Liquidity is
strong based on the significant cash balance which Bain is carrying," one federal document reads.
Under normal circumstances, such ample reserves would have made liquidating Bain an attractive option: Creditors
could simply divvy up the stockpiled cash and be done with the troubled firm. But Bain had inserted a poison pill in
its loan agreement with the banks: Instead of being required to use its cash to pay back the firm's creditors, the
money could be pocketed by Bain executives in the form of fat bonuses – starting with VPs making $200,000 and
up. "The company can deplete its cash balances by making officer-bonus payments," the FDIC lamented, "and still
be in compliance with the loan documents."
What's more, the bonus loophole gave Romney a perverse form of leverage: If the banks and the FDIC didn't give
in to his demands and forgive much of Bain's debts, Romney would raid the firm's coffers, pushing it into the very
bankruptcy that the loan agreement had been intended to avert. The losers in this game would not only be Bain's
creditors – including the federal government – but the firm's nearly 1,000 employees worldwide.
In March 1992, according to the FDIC documents, Romney approached the banks and played the bonus card. Allow
Bain to pay off its debt at a deep discount, he demanded – just 35 cents on the dollar. Otherwise, the "majority" of
the firm's "excess cash" would "be available for the bonus pool to its officers at a vice president level and above."
The next month, when the banks balked at the deal, Romney decided to prove he wasn't bluffing. "As the bank
group did not accept the proposal from Bain," the records show, "Bain's senior management has decided to go forth
with the distribution of bonuses." (Bain's lawyers redacted the amount of the executive payouts, and the Romney
campaign refused to comment on whether Romney himself received a bonus.)
Romney's decision to place executive compensation over fiscal responsibility immediately put Bain on the ropes. By
that July, FDIC analysts reported, Bain had so little money left that "the company will actually run out of cash and
default on the existing debt structure" as early as 1995. If that happened, Bain employees and American consumers
would take the hit – an alternative that analysts considered "catastrophic."
But Romney didn't dole out all of Bain's cash as bonuses right away. According to a record from May 1992, he set
aside some of the money to put one last squeeze on the firm's creditors. Romney now demanded that the banks
and the government agree to a deal that was even less favorable than the last – to retire Bain's debts "at a price up
to but not exceeding 30 cents on the dollar."
The FDIC considered finding a buyer to take over its loans to Bain, but analysts concluded that "Bain has no value
as a going concern." And the government wasn't likely to get much out of Bain if it allowed the firm to go bankrupt:
The loan agreement engineered by Romney had left the FDIC "virtually unsecured" on the $30.6 million it was owed
by Bain. "Once bonuses are paid," the analysts warned, "all members of the bank group believe this company will
dissolve during 1993."

About the only assets left would be Bain's office equipment. The records show FDIC analysts pathetically attempting
to assess the value of such items, including an HP LaserJet printer, before concluding that most of the gear was so
old that the government's "portion of any liquidation proceeds would be negligible."
How had Romney scored such a favorable deal at the FDIC's expense? It didn't hurt that he had close ties to the
agency – the kind of "crony capitalism" he now decries. A month before he closed the 1991 loan agreement,
Romney promoted a former FDIC bank examiner to become a senior executive at Bain. He also had pull at the top:
FDIC chairman Bill Seidman, who had served as finance chair for Romney's father when he ran for president in
1968.
The federal documents also reveal that, contrary to Romney's claim that he returned full time to Bain Capital in
1992, he remained involved in bailout negotiations to the very end. In a letter dated March 23rd, 1993, Romney
reassured creditors that his latest scheme would return Bain & Company to "long-term financial stability." That
same month, Romney once again threatened to "pay out maximum bonus distributions" to top executives unless
much of Bain's debt was erased.
In the end, the government surrendered. At the time, The Boston Globe cited bankers dismissing the bailout as
"relatively routine" – but the federal documents reveal it was anything but. The FDIC agreed to accept nearly $5
million in cash to retire $15 million in Bain's debt – an immediate government bailout of $10 million. All told, the
FDIC estimated it would recoup just $14 million of the $30 million that Romney's firm owed the government.
It was a raw deal – but Romney's threat to loot his own firm had left the government with no other choice. If the
FDIC had pushed Bain into bankruptcy, the records reveal, the agency would have recouped just $3.56 million from
the firm.
The Romney campaign refused to respond to questions for this article; a spokeswoman said only that "Mitt Romney
turned around Bain & Company by getting all parties to come to the table and make difficult decisions." But while
taxpayers did not finance the bailout, the debt forgiven by the government was booked as a loss to the FDIC – and
then recouped through higher insurance premiums from banks. And banks, of course, are notorious for finding ways
to pass their costs along to customers, usually in the form of higher fees. Thanks to the nature of the market, in
other words, the bailout negotiated by Romney ultimately wound up being paid by the American people.
Even as consumers took a loss, however, a small group of investors wound up getting a good deal in the bailout.
Bain Capital – the very firm that had triggered the crisis in the first place – walked away with $4 million. That was
the fee it charged Bain & Company for loaning the consulting firm the services of its chief executive – one Willard
Mitt Romney.
(This story is from the September 13, 2012 issue of Rolling Stone.)
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Jim

“The Miseducation of Mitt Romney” & “Finlandize Me”

Please look at both of the following pieces. Romney's platform for education and a counter example concerning one
of the world's leading school systems.
“The Miseducation of Mitt Romney” by Diane Ravitch, NYRB
June 5, 2012, (http://www.nybooks.com/blogs/nyrblog/2012/jun/05/miseducation-mitt-romney/)
On May 23, the Romney campaign released its education policy white paper titled “A Chance for Every Child: Mitt
Romney’s Plan for Restoring the Promise of American Education.” If you liked the George W. Bush administration’s
education reforms, you will love the Romney plan. If you think that turning the schools over to the private sector
will solve their problems, then his plan will thrill you.

The central themes of the Romney plan are a rehash of Republican education ideas from the past thirty years,
namely, subsidizing parents who want to send their child to a private or religious school, encouraging the private
sector to operate schools, putting commercial banks in charge of the federal student loan program, holding teachers
and schools accountable for students’ test scores, and lowering entrance requirements for new teachers. These
policies reflect the experience of his advisers, who include half a dozen senior officials from the Bush administration
and several prominent conservative academics, among them former Secretary of Education Rod Paige and former
Deputy Secretary of Education Bill Hansen, and school choice advocates John Chubb and Paul Peterson.
Unlike George W. Bush, who had to negotiate with a Democratic Congress to pass No Child Left Behind, Romney
feels no need to compromise on anything. He needs to prove to the Republican Party’s base—especially
evangelicals—that he really is conservative. And this plan is “mission accomplished.”
Romney offers full-throated support for using taxpayer money to pay for private-school vouchers, privatelymanaged charters, for-profit online schools, and almost every other alternative to public schools. Like Bob Dole in
1996, Romney showers his contempt on the teachers’ unions. He takes a strong stand against certification of
teachers—the minimal state-level requirement that future teachers must pass either state or national tests to
demonstrate their knowledge and/or skills–which he considers an unnecessary hurdle. He believes that class size
does not matter (although he and his children went to elite private schools that have small classes). Romney claims
that school choice is “the civil rights issue of our era,” a familiar theme among the current crop of education
reformers, who now use it to advance their efforts to privatize public education.
When it comes to universities, Romney excoriates Obama for the rising cost of higher education. He claims that
more federal aid leads to higher tuition, so he offers no new federal funding to help students burdened with debt.
His plan does not mention the fact that tuition has increased in public universities (which enroll three-quarters of all
students) because states have reduced their investments in higher education and shifted the burden from taxpayers
to students. Romney will encourage private sector involvement in higher education, by having commercial banks
again serve as the intermediary for federal student loans, an approach Obama had eliminated 2010 as too costly.
(Until 2010, banks received guaranteed subsidies from the federal government to make student loans, while the
government assumed nearly all the risk. When the program was overhauled by the Obama Administration, billions
of dollars in bank profits were redirected to support Pell Grants for needy students.) To cut costs, Romney
encourages the proliferation of for-profit online universities.
The Romney education plan says that no new money is needed because more spending on schools will not fix our
problems. However, he proposes to dedicate more taxpayer money to the priorities that he favors, such as
vouchers, charter schools, and online schools. He also wants more federal money to reward states for “eliminating
or reforming teacher tenure and establishing systems that focus on effectiveness in advancing student
achievement.” Translated, that means that Romney is willing to hand out money to states if they eliminate due
process rights for teachers and if they pay more to teachers whose students get higher scores on standardized tests
and get rid of teachers whose students do not.
In making the case for vouchers—which provide government funding to pay the tuition at any private or religious
school that parents choose—Romney exaggerates the evidence; indeed, some of his claims are simply false. He
points to the D.C. voucher program, which began in 2004, the first program to use federal tax dollars to subsidize
private-school tuition—as “a model for the nation.” He asserts that “After three months, students [in the D.C.
voucher program] could already read at levels 19 months ahead of their public-school peers.”
This is flatly wrong. A Congressionally-mandated evaluation of the D.C. program found that students with vouchers
made no gains in either reading or math. As the report stated, “There is no conclusive evidence that the OSP
[Opportunity Scholarship Program] affected student achievement.” Romney claims that 90 percent of voucher
students graduated from high school, as compared to only 55 percent in the low performing public schools of D.C.
But here he exaggerates. The federal evaluation of the program said that 82 percent of the students receiving
vouchers graduated from high school as compared to 70 percent of the students who applied to the voucher
program and were not accepted. This is a respectable gain, but nowhere near as large as the numbers Romney
cited. Because students who enter a lottery tend to be more motivated than those who do not, reputable social
scientists usually compare the outcomes of those who won the lottery and those who did not.

Paradoxically, Romney’s campaign takes credit for the fact that Massachusetts leads the nation in reading and
mathematics on the federal tests known as the National Assessment of Educational Progress. But Romney was not
responsible for the state’s academic success, which owes to reforms that are entirely different from the ones he is
now proposing for the country. Signed into law a full decade before Romney began his tenure as governor in 2003,
the Massachusetts Education Reform Act involved a commitment by the state to double state funding of public
education from $1.3 billion in 1993 to $2.6 billion by 2000; to provide a minimum foundation budget for every
district to meet its needs; to develop strong curricula for subjects such as science, history, the arts, foreign
languages, mathematics, and English; to implement a testing program based on the curriculum (because of costs,
the state tested only reading and math); to expand professional development for teachers; and to test would-be
teachers. In the late 1990s, again before Romney assumed office, the state added new funds for early childhood
education.
Romney’s plan, by contrast, 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. Massachusetts attained success by raising standards for
new teachers, not by lowering them. Nor did Massachusetts eliminate teacher tenure, that is, the right to a hearing
for experienced teachers before they can be fired. Higher education, we are assured, will flourish when “innovation
and skill attainment” matter more than “time in classroom.” Put in plain English, the last sentence is claiming that
higher education will become more affordable when more students enroll in online universities, most of which are
low-cost and for-profit. Of course, online universities are cheaper; they have no capital costs, no library, no
facilities, and minimal staff. Some are under investigation for fraud because of their methods of recruiting students;
they have fended off federal regulation by a heavy (and bipartisan) investment in lobbying.
The Obama administration’s first response to Romney’s proposals was to scoff and say that Obama’s K-12 policies
had the enthusiastic support of prominent conservative Republican governors, such as Chris Christie of New Jersey
and Susana Martinez of New Mexico. Unfortunately, this is true. Apart from vouchers and the slap at teacher
certification, Obama’s Race to the Top program for schools promotes virtually everything Romney proposes—
charters, competition, accountability, evaluating teachers by student test scores. If anything, Secretary of Education
Arne Duncan has been as outspoken on behalf of charters and test-based accountability as Mitt Romney. And, like
Romney, Duncan has disdained the issue of reducing the number of students per teacher.
Romney’s proposal for private-school vouchers is red-meat for the right wing base of the Republican party,
especially evangelicals. Vouchers have been the third rail of education politics since Milton Friedman proposed them
in 1955; they have been put before the voters in several state referenda and have been consistently rejected. As a
general rule, the public does not want public money to support religious schools. And many religious schools are
wary about accepting public money and the regulations that eventually are tied to it. But in the past few years,
vouchers have been revived by state legislatures in Indiana, Wisconsin, and Louisiana without resorting to popular
vote.
The results are already troubling. In Louisiana, where Governor Bobby Jindal’s education reform legislation was
enacted in mid-April, the new law declares that students in low-performing schools are eligible to take their share of
state funding to any accredited private or religious school. About 400,000 students (more than half the students in
the state) are eligible, but only some 5,000 places are available in the state’s private and parochial schools. When
the state posted the list of participating schools, the one that registered to accept the largest number of voucher
students was the New Living Word School, which offered to enroll 315 of them. But its current enrollment is 122,
and it has no facilities or teachers for the new students, though it promises to erect a new building in time for the
beginning of the school year this fall. Most of its instruction is delivered on DVDs.
Another school, the Eternity Christian Academy, which currently has 14 students, has agreed to take in 135 voucher
students. According to a recent Reuters article, students in this school
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. They are not
exposed to the theory of evolution.

The pastor-turned-principal explained, “We try to stay away from all those things that might confuse our children.”
Some of the other schools that have been approved to receive state-funded vouchers “use social studies texts
warning that liberals threaten global prosperity; Bible-based math books that don’t cover modern concepts such as
set theory; and biology texts built around refuting evolution.”
The Reuters reporter described the Louisiana law as “the nation’s boldest experiment in privatizing public education,
with the state preparing to shift tens of millions in tax dollars out of the public schools to pay private industry,
businesses owners and church pastors to educate children.” Next year, all students in Louisiana will qualify for a
voucher to take courses from private vendors or corporations offering courses or training. Expect a boom in new
education businesses in Louisiana.
What Governor Jindal is doing sounds like a template for the Romney plan. With no increase in funding, all the
money for vouchers and private vendors and online charters will be deducted from the state’s public education
budget. Governor Jindal and Mitt Romney should explain how American education will be improved if taxpayer
dollars are used to send more students to sectarian schools and to take their courses from profit-making businesses
and online schools.
In the vision presented by Mitt Romney, public dollars would flow to schools that teach creationism. Anyone could
teach, without passing any test of their knowledge and skills and without any professional preparation. Teachers
could be fired for any reason, without any protection of their freedom to teach. In some states and regions,
teachers will be fearful of teaching evolution or global warming or any controversial issues. Nor will they dare to
teach books considered offensive to anyone in their community, like Huckleberry Finn.
And candidate Romney should explain how privatizing the way we school our children will further his goal of
“restoring the promise of American education.” “Restore” suggests a return to the past. When in American history
did the for-profit sector run American schools? Which state ever permitted it until the advent in our own time of forprofit charter corporations and for-profit online corporations? Which founding fathers ever railed against public
education? John Adams, that crusty conservative, said this:
The whole people must take upon themselves the education of the whole people and be willing to bear the
expenses of it. There should not be a district of one mile square, without a school in it, not founded by a
charitable individual, but maintained at the public expense of the people themselves.
Restoring the promise of American education should mean rejuvenating public schools, not destroying them.
“Finlandize Me” by Timothy Noah, NYRB
Feb. 15, 2012, (http://www.tnr.com/blog/timothy-noah/100790/finlandize-me#)
From Diane Ravitch's latest piece in the New York Review of Books:
No nation in the world has eliminated poverty by firing teachers or by handing its public
schools over to private managers; nor does research support either strategy. But these
inconvenient facts do not reduce the reformers’ zeal. The new breed of school reformers consists mainly of
Wall Street hedge fund managers, foundation officials, corporate executives, entrepreneurs, and
policymakers, but few experienced educators. The reformers’ detachment from the realities of schooling and
their indifference to research allow them to ignore the important influence of families and poverty. The
schools can achieve miracles, the reformers assert, by relying on competition, deregulation, and
management by data—strategies similar to the ones that helped produce the economic crash of 2008.
Ravitch's essay is about the superiority of schools in Finland, a new meme among those she calls "corporate
reformers" in order to distinguish them from education reformers who actually know what they're talking about. The
latter group admires Finnish schools, too, Ravitch writes. Remember when "Finlandization" was neocon-ese for
"losing the Cold War"? Now it seems we could all stand us some Finlandization.

Funny thing, though. "Finland disproves every part" of the corporate reformers' agenda, according to Ravitch:
First, Finland has one of the highest-performing school systems in the world, as measured by the
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), which assesses reading, mathematical literacy,
and scientific literacy of fifteen-year-old students in all thirty-four nations of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), including the United States. Unlike our domestic tests, there are no
consequences attached to the tests administered by the PISA. No individual or school learns its score. No
one is rewarded or punished because of these tests. No one can prepare for them, nor is there any
incentive to cheat.
Second, from an American perspective, Finland is an alternative universe. It rejects all of the “reforms”
currently popular in the United States, such as testing, charter schools, vouchers, merit pay, competition,
and evaluating teachers in relation to the test scores of their students.
Third, among the OECD nations, Finnish schools have the least variation in quality, meaning that they come
closest to achieving equality of educational opportunity—an American ideal.
Fourth, Finland borrowed many of its most valued ideas from the United States, such as equality of
educational opportunity, individualized instruction, portfolio assessment, and cooperative learning. Most of
its borrowing derives from the work of the philosopher John Dewey.
You can read the rest (or rather, the rest of part one; it's a two-part series) here:
http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2012/mar/08/schools-we-can-envy/.
[Mitt’s plan: More radical experiments for America from our beloved Right. –SteveB]
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Re: The True Story of a Political Blunder (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #226)

I love the first piece about Michael Lewis's essay in VF. I've always liked Lewis; he's a smart guy. All I can say
about Mittens is, What was he thinking?! The more he screws up, the better I sleep at night.
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“Mitt Romney's Fallout on Libyan Terrorist Attack Continues”

Smirking…
SteveG, I thought of you when I read this…
And now if the Republican chorus is to be believed, R0mney did the right thing. According to R0mney, the White
House now agrees with R0mney’s assessment shown on this video.
The video is a seriously sickening display of a charlatan trying to act Presidential. It doesn’t work, especially given
the errors and lies contained in nearly everything the man said. Then there are the smirks…Freudian or what?
This article illustrates further the level of incompetence demonstrated by the man who threatens our “entitlements”
in order to give billionaires tax-cuts and, perhaps, threatens the world with his monumental lack of preparation for
the job of POTUS. Seriously, one can only be reminded (as someone pointed out) of Sarah Palin, who at least finally
had the honesty to admit to herself that she didn’t really want to work that hard and understand that much stuff, so
why go for what she quit the governorship for.
“Mitt Romney's Fallout on Libyan Terrorist Attack Continues” (w/ video) by Eric A. Hopp, Oh Well!

Sept. 12, 2012, (http://eahopp.blogspot.com/2012/09/mitt-romneys-fallout-on-libyan.html)
The fallout from Mitt Romney's disastrous political attack against the Obama administration over the events
happening in Libya just continues on.
First up, is a small error on the part of the Romney campaign staff. According to Americablog, the Romney
campaign issued a press release on Mitt Romney's statement regarding the attacks on the U.S. embassy in Cairo,
Egypt and U.S. consulate in Benghazi, Libya. Within the statement, the word "embassy" was used three times-especially with the phrase "the attack on our embassy at Benghazi, Libya." The capitol of Libya is actually Tripoli,
where the U.S. embassy is located. The terrorist attacks took place at the U.S. consulate in Benghazi. According to
John Aravosis, "Any first year international relations student knows that our diplomatic offices in the capital are
"embassies," and our offices in cities that are not the capital are "consulates." Mitt Romney never caught the error.
He just simply read through the statement:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YoAL4c7uneE [Video also accessible from article link, above. –SteveB]
I went back into my previous post, and I also made the mistake as well. It is a dumb mistake that possibly any
ordinary American can make. However, I am a small blogger, and I am not running for the Oval Office--Mitt
Romney is running. I can probably understand Mitt Romney not knowing the difference, or even caring about the
difference, and just reading through the script. But I would expect that someone on the Romney campaign staff
would know the difference, and make sure that the correction was made. Did any Romney campaign staffer with
foreign policy experience, or credentials, even proofread the statement? Is there even anyone on the Romney
campaign that even has foreign policy knowledge or experience? Or do the top Romney foreign policy advisers feel
it is demeaning for them to proofread press releases in the wake of an American foreign policy crisis? Because if
you think about it, this is a crisis that a president will be confronted with, and the Romney campaign is showing just
how screwed up they are in dealing with this crisis. You can also bet that the Obama campaign is not making such
a juvenile mistake as we're seeing with Mitt Romney. So this dumb mistake really shows an incredible level of
incompetence that Mitt Romney has in running his own presidential campaign. Do we really want this level of
incompetence in the White House?
However, there is an even worst fallout from the Romney campaign that has taken place in the wake of this crisis.
Throughout his press conference, Mitt Romney had the unfortunate habit of smirking. Daily Kos' Jed Lewison
caught these smirks here, here, and here, while Americablog's John Aravosis catalogs 15 different images of Mitt
Romney's smirks. Here are a couple of photos for your viewing pleasure:

Finally, here is a photo of Mitt Romney walking away from the podium, after his press conference, with another
smirk. This photo was taken by Associated Press photographer Charles Dharapak:

I can not say if Mitt Romney's smirks are an emotional response to this crisis, or are the smirks an unconscious tick
that Romney has when speaking before a group? Is Mitt Romney happy that this crisis presented him with an
opportunity to crassly attack President Obama as sympathizing with the terrorists? Or is this just his speaking
style? In one sense, it does not matter--A smirking photo is worth more than a thousand-word political spin.
American moderates and independents will be watching the news of this crisis on TV at 6pm. They are going to see
both President Obama and Mitt Romney, making their statements on the attacks. They are going to see the smirk.
Perhaps in the back of their mind, these moderates and independents may wonder if Mitt Romney cares that four
Americans died in the wake of these attacks. Will they see Romney as a callous, uncaring individual who has no
morals, other than his crass, political desire to win the presidency and gain political power? Again, is this the kind
of individual you want in the Oval Office--especially when he get the 3am wake-up call?
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“Mitt Turns Mean”

Ah, yes, the tried and true media bashing! Hilarious!
“Mitt Turns Mean” by Jonathan Bernstein, Slate
Sept. 15, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/09/15/mitt_turns_mean/)
(What was behind the Romney campaign's vicious attacks on the media this week?)

Republican presidential candidate and former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney talks to reporters
after a brief meeting with a group of veterans in Concord, N.H., September 6, 2012. (Credit: Reuters/Brian Snyder)
Perhaps the most astonishing development this week, at least in the chutzpah department, was the Republican
attack on the news media for … well, for covering a statement on the Middle East that Mitt Romney released, and
then for covering his subsequent press conference.
This was a dastardly liberal plot by the media indeed; it’s hard to imagine what Romney could have done to prevent
it. I mean, other than not issuing statements slandering the administration (“sympathetic”) and then holding press
conferences to drive home the point.
The question is: Why press-bashing, now? Surely not because Team Romney really believed that the press were
somehow out-of-line in this particular case. My first instinct was to tie it to public opinion polls, which showed
Romney still behind after Barack Obama’s convention bounce; after all, blaming the news media is what Republican
losers have been doing for some 30 years now.
However, I think there’s more to it than just knee-jerk media-bashing this time.
Instead, I think it’s more closely related to the failure of the Romney campaign to develop serious policy proposals
in a variety of areas, foreign policy included. Remember: Romney’s convention speech didn’t even mention the
ongoing Afghanistan war, and in general it was light on policy and extremely light on foreign policy and national
security.
Why is that? To be sure, part of it is that foreign policy has been one of Barack Obama’s strengths (certainly
judging by the polls, at any rate), and that gives incentives for the Republicans to steer clear of it.
But it’s not just that. Poke a Republican activist outside of the Ron Paul minority, and what you’re going to find is
aggressive jingoism – what Andrew Sprung referred to as a Romney Doctrine of “accelerate imperial overstretch.”
For this Fox-informed portion of the party, Iraq was a triumph over a nuclear-armed Saddam Hussein, Barack
Obama has spent the last three and a half years on an endless apology tour, an invasion of Iran is long past due
and the United States should resume torture as soon as possible.
The problem is that most of that agenda is wildly unpopular with the majority of swing voters, who don’t even want
to be in Afghanistan for the gradual draw-down Obama is planning, let alone open up new opportunities for foreign
adventurism.
Now, a nominee could have taken on the party on these issues and attempted to forge a new policy, but even if
Romney was interested in that (and there’s not much that suggests he’s not right there with the yahoos on this

stuff), he’s spectacularly ill-suited to do so. After all, foreign policy is the one area where he doesn’t have a long
trail of past policy views that were contrary to party orthodoxy. A Tim Pawlenty or a Rick Perry might have done it,
if so inclined; for Romney, foreign policy is a rare area to fight suspicions that he’s more RINO than trustworthy
nominee.
So, what’s left? Well, vague slogans about resolve and toughness are always fairly safe. The trick, however, is to
mouth the slogans without committing to anything that reminds people of why they don’t like Republicans on
foreign policy and national security these days. Well, that and an absolute, firm, solid belief that everything that
Barack Obama has done should be considered 100 percent wrong.
What all this means is that when Romney’s initial comments were poorly received, he had no policy to fall back on.
There’s no coherent Romney policy on Egypt, on Libya or on the Arab Spring, in general.
What could he do? Spend more time fighting the impression that he spoke rashly? That’s a loser. Retreat and
acknowledge that his critics were correct? Unlikely for any candidate in a campaign; impossible for a Republican in
this Tea Party era. Again, a candidate with well-developed policy proposals could fall back on those, leaving the
impression that he was a candidate of considerable substance, notwithstanding the earlier intemperate remarks.
That’s not going to work, however, if you don’t have anything to say on the issues.
And so the best retreat available was to attack the press. Sure, it made no sense. But Republican activists and
voters love media-bashing, so they weren’t going to notice how absurd it was. The GOP-aligned media, meanwhile,
could back off the uncomfortable choice of either ripping on their nominee (sort of defeats the purpose of having a
partisan press) or defending a statement that basically accused the President of the United States of being antiAmerican. Well, maybe not uncomfortable for everyone at Fox News and conservative talk radio, but uncomfortable
for enough of them that it was getting ugly for Romney. Shift the ground to the liberal press, however, and every
Republican is on the same page.
Granted, that still doesn’t leave much for undecided voters, who are likely (if they’re paying attention) to find
media-bashing more whiny than courageous. But you can’t have it all.
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How ‘Starve the Beast’ Works & “Mitt Romney’s Confession”

Love it!!
20120916-04

I think this article is significant (how R0mney’s tax plan isn’t), but I found one of the comments to be profoundly
interesting. It’s a discussion of the true Republican strategy—know as “STARVE THE BEAST”. Now you know why
the Right doesn’t want to talk about specifics, except when it comes to abortion, etc., where the dire truth is
already widely known. The R0mney campaign insists they want to talk about economics, but believe me, they don’t!
That’s why there are no specifics that can stand against a Third Grader with a calculator.
America is in grave danger!
Comment (Philip J Tramdack, Trinity University):
There is no magic arithmetic involved here, and the discussion really is about the wrong thing. Ten years ago I
heard Grover Norquist on the radio patiently explaining how "starve the beast" works.
1. Cut taxes to levels where the current spending is unsustainable.
2. Cry poverty and do away with welfare, Medicaid, Medicare, and Social Security.

Along the way, Norquist did suggest that, as the ends justify the means, the truth or dishonesty of the premise or
the arguments is irrelevant. In other words, Mittens is advancing a patently unachievable plan (growth will make up
the difference) in bad faith, knowing full well what he advocates has been tried and failed. He couldn't care less if
his plan will work-- thus the lack of details. This has nothing to do with arithmetic: it has to do with the
fundamental motivation of the current GOP cultists which is to destroy the government except to sustain a tractable
judiciary, and immense war making power. The judges can be bought and there are plenty of rural youth lacking
any other options to fight endless wars.
“Mitt Romney’s Confession” by The Washington Post Editorial Board
Sept. 15, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mitt-romneys-confession/2012/09/15/863d2c14-febf11e1-b153-218509a954e1_print.html)
For several weeks, we’ve been asking Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney to explain how
he can cut taxes, as promised, without adding to the nation’s debt, as also promised. Now he’s
effectively let the cat out of the bag: He can’t.
Mr. Romney’s tax plan calls for reducing income tax rates by 20 percent. The top bracket would go from 35 percent
to 28 percent. He has said that he can do this in a revenue-neutral way by eliminating loopholes. While the rich
might pay more, he has said, the middle class would pay less.
There are a couple of pitfalls here. The first is that while closing loopholes sounds good — Make those oil
companies pay! — the costliest ones are cherished by most Americans. These are tax provisions that promote home
ownership, charitable giving, and employer-provided health care and that allow taxpayers to deduct their state and
local income taxes. Limiting or eliminating these popular “loopholes” would be extremely difficult.
The second obstacle, as shown by the Tax Policy Center, a joint venture of the Brookings Institution and the Urban
Institute, is that Mr. Romney’s plan is mathematically impossible, even if it were politically feasible. Take away every
deduction from every wealthy household, the center calculated, and you still couldn’t make up the revenue the
government would lose by reducing rates without raising taxes on middle-class households.
Not so, Mr. Romney protested recently, and cited an analysis by Harvard economist Martin Feldstein, a Romney
campaign adviser. Mr. Feldstein said the math could work — if you took away every deduction from every
household earning $100,000 or more. (Even then, he couldn’t pay for the estate tax abolition that Mr. Romney also
favors, but never mind.) Is that what Mr. Romney has in mind, we asked? If not, what is his plan?
On Friday, ABC’s George Stephanopoulos put the question to the candidate. “No, middle income is $200,000 to
$250,000 and less,” Mr. Romney replied.
But then, the Harvard study shows, the math can’t work. His answer? “The biggest source of getting the country to
a balanced budget is not by raising taxes or by cutting spending,” he said. “It’s by encouraging the growth of the
economy.”
In other words, we are back to counting on magic — to “dynamic scoring,” the voodoo economics of the Reagan
era, the wishful thinking of President George W. Bush’s 2001 and 2003 tax cuts that helped turn a surplus into the
deficit now weighing the nation’s economy. Cut taxes and hope the economy grows faster than predicted.
At a time when the nation is already on course to build up a debt so large that interest payments
alone will begin to drown us, Mr. Romney wants to reduce taxes further, with — it now appears — no
plan to make up the difference. It almost takes your breath away.
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“Kansas Considers Removing Obama from Ballot”

“Kansas Considers Removing Obama from Ballot” by Catalina Camia, USA Today
Sept. 14, 2012, (http://content.usatoday.com/communities/onpolitics/post/2012/09/14/obama-birth-certificatekansas-ballot/70000327/1#.UFNXRduF9PE)
A GOP-controlled board in Kansas is trying to decide whether to remove President Obama from the state ballot over
objections about his birth certificate.
The State Objections Board -- consisting of three of the state's top Republican elected officials -- ruled Thursday it
did not yet have enough information and postponed a decision until Monday.
"I don't think it's a frivolous objection," Kansas Secretary of State Kris Kobach told the Topeka Capital-Journal. "I do
think the factual record could be supplemented."
Obama has long battled questions about the authenticity of his birth certificate and the legitimacy of his presidency.
He released his long-form birth certificate in April 2011, which shows he was born in Hawaii. At the time, Obama
said he was trying to end the "silliness" that has been sparked by people known as "birthers" who doubt he was
born in the United States.
Kobach is an informal adviser to GOP presidential nominee Mitt Romney, who has said repeatedly that he believes
Obama was born in the United States. The state attorney general and lieutenant governor are also on the Kansas
Objections Board.
It would be huge blow if Obama is removed from the ballot in Kansas. His mother, Stanley Ann Dunham, was born
there as were his grandparents, Stanley and Madelyn Dunham, who helped raised him.
Earlier this year, Arizona Secretary of State Ken Bennett also considered removing Obama from his state ballot but
backed down after receiving information from Hawaii "that proves Obama's American birth."
20120914-05
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“White Supremacists to Gather in Tennessee”

“White Supremacists to Gather in Tennessee” by Anita Wadhwani, Nashville Tennessean
Sept. 14, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2012/09/13/white-supremacists-to-gather-intenn/57779764/1)
A Caucasian heritage and $75 are the price of entry into this weekend's international conference for white
supremacists in East Tennessee organized by Stormfront, the oldest website devoted to the "white pride, white
power" movement.
Like a Facebook for white supremacists, Stormfront is the virtual gathering space for like-minded people to meet,
post and respond to messages, tell jokes and offer political commentary in a variety of labeled discussion groups
that range from "fighting white genocide" to poetry.
The Tennessee conference represents a rare offline gathering for Stormfront members. The two-day agenda
includes a luncheon and workshops on immigration, political organizing and communications by some of the
movement's best-known contemporary leaders.
"This will be a national conference, drawing people from around the United States and Canada," said Mark
Pitcavage, director of investigative research for the Anti-Defamation League, which monitors hate groups. But the
150-mile radius surrounding the meeting includes concentrations of active supremacist groups most likely to attend,
he said.

Former presidential candidate David Duke will lead "an informal nature walk through the Smokies" on Day 2 of the
conference, which begins Saturday. Duke is the former Grand Wizard of the Ku Klux Klan and Louisiana lawmaker.
The conference is limited to 150 people, but it's unclear how many will attend.
More than 30 white supremacist organizations operate in Tennessee, representing the five strains of supremacists,
according to the Anti-Defamation League. They are neo-Nazis, racist skinheads, "traditional" movements like the Ku
Klux Klan, racist prison gangs and "Christian identity" groups that espouse the belief that God favors white people.
Paul Fromm, a Canadian resident who broadcasts his own online radio show from Ontario via the Stormfront site, is
coming to the conference to give a presentation about the perils of immigration in North America.
"Basically if the present trends continue, the founding set of people will be a minority in America in 2041," Fromm
said.
20120914-06
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Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Don’t Let Republicans Steal the Election!

from CREDO Action:

Ohio has emerged as the latest front in the Republican scheme to derail democracy by disenfranchising millions of
eligible voters. Ohio Secretary of State Jon Husted, a Republican, in a blatant partisan move to steal the election for
Mitt Romney, is trying to put an end to early weekend voting before Election Day. This change in Ohio election
practices specifically impacts minority and low income voters.
It's not just Ohio. It's also Florida and Pennsylvania. (On a rare positive note, facing pressure from CREDO Action
members and others, Republicans have backed off from their voter purging efforts in Colorado.)
Tell the Senate Judiciary Committee: Hold emergency hearings on Republicans' schemes to steal the presidential
election in key battleground states. The petition reads:
Immediately suspend and investigate Secretary of State Scott Gessler's efforts to purge eligible citizens from
the voter rolls in Colorado.
Earlier this summer, CREDO Action members signed over 87,000 petitions and made over 1,600 phone calls urging
Senator Patrick Leahy, the Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, to hold Congressional hearings on brazen
Republican efforts to steal the 2012 presidential election in other key battle ground states like Florida and
Pennsylvania. With Republicans showing no sign of slowing down their tenacious efforts to steal the election, we're
escalating our call for Senator Leahy to hold hearings to investigate the GOP effort to suppress the votes of millions
of voters in key battleground states across the country.
A prominent Ohio Republican state official has already openly admitted that Husted's efforts to shut down weekend
voting would result in African Americans voters having a more difficult time voting. A federal district judge struck
down Husted's effort to restrict early voting during the three days before the election, and after initially resisting
that court order Husted backed down for the time being, pending appeal in higher court.

But the crisis is not over. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit that will be reviewing the district court
decision to strike down Husted's efforts to restrict early voting is "a Republican-leaning court with a history of
partisan decisions benefiting the Republican Party."
The situation in Ohio is crucial given its recent history in Presidential elections. In 2004 hundreds of thousands of
predominantly minority and Democratic voters were disenfranchised on Election Day due to massive lines and
"widespread electoral dysfunction." As Ari Berman reported in the Nation:
According to one survey, 174,000 Ohioans, 3 percent of the electorate, left their polling place without voting
because of the interminable wait. (Bush won the state by only 118,000 votes).
In response to the mess on Election Day in 2004, Ohio reformed its electoral process by adding early voting before
Election Day, leading to a "much smoother experience" in 2008.8 The opportunity to vote early led to record
turnout for African American and low income voters.
Now the Republicans in Ohio are working to disenfranchise thousands of those voters in racially diverse urban
centers such as Columbus, Cincinnati and Cleveland. The restriction on weekend voting is specifically aimed at
disrupting minority voters — for example, African-American churches historically rally their congregants to the
voting booth on the Sunday before the election.
The Republican elections officials in Ohio, along with their counterparts in Florida and Pennsylvania, should be
trying to help more eligible voters participate in the democratic process, not disenfranchise minorities and the poor.
With Congress returning from summer recess this week, Senator Leahy needs to get the message from as many
Americans as possible that it's not okay for Republican elections officials in Florida, Pennsylvania, and Ohio — or
any other state — to engage in systematic effort to disenfranchise U.S. citizens for the explicit purpose of swinging
the election to Republican Mitt Romney in November.
Let's keep the pressure on Senator Leahy to hold a public hearing on the GOP war on voting today. Tell the Senate
Judiciary Committee: Hold emergency hearings on Republicans' schemes to steal the presidential election in key
battleground states.
Click below to automatically sign the petition:
http://www.credoaction.com/campaign/holder_colorado_voterpurge/?rc=homepage.
Thank you for standing up for the right to vote. Murshed Zaheed, Deputy Political Director
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Fw: Ultraviolet Petition: Tell Hobby Lobby to Stay Out of Women’s
Vaginas!

from Ultraviolet:
Hobby Lobby, a major arts and crafts retailer founded by evangelical Christians, just announced that it's suing the
government over certain women's health provisions of the Affordable Care Act--mainly, they don't want to have to
provide their employees with insurance coverage for some forms of birth control, like IUDs or the morning after pill.
If they win, the result could be devastating for women. Hobby Lobby itself has 13,000 employees in 41 states—but
the bigger problem is the precedent a win would set. All women deserve access to affordable birth control and it's a
woman's personal, medical decision about which form is right for her.
We've got to speak up. Hobby Lobby is a business like any other, and depends on its customers and good public
relations to be successful. If enough of us speak out and show Hobby Lobby's Chief Executive David Green that the
public is outraged by this move, we can force them to back off, and it will make other companies less likely to try

the same thing. We're launching a petition to tell David Green to drop the lawsuit--or we'll tell our friends to stop
shopping at Hobby Lobby.
US companies can't flout the law just because they don't like it. What's more, this would give the radical right one
more opening to degrade women's rights and access to reproductive health care--a very dangerous opening.
It's pretty disturbing to think what could happen if Hobby Lobby wins this lawsuit. Big corporations and small
businesses are run by all sorts of people in our country, many religious, many not. Allowing company management
to impose their beliefs on employees is just plain un-American, and pretty scary.
Birth control coverage is hugely popular all over this country. And if Hobby Lobby gets enough public pressure, it
could really damage their brand, cost them customers and force them to back off this ridiculous lawsuit.
Hobby Lobby has just filed its lawsuit. So we've got to speak out right away. And the more of us that do, the
stronger the message we’ll send to other companies who’re thinking of following Hobby Lobby’s lead.
Sign the petition to Hobby Lobby's CEO David Green:
http://act.weareultraviolet.org/sign/hobbylobby/.
Thanks for speaking out, Nita, Shaunna and Kat, the Ultraviolet team
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“Close the Mortgage-Deduction Loophole”

“Close the Mortgage-Deduction Loophole” by Froma Harrop, NationofChange
Sept. 14, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/close-mortgage-deduction-loophole-1347631326)
Letting homeowners deduct interest paid on their mortgages from taxable income makes no sense. It encourages
taking on more debt, discriminates against renters, subsidizes one kind of spending over others and favors the
upper incomes. It advances the questionable public goal of making more Americans into homeowners. And it costs
the Treasury about $100 billion a year.
Although the mortgage-interest deduction is bad policy on numerous fronts, neither party seems keen to take it on.
The real-estate industry portrays any cross-eyed look at the loophole as a frontal assault on the American Dream.
To their credit, Republicans baby-stepped in the right direction by trying to drop their usual support for the
mortgage-interest deduction from their party platform. Candidate Mitt Romney has called for revenue-neutral tax
reform that would lower federal income-tax rates while getting rid of loopholes — what is called "broadening the tax
base." (He refuses to be specific on which ones he'd close.) By leaving out mention of the mortgage deduction, the
platform would push the message along.
No sooner was that thought on paper than the real-estate industry went to work on the Republican Party. In its
place was put a pledge to protect the mortgage deduction if tax reform doesn't happen. Still, progress.
Why offer a tax break for buying one product and few others? If you take out an auto loan, the interest you pay
cannot be deducted from taxable income. If you buy a sofa on the installment plan, same no-deal. If you charge
airline tickets on your credit card, again, the interest on your unpaid balance is not deductible.
The social-policy argument for the mortgage deduction is that it helps Americans buy homes, and that
homeownership stabilizes communities. The first part is debatable. Canada does not allow for a mortgage-interest
deduction, and its rate of home owning matches ours.
What we see here is social engineering gone haywire. The federal government should not care whether you buy or
rent your residence. Because lower-income people are more likely to rent, they are left out. Because higher-income

people are more likely to have bigger houses with bigger mortgages, they benefit disproportionately. Meanwhile,
the deduction is useless to those who don't itemize, which is most taxpayers.
This incentive to buy real estate helped inflate the housing bubble. Sold as a tax haven, the deduction propelled
ordinary folks to take out bigger mortgages than they should have. And their ability to borrow more let them bid up
house prices to absurd levels. When the bubble splattered, and house prices plunged, many buyers found
themselves owing more on their home than the place was worth. How stable is a neighborhood full of foreclosed
properties?
Here is a plan for getting rid of the mortgage-interest deduction. It would harm neither the currently fragile housing
market nor the political career of any candidate with a modicum of guts:
Phase out the deduction very gradually. If house shoppers know that a full deduction for mortgage interest is
available for only a few years, that might boost house sales now. There's already a $1.1 million ceiling on the size of
mortgages whose interest can be deducted. Over time, further limit the deduction's value.
The housing industry will undoubtedly go through the roof, hollering that war has been declared on a rare (and
much exaggerated) middle-class tax benefit. But closing this loophole could win wider backing if most mortgage
holders are convinced that the value of the deduction they are losing would be offset by lower income-tax rates.
You never know. Some day our political leadership may summon the courage to do the rational thing and treat real
estate like any other possession.
Copyright Creators.com
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“Location, Libation, Libation: A Tale of Two Quintessential Argentine
Beverages: Wine & Yerba Mate”

We also drink a lot of mate (pronounced, or even spelled, “maté”) here in Bolivia… but we’re very Christian, so we
would never touch the wine. ;-) Along with chewing the coca leaves, the mate is very stimulating, they say.
“Location, Libation, Libation” by Christine Folch, Slate
Sept. 10, 2012,
(http://www.slate.com/articles/life/drink/2012/09/argentine_wine_and_yerba_mate_a_history_of_the_two_quintess
ential_beverages_of_argentina_.html)
(A tale of two quintessential Argentine beverages: wine and yerba mate.)

Yerba mate (left), and malbec (right)
(Yerba mate photo by Ramzi Haidar/AFP/Getty Images. Wine photo by Ed Yourdon.)
In 1964, Argentine writer Jorge Luis Borges wrote the sonnet “To Wine,” which celebrated the wondrous qualities of
the drink. “Wine,” the poem proclaimed,
flows red along the great length of generations
like the river of time and on the arduous road
bestows on us its music, its fire, and its lions.
Americans know what he was talking about—we’re crazy about Argentine wines. Malbec has become a standard
feature of tasting menus and cocktail parties in the United States, as has, to a lesser degree, the white wine
torrontés. Both varietals appeal to our palates without doing too much damage to our wallets.
Lesser known in America is yerba mate, which, along with wine, slakes thirsts, alters minds, and orchestrates the
rituals of everyday Argentine life. Mate (which rhymes with “latte” and is sometimes spelled “maté”) is a tea-like
caffeinated infusion that outsells coffee and tea combined in Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, and southern Brazil. It’s
brewed and served in virtually every home in Argentina. And it was important to Borges, too—in an interview at the
end of his life, he reflected, “I drank a lot of mate when I was young. Drinking mate was, for me, the way to feel
like a creole of old.”
Borges wasn’t the only fan of both wine and yerba mate—in fact, it’s hard to imagine life in Argentina without both.
But just as the simple dish of spaghetti and red sauce actually contains the history of European, Asian, and
American interactions (the tomato was a New World plant, introduced into Europe centuries—perhaps millennia—
after Italians began eating pasta), the two daily beverages of Argentina shed light on a complicated past. Even the
names of the beverages hint at their backstory: The word mate comes from a native language spoken in the Andes;
wine (or vino) has Indo-European roots. The story of how mate and wine became the reigning beverages of
Argentina is a story of geography, immigration, and taste.
The tale begins in the earliest days of Europe’s colonization of the Americas. Starting with Christopher Columbus,
wine grapes accompanied Europeans to the New World because of their role in the Roman Catholic sacrament of
the Eucharist—without wine, you couldn’t have Mass. The plant didn’t fare well in the hot and humid Caribbean, but
in the dry slopes of the Andes, warmed by ample sunlight and watered by the frigid runoff from snow-capped
mountains, vitis vinifera flourished.
The first wine grapes planted in Argentina—humble Spanish whites like the moscatel and the hybrid torrontés—
were brought by a priest, Juan Cedrón, in the 1550s. The task of winemaking fell to inexperienced colonists, and
their product was largely eschewed in favor of stronger spirits by indigenous locals. But the wine sufficed as fodder
for Holy Communion.

Meanwhile, conquistadors were also eager to discover new foods and drugs in the New World. (Can we even
imagine not knowing about chocolate, vanilla, tobacco, potatoes, or chilies [I’d have to add tomatoes and peanuts
here—SteveB]? All were New World plants.) When 16th-century Spanish explorers worked their way westward
across the continent, they found that indigenous groups like the Guaraní steeped or chewed the leaves of a local
tree, Ilex paraguariensis, for a jolt of energy. The locals called the stimulant ca’a, which means plant in the Guaraní
language; the Spanish followed their lead and called it plant, too: hierba, or the older Spanish form, yerba.
The Europeans quickly got into the habit. To properly drink mate, a gourd (called a mati in the Quechua language
[Much spoken in Bolivia. –SteveB] ) is packed to the brim with smoke-dried leaves and stems, filled with warm (not
boiling) water, and then passed from one person to another. Each participant drains the gourd through the same
perforated straw, which the Spanish dubbed a bombilla. The colonists enjoyed the ritual and the beverage so much
that they began trading the leaves throughout the Southern Hemisphere. (The Paraná River basin lacked the
spectacular mineral wealth of Mexico and Peru, which meant that the colonists had little else to trade besides
mate.)
Over the next few centuries, yerba mate was adopted by the rough cattle-rustling gauchos—ethnically mixed
descendents of early European settlers and indigenous groups who lived on the broad Pampas plains of the
Southern Cone. They continued the Guaraní custom of sharing the same gourd and bombilla, a ritual that continues
today. Though the shared bombilla violated "proper" (read: European) notions of hygiene, locals reveled in the
intimacy it produced between drinkers. Sharing mate was a way of building community and connection. But mate
wasn’t the only drink passed around the circle by the gauchos: They were known for their appreciation of lowgrade, locally produced wine.
Starting in the 19th century, the gauchos were replaced by a new wave of immigrants as hundreds of Italian,
French, German, Spanish, and other European settlers disembarked daily at the bustling port cities of Argentina.
These new groups were farmers or urban artisans who had fallen on hard times in Europe and hoped for a fresh
start in the New World. Prior to scattering throughout the country, the new arrivals spent days, even weeks, in
immigrant “hotels” in Buenos Aires (the Hotel de la Rotonda and Hotel de Inmigrantes are perhaps the best known)
while they looked for work. Every morning for breakfast, these hotels served the immigrants coffee, bread, and
their first tastes of yerba mate.
Like immigrants everywhere, the new arrivals followed in the footsteps of family members and friends, settling
throughout Argentina. A cluster of German, Polish, and Eastern European families moved into the northeastern
frontier—the hottest part of the country, where the yerba mate tree thrives. With a mixture of ingenuity,
desperation, and mill technology, they modernized yerba mate agriculture. The much more numerous Italian and
Spanish immigrants dispersed throughout the country, but a few key families settled on the eastern slopes of the
Andes. They found employ in a small but bustling wine industry to meet the growing demand for the beverage.
A French oenologist, Michel Aimé Pouget, was hired by his good friend (and the future Argentine president)
Domingo Sarmiento to replace local grapes and kick-start the Argentine wine industry in the 1850s. Among the
many new vines he introduced from France—cabernet, merlot, pinot, sémillon—Pouget brought the malbec variety
in 1853 (an event celebrated annually on April 17, Malbec World Day). For immigrants separated from the Old
World by an ocean of economic hardship, winemaking was a way of recreating a bit of home in the New World.
Small bodegas (wineries) cropped up along river valleys in Mendoza, San Juan, La Rioja, and Catamarca, supplying
the national market with the varieties that took to the microclimates of the region. While mate was associated with
moments of repose, wine came to be viewed as the proper accompaniment to family meals, a happy, social
beverage that went with asados of grilled meats or dinners of pasta.
Just as winemaking was a way for immigrants to bring a taste of the Old World to their adopted country, drinking
mate was a way of feeling more at home in the New World. Acquiring a taste for the bitter stimulant marked the
transformation of immigrants into Argentines—a change even celebrated in the arts. In 1857, a Spanish immigrant
named Santiago Ramos performed the very first tango written in Argentina, called “Tomá mate, che” (or “Drink
mate”). The lines he sang were:

Drink mate, drink mate, my friend, because here in the River Plate, chocolate isn’t the style. (Hot chocolate
was widely popular in Spain.)
Ironically, even as Argentinians embraced mate, they became more ambivalent about Argentina’s wines. An
aspiration toward Europeanness so deeply characterized winemaking in Argentina that, in the 1970s and 1980s,
producers uprooted acres of malbec. The dark red grape was considered barely suitable for blends in France but not
worthy enough to stand on its own, as it did in Argentina. Luckily, this trend turned around in the 1990s thanks to a
few stubborn winemakers in Mendoza who insisted that Argentine terroir and the varieties that thrived there were
on par with whatever France or California might produce. The international market agreed.
The daily interplay between mate and wine, between an infusion that imparts vigor and a fermentation that lowers
inhibitions, is part of a long and storied tradition of better living through psychotropics. Today, if you visit Argentina,
you’ll see locals drinking the two beverages, and you’ll find both stocked in ordinary grocery stores. You can take
“wine trail” and “mate trail” tours that weave through orchards, vineyards, and the cultural resonances of the two
drinks.
From the very start, Argentines have celebrated mate for its authenticity, even if outsiders considered it unrefined.
For much of its history, winemaking in Argentina struggled with an inferiority complex so severe it nearly eradicated
what we now recognize as the country’s most important contributions—grapes like malbec and torrontés. But wine,
like mate, is at its best when the local palate and product are taken seriously. Cheers to that.
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“Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts”

This goes along with the question I was asking yesterday about whether Education has been targeted by the Right
in ways we need to fight. After all, ignorant people are easily manipulated with media lies…duh!
“Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” by Katie Billotte, Salon
Sept. 14, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/09/14/conservatives_killed_the_liberal_arts/)
(Destroying the humanities -- and the notion of informed citizenship -- is part of the conservative agenda.)
This week in The Weekly Standard the essayist Joseph Epstein asks what has become a sadly common question:
“Who killed the liberal arts?” As a perennially overeager student, I can’t help but be delighted when I know the
answer to a question, even if it is posed rhetorically. From my days as my high school’s valedictorian through the
completion of a Ph.D. thesis on contemporary productions of Greek tragedy in Latin America, I’ve always gotten a
thrill from knowing the right answer. So here it is: The conservative movement killed the liberal arts —
Ronald Reagan, Rupert Murdoch, William F. Buckley and their latter-day heirs.
They have done so through a combination of decreasing access to education and demonizing academic culture and
academics. Make no mistake about it: The death of the humanities is an ideologically motivated murder, more like a
massacre. The decline of student enrollment in university and college liberal arts programs is a well-documented
phenomenon. These declining student numbers, along with the receding place of the humanities in the general
secondary and post-secondary curriculum, does seem to spell doom for the liberal arts.
Nearly everyone, regardless of their politics, agrees that the decline of the liberal arts is at least in part a matter of
economics. The rising cost of college education has made a liberal arts education simply out of reach for students
from working-class and lower-middle-class families. These students are compelled to pursue vocationally oriented
educations out of necessity.
Epstein notes economics in his article, but fails to cite the reasons for the rising cost of a university education.
Instead he focuses on an alleged decline in the rigor and content of a liberal arts education, harrumphing that much
less is expected from students who receive much more attention and support than their predecessors. More

interestingly, he blames the decline of standards in the humanities on teaching and research that is increasingly
concerned with theoretical analysis and multicultural topics. (More on that later.)
The economic situation is particularly dire for public colleges and universities, where the rising cost of tuition is
directly related to a decrease in government funding. One of the earliest and most famous examples of this
occurred when, as governor, Ronald Regan introduced tuition fees to California’s public universities in the 1970s.
Today right-wing efforts to destroy funding for higher education, both in terms of subsidizing institutions and
assisting students, continue with increasing virulence. Paul Ryan’s budget seeks to cut $200 billion dollars from the
Pell Grant program, an essential tool for low-income students seeking higher education. The humanities
disproportionately experience the adverse effects of this economic pressure. Students are unlikely to take on large
amounts of debt for a degree without a clear vocational focus, and university administrators are quick to cut
programs that do not carry their weight.
This financial war on higher education has been coupled with persistent attacks on the academy and academics as
immortal, unpatriotic or simply frivolous. While scientists warning of climate change have recently been targeted,
for the most part these attacks have been directed at those working in the humanities. William F. Buckley pioneered
these attacks in his 1951 book God and Man at Yale, and his claim that universities serve as indoctrination camps
for liberalism has become a standard talking point on the right. Epstein engages in a bit of this rhetoric himself. He
blames the expansion of the humanities outside of “traditional” Western subjects to include areas such as AfricanAmerican Studies for declining student numbers. By and large, however, Epstein’s critique is mild compared to what
others have said. David Horowitz’s 2006 book The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America
comes to mind as a particularly vitriolic example.
This war on the liberal arts is born from the same desire that produces voter ID laws: a desire to limit democratic
participation. The goal of a liberal arts education was never primarily direct economic benefit for the recipient or
even the sort of personal/spiritual development about which many like to wax lyrically. The purpose of a liberal arts
education was always meant to be a political education. The Latin ars liberalis refers to the skills required of a free
man — that is the skills of a citizen. The Latin word ars and its Greek equivalent techne do not mean art in a
modern sense. Instead the word refers to a craft or a skill. Thus, history, rhetoric and literature were seen as the
skills a citizen needed for his job: governing. This was just like metal working was the skill required of a blacksmith
for his profession. This is why 19th century reformers eager to expand political participation concentrated so much
attention on expanding access to the liberal arts.
When creating citizens, both for the nation and for the world, it is still through the liberal arts that you get the most
bang for your buck. Nothing evidences this more than the expansion of the humanities over the past half-century,
the very expansion Epstein and others attack. African-American Studies, postcolonial criticism and queer theory
provide students with the tools they need to live and work competently and comfortably in an ever more diverse
world. Most important, they help them to be citizens of that world. The ability of the humanities to expand and
adapt is one of its assets. My 19th century Classicist forebears reacted with horror to the introduction of English as
an academic subject, horror similar to what Ethnic Studies Departments often encounter today. Ultimately,
however, the inclusion of the vernacular language helped to keep the liberal arts relevant and to fulfil their purpose
of educating future citizens.
The importance of the humanities in educating citizens is why we have undoubtedly seen the consequences of the
decline in of the liberal arts nowhere more than in the quality of the public debate. The disappearance of the liberal
arts from American education has meant the disappearance of the liberal arts from American culture. Rupert
Murdoch and his media empire have helped by creating a post-humanities agora where a degenerated shadow of
the public debate occurs without the intellectual rigor that a populous trained in the liberal arts would demand. One
need only spend a morning with the newspaper or an evening watching cable news to see the horrid effects. The
quality of arguments that are regularly entertained would never stand a chance if the majority of the public had
been thoroughly shaped by an education with a focus on history, rhetoric and basic geography. We might be able to
spare ourselves from believing in Canadian death panels or anything Glenn Beck ever said.
We might also be spared much of the small-mindedness of our current public discourse. The complete absence of
reference to any non-Biblical literature during both parties conventions demonstrates how little the humanities are
part of Americans’ language. St. Thomas Aquinas is reported to have said, “hominem unius libri timeo”: “I fear the

man of one book.” I would add, “populum unius libri timeo.” I fear the nation of one book — even if it’s the Good
Book. The fact that the Bible is the only book with which it can be safely assumed a majority of American adults are
even vaguely familiar is not good if we want to have a full and vibrant public debate. For one thing, it allows our
history to be re-written. It allows Americans to believe that the Founding Fathers were inspired solely by JudeoChristian scripture without reference to the Greek and Romans (or English common law for that matter). It allows
us to believe that marriage is static and unchanging institution that has come to us from Eden untouched by social
and historical change. Most dangerously, it allows us to live in a democracy completely unaware of what a
dangerous battle field history is for such governments, especially when those who are meant to be governing
themselves lack the knowledge to do so effectively and thus abdicate their power to the richest or most powerful
amongst them.
Education is a political act. For over half a century, the conservative movement has waged a political
war on liberal arts education. They have waged this war because they know that without the skills we
are provided by a liberal arts education citizens must abdicate our power. They know, like the Greeks
and Romans did, that only those with the ars liberalis can do the job of citizens. That is why we must
not allow the liberal arts to be further attacked, economically or ethically. A democracy without
citizens will not long survive and citizens are only those who have mastered the ars liberalis.
(Katie Billotte is a writer and scholar living in Berlin. She studied Classics at the University of California, Berkeley and
the University of London.)
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Re: “Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” (reply to SteveB, above)

I'd never thought of it this way, but now that I've read this, I can see how conservatives are indeed pushing
progressives out of the way. Intellectuals have been "pointy-headed" for a long time, but "Professor" has become a
pejorative term. Just listen to Scott Brown refer to Professor Warren at every turn. He knows full well what the use
of "Professor" is telegraphing to his man in the street.
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Re: “Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” (reply to SteveB, above)

The research of course goes against the death of liberal arts: http://www.liberalarts.wabash.edu/.
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Re: “Conservatives Killed the Liberal Arts” (reply to SteveG, above)

One interesting little tidbit about a "general" education: During most of the 19th century the British sent young
university graduates straight out of school with an education in the "classics" to run the British Empire. In places
like India these young classic educated scholars in their 20's governed over provinces larger than most American
States. Say what you want about colonialism, but the fact is, they did a pretty good job by almost all accounts.
Teaching people to think, generally garners pretty good results/outcome.
[I agree, Art. The British sure weren’t perfect, but the world is still full of testaments to what an amazingly good job
they did in many really difficult parts of the world. A tribute to what a good education and British stoicism can do. –
SteveB]
Remember too much of middle American universities had been the hotbeds of liberalism and outright communism
where decent young people are led astray and down degenerate paths. Of course the same folks who love the tea
party will love "reforming" universities.
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Re: Cat Got Yer Tongue? (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #226)

I choose not to share my political views on FB. I find many of the comments on both sides of the aisle to be divisive
and often demeaning of "the other side". If we can not reason together and have a civil election, how will we have

civility when the election is over and work together to solve this country's challenges - and there are many and it
will take all of us to work to solve them. We can make a conscious decision to disagree without being disagreeable
or being demeaning. Please, think before you post. The person whose intelligence you question might be a friend.
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Charis

Buy Bolivian & Andean Handcrafts

http://www.boliviabella.com/buy-bolivian.html
[Cool stuff from here for delivery there. –SteveB]
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“Dirty Money: Cities & States Addicted to Soliciting for Corporate Favors”

Every state, county, city, town does it. Is it good, bad, or just is?
“Dirty Money: Cities and States Addicted to Soliciting for Corporate Favors” by Mike Alberti, Truthout
Sept. 15, 2012, (http://truth-out.org/news/item/11552-dirty-money-cities-and-states-addicted-to-soliciting-forcorporate-favors)
When executives from the European aircraft manufacturer Airbus announced their plans to build a new $600 million
factory in Mobile, Alabama in early July, local politicians wasted no time in congratulating themselves. "We have
worked a long time and have put in many hours to make this announcement a reality," Alabama Governor Robert
Bentley said in a press release. "This project will create thousands of well-paying jobs that the people of this area
need and deserve."
Airbus wasn't coming to Mobile for free: state and local officials had offered the company an incentive package
worth more than $158 million for the plant. To some experts, those subsidies — and the fact that Airbus will
compete directly with U.S. companies like Boeing — made the deal disturbingly familiar.
"Airbus is eerily reminiscent of what began happening with the automotive companies in the 1980s," said Kenneth
Thomas, a political scientist at the University of Missouri-St. Louis who has spent much of his career studying
economic development incentives. "That's not really a happy story, so I see some reason to be worried."
Thomas was referring to the long-standing trend of Southern and Western states luring foreign automakers to build
plants in their states. "Those plants were a big part of the reason for the decline of the Big Three," Thomas said,
meaning Chrysler, Ford, and General Motors. He pointed to research showing that for all 20 of the new automotive
plants that opened in the U.S. and Canada in the 1980s, there was a different plant that closed in another location.
The jobs at the closed plants were overwhelmingly well-paying, union jobs; the jobs at the new locations were
overwhelmingly lower-paying, non-union jobs. Many economists believe that this shift diminished the overall
productivity of the U.S. automotive sector, as well.
In the process, the automakers have extracted huge sums from public coffers. Alabama set a new record when it
paid $300 million for a Mercedes plant in 1993, and nearly every transplant has received subsidies of some kind.
The experience of the auto industry is representative of the way in which companies pit states and local
governments against one another to see which will come up with the largest subsidy package. This kind of "bidding
war," which has escalated greatly in the last decade, has at best no net effect on national employment or economic
growth, Thomas said, and may actually be harmful. Airbus, for example, almost certainly would have located
somewhere in the United States, if not in Alabama, even without subsidies.
"We've just created a system where we pay them a lot of money to do something they would have done anyway,"
Thomas said.

Zero-sum?
Every state has at least one program through which it offers subsidies — most have several — and these types of
subsidies are widely used by counties and municipalities, as well. The subsidies come in multiple forms, and are
often not directed at a specific company, but at categories of companies that are grouped by geographic area,
industry, or other criteria related to job-creation or investment.
Despite the huge amount of money that is widely believed to be spent on subsidies, the system is surprisingly
opaque. No state provides full information on the value of its annual incentives, and data on local government
incentives is even more sparse, with few reporting any data at all, making an accurate tally impossible.
The only comprehensive estimate of the full dollar amount comes from Thomas, who took available data from a few
relatively transparent states and local governments and extrapolated from that data to yield a national estimate. He
estimated that in 1996 the value of those subsidies was $48 billion. In 2010, that total had grown to $70 billion.
Thomas readily acknowledges that the figure is conservative and that the total is likely higher, perhaps much
higher.
For all the money spent, the majority of research on the economic impact of incentives has found that, at the
national level, there is either no effect at all, or a modest negative effect.
Arthur Rolnick, a senior fellow at the Humphrey School of Public Affairs at the University of Minnesota and a former
senior vice-president of the Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, has been urging states to stop participating in
bidding wars for decades. "It's at best a zero-sum game," he said. "The evidence is pretty clear that these
incentives don't actually create jobs; they just move them from one part of the country to another."
In some cases, the incentives might play a part in an international companies decision to locate in the United
States, Rolnick said, but more often than not the companies would have located somewhere in the country without
any incentives, as Rolnick believes was the case with both Airbus and Mercedes.
"There might be a very small number of cases where the companies came here instead of going to Canada or
Mexico," he said, "but companies don't just decide to move to a new country because some officials were offering
them some money."
Subsidies as toxic to the national economy?
Mark Partridge, an economist at Ohio State University, agreed, and added that there is good evidence that even
when foreign companies do locate in the United States, there is often a negative effect on domestic businesses,
cancelling out much of the employment gains, as was the case with the foreign auto transplants.
And, especially as companies seek to lower their labor costs by locating in Southern states, Partridge said, the
bidding wars may actually have negative consequences for the national economy as a whole. "If I offer incentives
to move a BMW plant from Michigan, where the transportation network is the best and there are lots of well-trained
workers, to South Carolina, where the infrastructure is not nearly as good but costs are cheaper," he said, "then
that plant will probably have a lower productivity."
"The net cost to BMW might still be lower in South Carolina, but to society the cost is higher," Partridge concluded.
Local benefits exaggerated
Claims that subsidies to business help a locality spur economic growth and increase employment are grossly
exaggerated, explained Peter Fisher, the research director of the Iowa Policy Project and one of the country's
foremost experts on subsidies.
"What we know is that the vast majority of this investment would have happened even without a subsidy," Fisher
said, so the job creation figures that states and local governments put out "are often misleading."

In a comprehensive review of the economic literature in 2004, Fisher and a colleague, Alan Peters of the University
of Iowa, concluded that, at best, subsidies are responsible for about 10 percent of the jobs that are created by the
businesses that receive them. The rest, he said, would have been generated anyway. A more recent review, in
2007, found that incentives can be slightly more effective if they are well-targeted, but that state and local officials
often drastically overestimate their value while underestimating their cost.
Amid the few examples of success, every state has at least one horror story of a big subsidy deal that has gone bad
or an incentive program that has not produced the desired results. Companies have taken large incentives only to
close down or relocate a few years later. They have often misreported or overestimated the number of jobs created
in an effort to increase the incentive amount.
Nonetheless, Many state and local elected officials remain undeterred. When asked to present empirical evidence to
support their claims that their incentives have created jobs and been a net gain for their communities, however, few
can readily do so.
Race to the bottom
Other state and local officials, by contrast, do seem aware of the dubiousness of the policy, but said that, when the
practice is so widespread, they don't have the option to "unilaterally disarm."
In a 2008 interview with a local newspaper, Jim Byard Jr., who was then the mayor of Prattville, Alabama, was
asked why the town was paying retail stores to locate there. "Offering incentives for retail growth is horrible public
policy," he said. "But that is the world we live in. Other cities are trying to land these same stores, and we compete
against one another." Byard is now the director of Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs.
Alan Levin, the director of the Delaware Economic Development Office, said that, in his ideal world, no states or
local governments would offer subsidies. "I would love to be able to compete solely on the basis of our workforce,
location, and quality of life," he said. "But when a company says this is how much money you need to put up to
come to the table, it's hard to walk away from that all the time. You either play that way or you don't get to play at
all."
Indeed, pitting one state against another to pressure both to increase their original incentive offers has become a
cottage industry in itself. "Site location consultants," as they are generally known, have been a part of most of the
largest incentive deals during the last two decades. Many are small firms dedicated solely to location consultants,
but some larger consulting firms, such as Ernst and Young and Deloitte also have site-consulting branches. These
consultants are retained by businesses not only to evaluate the appropriateness of a given location, but also to
negotiate with state and local governments to squeeze out the maximum subsidy.
In his book, "The Great American Jobs Scam: Corporate Tax Dodging and the Myth of Job Creation," the author
Greg LeRoy cites an article written by a consultant for the prominent consulting firm Wadley-Donovan Group that
describes the firm's tactics: Site location consultants "negotiate incentives for the new project in two or three finalist
locations, preferably in different states," the consultant writes. "Generally speaking, [they should] spend the most
time negotiating in the preferred location [and] use offers from the alternate areas for leverage."
Mark M. Sweeney, a co-founder of Macallum-Sweeney Consulting, another prominent firm, has written that
incentives have come to be seen as "a normal part of business" and that they are now "an expected part of every
location decision."
Wrong priorities?
According to Rolnick, whether officials truly believe that offering incentives is good policy or they feel that their
hands are tied, the end result is the same: "Private companies have been able to extract more and more public
dollars," he said.

"Think what states could do with $70 billion right now," Thomas said. "That would be enough to hire back every
employee that has been laid off during the recession. That isn't a zero-sum game. Those are real jobs that people
don't have anymore."
"There are a lot of places now that don't have any economic development strategy at all except to look for some
companies to throw money at," Rolnick addded. "That's really a shame, because we know what does create net
jobs, what they should be doing instead. Educating your kids creates jobs. Maintaining your roads and bridges and
public universities creates jobs. And those are exactly the things that our elected officials are getting sidetracked
from doing."
Peter Fisher of the Iowa Policy Project agreed. "This is truly a case of private gain at public loss," he said. "At a time
when state budgets have huge holes in them, our infrastructure is deteriorated, we're laying off some public
workers and cutting the pensions of others," the problem of states and localities wasting money on corporate
subsidies "has hardly been a part of the conversation at all."
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Shouldn't More Lies Be Illegal?

Personally, I’m tired of the lies. I think, in the mouths of politicians. Supporters, and the media, they can be
extremely dangerous to democracy.
There are already some forms of “free speech” which are outlawed: shouting “Fire!” in a crowded movie theater
(not on fire), slander, libel, plagiarism, falsification of documents, lying under oath, inciting to riot…
Even the Right wants to make some “free speech” illegal, like burning the flag.
I think we’ve seen a lot of evidence in Friends of the Middle that the lies are poisoning people’s minds, even
intelligent people’s. Now, I’m a big defender of rights and especially the freedom of speech and of the press, but
there must come a point when it is too much.
Shouldn’t these fools at least be required to prove they aren’t lying or stop telling the same lies? It’s
our democracy, not theirs!
R0mney and his team have spent the last few days complaining about that old Republican nemesis…the lamestream
media. The Right feels ganged-up against, even by the Right. But doesn’t there come a time when even the
Washington 500 and most of the rest of us recognize the blatant lies and start calling a spade a spade? Can’t it get
so blantant that everyone knows?
Below are just two example of how this works, how blatant it is, and how much damage it can do to democracy.
The first quote is Mitt R0mney calling the President a liar without even the courtesy or logic of naming one little lie.
I guess he couldn’t name one or he would have. You will notice that when the Left and media call someone out for
lying, they usually (always?) indicate the lie (see the previous article “Mitt Turns Mean,” for example).
The second quote shows how the Right-wing media distorts, bends, and twists the truth into something useful to
bash-in the minds of the unthinking. The headline makes a casual reader think the Libyan killers must be on the
President’s campaign team (well, at least as donors). Oops! More lies!
All this is what we’re up against and I, for one, say the lies have to stop even if we must call-out every single little
one, or even make them illegal. I think people used to have to decency not to tell so many whoppers, but not
anymore.
The lies threaten to destroy democracy in America. I am truly becoming alarmed by them, and I feel that all
American citizens should be too!

“Romney, Republicans Increase Attacks on Obama” by Tom Cohen, CNN
Sept. 14, 2012, (http://us.cnn.com/2012/09/14/politics/campaign-wrap/index.html?hpt=po_c2)
(WASHINGTON) Republicans led by presidential challenger Mitt Romney served up a heaping helping of political red
meat on Friday, launching a salvo of attacks on President Barack Obama that called him a liar and a failed leader.
Romney told an interview broadcast on ABC that his biggest concern about the three upcoming presidential debates
is that Obama will be untruthful.
"The president tends to, how shall I say it, to say things that aren't true," Romney said, contemplating
whether he would spend debate time "correcting things that aren't quite accurate" or "talking about
the things I want to talk about."
Continue reading at CNN…
“Anti-Islam Filmmaker Donated Million Dollars to Obama” by Paneocon, Drudge Report
Sept. 15, 2012, (http://www.drudge.com/news/161001/anti-islam-filmmaker-donated-million-dollars)
Even though "the movie" was on YouTube for months prior to the collective indignation of thousands of Middle
Eastern Islamists all coming together on the eleventh anniversary of September 11th (through wild coincidence, no
doubt), we are being told by our government and our media overlords that we must blame the movie.
But no one asks … What about Bill Maher?
Bill Maher made a comedy/documentary called "Religulous" that's most famous for mercilessly mocking Christianity.
But what people forget is that the last twenty-minutes or so of the film make a damning case against Islam.
Bill Maher made a film that mocked Islam.
Bill Maher also contributed $1 million to a pro-Obama super PAC.
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Re: Shouldn't More Lies Be Illegal? (reply to SteveB, above)

Did not the Supreme Court rule that contributing money for political purposes is free speech?
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Re: Shouldn't More Lies Be Illegal? (reply to SteveG, above)
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“A Jaw-Dropping Explanation of How Governments Are Complicit in the
Illegal Drug Trade”

“A Jaw-Dropping Explanation of How Governments Are Complicit in the Illegal Drug Trade” by Lars Schall, AterNet
Sept. 10, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/drugs/jaw-dropping-explanation-how-governments-are-complicit-illegaldrug-trade)
(The drug war is far, far more than just simply criminals at work, says scholar Oliver Villar.)

(Note: The following interview helps us understand the drug war from a dramatically different perspective than the
one the corporate media paints. Instead the traditional portrayal of the war on drugs as a fight between law
enforcement and illicit drug dealers, scholar Oliver Villar explains that the illegal drug trade is a tool of empire a
means of "social control" as much as profit. Villar, a lecturer in politics at Charles Sturt University in Bathurst,
Australia's insight is well worth the read.)
Lars Schall: What has been your main motivation to spend 10 years of your life to the subject of the drug trade?
Oliver Villar: The main motivation goes sometime back. I think it has to do firstly with my own experiences in
growing up in working class suburbs in Sydney, Australia. It always has been an area that I found very curious and
fascinating just to think about how rampant and persuasive drugs really are in our communities, and just by looking
at it in more recent times how much worse the drug problem has become, not just in lower socio-economic areas,
but everywhere.
But from then on, when I finally had the opportunity to do so, I actually undertook this as a PhD thesis. I spent my
time carefully looking at firstly what was written on the drug trade, but as coming from Latin America, I was very
interested in particular in the Latin American drug trade as well.
So I looked at the classic works such Alfred W McCoy's Politics of Heroin, Peter Dale Scott's Cocaine Politics,
Douglas Valentine's The Strength of the Wolf, and works that related not just to the drug trade, but from various
angles including political science perspectives to see what we know about drugs.
I found there were a lot of gaps missing, and there was a lot written on Asia, on Central America, particular from
the 1980s, if you recall the Iran-Contra theme and scandal, but nothing really on where drugs actually come from.
Eventually my research took me to Colombia, and in the Western hemisphere at least, cocaine became that subject
of investigation. I looked at it from a political economy perspective, and so from there on you can kind of get an
idea about some of the influences in my background in eventually taking that much time to do it.
LS: Does the drug trade work very differently than people usually assume?
OV: Well, yes. What do people usually assume? Well, it's a criminological subject of investigation, it's a crime
approach, it's criminals, it's pretty much a Hollywood kind of spectacle where it becomes clear who the good and
the bad guys are. But what I found, it's far more than just simply criminals at work.
What we do know, if you go back to the history of the global drug trade, which I did pursue, you find that states,
not just individuals or criminals, were also part of the process of production and distribution. The most notorious
example is the British colonial opium trade, where much of that process was happening in a very wide scale, where
the British not only gained financially but also used it as a political form of social control and repression.
What did they do? In China they were able quite effectively to open up the market to British control. This is just one
example. And from there on I looked at other great powers and the way they also somehow managed to use drugs
as a political instrument, but also as a form of financial wealth, as you could say, or revenue to maintain and
sustain their power. The great power of today I have to say is the United States, of course. These are some of the
episodes and investigations that I have looked at in my new book.
LS: From my perspective as a financial journalist it is remarkable to see that you treat cocaine as just another
capitalist commodity, like copper, soy beans or coffee, but then again as a uniquely imperial commodity.1 Can you
explain this approach, please?
OV: Again drawing upon past empires or great powers, it becomes an imperial commodity because it is primarily
serving the interests of that imperial state. If we look at the United States for instance, it becomes an imperial
commodity just as much as opium became a British imperial commodity in a way it related to the Chinese. It means
the imperial state is there to gain from the wealth, the United States in this case, but it also means that it serves as
a political instrument to harness and maintain a political economy which is favorable to imperial interests.

We had the "War on Drugs", for example. It is a way how an imperial power can intervene and also penetrate a
society much like the British were able to do with China in many respects. So it is an imperial commodity because it
does serve that profit mechanism, but it is also an instrument for social control and repression.
We see this continuity with examples where this takes place. And Colombia, I think, was the most outstanding and
unique example which I have made into an investigative case study itself.
Another thing worth mentioning is what actually makes the largest sectors of global trade, what are they? It's oil,
arms, and drugs - the difference being that because drugs are seen as an illegal product, economists don't study it
as just another capitalist commodity - but it is a commodity. If you look at it from a market perspective, it works
pretty much the same way as other commodities in the global financial system.
LS: Cocaine has become one more means for extracting surplus value on which to realize profits and thus
accumulate capital. But isn't it the criminalized status of drugs that makes this whole business possible in the first
place?
OV: We have to think about what would happen if it was decriminalized? It would actually be a bad thing if you
were a drug lord or someone to a large extent gaining from the drug trade. What happens if it is criminalized is that
you are able to gain wealth and profit from something that is very harmful to society. First of all, it will never be
politically acceptable for politicians to say: You know, we think that the war on drugs is failing, so we decriminalize
it. That would be almost political suicide.
We know it is very harmful to society, and by keeping it criminalized it leaves a very grey area, not only in the
studies and investigations that I've noticed on the drug trade, but it also leaves a very grey area in terms of how
the state actually tackles the drug problem.
In many ways for law enforcement it allows a grey area in order to fight it. For instance, we can look for example at
the financial center, which gains predominantly from it. But it also allows the criminal elements, which are so key to
making it work, flourish.
And by not touching that, by largely ignoring the main criminal operation to take form and to operate, then what
you are doing by criminalizing drugs is that you are actually stimulating that demand. So there is also that financial
element to the whole issue as well. That's why this business is actually possible by that criminalized status.
LS: Do you think that those who were responsible to make cocaine or opium globally illegal were unaware that they
were creating a very profitable business with that arrangement?
OV: If you are looking at the true pioneers who started much of the cocaine trade in South America, these were
drug traffickers from places like Bolivia, which had a clear monopoly of coca production, and also at the people that
formed the cartels in the 1980's like the Medellin cartel or the Cali cartel and other groups, I think they were not
aware of the way things would eventually turn out.
But the other element, the state element, which made it part of their imperial interests to allow the drug trade to
flourish, I think they perhaps had some sense - just looking at things in retrospective, of course - that this would be
a very profitable business within that arrangement.
At the time of the 1980s in Latin America, it was pretty much seen as a means to fund operations, and at that time
these were essentially counter-insurgency operations in the context of the Cold War. There was no real big ambition
to say "We will create the drug trade because it is a very large business opportunity." I think it just became that
because it was something that was of convenience - and that's exactly what we see now in how the banks operate
today: it's of financial convenience, why get rid of it? Out of these historical patterns it has become what it has
become, but for different reasons.
I don't think that even Pablo Escobar would have imagined just how enormous the global drug trade would become.
They were largely driven by self-interests and their own profits. But then the state made it much bigger and made it
into a regional institutionalized phenomenon that we see to this day. And we can see also how the state in parts of

South America, like Bolivia with the 1980 Cocaine Coup as it was known, and also the rampant institutionalization of
cocaine in Colombia, has become very much part of this arrangement.
But then again, it would not have been possible without the imperial hand of particular the United States and the
intelligence agencies. There we have that imperial commodity and imperial connection as well. They didn't work
alone, in all these criminal elements, of course, there was an imperial hand in much of all of this, but why it
happened, I think, is the matter of debate.
LS: Catherine Austin Fitts, a former investment banker from Wall Street, shared this observation once with me:
Essentially, I would say the governments run the drug trade, but they're not the ultimate power, they're just
one part, if you will, of managing the operations. Nobody can run a drug business, unless the banks will do
their transactions and handle their money. If you want to understand who controls the drug trade in a
place, you need to ask yourself who is it that has to accept to manage the transactions and to manage the
capital, and that will lead you to the answer who's in control.2
What are your thoughts on this essential equation?
OV: Going back to my emphasis on the state, coming from a political science background, this is what some
criminologists would say, that this is state-organized crime, and the emphasis is the state. And again if we go back
to the global history of the drug trade, this isn't something new. If we look at piracy, for example, that was another
form of state-organized crime sanctioned by the state because it served very similar means as the drug capital of
today serves as well.
So yes, the state is very much involved in managing it but it cannot do it alone. You have the US Drug Enforcement
Administration, for example, which is officially the law enforcement department of the US state in charge of
combating the drugs; and you also have other intelligence agencies like the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency] that
are involved in fighting drugs, but also, as I have seen in my studies, actually allowing much of the drug and
financial operations to continue.
We saw recently similar things unfolding in Mexico with the operation "Fast and Furious", where CIA arms were
making their way to drug cartels in Mexico. We can draw our own conclusions, but what we do know is that the
state is central to understanding these operations, involving governments, their agencies, and banks fulfilling a role.
LS: How does the money laundering work and where does the money primarily go to?
OV: We know that the estimated value of the global drug trade - and this is also debated by analysts - is worth
something between US $300 billion to $500 billion a year. Half of that, something between $250-$300 billion and
over actually goes to the United States. So what does this say if you use that imperial political economy approach
I've talked about? It means that the imperial center, the financial center, is getting the most, and so it is in no
interest for any great power (or state) to stop this if great amounts of the profits are flowing to the imperial center.
What I find very interesting and very valuable are the contemporary events that are unfolding right now, the
reports that even come out in the mainstream media about Citigroup and other very well-known money laundering
banks being caught out laundering drug money for drug traffickers across South America and in Mexico as well, as
the so-called war on drugs is unfolding.
The global financial crisis is another example, because the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime came out and
said it was thanks to the global drug trade that the financial system was kept afloat, where all this money was being
pumped in from were from key imperial financial centers like New York, like London and Switzerland, and so on. In
this case, money laundering is simply beyond again that criminology framework; it does involve that imperial state
perspective, and I think that's the way it remains because of these benefits.
LS: Do you think that "lax policies" are responsible for the fact that large multi-national banks are laundering drug
profits?3

OV: If you think again about the criminalized status of drugs, it's criminalized in society, but when it comes to the
economic and financial sector, which should be criminalized, it is actually decriminalized. So we have some kind of
contradiction and paradox where it would be great if it would be criminalized, but when it comes to the financial
sector, it is actually fine - it's lax, it's unregulated, and we know that the US Federal Reserve, for example, can
monitor any deposit over $10,000, so it's not that they don't know - they know what's going on.
It rolls back to your previous question. It continues to benefit the imperial global architecture, particular in the
West, and so it becomes a lax policy approach towards these money laundering banks because they wouldn't have
it any other way, there is much resistance to it.
Since Barack Obama came to power in 2008 and the financial crisis took hold thereafter, we've heard a lot of
promises from Western leaders that they would get tough and so on, yet today we see that nothing much has
changed. We've had now this episode with Barclays in the UK and the price fixing [of the important London
Interbank Offered Rate] - this goes on.
Of course, they prefer to have this contradiction and paradox in place, because this is in fact what is allowing the
drug profits to come in. If the government would take this problem seriously and would actually do something
about these money-laundering banks, we would see a real effort to fight the drug problem, but that is not going to
happen any time soon.
The last time we ever heard there was a serious effort to do this was in the 1980s and only because of much
pressure, where George Bush Sr. was forced to act in what was known as "Operation Greenback".
What happened was that they started to find an increasing number of drug money-laundering receipts in Florida
and other southern parts of the United States. This started to work, they put pressure on the financial companies
which were actually involved in that process - and then he suspended it all, the whole investigation. That would
have been an opportunity to actually do something, but of course it was suspended, and ever since we haven't seen
any serious effort, despite the rhetoric, to actually do something.
LS: Why is it that the [George W] Bush and Obama Departments of Justice have spent trillions of dollars on a war
on terrorism and a war on drugs, while letting US banks launder money for the same people that the nation is
supposedly at war with"?4
OV: That is another issue that is part of the contradiction of imperialism, or the process that I call "narcocolonialism". The stated objectives are very different to the real objectives. They may claim that they are fighting a
war on drugs or on terror, but in fact they are fighting a war for the drug financial revenue through terror, and by
doing that they have to make alliances with the very same people who are benefiting from the drug trade as we see
in Colombia.
The main landlords and the business class who own the best land have connections with right-wing paramilitaries,
which the DEA knows are actually exporting the drugs, and have direct connections to various governments and
presidencies throughout recent Colombian history. These are the same people who are actually being given carte
blanche to fight the war on terror in the Western hemisphere - yet this is a contradiction that no one ever
questions.
So I think it's not about fighting the real terrorists, it's about fighting and financing resistance to that problem, and
in Colombia there has been a civil war for quite a number of years. It's really the same paradox; it's funding the
very same state mechanisms to allow the whole thing to continue.
LS: What should our readers know about the political economy of the drug trade created by the war on drugs?
OV: What we should know is that there needs to be a complete restructure and revision in the way we examine the
drug trade. First of all, it's not crime that is at the center of the political economy, but it is the state, imperialism
and class - that I think is essential, or at least I find it very useful in examining the drug trade.

We can see that clear in Colombia, where you have a narco-bourgeoisie which is essentially the main beneficiary
there. These aren't just the landlords, these are also the paramilitaries, key members of the police, the military and
the government; but also the connection to the United States, which is a political relationship, which is financing
them to fight their common enemy, which is at this point in time the left-wing guerrillas, predominantly the
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, the FARC.
So this again goes back to your previous question about this contradiction: why are trillions of dollars being waged
to fight the drug trade in Colombia, but also in Afghanistan, when like in Colombia, everybody knows Afghanistan
has a very corrupt regime and many of them are drug lords themselves who are the main beneficiaries in that
country?
It has little to do with drugs, it has little to do with terrorists, it has everything to do with empire building, of which
the main beneficiary is the United States.
LS: Since you already mentioned it, what is the major importance of the narco-bourgeoisie in Colombia seen from a
market perspective?
OV: This goes again back to the notion of who is managing the drug trade, and Catherine Austin Fitts' perspective
includes the government, and I sympathize with that approach, but we must bring class to that political economy of
drugs. Why is class important? Why is a narco-bourgeoisie important? Well, it's because without a class that not
only is growing, producing, and distributing the drugs and has the state resources to do so thanks to US financial
assistance and military training and operations, we would not have a cocaine trade.
So the narco-bourgeoisie is essential and the main connection to that imperial relationship that the United States
has. Without that kind of arrangement there would be no market in Colombia. So from a market perspective, these
are the people who are essentially arranging and managing the drug trade in order to let the cocaine trade actually
flourish. In the past, the same kind of people were fighting communists; today they are fighting "terrorists"
supposedly.
LS: You are arguing in your book that the war on drugs is no failure at all, but a success. How do you come to that
conclusion?
OV: I come to that conclusion because what do we know so far about the war on drugs? Well, the US has spent
about US$1 trillion throughout the globe. Can we simply say it has failed? Has it failed the drug money-laundering
banks? No. Has it failed the key Western financial centers? No. Has it failed the narco-bourgeoisie in Colombia - or
in Afghanistan, where we can see similar patterns emerging? No. Is it a success in maintaining that political
economy? Absolutely.
So I have to say when we are looking at it from that political economy / class basis approach with this emphasis on
imperialism and the state rather than simply crime, it has been a success because what it is actually doing is
allowing that political economy to thrive.
I mean, we have to ask the question: how can such a drug trade flourish under the very nose of the leading
hegemonic power in the Americas, if not the world, the United States? You had the Chinese Revolution, you had
even authoritarian regimes, fascist regimes, that were able to wipe out the drug trade. Why can't the Western
powers with all the resources that they have put a dent on it?
But instead they have actually exacerbated the problem. It's getting worse, and the fact is there is never a real end
in sight, and they don't want to change their policies, so someone is clearly benefiting and suffering from this.
The logic, if we can call it that, is the conclusion that it is part of that paradox and part of their interest to maintain
this political economy. We can look at it from a different angle, if you like.
Look at oil, our dependence on hydrocarbons. We know that is bad for our environment, we know what scientists
call "Peak Oil", and we know we will have problems with that form of energy system, but it continues. So is it in

their interest to stop this? No, it isn't. This is what I see as the very fabric of capitalism and imperialism, and that
the logic becomes the illogical and the conclusion becomes part of the contradiction. That's why I don't see it as a
failure at all but very much in the interest, stubbornly or not, of US imperialism to drag on this war on drugs.
LS: Can you tell us some of the reasons for the period in Colombian history that is called "La Violencia" and how it
played a role ideologically in the Cold War as it was fought in Colombia?
OV. "La Violencia" was a period in Colombian history and probably the only time that the Colombian state
acknowledged that the country was in a war with itself, a civil war, if you will. In 1948, there was a popular liberal
candidate named Jorge Eliecer Gaitan, a populist leader, who was promising land reform, and he promised at least
to the landless and the poorest in Colombia that something would change in the country.
Since then, an ultra-conservative and reactionary oligarchy has remained in power in Colombia. What this candidate
stood for was some shake-up in the system. Gaitain was assassinated, conservatives were blamed for the
assassination, and from there on we saw a civil war that dragged on up until 1958, when you saw the nucleus of
the main body of armed resistance, which is now the FARC, take shape.
Ideologically, the Cold War was seen as a way to justify the state repression which continued. Something like
300,000 people were killed in "La Violencia". But not much changed afterward. After 1958, there was no end to the
class war. This was basically a war between those with land and those without land, which is important to
understand in the political economy of cocaine in Colombia: that's the land, the problem of land. And this dragged
on after 1958. So rather than viewing it as a problem that's historical involving land, they saw it as a problem of
communism, but of course, once the Cold War ended there needed to be a justification to drag on this repression.
Conveniently, we increasingly heard terms like the "war on drugs", "narco-terrorism" - and that provided ideological
ammunition for the United States and the Colombian state and its ruling class to target the same revolutionary and
main forms of resistance in Colombia. This included trade unions, student associations, peasant organization, and
the same kind of what are considered subversive elements in Colombia.
So the "war on terror" you could say is a continuation of very much the same rational that the state was using
during "La Violencia". It is a continuing problem, which continues to be resolved by the state with force, which
means to treat the security problem through military repression. So it's a serious problem in the wake of this
political economy because violence becomes the means in which this political economy can be maintained.
LS: When did the cocaine business actually begin big time in Colombia? According to the book Cocaine: Global
Histories, before cocaine was made illegal by the single convention of the United Nations in March 1961 it came
primarily from Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand.5 Why was the shift taking place then from Asia to Colombia, Peru
and Bolivia?
OV: In the context of the Cold War, it wasn't just simply an ideological war, it was also very much a real war in
where there was resistance to capitalist and financial arrangements that were implemented throughout the world
financial system at that time.
In Asia we know, of course, there was the Vietnam War; we also had the Chinese Revolution beforehand, as I have
mentioned before, and we know that drugs became a way to finance much of the counterinsurgency operations
that were going on. We know for example that Chiang Kai-shek, the leader of the Kuomintang who fought Mao
Zedong in the Chinese civil war and the Chinese Revolutionary process, was a drug trafficker himself. Many of the
contacts that the CIA had in Vietnam, particular in South Vietnam, were also deeply enmeshed in the drug trade.
What was known as the World Anti-Communist League at that time drew much of these alliances and organizations
together in order to finance much of their operations. But when the Vietnam war eventually draw to a close, what
did we see? We began to see a shift, not only with counter-insurgency operations against what was seen as
communist insurgencies, but also in drug trafficking operations.
This was essentially the time where I noticed, and this was of vital importance for the book, that the same kind of
arrangements were emerging in Latin America. The regional section of World Anti-Communist League was the

Confederation in Latin America, which was then headed by Argentina, particularly the military junta of 1976, and
they saw by learning from lessons in Asia that by allying themselves and by managing drug operations themselves,
and so forth, and by using the same elements to finance these operations against the communists, they could do
the same.
From there we saw some very important unfolding of history, which was the great concentration of operations
within the drug trade, in Bolivia in particular with the Cocaine Coup of 1980, where you even had former Nazis who
were employed and used with their experience to undergo these operations.6 The Colombians, long before they
became the main cocaine production center, saw this as an opportunity to get involved and take advantage of the
situation. From there we saw the beginnings of the modern cocaine trade in Latin America which is now global, and
has reached a global scale.
LS: What function had in their time famous drug lords like Pablo Escobar? What was the secret of his success in
particular?
OV: As an entrepreneur he did see the events, particularly in Bolivia, I think, as an opportunity. Before then it was
marijuana, not cocaine, that was the main drug at that time in the late 1970's. He saw a great opportunity to
actually invest. He was the first to really begin to use small planes to traffic and smuggle cocaine into the United
States. He became famous and a pioneer because he saw the opportunities at least from a capitalist perspective what this would bring for what would became the Medellin Cartel.
He became after the Bolivian chapter the clear cocaine monopolist from the 1980s and so on. I think it had to do
with his experience in the marijuana trade which allowed it to happen. He also made contacts with the very
Bolivians who were providing him with the supply of coca. It was his far-sightedness to take full advantage of the
situation.
LS: Despite the US claims that it is engaged in a war against drugs in Colombia, it is in fact engaged in an antiinsurgency war against the left-wing FARC guerillas, is this correct?
OV: This is correct. What is known as "Plan Colombia" was a program first devised by president Bill Clinton, and, as
I explained, from the Cold War onwards we had that growing drug problem in Colombia. What Clinton saw as the
solution to deal with the insurgency was to say: Let's give it a drug package. What "Plan Colombia" did though was
under the mask of the war on drugs it actually made it into a military package itself. Most of the money had military
operations and training in focus. So what this did since the late 1990s is in fact make it a war against the FARC
guerrillas.
You have to take into account that the FARC have been there long before the cocaine trade appeared in the 1980s
or the cocaine decade when it became big time. And so by focusing on the FARC, they can also be blamed for the
drug trade. The New York Times is good at that, they see them seen as narco-terrorists. So the Colombian state
can say: Well, we are fighting a war on drugs and terror, and the United States can also say: Well, they are our key
partners in the Western hemisphere in this war. And they can also gear themselves to deal with the broader politics
in the region, to deal with Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador and other nations which are fast becoming much more
independent and left-leaning.
So it brings in a whole lot of other politics into question, but by fighting the FARC as the main threat to the
Colombian state it deals with it in a very military way. They are a threat indeed, because they are not simply as
they are called narco-terrorists, they are a group that has been indigenous to the history of Colombia, which past
presidencies have actually acknowledged. But since September 11, 2001, there has been this increasing
radicalization by the ruling class in Colombia to see no other alternative but finally to destroy the FARC once and for
all.
LS: Which has come, sadly enough, as a high price to the Colombian population in general.
OV: Yes, we are looking at horrific statistics that go way beyond the state crimes of the 20th century in Latin
America. Up until now it was Central America, Guatemala who held the record of victims from state-terror 200,000. Second came Argentina with 30,000. Colombia has experienced 250,000 victims of state-terrorism in the

past two presidencies alone, so since 2002 onwards. So this is quite horrific. Also the effects on trade unions are
quite horrific. More trade unionists are killed in Colombia than in the whole world combined. It has the lowest rate
of unionization in the whole continent. It has actually come to the point where there are not many more unionists
to murder.
Yet, this is not an issue, this is not a problem, and much of the world does not know much about this. It is quite
ironic if we look at the war on terror in the Middle East, where we are hearing a lot of news about the Assad regime
in Syria, the "rebels" there, and Muammar Gaddafi in Libya was also terrible so we had to go in there and support
the "rebels" - yet, we got the world's oldest rebel organization, more than half-a-century old, which has popular
support among the poorest in Colombian society, and that is why they are able to continue the fight, and it's not
drugs or terrorism, no.
Where is the support for the rebels in Colombia? Where is the debate about Colombian democracy? So the FARC
become the target of the counter-insurgency-"counter-terror" war which both Washington and Bogota see as their
number one priority there.
LS: Throughout the implementation of "Plan Colombia", the private military companies (PMCs) which waged the
"war on drugs" also made huge amounts of money. Is the "war on drugs" a business model for them, and has the
"war on drugs" thus to continue as long as possible in order to perpetuate the profits that can be gained from it?
OV: It is very much a business model. I like that terminology because the Fortune 500 too are involved. Why is it a
business model? We know that the narco-bourgeoisie manages the affairs of the drug trade at the colonial center, if
we are going back to that narco-colonialism concept that I have used before, but who handles the rest of the
operations for the empire, or from a US state perspective? Who else has the technology? Who is involved in
executing the so called war on drugs?
These are essentially private-military companies, at least since "Plan Colombia" and with a history. That would be
DynCorp and other key private-military companies like MPRI that had been involved, for example, in the aerial
spraying of the coca crops in Colombia and military training. We know that rather than actually doing something
about drug operations, what happened was that the very same firms were merely strengthening those involved in
drug smuggling operations, and this is an ongoing problem which we have seen in this war on drugs, as I have
documented in my studies.
This also means that these private companies are also involved in that financial arrangement that Catherine Austin
Fitts suggested earlier on regarding the financial center. So the financial center is not just the financial system, but
the main corporations and banks that are heavily involved in doing this. So by having these same private-military
companies engaged in the war on drugs, they then can also invest their profits in the imperial center and play a role
in managing the drug trade for the US imperial state.
LS: From A to Z, so to speak.
OV: Yes. You have a collaboration happening between the narco-bourgeoisie in Colombia and the imperial center
by using private-military companies which have been involved in much of that history. If we go back to the history
of what we do know about the Iran-Contra scandal, for instance, we see that many of these companies were sold
off after they were used as contractors by the CIA, they were privatized by the very same companies that had been
involved in "Plan Colombia" since the late 1990's.
These are the same people and same companies that were actually involved in past criminal operations. I don't see
that simply as a coincidence. I see it as a continuity in how this is actually taking place.
LS: So I guess the real question is if the inter-linked "war on terror" / "war on drugs" is actually an effective way to
keep competition small and under control?
OV: Yes, it's about control, it's about what Peter Dale Scott would describe as "managing market share". It is really
the imperial state through its agencies, but also by taking care of the financial center and also the operations
through the PMCs they are deciding who gets the market share.

In the 1980s we saw a process where the Medellin cartel pretty much had unregulated control for their operations,
but then we also saw the liquidation of Pablo Escobar and the handing over to the Cali Cartel, who also withered
away for the Colombian state. Now we have an ongoing issue with Mexico replacing Colombian cartels as
distributors with the same kind of episodes, and we hear analysts and officials basically saying again, yes, it's the
imperial state that is involved in all of this. It is about control, and more specifically, it's the control of market share,
which I think is essential to understand.
LS: Usually, where there are important commodities like oil and/or drugs in large quantities, the US intelligence
services and the US military are never far away. Therefore, is oil another reason to link "the war on terror" and "the
war on drugs" in Colombia?
OV: Well, if there ever is any commodity like oil that is of financial value definitely any imperial power will take
advantage. This is a long history in itself. What I find interesting is that drugs are never considered. But if there are
wars fought over oil and other commodities, why not drugs? In fact, if you re-examine the history of the global drug
trade, what is happening in Colombia is pretty much the same kind of wars for commodities that have been fought
since the dawn of time. Essentially, it is a fact that this is where the intelligence services go out and do the kind of
cornerstone work in service of the commodity; in this case, I have to say, it is drugs.
LS: Why is the drug situation in Colombia by and large out of the news compared to the 1980s?
OV: Well, I think it's the case because now Mexico is seen as the problem. In a way it serves as a distraction, and
drugs are no longer seen as a state security problem in Colombia. It has been officially a success. You look at any
report by the United States or even the United Nations on the Colombian situation, they say it has been a success;
since 2008, they say, there was an 18% decline in drug production. But what it doesn't say is that there hasn't been
a decline in drug use or drug distribution. Where are all the drugs coming from then? In fact, it's the Mexicans
doing the distribution for the Colombians now. So by distracting the focus and diverting the attention to Mexico,
what it is doing is allowing a rerun of the same episode of the 1980s in Colombia, by ignoring Colombia and
manufacturing unrealistic figures.
We will eventually see an arrangement, a compromise emerging in Mexico, and we will hear statements from the
DEA and the White House saying how successful the war on drugs was, but we will also see the same kind of
arrangements happening there with some cartels being taken over.
We will see the same key people in positions of power who are benefiting from the drug trade and who'll be the
official selected drug lords. At the moment, we are seeing that struggle of market share that I have mentioned
earlier, where the state, in particular in the imperial center, has a great hand in influencing and shaping the events.
And by ignoring Colombia, by normalizing Colombia, by saying it is a stable country and a formal democratic state,
they can actually switch the attention on Mexico and also claim success that everything is going right. And by doing
that they can also use Colombia as a model for Afghanistan and Central America, and we hear much discussion
about this.
But again we will see the same kind of patterns emerge in which the same people will be involved, the same people
will be benefiting, and the same people will be targeted, when people are resisting rather than maintaining that
political economy.
LS: Related to the drug war raging in Mexico, what are your thoughts on the claim by a Mexican official that the
CIA manages the drug trade?7
OV: It's the state, but in particular the armed bodies of the state, like the intelligence agencies, which as political
entities are able to actually police these kinds of operations. How else can it be done? What is the history? What we
know from researchers like Peter Dale Scott and Douglas Valentine is that this has been true since at least the
1970s in the Latin American context.8

And I would have to agree to some extent that it manages it, because it decides as a policy maker how and for
whom the market share will actually be determined. Again, in Mexico this is what we see right now. How the events
unfold will determine who will get that market share, who will be the monopolists, and who will be the official drug
lords. It has nothing to do really with what we hear in the media.
LS: So the CIA is in the drug trade something like the middle-man for the financial sector?
OV: Yes, I think that analogy would be quite useful. As a middle-man, as a liaison and enforcer, and as also a
communicator between these various criminal elements before the drug trade shapes itself into a form that is both
beneficial and subservient to US imperialism.
Sources:
1

Related to the topic "Cocaine as just another commodity", compare also Steven Topik, Carlos Marichal, Zephyr
Frank (Edit.)From Silver to Cocaine: Latin American Commodity Chains and the Building of the World Economy,
1500-2000, Duke University Press, 2006.
2

Lars Schall, “Behind the Wheel, Interview with Catherine Austin Fitts”, Aug. 29, 2010,
http://www.larsschall.com/2010/08/29/behind-the-wheel/.
3

Compare for example "HSBC exposed: Drug money banking, terror dealings", published July 17, 2012.
"International banking giant HSBC may have financed terrorist groups and funneled Mexican drug money into the
US economy through its lax policies, a damning Senate report reveals. The bank's bosses have apologized for the
misconduct." (http://www.rt.com/news/hsbc-us-senate-report-344/).
4

Mark Karlin: "US Government Gives Wink and Nod to Banks Laundering Money for Drug Lords, Terrorist Affiliated
Banks and Rogue Nations", published July 24, 2012, http://blog.buzzflash.com/node/13626.
5

Compare Paul Gootenberg (Edit.): Cocaine: Global Histories, Routledge, 1999.

6

Compare Henrik Kruger: The Great Heroin Coup: Drugs, Intelligence, and International Fascism, South End Press,
1980.
7

Chris Arsenault: "Mexican official: CIA 'manages' drug trade". July 24, 2012,
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2012/07/2012721152715628181.html.
8

Compare for example Peter Dale Scott: Drugs, Oil, and War: The United States in Afghanistan, Colombia, and
Indochina, Rowman and Littlefield, 2003.
(Oliver Villar is the author of (co-written with Drew Cottle) Cocaine, Death Squads, and the War on Terror: US
Imperialism and Class Struggle in Colombia (Monthly Review Press. He has published broadly on the Inter-American
cocaine drug trade, the US War on Drugs and Terror in Colombia, and US-Colombian relations. Oliver Villar is a
lecturer in politics at Charles Sturt University in Bathurst, Australia, a country where he has lived for most of his life.
He was born in Mendoza, Argentina. In 2008 he completed his PhD on the political economy of contemporary
Colombia in the context of the cocaine drug trade at the UWS Latin American Research Group (LARG).)
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http://johmai.blogspot.com/2012/06/sucre-to-rurrenabaque-bolivia.html
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Arrogant Bastard!
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 18, 2012)
Oops! Where to find the incredibly damning videos: http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2012/09/secret-videoromney-private-fundraiser.

“In general, it’s not great for a presidential candidate to make unsympathetic generalizations about
47% of the U.S. population. It’s additionally problematic for Romney to whack them for paying too
little in taxes when he’s declined to provide more than two years of his own returns and pledged to
cut taxes for the middle class — some of whom presumably fall into the 47% Romney is denigrating.”
(http://swampland.time.com/2012/09/17/video-captures-uncensored-mitt-romney-at-fundraiser/)
Or as Joe Klein says in Time: (http://swampland.time.com/2012/09/17/a-nation-of-moochers/?iid=sl-articlearenapage).
“As Alex Altman reports, Mitt Romney’s bad week just got worse. And the worst of the worse is Romney’s
contention that the 47% of the country who support Obama are just looking for handouts. This from a man who
pays 14% in taxes–a multi-million dollar handout that Romney receives because he makes his money via a financial
scheme that enjoys a major tax break from the government. As Michael Grunwald pointed out last week in his
memorable Time cover story, we’re all getting goodies from the government in one way or another. And yes, it
might be a good idea to review all these subsidies–sugar? cotton? oil?–but it is sheer…I guess you’d have to call
it class warfare to say that only the 47% voting for Obama are on the dole. How embarrassing:
Romney keeps on kicking himself in the face.”

Duuuhhh! I’m beginning to think the dude wants to lose the election! It’s some kind of psychological thingie
(problem?)!
And the worst of it is that he really shows in the video with more than uttered words that he despises the 47%,
enough to tell lies about them to his fat-cat donors.
Bye, bye, Mittens. I don’t think you really wanted to be President anyway.
“Today, Mitt Romney Lost the Election” by Josh Barro, Bloomberg
Sep 17, 2012, (http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-09-17/today-mitt-romney-lost-the-election.html)
You can mark my prediction now: A secret recording from a closed-door Mitt Romney fundraiser, released today by
David Corn at Mother Jones, has killed Mitt Romney's campaign for president.
On the tape, Romney explains that his electoral strategy involves writing off nearly half the country as unmovable
Obama voters. As Romney explains, 47 percent of Americans "believe that they are victims." He
laments: "I'll never convince them they should take personal responsibility and care for their lives."
So what's the upshot? "My job is not to worry about those people," he says. He also notes, describing President
Obama's base, "These are people who pay no income tax. Forty-seven percent of Americans pay no income tax."
This is an utter disaster for Romney.
Romney already has trouble relating to the public and convincing people he cares about them. Now, he's been
caught on video saying that nearly half the country consists of hopeless losers.
Romney has been vigorously denying President Obama's claims that his tax plan would raise taxes on
the middle class. Now, he's been caught on video suggesting that low- and middle-income Americans
are under-taxed.
(That one is especially problematic given the speculation about what's on Mitt's unreleased pre-2010 tax returns.)
Corn tells us there are more embarrassing moments on segments of the video he hasn't released yet. Romney jokes
that he'd be more likely to win the election if he were Hispanic. He makes some awkward comments about whether
he was born with a "silver spoon" in his mouth.
But those are survivable. The really disastrous thing is the clip about "victims," and the combination of contempt
and pity that Romney shows for anyone who isn't going to vote for him.
Romney is the most opaque presidential nominee since Nixon, and people have been reduced to guessing what his
true feelings are. This video provides an answer: He feels that you're a loser. It's not an answer that wins elections.
“Why the Poor Pay No Federal Income Tax: A Wee Tutorial” by Kevin Drum, Mother Jones
Sept. 17, 2012, (http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/09/why-poor-pay-no-federal-income-tax-weetutorial)
Is it true, as Mitt Romney says, that 47% of Americans don't pay federal income tax? Yes! That's mostly because
they're either poor, elderly, or take advantage of tax credits for low-income workers. Details here. But why do these
people pay no income tax? Ezra Klein breaks it down into Twitter-sized chunks:

• Republicanss have spent years cutting income taxes and increasing things like the Child Tax Credit. This
means fewer people pay income taxes.
• So whenever you hear a stat like "47% don't pay income taxes," remember: Reagan and Bush helped
build that.
• These tax cuts for the poor were partly in order to make further tax cuts for the rich political palatable.
• But now that fewer people pay income taxes as a result of GOP policies, they’re being called lazy and
dependent.
• And thus the GOP's tax cuts are being used to make a case that the rich are overtaxed and that the lessrich are becoming dependent.
• Which thus leads to a policy agenda of tax cuts for the rich and cuts to social services for the non-rich.
Yep, that's about it. Also worth noting: the poor often pay higher state tax rates than the rich. Add in payroll taxes
and excise taxes, instead of cherry picking only a single tax, and it turns out that the poor and the working class
end up paying a fair chunk of their income in taxes. Not as big a chunk as the rich, it's true, but then, it strikes most
of us as perfectly fair that the poor should pay lower tax rates than the rich. I wonder if this strikes Romney as fair
too?
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SandyI

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)

To me, what is scary is not what Romney says but that some keep on saying that they will vote for him in spite of
what he says. It's like they are blind, deaf and dumb (in the brain sense) and are determined not to vote for
Obama for whatever reason or reasons too numerous to mention. Can't they hear that Romney is including them in
on his description of the "bad guys"?
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Pam

The Unraveling of Democracy

The Oct. Harper's has a great article by Kevin Baker, "Why Vote: When Your Vote Counts for Nothing." I'd like to
hear some counter arguments before I swallow the thing whole, but this essay goes a long way toward vindicating
any conspiracy theories I might have entertained. Baker talks about how democracy is unraveling all over the
West. It's not just our economy that's in danger; it's our whole system of governance. He points out that there's
not much to choose between the two political extremes, as at the end of the day their goals are the same: money
and power.
I heard an interesting discussion on NPR the other day about how Germany must either "lead or leave" the EU. (Or
maybe it was another article I read. No matter.) Either Germany needs to restructure Greece's (and the other
countries in trouble) debt, or leave the EU altogether and let each country resolve its own problems. I'm putting it
much too simplistically, but that was basically it. Baker sees the EU as inevitably doomed and a good thing too. He
makes a strong argument for each country having its own currency and its own autonomy. What there is now are
debtor states and creditor states, ie., Germany, which is hardly the egalitarian ideal the EU started with. Baker
gives a very different picture of Greece than the one I've been carrying around. The Greeks are not lazy, as many
have averred. They work longer hours than Americans and are as responsible a citizenry as anyplace. Germany
has forced austerity on them, with ruinous consequences. Look at Spain, Ireland, and England to see what
austerity is doing there: high double-digit unemployment and riots in the streets. Occupy WS was a damp squib,
perhaps because of its very philosophy of a movement without leaders. The next protest movement might not be
so peaceful.
On the one hand you have Romney and Ryan, whose every proposal would benefit the top echelon of society. But
the Clinton/Obama claque is after pretty much the same thing. According to Baker (and our own eyes), all
politicians lie and make promises they never intend to keep. I concede that the bail outs were probably necessary
to avert worse disaster, but did Obama have to bring the people who created the crisis into positions of power? In
the old days of the political machines, the man in the street actually got something in return for his support: $2.00
for a vote, a favorable deal, free whiskey on election day. Today it is rare to get ANYTHING in return for our
support, quite the opposite. Baker quotes Obama, as the president was standing beside David Cameron, as saying,
"We can honestly say that despite being two leaders from two different political traditions, we see eye to eye. We
look at the world in a similar way, share the same concerns, and see the same strategic possibilities." How is such
a statement possible, asks Baker, when Cameron represents the "oldest conservative political party in the world,
protecting the dominance of privilege and wealth, the other America's Democrats, the oldest political party in the
world, advocating the rights of man and progressive opportunity"?
Obama is a politician of the possible; I understand that. But he truckles to big money just like the rest, making sure
every constituency gets an ample share of the pie. I can actually sort of agree with some critics of Obamacare who
complain that no one should be "mandated" to buy anything from a private industry, ie., health insurance
companies, which differs from mortage and car insurance because those insure objects, not people. The needs are
very different. Insurance companies can deny coverage and often do. A friend of mine was just turned down for
payment for an MRI for breast cancer because it was "investigative." She does have cancer, but because the MRI
wasn't "diagnostic," her company won't pay for it. No mortgage company tells you what color to paint your house;
no car ins. co. tells you when to wash your car. No matter what Obama might like to do, the market still rules, and
there is no sign of that changing soon, if ever.
It's possible that Canada has changed since I lived there over thirty years ago, but then, at least, I could see that
their government was really on the side of the people. At least in Ontario. There wasn't the huge income gap that
we see today. Taxes were high, compared to the U.S., but you got something substantial in return: free health
insurance and higher education for starters. The only Canadians I encountered who weren't content were the
Quebecois, and that's a special case. When is the last time an American was content?
I can't include the link to this essay because the Oct. issue isn't online yet, but when it is, I'll try to remember to
post it. I'd really like to know what you all think about it.
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Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Pam, above)

In our system of government the president usually has their hands tied, either one or both, in that all changes in
the system have to go through the House and the Senate. Of course they lie – a candidate does not have all the
information and then has the House and Senate to deal with. The first 2 years of a presidency is spent trying to do
something and the next two are spent trying to raise money and get reelected. We have all said there needs to be
election reform, campaign reform, etc. – we are no closer to that than we were 50 years ago, in fact we are further
from it each year. Presidential elections have gotten to the point that the states that decide an election are
identified months/years before the election and in some instances the outcome comes down to one/two states and
maybe even a precinct or two – and we call that a national election. Swing states.
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Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to SteveG, above)

Sometimes I think the whole presidential election thing is simply a huge sideshow to keep the masses occupied.
(No pun intended.) It's true; the president has much less freedom to act than we're led to believe, but that seems
to be changing. When a president can order assassinations or fight an undeclared war, doesn't that give him a ton
of power, at least of a kind? I still think money is behind everything, as it always has been. It used to be Jewish
moneylenders, then the Rothchilds, then whoever, and thinking people, me included, dismissed such notions as
prejudice and hysteria. Now it's corporations and banks, and we can all see the wheels turning, but that doesn't
give us any better a chance to affect what happens. Whether a conscious conspiracy or not, the end result is the
same. Amazingly, Democrats were able to implement programs that were genuinely helpful to lots of Americans,
but perhaps that was just a fluke. The Right has been trying to dismantle what shred of a welfare state we have,
and they seem about to succeed. "Starve the beast" has been the mantra of the Right for a long time, but just how
does a democratic government, according to them, supposedly crush the people? Before Social Security, old people
often had nowhere to go but the poorhouse. Before Medicaid, poor children went without immunizations and
dental care. I remember kids in my elementary school whose teeth were black with cavities. Before Pell Grants,
poor kids couldn't go to college. I wish some Republican would show me a broad-based program, like food stamps,
that has hurt people. I don't believe they can. But we have plenty of evidence that without those programs, many
Americans would be a lot worse off. I'd like to hear a Republican say, just once, here's how our plan would help
you. Not how our plan intends to take things away from you, like public schools, retirement at 66, secure pensions,
secure medical coverage in old age. It is mind-boggling to me that the very people who will lose most under a
Republican administration (the Teabaggers and their ilk) are so keen to elect a privileged, arrogant, cossetted
puppet, who promises to take away every shred of a safety net that has been woven over the past 60 years. Let's
saw off the branch we're sitting on and see how that works out.
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Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Pam, above)

Haven't seen the essay yet, but interesting comments. It is a somewhat old argument that "they are all there
same. Not so sure that is quite true this time. I think there is a definite difference between the Democrats, who
are more the party of common normal people and the Republicans, who seem to represent the very rich. The
Republicans have the strong allegiance of racists and religious fundamentalists only because President Obama has
black skin and because despite the fact this nation is founded on the separation of church and state, many seem to
have forgotten that. Fundamentalism is a target of opportunity that goes along with racism to some degree. Ham
and all that.
However, having said that, the underlying core of the problem is money and greed. There is simply no logic that
says the CEO of even a moderately performing big company should make 300 to 400 times the salary of the
average employee while the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff make 10 times the salary of a PFC or about
$230,00 a year. Or that an athlete, no matter how gifted, makes $20-$30M a year, playing a game. If however,
these guys make this much then it is only natural everybody else wants some piece of the same thing. Teachers
strike, unions whine and snivel because they don't get more, and so no. No one is setting the example. As I
pursue my little campaign to find out how much the CEOs of various charities make, I am frankly a bit surprised
how many won't tell me and even worse how many of those salaries are astronomical. Greed, everywhere. And
having reached those financial heights, they are not going to give it up and the moral of the story seems to be, the
rest of us should all aspire to do what they have done.

If you are in politics and expect to stay in politics, you have to have money, lots and lots of money. The place to
get it is the rich, but they expect a return. Thus even good guys and gals with the best of intentions are forced to
compromise to some degree or another. This election is about one of those compromises. Are we going to tax the
wealthy and the very, very wealthy in some proportion of the amount of wealth they hold or are we not? Hell, what
the President proposes is small stuff in my opinion. I would tax then at 75% or more depending on their income.
For Romney at $20M a year that would be a payment of $15M still leaving him an annual income of $5M a year.
His annual income would still more certainly than my accumulated wealth over a lifetime. President Obama doesn't
propose anything like this but that doesn't necessarily make him bought off. It just makes him far more realistic
than me.
Still he is sticking to his position that the tax structure must be revised. I think that is very important. If we do not,
we will eventually reach a point when the only option is some sort of revolution. It happened in France and Russia
and it can happen here. In the rest of Europe the revolutions of 1848 forced the various countries to gradually
make economic changes and they averted the inevitable.
As for Europe I would like to see more. I do believe that Greece, Spain and others have mismanaged things greatly
just as have many of our municipalities in California and elsewhere. I read just the other day that a new law just
passed in California caps retirements benefits at $135,000 a year. $135,000 a year!!!!! I worked 30 years as an
Army officer all over the world, all to frequently in combat zones, and I don't get anything close to that. What are
State dogcatchers or any other State profession doing to get retirement salaries like that? It is back to the greed
thing and I am sure that State employees saw nothing wrong with them getting that plus a lot more. Trouble is we
cannot afford it. That, as I understand it, is the problem in Greece. Subway operators earn $100,000 a year plus
generous retirements. It is out of control, and Germany, where they don't earn anything like that, is right to
demand austerity measures.
Sorry. I am rambling so I will quite. This election is important and your vote does count. If the President wins and
gets any help from Congress, it may signal the start along a new path.
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Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Art, above)

I hope you're right, Art. About an Obama win signaling a move in the right direction. I just don't see how he's
going to get anything done with a recalcitrant Congress, and I'm not holding my breath about that. I think
California's troubles began with Prop 13. Correct me if I'm wrong. If subway drivers in Greece make $100,000 a
year, inflation must be horrific. I do think bloody revolution (revolt, riots, whatever) is a possibility--here and in
Europe--unless things change. Let's start at the top. Raise taxes on the super-rich and the rich and see how far
that goes toward fixing things. Then if we need to go lower, raise taxes on Mitt's $250,000 folks, and see how far
that goes. Why do we always have to start at the bottom with cuts in aid to the poor, the young, the old, and the
disabled? We don't have a government that asks, How can we help? What we have is a government wringing
blood out of a turnip.
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Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Pam, above)

After re-reading my above is pretty incoherent. A lot going on just now.
Issue is not inflation in Europe so much as greed. If CEOs can make a lot of money, so should subway drivers.
Makes sense to some and why not. Truth is you could fire all the CEOs tomorrow and replace them with people in
their companies making 1% of what they make and it wouldn't make any difference. Good companies would soldier
on. We do it all the time in the military. Good commanders build good organizations that don't really need them
after awhile. Greece also has a terrible record of collecting taxes from the rich who probably pay far less than our
rich.
I read somewhere recently that the top 1000 or maybe 2000 families have as much wealth as the bottom 2.5B
humans. Collectively that is a problem and only government can fix. Corporation Boards of Directors, made up of

CEOs from other corporations just keep raising CEO salaries. There is no end in sight and the system is so wired
that private enterprise cannot fix it. Only the people can through government. In the end that is what this is all
about.
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Re: The Unraveling of Democracy (rely to Art, above)

I totally agree, and I'm not optimistic that things will improve any time soon. I don't think I will live to see it. I'd
love to be a fly on the wall in 100 years to see how it all turns out. The only hope I find is in those pockets of
efficiency and ethics that do exist, like the units in the military led by good commanders, a university honors
program that circumvents university bullshit, or an organization like the Guggenheim Foundation that functions like
a well-oiled clock. But those pockets are the exception, it seems to me. It's funny (I guess). My husband goes
bat-shit crazy when another driver does something "wrong," like roll through a stop sign or go the wrong way down
a one-way street. I drive defensively and don't let the idiots on the road get to me. What good does it do? Yet I
go bat-shit crazy when I think about Teabaggers or religious extremists or greedy plutocrats or suicide bombers.
My mother, in her later years, told me she had too much time to think. Maybe that's my problem. I see my kids
coping with careers and family, and they're barely aware of what I think about everyday. Who's better off, I
wonder.
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“Why Romney & Ryan are Going Down”

“Why Romney and Ryan are Going Down” by Robert Reich, NationofChange
Sept. 17, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/why-romney-and-ryan-are-going-down-1347888154)
Unemployment is still above 8 percent, job gains aren’t even keeping up with population growth, the economy is
barely moving forward. And yet, according to most polls, the Romney-Ryan ticket is falling further and further
behind. How can this be?
Because Republicans are failing the central test of electability. Instead of putting together the largest possible
coalition of voters, they’re relying largely on one slice of America — middle-aged white men — and alienating just
about everyone else.
Start with Hispanics, whose electoral heft keeps growing as they become an ever-larger portion of the electorate.
Hispanics now favor President Obama over Romney-Ryan by a larger margin than they did six months ago.
Why? In last February’s Republican primary debate Romney dubbed Arizona’s controversial immigration policy –
that authorized police to demand proof of citizenship from anyone looking Hispanic — a “model law” for the rest of
the nation.
Romney then attacked GOP rival Texas Governor Rick Perry for supporting in-state tuition at the University of Texas
for children of undocumented immigrants. And Romney advocates what he calls “self-deportation” – making life so
difficult for undocumented immigrants and their families that they choose to leave.
As if all this weren’t enough, the GOP has been pushing voter ID laws all over America, whose obvious aim is to
intimidate Hispanic voters so they won’t come to the polls. But they may be having the opposite effect –
emboldening the vast majority of ethnic Hispanics, who are American citizens, to vote in even greater numbers and
lend even more support to Obama and other Democrats.
Or consider women – whose political and economic impact in America continues to grow (women are fast becoming
better educated than men and the major breadwinners in American homes). According to polls, the political gender
gap is widening.
Why? It’s not just GOP senatorial candidate Todd Akin’s call to ban all abortions even in the case of “legitimate
rape” (because he believes women’s bodies somehow reject violent sperm). The GOP platform itself seeks to bar all

abortions, with no exception for rape or incest. And on several occasions Paul Ryan has voted in favor of exactly
such legislation.
Meanwhile, Republican legislators in Virginia, Pennsylvania, Idaho, and Alabama have pushed bills requiring women
seeking abortions to undergo invasive vaginal ultrasound tests. All told, over 400 Republican bills are pending in
state legislatures, attacking women's reproductive rights.
Republicans have repeatedly voted against legislation giving women equal pay for the same work as men.
Republicans in Wisconsin have even repealed a law designed to prevent employers from discriminating against
women.
Or consider students – a significant and growing electoral force, who voted overwhelmingly for Obama in 2008.
What are Republicans doing to woo them back?
Paul Ryan’s budget plan – approved by almost every House Republican and enthusiastically endorsed by Mitt
Romney – would have allowed rates on student loans to double, adding an average of $1,000 a year to student
debt loads. (Under mounting political pressure, House Republicans came up with just enough money to keep the
loan program going safely past Election Day by raiding a fund established for preventive care in the new health-care
act.)
Now Romney wants to hand the federal student loan program over to the banks, which will charge even more.
Earlier this year he argued subsidized student loans were bad because they encouraged colleges to raise their
tuition, and suggested students ask their families for money.
Republicans have even managed to antagonize seniors by seeking to turn Medicare into vouchers whose value
won’t keep up with rising healthcare costs, and cutting $800 billion out of Medicaid (which many seniors rely on for
nursing home care).
And, of course, they’ve come out against equal marriage rights for gay couples.
Romney, Ryan, and the GOP don’t seem to know how to satisfy their middle-aged white male base without at the
same time turning off everyone who’s not white, male, straight, or middle-aged. Unfortunately for Romney and
Ryan, the people they’re turning off are the majority.
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“What Antietam Bloodbath Teaches Us about War Today”

“What Antietam Bloodbath Teaches Us about War Today” by Chuck Raasch, USA Today
Sept. 17, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2012/09/17/on-antietams-150th-lessons-for-wars-iniraq-and-afghanistan/57790744/1)
(SHARPSBURG, MD) As a boy, Derek Crist roamed Antietam National Battlefield on the outskirts of town, its rolling
hills and gentle streams a child's dream playground.
In 2010, Army Sgt. Crist returned home from two tours in Afghanistan, where nearly 2,000 American
servicemembers have died. His platoon lost two soldiers. He says he had not thought deeply about the history of his
hometown until he saw fellow soldiers killed and wounded. The ground where, 150 years ago Monday, more than
23,000 were killed, wounded or went missing in the bloodiest day of combat in American history is indescribably
more personal.
"The loss of one friend is pretty rough," says Crist, 25, who is out of the Army and pursuing a business degree.
"And then you realize you had all that going on right here."
Antietam is a gash in history that is still healing. But it also has become a place of learning, and not just for young
military officers studying tactics. As the residents of Sharpsburg and surrounding communities learned long ago --

and as many Americans know from Afghanistan and Iraq -- war's aftershocks echo long after the last shots are
fired.
Besides stopping Robert E. Lee's first invasion of the North and giving Abraham Lincoln the ability to issue the
Emancipation Proclamation after a battlefield success, Antietam was the site of major advances in battlefield
medicine that are being studied and used in Afghanistan.
As the long wars in Iraq and Afghanistan move into history, an aftermath commences -- in the memories of the
fallen and in the challenges of the injured and their families.
Gettysburg will be remembered on its sesquicentennial next year as the turning point in the Civil War. By
comparison, Antietam is tucked away in the history books. But arguably its legacy is as powerful, its aftermath
equally poignant. On this 150th anniversary, stories are retold about families hiding in neighbors' basements; of
recovering and dying soldiers nursed in homes or churches for weeks; of diaries describing the smell and sounds of
armies hurrying toward battle and limping away afterward.
Even in a war marked by seemingly endless casualty lists, the 12 hours around Sharpsburg and Antietam Creek
stand alone. Tactical blunders, miscommunication, geography and individual heroism conspired to create a tableau
of up-close killing so horrific that for decades thereafter, legions of veterans returned to sort through what they had
survived.
Sharpsburg's annual Memorial Day parade dates to 1867, when North and South veterans began returning. Last
year, Crist and other Iraq and Afghanistan vets had a place of honor.
The parade draws people from afar, swells the town and is populated by waving soldiers. That is precisely what
happened to Sharpsburg on Sept. 17, 1862.
Antietam has become more than just the memory of a single day. Techniques first applied here by Jonathan
Letterman, the Union Army's medical director, were the basis of modern battlefield medicine and a blueprint for
today's civilian emergency response system.
At Antietam, Letterman first tried a coordinated, progressive system of trained first responders, triage stations,
surgical field units and permanent hospitals. For civilians today, that's ambulances with EMTs, emergency rooms,
operating rooms and hospital room convalescence.
"Every time you see an ambulance run down the road as a result of a 911 call, that is the Battle of Antietam going
down the road in front of you," says George Wunderlich, executive director of the National Museum of Civil War
Medicine in nearby Frederick, Md.
Since 2004, Wunderlich's non-profit Letterman Institute has had classes at Antietam for roughly 5,000 doctors,
nurses, medics and other U.S. military medical personnel.
They walk the 24-acre Cornfield, which changed hands six times and left dead and wounded in heaps. They stop for
lectures at Bloody Lane, where 5,600 were mowed down in three hours along an 800-yard road. They can walk in
seconds across Burnside Bridge, a narrow stone arch over Antietam Creek that 150 years ago cost blue-clad
Yankees three hours and 500 casualties to cross.
Wunderlich says that at each stop, "we lay out how many wounded are in this part of the battlefield. We make
them think in terms of how you would do this job today."
He says physicians have studied bones from wounded Civil War soldiers because roadside bomb injuries in Iraq and
Afghanistan are similar to those from cannon fire at Antietam.
Lt. Col. Justin Woodson, an emergency physician for the Uniformed Services University's Military and Emergency
Medicine Department, lectures on an annual trip to Antietam for all first-year military medical students. Woodson,

who served in Iraq, traces medical decisions from the point of injury to stretcher, ambulance, field hospitals and
more permanent facilities as far away as Frederick, 22 miles from the battlefield.
"We do the same thing on a modern battlefield," Woodson says.
In history's broad brush, Antietam was a military draw but a strategic Northern victory. Shortly thereafter, Lincoln
issued the Emancipation Proclamation ending slavery.
The battle moved the Civil War "beyond reunion (of the states) to freeing 4 million people," says Susan Trail,
superintendent of Antietam National Battlefield. "It was just a horrific battle. People by this time in the war were
starting to realize this was not a lark."
Despite its proximity to history, Sharpsburg has resisted commercialization. The population is smaller today than in
1862. Developers have been shooed away for 150 years. Some buildings at the time of the battle are immaculately
kept and commemorated with plaques. Others are abandoned or falling down.
"We like it to be just a small, quiet town," says Mayor Hal Spielman, who is descended from the family of Joseph
Poffenberger, whose farm was a vital staging area and hospital for Union troops. It's also near where Red Cross
founder Clara Barton became famous for treating the wounded.
A 2-foot-wide cannonball crevice remains in a prominent Main Street home. Poffenbergers today attend the Christ
Reformed Church on Main Street, which still has blood marks on the floor and two stained-glass windows dedicated
to the wounded boys of Connecticut regiments hospitalized there.
Wunderlich says some around Sharpsburg and neighboring towns still know where their families hid during the
battle or which units camped on their property.
"They can tell you everything about the battle as if it happened to them," he says.
Inexplicable carnage
Bill Poffenberger, 78, says he's never understood why the Yankees never forded the Antietam Creek that he would
easily wade across as a boy. He will never know, he says, what was "in a man" that could make him run into certain
death or wounding at Burnside's Bridge or how the men on the other side could keep killing.
"Those were 23,000 brothers out there," Poffenberger says of the fallen.
Bob Kozak first came here from Ohio with his father in 1967. Kozak says his dad, who fought in the Pacific in World
War II, stopped at Bloody Lane and said, "This was no battle. This was murder."
Kozak, who lives in Frederick, commemorates the sesquicentennial by re-creating Alexander Gardner's controversial
photographic exhibit, "The Dead Of Antietam."
The black-and-whites of dead men and horses and shattered equipment sprawled across the fields was shown in
New York City three weeks after the battle. Kozak says his re-creation "brings the story forward, to our doorsteps."
Shocking for a public that had never seen battlefield deaths before, Gardner's exhibit spurred debate over war
censorship that echoes today, from what embedded journalists should show of combat to whether returning coffins
from Iraq and Afghanistan should be photographed.
The exhibit will open Oct. 5 at the battlefield's Pry House, itself symbolic of Antietam's ripples. The Pry farm was
Union Gen. George McClellan's headquarters during the battle. The house and barn were hospitals for 400 soldiers
and officers. The Pry family never recovered full damages and eventually moved to Tennessee.
Days after the battle, Lincoln visited the wounded Gen. Israel Richardson at the Pry home. Richardson lingered
upstairs for six weeks before dying, cared for by his wife and sister who had traveled from Michigan. They took him
home for burial. They were among scores of family members who came looking for loved ones, including the father
of eventual Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr., who was critically wounded.

Each December, volunteers scatter 23,000 burning candles across the battlefield. Trail says the volume is
overwhelming, even more when she thinks of those affected by each loss. She draws parallels to today, to "soldiers
being away from home, people being wounded and having to adjust their lives."
"These people 150 years ago weren't any different," Trail says. "They had the same needs, the same family lives,
dreams and aspirations. And so it is important for us to not just have statistics and numbers in a book."
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“How We See Others, How They See Us”

“How We See Others, How They See Us” by Robert Wolff, OpEdNews
Sept. 16, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/How-we-see-others-how-the-by-robert-wolff-120916-687.html)
Americans are perhaps unique in that they are so utterly convinced that they are unique,
I did not grow up in America; the first Americans I met were Paul Robeson and Marian Anderson -- neither of them
listed when I searched the web for "famous singers." I imagine famous is only after World War Two. I was not born
an American, but have been one for more than half my life, more than half a century. I never learned to think
exceptional, Americans know theirs is the best, the richest, the most powerful country in the world. Americans take
it for granted that theirs is perhaps not the only but certainly the truest democracy. Americans cannot believe that
other countries have better health services, educational systems, much more modern and well maintained
infrastructures, and much faster trains. Most Europeans have six weeks paid vacation.
For a few years I worked in Malaysia when on the faculty of the University of California, San Francisco Medical
Center, on a Federal Grant. One day the Embassy asked me to show an important Senator around. I showed the
Senator all the usual sights ending up at the new Parliament building on the outskirts of Kuala Lumpur (all U's
pronounced “oo,” there is no lump in Lumpur). The building was finished but had not been officially opened.
Obviously inspired by the palace and mosque in Brunei. I stopped the car to enjoy the effect of the building in white
marble with gold trim, set in a moat among rolling green lawns. The Senator smiled a broad smile and said "It's so
good to see American know-how and money at work". I told him that the main architect was Italian, all of it built by
Malaysians, and the money was Malaysian and perhaps British; definitely not American. The senator did not believe
me.
For some years the tallest building in the word was in Kuala Lumpur, now it is in Dubai.
These days I've been watching the uproar all over the Muslim world, supposedly to protest yet another ugly movie
making fun of Mohammed. I hear Americans say they don't understand the furious reaction to something vague
that of course the government had nothing to do with. I see it differently. This sudden explosion of hatred, from
Morocco to Indonesia, is an expression of what many people have come to think of America. I've heard people say,
"but we gave Egypt three billion dollars." No, we did not give that to Egypt, we gave it to the Egyptian army; not
the same thing. Everybody in Egypt, Tunisia, Indonesia, Sudan, Yemen, knows that the tear gas their police uses to
control mobs is "made in America". The whole world knows that we think that we can establish stable democracies
(in Afghanistan and Iraq) by occupying the country. We seem to have forgotten that our democracy was
established by getting out from under an occupation. Many people have heard us talk about winning the hearts and
minds of people -- with heavily armed soldiers who know nothing of the culture or religion of the region, who do
not speak the language and who break into houses in the middle of the night and shoot at anyone who moves?
That is winning hearts and minds? The world knows that we talk democracy but what we do is train and arm police
and soldiers.
America is very like many Muslim countries in that we accept the idea that the government must control how
women dress, what they can and cannot do with their own bodies, who can marry whom. We have an amazing
number of laws that control things like the flag, what religious texts can be displayed in public, what children are
allowed to see on TV, what words cannot be said on adult TV. Issues that in most other countries are considered
not the business of government.

And of course our firm belief that democracy means a two party system. In most other democracies there are more
parties and voting is mandatory. No other democracy that I know of has up to half of registered voters not voting. A
two party system is either/or. I have occasionally voted for the third party of the year when neither party stood for
what I believed in, but learned that third party votes always are taken away from the more liberal of the two
parties.
Americans think they are generous. The U.S. is at the bottom of the list of industrial countries in foreign aid as
percentage of GDP with 0.14% in 2003, compared to number one, Norway 0,92%, followed by Denmark 0,84%,
the Netherlands 0.81% etc. . (Yes, in Europe the commas and stops are reversed in numbers.) And there is another
difference. Probably all other countries ask the receiving country what they need. The US does not ask, we decide
what a foreign country needs. Our foreign aid has to be made in America and shipped by American ships/airlines
which reduces the value actually received by up to half. I've had experience with foreign aid that did not help but
hinder.
Americans cannot believe that other countries have better educational systems (free all through university) , better
health systems that cost half of what we pay. Better trains, much better public transportation.
What America excels in is weapons, warships, and planes. And of course advertising. A multi-billion dollar industry,
bigger here than in any other country. And junk food, exported all over. And genetically manipulated plants and
seeds that are "owned" by Monsanto (illegal in the European Union and Japan). And global warming, climate
change denial. And unbelievable racial and religious prejudices. And Hollywood, And Football, played by young men
who can play only a few years without permanent incapacitating injuries but in those few years make millions. Are
these things what makes us exceptional?
Once I visited a very small island in American Samoa. There is also an independent Samoa: Samoa I Sisifu. I had
spent ten years traveling all over the Pacific and SE Asia collecting information about herbs and healing practices
surviving from before western medicine. When visiting the Samoan island as a guest of some Public Health people
who had official things to do, I announced to the welcoming committee that I was not part of the officials, and I
was interested in "native healing." A man asked me what I meant. I told him that of course people living as isolated
as they were obviously must have found ways to heal wounds, attend a woman giving birth, set a broken bone.
Yes, he admitted, of course there were such people on the island. He walked with me around the island introducing
me to people who knew herbs that closed and healed wounds, twin sisters who helped women give birth, a man
who could set broken bones "straight and strong." When I left, already in the canoe that would take me to the
larger boat that would take us back to Pago Pago, my guide ran into the water, giving me a mat, a Samoan custom,
thanking me, saying :"You first Palangi tell something us is worth." Palangi means stranger in Samoan, now
meaning American. His English may have been limited but the meaning was all too clear. We, white people,
Americans, have a hard time seeing "worth" in other people. I think it is important that we know how we are seen
by others. Maybe they have a hard time seeing our exceptionalism, our worth.
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“Banks Are Setting Us Up Again, This Time the Fall Could Be $2.6
Trillion or More”

Don’t say you weren’t warned this time…
“Banks Are Setting Us Up Again, This Time the Fall Could Be $2.6 Trillion or More” by Keith Fitz-Gerald, Money
Morning
Sept. 17, 2012, (http://moneymorning.com/2012/09/17/banks-are-setting-us-up-again-this-time-the-fall-could-be-26-trillion-or-more/)
Just five years after they played a primary role in engineering the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression,
America's big banks are quietly setting the world up to do it all over again.

Only this go-round the costs will be far higher and the damage much worse. This time the fall could be $2.6 trillion
or more.
Let me explain.
It started back in the mid-2000s. Wall Street was busy packaging low-rated subprime loans into securitized offerings
that were somehow worth more than the sum of their parts.
In reality, what they were doing was little more than laundering toxic debt while raking in obscene profits along the
way.
You know the rest of the story as well as I do. Not long after, the stuff hit the proverbial fan and it was not evenly
distributed.
Well here we go again...
Both JPMorgan and Bank of America are quietly marketing a new scheme designed to "transform" sub-par assets
into quality holdings that will serve as treasury-quality collateral needed to meet the new capital requirements that
come into effect in 2013 as part of the Dodd-Frank Act.
This may sound complicated but it's not. It works like this.
When you trade on margin like these mega-institutions do, you are required to post collateral to offset counterparty
risk. That way, if the trade busts and you are unable to deliver on your side of the trade, there is recourse.
If you have a mortgage or a car loan, you know what I'm talking about. Your lender can seize both if you default or
otherwise fail to meet your payment obligations.
Trading collateral works the same way. In years past, trading collateral has most commonly taken the form of U.S.
treasuries (or other securities) that meet stringent requirements with regard to ratings, liquidity, value and pricing.
However, since the financial crisis began, treasuries are in increasingly short supply. Investors and traders who
have preferred safety over return are hoarding them.
Consequently, traders like JPMorgan's London-based "whale," Bruno Iksil, who want to write increasingly bigger,
more sophisticated trades are in bind. They find themselves unable to trade because many times the clients they
represent can't post the collateral needed to "gun" the trades.
As you might imagine, Wall Street doesn't like that because it means billions in profits and bonuses get lost as
trading volumes drop.
So they've gone to the unregulated woodshed again and come up with yet more financial hocus pocus designed to
circumvent rules in the name of profits.
At the same time, they're once again hiding the true extent of the risks they are taking - and that's the outrageous
part.
These same banks that have already driven the world to the brink of financial oblivion and been bailed out once
may need another $2.6 trillion dollars or more to backstop the unregulated $648 trillion derivatives playground
they've created for themselves.
And don't think for a minute that your money isn't at risk either...
If you have a retirement fund, a money market fund or are invested in any sort of pension plan whatsoever, you
are already involved in this game whether you signed up to play or not.

We're talking about trillions of dollars' worth of sovereign and agency debt. Think the United States, Japan, Italy,
Spain, and Germany here, along with the bets on that debt -- all of which has been "backed" by central bankers,
effectively removing the risk of failure from the financial markets and specifically from the firms engaged in these
kinds of trades.
Of course, Wall Street has just pulled the wool over everybody's eyes by marketing most of these derivatives as
"insurance" against default. In reality, they are king-sized bets levered up to levels so high that they now place
entire nations at risk of default, not just individual traders or institutions.
That's because derivatives allow traders to effectively bet on directional changes in everything from interest rates to
markets and currencies. They also allow firms to effectively arbitrage the relative risks between various financial
instruments or lock in specific prices on everything from bonds to commodities.
Here's where we get to the meat of the matter.
As part of new rules driven by the 2010 Dodd-Frank Act, traders will have to drive the majority of privately-traded
derivatives contracts through clearing houses like the Chicago based CME or the London based LCH.Clearnet, which
was formerly known as the London Clearing House.
Previously they didn't because upwards of 90% of the derivatives were privately negotiated and therefore exempt
from centralized exchange requirements, including margin.
In the process, they'll have to post additional collateral that can be "perfected," meaning seized and converted to
cash, in the event of a counterparty failure or default.
As reported by Bloomberg, estimates from Morgan Stanley suggest the new requirements could mean the banks
trading in derivatives have to come up with $481 billion in top-rated collateral on the low side to $2.6 trillion on the
high side, which is what the Massachusetts-based Tabb Group projects.
My own estimate is somewhere in the $4-5 trillion range, because I believe the total value of the derivatives
markets is still being understated by banks and trading houses not keen to let skeletons out of the proverbial closet.
And therein lies the problem. Neither the trading firms nor their clients have the additional collateral.
What's more, they likely won't be able to get it because the vast bulk of the $33 trillion in worldwide top-tier AAAor AA-rated debt is already pledged as collateral or otherwise accounted for in separate transactions.
Were these banks and their clients living like the rest of us, they'd simply conclude they were "tapped out" and their
resources exhausted because there would be nothing left.
But noooooo...... Under the terms of both the JPMorgan and Bank of America programs, clients not meeting the
new collateralized quality standards can pledge other less-than-treasury-quality assets to the bank against a "loan"
of Treasuries from the trading firm that's then posted by the trading firm as collateral acceptable to the clearing
houses.
In other words, the trading firms are going to loan treasuries to clients who are incapable of meeting liquidity
requirements while accepting lower grade assets in exchange. Details are hard to come by at the moment with
regard to the fees they'll rake in, but you can bet "transforming" lemons into lemonade won't be cheap.
This is similar to what happens in the commercial "repo-market" where banks and trading firms temporarily pledge
their assets in exchange for cash loans. Nor is it much different than pledging your paycheck at an instant loan
store. In both cases, you are pledging assets against transactions that you wouldn't otherwise be able to conduct.
The fundamental question boils down to this: If we know that billions in improperly assessed risks led to the first
blowup in 2007, how on earth could this be any different-- especially with trillions now on the line?

You can't wave your hand over a pile of less-than-treasury-quality assets and have them suddenly, miraculously
become treasury quality because they are grouped together.
Yet, this is exactly what Wall Street is doing here.
And just like before, Wall Street's latest scheme is expressly intended to disguise risk and circumvent the specific
rules about to be put in place to prevent excess leverage from potentially destroying the world's financial system.
Is there a fix?
I can think of one, but it's from a source you'd never believe in a million years would come out of my mouth: Fed
Chairman Ben Bernanke.
Congress can't balance its checkbook. Our politicians can't make tough decisions. Our regulators are out-lobbied
and outmaneuvered at every turn. No president can ask his nation to take its medicine regardless of party
affiliation.
But Bernanke can. Supposedly - emphasis on supposedly - he's apolitical.
Acting under the Fed's dual mandates of maintaining "monetary and credit aggregates commensurate with the
economy's long-run potential," Chairman Bernanke could bypass the entire political, regulatory and lobbyist morass
in one fell swoop by declaring that the United States government will not back any derivatives trades -- or any firm
that engages in them -- worldwide in the event of default.
Not only would this re-introduce the concept of failure into capital markets but it would do what neither Congress
nor our regulators have been able to do -- put an immediate end to the kind of "profit at all cost regardless of risk
behavior" that exemplifies everything wrong with Wall Street.
I can only imagine the disclaimer on one of those Uncle Sam posters more commonly associated with wartime
military recruiting. It might read: "Counterparty Beware."
Until then, it's investors who should be "aware."
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Re: “Banks Are Setting Us Up Again…” (reply to Dennis, above)

Years ago, someone I know entered into an agreement to lend money to folks who couldn't qualify for a bank loan
to buy a house. I remember the interest charged for these mortgages was 18%, considerably higher than the
going rate. If the borrower defaulted, my friend took possession of the house and was free to sell it again. There
was no way she could lose. At the time--and this was long before the recent financial crisis--I thought there was
something sketchy, if not immoral, about this. Everything about it seemed to me to be taking advantage of poor
people, with them risking a lot and my friend nothing at all. I've thought back to this many times over the years. I
don't know if this deal is still going on or not, but it sticks in my craw. What the financiers are doing is big-time
gambling, with other people's money. It's outrageous, and they're doing it in plain sight. We, the people, are
helpless to stop them.
Praise the rich (the "successful," who after all "did it themselves"), and demonize the unemployed ("Get a job, you
lazy bum!"). I think the Right is using religion as a wedge issue, derailing attention away from what's really going
on. The common man may not understand derivatives and credit default swaps, but by golly he knows when
someone is in bed with someone he's not supposed to be (according to the fundies). A large portion of the
population is exercised about citizenship and Christianity, while the real boondoggle that is big money convinces
them they're all on the same side. How could Romney and an out-of-work auto worker possibly be on the same
side? By their works ye shall judge them.
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Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Protect Arches and Canyonlands National
Parks from Fracking!

from CREDO Action:
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is on the verge of opening over 80,000 acres of land just miles from Arches
and Canyonlands national parks to the dangerous new method of oil and gas drilling called fracking.

Despite the clear danger to these precious national treasures, and serious concerns over nearby Moab's drinking
water, BLM is moving forward with a February oil and gas lease auction without even preparing an environmental
impact statement to determine the full consequences.
BLM should be protecting precious places like Arches and Canyonlands, not blindly paving the way for oil and gas
companies to endanger them.
This lease sale would open the area to fracking, a radical new method of oil and gas drilling that involves injecting
huge amounts of water, chemicals, and sand deep underground to fracture rocks. Fracking contaminates
groundwater, pollutes the air, and generates millions of gallons of toxic, radioactive wastewater. If this lease sale
moves forward, Arches and Canyonlands could forever be transformed by this invasive practice.
Fracking requires the full-scale industrialization of the entire surrounding region, including a vast transport network
of pipelines and compressor stations venting toxic air pollution, and open pits to store poisonous wastewater. Each
fracking well also requires thousands of visits by diesel trucks hauling water, sand and toxic chemicals.
And it isn't just the national parks that are at risk. Moab's geology makes it uniquely susceptible to water
contamination, and Congress never completed a comprehensive groundwater study of Moab's aquifer, so the
frackers would be drilling blind.
An invasion by the fracking industry could poison Moab's water, and will transform unique, precious desert
landscapes. Two of America's great natural beauties would be spoiled by an industry that leaves ruin its wake.
Tell the Bureau of Land Management: Don't frack near Arches National Park. Submit a public comment to the BLM
now:
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/arches_fracking/?p=arches_fracking.
Thanks for fighting for our national treasures. —Zack Malitz, Campaign Manager
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Graphic: Secret ‘Q-eapon’ Against 'Radical Islamist' Terrorists!

Re: Graphic: Secret ‘Q-eapon’ Against 'Radical Islamist' Terrorists! (reply
to Tom, above)

We’re gonna make ‘em eat pork? I definitely wouldn't want to mess with those guys!
My wife's a pig* and she's tough too!
*Chinese Horoscope
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Cartoon: “I See Dumb People…”
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Armed Guards at BoA

A few times a week we will walk around downtown Yakima. Like most small cities downtown consists of a variety
of restaurants, retail stores, city/county buildings, parking lots, small parks, and banks. When it is open Bank of
America has a guard standing outside – uniformed with a side arm. Don’t know if it is loaded, has one bullet or
none. Just seems strange.
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Re: Armed Guards at BoA (reply to SteveG, above)

For whatever reason the B of A has the same here in Fairfax and now that I think of it other branches. Must be B
of A SOP.
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Re: Armed Guards at BoA (reply to SteveG, above)

Wow. A sign of the times. There's a Chinese restaurant in east Greensboro--once very popular with the UNCG
contingent-- I haven't been there in ages--that has a metal detector at the door. It's like an airport getting in. And
you know what? It's only going to get worse. I'm waiting for the fences to go up around UNCG. They already
have them around Bennett College. Traditional societies have always had walled compounds. We have our gated
communities, but I've always admired American openness, with one yard blending into the next without a fence or
barrier (except for decoration--like mine). I don't think that will last. The fences will go up; the security systems
will proliferate (we have one), and our ease in public spaces will be curtailed. Why am I such a downer? I hate
being this way. Somebody, please, pull me back from the edge.
I just saw an item on the CBS evening news about folks who ring the bell in Independence Hall on special
occasions. They do it out of patriotism and love for America. I LOVE America. I got choked up when the 90-yr old
bell ringer talked about his love of country. I desperately want the great American experiment to succeed, but I
see so many forces arrayed against it. I'm as liberal as they come, but I value freedom, individual autonomy (and
responsibility), and a fair free market economy just like the conservs. I don't care if fundamentalists want to speak
in tongues on a Sunday morning, though I find it beyond my understanding. Why do they have to care what two
loving adults do in their own home? When Americans have always stood for free speech, no matter how
uncomfortable it makes people sometimes, why do we even entertain the thought of curtailing "blasphemy"? I

guess this is what happens to every older generation: we see what we valued in life ebbing away, to be replaced by
something we can't countenance. It's a good thing we don't live forever.
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Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #4
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Photo: Antietam Battlefield

http://today.uconn.edu/blog/2012/09/antietam-a-civil-catastrophe/

—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 GOP’s Bleak Future
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 19, 2012)
Maybe there’s a natural, potent political force: past a certain point, the more extreme a party becomes, the further
more extreme it must become…until when? Till all hell breaks loose, as has happened so many times in history? It
would take an exceptional leader to bring the Grand Old Party back from the brink…Rick Santorum?
“GOP Civil War Is Coming as Mitt Romney Campaign Flails in Video’s Wake” by Robert Shrum, Daily Beast
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/09/18/gop-civil-war-is-coming-as-mitt-romneycampaign-flails-in-video-s-wake.html)

The video carping about government moochers may well have sealed it. Mitt Romney is going down, and the fight
already is on for the future of the Republican Party. The battle will be bitter—and prolonged, says Robert Shrum.

There is a civil war gathering in the Republican Party. It looks more and more like a dispirited and disappointed
collection of factions, preparing to lay blame for a lost presidential election and to do battle to shape a new
direction for the Grand Old Party.
Last week the view hardened that the Republican nominee was in close to terminal trouble. Having lost the summer
as he let the Obama campaign define him, having lost the conventions when he let Clint Eastwood step all over his
acceptance speech, Mitt Romney spectacularly lost his head on Sept. 11 during the mob attack on U.S. diplomats in
Egypt and Libya. He came across as a low-life opportunist rushing to exploit a national tragedy in order to score
political points and then doubling down on this venal dumbness with a smirking and contentious press conference.
This week he may well have finished the job, with a video leaking of him referring to 47 percent of the electorate as
government moochers.
Romney’s advisers have taken to bashing the press for covering the bad news, a near-certain sign of a losing
campaign, as is the simultaneous effort to quarrel with the methodology of polls showing him trailing in the
battleground states with almost no way of reaching 270 electoral votes. The surveys were largely in the field before
Romney’s graceless and craven charge that the Obama administration sympathized with those who murdered the
nation’s ambassador to Libya and three other Americans. More polls are on the way, and for Mitt the Knife, with his
self-inflicted wounds, most of the numbers won’t be pretty.
John Heilemann, who knows a game change when he sees it, rendered a damning verdict in New York: “Romney …
badly missed the mark.” Heilemann cited the array of GOP leaders, strategists, and commentators who declined to
offer even faint support or instead outright rebuked their own candidate, on and off the record. He pointed to the
broader narrative emerging in the media across the ideological spectrum: Romney is losing, knows he is losing, and
is starting to panic.
There are the ritual caveats. The Republican standard-bearer could transform the race during the debates. Despite
the Obama enterprise’s predictable and tactically savvy efforts to pump up the deflated expectations for his
performance, Romney seems unlikely to morph into a latter day John F. Kennedy. It’s far more likely that he will be
on the defensive about his false claims and his Medicare-shredding, Social Security–threatening, education-slashing,
middle-class tax-raising policies, all designed to shower more money on those who already have the most.
In an America where the party of angry white men increasingly speaks for and to a permanent minority, it could
take another defeat and maybe another before the GOP comes to its senses.
Moreover, you can’t run on the economy if you don’t have specific economic proposals—or won’t answer basic
questions about a 59-point plan that, in critical areas, offers zero details. In the latest New York Times/CBS
numbers, the president now leads where Romney had for months: which candidate would “do a better job handling
the economy and unemployment?” If Romney doesn’t have the economy, what can he run on? Banning
contraception? Or bankrupting the auto industry?
Or maybe exogenous events will ride to the rescue. But one of them, last week’s Federal Reserve decision to launch
an open-ended third round of “quantitative easing,” helps the stock market and Obama in the short run and the
unemployed over a longer term. The decision strengthens perceptions that the nation is on the right track, a
sentiment already on the rise in the wake of Bill Clinton’s and President Obama’s convention speeches. Chasing
another news cycle and the tale of his own flagging campaign, Romney promptly and predictably condemned the
Fed for doing its statutory job, which is not only to control inflation but also to promote job creation and full
employment. It was a transparent tic from a candidate who’s been rooting for a slowdown all along.
What else is left, another foreign crisis? First, that’s when Americans tend to rally around a president, especially one
who’s demonstrated coolness, judgment, and a sure sense of command, which is exactly what Obama has done.
He’s in an extraordinary position for a Democrat of holding a decided advantage on foreign policy, national security,
and fighting terrorism. In contrast, Romney instinctively says the wrong thing, which frequently makes him look not
only out of touch but out of his depth, unready for a job that demands the capacity to cope with unanticipated and
potentially mortal dangers.
And Romney won’t make up lost ground by pursuing a makeover on daytime TV. Last week he told Kelly Ripa that
he’s a “fan” of Snooki from Jersey Shore and likes to sleep wearing “as little as possible.” The latter elicits an image

we didn’t need. The show was taped as the Middle East upheaval escalated. It wasn’t humanizing, but cringeinducing. “Jersey Shore canceled—and Romney soon will be,” was the reaction of one Republican pro.
After the first debate, see if the doubts become a rout. One measure will be the conduct of the Republican super
PACs. The corpulent moneybags of casino magnate Sheldon Adelson probably will continue to flow into the
presidential ad wars; after all, Adelson stuck with Newt Gingrich as Gingrich struck out in the Republican primaries.
But hardheaded operatives like Karl Rove could shift their resources to Senate and House contests. They’ll deny it
even if they do it. And it wouldn’t be good news for Democrats; the possibility—or probability—is already worrying
party officials.
Such a scenario also would set the stage for the GOP’s post-Romney civil war. The Tea Party Republicans who
detest, or more accurately hate, this president will be maddened by his reelection. They will rage against it as
illegitimate, stolen, un-American. You name it, they’ll say it. And they will tear at the GOP’s 2012 nominee as
insufficiently conservative and insist that Republicans in the Senate and House block a second-term Obama at every
turn.
A prudent party might venture at least a measure of cooperation and compromise, to prevent the standing of
Republicans from collapsing as the economy moves back to prosperity. This is what smart GOP strategists will
recommend. And it’s precisely what John Boehner will fear to do lest he lose his House speakership—or with hope,
his minority leadership—to the lean and hungry Eric Cantor.
So with Romney consigned in 2013 to his four-car elevator mansion in La Jolla, Calif., the president may face
daunting challenges to governing even as he once again reaches across the aisle. His mandate could prove
momentary, which is what happened to Harry Truman, who achieved almost nothing domestically in the four years
after his upset win in 1948. At least this time, the Supreme Court will be saved from a right-wing coup and healthcare reform won’t be dispatched to extremist defenestration. And Democrats could hold the high ground for
elections to come.
This outcome—in an Obama second term, in 2016, and campaigns beyond—will be magnified or modulated by the
course of the irrepressible conflict between the Jeb Bush Republicans and the Paul Ryan Republicans. The two men
represent very different paths. Bush stands for a tempered conservatism; he understands the impending
demographic doom of a reactionary, anti-Hispanic Republican Party. He’s writing a book on immigration; as he said
this summer: “Don’t just ... say immediately we must have controlled borders. Change the tone ... think we need a
broader approach.” Ryan, on the other hand, champions a hardline approach on immigration, along with virtual
repeal of the New Deal and the social progress of the 1960s.
Bush’s attitude—I’ll borrow from his father and call it “a kinder, gentler” conservatism—could be broadly acceptable
in the country, even if his brother George was all but anathema at the 2012 Republican convention. Ryan is out of
step with the majority of Americans not only on immigration but on his budget plans and across a wide range of
domestic policy. If Romney goes down, then Bush, the practical choice, and Ryan, likely to be lionized on the right,
will be the 2016 front-runners for each faction of the GOP. Meanwhile, Republicans on Capitol Hill will have to
determine whether to be modestly practical—or relentlessly ideological.
Which way will this civil war go?
Undoubtedly it will be bitter. The true believers will fulminate that they were tricked by the establishment into
accepting Romney, John McCain, and free-spending, big-government fellow traveler George W. Bush. The Tea
Partiers are a minority in America but almost certainly a majority in what could become a smaller and smaller
Republican Party. And the GOP’s experience in California suggests that one beating, or even several, may not yield
a GOP self-correction but a dug-in revanchism. The state party’s response has been to lurch rightward. The result,
as McCain’s chief 2008 strategist Steve Schmidt predicts, is that Republicans could soon become “the third party” in
the nation’s largest state—behind Democrats and independents.
In an America where the party of angry white men increasingly speaks for and to a permanent
minority, it could take another defeat and maybe another before the GOP comes to its senses. Surely
Romney himself would have been better off in the general election if he had defended his Massachusetts health-

care reform and sounded occasional notes of pragmatism and compassion. But then, of course, he never would
have been the nominee. He could even have let us assume he wore pajamas to bed. Now hovering over his
apparently desperate march toward a concession speech is the specter of Republicans fighting their protracted civil
war. Someday, somehow, someone will do for the conservative side of our politics what Bill Clinton did as the
progressive who brought Democrats back to the mainstream. But post-2012, maybe even Ryan won’t be pure
enough; it could be full-Santorum ahead.

20120918-02

09:32

Art

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SandyI, FotM Newsletter #228)

Sandra, it's called racism and intolerant religious fundamentalism. They'd vote for Adolf Hitler today, knowing what
we know, to get that n*gger out of the White House.
20120918-05

10:26

SandyI

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to Art, above)

Was listening to Fox News at a public place and heard them comparing the rallies held by the Tea Party and Occupy
movement and they said, with a straight face, look at how many Occupy people had been arrested and no Tea
Party attendees have been arrested and that just proved the Occupy is a fringe, unlawful abiding (to coin a phrase)
group while the Tea Party were good Americans. And the Fox watchers will buy into that and quote it and there ya
go, another truth for them to hang their beliefs on.
20120918-01

09:15

Pam

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SandyI, FotM Newsletter #228)

It's truly incredible. He says 47% of Americans are of no concern to him; I assume everyone has seen the video of
his speech that he didn't know was being taped. And he blames the media for broadcasting what he calls an "off
the cuff" remark, as if no one should take off the cuff remarks seriously, only his scripted
generalities.
Then there's Rick Santorum dismissing the entire media (which to me seems to be bending over backward to cover
Romney and point out how bad Obama is doing) and those "elite, smart" people who don't have real American
values. I really want to know what makes these people tick. Santorum, and Romney for that matter, are not
lacking in IQ. They're educated--Romney at Stanford for heaven's sake.
Do they know they're lying and just not care? When I criticize the Right, I don't have to bad mouth them; all I have
to do is play something they said on Fox News. They do the job for me. But when the Right criticizes Obama and
"liberals" they just throw mud. The only quote they could drag up was the one where Obama said "you didn't do
that yourself," but they had to take it out of context for it to serve their purpose. And they completely ignore the
fact that "that" referred to roads, bridges, etc. No. Small business owners did NOT do that. I want to know what
is REALLY going on, as I think a lot of the machinations are happening behind closed doors, which leaves all of us
forming opinions with incomplete evidence. That's why I'm always open to new evidence. I used to think Clinton
could do no wrong. I now see that he's played a role in the financial mess; his hands aren't clean either. I still
think he's trying to do the right thing for people though.
20120918-04

10:26

SteveB

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to Pam, above)

I agree, Pam, that we live in an age of great mysteries…
I don’t remember, when I was younger, even with as seriously disturbed a man as Nixon, this air of mystery,
conspiracy, and multiple lies.
And maybe my memory deceives me, but it seems like, in the old days (haha), just one lie was a big deal. I only
remember one that Nixon told to the American people and he lost the Presidency over it, essentially. Clinton told a
few, but they almost cost him the Presidency.
Now, Romney and Ryan don’t even make up their own lies. They take them straight from the Right-wing media—
Rush and the emails, and all the rest. Just for instance:
1. The Obama “apology tour”.
2. Obama the “deficit spender”.

3. Obama the anti-capitalist (socialist?) “You didn’t build that!”
4. Obama built the entire economy, singlehandedly brick by brick and makes every decision and proof reads
every government communication in the entire Executive Branch. If a ladder owned by the US government
in Nigeria, for instance, falls on someone, Obama, personally, should have foreseen it, prevented it, or
made an immediate announcement about it. “George Bush? Who is that? Never heard of him…” If
something happens on the border with Mexico, it was somehow Obama’s fault. I guess what Congress and
Courts do is irrelevant, we might as well do away with them.
5. 47% of people don’t pay taxes and, instead, are disgusting leeches on the rest of the citizenry.
The same debunked, lying crapola talking points we can hear on any radio and get in daily emails from the Right.
None of it is really too far removed with the “birther” BS R0mney toyed with while sucking-up to Trump, earlier this
year.
AND I MUST ADMIT IN AS BIG A WAY AS I POSSIBLY CAN — THIS IS ALL A GIANT MYSTERY TO ME AS TO WHY
THIS HAPPENS & WHY IT IS ALLOWED TO HAPPEN BY VOTERS!!!
(Unless I’m gonna start believing very, very scary things!)
20120918-07
11:44 SteveG
Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)
I am a leech. I live on social security, savings, 401K, and have Medicare. I feel like I have paid for all of them, do
not apologize for using the benefits that I have paid for, and do not pay taxes. Maybe that is because all of my real
money is really kept in off shore accounts?
20120918-09

12:06

SteveB

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveG, above)

You are no friend of Mitt R0mney’s, my friend. What a loss! LOL
20120918-13

12:35

Pam

16:14

SteveG

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)

No kidding!
20120918-18

Re: Arrogant Bastard! (reply to SteveB, above)

I did close my account in Germany and the one in the Cayman Islands first.

20120918-03

10:02

Pam

Re: “How We See Others, How They See Us” (reply to SteveB, FotM
Newsletter #228)

I love the piece on FotM about how the rest of the world sees us vs. how we see ourselves. What braggarts we
are. When I was a kid, I used to love WW II movies (go figure). I found them exciting, and they instilled in me a
deep trust for America and its military. If I were caught up in some dangerous situation in another country, I
thought, an American soldier would come along to protect me. Then I saw the movie "Two Women" with Sophia
Loren, where she plays a mother, who along with her daughter is raped by American soldiers. It was a shocking
film, but what was most shocking to me was the fact that the perpetrators were Americans. When I was in college,
I remember getting into an argument with a friend about whether the FBI kept dossiers on its citizens. I swore up
and down that such a thing was simply not possible. I was wrong. J. Edgar had the goods on the high and the low
and had more power than it is comfortable for us to admit, even today. When I was in Afghanistan, I thought the
Americans were there to help. I know my dad was. My eyes were opened one night at a performance of
"Macbeth" at the American embassy, followed by a party for actors and audience. There was always lots of liquor

at such events, and lots of jokes at Afghans' expense. For example, Afghans were mocked for blowing their noses
with their fingers. There was a lot of laughter at that one the night of the party in question. I noticed that standing
around the room were the Afghan men who were serving the refreshments and serving as general dogsbodies.
They were not so amused, not by the drunkenness and not by the "humor." Remember, the audience was
comprised of diplomats and their families, aid workers and theirs, and the Marine guards from the embassy--good
stalwart Americans all. I'm sure I've been wrong about many things and people. But one thing I'm not wrong
about is what's contained in that article on FotM.
20120918-06

10:39

Jim

Greed

There is an old story I remember from the fifties that seems to touch on some of these elitists.
A man was told that he was going to be given all the money in the world -- except for ten cents that was going to
John Jones.
And his first words on being told that were not, "Why am I getting all this?"
But, "Why does John Jones get one dime of MY money?”
20120918-08

11:45

SteveG

“Shocking Report Explodes 5 Myths About American Education”

“Shocking Report Explodes 5 Myths About American Education” by Les Leopold, AlterNet
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/education/shocking-report-explodes-5-myths-about-american-education)
A new international report (file:///Users/joshuaholland/Downloads/download.eiie.org/Docs/WebDepot/EI_Analysis_EAG2012_non-official.pdf) demolishes several deeply held myths about our
educational system. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) report, which compares
the educational systems of over 30 developed nations, provides data that, when it comes to education, proves we’re
so far from being number one, that the entire idea of American exceptionalism should be called into question.
Rather than thumping our chests, we should be going to school on how other developed nations, especially those in
Europe, invest in education. However, we have little chance of learning until we break through the mythology that
blinds us to our decline.
Myth #1: Our educational system provides more upward mobility than any other in the world.
It’s practically a sacred oath to proclaim that we lead the world in upward mobility. America, we are told ad
nauseum, is the best place on Earth for a poor person to improve his or her station in life. You might struggle for
one generation or so, but your kids can make it up the ladder faster here than any place else. And the reason, of
course, is because we provide the best educational opportunities for all young people, rich and poor.
Not true, says the OECD report. “The odds that a young person in the U.S. will be in higher education if his or her
parents do not have an upper secondary education are just 29 percent -- one of the lowest levels among OECD
countries.”
Just how low is our ranking? Of the 28 countries listed, we’re third from the bottom.
Myth #2: Our teachers (protected by their greedy unions) work less and get paid more.
It’s open season on public employees, especially teachers and their unions. They get paid too much. Their benefits
are too high. They get tenure while the rest of us fear layoffs. And they’re a bunch of lazy louts that get the entire
summer off! If there’s educational decline, then teachers must be the cause. Right?

Wrong! Says the OECD report, especially when it comes to hours worked: “Teachers in the U.S. spend between
1050 and 1100 hours a year teaching – much more than in almost every country.” Of the 38 countries surveyed
only two countries had teachers who worked more hours – Argentina and Chile. And when it comes to the hours
worked per years by our primary school teachers, we’re number one!
But surely, aren’t these unionized teachers making too much money? Not according to the OECD report: “Despite
high overall levels of spending on education, teacher salaries in the U.S. compare poorly. While in most OECD
countries teacher salaries tend be lower, on average, than the salaries earned by other workers with higher
education, in the U.S. the difference is large, especially for teachers with minimum qualifications.”
Myth #3: Big government (via our tax dollars) funds higher education.
In state after state politicians are taking an ax to higher education budgets. As we plow more money into our prison
system, we no longer can afford our lavish public colleges and universities, or so we are told. (See “Crazy Country:
6 Reasons America Spends More on Prisons Than on Higher Education,” http://www.alternet.org/education/crazycountry-6-reasons-america-spends-more-prisons-higher-education?paging=off). But overall, don’t we still lead the
world in big government support for higher education?
Well, we almost lead the world in overall spending on higher education, both in absolute dollars and as a percent of
GDP. Unfortunately, we place more of the burden on students and their families than just about any other
developed nation: “In the U.S., 38 percent of higher education expenditures come from public sources, and 62
percent are from private sources. Across all OECD countries, 70 percent of expenditures on higher education come
from public sources, and 30 percent are from private sources.” Little wonder we have a trillion dollar student loan
industry that serves as an ever-present lobby to make sure the debt burden remains students and their families.
Myth #4: We provide excellent early childhood education.
Worried about creeping socialism? Look no further than Head Start and other pre-school programs we throw money
at. Isn’t this where the Nanny State begins?
Blinded by anti-government ideology, we fail to notice that the rest of the world invests much more in their young
people, especially the very young: “On average across OECD countries, 84 percent of pupils in early childhood
education attend programs in public schools or government-dependent private institutions, while in the U.S., 55
percent of early childhood pupils attend programs in public schools, and 45 percent attend independent private
programs. In the U.S. the typical starting age for early childhood education is 4 years old, while in 21 other OECD
countries, it is 3 years old or younger.”
Even more telling is the fact that we tend not to employ professional educators for our very young. As the report
delicately puts it: “In addition, education-only,early childhood programs in other countries are usually delivered by a
qualified teacher and have a formal curriculum, while in the U.S., the situation can vary.” Vary indeed.
So where are we ranked?
• 3-year-olds (in early childhood education): 25th of 36 countries.
• 4-year-olds (in early childhood education and primary education): 28th of 38 countries.
• 5- to 14-year-olds (all levels): 29th of 39 countries.
Myth #5: We have the highest percentage of college grads in the world.
OK, we may have some issues with early childhood education, who pays for college, upward mobility and public
support for higher education. But, as the politicians tell us, we are going to win the global competition for
knowledge-based industries and jobs, precisely because we have the best universities and the most college
graduates.
While it’s difficult to compare global colleges and universities (and while I’m certain that we do have some of the
very best elite institutions), it is possible to compare the number college graduates among developed nations.

Again, we suffer by the comparison: “The U.S. ranks 14th in the world in the percentage of 25-34 year-olds with
higher education (42 percent).” Those are our young people. That’s our future. And the richest country on Earth
can’t even win the competition for the highest percentage of college graduates?
So aren’t we number one in something?
Yes, we are and it’s revealing. We’re number one in 55- to 64-year-olds who finished high school. We boomers
actually went to school – 90 percent of us finished high school while the OECD average is 65 percent.
That statistic takes us right to the heart of this story – how during the post-WWII era the United States invested in
its people. The GI Bill of Rights provided free higher education to more than 3 million returning GIs. Enormous
investments in education helped us catch up with Sputnik and win the race to the moon. The super-rich faced high
tax rates so that we could pay for education, a national highway system, and the defense budget. Unions were
supported by the federal government and moved wages up across the board. And the burgeoning civil rights
movement began to bring the promise of America to African Americans. The middle class was rising. We went to
school. And we created the fairest income distribution in our history.
Then, we tossed it away as we forgot the lessons of the Great Depression and our collective response during WWII.
We deregulated the rich and they tore our country apart.
You see, none of these myths apply to the wealthy. Their kids get plenty of early childhood education. Their kids
don’t attend run-down schools. Their kids don’t run up debts in order to go to college. In fact, our elites are
positioned perfectly to thrive in a global economy. They can attack public schools, teachers unions, big government
and not suffer the consequences. Frankly they don’t give a damn about our international rankings. The rich are
quite happy for the rest of us to swallow the myth of American exceptionalism, even when reality shows how
exceptionally bad we are at providing decent education for all of our people.
20120918-10

12:08

Bill

Re: Armed Guards at BoA (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #228)

SteveG: A few times a week we will walk around downtown Yakima. Like most small cities downtown
consists of a variety of restaurants, retail stores, city/county buildings, parking lots, small parks, and banks.
When it is open Bank of America has a guard standing outside – uniformed with a side arm. Don’t know if it
is loaded, has one bullet or none. Just seems strange.
They had warning that you were coming, Steve.
20120918-11

12:26

SteveB

“We Won, for Now”

“We Won, for Now” by Chris Hedges, Truthdig/NationofChange
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/we-won-now-1347976565)
In January, I sued President Barack Obama over Section 1021(b)(2) of the National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA), which authorized the military to detain U.S. citizens indefinitely, strip them of due process and hold them in
military facilities, including offshore penal colonies. Last week, round one in the battle to strike down the onerous
provision, one that saw me joined by six other plaintiffs including Noam Chomsky and Daniel Ellsberg, ended in an
unqualified victory for the public. U.S. District Judge Katherine Forrest, who accepted every one of our challenges to
the law, made her temporary injunction of the section permanent. In short, she declared the law unconstitutional.
Almost immediately after Judge Forrest ruled, the Obama administration challenged the decision. Government
prosecutors called the opinion “unprecedented” and said that “the government has compelling arguments that it
should be reversed.” The government added that it was an “extraordinary injunction of worldwide scope.”
Government lawyers asked late Friday for an immediate stay of Forrest’s ban on the use of the military in domestic
policing and on the empowering of the government to strip U.S. citizens of due process. The request for a stay was

an attempt by the government to get the judge, pending appeal to a higher court, to grant it the right to continue
to use the law. Forrest swiftly rejected the stay, setting in motion a fast-paced appeal to the 2nd U.S. Circuit Court
of Appeals and possibly, if her ruling is upheld there, to the Supreme Court of the United States. The Justice
Department sent a letter to Forrest and the 2nd Circuit late Friday night informing them that at 9 a.m. Monday the
Obama administration would ask the 2nd Circuit for an emergency stay that would lift Forrest’s injunction. This
would allow Obama to continue to operate with indefinite detention authority until a formal appeal was heard. The
government’s decision has triggered a constitutional showdown between the president and the judiciary.
“This may be the most significant constitutional standoff since the Pentagon Papers case,” said Carl Mayer, co-lead
counsel for the plaintiffs.
“The administration of President Obama within the last 48 hours has decided to engage in an all-out campaign to
block and overturn an order of a federal judge,” said co-lead counsel Bruce Afran. “As Judge Forrest noted in her
opinion, nothing is more fundamental in American law than the possibility that journalists, activists and citizens
could lose their liberty, potentially forever, and the Obama administration has now lined up squarely with the most
conservative elements of the Republican Party to undermine Americans’ civil liberties.”
The request by the government to keep the law on the books during the appeal process raises a disturbing
question. If the administration is this anxious to restore this section of the NDAA, is it because the Obama
government has already used it? Or does it have plans to use the section in the immediate future?
“A Department of Homeland Security bulletin was issued Friday claiming that the riots [in the Middle East] are likely
to come to the U.S. and saying that DHS is looking for the Islamic leaders of these likely riots,” Afran said. “It is my
view that this is why the government wants to reopen the NDAA—so it has a tool to round up would-be Islamic
protesters before they can launch any protest, violent or otherwise. Right now there are no legal tools to arrest
would-be protesters. The NDAA would give the government such power. Since the request to vacate the injunction
only comes about on the day of the riots, and following the DHS bulletin, it seems to me that the two are
connected. The government wants to reopen the NDAA injunction so that they can use it to block protests.”
The decision to vigorously fight Forrest’s ruling is a further example of the Obama White House’s steady and
relentless assault against civil liberties, an assault that is more severe than that carried out by George W. Bush.
Obama has refused to restore habeas corpus. He supports the FISA Amendment Act, which retroactively makes
legal what under our Constitution has traditionally been illegal—warrantless wire tapping, eavesdropping and
monitoring directed against U.S. citizens. He has used the Espionage Act six times against whistle-blowers who have
exposed government crimes, including war crimes, to the public. He interprets the 2001 Authorization to Use
Military Force Act as giving him the authority to assassinate U.S. citizens, as he did the cleric Anwar al-Awlaki. And
now he wants the right to use the armed forces to throw U.S. citizens into military prisons, where they will have no
right to a trial and no defined length of detention.
Liberal apologists for Barack Obama should read Judge Forrest’s 112-page ruling. It is a chilling explication and
denunciation of the massive erosion of the separation of powers. It courageously challenges the overreach of
Congress and the executive branch in stripping Americans of some of our most cherished constitutional rights.
In the last 220 years there have been only about 135 judicial rulings that have struck down an act of Congress.
Most of the cases involved abortion or pornography. Very few dealt with wartime powers and the separation of
powers, or what Forrest in her opinion called “a question of defining an individual’s core liberties.”
Section 1021(b)(2) authorizes the military to detain any U.S. citizen who “substantially supported” al-Qaida, the
Taliban or “associated forces” and then hold them in military compounds until “the end of hostilities.” The
vagueness of the language, and the refusal to exempt journalists, means that those of us who as part of our
reporting have direct contact with individuals or groups deemed to be part of a terrorist network can find ourselves
seized and detained under the provision.
“The Government was unable to offer definitions for the phrases ‘substantially support’ or ‘directly support,’ ” the
judge wrote. “In particular, when the Court asked for one example of what ‘substantially support’ means, the
Government stated, ‘I’m not in a position to give one specific example.’ When asked about the phrase ‘directly

support,’ the Government stated, ‘I have not thought through exactly and we have not come to a position on ‘direct
support’ and what that means.’ In its pre-trial memoranda, the Government also did not provide any definitional
examples for those terms.”
The judge’s ruling asked whether a news article deemed by authorities as favorable to the Taliban could be
interpreted as having “substantially supported” the Taliban.
“How about a YouTube video?” she went on. “Where is the line between what the government would consider
‘journalistic reporting’ and ‘propaganda?’ Who will make such determinations? Will there be an office established to
read articles, watch videos, and evaluate speeches in order to make judgments along a spectrum of where the
support is ‘modest’ or ‘substantial?’”
Forrest concurred with the plaintiffs that the statute violated our free speech rights and due-process guarantees.
She noted that “the Court repeatedly asked the Government whether those particular past activities could subject
plaintiffs to indefinite detention; the Government refused to answer.” The judge went on to criticize the nebulous
language of the law, chastising the government because it “did not provide particular definitions.” She wrote that
“the statute’s vagueness falls far short of what due process requires.”
Although government lawyers argued during the trial that the law represented no change from prior legislation,
they now assert that blocking it imperils the nation’s security. It is one of numerous contradictions in the
government’s case, many of which were illuminated in Forrest’s opinion. The government, she wrote, “argues that
no future administration could interpret § 1021(b)(2) or the AUMF differently because the two are so clearly the
same. That frankly makes no sense, particularly in light of the Government’s inability at the March and August
hearings to define certain terms in—or the scope of—§ 1021(b)(2).” The judge said that “Section 1021 appears to
be a legislative attempt at an ex post facto ‘fix’: to provide the President (in 2012) with broader detention authority
than was provided in the AUMF [Authorization to Use Military Force Act] in 2001 and to try and ratify past
detentions which may have occurred under an overly-broad interpretation of the AUMF.”
The government, in effect, is attempting to push though a law similar to the legislation that permitted the
government to intern 110,000 Japanese-Americans during World War II. This law, if it comes back into force, would
facilitate the mass internment of Muslim Americans as well as those deemed to “support” groups or activities
defined as terrorist by the state. Calling the 1944 ruling “an embarrassment,” Forrest referred to Korematsu v.
United States, which upheld the government’s internment of Japanese-Americans.
The judge said in her opinion that the government “did not submit any evidence in support of its positions. It did
not call a single witness, submit a single declaration, or offer a single document at any point during these
proceedings.” She went on to write that she found “the testimony of each plaintiff credible.”
“At the March hearing, the Court asked whether Hedges’ activities could subject him to detention under § 1021; the
Government stated that it was not prepared to address that question. When asked a similar question at the August
hearing, five months later, the Government remained unwilling to state whether any of plaintiffs’ (including
Hedges’s) protected First Amendment future activities could subject him or her to detention under § 1021. This
Court finds that Hedges has a reasonable fear of detention pursuant to § 1021(b)(2).”
The government has now lost four times in a litigation that has gone on almost nine months. It lost the preliminary
injunction in May. It lost a motion for reconsideration shortly thereafter. It lost the permanent injunction. It lost its
request last week for a stay. We won’t stop fighting this, but it is deeply disturbing that the Obama administration,
rather than protecting our civil liberties and democracy, insists on further eroding them by expanding the power of
the military to seize U.S. citizens and control our streets.
20120918-12
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Pam

‘A Question About Direction’

"This is ultimately a question about direction for the country. Do you believe in a government-centered society that
provides more and more benefits or do you believe instead in a free enterprise society where people are able to
pursue their dreams?" --Mitt Romney

I would like, if I may, to deconstruct this statement by one of our leading presidential candidates. He is right: we
do face the question of what kind of country we want to live in, and the way Romney couches his opinion is loaded
with unstated (but readily understood) assumptions.
Assumption #1
A government that provides for the welfare (health, education, safety) of its citizens is "governmentcentered." This is Orwellian doublespeak, akin to a university (which shall be unnamed) proclaiming itself
"student-centered," while at the same time raising tuition and fees, enlarging class size, cutting programs,
admitting more and more students it never expects to graduate because they can pay, building ever more
"dorms"-- which are basically spas with private apartments containing 42" flat-screen TVs. A government
that provides for the well being of its citizens is not "government-centered," it is people-centered.
Assumption #2
Providing more benefits weakens our moral fiber and hurts the free market by spending money on schools,
bridges, and hospitals that could be going into shareholders' pockets.
Assumption #3
Benefits are handouts that only selfish people believe they're entitled to. Entitlements are
gifts from the government rather than a return for work and financial contributions (taxes, pension plans).
Assumption #4
A free-market society is inconsistent with generous social benefits. Either we allow for laissez-faire
economics or we become enablers of the unfortunate, ie., "losers."
Assumption #5
All people have "dreams," which by implication means starting a business and making lots of money.
People whose dreams include enough food for their children, adequate medical care, a safe place for the
elderly to spend their declining years, a decent education, and a chance at a job that will provide security
rather than risk are the authors of their own fate.
Assumption #6
The only "dreams" worth pursuing involve making money. Everything goes back to business and
entrepreneurship; being a doctor in the inner city, a teacher, a fire fighter--these are not dreams worth
anything like as much as a new Burger King franchise.
Assumption #7
The people with "dreams" need everyone else to get out of their way. And if all people don't have the kind
of dreams the Republicans admire, then too bad. They lack gumption, independence, resolution, and it's
their own fault. It's more important to clear a path for the few who succeed spectacularly than to ensure
that the many whose dreams are modest don't get left permanently behind.
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Art

Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above)

This is brilliant! Thanks, Pam.
20120918-14
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SteveB

Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above)

WOW! The hair is standing up on the back of my neck…maybe because this comes on the heels of my near
orgasmic experience thinking about the depth of Mitt Romney’s audacity and stupidity as revealed in these latest
video bombshells.
I love what you said here, Pam. It goes outside the groove of the lives we are told we have, and looks at reality
from a refreshing perspective. It should be widely read!
Thanks Pam and all of you for making this such a fun election.
20120918-24
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Ken

Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above)

Pam, your recent political "IMHO's" have been spot on. Well said. Imagine what a real social safety net of
guaranteed, portable healthcare (with mental & oral healthy) could do for the productivity of the American worker.
20120918-25
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Pam

Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Ken, above)

I just heard (on NPR) Mitt Romney complain about those who want to "redistribute income." Yes, I want a
redistribution of wealth. Income redistribution seems to be one of the big uglies for the Republicans, but unless
everyone gets brought closer to the middle, we're sunk. I'm not a communist; I'm not even a socialist. I
appreciate the vigor and innovation made possible by healthy capitalism, but a healthy society cannot long endure if
the top minority has immeasurably more than the bottom majority. No society with this kind of income gap has
been long-lasting or safe. I simply do not comprehend how the rich don't see the danger their ideas, if
implemented, could put them in. All you have to do is tune into the news to see what a disaffected populace is
capable of. I loved what Justice Souter said about our ignorance setting us up for a strongman dictator who will
"solve" all our problems--like Tito, Napoleon, Hitler, Stalin, Ghadaffi, the list goes on. Many Americans have no clue
to our history, let alone world history, and they are unaware of how much democracy depends upon an educated
populace to function. I have a lot of education, and I still assume that I'm misled some of the time by what our
politicians say. I'm used to questioning everything, but if all I knew was to trust whatever authorities I --well-trusted, I'd be easy pickings for a demagogue with a slick message.
Romney complains about citizens who think the government owes them housing, health care, food, you name it.
To my knowledge, the people who depend on government for these basics are not like you and me. No, they're like
my friend Theresa who is so disabled she can't breathe unassisted but who clings to her family home because she
doesn't want to be any more dependent than she has to be. The state, in its wisdom, wants to put her in a nursing
home, which would be way more expensive than the home care she receives now. Or they're like my former
student's autistic son, who will need care and support for the rest of his life. No family, unless you're a Romney,
could afford the care this kid requires. His parents both work at good jobs; one is a public school teacher. They
need help, but Romney sees them as moochers who don't take responsibility. Honestly? The man makes me sick.
I cannot believe he and Obama are in a dead heat. What on earth is going on? Seriously.
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SteveG

SteveB

Re: ‘A Question About Direction’ (reply to Pam, above) & Grahpic: Federal
Discretionary Spending FY 2013

Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Thank Mitt for Letting 47% of Americans
Know He Thinks They’re Pieces of Sh*t!

from CREDO Action:
In a secretly recorded videotape from a Republican high dollar fundraiser, Mitt Romney incredulously claims that
47% of Americans don't pay taxes. That they are effectively sponging off the government and the taxpayers. And
that President Obama is counting on these voters who are "dependent on government" to win reelection.
Mitt Romney will say anything to the American people to get to the White House. He'll say anything to help himself
and his rich buddies rise to power. And normally he'll say anything to hide his true disdain for most Americans.
Here's Mitt Romney's exact, unbelievable quote:1
There are 47 percent of the people who will vote for the president no matter what. All right, there are 47
percent who are with him, who are dependent upon government, who believe that they are victims, who
believe the government has a responsibility to care for them, who believe that they are entitled! to health
care, to food, to housing, to you-name-it. That that's an entitlement. And the government should give it to
them. And they will vote for this president no matter what...These are people who pay no income tax...
[M]y job is not to worry about those people. I'll never convince them they should take personal
responsibility and care for their lives.
Tell Mitt Romney: Thanks for letting us know exactly where you stand — exclusively for the richest
Americans.
Schools. Roads. Police. Every American depends on government. But elitists like Mitt Romney think that he and his
rich buddies got wealthy despite the social goods that government provides. What's more, Mitt Romney is
advancing hateful statements suggesting that most people who support President Obama do so because they are
on public assistance.
This is not only blatantly untrue. It's not merely hateful and divisive rhetoric. It's also incredibly
ironic. Mitt Romney has parked millions in tax havens overseas, and has refused to come clean to the
American people and release his tax returns. How hypocritical for Mitt Romney to accuse anyone, let
alone nearly half of all Americans, of paying no income tax.

In fact, even conservative columnist David Brooks is appalled by Mitt Romney's statements. He writes in the New
York Times:2
The people who receive the disproportionate share of government spending are not big-government lovers.
They are Republicans. They are senior citizens. They are white men with high school degrees. As Bill
Galston of the Brookings Institution has noted, the people who have benefited from the entitlements
explosion are middle-class workers, more so than the dependent poor.
Mitt Romney's statement exposes the Republican presidential candidate's deeply skewed world view: anyone who is
starving deserves it. Homeless people deserve it. People who are sick and can't afford health care (because people
like Mitt Romney have given health insurance executives free rein to drive up the cost of healthcare for the sake of
their bottom line) deserve to choose between treatment and bankruptcy.
What Mitt Romney is saying on the campaign trail is shameful. It's often coded but in unguarded moments with his
wealthy donors he reveals what he really thinks. The rich deserve the hand outs they get from government and the
regular folks who pay into Social Security and Medicare are freeloading bloodsuckers.
Well, we don't agree. Americans deserve a president who will represent the 99%, not pillage our
treasury and trample on the constitution on behalf of his fellow members of the 1%.
Click below to sign the petition:
http://www.credoaction.com/campaign/romney_47percent/?rc=homepage.
Becky Bond, Political Director
1

David Corn, "SECRET VIDEO: Romney Tells Millionaire Donors What He REALLY Thinks of Obama Voters," Mother
Jones, Sept. 17, 2012, http://act.credoaction.com/r/?r=6963391&id=47100-5766577-Lk8Q33x&t=12.
2

David Brooks, "Thurston Howell Romney," The New York Times, Sept. 17, 2012,
http://act.credoaction.com/r/?r=6963392&id=47100-5766577-Lk8Q33x&t=13.
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SandyI

Video: The Jovers, Vaudeville Comedy Duo

They just don't do great comedy like this any longer. The old vaudeville is still the best. Enjoy!
Ah, the joy of a good clean laugh that you can even share with the children and grandchildren.
http://biggeekdad.com/2012/05/the-jovers/#.UFd5BzS3dKA.gmail
20120918-17
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Ben

Photos: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Seared steelhead trout -- perfectly seared to a Queen's taste, with golden-crispy skin, moist, flaky, and very tasty
light pink flesh -- is a great complement to root vegetables. Delicate trout, robust earthy vegetables. I haven't
much spare time today, as I've been in the Midwest for the wedding of one of my five nieces; she's the second one
to take the Plunge. It was, in fact the low-vegetable dining in the midwest that tipped me over the scale in the
Unagi versus Trout debate. I really WANTED the unagi: I love the stuff, and want the cafeteria to know. But I
couldn't pass up beets,. carrots, and tomatoes in favor of a few leaves. Chef Blad was so surprised he doubled
down on the filets; with the huge mat of vegetables (concealed by the filets in the photo) and two very healthy
steelhead filets, I am currently VERY stuffed:

Seared Trout with Cherry Tomatoes, Roasted Beets and Carrots

Desserts Not Taken
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SteveG

“Former Justice Souter: ‘Pervasive Civic Ignorance’ in U.S. Could Bring
Dictatorship”

This is real…
“Former Justice Souter: ‘Pervasive Civic Ignorance’ in U.S. Could Bring Dictatorship” by Eric W. Dolan, The Raw
Story
Sept. 17, 2012, (http://www.rawstory.com/rs/2012/09/17/former-justice-souter-pervasive-civic-ignorance-in-u-scould-bring-dictatorship/?utm_source=Raw+Story+Daily+Update&utm_campaign=13e33eada79_18_129_18_2012&utm_medium=email)
Retired U.S. Supreme Court Justice David H. Souter thinks the decline of civic education is putting the United States
in danger.
During a question and answer session last week at University of New Hampshire School of Law, Souter described
“pervasive civic ignorance” as one of the biggest problems in the United States. He warned that Americans’
ignorance about their own government could lead to a dictatorship.
“I don’t worry about our losing a republican government in the United States because I’m afraid of a foreign
invasion, he said. “I don’t worry about it because of a coup by the military, as has happened in some other places.
What I worry about is that when problems are not addressed people will not know who is responsible, and when
the problems get bad enough — as they might do for example with another serious terrorist attack, as they might
do with another financial meltdown — some one person will come forward and say ‘Give me total power and I will
solve this problem.’”
“That is how the Roman republic fell,” Souter continued. “Augustus became emperor not because he arrested the
Roman senate. He became emperor because he promised that he would solve problems that were not being
solved.”
“If we know who is responsible, I have enough faith in the American people to demand performance from those
responsible. If we don’t know, we will stay away from the polls, we will not demand it and the day will come when
somebody will come forward and we and the government will in effect say, ‘Take the ball and run with it, do what
you have to do.’ That is the way democracy dies.”
Watch video, uploaded to YouTube by “PBS Newshour”:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=rWcVtWennr0.

20120918-21
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Pam

Re: “Former Justice Souter: ‘Pervasive Civic Ignorance’ in U.S. Could Bring
Dictatorship” (reply to SteveG, above)

Yes, yes, yes. I will get no pleasure from saying, I told you so.

20120918-20
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SteveG

Cartoons: Where Did I Put Those Instructions?

Cartoonists weigh in on Romney caught on video telling donors 47% of Americans are "dependent" on the
government. Ouch! (http://www.cagle.com/news/romney-video-leak/)
20120918-22
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SteveG

Fw: “Poll: Bachmann in Danger” (from Jim Graves for Congress—MN)

Please pass this on to your Minnesota friends.
Jim Graves is running against Michele Bachman. She is only polling two points ahead of him. He needs to be
supported to get that Joe McCarthy type out of office.
from Jim Graves for Minnesota Congressman:
“Poll: Bachmann in Danger” by Alex Seitz-Wald, Salon
Sept. 11, 2012, (http://jimgraves.com/2012/09/11/poll-bachmann-in-danger/)
Despite her national fan base and a massive war chest, Rep. Michele Bachmann may be in more danger than most
suspect, with a new poll showing her lead diminished to just 2 points. Independent voters have swung against her
by nearly 20 points in just two months, from a 4 percent advantage to a 15 point disadvantage. The internal poll,
conducted by Democratic pollsters Greenberg Quinlan Rosner at the behest of Democrat Jim Graves’ campaign and

shared with Salon, shows that Bachmann’s favorability rating has tumbled since their last survey in mid-June, and
finds Graves gaining ground with independents as his name recognition grows.
Overall, the poll shows Bachmann leading Graves 48-46 percent, within the margin of error. The race has moved
significantly among independents, with a 20-point net shift toward Graves, from a 41-45 percent disadvantage in
June to a 52-37 percent lead now. Among independents, Bachmann’s favorability rating has slipped 4 points while
her unfavorability rating has jumped 7 points. Overall, she’s viewed mostly negatively. Among all voters, 40 percent
give her a positive job rating, while a sizable 57 percent give her a negative one, with a plurality of 35 percent
giving the most negative answer possible — “poor.”
Graves’ campaign manager (and son) Adam Graves told Salon that the numbers show his candidate is well
positioned to beat Bachmann. “Obviously, we’re very excited about it. The first thing that’s notable is that obviously
her recent comments, the stories that she’s created for herself, have really hurt her among folks in the middle,” he
said. Bachmann, who had tried to keep a lower profile after aborting her presidential bid, grabbed headlines this
summer for her implication that Muslims in the U.S. government may be secret agents of the Muslim Brotherhood.
As we argued last month, Graves has the best shot at beating Bachmann of any Democrat since the
congresswoman was first elected in 2006, thanks in large part to the absence of a third-party candidate. In previous
races, those candidates have captured as much as 10 percent of the vote, siphoning votes away from the
challenger. While some observers were skeptical that much of that 10 percent would break toward a Democrat, the
Graves campaign said the new poll shows clearly that that fear has not materialized, as independents are moving
toward its candidate.
20120918-23
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Pam

Re: “Poll: Bachmann in Danger” (reply to SteveG, above)

How is it possible that Michele Bachmann is even a candidate, let alone ahead in the polls? And I thought
Minnesota was one of our enlightened states.
20120918-28
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Art

American Exceptionalism

[This is what Art wrote as introduction to a forwarding of the three articles mentioned, which can also be found in
the FotM Newsletter, of course. :-) –SteveB]
These are three separate articles. The first is written by a High school classmate (has anyone else noticed the right
just sends out packaged pretty much hate mail but never actually composes anything themselves, the left, not so
much). It takes Romney's own words and dissects what they mean. You may or may not agree, but it is spot on.
The other two articles address American Exceptionalism. Many on the right take great umbrage and accuse the
President of somehow denigrating America by questioning our pride or maybe arrogance. I'm not sure I buy any of
that, but regardless, it always pays to look at the facts. If you just pat yourself on the back and proclaim your
greatness without empirical data to support it , well you're really just a bag of wind. More importantly you'll never
get any better.
“A Question About Direction” by Pam McRae, Friends of the Middle
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://www.friendsofthemiddle.org/2012-newsletters/20120919-0229.pdf, 20120918-12)
“Shocking Report Explodes 5 Myths About American Education” by Les Leopold, AlterNet
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/education/shocking-report-explodes-5-myths-about-american-education)
“How We See Others, How They See Us” by Robert Wolff, OpEdNews
Sept. 16, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/How-we-see-others-how-the-by-robert-wolff-120916-687.html)
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23:00 SteveB

From the Right: “Time for an Intervention”

I would only add that when you’ve proven over and over again that you are a liar, it’s pretty hard to get people to
start believing you. How can R0mney overcome that? I’m sure the attempt will be made to resuscitate his campaign
with more lies. Betcha!
And from the Karl Rove playbook: “Obama is a redistributionist (so?), soft of terror and Arabs (reality proves
otherwise), and is a threat to Social Security, Medicare, and the economy (I guess they’ve finally given up on the
not-born-here Muslim stuff, huh?).”
Right, Mitt, and you’d be so much better! LOL!
“Time for an Intervention” by Peggy Noonan, the Wall Street Journal
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://blogs.wsj.com/peggynoonan/2012/09/18/time-for-an-intervention/?mod=e2tw)
What should Mitt Romney do now? He should peer deep into the abyss. He should look straight into the heart of
darkness where lies a Republican defeat in a year the Republican presidential candidate almost couldn’t lose. He
should imagine what it will mean for the country, for a great political philosophy, conservatism, for his party and,
last, for himself. He must look down unblinkingly.
And then he needs to snap out of it, and move.
He has got seven weeks. He’s just had two big flubs. On the Mideast he seemed like a political opportunist, not big
and wise but small and tinny. It mattered because the crisis was one of those moments when people look at you
and imagine you as president.
Then his comments released last night and made months ago at the private fundraiser in Boca Raton, Fla. Mr.
Romney has relearned what four years ago Sen. Barack Obama learned: There’s no such thing as private when
you’re a candidate with a mic. There’s someone who doesn’t like you in that audience. There’s someone with a
cellphone. Mr. Obama’s clinger comments became famous in 2008 because when people heard what he’d said, they
thought, “That’s the real him, that’s him when he’s talking to his friends.”
And so a quick denunciation of what Mr. Romney said, followed by some ideas.
The central problem revealed by the tape is Romney’s theory of the 2012 election. It is that a high percentage of
the electorate receives government checks and therefore won’t vote for him, another high percentage is supplying
the tax revenues and will vote for him, and almost half the people don’t pay taxes and presumably won’t vote for
him.
My goodness, that’s a lot of people who won’t vote for you. You wonder how he gets up in the morning.
This is not how big leaders talk, it’s how shallow campaign operatives talk: They slice and dice the electorate like
that, they see everything as determined by this interest or that. They’re usually young enough and dumb enough
that nobody holds it against them, but they don’t know anything. They don’t know much about America.
We are a big, complicated nation. And we are human beings. We are people. We have souls. We are complex. We
are not data points. Many things go into our decisions and our political affiliations.
You have to be sophisticated to know that. And if you’re operating at the top of national politics, you’re supposed to
be sophisticated.
I wrote recently of an imagined rural Ohio woman sitting on her porch, watching the campaign go by. She’s 60, she
identifies as conservative, she likes guns, she thinks the culture has gone crazy. She doesn’t like Obama. Romney
looks OK. She’s worried about the national debt and what it will mean to her children. But she’s having a hard time,

things are tight for her right now, she’s on partial disability, and her husband is a vet and he gets help, and her
mother receives Social Security.
She’s worked hard and paid into the system for years. Her husband fought for his country.
And she’s watching this whole election and thinking. You can win her vote if you give her faith in your fairness and
wisdom. But not if you label her and dismiss her.
As for those workers who don’t pay any income taxes, they pay payroll taxes—Social Security and Medicare. They
want to rise in the world and make more money. They’d like to file a 1040 because that will mean they got a raise
or a better job.
They too are potential Romney voters, because they’re suffering under the no-growth economy.
So: Romney’s theory of the case is all wrong. His understanding of the political topography is wrong.
And his tone is fatalistic. I can’t win these guys who will only vote their economic interests, but I can win these guys

who will vote their economic interests, plus some guys in the middle, whoever they are.

That’s too small and pinched and narrow. That’s not how Republicans emerge victorious—”I can’t win these guys.”
You have to have more respect than that, and more affection, you don’t write anyone off, you invite everyone in.
Reagan in 1984 used to put out his hand: “Come too, come walk with me.” Come join, come help, whatever is
happening in your life.
You know what Romney sounded like? Like a kid new to politics who thinks he got the inside lowdown on how it
works from some operative. But those old operatives, they never know how it works. They knew how it worked for
one cycle back in the day.
They’re jockeys who rode Seabiscuit and thought they won a race.
The big issue—how we view government, what we want from it, what we need, what it rightly asks of us, what it
wrongly demands of us—is a good and big and right and serious subject. It has to be dealt with seriously, at some
length. And it is in part a cultural conversation. There’s a lot of grievance out there, and a sense of entitlement in
many spheres. A lot of people don’t feel confident enough or capable enough to be taking part in the big national
drama of Work in America. Why? What’s going on? That’s a conversation worth having.
I think there is a broad and growing feeling now, among Republicans, that this thing is slipping out of Romney’s
hands. Today at a speech in New York with what seemed like many conservatives and Republicans in the audience,
I said more or less the above. I wondered if anyone would say, in the Q&A, “I think you’ve got it wrong, you’re too
pessimistic.” No one did. A woman asked me to talk about why in a year the Republicans couldn’t lose, the
Republican candidate seems to be losing.
I said pre-mortems won’t help, if you want to help the more conservative candidate, it’s a better use of your time to
pitch in with ideas. There’s seven weeks to go. This isn’t over, it’s possible to make things better.
Republicans are going to have to right this thing. They have to stabilize it.
It’s time to admit the Romney campaign is an incompetent one. It’s not big, it’s not brave, it’s not thoughtfully
tackling great issues. It’s always been too small for the moment. All the activists, party supporters and big donors
should be pushing for change. People want to focus on who at the top is least constructive and most responsible.
Fine, but Mitt Romney is no puppet: He chooses who to listen to. An intervention is in order. “Mitt, this isn’t
working.”
Romney is known to be loyal. He sticks with you when you’re going through a hard time, he rides it down with you.
That’s a real personal quality, a virtue. My old boss Reagan was a little colder. The night before he won the crucial
1980 New Hampshire primary—the night before he won it—he fired his campaign manager, John Sears. Reagan

thought he wasn’t cutting it, so he was gone. The economist Martin Anderson once called Reagan genially ruthless,
and he was. But then it wasn’t about John Sears’s feelings or Ronald Reagan’s feelings, it was about America. You
can be pretty tough when it’s about America.
Romney doesn’t seem to be out there campaigning enough. He seems—in this he is exactly like the president—to
always be disappearing into fund-raisers, and not having enough big public events.
But the logic of Romney’s fundraising has seemed, for some time, slightly crazy. He’s raising money so he can pile it
in at the end, with ads. But at the end will they make much difference? Obama is said to have used a lot of his
money early on, to paint a portrait of Romney as Thurston Howell III, as David Brooks put it. That was a gamble on
Obama’s part: spend it now, pull ahead in the battlegrounds, once we pull ahead more money will come in because
money follows winners, not losers.
If I’m seeing things right, that strategy is paying off.
Romney’s staff used to brag they had a lower burn rate, they were saving it up. For what? For the moment when
Americans would rather poke out their eyeballs and stomp on the goo than listen to another ad?
Also, Mr. Romney’s ads are mostly boring. It’s kind of an achievement to be boring at a moment in history like this,
so credit where it’s due: That musta taken effort!
When big, serious, thoughtful things must be said then big, serious, thoughtful speeches must be given. Mr.
Romney is not good at press conferences. Maybe because he doesn’t give enough, and so hasn’t grown used to
them, and confident.
He should stick to speeches, and they have to be big—where America is now, what we must do, how we can do it.
He needs to address the Mideast too, because it isn’t going to go away as an issue and is adding a new layer of
unease to the entire election. Luckily, Romney has access to some of the best writers and thinkers in the business. I
say it that way because to write is to think, and Romney needs fresh writing and fresh thinking.

Romney needs to get serious here. Or, he can keep typing out his stray thoughts with Stuart Stevens, who’s sold
himself as a kind of mad genius. I get the mad part.

Wake this election up. Wade into the crowd, wade into the fray, hold a hell of a rally in an American city—don’t they
count anymore? A big, dense city with skyscrapers like canyons, crowds and placards, and yelling. All of our
campaigning now is in bland suburbs and tired hustings. How about: New York, New York, the city so nice they
named it twice? You say the state’s not in play? It’s New York. Our media lives here, they’ll make it big. How about
downtown Brooklyn, full of new Americans? Guys—make it look like there’s an election going on. Because there is.
Be serious and fight.
If you’re gonna lose, lose honorably. If you’re gonna win do it with meaning.
Romney always seems alone out there, a guy with a mic pacing an empty stage. All by himself, removed from the
other humans. It’s sad-looking. It’s not working.
Time for the party to step up. Romney should go out there every day surrounded with the most persuasive,
interesting and articulate members of his party, the old ones, and I say this with pain as they’re my age, like Mitch
Daniels and Jeb Bush, and the young ones, like Susana Martinez and Chris Christie and Marco Rubio—and even Paul
Ryan. I don’t mean one of them should travel with him next Thursday, I mean he should be surrounded by a posse
of them every day. Their presence will say, “This isn’t about one man, this is about a whole world of meaning, this
is about a conservative political philosophy that can turn things around and make our country better.”
Some of them won’t want to do it because they’re starting to think Romney’s a loser and they don’t want to get
loser on them. Too bad. They should be embarrassed if they don’t go, and try, and work, and show support for the
conservative candidate at a crucial moment. Do they stand for something or not? Is it bigger than them or not?

Party elders, to the extent you exist this is why you exist:
Right this ship.
So, these are some ideas. Others will have more, and they’ll be better.
But an intervention is needed.
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http://www.scenicreflections.com/download/388695/America_the_Beautiful_Wallpaper/

—Friends of the Middle,
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line,
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the
subject line.
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to
sign with your desired user name.
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential.
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking.

http://www.FriendsOfTheMiddle.org
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R0mney’s Redistribution Deception
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 20, 2012)
I find it so odd that, in an economy designed by Republicans to efficiently redistribute money from the poor to the
rich, Republicans would want to bring up the subject of income redistribution. I guess they don’t think we can see
through the tissue paper of their lies. We were asleep for far too long. Time to wake up!
“Romney's Greatest Deception” by Aaron Belkin, Huffington Post
Posted: 09/19/2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/aaron-belkin/romneys-greatest-deceptio_b_1895669.html)

Mitt Romney has been widely panned for blaming 47 percent of the public for its sense of entitlement, its demand
that government redistribute wealth downward, away from rich people who earn their money honestly and down to
poor and middle-income Americans who just want handouts.
While observers have rightly pointed out that most Americans work hard and take responsibility for their
circumstances, less attention has been devoted to the deceptive premise behind Romney's remarks, namely that
government redistributes wealth downward from the rich to the poor. In fact, our taxation system funnels money
from the bottom up to the top. It's the rich who get the handouts. Either Romney doesn't understand that, or he's
not telling the truth about it.
Consider housing. Romney would probably prefer that the Department of Housing and Urban Development not
spend its budget of about $50 billion per year, much of which subsidizes low-income housing. From Romney's point
of view, the federal government provides housing handouts by redistributing money downward and subsidizing
residences for the poor.
But when we step back and look at overall federal spending on housing, it becomes clear that the
federal government spends a lot more money subsidizing housing for the rich than for the poor. In
fact, the federal government collects taxes from the poor and then re-allocates those funds as housing subsidies for
the rich. How does this work?
To understand how this particular mechanism as well as the tax system more broadly funnels money from the poor
to the rich, it's first necessary to point out that when the federal government decides to spend $1 dollar, that is
exactly the same as a decision not to collect $1 dollar in taxes. From the point of view of the federal budget, both
decisions cost $1 dollar. The first is a direct expenditure and the second is a tax expenditure. But aside from having
different names, they are the same.
Now consider the home mortgage interest deduction, a tax expenditure that costs the federal treasury
approximately $130 billion per year. According to the Atlantic, 75 percent of this tax expenditure is given to the top
20 percent of income earners. What this means is that the federal government spends almost $100 billion per year
subsidizing large homes for upper middle class and wealthy people. Middle-class people get a tiny piece of this pie.
Poor people get nothing.
But where does the government get $100 billion to pay for this tax expenditure for the rich? From mostly-poor
renters of course, in other words tax payers who receive zero mortgage interest deduction. The home mortgage
interest deduction is simply a transfer of wealth from mostly poor renters to mostly well-off home-owners.
And that isn't an isolated program, as Republicans have been gaming the tax system for years to enable just such
maneuvers. One of Ronald Reagan's great successes entailed cutting marginal tax rates on the rich, and then using
social security taxes, which are paid disproportionately by low and middle-income earners, to subsidize the budget
hole caused by his tax breaks for the wealthy.
So when Governor Romney said that 47 percent of Americans are irresponsible and simply want handouts, he was
tapping into and in fact reinforcing the public's ignorance of the federal tax system as a cash cow that transfers a
lot more money from the poor to the rich than the other way around. To frame poor people who require health care
as free-riders while giving a free pass to rich people who demand tax cuts (tax expenditures) is a sleight of hand. I
wonder if Romney understands the deception or not.
When Clint Eastwood famously addressed an empty chair at the Republican National Convention, Jon Stewart
observed that the Republicans have been running against an Obama who only they can see (Muslim, foreign-born,
socialist, etc) and who is invisible to the rest of America. According to Stewart, Eastwood literalized that dynamic by
addressing an invisible Obama. But as Romney's comments about the 47 percent illustrate, the Republican
predilection for distortion and projection extends beyond Obama, and includes a make-believe fantasy about the
government's role in the redistribution of wealth.

If Republicans were honest about the way government works, they might realize that government helps everyone,
and that the debate we should be having is not about moochers versus earners, but about what distribution of
government support can minimize suffering and promote the public welfare.
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Re: The GOP’s Bleak Future (reply to SteveB, FotM Newsletter #229)

I love Shrum's analysis of the Republican party in today's FotM. It sounds about right to me. It also reminds me
that I actually am a centrist, though I proudly wear the label "liberal." GHW and Jeb Bush I can take; Eric Cantor
and Rick Santorum, no. I've always thought of being in the middle as a sort of weasel position, neither one thing
nor the other. This article made me change my mind. What I don't like are extremes, whether it be the
Weathermen and the Black Panthers or the Tea Party and Pat Robertson followers. My Republican friend and I can
be friends of 25 years because neither of us likes extremes. The Left drives her crazy; I just dismiss them. The
Right makes me nuts; I think she just dismisses them too. These leanings reveal our personalities, and I think this
is true of everyone. I worry about the state of the world; she worries about whether people like her. I care if
people like me, but I don't go against my own grain to curry favor. She does care, and is often surprised when
people behave better than she expected. She was sure that when she got divorced, her friends would turn on her.
I knew they wouldn't. She worried about my reunion with David; I didn't. We have both had successes and
failures that stem from these deep personality traits. My point is, I think most voters (people) are directed by an
inner voice they aren't even aware is speaking to them. Many attribute their ways of thinking to parents and
upbringing, but I think it goes even deeper than that. It may be a genetic thing that pulls the DNA from some
remote great-uncle, which may make an individual seem like an alien in his nuclear family, or it may be something
else. I find this fascinating, and I'm not sure how to apply it to the larger political scene; maybe one of you can.
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“The Real Mitt Revealed”

“The Real Mitt Revealed” by Robert Reich, NationofChange
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/real-mitt-revealed-1348063289)
(Some of us thought Romney was without core or principle, an empty suit that would say anything to be elected.)
First are the distortions. Romney says 47 percent of Americans don’t pay income taxes. That’s literally true, except
it’s misleading because it includes every retiree who hasn’t enough income to pay income taxes (most retirees),
every poor and lower-income person who doesn’t have enough income to pay, and a few multi-millionaires (perhaps
like Romney himself — we don’t know because he won’t release his tax returns), who don’t pay because of tax
loopholes and tax-avoidance schemes. Moreover, just about all working Americans, regardless of income, pay
federal payroll taxes. Everyone pays state and local sales taxes. And so on.
Romney also distorts reality by purposely mixing “entitlements” with “a sense of entitlement,” and lumps in all
recipients of Social Security, Medicare, and unemployment benefits into his 47 percent. Even though these
programs are considered “entitlement” spending, their recipients are not undeserving; they don’t consider
themselves entitled to handouts. They’ve paid into these insurance plans through their payroll taxes.
But the the most important revelation here isn’t Romney’s witting distortions. It’s his indignant condemnation of
almost half the American electorate. A president is supposed to represent all of America, not just the 51 percent
who elect him, and have a modicum of sympathy for the less fortunate among us.
Yet here is the real Mitt Romney — a fabulously wealthy financier, presumably speaking to other wealthy people
(note the waiters scurrying about), with a passion we haven’t before seen in him — saying it isn’t his “job” to worry
about Americans who he describes as “irresponsible,” who fail to take care of themselves, and whose neediness is
presumably their own fault.
Some of us thought Romney was without core or principle, an empty suit that would say anything to
be elected. But here, evidently, is the real Mitt — a man whose core principle is clearly on display, and
articulated with deep conviction: social Darwinism — survival of the richest, the hell with those who
need a helping hand.
In a subsequent news conference he attempted to make it sound as if he was talking here about political strategy,
not social conviction. Watch and see for yourself.
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“Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release”

Touché, Mittens!
“Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” by AP/USA Today
(WASHINGTON) Midway through a routine Internet search, James Carter IV stumbled upon a video that just didn't
seem right.
The grandson of former President Jimmy Carter and a self-fashioned Democratic opposition researcher, the younger
Carter had watched countless hours of footage of Republican Mitt Romney and made it a habit to search YouTube
every few days for keywords like "Romney" and "Republicans."
But on this day in August, one clip jumped out. There was Romney, in an undisclosed location, bluntly discussing a
visit to a Chinese factory with substandard conditions.
"The hidden camera video -- it was all blurred out at the beginning, and it was mysterious," Carter said. "It piqued
my interest."
Something told him there might be more there than the brief clip posted on the YouTube channel "Anne Onymous."
Although not affiliated with any campaign or super PAC, Carter had made it a personal mission to help get
Democrats elected in 2012 -- and to do his part to push back against Romney's relentless campaign-trail mockery of
his grandfather.
So Carter, 35, of Atlanta, set out to track down the source of the video. He sent a message to the YouTube user
seeking details. No luck. But then, after sharing links to the video on Twitter, Carter realized he had a new follower
with the same name as the YouTube account. He quickly shot off a direct message.
"They were wary at first," Carter said in an interview with the Associated Press. "But they did respond."
What followed was a delicate, concerted effort to convince the source -- still unknown to the public -- that Carter
could be trusted, and that the world had to see the rest of what was surreptitiously recorded as Romney spoke in
May to donors who had paid $50,000 a person to attend the private fundraiser.
In a string of Internet conversations, Carter showed the source evidence that he had helped David Corn, a
journalist with the magazine Mother Jones, report a story about Global-Tech Appliances, a Chinese firm that
Romney's Bain Capital briefly invested in. Both Carter and the source suspected it was that firm's factory that
Romney was speaking about in the video.
"That gave me credibility," Carter said. "They opened up to me a little bit."
Soon after, Carter persuaded the source to trust Corn with the full video -- on the condition that he keep the
source's identity a secret. Corn ran with it, using clues in the video to triangulate when and where it had been
recorded.
Then on Monday and Tuesday, Corn posted the clips to his magazine's website, sparking a firestorm for the
Romney campaign over remarks claiming that nearly half of Americans "believe they are victims" deserving
government help and that the Palestinians have no interest in peace with Israel.
"James: This is extraordinary. Congratulations! Papa," the former president told his grandson Tuesday morning in
an e-mail obtained by the AP.

For Carter, whose Twitter profile notes he's looking for work, his success in unearthing the video was followed by a
string of job offers Tuesday, from the Ohio Democratic Party to online news sites like The Huffington Post and
ThinkProgress.
But the coup de grace for Carter is the irony that Romney has spent many months assailing the elder Carter's
record on everything from foreign affairs to small-business policy, hoping to saddle the incumbent president with
the less popular vestiges of his Democratic predecessor.
"I've gotten a lot of Twitter messages from people supporting me and saying that it's poetic justice that it was a
Carter that uncovered this, considering the way that the Romney campaign has been talking about my
grandfather," Carter said. "I agree with that sentiment wholeheartedly."
Video: Carter's grandson found Romney's '47%' remarks: http://www.usatoday.com/video/news/1848515362001.
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Re: “Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” (reply to
MarthaH, above)

I love this!! The Teabaggers are going to have to twist themselves into pretzels to get out of this one.
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Re: “Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” (reply
to MarthaH, above)

There is such a thing as poetic justice! I love it!
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Re: “Jimmy Carter's Grandson Arranged Romney Video Release” (reply
to MarthaH, above)

Just read this and I love it. I so admire Jimmy and Rosalynn Carter and all they have done to have fair elections
around the world and to eradicate Guinea Worm and other horrific diseases. They live their beliefs and vindicate
the poor treatment given them while in the White House and after. Poetic justice strikes again.
[Not to mention their work with Habitat for Humanity and the people of Haiti and Africa. A great man and couple. –
SteveB]
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“Fallacies of Romney's Logic”

Yep and amen!
“Fallacies of Romney's Logic” by Joseph Stiglitz, USA Today
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2012-09-18/joseph-stiglitz-romneytax/57803446/1)
Mitt Romney's acerbic attack against the 47% of Americans who allegedly don't pay income taxes and are
dependent on government has rightly given rise to a storm. It suggests that large numbers —Barack Obama's
supporters — are freeloaders.
The irony is that it is people such as Romney, who are freeloading: The taxes that he has said he is paying (as a
percentage of his reported income) are far less than those with substantially less income. And contrary to what
some of them would like to believe, no one makes it on his own. Even if they don't inherit their wealth, success in

business requires a rule of law, an educated workforce, a public infrastructure, all of which are provided by
government.
Even "innovators" such as Google have done what they did only by building on the work of others . Before Google
could create the Internet's most popular search engine, someone had to create the Internet — and it was
government that did that.
But the fallacies in Romney's logic run deeper.
First, even those who don't pay income taxes pay a host of other taxes, including payroll, sales, excise and property
taxes. Many of those receiving "benefits" paid for them —through Social Security and Medicare contributions.
They're not free riders. Government has done a better job providing these benefits than the private sector. Let's
remember why these programs were started: The private sector left most elderly bereft of support, the market for
annuities essentially didn't exist, and the elderly couldn't get health insurance.
Even today, the private sector doesn't provide the kind of security that Social Security provides — including
protection against market volatility and inflation. And transaction costs of the Social Security Administration are
markedly lower than those in the private sector — not a surprise, since their objective is to maximize these costs.
Transaction costs are their profits.
Secondly, many of those receiving benefits are our young — providing them education and health (even if they or
their parents don't pay taxes) are investments in our future. America is the country with the least equality of
opportunity of any of the advanced countries for which there is data. A child's life prospects are more dependent on
the income and education of his parents than in these other countries. While the American Dream may have
become a myth, it doesn't have to be that way. Children shouldn't have to depend on the wealth of their parents to
get the education or health care they need to live up to their potential.
Thirdly, an efficient system of social protection is an important part of any modern society — necessary to enable
individuals to take risks. Again, the market failed to provide adequate insurance; for instance, for unemployment or
disability. That's why the government stepped in. Those receiving those benefits typically paid for them, either
directly or indirectly, through contributions they or their employer made on their behalf to these insurance funds.
But providing social protection against these risks too can make for a more productive society. Individuals can take
on more high-return, high-risk activities if they know there is a safety net protecting them if things don't work out.
It's one of the reasons that some economies with better social protection have been growing much more rapidly
than the United States, even during the recent recession.
Fourthly, many of those at the bottom — who have become so dependent on government — are there partly
because government has failed in one way or the other. It has failed to provide them with skills that would make
them productive, so they could earn an adequate living. It has failed to stop banks from taking advantage of them
through predatory lending and abusive credit card practices. It has failed to stop for-profit schools from taking
advantage of their aspirations to move up in the world through education.
Finally, we are a community — and all communities help those who are less fortunate among them. If our economic
system results in so many without jobs, dependent on the government for food, then government has to step in.
Our economic system has not worked in the way it should: It has not created jobs for all those who would like to
work. Many of the jobs that have been created do not pay a livable wage.
We do have a divided society. But it is not divided, as Romney has suggested, between those who are free loaders
and the rest, even if some of those who are paying taxes are not paying their fair share, and are free riding on
those who do.
Rather, it is divided between those who see America as a community, and who recognize that the only way to have
sustained prosperity is to have shared prosperity, and those who don't.
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Re: “Fallacies of Romney's Logic” (reply to MarthaH, above)

This is great. I love Stiglitz. I find it hard to believe America could undo all the progress we have made in the past
60 years, but it's scary that so many are trying to do just that. Eric Cantor is frightening.
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Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Today's delicious cafeteria fare was Seared Black Drum from the Texas Gulf. Impeccably seared in coconut butter,
my generous filet had a crisp, tasty pellicle tender enough to be dissected with chopsticks. It will be little surprise
to learn that the fish inside was perfectly cooked, perfectly moist, perfectly flaky, and delicately sweet and flavorful
in its own right. Chef Alejandro's Asian line always addresses fish as art. In a fit of bravery, I determined to attack
my meal with chopsticks, leaving flatware at the counter.
No problem. A bit of poking with the skin was required, but the fish itself might have been made for chopstick
consumption. The bright orange sauce was sweet and spicy (wonderful!) with rich flavors of kaffir lime, chilis,
lemongrass, and ginger, and was unexpectedly tasty with the mild fish. Typically, I expect a delicate flavor with
something as mild and subtle as fresh fish, but this aromatic stuff was delicious in combination with the drum. The
white Nishiki sticky-rice picked up a good bit of it, too, without losing its stickable integrity. Today's 'lemonade' (a
glass of lemonade a day is prescribed by my urologist to minimize kidney stones) was Watermelon Lemonade,
which has appeared before, but this was more potent than usual, almost as if the watermelon component was a
reduction, and it was zingy, almost as though a drop of camphor had been added. (Really!)

Seared Gulf Black Drum over Nishiki White Rice
20120919-09
These are true…
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“Ten Huge Issues Being Ignored in the Presidential Campaign”

“Ten Huge Issues Being Ignored in the Presidential Campaign” by Zack Beauchamp, Think Progress/NationofChange
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/ten-huge-issues-being-ignored-presidential-campaign1348067863)
The media focus on political minutiae in the presidential campaign can often crowd out the substantive issues that
the winner will have to deal with once taking office. And while the candidates themselves occasionally talk about
these issues, there’s a number of critical concerns that get no attention, including some of the worst problems (in
terms of the harm they cause to people’s lives) in the United States and the world. To address this lamentable state
of affairs, ThinkProgress has compiled a list of eight of the most significant problems being severely underserved by
the campaign and American political discourse more broadly. In no particular order:
MASS INCARCERATION AND THE DRUG WAR
Writing in the New Yorker, Adam Gopnik termed “mass incarceration on a scale almost unexampled in human
history…perhaps the fundamental fact [of American society], as slavery was the fundamental fact of 1850.” Indeed,
as Gopnik notes, there are more black men are in prison today than were enslaved then and more total people in
prison than there were in Stalin’s gulags at their largest. The result of this wave of imprisonment was structural
inequality so severe that it was called “the new Jim Crow” by a famous book of the same title, as the strict
limitations placed on convicted felons have rendered millions black Americans second-class citizens. One of the
principal causes of the rise of mass incarceration is the War on Drugs, which has failed abysmally at limiting the use
of dangerous drugs but succeeded wildly at aiding and abetting racial inequality in the United States and the
murderous drug trade abroad. The Justice Department recently doubled down on these policies by initiating a
massive crackdown on medical marijuana in states that have legalized the drug’s medicinal use.
THE HOUSING MARKET
Though it’s well-known that the housing bubble collapse precipitated the financial collapse, the subsequent woes of
the housing market have received comparatively little attention. John Griffith, Julia Gordon, and David Sanchez, in a
recent report for the Center for American Progress, call the current housing market “one of the biggest drags on our
recovery,” writing that “The historic decline in home prices since 2006 has cost Americans more than $7 trillion in
household wealth, forced millions of families out of their homes, and left nearly one in four homeowners owing
more on their mortgages than their homes are worth. Private investment in housing is a fraction of its historic norm,
translating to billions in lost economic output and millions of missing jobs. And more than five years into the crisis,
the U.S. mortgage market remains on life support as the federal government guaranteed more than 95 percent of
home loans made last year.”
THE INDIA/PAKISTAN CONFLICT
As the United States exits Afghanistan, tensions are likely to flare up again between the two nuclear-armed states
over concerns about terrorism and relative influence in the country. The status of the contested Jammu-Kashmir
province also remains unresolved. Former Pakistani director of Arms Control and Disarmament Affairs, Feroz Hassan
Khan, concluded in a paper published by the US Army War College that “this region seems to be the one place in
the world most likely to suffer nuclear warfare due to the seemingly undiminished national, religious, and ethnic
animosities between these two countries.”
OVERFISHING
Fish stocks have been in free-fall since 1989, and the reason for that is clear: humans are killing fish so quickly that
“large ocean fish” stocks have been reduced to ten percent of their pre-industrial peak. This pace, which could
destroy every fishery in the world by 2048, isn’t just of interest to animal rights activists, as the fishing industry
plays a critical role in both feeding the world’s poor and the American economy. Marine ecologist Daniel Pauly goes
further, worrying that the effects of the “end of fish” on the ocean ecosystem could imperil its stability altogether,
undermining one of the central bases of life on earth.
INTERNET PRIVACY

We routinely put our vital information online without thinking, but it’s becoming increasingly unclear that such
information is protected from government and corporate spying. As products like Facebook become essential
services, tech companies are employing shady privacy and security procedures that make it very easy for data to be
leaked to third-party sources without your consent. Moreover, FBI and similar government agents can gain access
to private electronic information through national security surveillance powers.
AMERICA’S SECURITY STATE AND SHADOW WARS
Though Guantanamo Bay, the PATRIOT Act, and warrantless wiretapping were thought to be vestiges of the Bush
Administration in 2009, the Obama Administration hasn’t rolled them back, threatening to make the supposedly
emergency-only national security state a permanent institution. In recent years, the the security state at home has
been supplemented by an escalating shadow war against terrorist organizations in several countries around the
world, waged principally by Special Forces and a secretive drone program. These stepped-up counterterrorism
policies may be weakening al-Qaeda and associated movements, but it’s not clear if the potential costs in terms of
privacy violations, blowback, and deaths of innocent civilians are well understood, let alone worth it.
FACTORY FARMING
Several billion animals live and get killed on factory farms, concentrated animal-raising plants where sentient
creatures are forced to live their entire lives in tiny, often poorly maintained pens. The treatment of the pigs, cows,
and chickens on factory farms is horrific — the pens are so tight that animals develop sores, the stress of
confinement produces psychiatric disorders that result in self-harming behaviors like gnawing on metal bars, and
proprietors conduct painful, medically unnecessary tail amputations simply because they want to. Factory farming
also hurts humans; the “farms” are ideal breeding grounds for infectious diseases and do serious damage to the
local and global environment.
SEGREGATION BY RACE AND CLASS IN EDUCATION
Despite Brown v. Board of Education, there is a pronounced trend toward resegregation by race and class in
American schools. Poor students, especially black and Latino ones, are being shunted into a separate-but-unequal
school system while wealthy students attend parallel, superior institutions. The effect of this, as Chris Hayes
documents in his book Twilight of the Elites, is to create a self-perpetuating class cycle where the wealthy use their
advantage to secure that their children get access to the best possible schooling, making it significantly easier for
said children to become wealthy and successful and do the same for their kids. The less well off, by contrast, have
only very limited ability to break into the upper echelons of American society through education, helping to cement
broader trends toward inequality in the United States.
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“G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill”

“G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” by Lawrence Downes, New York Times
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://takingnote.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/19/g-o-p-blocks-veteran-jobs-bill/?smid=tw-share)
Veterans won’t be getting a new, billion-dollar jobs program, not from this Senate. Republicans on Wednesday
afternoon blocked a vote on the Veterans Job Corps Bill after Jeff Sessions of Alabama raised a point of order — he
said the bill violated a cap on spending agreed to by Congress last year. The bill’s sponsor, Patty Murray of
Washington, said that shouldn’t matter, since the bill’s cost was fully offset by new revenues. She said Mr. Sessions
and his party colleagues had been furiously generating excuses to oppose the bill, and were now exploiting a
technicality to deny thousands of veterans a shot at getting hired as police officers, firefighters and parks workers,
among other things.
The vote was 58-40; the bill needed 60 votes to proceed.

It would be easier to admire the Republicans’ late-breaking fiscal scrupulosity if their motives — denying the
Obama administration any kind of victory this year, whatever the cost to jobless vets — weren’t so transparent. It’s
probably useful to remind Republicans like John McCain (a “nay” on the jobs bill) that wounded, jobless and
homeless veterans aren’t a fact of nature. They’re a product of the wars that Congress members voted for, the war
debt they piled on, and the economy they helped ruin.
“It’s unbelievable that even after more than a decade of war, many Republicans still will not acknowledge that the
treatment of our veterans is a cost of war,” Ms. Murray said in a statement after the vote.
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Art

Re: “G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” (reply to SteveG, above)

It's called "screw the troops". When we say Defense we mean contracts for Lockheed Martin. GD etc.
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Pam

Re: “G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” (reply to SteveG, above)

This makes me want to choke a Republican!
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Pam

Re: “G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” (reply to Pam, above)

Disgraceful!
20120919-14

Re: “G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” (reply to Art, above)

Exactly.
Art, what are your thoughts on the Israel/Iran contretemps?
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Art

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Pam, above)

Mostly stupid. Short of using a Nuke, I do not see how Israel can significantly slow down the Iranian movement to
develop some sort of nuclear program. It is not just one above ground facility easy to reach and to hit. If they did
try something the Hezbollah in Lebanon will fire every rocket they have, and they have a lot. Egypt is no longer
constrained and while Syria may be distracted just now, neither side has any love for the Israelis. Finally if a first
strike does not work, Israel will have the wrath of every other nation in the region to deal with.
As for us, the last thing we need is another war in the ME. Bottom line is Iran may well get a Nuc. We'll just have to
learn to live with it. Pakistan has Nukes now. If later Iran did try to hit Israel with a Nuke, Iran will become a
glassed over desert with no one left alive. They know that.
So, while Netanyahu (Sp) keeps trying to push us into some sort of "no turn back" scenario, this Administration is
wisely telling him to go fly a kite. I don't think most Israelis support a first strike either.
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SteveG

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Art, above)

Heard an interview over the weekend that Iran has a dozen or so sights with nuclear capabilities and that to bomb
all would be next to impossible and would cause about 50,000 rockets to be headed in the direction of Israel. Did
read an article today talking about in August of this year there were 2 explosions of electrical power plants in Iran
knocking out the centrifuges at 2 places. All I have heard/read supports Art’s writing, but he does it better.
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Pam

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Art, above)

What is it with Netanyahu? His whole cabinet, military, and intelligence service are against a pre-emptive strike.
I'm not thrilled about Iran having nuclear weapons, but, as you say, there may be nothing we can do about it.
Surely the Iranians don't have a death wish. I heard someone recently (for the life of me I can't remember who)
say that during the Cold War, the Soviets and the Americans had some control over their client states and could
start and stop wars pretty much as they saw fit. There was a balance of power that doesn't really exist today. I'd
never thought about it that way before. Now, all these "little" countries are free to do whatever they want. This
may be a simplistic way of putting it, but it was something along those lines. It seems like our greatest threat is
lone wolves, like Netanyahu, who want to do everything their way, no matter what. Romney strikes me as another
one of those, but I can't imagine he can possibly be elected. Not now.
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SteveG

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Pam, above)

Our taking Iraq out has basically shifted the balance of power in the middle east and has let Iran get to the position
they are in. The Arab spring has also thrown the balance of power out of whack – Art will know more and better
than I do.
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Pam

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to SteveG, above)

Yeah. The Middle East was troublesome before, but isn't it worse now? I wonder who did that?
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SteveB

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to Pam, above)

Don’t you mean, “Who ‘built’ that”?
Pam, quit trying to blame everything on Mr. Obama!
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SteveB

Re: Israel & Iran (reply to SteveB, above)

LOL
20120919-01

Great College Courses for Free

https://www.coursera.org/
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Art

“A Digital Tool to Unlock Learning”

“A Digital Tool to Unlock Learning” by David Bornstein, New York Times
Sept 19, 2012, (http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/19/a-digital-tool-to-unlock-learning/)
(Solutions to social problems and why they work.)
When we think about education reform, we usually focus on teacher quality. The big battleground in education
revolves around holding teachers accountable for their performance. With all the focus on teachers, however, one
group that is often forgotten as a key learning resource are the students themselves.
One way to help students gain agency over their own education is through technology. Despite the Internet
revolution, the field of K-12 education has been relatively slow to respond to digital media. That’s why I paid a visit

last week to the site of a promising experiment in digital learning in New York: the Bea Fuller Rodgers Middle School
in Washington Heights.
Last year, CFY, a nonprofit organization, provided home computers (and arranged for discounted broadband
access) to every one of the sixth grade students in the school. (Almost all the school’s families are Hispanics who
qualify for the federal government’s free or reduced lunch program. Currently, half of all Hispanics in the United
States lack broadband.).
In addition, CFY provided a four-hour training for the students and their parents in a free Web-based platform CFY
developed called PowerMyLearning which contains 1,000 (soon to be 2,800) digital learning activities and games
from across the Web that have been carefully selected and categorized by teachers and education specialists.
Finally, CFY provided onsite training to the school’s sixth grade teachers in how to integrate PowerMyLearning into
their classrooms (practicing what educators call “blended learning.”)
Despite a November start, the program appears to have made a big difference especially for struggling students.
The school reports that the percentage of last year’s sixth graders with learning disabilities who met or exceeded
standards in math (testing at level 3 or 4) increased by 36 percent, while the percentage of students who had been
below standard (testing at level 1) decreased from 23 percent to zero.
These results are striking, but they have to be put into context. Bea Fuller Rodgers is a small school with about 20
teachers. It has a dynamic principal, Kristy De la Cruz, and some very caring and committed teachers. So it’s too
early to draw conclusions from the results. But what caught my attention was simply how excited and effusive
everyone was, including the students, about PowerMyLearning.
All of the teachers I spoke with admitted that they had had reservations when the platform was introduced to them.
Tristan Wright, a veteran teacher who teaches struggling students, had been wary of technology until she tried out
the platform one weekend with her 9-year-old daughter. Daniel Matta, a six year veteran who teaches math, said
his first reaction was: “Oh, no, not another thing. It won’t work.”
Now they both say that the digital learning not only increases student attention and engagement in school — a
finding that conforms with research (pdf, p. 37-42) — but has also encouraged students to take ownership of their
own learning and made it easier for teachers to differentiate instruction without embarrassing students. “After 12
years, it’s completely changed my experience as a teacher,” said Wright.
PowerMyLearning has hundreds of activities for each grade level that are linked to the Common Core State
Standards (which have been adopted by 45 states). Teachers assign “playlists” of activities to students based on
student needs; they can track what the students do at school and home. They also share data from performance
tests with students so they can guide their own learning as needed. (In the fall, parents will also be able to create
playlists.)
“We’ve found that the students want to know the reality,” explained the principal, Kristy De la Cruz. “They know
when they’re struggling and they want to know how to work on it. This blanket assumption that ‘I’m dumb in math’
has changed to ‘I need to practice fractions.’”
That’s exactly what Maria de Leon, a seventh grade student, did in partnership with her teacher. “I created my own
playlist,” she said. “Five activities for math and five for reading. Based on things that I needed help with.”
One of the biggest challenges teachers face is creating environments in which children feel safe to try out ideas.
When children are asked questions in class, it’s inherently stressful — like being on stage. When you learn from a
person you’re always conscious that that person is thinking about you. In his classic book, “How Children Fail,” John
Holt noted that, unlike toddlers who are undaunted experimenters, many children in grade school become more
concerned with avoiding embarrassment than learning new things.
After years of embarrassments or failures, some children grow so guarded they won’t even make eye contact with
teachers. That was a problem that Tristan Wright faced with one of her eighth grade students, who resisted her
efforts to connect. Then, one day earlier this year, she handed him a laptop opened to a math game that dealt with

the concept of slope. “The next thing, he was doing it,” she told me. “And then he started asking questions. He
showed up to my next session and we agreed that he could continue working with the computer. He still struggles
with effort, but it opened up a door. It changed our whole relationship.”
Another challenge for teachers like Wright is differentiating instruction for students at different levels without
stigmatizing them. Today, schools are being required to serve children with wide ranges of abilities and special
needs. The old way of differentiating instruction was to separate kids in groups or classes and assign different
exercises. No matter how the labels were disguised — you could call one group the Eagles and the other the
Falcons — the kids knew the difference.
Technology offers another path. For example, Wright had an eighth grader who had trouble with basic addition. “I
could never go to her and say, ‘Today we’re going to work on adding.’ It would just be devastating to her,” she
said. “With PowerMyLearning, I found I could assign her activities and she didn’t even know what skills she was
working on. She was just playing. And for the first time, she started to like math.”
“People aren’t going to believe me when I say this,” she added. “But when the kids are using technology, they don’t
care what other kids are doing. They’re just focused on the activity.” The students are less self-conscious, so they
try more experiments. If an answer is wrong, the computer gives feedback, and they can adjust — quite a different
experience from saying the wrong answer out loud. Technology offers students different ways to visualize
information. And students can continue working at home. “Sometimes the teacher doesn’t explain it to you as well
as a computer,” added Lisa Lora, a seventh grade student. “And there are no interruptions. No one is shouting
answers. You can concentrate and go at your own pace.”
Often, the students work in groups, rotating from station to station. As students figure things out they’ll show their
partners. “They don’t even realize they’re teaching each other,” said Wright. “It just comes out organically.”
CFY was founded by Elisabeth Stock in 1999, when Google was a year old, Internet access was dial-up, and the
“digital divide” was emerging as a serious educational problem. The organization began by concentrating on helping
low-income students do better in school by improving their learning environment at home. Since then, the
organization has provided home computers and training to kids and parents in 50,000 families in five cities. An
independent study (pdf) in 2007 reported that its approach led to significant increases in students’ math scores. In
recent years, the organization has moved to deepen its work in the classroom.
Stock, a social entrepreneur and an engineer with degrees from M.I.T., decided to target sixth grade because
research indicated that it is a pivotal year in a child’s development. “It’s the age where children are starting to push
away from their parents but also they’re still young enough that when you say, ‘You did a great job on your test,
they blush,’” she explained. “It’s the age where school becomes more rigorous and if kids fall behind, it’s a predictor
of them dropping out.”
De la Cruz said that because a parent or guardian in each family receives training in PowerMyLearning at the
beginning of the school year, it leads to more conversations about education at home. Kids and parents play games
together. A survey three months after the start of the program found that average television watching had declined
an hour a day. “The parents are very aware that their children love technology and use it every day,” said De la
Cruz. “And they want to know how their children are using it and how to support it.”
Over the past decade, this need has grown more pressing as a new gap has opened up: the “time wasting” gap. As
technology and broadband continue to spread, and educational software products proliferate, not enough effort has
gone into packaging and delivering free high quality online learning activities that teachers, parents and students
from low-income or low-education backgrounds find accessible and engaging.
That means activities that children can use for different learning issues without direct adult support, that work for
different learning styles (e.g., games, visualizations and simulations, not just videos), material that is accurate and
teaches concepts, that is adaptive, that supports group learning and children with special language needs, and
doesn’t assume that families have up to date computers. Those were some of the requirements for
PowerMyLearning when it was launched in 2010. “We wanted to build something that was flexible, that teachers at

different levels of comfort and expertise could take advantage of, that treated them as professionals, and at the
same time was really engaging for the students,” said Stock.
This year, the Gates, Broad and Kellogg foundations invested $7 million to build up and spread the platform so that
it can be used by schools across the country. CFY will be expanding its intensive school partnership program to
eight or nine schools this year and will be reducing its costs per school so that the program can be scaled further.
In the meantime, any student, parent or teacher can use PowerMyLearning for free.
“I used to think I would fail math,” said Juan Guzmán, a seventh grade student, who loves playing a baseball math
game. “Sometimes teachers would go too fast for me. But I like PowerMyLearning because I can take a break if I
get tired.”
“The main thing is that it feels like I’m not in school,” he added. “I’m just playing a game. But then when I finish I
realize that I learned something. It’s weird.”
“Yeah,” added Maria de Leon: “I never thought that fun could go with learning.”
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Pam

Re: “A Digital Tool to Unlock Learning” (reply to Art, above)

This is great. Mark's Stanford alumni magazine came yesterday, and it has an article about how Stanford is getting
into online learning in a big way. We really are in the midst of huge change. I think it's pretty exciting.
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Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #6
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Photo: Ft. Knox Gold

http://endgametime.wordpress.com/fort-knox-counterfiet-gold/

—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 Lion and the Mouse
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 21, 2012)

I’m sure you know Mitt R0mney made some remarks recently indicating that he believes half of America (guess
which half?) is a bunch of lazy, good-for-nothing moochers. They are no concern of his.
All those old widows collecting Social Security they and/or their husbands paid into for decades, often when they
had very little money. All the Veterans too disabled to work. All the skilled construction workers, sidelined by the big
banks’ bubble, leaving nothing to construct. The former factory workers whose jobs were lost to the slave factories
of the Orient because of high finance’s decisions. People down on their luck. Pregnant mothers with little children.
All dismissed by R0mney. Not his people. Maybe he thinks he’s too good for them (us).
What the heck class did this elitist miss? I guess the American Right is more familiar with the likes of Ayn Rand than
the great literature of the world. After all, what could a foreigner know? They don’t seem to have read even the

great humanizing literature of America—Huckleberry Finn, The Scarlet Letter, Sister Carrie, Moby Dick, and so much
more—books that teach humility and the reasons for the necessity of respect, the nobility of the common man.
Books that aid and abet empathy. If they have read, they have not absorbed what they have read. Art has been
wasted upon them. Even when they read their Bible, they parse the true teachings of their Christ.
And I am reminded of Aesop’s famous fable of the Lion and the Mouse. R0mney, Ryan, Bachmann, Fox News, and
Palin, etc., don’t need to wade through War and Peace or Shakespeare (there’s an hilarious idea), they could read
something so simple that even a child can read to learn valuable lessons in life.
Let me show you what I mean…
“The Lion and the Mouse” by Aesop, retold by Rohini Chowdhury, not FOX News
A long time ago, (http://www.longlongtimeago.com/llta_fables_lionmouse.html)
Once, as a lion lay sleeping in his den, a naughty little mouse ran up his tail, and onto his back and up his mane
and danced and jumped on his head so that the lion woke up.
The lion grabbed the mouse and, holding him in his large claws, roared in anger. 'How dare you wake me up! Don't
you know that I am King of the Beasts? Anyone who disturbs my rest deserves to die! I shall kill you and eat you!'
The terrified mouse, shaking and trembling, begged the lion to let him go. 'Please don't eat me Your Majesty! I did
not mean to wake you, it was a mistake. I was only playing. Please let me go - and I promise I will be your friend
forever. Who knows but one day I could save your life?'
The lion looked at the tiny mouse and laughed. 'You save my life? What an absurd idea!' he said scornfully. 'But you
have made me laugh, and put me into a good mood again, so I shall let you go.' And the lion opened his claws and
let the mouse go free.
'Oh thank you, your majesty,' squeaked the mouse, and scurried away as fast as he could.
A few days later the lion was caught in a hunter's snare. Struggle as he might, he couldn't break free and became
even more entangled in the net of ropes. He let out a roar of anger that shook the forest. Every animal heard it,
including the tiny mouse.
'My friend the lion is in trouble,' cried the mouse. He ran as fast as he could in the direction of the lion's roar, and
soon found the lion trapped in the hunter's snare. 'Hold still, Your Majesty,' squeaked the mouse. 'I'll have you out
of there in a jiffy!' And without further delay, the mouse began nibbling through the ropes with his sharp little teeth.
Very soon the lion was free.
'I did not believe that you could be of use to me, little mouse, but today you saved my life,' said the lion humbly.
'It was my turn to help you, Sire,' answered the mouse.
Even the weak and small may be of help to those much mightier than themselves.
Now, I know I risk the danger of losing my readers from the Right, but I hope they will bear with us as I give them
the bad news that we cannot interpret Aesop’s tale literally. We must look at it symbolically, right? I mean, for one
thing, animals can’t talk or really think logically like the mouse and lion do in the story. That doesn’t mean it’s a
stupid story, it just means that it’s like the Bible, especially the Old Testament of the Jewish faith. Symbolism.
I see the lion as the rich and powerful of society. The kings of our “jungle”. They can do pretty much anything they
want, whenever they want—go to the Cayman Islands, install car elevators in their fancy garages, run for President.
They run the show.

The mouse represents the poor and middle classes.
All creatures, all people have dignity and deserve respect. Everyone is important. We are in this together and no
man stands alone. We are interdependent. The lessons are so simple, true, and obvious.
The rich depend on the poor and middle class to work, save, pay taxes, consume, and not to take to the streets in a
destructive rage. The lower classes seem willing to shoulder this burden (though they are called lazy bums), but
now the rich say they want to weasel out of their part of the bargain, abdicate their membership in humanity, and
take the whole pie. The lower classes are sh*t and are on their own.
It certainly turned out well for the lion that he did not have a similar attitude. His largess with the mouse was paid
back many times over, just as money in the hands of the lower class is turned over many times, generating wealth
for all, whereas the money of the rich sits offshore in the Cayman Islands, or invested in some Chinese sweat-shop,
out of the reach of our society.
What’s really happening in America, now and for some time passed, is that so much wealth has been sucked to the
top from the lower classes, they can’t necessarily support themselves or consume, to the point that the economy is
faltering.
I believe the evidence that has appeared in our FotM Newsletter proves this contention. I would welcome a debate
from anyone. Maybe somebody who’d like to take my $10,000 bet that R0mney is going to lose the election?
In the meantime, please buy a book, maybe a children’s book, for any Republican you know and encourage her or
him to READ! Better yet, forward the FotM Newsletter to them!
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SteveB

Fw: CREDO Action Action: Deadline Monday: Tell the EPA to Save the
Bees!

from CREDO Action:

The sudden bee die-off known as colony collapse has claimed about 30% of the U.S. honey bee population each
year since 2006.
Scientists believe the pesticide clothianidin is at least partially to blame, but twice in the last year, the EPA has
refused to intervene to review the pesticide's safety.
If we don't convince the EPA to reconsider, it will not review clothianidin again until 2018. By then it could be too
late for the bees, and the one third of our food crops that bees play a crucial role in pollinating.
The EPA is currently accepting public comments on its latest decision not to declare bee die-offs an emergency
situation and suspend the use of clothianidin. Now is a crucial moment to make our voices heard for the bees.
Tell the EPA: Stop stalling. Ban the pesticide that's killing bees. Submit a public comment to the EPA now.
The science of colony collapse is complex, but increasingly scientists are pointing to the class of pesticides known as
neonicotinoids — which includes clothianidin — as a major causal factor.1
The pesticide, which is used to treat seeds like corn and canola, expresses itself through the plants' pollen and
nectar — the honey bees favorite sources of food. Neonicotinoid pesticides are relatively new, and their use
coincides with the rise of colony collapse.
Astonishingly, clothianidin was approved by the EPA based on virtually no scientific study. 2 Yet the EPA continues to
allow its use.
Now, a group of senators have joined the call, writing a letter urging the EPA that waiting until 2018 to again review
clothianidin and other neonicotinoids will be too late.3
There is no time to waste. Please submit a comment now urging the EPA to immediately suspend approval of
clothianidin to protect honey bees and our food system:
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/epa_bees_stalling/.
Thanks for taking action for the bees, and safe food. —Elijah Zarlin, Campaign Manager
Sources:
1

"Pesticides and Honey Bees: State of the Science," Pesticide Action Network North America

2

"Leaked document shows EPA allowed bee-toxic pesticide despite own scientists' red flags," Grist, 12/10/10

3

"Gillibrand Calls for Expedited Review of Harmful Pesticides to Protect Honey Bee Health," Senator Kristin Gillibrand
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Re: “G.O.P. Blocks Veteran Jobs Bill” (reply to all, FotM Newsletter #231)

Screw the troops…
This pretty well illustrates the Republican position on soldiers. I guess all that patriotic verbage about support for
Defense and protecting the country really means support for Lockheed Martin, GD and the other big defense
contractors. I guess I should have titled this "Screw the Country". Anything to defeat a proposal by the political
opposition. Outrageous.
20120920-03
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From the Right: “Deciphering Mitt Romney's '47 Percent' Blunder”

“Deciphering Mitt Romney's '47 Percent' Blunder” by Rich Lowry, Politico
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81420.html?hp=l3)
The best defense of Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney’s instantly notorious “47 percent” remarks at a
May fundraiser is that he made a bad point badly.
Romney mixed up three separate groups of people: the roughly half the country that will inevitably support
President Barack Obama, the half that doesn’t pay federal income taxes and the half that receives government
benefits. Then he declared them all a collective lost cause. He will never win them over, or convince them to take
responsibility for their lives. Next question.
In reality, these are three distinct groups. Many Obama supporters are rich. Indeed, we can be fairly certain all the
attendees at the president’s fundraiser with Beyoncé and Jay-Z in New York City the other day have hefty tax bills.
Meanwhile, many of Romney’s supporters — especially the elderly — don’t pay federal income taxes and receive
government benefits.
As a political scientist, Romney is an excellent former governor of Massachusetts.
Romney didn’t come up with this construct on his own, however. On taxes, he was repeating a conservative talking
point about the perils of 47 percent of the people not paying federal income taxes — though to be precise, 46.4
percent of “tax units” don’t pay income taxes, according to the Tax Policy Center. Romney took this line of
argument and blundered his way through it.
George Will says Romney speaks conservatism as a second language. At times, he sounds like the English-speaking
German in a World War II movie who’s infiltrated American lines and is asked who won the World Series. Even if he
memorized the answer, he sure as hell can’t tell you anything about Stan Musial.
But the point Romney messed up isn’t particularly convincing to begin with — though it has been made by serious
conservatives, like Romney’s own running mate Wisconsin Rep. Paul Ryan . The argument is that if people aren’t
paying federal income taxes, they are essentially freeloaders who will vote themselves more government benefits
knowing that they don’t have to pay for them.
As my colleague Ramesh Ponnuru has pointed out, there’s no evidence for this dynamic. It is true that the number
of people without a federal income tax liability is up — it was just 28 percent in 1950. It is mainly the poor, seniors
and lower-income families with children who don’t owe income taxes. The poor lean heavily Democratic, but that’s
always been so. Seniors, meanwhile, have been swinging Republican, and there’s no indication that families with
children are becoming more liberal.
Many workers who don’t pay federal income tax pay other taxes, including the payroll tax. Just 18 percent of tax
filers escape both the income and payroll tax. People who aren’t paying income tax don’t think of themselves as

freeloading “takers.” An April Gallup Poll found more discontent with taxes among people making less than $30,000
than any other income group. Fifty percent said they pay too much, though the vast majority has no federal
income-tax liability.
The deeper problem with the “47 percent” argument is that it is right-wing Elizabeth Warrenism. It reflects the
belief that federal income taxes are an expression of our togetherness. If you aren’t paying them — or aren’t paying
enough — you are a subcitizen.
Rep. Michele Bachmann (R-Minn.) says everyone should pay federal taxes, even if it’s “the price of two Happy Meals
a year, $10.” Texas Gov. Rick Perry has said it’s an “injustice” that more people don’t pay income taxes. Warren
wants to tax rich people as a statement of our patriotic commitment to one another; some conservatives apparently
want to tax poor people and seniors for the same reason.
How does this look in the real world? If a couple earning $35,000 with two kids has no income tax liability thanks to
various exemptions, deductions and credits (the child tax credit has been especially important in removing families
from the rolls), how much should we tax them to get them to shape up and fly right? How much do they have to
fork over to the Internal Revenue Service to learn a lesson in basic civics?
This line of argument represents a backdoor return to Country Club Republicanism, with the approval of part of the
Republican base. Fear of the creation of a class of “takers” can slide into disdain for people who are too poor — or
have too many kids or are too old — to pay their damn taxes. For a whiff of how politically unattractive this point of
view can be, just look at the Romney fundraising video.
There is a separate problem of the growth of government, since roughly half of all households now receive benefits.
Unreconstructed entitlements risk tanking the economy. Welfare traps people in dependency. Means-tested benefits
like food stamps are creeping up the income scale. And the work ethic is eroding — especially among men without
college degrees.
An alternative vision, not just a recitation of the president’s economic failures, should be at the center of Romney’s
campaign. He needs to make the case for it cogently and consistently, with the fundamental American value of
aspiration always in mind.
We’re still waiting.
(Rich Lowry is editor of National Review.)
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“Romney Loses Ground in New State Polls”& “Romney Plunges in Key
States”

Gee…I wonder why?
“Romney Loses Ground in New State Polls” by Janet Hook, Wall Street Journal
Sept. 20, 2012,
(http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10000872396390444165804578008662614263532.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
Mitt Romney's path to the White House is getting ever narrower as a new round of polls shows him lagging in Iowa,
Colorado and Wisconsin—three states where he had hoped to find new stepping stones to an Electoral College
majority.
In Iowa, President Barack Obama has opened a 50% to 42% lead among likely voters in a Wall Street
Journal/NBC/Marist poll, just four months after Marist found the two candidates in a dead heat.

Mr. Romney has been trying to make a serious contest of Wisconsin, home state of his running mate Rep. Paul
Ryan, but the new poll found…
Contine reading at the Wall Street Journal…
“Romney Plunges in Key States” by The Daily Beast
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/cheats/2012/09/20/romney-plunges-in-key-states.html)
There’s more bad news for the Romney campaign as a new Wall Street Journal/NBC/Marist poll reveals he is falling
behind in Iowa, Colorado and Wisconsin—places he had hoped to gain a foothold. In Iowa, Obama leads by eight
points (50-42), just four months after the two were neck and neck in the state. Independent voters there favor
Obama by a 10-point margin. Romney had been trying to bring Wisconsin, the home state of his running mate, Paul
Ryan, into play, but the poll found he is trailing there 50 to 45 percent.
(Two other polls also gave Obama the lead in Wisconsin: http://www.jsonline.com/news/statepolitics/three-newpolls-show-obama-leading-romney-in-wisconsin-tt6uhuj-170588626.html.)
Other recent polls show Romney’s prospects are dimming in critical battleground states like Florida, Virginia and
Ohio.
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Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

There's precedent for it.
They do it sometimes, if there's an interesting ingredient in short supply.
A duplicate of the Bistro menu-card appeared at the station: alongside the expected card with "Creole Shrimp" at
the top was a companion card, "Creole Frog Legs".
I'm conflicted on frog legs (of course), as the little guys are so doggone cute, and fighting a tough fight. But since
frog legs are almost always farmed, and therefore sustainable, and have no impact on wild populations, and since I
haven't had frog legs for nearly ten years... it became an easy choice.
Contrary to the cliché, they don't taste like chicken. Well, maybe they do, but they are most obviously something
else. In color, frog legs look like chicken breast meat, but with the glossier sheen of dark meat. But they are
neither: lighter, softer, very much more tender, frog legs have a slightly sweeter flavor than chicken, with a subtle
flavor that is more like a cross between very fresh fish and chicken thigh, than chicken breast, but with a very
smooth, simple texture. Springy, but soft and very, very tender. I had eight pairs of legs (I think), which varied
substantially in size.
I am no expert on frog legs and their preparation, but with zero toughness, and zero stringiness, and an impeccably
smooth texture, I have to guess that they must have been about spot-on. The meat stripped easily from the bones
just by pulling the limb across my teeth, which is a darned good thing, since I had a book in my left hand. This
could be the single the single most potentially messy meal I've eaten in years, but with a few extra napkins, I kept
it under control.
The Creole sauce was zesty without being completely fiery, also a good thing given the mild flavor of frog legs;
there were large chunks of chayote squash, bell peppers, purple onion, and eggplant. All of these were cooked
wonderfully: the onion was partly transparent, sweet, and crunchy; the chayote squash was firm but not chewy.
The eggplant, a vegetable I normally abhor, was actually quite OK, as it was firm and toothsome, and in the spicy
Creole sauce, not particularly conspicuous. The Gouda grits underneath were delicious, and I am not a grits guy at
all.

A yummy meal, just right for me today:

Creole Frog Legs over Smoked Gouda Grits

20120920-05

14:36

SteveG

“Meet the 40 Senate Republicans Who Betrayed Veterans by Killing $1
Billion in Jobs”

“Meet the 40 Senate Republicans Who Betrayed Veterans by Killing $1 Billion in Jobs” by Jason Easley, Politicus USA
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.politicususa.com/meet-40-senate-republicans-betrayed-veterans-killing-1-billionjobs.html)
Forty Republican members of the United States Senate betrayed veterans today when decided that denying
President Obama a victory was more important than spending $1 billion to create jobs for vets.
The Veterans Job Corps Act of 2012 would have spent $1 billion over five years to put veterans to work tending to
federal lands, and in the nation’s police and fire departments. Sen. Patty Murray (D-WA) based her plan of FDR’s
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), but Republicans opposed the bill because they said there is no proof that it
would work.
Republican Sen. Tom Coburn claimed that there is no evidence that jobs for vets will work, “What we have is a bill
that’s brought to the floor that has good intentions behind but shows the absolute laziness of congress in terms of
really digging things out. issued their duplication report on the job training programs for veterans, four of them do
exactly the same thing. None of them have a metric. So we don’t know if they’re working, and we haven’t held a
hearing to find out if they’re working. But what are we doing?”
It doesn’t matter to most Senate Republicans that the CCC put 2.5 million people to work. When confronted with an
actual jobs program for America’s vets, including the 220,000 who served in Iraq and Afghanistan, the majority of
Republicans claimed the plan, which was already offset, was too expensive.

Sen. Jeff Sessions (R-AL) claimed that the bill would have pushed the VA over its spending limits, and gave forty
Republicans a reason to vote no on jobs for vets.
The good news is that five Senate Republicans didn’t join with their party. Sen. Scott Brown (MA), Dean Heller (NV)
Lisa Murkowski (AK), and Maine’s Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe all voted with the Democrats, but in the end
the bill fell two votes short of clearing the procedural hurdle, and died in the Senate.
Here are the 40 Republicans who voted to keep America’s veterans unemployed:
Alexander (R-TN), Ayotte (R-NH), Barrasso (R-WY), Blunt (R-MO), Boozman (R-AR), Burr (R-NC), Chambliss (R-GA),
Coats (R-IN), Coburn (R-OK), Cochran (R-MS), Corker (R-TN), Cornyn (R-TX), Crapo (R-ID), DeMint (R-SC), Enzi (RWY), Graham (R-SC), Grassley (R-IA), Hatch (R-UT), Hoeven (R-ND), Hutchison (R-TX), Isakson (R-GA), Johanns
(R-NE), Johnson (R-WI), Kyl (R-AZ), Lee (R-UT), Lugar (R-IN), McCain (R-AZ), McConnell (R-KY), Moran (R-KS),
Paul (R-KY), Portman (R-OH), Risch (R-ID), Roberts (R-KS), Rubio (R-FL), Sessions (R-AL), Shelby (R-AL), Thune
(R-SD), Toomey (R-PA), Vitter (R-LA), Wicker (R-MS).
Mark Kirk and James Inhofe did not vote.
If any two of the Republicans on this list would have decided to put our veterans first, this bill would have moved
forward. Instead, Senate Republicans thanked veterans by denying them jobs.
Senate Republican leaders actually fled from the media and refused to take questions at their weekly press
conference today. If you are represented by one of these senators, take the time to attend one of their events and
ask them why they don’t want veterans to have jobs.
Between Mitt Romney’s secret videotape and today’s Republican Senate vote, it is clear where the Republican Party
stands. I guess our returning veterans are also part of the deadbeat 47%, and the Republican Party decided to
honor our obligation to those who served their country by denying them access to employment.
If this is what Republicans consider patriotism, I don’t want to be their kind of patriot. Our veterans deserve better,
and our nation’s deserves better leadership than this.
Only 48 more days until we get to go to the polls and vote for candidates who truly do support our troops.
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Art

Re: “Meet the 40 Senate Republicans Who Betrayed Veterans by Killing $1
Billion in Jobs” (reply to SteveG, above)

Just so we know who to hold accountable. Remember, the watchword is "Screw the Troops".
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Out of Town

Beckie and I are headed out for about a month effective Saturday. Long planned trip to Turkey. Timing could have
been a little better, but life's an adventure. Not sure how good communication will be, but if I am not up much. it is
not because I don't care.
Keep up the good fight. I can't help but think it is because of people like you that we are seeing the tide turn.
20120920-08
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Pam

Re: Out of Town (reply to Art, above)

We'll miss you. Stay safe.
20120920-09
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SteveB

Re: Out of Town (reply to Art, above)

Have a great and safe trip! We are going to want to hear all about it, of course!
Take care.
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Re: Out of Town (reply to all, above)

Craig

Video: Jukejoint Handmedowns

Getting help packing:
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Hey everybody,
Please check out this YouTube animation that our bass player, Tim Foley, put together. We have entered this
original song in this year's ArtPrize. It makes me smile.
You can see details of all of our upcoming shows at: http://www.jukejointhandmedowns.com/.
Video: “(not a big one) Jukejoint Handmedowns ArtPrize Entry” by Tim Foley (and the band)
Sept. 20, 2012 (http://youtu.be/erqjxnNEsu8).
Animated music video for the song '(not a big one)' by the Jukejoint Handmedowns. This song has been entered in
the 2012 song competition for ArtPrize in Grand Rapids and can be voted on by registering online and/or visiting St.
Cecilia's during the week of Sept. 19-29 2012. Our voting code is 53301 and the official entry site is here:
http://www.artprize.org/tim-foley/2012/not-a-big-one.
[I highly recommend you all give this a listen. You’ll be happy you did. –SteveB]
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“Empty Chair 'Lynchings': Anti-Obama Protests Gone Too Far?”

If true – sad and scary…
“Empty Chair 'Lynchings': Anti-Obama Protests Gone Too Far?” by James Eng, ABC News

Sept. 20, 2012, (http://usnews.nbcnews.com/_news/2012/09/20/13989510-empty-chair-lynchings-anti-obamaprotests-gone-too-far?lite)

A folding chair and an American flag hang from a tree in front of a home in northwest Austin, Texas.
At least two recent incidents in which empty chairs were hung from trees by rope have critics decrying what they
say are racially offensive displays meant to symbolize the “lynching” of President Barack Obama.
In Austin, Texas, a homeowner hung an empty folding chair from a tree branch in front of his house and later
attached an American flag to it. He reportedly told a Democratic political blogger who said she had concerns, “You
can take it and go straight to hell and take Obama with you.”
In Centreville, Va., an empty chair with a sign reading “Nobama” was strung from a tree in or near a park. “In
short, this appears to be a crude metaphor for the lynching of President Obama,” wrote the blogger who posted the
photo.
The image of an empty chair has been associated with Obama ever since Clint Eastwood’s headline-grabbing, nonconformist speech at the Republican National Convention three weeks ago in Tampa, Fla. The 82-year-old actordirector talked to an empty chair as if the Democratic president were sitting in it, criticizing and mocking the
“invisible Obama” for 12 minutes.
“When somebody doesn't do the job, you've got to let them go," Eastwood said before making a throat-slashing
gesture.
In Austin, Katherine Haenschen, editor of Burnt Orange Report, a Texas liberal-leaning political blog, said someone
forwarded her a photo this week of an empty folding chair hanging from a tree in front of a home in the city’s
northwest. A few days later the homeowner apparently added a small American flag to the display, according to a
picture taken by a neighbor and forwarded to Haenschen on Thursday. (Picture above.)
Haenschen said she called the man who she said lives in the home with his wife on Wednesday night to express her
concerns about the display. Here’s what she said he told her:

He replied, and I quote, ‘I don't really give a damn whether it disturbs you or not. You can take [your
concerns] and go straight to hell and take Obama with you. I don't give a [expletive]. If you don't like it,
don't come down my street.’
NBC News tried reaching out to the man for comment, but a telephone message left Thursday morning was not
returned.
Haenschen said the display has apparently caused “great consternation” in the neighborhood.
“There are other neighbors up there who are Republicans who find this as offensive as anybody else does,”
Haenschen told NBC News.
“Someone always wants to say, 'you’re making a big deal out of it, it’s just a chair.' But I don’t see how you can
dismiss the racial message of lynching a symbol of the first African-American president. It’s really tough for me to
see how folks might, after the Eastwood speech, not view this as a racially charged message and a symbol of a
threat to the president’s life.”
Rosemary Edwards, chairwoman of the Travis County Republican Party in Austin, said she was not aware of the
display. She said if anything racial is suggested by the display, it would be "deplorable."
In Virginia, a photo posted on Tuesday on Blue Virginia, a Democratic-leaning political blog, shows an empty chair
with a handmade "Nobama" sign strung from a tree by a rope.

A chair with an anti-Obama slogan hangs from a tree in Centreville, Va.
The blogger, who goes by the username “lowkell,” said photos of the display were taken with a cellphone by
someone who was leaving the KORUS festival, an annual gathering organized by a local Korean-American
association, at Bull Run Regional Park in Centreville over the weekend.
“Obviously, it's beyond grotesque (it also boggles my mind that this was allowed to be put up, let alone to stay up,
at a festival presumably visited by thousands of people - wtf?),” lowkell wrote.
Lowkell told NBC News the photo was forwarded to him by a source who "wants to remain anonymous."

The display was on private property neighboring the park, a park official told the Centreville Patch. The park is
about eight miles from Centreville High School, where Obama appeared at a campaign rally in July. It was not
known who put up the display.
The Secret Service said it was looking into the empty chair incidents. "The Secret Service is aware of this and will
conduct appropriate followup," spokesman Brian Leary told NBC News.
Lynching, the killing of people, usually by hanging or shooting, by mobs who take the law into their own hands,
occurred most frequently in the U.S. from the late 1800s through the 1950s. Most of the lynchings took place in the
South, and most of the victims were black.
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Pam

Re: “Empty Chair 'Lynchings': Anti-Obama Protests Gone Too Far?” (reply
to SteveG, above)

I know of a lady, now deceased, whose entire family was lost in the Holocaust, not her parents, but all the rest of
her relatives. No one in her family ever talked about what had happened. My friend is researching a her story and
writing a novel about it. Some years ago, my friend was semi-in charge of a dorm, ie., residential college, filled
with mostly smart, sometimes nerdy kids, but the top floor was taken over by a crew from New Jersey who were off
the hook. They referred to themselves as "the posse." My friend took her mother and her best friend, the Jewish
lady, on a tour of the dorm and explained that one entire floor was basically under the control of a bunch of louts
who didn't care about anyone or anything. The Jewish lady, who my friend didn't know at the time was Jewish,
took my friend's chin in her hand, looked straight into her eyes, and said, "There's always a posse."
The cretins who "lynch" chairs are part of that posse. They are always lurking, waiting, and hoping to intimidate
the "smart kids" and the "nerds" because it makes them feel in control. Deep down they are terrified, and what
scares them most of all is letting anyone know they are afraid. So they bluster and threaten, and their stomachs
churn, and their heart rates rise, and they chew their pillow at night. They are hollow and corrupt, and they are
dangerous, like a venomous snake is dangerous. I've been trying for a long time to understand evil, and I think I'm
beginning to. Some people, for whatever reason, are so consumed by envy, rage, a sense of victimization, and a
feeling of helplessness that the only recourse they see to redeem their withered egos is by scaring the shit out of
others. Most people aren't like this, thank god, but the few who are are like a virus that can bring down a healthy
body. It doesn't take many because their effects are so lethal. Just look at the Middle East.
20120920-16
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Re: “Empty Chair 'Lynchings'…” (reply to Pam, above)

Your friend is right, there is always a posse.
I have a hard time, a real hard time with the hanging of the chairs. In the mid 80’s or so we were living in Terre
Haute, Jason I believe was in elementary school. We were by 25th and Wabash, heading north on 25th was a KKK
parade.
Somehow, being naïve, prior to 2008 I had thought as a country we had progressed further as a civil society. As
time has progressed beyond 2008 I don’t think we are much beyond the 60’s and have little hope that we progress.
With a heavy heart I say maybe tomorrow will be different.
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“Marijuana & Cancer: Scientists Find Cannabis Compound Stops
Metastasis in Aggressive Cancers”

“Marijuana and Cancer: Scientists Find Cannabis Compound Stops Metastasis in Aggressive Cancers” by Robin
Wilkey, Huffington Post

Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/19/marijuana-andcancer_n_1898208.html?utm_hp_ref=mostpopular)
A pair of scientists at California Pacific Medical Center in San Francisco has found that a compound derived from
marijuana could stop metastasis in many kinds of aggressive cancer, potentially altering the fatality of the disease
forever.
"It took us about 20 years of research to figure this out, but we are very excited," said Pierre Desprez, one of the
scientists behind the discovery, to The Huffington Post. "We want to get started with trials as soon as possible."
The Daily Beast first reported on the finding, which has already undergone both laboratory and animal testing, and
is awaiting permission for clinical trials in humans.
Desprez, a molecular biologist, spent decades studying ID-1, the gene that causes cancer to spread. Meanwhile,
fellow researcher Sean McAllister was studying the effects of Cannabidiol, or CBD, a non-toxic, non-psychoactive
chemical compound found in the cannabis plant. Finally, the pair collaborated, combining CBD and cells containing
high levels of ID-1 in a petri dish.
"What we found was that his Cannabidiol could essentially 'turn off' the ID-1," Desprez told HuffPost. The cells
stopped spreading and returned to normal.
"We likely would not have found this on our own," he added. "That's why collaboration is so essential to scientific
discovery."
Desprez and McAllister first published a paper about the finding in 2007. Since then, their team has found that CBD
works both in the lab and in animals. And now, they've found even more good news.
"We started by researching breast cancer," said Desprez. "But now we've found that Cannabidiol works with many
kinds of aggressive cancers--brain, prostate--any kind in which these high levels of ID-1 are present."
Desprez hopes that clinical trials will begin immediately.
"We've found no toxicity in the animals we've tested, and Cannabidiol is already used in humans for a variety of
other ailments," he said. Indeed, the compound is used to relieve anxiety and nausea, and, since it is nonpsychoactive, does not cause the "high" associated with THC.
While marijuana advocates will surely praise the discovery, Desprez explained that it's not so easy as just lighting
up.
"We used injections in the animal testing and are also testing pills," he said. "But you could never get enough
Cannabidiol for it to be effective just from smoking."
Furthermore, the team has started synthesizing the compound in the lab instead of using the plant in an effort to
make it more potent.
"It's a common practice," explained Desprez. "But hopefully it will also keep us clear of any obstacles while seeking
approval."
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Photo: ‘…the Mother of Invention’ #7
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Photo: Lynching Time

http://www.legendsofamerica.com/ah-lynching.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
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Evil Corporations
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 24, 2012)
If there is one thing Republicans seem to believe about big corporations, it’s that they treat people and humanity
much better than big government does. Not according to common sense or these movies:
“9 Movies with Evil Corporations That Want to Destroy Humanity” by Julianne Escobedo Shepherd, AlterNet
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/9-movies-evil-corporations-want-destroy-humanity)
(Sometimes art imitates life, even just a little bit.)

A terrible virus is unleashed by an evil corporation that turns humans and animals into voracious zombies: it's a plot
point so popular with Americans that the Resident Evil franchise has released a fifth movie based on the premise, in
theaters now. It's already leading at the box office ($21 million this weekend) and will likely remain wildly popular
(it's made upwards of $100 million worldwide, per film), thanks to its star, Milla Jovovich, and its ability to crossover
into horror, sci-fi, gaming, and Maxim audiences.
But its righteous storyline about protagonist Alice (Jovovich) struggling to save humanity against corporate global
takeover in a near future has its own resonance. Distrust of corporations is steadily increasing around the
world, according to the 2012 Edelman Trust Barometer, with business distrust reaching its lowest
point in 10 years. The concept that a big evil corporation would do something irresponsible enough to decimate
the population is not that farfetched considering some of the disasters we've seen in the past few years (BP's giant
oil spill, the housing crisis) and films in which corporations are responsible for unspeakable horrors play on our
fears. More often than not, they're redemption stories, the protagonist triumphing over some dastardly deed, and
sometimes they're even based in truth—though usually the documentaries on this list have less than perfect
endings.
Here are nine films in which a corporation does something horrible to humanity (and occasionally prevails).
1. The Corporation
This is sort of ground-zero of the psychology of it all, a documentary that's just as eerie and terrifying as any of the
science fiction films on this list. Legendarily, the film applied tenets of psychiatry to corporations as though their
behavior is that of a person, which they are, legally speaking. The result: corporate behavior as analyzed by criteria
from the DSM-IV diagnoses such well-known entities as the Coca-Cola Corporation and IBM as bona fide
psychopaths, due to their lack of concern for the well-being of people, expunging of responsibility for their actions,
and lack of guilt for any of it. The corporations featured in this documentary have unleashed horrors upon the
population, from assisting the Nazis in genocide (IBM) to privatizing a poor country's water supply (Bechtel
Corporation, in Boliva). So this film is a good primer for the pathos that makes Americans so transfixed by movies
that depict outsized corporations doing unspeakable things to us—because the real corporations are so stealth, we
need something tangible on which to affix our anxieties.
2. Coma
The 1978, Michael Crichton-directed film (based on the novel of the same name by Robin Cook) plays on the
terrifically scary idea that our healthcare providers might be worse than incompetent, they might be evil. When
patients at a large hospital in Boston who go in for minor procedures start ending up in comas, one doctor begins to
get suspicious, particularly when her best friend is one of those patients. After some investigative work, she
discovers that a shadow corporate entity behind the hospital, the Jefferson Institute, is behind the comas, inducing
them for profit in a creepy plot twist. It's a paranoia that apparently resonates with today's healthcare-wanting
masses—A&E remade the film in the TV format earlier this month, playing on our fears that big medicine is nothing
more than another way for the rich to get richer. Even if it means sacrificing our actual bodies.
3. The Island
Another in the corner of terrible corporeal nightmares is Merrick Biotech, the corporation in this 2005 Scarlett
Johansson vehicle, which clones humans and keeps their body doubles on a prisonlike island, available for organ
transplants whenever they might need one. The problem, though, is that the clones don't know they're clones—they
live as though they're the originals, while the originals don't know their clones have the ability to think or be,
beyond a purely organic state. It's the evil of good intentions: Merrick Biotech is ostensibly trying to help humanity,
but by keeping this giant secret, it's harboring a horrible paradox that at the very least could severally screw up
some people's mental states if and when they happen to bump into their clone-twin. The concept delves into some
very real moral questions about the biotech industry, and a cloning ethics debate that was at a furious peak when
this movie was made, at the beginning of Bush's second term and stem-cell insanity.
4. Soylent Green

This sci-fi classic predicts a dystopian future that's entirely manmade, the planet having been decimated thanks to
the vagaries of overpopulation. After pollution and global warming deplete the crops, humans all over the world are
starving, and New York City's only recourse is to consume pellets dispersed to them by the Soylent Corporation,
which processes nutritious food rations for a weakened population. But their ingredients are worse than (almost)
anything you can find in a can at the bodega, and in a disorganized world, there's no one to keep them in check—
so the pop will eat itself, as it were. A good argument for FDA regulation, also a fairly good argument for why the
film's star, Charlton Heston, went crazy and bought a ton of guns. You're in enough apocalypse movies, you might
start getting a little paranoid.
5. The Insider
Here's another good case for government regulation: the film based on the true story of big tobacco whistleblower
Jeffrey Wigand, who told "60 Minutes" in 1996 that his former employer, Philip Morris, and other major tobacco
corporations knew that nicotine in cigarettes is both addictive and causes cancer. Blowing the lid on a major
coverup—many top executives had perjured themselves under oath, as well as knowingly misled millions of
customers—the film explores the drama that led to a landmark $246 billion settlement on the part of Big Tobacco,
from the CBS producer who first pursued the story, to the near-destruction of Wigand's life thanks to a corporate
smear campaign. This is one of the rare redemption stories on this list that's also true, and inspiringly, a host of
ominously powerful corporations were essentially stopped by a single honest man.
6. Daybreakers
Okay, this one is a tad convoluted, but it's a great horror movie that also plays on peoples' fear of corporations. So,
nearly the entire world has been infected by a vampire virus that, well, turns us all into vampires. This is working
out all right for society except that, since most of the global population drinks human blood, there's a human
shortage. Fewer than 5% of humans remain, so a corporation called Bromley Marks is working on a synthetic
version of blood, because when vampires don't get fed, they don't die, they just turn into crazed, freakish Nosferatu
monsters (whereas normal vampires are merely civilized night people). But if a better solution comes along, will the
greedy head of Bromley Marks go the weaker route if it makes him more money? What do you think? The vampires
aren't really a larger metaphor here, but it sure helps flesh out the corpo characters that they've got fangs and
beady little eyes.
7. District 9
Think of this science fiction film's evil corporation, Multi-National United, as a cross between the SS and Halliburton.
A military conglomerate that's predicated on having the biggest weapons and being the biggest xenophobes, MNU
is responsible for a Johannesburg internment camp where a population of not-so-attractive but kind-hearted aliens
is stranded and imprisoned by humans. Of course, the deadliest combination is that of the corporate psyche (no
conscience) and the military one (kill everything), so this entire film is about innocent aliens trying to get home
while keeping their advanced weaponry out of the hands of the warmongers. Complete with commentary on racism
and, well, species-ism, the underlying lesson here is that corporations will flout laws, whether governmental or
moral, for their own greedy ends.
8. Brain Twisters
This film's storyline is a parent's biggest fear: those computer games your kids are playing are making them
completely violent. A really bad 1991 movie, Brain Twisters follows a college professor's video-game research,
expedited at the behest of a major corporation, which is being conducted on students. Instead of Call of Duty (or
maybe exactly like Call of Duty), though, the professor's games actually control and warp the mind of the player,
flipping on the homicidal and/or suicidal switch in their brains for the benefit of the corporations' profits,
presumably. This movie is not worth watching, but it is notable that it plays on the concept of corpo video games
ruining the minds of the youth (which the professor does by using... fractals).
9. Pootie Tang

A Chris Rock classic (written and directed by Louis C.K.), Pootie Tang not only spoofs blaxploitation flicks but also
makes comedic commentary on corporations' stranglehold on America. The title character is a parody of a Sweet
Sweetback style badass who also happens to be incredibly empowering to the youth through his various talents,
including singing and doing Bruce Lee moves with his belt—a positive role model whose PSAs and influence are
affecting the sales of the evil LecterCorp. Because the corporate bottom line is always, well, the bottom line,
LecterCorp launches an offensive against Pootie Tang, leading him to implode his own career and infecting the
youth with act-alikes that will tow the line for its products. For a big over-the-top comedy, the script is pretty true to
life—but then when you've got truthtellers like Rock and C.K. telling the tale, you aren't going to get anything too
false about the American predicament. And it's a lesson: when corporations aren't doing overtly terrible things,
they're still trying to control our free will with their outsized pocketbooks and influence. One of the worst sins of all.
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MarthaH

“Midwest Drought Belt: A Changed World Emerges”

I thought this article was a good summary of The Way Things Are across our area and many others. It has been
depressing to go on a drive and see the fields as they are--and the brown yards with deep cracks. Smutty field
stubble is common now in early harvesting. A very rare field having had adequate rain in a timely fashion was spied
on our way to Lafayette. We are declared "past" the drought here, but nothing is normal to the eye. I think
although you personally may have escaped our scenes, your grocery store will bring you the fallout shortly.
This September, thus far, has been declared our first below normal temperatures in over a year, and frost is
predicted for Saturday night. It's all so odd, and I fear it's the future as politics plays out more and more with our
climate.
“Midwest Drought Belt: A Changed World Emerges” by Judy Keen, USA Today
Sept. 20, 2012. [(http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/story/2012-09-20/midwest-drought-cover/57816198/1)
At first glance, it looks like a typical fall across the Midwest.
It's not.
Beneath green pastures and lawns brought to life by August rains, the earth is still desiccated. On closer inspection,
the brown corn stalks are half as tall as they should be and the husks contain stunted ears — or nothing at all.
The drought of 2012 isn't just a rural tragedy. Barges plying the Ohio and Mississippi rivers carry less cargo to avoid
running aground in low water.
Homeowners far from farmland are paying for expensive repairs to basements and foundations separated from the
shrinking soil around them. Businesses that depend on water — a canoe rental company, a campground that counts
on its well-stocked fishing pond to attract visitors — feel the economic pain, too.
"The drought is not over by any means," says Josh Sittler, battalion chief for the Honey Creek Township Fire
Department in western Indiana. Fall brings new worries: brush fires and fires caused by dry plant dust jamming the
engines of farmers' combines.
The northern Great Plains and Upper Midwest remain "drought- stricken," meteorologist David Simeral of the
Western Regional Climate Center notes. All of nine states — Arizona, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, Nebraska,
Kansas, Oklahoma, Iowa, Missouri — can't shake the drought.
The scorching of the central USA is one of the nation's worst in decades: Almost 65% of the nation is enduring
drought conditions, Thursday's Drought Monitor reported. That's the highest percentage since the government
website began recording conditions in 2000. Purdue economist Chris Hurt pegged the cost at $77 billion, which
would make it the third-costliest natural disaster in U.S. history, after Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and another
devastating drought in 1988.
Americans in the stricken states and well beyond them are feeling the pain, as the prices of food, gas, retail goods
and utilities have all ticked up.
The extreme drought has been exacerbated by near-record heat: The summer of 2012 was the third-hottest in U.S.
weather history, and July was the hottest month the nation has ever recorded.
The dominant mood in four drought belt states visited this week by USA Today was resignation tempered by hope
that next year will be better. And the deadpan humor that's part of the Midwestern ethos is intact: Paul Staley, a
farmer in Paris, Ill., jokes that at least "the well didn't go dry until the hurricane hit" — a reference to the remnants
of Tropical Storm Isaac that brought some rain earlier this month.

Snapshots from the road:
Day 1: Even the fish suffer
The drought was a double whammy for the Virostko family.
Third-generation farmer Jim Virostko, 58, is selling one of his tractors. His corn crop was lousy, and he had no crop
insurance. He had to haul in water for his 120 cattle.
His wife, Pam Blake-Virostko, 60, hasn't had a great year either. The main attraction at Peaceful Waters, the
campground she opened last year with her brother, David Blake, is a well-stocked pond. "Free fishing for campers!"
their brochure says.
Water levels dropped 17 inches in a couple months, and the fish took refuge in the deepest part of the pond. "It
was hard to catch fish," Blake-Virostko says, and it was too hot for camping anyway. "We're still not breaking even,"
she says.
Doug and Lori Miller's passion for growing Christmas trees hasn't been dented by the drought, but they took a hit
this year: 384 of the 750 seedlings they planted at Holiday Hill Christmas Tree Farm died.
Fortunately, most of their mature trees are fine and they'll have plenty to sell come Christmas. "We're doing
cartwheels," says Doug Miller, who like his wife is 45.
At this time of year, Paul and Sherry Staley deck themselves out in orange garb and turn their farm into Pumpkin
Works. They sell pumpkins and set up a dozen intricate mazes. Last year, more than 35,000 people came between
Sept. 15 and Halloween.
This year things are a little different. The cornfield where some of the mazes are cut is dead and the stalks are too
short to create blind paths and dead ends, so they put up a sign dubbing it the "drought maze."
"We find the public very understanding if you're right up front with them," says Paul Staley, 66.
Because the drought damaged apple crops, the price the Staleys paid a wholesaler for cider doubled this year. That
forced them to add 50 cents to the cost of the cider sippers they sell. Last year's price was $1.50.
The 33-acre pumpkin crop is fine, thanks to rain at a key moment in their growing cycle, but the drought "slowed
them up a little," he says.
"If we had no pumpkins, we'd be in big trouble," says Sherry Staley, 65.
Day 2: When the well runs dry
Dennis Green knew in June that this was going to be a difficult year on his 800-acre corn and soybean farm. It had
rained in early May, says Green, 59, but he didn't know then that "was going to be the last rain we received."
By the time 1.7 inches of rain fell in July, it was too late for most of his corn crop. "Farming," he says, "is quite a
gamble most of the time."
Lisa Barnett, 51, thought the 23-foot well that serves her home would last a lifetime.
Then the drought hit. One day in July, with a house full of family, she turned on a faucet and "it was just barely a
trickle."
It cost $5,000 to dig 8 feet deeper. It was worth it, Barnett says. She doesn't have to haul clothes to the
laundromat anymore.

"This is the worst I've ever seen," says Tim Riley, 53, who with his brother-in-law farms 5,000 acres and runs a
trucking company and other businesses.
Riley, who grew up here, should be harvesting 170-175 bushels from each acre of corn. He's getting as little as 16
bushels an acre. That means he won't buy new tractors or the semi-truck he's been wanting.
"It's been trying," he says of this miserable year, and his wife, Renae, "says it's put me in a bad mood."
On the worst days, when temperatures soared past 100, Donna Whitley, owner of The Garden Shed, had to water
her flowers, plants and trees three times a day. "I can't stand to see them die," she says.
Some of them did anyway — even trees that were 6 or 7 feet tall. Dogwoods, pears and plums were among the
drought's victims.
Asked if she's tallied her losses, Whitley, 61, says, "Not yet."
Day 3: Garden never had a chance
The enemies of the commercial river shipping business don't lurk beneath the water. Long, skinny sandbars are
plainly visible in the middle of the river between Paducah, Ky., and Metropolis, Ill. They're plotted on charts to keep
boats away and marked by buoys.
Capt. Mike Hays, 51, who has worked on rivers for 30 years, has never seen anything like it. "They're right in the
middle of the river," he marvels.
Low water has forced barge companies, including AEP River Operations, which owns the Buckeye State, to load less
cargo in barges, string fewer barges together and slow down in the narrower, more shallow river channel.
Nobody, Hays says, wants to "bump bottom."
This year, he says, "We've had all sorts of problems with the river."
Arrayed on a table at the Community Farmers Market are plump tomatoes, big onions and hefty sweet potatoes.
Peggy Carter wishes they had come from her 1/4-acre garden, but she drove 90 minutes to pick them up at an
Amish community that was blessed with more rain this summer.
Carter, 67, admits she's a little jealous of the bounty. Her green beans never sprouted. Her cucumbers blossomed,
but then the flowers fell off and the cukes never grew. She won't be canning this fall.
"Too much heat, not enough water," she says.
The drought has everyone around here "feeling kind of down."
Greg Rodgers, a veterinarian at Coffee Memorial Animal Clinic, doesn't worry about the drought's effects on pets.
He brought his two outdoor dogs inside on the hottest days and knows that "most people take good care of their
animals."
It's the cattle he worries about, though. A farmer called the other day to ask why some of his cows are aborting
their calves.
"Probably heat stress," Rodgers says.
Day 4: Homes are ravaged, too
The first thing people notice is that their doors, windows or deadbolts are hard to open and close.

Sometimes homeowners spot their foundations pulling away from exterior walls. Sometimes they hear a noise that
sounds like a gunshot.
All are clues to big problems caused by the drought: damage to foundations, basements and walls.
The gunshot sound comes from a cracking foundation. The other symptoms indicate that shrinking dry soil is
making foundations, porches and concrete slabs settle. Beneath them, big gaps can open up under a house.
On Thursday, a crew from Helitech, which does structural repair in five states, was shoring up the foundation and
porch of a home in a subdivision here. It has the telltale gaps and cracks. Without intervention, much bigger and
more expensive problems could visit.
"Little minor problems can all of a sudden become 'holy cow,' " says Burk Watts, a territory manager.
He's seeing a rash of similar issues in Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, Indiana and especially Missouri, he says. His 16
estimators are so busy that customers often have to wait two or three weeks to see one, he says. Foundation repair
jobs are "tenfold what we would normally see."
Depending on the damage, repairs can start in the hundreds of dollars and soar into the tens of thousands. Vern
Ganzer, foreman on this job, recently finished repairs at a Kentucky church that cost $90,000.
It wasn't a great summer for fishing, says Debbie Kaempfer, who works at Foutz Hunting & Fishing Shop.
It was just too hot, she says, and water levels were so low at some private ponds that fish died. Some pond owners
bought aerators to keep enough oxygen in shallow, hot water.
Kaempfer, 54, noticed a shift in the mood around town, too. "People were short, grumpy," she says. "I feel sorry for
the farmers."
She's hoping — as so many people are — that next year will be better.
"Everything changes," she says. "Everything goes around."
(Contributing: Doyle Rice)
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Pam

Re: “Midwest Drought Belt: A Changed World Emerges” (reply to
MarthaH, above)

This is so sad. If more rain doesn't fall next year, or the next, do you think the mid-west will turn into desert?
Didn't the Sahara used to be filled with trees? I know Afghanistan did, until they cut all the trees down for
firewood. We use up the earth, then nature stomps on us yet again. I worry that fracking will open up caverns
beneath the surface and cause sinkholes. The only bright spot I see is the fact, so far, that human beings are fairly
adept at adapting in the long term.
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Pam

Re: “Empty Chair 'Lynchings'…” (reply to SteveG, FotM Newsletter #231)

My sentiments exactly.
20120921-04
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from CREDO Action:

SteveG

Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Fight GMO Apples!

Millions of apples are packed into our children's lunches every day by parents happy to provide a treat they know is
healthy and delicious. But now, for the first time, the USDA could let a safe, popular fruit be replaced by a poorly
tested and potentially toxic product from a weird science experiment.
Genetically modified apples that won't turn brown when cut are on a fast-track to USDA approval. They're intended
for the fresh-sliced apple market, but could find their way into the produce aisle shelves and into juice, juicesweetened snacks, applesauce and baby foods, all of which are mostly consumed by children. No labeling would be
required.
Tell grocery store CEOs to make it clear that they won't be a market for genetically modified apples or processed
foods that use them. Click here to sign the petition:
http://www.credoaction.com/campaign/apples_gmo/index2.html.
Like other GMO foods, these apples are likely to be approved without any public, peer-reviewed study of their longterm effects. USDA wants to let food producers experiment further on us in its quest to make a minor cosmetic
improvement to a fruit intended for mass human consumption.
Apple growers' industry associations representing over 60 percent of commercial orchards have already come out
against GMO apples.1 Many are concerned about reduced consumer confidence in the apple market, while some
organic growers are concerned that pollen contamination from GMO orchards could endanger their organic
certification.2
Consumer advocates worry that these apples will look fresh when they aren't, posing a new food safety threat — a
threat no one has to worry about with conventional apples.3 And once they're sold into the food processined-food
market, they could end up in any product that uses apples.
As an activist and consumer, you are in a powerful position to pressure leading U.S. grocery stores to reject these
genetically modified apples, which may turn out to be toxic for our children.
If this unlabeled, potentially dangerous fruit succeeds, it will only be the first of many. If there are long-term
consequences to eating genetically modified fruit we won't find out under our current regulatory climate until much
too late.
That's why we need to act now, before these apples hit the shelves at our local grocery stores. Tell grocery store
owners to keep these mutant apples out of our shopping carts.
Thank you for speaking out. –Becky Bond, Political Director
Sources:
1

Wenonah Hauter, "One Genetically Engineered Apple Spoils the Bunch," The Dr. Oz Show, Aug. 3, 2012,
http://act.credoaction.com/r/?r=6966066&id=47292-3891339-xgEc0dx&t=12.
2

Andrew Pollack, "That Fresh Look, Genetically Buffed," The New York Times, July 12, 2012,
http://act.credoaction.com/r/?r=6966067&id=47292-3891339-xgEc0dx&t=13.
3

Ibid.
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SteveB

Fw: UltraViolet Action: Register to Vote!

from UltraViolet:
This is a notice from UltraViolet's Voter Registration Center: Voter registration deadlines are approaching soon. In
order to vote in this year's presidential election, you must be registered to vote.

Take a moment to register or re-register to vote today by clicking this link and going to our Voter Registration
Center:
http://www.weareultraviolet.org/vote/.
If you have moved in the last year, or gotten married or divorced and changed your name, you may need to reregister to vote in the 2012 election. And if you have never registered to vote before, you need to register to vote in
this election.
You can also find helpful information at our website, including information about where and when to vote, and what
you need to bring to the polls. You can also check your current registration status.
If you wait too long to register or re-register to vote, you could miss out on this year's election. Don't let that
happen. Join millions of other women at the polls on November 6, 2012, and make sure women's voices are heard.
Register to vote!
Thanks, Nita, Shaunna and Kat, the UltraViolet team
PS: Forward this e-mail to five friends today. Don't let your friends miss the voter registration deadline in your state.
20120923-04
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SteveB

Fw: Avaaz Action: Hope for bees — 48 Hours to Act!

from Avaaz:
Quietly, billions of bees are dying, threatening our crops and food. But if the US Environmental Protection
Agency bans a major pesticide, we could save bees from extinction.
Four European countries have begun banning many of these poisons, and some bee populations are already
recovering. But Bayer has lobbied hard to keep their main pesticide on the US market. The EPA has been slow to
react, but an Avaaz petition with over a million signers helped force the agency to open a formal consultation to
measure public support for action -- and in 48 hours, the consultation closes. Let’s all act now and call on the
EPA to put people before polluters and save our bees!
The pressure is working, and this is our best chance for impact in the fight for bee survival. Send an urgent
message to the EPA at the link below, and we’ll formally submit it before the deadline on Tuesday!
Bees don't just make honey, they are vital to life on earth, every year pollinating 90% of plants and crops -- with
an estimated $40bn value, over one-third of the food supply in many countries. Without immediate action to
save bees, many of our favourite fruits, vegetables, and nuts could vanish from our shelves.
Recent years have seen a steep and disturbing global decline in bee populations -- some bee species are
already extinct and some US species are at just 4% of their previous numbers. Scientists have been
scrambling for answers. Some studies claim the decline may be due to a combination of factors including disease,
habitat loss and toxic chemicals. But increasingly, independent research has produced strong evidence blaming
neonicotinoid pesticides, forcing several European countries to ban one or more of these bee killers. But in the
USA, Bayer's poison is still unregulated.
This issue is now coming to the boil as major new studies have confirmed the scale of this problem. If we can
get the EPA to act, we could shut down this attack on bees and our food supply. The real experts -- the
beekeepers and farmers -- want these deadly pesticides prohibited until and unless we have solid, independent
studies that show they are safe. Let's support them now -- click to send a message to the EPA:
http://www.avaaz.org/en/hope_for_bees_usa/.

We can no longer leave our delicate food chain in the hands of research run by the chemical companies and the
regulators that are in their pockets. Banning this pesticide will move us closer to a world safe for ourselves and the
other species we care about and depend on. With hope,
—Iain, Antonia, Mia, Luis, Ricken, Stephanie, Pascal, Alice, Ari and the whole Avaaz team
MORE INFORMATION
"Studies fault Bayer in bee die-off" (Christian Science Monitor),
http://www.csmonitor.com/Science/2012/0406/Studies-fault-Bayer-in-bee-die-off.
"2 Studies Point to Common Pesticide as a Culprit in Declining Bee Colonies" (New York Times),
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/30/science/neocotinoid-pesticides-play-a-role-in-bees-decline-2-studiesfind.html?_r=1.
"Leaked document shows EPA allowed bee-toxic pesticide despite own scientists’ red flags" (Grist),
http://grist.org/politics/food-2010-12-10-leaked-documents-show-epa-allowed-bee-toxic-pesticide/.
"Bee Deviled: Scientists No Longer Bumbling Over Cause of Colony Collapse Disorder" (HuffingtonPost),
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/annie-spiegelman/bee-deviledscientists_b_1884294.html.
"Controversy Deepens Over Pesticides and Bee Collapse" (Wired),
http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2012/04/neonicotinoids-colony-collapse/.
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SteveB

“R0mney’s Perfect Example of the Republican Strategy of Economic
Sabotage”

“Romney’s Perfect Example of the Republican Strategy of Economic Sabotage” by Brian Dockstader,
NationofChange
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/romney-s-perfect-example-republican-strategy-economicsabotage-1348240305)
For a long time — basically ever since Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell infamously stated that the
Republican Party's #1 goal was to defeat President Obama — it has been plainly obvious that the Republican Party
was committed to a strategy of economic sabotage to further their political ambitions.
The rationale is simple: The worse the state of the economy, the higher the unemployment rate, the worse
President Obama's chances for reelection become. Thus their sabotage strategy: Make sure the economy doesn't
recover. Make sure the unemployment rate stays high. Oppose all attempts to create jobs. Kill jobs that have
already been created. Turn the public against Obama. Win back the White House and Congress.
Like I said, this has been their transparent plan from the very beginning. Anyone who doesn't think this is the game
plan is either disingenuous or blind. And in case you had any doubts, the Romney campaign just laid this strategy
out in the most blatant way possible.
First, a little background. You've hopefully heard about something called the "wind production tax credit" (PTC) that
is going to expire at the end of the year, unless Congress acts. The tax credit is important because it helps level the
energy playing field relative to fossil fuels (a game that is stacked greatly against renewable energy, as I noted
here). It also helps create market certainty, which stimulates investment, which stimulates the economy, which
creates JOBS (to say nothing of the innumerable other other reasons renewable energy is important, including
environmental, public health, national security, etc). But let's focus on the jobs, because that's what the Republican
Party is against (refer back to the Grand Strategy to Defeat Obama).

So the PTC is set to expire, and the wind industry has warned that this will destroy 37,000 American jobs. Even
Republicans in pro-wind states like Iowa have come out in favor of the PTC, because it doesn't help them politically
to sabotage their own local economies. At the national level, however, renewable energy is being demonized by the
Republican Party, and Mitt Romney has called for the elimination of the PTC (and all renewable energy incentives
that might help clean energy compete with fossil fuels--the GOP's big money corporate donors).
Now, the PTC is about to expire. If the PTC expires, 37,000 jobs will be lost. Thus Romney/Republicans oppose the
PTC because they believe a bad economy is good politics for them. Now, as predicted, the possible expiration of the
PTC is causing market uncertainty and leading to layoffs in the wind industry. Siemens, a wind turbine
manufacturer, just announced that they were being forced to cut 38% of their U.S. workforce due to this political
stunt over the PTC (and these aren't the first layoffs caused by these political games). Cue Romney's press release
(emphasis mine):
Today’s layoffs at Siemens are yet another unfortunate reminder of the Obama Economy where
American families have suffered from chronic unemployment, increased poverty and falling
incomes. There is a fundamental disconnect between President Obama’s philosophy of the need for
redistribution of wealth and the free market economy which our country was founded on. President Obama
has focused on attacking the success of others rather than applauding their accomplishments and urging
others to strive for similar success. Mitt Romney’s plan for a stronger middle class will foster the dignity of
work, champion innovation, generate new wealth, and create 12 million new jobs in his first term alone in a
variety of sectors, including wind.
It doesn't get any more simple than that. Romney knows he is advocating a policy that is killing wind jobs (even
Republicans have told him this). Then, when these layoffs start happening, he immediately tries to politicize it by
attacking President Obama's policies, even though President Obama wants to extend the PTC and create more
clean energy jobs.
And there you have it, yet another blatant example of the Republican strategy of economic sabotage in action. Hurt
the economy, blame Obama, hope the voters don't notice the sabotage. And why would they? It isn't like the media
is going to point out the hypocrisy or the shocking underhandedness of this whole strategy, even though it deserves
to be front page news.
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SteveB

“R0mney’s Tax Return Comedy”

“Romney’s Tax Return Comedy” by Andrew Leonard, Salon
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://www.salon.com/2012/09/21/romneys_tax_return_comedy/)
(How the candidate "disqualified" himself from the presidency by manipulating his deductions.)
A week that began for Romney with the release of the infamous 47 percent video is ending with the release of his
2011 tax return. Unfortunately for Romney, the details we have learned so far from the return only serve to
reinforce the negative fallout from the “secret video.”
We’ll be poring over the actual returns soon, but an initial release from the Romney campaign has already told us
a couple of amusing things.
First, Mitt and Ann Romney donated a whole heck of a lot of money to charity in 2011 — $4,020,772, to be exact,
or about 30 percent of their total income. But they chose only to claim $2.25 million of that total as charitable
deductions, because, well, otherwise their overall tax burden would have been a little, shall we say, light.
From the campaign:
The Romneys’ generous charitable donations in 2011 would have significantly reduced their tax obligation
for the year. The Romneys thus limited their deduction of charitable contributions to conform to the

Governor’s statement in August, based upon the January estimate of income, that he paid at least 13% in
income taxes in each of the last 10 years.
Without claiming the total legally possible deduction, Romney ended up paying an effective tax rate of 14.1 percent.
If he’d claimed everything he had a right to, he would only have paid around 12.1 percent.
There’s something both hilarious and pathetic about a presidential candidate manipulating his deductions so he
ends up paying what he considers a more politically appropriate tax rate. But it’s especially ludicrous in light of
Romney’s numerous claims that he’s always paid the government exactly what he owes, “and not a dollar more,”
implying that anyone who voluntarily gave the government more than he legally owed was either a fool or a moron.
Romney is even on record declaring that the act of paying more than he owed would mean he shouldn’t be
eligible for the presidency!
From time to time I’ve been audited, as happens, I think ,to other citizens as well, and the accounting firm
which prepares my taxes has done a very thorough and complete job pay taxes as legally due. I don’t pay
more than are legally due and frankly if I had paid more than are legally due I don’t think I’d be qualified to
become president. I’d think people would want me to follow the law and pay only what the tax code
requires.
So! A change in tune. A flip-flop, even.
But the true puzzler is why Romney would imagine that artificially boosting his tax rate to 14.1 percent would help
him with any voter who isn’t already outraged at how low Romney’s tax burden is. As has been pointed out
numerous times this week, the average worker’s payroll tax rate equals 15.3 percent of their income. So even with
the jiggering, Romney paid a smaller percentage of his income as taxes than many members of the 47 percent he
trashed in his Boca Raton, Fla., speech to fundraisers.
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MarthaH

“Dependency & Romney’s 47 Percenters”

Just the facts, sir!
“Dependency and Romney’s 47 Percenters” by Robert Farley, FactCheck.org
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://factcheck.org/2012/09/dependency-and-romneys-47-percenters/)
Mitt Romney was wrong when he said the 47 percent of Americans who pay no federal income taxes are
“dependent on the government.” Most of them are working people who simply do not earn very much money.
Romney also assumed that all of those in the 47 percent who pay no federal income tax vote Democratic. But
polling data suggest that’s just not true. President Obama is faring better than Romney among the lowest earners
— those most likely to be among the 47 percent who pay no federal income tax — but polls show Romney is
supported by some 40 percent of those earning the lowest income. In fact, a healthy chunk of the 47 percent are
seniors who tend to vote Republican.
Romney’s comments, recorded surreptitiously during a Republican fundraiser in May and reported Sept. 17 by
Mother Jones, have touched off a firestorm of analysis. Romney:
There are 47 percent of the people who will vote for the president no matter what. All right, there are 47
percent who are with him, who are dependent upon government, who believe that they are victims, who
believe the government has a responsibility to care for them, who believe that they are entitled to health
care, to food, to housing, to you-name-it. That that’s an entitlement. And the government should give it to
them. And they will vote for this president no matter what. And I mean, the president starts off with 48, 49,
he starts off with a huge number.

These are people who pay no income tax. Forty-seven percent of Americans pay no income tax. So our
message of low taxes doesn’t connect. So he’ll be out there talking about tax cuts for the rich. I mean,
that’s what they sell every four years. And so my job is not to worry about those people.
I’ll never convince them they should take personal responsibility and care for their lives. What I have to do
is convince the 5 to 10 percent in the center that are independents, that are thoughtful, that look at voting
one way or the other depending upon in some cases emotion, whether they like the guy or not.
There are plenty of opinions on Romney’s answer, and there is certainly room for reasoned debate about the
growth of entitlement programs and the effect on the budget. Whether those who pay no federal income tax are
people who “believe that they are victims, who believe the government has a responsibility to care for them, who
believe that they are entitled to health care, to food, to housing, to you-name-it” is a matter of opinion. But Romney
is wrong to say that all of those in that 47 percent are “dependent upon government.”
Romney is a bit out of date with his claim that 47 percent of Americans pay no federal income tax. That was true in
2009, but the number is lower now, and falling as the economy improves and more people are working and getting
paychecks.
Figures come from the nonpartisan Tax Policy Center, and its most recent analysis in July 2011 put the figure for
that year at 46.4 percent. That comes to about 76 million individuals or families who paid no federal income taxes
in 2011. TPC projected that the percentage would fall to 46 percent this year, and to 44 percent in 2013, under
current tax policies.
Let’s take a closer look at the 46.4 percenters.
According to the Tax Policy Center, about half of those who owe no federal income tax are people whose incomes
are so low that when standard income tax provisions — personal exemptions for taxpayers and dependents and
the standard deduction — are factored in, that simply leaves no income to be taxed. Those are people who earned
less than about $27,000.
But that doesn’t mean those folks paid no taxes at all. Many of them paid payroll taxes, those taxes taken out of a
paycheck by an employer to fund programs such as Social Security and Medicare. They also pay federal excise
taxes, such as those on gasoline, and they may also pay state and local income taxes or property taxes.
So that’s half of Romney’s 46.4 percenters. The rest pay no federal income tax due to tax benefits and credits.
Here’s the rest of the breakdown:
• 22 percent receive senior tax benefits — the extra standard deduction for seniors, the exclusion of a
portion of Social Security benefits, and the credit for seniors. Most of them are older people on Social
Security whose adjusted gross income is less than $25,000.
• 15.2 percent receive tax credits for children and the working poor. That includes the child tax credit and
the earned income tax credit. The child tax credit was enacted under Democratic President Bill Clinton, but
it doubled under Republican President George W. Bush. The earned income tax credit was enacted under
Republican President Gerald Ford, and was expanded under presidents of both parties. Republican President
Ronald Reagan once praised it as “one of the best antipoverty programs this country’s ever seen.” As a
result of various tax expenditures, about two thirds of households with children making between $40,000
and $50,000 owed no federal income taxes.
• The rest ended up owing no federal income tax due to various tax expenditures such as education credits,
itemized deductions or reduced rates on capital gains and dividends. Most of this group are in the middle to
upper income brackets. In fact, the TPC estimates there are about 7,000 families and individuals who earn
$1 million a year or more and still pay no federal income tax.

So when Romney says all of those in the 46 percent are “dependent on government,” that’s not accurate. Of the
estimated 76 million who paid no federal income tax in 2011, 61 percent earned anywhere between $10,000 and
$50,000.
But it is true that 42 percent of the 76 million who owe no federal income tax had a “negative liability” in 2011,
meaning that in addition to not owing any federal tax, they got a check from the federal government due to
eligibility of some form of tax expenditure. But the majority did not.
Eric Toder, co-director of the Tax Policy Center, cautions that the TPC report was a one-year snapshot in a
particularly difficult economic year. The number of people who owed no federal income tax was unusually high in
2011, which was still a recession year, he said. Some of the temporary tax credits enacted by Obama in reaction to
the economic crisis will soon go away, and the numbers should drop in coming years, Toder said
Romney also said the 46.4 percent who pay no federal income tax “will vote for the president no matter what,” and,
therefore, President Obama starts off with an automatic 48 percent or 49 percent of the vote. But that doesn’t jibe
with polling data.
It’s safe to say that most of the 46.4 percent referred to by Romney are in the lower income brackets. According to
the most recent Gallup polls of registered voters, 37 percent of those making less than $36,000 a year indicate they
plan to vote for Romney. Moreover, as we noted earlier, a sizable chunk of 46.4 percenters are retirees, and among
those 65 and older, Romney leads Obama by nine points, 52 percent to 43 percent. According to a Rasmussen
Reports poll of likely voters between Sept. 10 and 16, 40 percent of those making less than $20,000 said they plan
to vote for Romney; 50 percent of those making between $20,000 and $40,000 said they supported Romney. The
Pew Research Center similarly found in its latest poll that 32 percent of those making less than $30,000 and 42
percent of those making between $30,000 and $50,000 support Romney — as do a plurality of seniors.
A map put out by the Tax Foundation of the 10 states with the highest and lowest percentage of filers with no
federal tax liability shows that the states with the highest percentage of non-filers are, by-and-large, states that
typically vote Republican, while the 10 states with the lowest percentage of non-filers tend to be Democraticleaning.
That’s not a precise measure of the voting habits of those who don’t pay federal income taxes, but it suggests
Romney is way off when he assumes all of the 46.4 percenters vote Democratic.
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“10 Questions R0mney Should Answer About His Taxes”

“10 Questions Romney Should Answer About His Taxes” by Seth Hanlon, NationofChange
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/10-questions-romney-should-answer-about-his-taxes-1348288044)
On Friday afternoon, the Romney campaign released the candidate’s 2011 tax return, which showed that he paid a
tax rate of approximately 14 percent on more than $13 million of reported income. The campaign also disclosed
that Romney voluntarily forfeited about $1.8 million in charitable deductions to inflate the tax rate he would have to
disclose to the public. The campaign continues to refuse to release returns prior to 2010, flunking an accepted
standard of transparency, first established by Mitt’s father George Romney, of releasing multiple years’ returns.
In a blog post, Romney’s lawyer and the trustee of his “blind trust” said, “After you have reviewed all of the newlyposted documents, you may have further questions.” Yes, we do. Lots.
Here are 10 unanswered questions about Romney’s taxes:
1. After the election, when the subject of your tax returns is outside of the public glare, will you file an
amended tax return to claim your full deduction of charitable contributions? Was the tax rate you reported
for other years similarly manipulated?

2. Why was your 2011 income $7 million lower than you estimated it to be in January? How does someone
overestimate their income by $7 million?
3. Financial disclosures show that you have as much as $82 million in your tax-deferred Individual
Retirement Account, despite the fact that tax rules limited contributions into such accounts to $30,000 per
year.Did you lowball the value of the assets you put into your IRA, as tax experts suspect? And did you do
the same with gifts into your sons’ trusts?
4. What was the purpose of your Swiss bank account and the myriad offshore entities shown on your
return, based in countries like the Cayman Islands and Luxembourg, if not to avoid taxes?
5. Can you explain what one tax expert has called a “mysterious one-time infusion of foreign tax credits” in
2008?
6. You have not disclosed any foreign bank account reports (FBARs). Did you file all FBARs on all of your
offshore accounts with the Treasury Department by the legal deadlines each year?
7. You claim to have paid an average tax rate of 20 percent over the last 20 years based on a flawed
calculation. What was your real tax rate?
8. Your 14 percent tax rate –- not to mention the approximately 10 percent tax rate you would have paid
had you not inflated it — is less than what many middle-class Americans pay. And you paid just 0.2% of
your income in payroll taxes, while most Americans pay about 15%. Do you think that is fair?
9. Your tax returns show that the Marriott Corporation paid you $260,390 in directors’ fees in 2011. When
you were the company’s audit committee chair in the 1990s, were you aware that the company was abusing
a notorious illegal tax shelter?
10. You say you’ve made a “commitment to the public” that your tax rate should not be below 13 percent. If
you believe that the richest Americans shouldn’t be paying an exceptionally low tax rate, why don’t you
support President Obama’s “Buffett Rule”?
Romney’s lack of transparency on his tax returns is especially troubling given that he is similarly evasive on the
details of his tax policies. From what we know about his tax plan, Romney would shower massive tax breaks on the
wealthiest Americans, which means that it can only adds up with a major middle-class tax hike. How much will
Romney raise your taxes in order to cut taxes for people like him? That’s the biggest unanswered
question of all.
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“What Mitt R0mney Really Represents”

“What Mitt Romney Really Represents” by Robert Reich, NationofChange
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/what-mitt-romney-really-represents-1348286322)
It’s not just his giant income or the low tax rates he pays on it. And it’s not just the videotape of him berating
almost half of America, or his endless gaffes, or his regressive budget policies.
It’s something that unites all of this, and connects it to the biggest underlying problem America faces — the
unprecedented concentration of wealth and power at the very top that’s undermining our economy and destroying
our democracy.
Romney just released his 2011 tax returns, showing he paid $1.9 million in taxes on more than $13 million of
income last year — for an effective tax rate of 14.1 percent. (He released his 2010 return in January, showing he
paid an effective tax rate of 13.9 percent.)

America has had hugely wealthy presidents before — think of Teddy Roosevelt and his distant cousin, Franklin D.
Roosevelt; or John F. Kennedy, beneficiary of father Joe’s fortune.
But here’s the difference. These men were champions of the working class and the poor, and were considered
traitors to their own class. Teddy Roosevelt railed against the “malefactors of great wealth,” and he busted up the
oil and railroad trusts.
FDR thundered against the “economic royalists,” raised taxes on the wealthy, and gave average working people the
right to form unions — along with Social Security, unemployment insurance, a minimum wage, and a 40-hour
workweek.
But Mitt Romney is not a traitor to his class. He is a sponsor of his class. He wants to cut their taxes by $3.7 trillion
over the next decade, and hasn’t even specified what “loopholes” he’d close to make up for this gigantic giveaway.
And he wants to cut benefits that almost everyone else relies on — Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, food
stamps, unemployment insurance, and housing assistance.
He’s even a warrior for his class, telling his wealthy followers his job isn’t to worry about the “47 percent” of
Americans who won’t vote for him, whom he calls “victims” and he berates for not paying federal incomes taxes and
taking federal handouts.
(He mangles these facts, of course. Almost all working Americans pay federal taxes — and the federal taxes that
have been rising fastest for most people are Social Security payroll taxes, which aren’t collected on a penny of
income over $110,100. Moreover, most of the “47 percent” whom he accuses of taking handouts are on Medicare or
Social Security — the biggest “entitlement” programs — which, not incidentally, they paid into during their working
lives.)
Money means power. Concentrated wealth at the top means extraordinary power at the top. The reason Romney
pays a rate of only 14 percent on $13 million of income in 2011 — a lower rate than many in the middle class — is
because he exploits a loophole that allows private equity managers to treat their income as capital gains, taxed at
only 15 percent.
And that loophole exists solely because private equity and hedge fund managers have so much political clout — as
a result of their huge fortunes and the money they’ve donated to political candidates — that neither party will
remove it.
In other words, everything America is learning about Mitt Romney — his tax returns, his years at Bain Capital, the
video of his speech to high-end donors in which he belittles half of America, his gaffes, the budget policies he
promotes — repeat and reenforce the same underlying reality.
So much wealth and power have accumulated at the top of America that our economy and our democracy are
seriously threatened. Romney not only represents this problem. He is the living embodiment of it.
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Priebus Says Republicans 'Had a Good Week Last Week'”

Another lie or are Republicans this stupid? (This guy is definitely not a genius!) Losing a Presidential election and
maybe Congress is a “good week”? LOL!
Priebus Says Republicans 'Had a Good Week Last Week'” by Jennifer Epstein, Politiio
Sept. 23, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/blogs/politico-live/2012/09/priebus-republicans-had-a-good-week-lastweek-136413.html?hp=l2)

Mitt Romney had a good week even as his "47 percent" comments dominated the headlines, Republican National
Committee chairman Reince Priebus said Sunday.
"I think that we had a good week last week," Priebus said on ABC's "This Week." "I think in retrospect, in that we
were able to frame up the debate last week in the sense of, what future do we want and do you want out there."
That came after Priebus said, earlier on in the interview, that Romney has been clear his "47 percent" remark
"probably wasn't the best-said moment in the campaign" and, ultimately, this was "probably not the best week in
the campaign."
That comes even as many high-profile Republicans, including Wall Street Journal columnist and former Reagan
speechwriter Peggy Noonan, have begun arguing that the Romney campaign needs a turnaround and that, even
more fundamentally, the Republican Party needs to change.
"I respect and I admire people that get very concerned," Priebus said, referring to Romney's critics within the GOP.
"Even if they're upset about, you know, something that happens in a campaign or if the week needs to be better,
like last week," things will ultimately work out "because I think that this is a different kind of campaign."
"I promise you on my life, I'm not sitting here talking to you because I'm worried about the future of the Republican
Party," Priebus said. "We're worried about the future of this country, and that's why, you know, I think that the
leeway given on our side of the aisle is very small to the likes of Peggy Noonan and other writers that say, hey,
listen, guys, you need to -- we need to be ahead, we need to be pounding away."
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Photo: Today’s Lunch at Apple

Lunch with Al again today; it was just too pretty outside to resist.
Another excellent and highly nutritious meal slipped its way down my gullet on this fine Friday
Perfectly seared, lightly crusted, tender, moist flaky delicious ultra-fresh local Texas Gulf OMG black drum: a
wonderful sweet fish, very nice over white Nishiki sushi-clone sticky rice. Delicious broccolini and bok choy
accompanied this fine dish. I could eat something like this for lunch every day! (And I live by that statement...)
One note: the spicy, flavorful black bean sauce was perhaps a bit strongly flavored for such a delicate protein as
white fish. Just my opinion, a nuance of my preferences: it sure ate up nicely!

Seared drum with black bean sauce
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Fw: A Day in the Life of Joe Republican

[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]
A DAY IN THE LIFE OF JOE REPUBLICAN
Joe gets up at 6 a.m. and fills his coffeepot with water to prepare his morning coffee. The water is clean and good
because some tree-hugging liberal fought for minimum water-quality standards. With his first swallow of coffee, he
takes his daily medication. His medications are safe to take because some stupid commie liberal fought to insure
their safety and that they work as advertised.
All but $10 of his medications are paid for by his employer's medical plan because some liberal union workers
fought their employers for paid medical insurance - now Joe gets it too. He prepares his morning breakfast, bacon
and eggs. Joe's bacon is safe to eat because some girly-man liberal fought for laws to regulate the meat packing
industry.
In the morning shower, Joe reaches for his shampoo. His bottle is properly labeled with each ingredient and its
amount in the total contents because some crybaby liberal fought for his right to know what he was putting on his
body and how much it contained.
Joe dresses, walks outside and takes a deep breath. The air he breathes is clean because some environmentalist
wacko liberal fought for laws to stop industries from polluting our air. He walks to the subway station for his
government-subsidized ride to work. It saves him considerable money in parking and transportation fees because

some fancy-pants liberal fought for affordable public transportation, which gives everyone the opportunity to be a
contributor.
Joe begins his work day. He has a good job with excellent pay, medical benefits, retirement, paid holidays and
vacation because some lazy liberal union members fought and died for these working standards. Joe’s employer
pays these standards because Joe's employer doesn't want his employees to call the union. If Joe is hurt on the
job or becomes unemployed, he'll get a worker compensation or unemployment check because some stupid liberal
didn't think he should lose his home because of his temporary misfortune.
It’s noontime and Joe needs to make a bank deposit so he can pay some bills. Joe's deposit is federally insured by
the FSLIC because some godless liberal wanted to protect Joe's money from unscrupulous bankers who ruined the
banking system before the Great Depression.
Joe has to pay his Fannie Mae-underwritten mortgage and his below-market federal student loan because some
elitist liberal decided that Joe and the government would be better off if he was educated and earned more money
over his lifetime.
Joe is home from work. He plans to visit his father this evening at his farm home in the country. He gets in his car
for the drive. His car is among the safest in the world because some America-hating liberal fought for car safety
standards. He arrives at his boyhood home. His was the third generation to live in the house financed by Farmers'
Home Administration because bankers didn't want to make rural loans. The house didn't have electricity until some
big-government liberal stuck his nose where it didn't belong and demanded rural electrification.
He is happy to see his father, who is now retired. His father lives on Social Security and a union pension because
some wine-drinking, cheese-eating liberal made sure he could take care of himself so Joe wouldn't have to.
Joe gets back in his car for the ride home, and turns on a radio talk show. The radio host keeps saying that liberals
are bad and conservatives are good. He doesn't mention that the beloved Republicans have fought against every
protection and benefit Joe enjoys throughout his day.
Joe agrees: "We don't need those big-government liberals ruining our lives! After all, I'm a self-made man who
believes everyone should take care of themselves, just like I have."
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“Another Conservative Conspiracy Theory Bites the Dust”

The truth: NOTHING TO FAST AND FURIOUS! ALL REPUBLICAN BS!
“Another Conservative Conspiracy Theory Bites the Dust” by Kevin Drum, Mother Jones
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/09/another-conservative-conspiracy-theory-bitesdust)
This week the modern conservative id took center stage when Mitt Romney was caught on video telling a bunch of
wealthy donors what they wanted to hear: that the poor are a bunch of lazy parasites who refuse to take personal
responsibility for themselves. Coincidentally, the same week another bit of the conservative id reached the end of
its road. I'm talking about their obsession with Fast and Furious, the gun-walking operation in Arizona that
Republicans have been in a lather about for the past two years.
There's not much question that Fast and Furious was a cockup. ATF agents wanted to track guns that were being
sold to Mexican drug cartels, but poor planning, idiotic infighting, and a tangle of laws that got in the way of
arresting obvious gunrunners produced little but chaos. Thousands of guns ended up in Mexican hands, one of
which was eventually used to kill ATF agent Brian Terry. Katherine Eban wrote the best take on the whole sorry
affair three months ago in a long piece for Fortune called "The truth about the Fast and Furious scandal."

But this was never enough for Republicans. Rep. Darrell Issa, the Republican attack dog who was the point man for
congressional hearings into the affair, insisted that Barack Obama was using Fast and Furious to "somehow take
away or limit people's Second Amendment rights." This was pretty much the party line in the fever swamps of the
right: It wasn't just a local mess, it was a carefully planned operation from Eric Holder on down to set the stage for
a massive new effort to take away people's guns. As Ann Coulter explained things, Fast and Furious put guns in the
hands of Mexican drug cartels "to strengthen liberals' argument for gun control…Innocent people dying was the
objective of Fast and Furious, not collateral damage."
On Wednesday that all came crashing down when Michael Horowitz, the Department of Justice
inspector general, finally released his lengthy report on the operation. Horowitz is no Democratic
hack. As Time's Massimo Calabresi reminds us, "Horowitz managed to impress the House GOP in
briefings over the past week, and the report itself was met with support from all quarters…Issa
himself called Horowitz and his report 'courageous.'" But there's more:
What none on the right are admitting is that Horowitz's report systematically reveals how
irresponsible and speculative the accusations from their side have been. The report criticizes
Holder's Criminal Division chief Lanny Breuer for failing to inform Holder or his deputy that
"gun walking" had taken place in the Bush administration in another case in Arizona called
"Wide Receiver." But the report shows that Breuer knew nothing about gun walking in Fast
and Furious, and that therefore the scandal existed three levels below Holder (let alone the
White House)…As for the source of the false statements to Congress, Horowitz finds they were
the result of inaccurate reassurances given to Breuer’s deputy Jason Weinstein, by the U.S.
attorney in Arizona, Dennis Burke.
…Horowitz destroys the conspiracy theories on both sides of the aisle over 471-pages, but it’s the right wing
screamers who come out looking worst. Horowitz shows definitively that the Arizona ATF agents and
prosecutors in the U.S. Attorney’s office there were responsible for the operation, not the White House or
the Justice Department in Washington and that the primary source of the inaccurate testimony given to
Congress was the U.S. Attorney for Arizona, Dennis Burke.
For over a year, it's been an article of faith on the right that Fast and Furious was a carefully constructed scheme
directed by the White House to trash the Second Amendment and build support for more gun control laws. It
wasn't. Neither the White House nor Eric Holder had any idea what was going on. It was just a local
operation that was badly botched. This makes Fast and Furious offically yet another lunatic
conservative conspiracy theory that has bitten the dust in the cold light of reality.
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“Tiny Homes Hit the Big City”

“Tiny Homes Hit the Big City” by Emanuella Grinberg, CNN
Sept. 21, 2012, (http://us.cnn.com/2012/09/21/living/small-homes-irpt/index.html?hpt=us_c2)

Downsizing from a 1,500-square-foot house to a tiny 168-square-foot dwelling in Floyd, Virginia, Hari Berzins says
she loves the freedom when it comes to tiny living. "We live larger on our 3-acre hillside," she said. "We have more
time to enjoy each other, tend to our large garden and cultivate a supportive community."

20120922-07

13:00

MarthaH

“Indiana Gubernatorial Candidate Mike Pence Backs Marriage to Curb
Poverty”

REALLY?????????????
“Indiana Gubernatorial Candidate Mike Pence Backs Marriage to Curb Poverty” by Leaf Chronicle
Sept. 19, (http://www.theleafchronicle.com/viewart/B2/20120919/NEWS02/309190138/Indiana-gubernatorialcandidate-Mike-Pence-backs-marriage-curb-poverty)
theleafchronicle.com
INDIANAPOLIS — Republican gubernatorial candidate Mike Pence said Tuesday that marriage is the best route for
breaking children out of the cycle of poverty.
Pence said he would ask state regulators to assess how state rules and regulations affect families via “family impact
statements,” an idea pushed by former President Ronald Reagan and then-adviser Gary Bauer, which calls on
regulators to think about whether policies promote or dissuade marriage.
Pence opposes same-sex marriage, along with Democratic candidate John Gregg. Indiana law also bars same-sex
marriage, and lawmakers are set to write that ban into the state constitution in the next two years.
The Pence campaign cites research from the Heritage Foundation, a conservative Washington-based think tank,
showing children raised in two-parent households perform better as adults. The campaign said in its issue paper

released Tuesday that the state would be the first in the nation to use marriage and “the success equation” as the
basis for combating poverty.
“It is widely accepted in the scholarly literature on poverty and social development that the sure-fire way for a
young person to avoid poverty, or what we call ‘the success equation,’ is quite simple: graduate from high school,
work full time or go to college, and wait until you’re married before having a child.”
But researchers say the answer to ending the cycle of poverty is much more complicated than more Hoosiers
marrying.
“We know that kids in single-parent families are at risk,” said Ann Huff Stevens, director of the Center for Poverty
Research at the University of California-Davis. “There are two problems: We don’t know how to make those families
be two-parent families instead, and even if we could, it’s unclear that those resulting two-parent families would look
like the current two-parent families we have on the better outcome.”
Stevens also said it’s hard to show that a two-parent family would necessarily look like what Pence is expecting,
noting that many poor single mothers choose to stay unmarried because potential spouses have limited earning
potential.
“One of the leading theories is that the men who are potential partners to these women don’t have very good labor
market opportunities,” she said. “So adding a male to a household who doesn’t have a high earning potential is not
the same thing as creating these two-parent, middle-income families.”
The Republican congressman also said he would seek to expand Indiana’s school voucher program for adopted
children and foster families by eliminating means testing as a bar for them receiving vouchers. State lawmakers
approved the nation’s most sweeping voucher school program last year but placed income limits on which families
can qualify and set other requirements before a student can receive a voucher.
Pence talked about the ideas in an unannounced meeting in Indianapolis and later responded to emailed questions.
“The state of Indiana can promote marriage by recognizing the importance of two-parent households and
supporting the role of the family. By emphasizing the importance of intact families, Indiana can take the lead in
minimizing our children’s risk of growing up in poverty,” Pence wrote.
Pence has been talking more about social issues as the governor’s race enters its final weeks. Gregg criticized Pence
on Tuesday for re-focusing on social issues instead of jobs.
“Why on earth are we talking about the state promoting marriage when unemployment is over 8 percent?” Gregg
asked. “Hoosier families come in all shapes and sizes, and our next governor needs to be a governor for them all,
not just those that fit in Congressman Pence’s social agenda.”
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Re: “Indiana Gubernatorial Candidate Mike Pence Backs Marriage to Curb
Poverty” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Who says it's the left that wants a nanny state? Talk about social engineering! Don't you just love the hypocrisy of
people who carry on about their freedoms want to impose standards of behavior on everyone else. I thought NC
was bad, but it's possible Indiana is worse. Why are people so freaked out about gay marriage? All this writing it
into the constitutions of states, as if it weren't already illegal enough. Times have changed so much in the last 20
years. I think what we're seeing is the last gasp of homophobia, at least openly expressed--rather like racism. It
still exists, but no one cops to it. The generations of hate will have to die off before society can move forward--like
Moses wandering in the wilderness until his people had lost their slave mentality. That's just one more reason to
make sure the public schools are strong and education fact-based.
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“Michael Tomasky: Don’t Blame Mitt for the GOP’s Problems” (to
Republicans)

Doesn’t ANYBODY want to bet me $10,000 on the election? I’ll take Obama. You can have the wimp!
But again, here I am talking to an empty chair!
Maybe we should be betting whether the GOP is going to exist after the election?
“Michael Tomasky: Don’t Blame Mitt for the GOP’s Problems” by Michael Tomasky, The Daily Beast
Sept. 23, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/09/23/michael-tomasky-don-t-blame-mitt-for-the-gops-problems.html)
(Conservative columnists are lining up to dump on Romney. But the real problem isn’t the candidate or his
campaign. It’s the Republican Party and its pathologies.)
Yes, Mitt Romney had a week I wouldn’t wish on ... well, Mitt Romney. Yes, his campaign is incompetent, as Peggy
Noonan wrote Friday. Yes, there is something really off about the guy personally. But as conservatives like Noonan
start in on Romney vilification, I feel the need to stand up and reiterate: Romney’s problems aren’t all Romney’s
fault. They’re not even half his fault. They’re chiefly the fault of a movement and political party that has gone off
the deep end. Almost every idiotic thing Romney has done, after all, can be traced to the need he feels to placate
groups of people who are way out there in their own ideological solar system, with no purchase at all on how
normal Americans feel and think about things. This is much the harder question for Noonan and others to confront,
and they really ought to ponder it.
Since he started running, Romney has had to cater to four factions in the GOP, each of which contributes in its way
to the party’s self-destructiveness: the rich and their apologists, who think Barack Obama has made life in America
well-nigh impossible for those earning $1 million a year; the Tea Party populists, the middle-aged and older white
people who feel intense resentment against Obama and his America; the foreign-policy neocons, who invented this
fable about Obama apologizing for America and so on; and the rabble-rousers—Rush Limbaugh, Michelle Malkin,
etc., whose megaphones announce all these anxieties and others.
These four groups have each been holding guns to Romney’s temple. He’s a weak man, yes. But in a way—in only
this one particular way—I feel a little sorry for him. These groups permit no room to maneuver whatsoever. None.
Not an inch. So when something happens that is in their wheelhouse, the expectation immediately arises that
Romney will utter every syllable precisely as they want to hear it.
So it was with the neocons after the Cairo and Benghazi riots. Now, I’m sure it’s partly true that Romney and his
team are one big overeager floppy-eared dog, galumphing across the lawn anxious to please their masters. But the
master sets the dynamic in place. There’s no doubt whatsoever that if the Romney people didn’t feel they had to
rush to please that crowd, he wouldn’t have issued that statement at an utterly inappropriate time and then tried
absurdly to defend it the next morning.
The same can be said with regard to Romney’s selection of Paul Ryan. We don’t really know that this was forced on
him per se by the right, but we have reason to believe that the logic, shall we say, of his naming Ryan was made
clear to him. And what good has Ryan done him? Did you notice the poll last week, which deserves more attention
than it’s received, showing that Ryan was a less popular vice-presidential choice than Sarah Palin? This is the man
the gun-holding factions said was a brilliant, game-changing choice. He’s game changing all right, though not as
they intended.
And it’s the same story on the 47 percent. The man who asked that question was speaking very clearly for Faction
A above. There can be little doubt that the vast majority of the people in that room, maybe every person, felt his
pain, and Romney knew exactly what he had to say. Again, it’s certainly a two-way street; Romney obviously
believed every word he said. But he knew the catechism.

And by the way, does anyone think a Republican presidential candidate would have said this, even behind closed
doors, in 1992 or 1996 or 2000 or even in 2008? I think there’s no chance. It’s probably the sort of thing a lot of
them thought. But it’s something they never, ever would have said. They’d have known better. So the existence of
these factions in their precise form is new. The concealed anxieties of all these factions were brought to the surface
by the financial crisis and its aftermath, the black guy standing up there representing the America that they don’t
know and that scares them, and the former Massachusetts governor who seems squishy and must forever prove his
loyalty. And boy is the lid ever off now.
What good has Ryan done Romney? Did you notice the poll last week showing that Ryan was a less popular vicepresidential choice than Sarah Palin?
Could Jim Baker fix this campaign, as Noonan asserts or hopes? He’s a knife fighter, there’s no doubt about that.
Look at Florida 2000. But remember, he came in during the late innings to help Poppy Bush’s 1992 campaign, and
that ended pretty ingloriously. And besides, he’s 82 now. Can he work 14-hour days, make crisp, snap decisions?
One could argue that Romney’s gotten all the help he needs this year from 82-year-old men.
Romney deserves everything that is happening to him (I guess I would wish this past week on him after all). But it
isn’t happening because of Mitt Romney alone, or even the now-hated Stuart Stevens. It’s happening because of
the factions and their guns. It’s happening because of a party and movement that are out of control and out of
touch. There is not a prominent Republican in the country who could be doing any better, with the possible lone
exception of Jeb Bush, but it’s probably too early yet for another Bush. Face it, Republicans: he was and is your
best candidate, and he’s tanking now more because of you than because of him.
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"The Lie Factory"

From "The Lie Factory," by Jill Lepore, in the Sept. 24, 2012, New Yorker magazine.
Nixon adviser William Gavin: "Reason requires a higher degree of discipline, of concentration; impression is
easier....Reason pushes the viewer back, it assaults him, it demands that he agree or disagree; impression
can envelop him, invite him in, without making an intellectual demand....When we argue with him we
demand that he make the effort of replying. We seek to engage his intellect, and for most people this is the
most difficult work of all. The emotions are more easily roused, closer to the surface, more malleable." p.59
Demagogues know all about rousing the emotions; look at Hitler, or just about any Arab leader. When people are
raging, they feel energized; the adrenalin flows; and they actually feel better. (I believe some people become
addicted to this feeling.) Thoughtful consideration requires reflection, time, and the acknowledgement of
complexity. That's why sound bites and quick slogans are so effective. "Job Creators," "the 1%," "the 99%", now
the "47%." I believe what this election will boil down to is, which candidate do people like more personally. When
Obama rolls up his sleeves, he looks natural. When Romney does it, he looks like someone's dad trying to be cool.
"The Lie Factory"by Jill Lepore, the New Yorker
Sept. 24, 2012, (http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/09/24/120924fa_fact_lepore)
(How politics became a business.)
“I, Governor of California, and How I Ended Poverty,” by Upton Sinclair, is probably the most thrilling piece of
campaign literature ever written. Instead of the usual flummery, Sinclair, the author of forty-seven books, including,
most famously, “The Jungle,” wrote a work of fiction. “I, Governor of California,” published in 1933, announced
Sinclair’s gubernatorial bid in the form of a history of the future, in which Sinclair is elected governor in 1934, and
by 1938 has eradicated poverty. “So far as I know,” the author remarked, “this is the first time an historian has set
out to make his history true.”

It was only sixty-four pages, but it sold a hundred and fifty thousand copies in four months. Chapter 1: “On an
evening in August, 1933, there took place a conference attended by five members of the County Central Committee
of the Democratic party, Sixtieth Assembly District of the State of California.” That might not sound like a pageturner, unless you remember that at the time California was a one-party state: in 1931, almost all of the hundred
and twenty seats in the state legislature were held by Republicans; not a single Democrat held a statewide office.
Also useful to recall: the unemployment rate in the state was twenty-nine per cent. Back to that meeting in August,
1933: “The purpose was to consider with Upton Sinclair the possibility of his registering as a Democrat and
becoming the candidate of the party for Governor of California.” What if Sinclair, a lifelong socialist, ran as a
Democrat? That’s one nifty plot twist.
The pace really picks up after Sinclair adopts an acronymic campaign slogan, “END POVERTY IN CALIFORNIA” (“It
was pointed out that the initials of these words spell ‘EPIC’ ”); picks a campaign emblem, passing over the eagle
and the hawk (“I personally can get up no enthusiasm for any kind of bird of prey,” the candidate says) in favor of
the busy bee (“she not only works hard but has means to defend herself”); explains a program of coöperative
factories and farms that would implement his philosophy of “production for use” rather than for profit; proposes
killing the sales tax while levying something like a thirty-per-cent income tax on anyone earning more than fifty
thousand dollars a year; and promises not only to raise hell but also, preposterously, to win.
All the same, it was a shock to pretty much everyone that, in August of 1934, Sinclair won the Democratic
nomination, with more votes than any primary candidate in California had ever won before. That happens in the
novel, too, which is what made reading it so thrilling (or, for many people, so terrifying): watching what Sinclair
imagined coming to pass. Chapter 4: “The news that the Democratic voters of California had committed their party
to the EPIC plan caused a sensation throughout the country.” True! “It resulted in wide discussion of the plan in the
magazines, and the formation of an EPIC Committee for the Nation.” Sort of! “A statement endorsing Sinclair for
Governor was signed by a hundred leading writers, and college groups were formed everywhere throughout the
country to recommend the plan for their cities and states. A group of forward-looking economists endorsed the
plan, and letters of support were received from a score of United States senators and some fifty congressmen.”
O.K., that part never happened.
In 1934, Sinclair explained what did happen that election year, in a nonfiction sequel called “I, Candidate for
Governor, and How I Got Licked.” “When I was a boy, the President of Harvard University wrote about ‘the scholar
in politics,’ ” Sinclair began. “Here is set forth how a scholar went into politics, and what happened to him.” “How I
Got Licked” was published in daily installments in fifty newspapers. In it, Sinclair described how, immediately after
the Democratic Convention, the Los Angeles Times began running on its front page a box with an Upton Sinclair
quotation in it, a practice that the paper continued, every day, for six weeks, until the opening of the polls.
“Reading these boxes day after day,” Sinclair wrote, “I made up my mind that the election was lost.”
Sinclair got licked, he said, because the opposition ran what he called a Lie Factory. “I was told they had a dozen
men searching the libraries and reading every word I had ever published.” They’d find lines he’d written, speeches
of fictional characters in novels, and stick them in the paper, as if Sinclair had said them. “They had a staff of
political chemists at work, preparing poisons to be let loose in the California atmosphere on every one of a hundred
mornings.” Actually, they had, at the time, a staff of only two, and the company wasn’t called the Lie Factory. It
was called Campaigns, Inc.
Campaigns, Inc., the first political-consulting firm in the history of the world, was founded, in 1933, by Clem
Whitaker and Leone Baxter. Whitaker, thirty-four, had started out as a newspaperman, or, really, a newspaper boy;
he was working as a reporter at the age of thirteen. By nineteen, he was city editor for the Sacramento Union and,
a couple of years later, a political writer for the San Francisco Examiner. He was friendly and gangly, and had big
ears, and smoked, and never stopped talking, and typed with two fingers. He started a newspaper wire service, the
Capitol News Bureau, distributing stories to eighty papers. In 1930, he sold that business to the United Press. Three
years later, he was, for his political ingenuity, hired by, among others, Sheridan Downey, a prominent Democrat, to
help defeat a referendum sponsored by Pacific Gas and Electric. Downey also hired Baxter, a twenty-six-year-old
widow who had been a writer for the Portland Oregonian, and suggested that she and Whitaker join forces.
Baxter was small, fine-featured, red-headed, and elegant. “Oh, he was such a dear,” she would say, about someone
she liked. Whitaker’s suits never looked like they fit him; Baxter’s looked like they’d fit Audrey Hepburn. Whitaker

and Baxter started doing business as Campaigns, Inc. The referendum was defeated. Whitaker separated from his
wife. In 1938, he and Baxter married. They lived in Marin County, in a house with a heated swimming pool. They
began every day with a two-hour breakfast to plan the day. She sometimes called him Clem; he only ever called her
Baxter.
In 1934, when Sinclair won the Democratic nomination, he chose Downey as his running mate. (“Uppie and
Downey,” the ticket was called.) Working for Downey had been an aberration for Whitaker and Baxter, people who,
it was said, “work the Right side of the street.” Campaigns, Inc., specialized in running political campaigns for
businesses, especially monopolies like Standard Oil and Pacific Telephone and Telegraph. Pacific Gas and Electric
was so impressed that it put Campaigns, Inc., on retainer.
Political consulting is often thought of as an offshoot of the advertising industry, but closer to the truth is that the
advertising industry began as a form of political consulting. As the political scientist Stanley Kelley once explained,
when modern advertising began, the big clients were just as interested in advancing a political agenda as a
commercial one. Monopolies like Standard Oil and DuPont looked bad: they looked greedy and ruthless and, in the
case of DuPont, which made munitions, sinister. They therefore hired advertising firms to sell the public on the idea
of the large corporation, and, not incidentally, to advance pro-business legislation. It’s this kind of thing that Sinclair
was talking about when he said that American history was a battle between business and democracy, and, “So far,”
he wrote, “Big Business has won every skirmish.”
Like most California Republicans, Clem Whitaker and Leone Baxter, who headed the California League Against
Sinclairism, were horrified at the prospect of Sinclair in the governor’s office. They had to work fast. They were
hired just two months before the election by George Hatfield, the candidate for lieutenant governor on a Republican
ticket headed by the incumbent governor, Frank Merriam, but, mostly, they were hired to destroy Sinclair. They
began by locking themselves in a room for three days with everything he had ever written. “Upton was beaten,”
Whitaker later said, “because he had written books.” And, so, those boxes in the L.A. Times:
SINCLAIR ON MARRIAGE:
The sanctity of marriage…I have had such a belief…I have it no longer.
The excerpt, as Sinclair explained in “How I Got Licked,” was taken from a passage in his 1911 novel, Love’s
Pilgrimage, in which one character writes a heartbroken letter to a man having an affair with his wife. (The novel,
which Sinclair later found greatly embarrassing, is an autobiographical account of his disastrous first marriage,
which ended in 1912 when, citing his wife’s adultery, he divorced her; he married his second wife in 1913; their
marriage lasted until her death, in 1961.) “Sure, those quotations were irrelevant,” Baxter later said. “But we had
one objective: to keep him from becoming Governor.”
Sinclair lost. He probably would have been a terrible governor. That, though, wasn’t really what was at stake.
No single development has altered the workings of American democracy in the last century so much as political
consulting, an industry unknown before Campaigns, Inc. In the middle decades of the twentieth century, political
consultants replaced party bosses as the wielders of political power gained not by votes but by money. Whitaker
and Baxter were the first people to make politics a business. “Every voter, a consumer” was the mantra of a latterday consulting firm, but that idea came from Campaigns, Inc. Political management is now a diversified, multibilliondollar industry of managers, speechwriters, pollsters, and advertisers who play a role in everything from this year’s
Presidential race to the campaigns of the candidates for your local school committee. (Campaigns, now, never end.
And consultants not only run campaigns; they govern. Mitt Romney, asked by the Wall Street Journal’s editorial
board how he would choose his Cabinet, said that he’d probably bring in McKinsey to sort that out.) But for years
Whitaker and Baxter had no competition, which is one reason that, between 1933 and 1955, they won seventy out
of seventy-five campaigns. The campaigns they chose to run, and the way they decided to run them, shaped the
history of California, and of the country. Campaigns, Inc., is shaping American politics still.
In 1934, Upton Sinclair got licked, but a great many End Poverty in California candidates got elected, as Democrats.
California became a two-party state. Twenty-four EPIC candidates, among them a Los Angeles lawyer named
Culbert Olson, took their seats in the state legislature, and, four years later, Olson, the leader of the state’s EPIC

caucus, was elected governor. Olson named Carey McWilliams, a Los Angeles attorney, writer, and reporter, as his
chief of the California State Division of Immigration and Housing.
In 1938, McWilliams, a friend of Sinclair’s, had campaigned for Olson while writing Factories in the Field: The Story
of Migratory Farm Labor in California. It reads like a nonfiction version of The Grapes of Wrath. Both books were
published in 1939. Steinbeck’s was banned, and Republicans in the state legislature attempted to abolish the
Division of Immigration and Housing, just to get McWilliams fired.
In 1942, Republicans backing the state’s attorney general, Earl Warren, in a bid to replace Olson in the governor’s
office urged him to hire Whitaker and Baxter to run his campaign. Warren agreed, somewhat reluctantly. In the
years since defeating Sinclairism, Whitaker and Baxter had put a few more items in their campaign tool kit. In 1939,
with pamphlets like “Hoaxing the Hungry,” Campaigns, Inc., had led the effort to defeat California’s Proposition 1,
the “Ham and Eggs” referendum, which would have instituted a three-per-cent income tax to provide a thirty-dollara-week pension to every citizen over fifty: ham and eggs every Thursday. (Harper’s later reported, “In a typical
campaign they employed ten million pamphlets and leaf-lets; 50,000 letters to ‘key individuals and officers of
organizations’; 70,000 inches of advertising in 700 newspapers; 3,000 spot announcements on 109 radio stations;
theater slides and trailers in 160 theaters; 1,000 large billboards and 18,000 or 20,000 smaller posters.”) In 1940,
they produced materials for the Republican Wendell Willkie’s Presidential campaign, including a speaker’s manual
that offered advice about how to handle Democrats in the audience: “rather than refer to the opponent as the
‘Democratic Party’ or ‘New Deal Administration’ refer to the Candidate by name only.”
Whitaker and Baxter worked together flawlessly. They answered the telephone together. They read each other’s
mail. They swapped jobs every year: one year, Whitaker was president and Baxter vice-president; the next year,
the reverse. They made heaps of money. For, say, a referendum campaign, they charged between twenty-five
thousand and seventy-five thousand dollars. They required complete control of the budget for campaign expenses.
(One of their rules: save seventy-five per cent of your budget for the month before Election Day.) The firm grossed
about two hundred and fifty thousand dollars a year. Campaigns, Inc., was only one part of the empire. Whitaker
and Baxter also ran the Clem Whitaker Advertising Agency, which charged a fifteen-per-cent commission from
clients for every ad. They ran a newspaper wire service, the California Feature Service, which sent a political
clipsheet every week, to fifteen hundred “thought leaders,” and cartoons, editorials, and articles to three hundred
newspapers. Rural newspapers were so desperate for copy that many printed whatever the California Feature
Service sent them, including documents that were basically press releases disguised as editorials endorsing
whatever political position Campaigns, Inc., was being paid to advocate. The trick was to send out clippings so sly
that a tired editor might not notice that they were written by an advertising outfit. One California newspaper editor
used to play a game with his staff, while reading the stuff. It was called “Where’s the Plug?”
Whitaker and Baxter weren’t just inventing new techniques; they were writing a rule book. Never lobby; woo voters
instead. “Our conception of practical politics is that if you have a sound enough case to convince the folks back
home, you don’t have to buttonhole the Senator,” Baxter explained. Make it personal: candidates are easier to sell
than issues. If your position doesn’t have an opposition, or if your candidate doesn’t have an opponent, invent one.
Once, when fighting an attempt to recall the mayor of San Francisco, Whitaker and Baxter waged a campaign
against the Faceless Man—the idea was Baxter’s—who might end up replacing him. Baxter drew a picture, on a
tablecloth, of a fat man with a cigar poking out from beneath a face hidden by a hat, and then had him plastered
on billboards all over the city, with the question “Who’s Behind the Recall?” Pretend that you are the Voice of the
People. Whitaker and Baxter bought radio ads, sponsored by “the Citizens Committee Against the Recall,” in which
an ominous voice said, “The real issue is whether the City Hall is to be turned over, lock, stock, and barrel, to an
unholy alliance fronting for a faceless man.” (The recall was defeated.) Attack, attack, attack. Whitaker said, “You
can’t wage a defensive campaign and win!”
Never underestimate the opposition. The first thing Whitaker and Baxter always did, when they took on a
campaign, was to “hibernate” for a week, to write a Plan of Campaign. Then they wrote an Opposition Plan of
Campaign, to anticipate the moves made against them. Every campaign needs a theme. Keep it simple. Rhyming’s
good. (“For Jimmy and me, vote ‘yes’ on 3.”) Never explain anything. “The more you have to explain,” Whitaker
said, “the more difficult it is to win support.” Say the same thing over and over again. “We assume we have to get a
voter’s attention seven times to make a sale,” Whitaker said. Subtlety is your enemy. “Words that lean on the mind

are no good,” according to Baxter. “They must dent it.” Simplify, simplify, simplify. “A wall goes up,” Whitaker
warned, “when you try to make Mr. and Mrs. Average American Citizen work or think.”
Fan flames. “We need more partisanship in this country,” Whitaker said. Never shy from controversy; instead, win
the controversy. “The average American doesn’t want to be educated; he doesn’t want to improve his mind; he
doesn’t even want to work, consciously, at being a good citizen,” Whitaker advised. “But there are two ways you
can interest him in a campaign, and only two that we have ever found successful.” You can put on a fight (“he likes
a good hot battle, with no punches pulled”), or you can put on a show (“he likes the movies; he likes mysteries; he
likes fireworks and parades”): “So if you can’t fight, PUT ON A SHOW! And if you put on a good show, Mr. and Mrs.
America will turn out to see it.”
Winner takes all. “If you launch a campaign for a new car, your client doesn’t expect you to lead the field
necessarily in the first year, or even the tenth year,” Whitaker once said. “But in politics, they don’t pay off for
PLACE OR SHOW! You have to win, if you want to stay in business.”
In 1942, the problem with Earl Warren was that he was grim. Baxter said that, to get women to vote for him, he
and his wife had to agree to have a picture of their family taken, and publicized. Warren’s wife, Nina, objected. “She
didn’t want to exploit her family,” Baxter said. “But we knew that he had to get that family.” They took a picture—
Earl, Nina, and their six children. They look like the Von Trapp Family Singers. Campaigns, Inc., distributed three
million copies.
Still, there was no denying that Warren was solemn, and unsmiling. Turn your liabilities into assets! Baxter said that
a grave, resolute man was just the kind of man California needed, in time of war. “War-time voters live at an
emotional pitch that is anything but normal,” Whitaker wrote. “This must be a campaign that makes people hear the
beat of drums and the thunder of bombs…. This must be A CALL TO ARMS IN DEFENSE OF CALIFORNIA!”
Warren looked strong on defense partly because, as attorney general, he had advocated for the internment of
Japanese-Americans. “If the Japs are released,” he warned, “no one will be able to tell a saboteur from any other
Jap.” (Warren later publicly expressed great remorse about this policy and, in a 1972 interview, wept over it.) Carey
McWilliams was one of the few people in public office to oppose internment. Warren vowed that his first public act
as governor would be to fire McWilliams.
In the last thirty days before the election, Whitaker and Baxter advertised in four hundred newspapers and on five
hundred billboards. They flooded the airwaves. They sent out sound trucks, to drive around and honk and blast.
They attacked Olson’s economic policies. They wrote a speakers’ manual, for anyone giving a speech in support of
Warren; it included drafts of a “Six-Minute Talk” and a “Fifteen-Minute Talk.” (Their stock advice: Try not to speak
for more than fifteen minutes—people get bored—and never for more than half an hour.)
Warren won, but he didn’t like the way he had won. Just before the election, after Whitaker and Baxter issued a
press release without his approval, he fired them. They never forgave him.
In the fall of 1944, Warren got a serious kidney infection. This set him thinking about the rising costs of medical
care, and the catastrophic effects that sudden illness could have on a family less well provided for than his own. “I
came to the conclusion that the only way to remedy this situation was to spread the cost through insurance,” he
wrote in his memoirs. He asked his staff to develop a proposal. “We concluded that health insurance should be
collected through the Social Security System. After some studies, it was determined that the employers and
employees in that system should each contribute one and one half per cent of wages paid by or to them.” After
conferring with the California Medical Association, he anticipated no objections from doctors. And so, in January of
1945, during his State of the State address, he announced his proposal for comprehensive, compulsory health
insurance for the state of California.
Earl Warren began his political career as a conservative and ended it as one of the most hated liberals in American
history. What happened to him? One answer is: Whitaker and Baxter.
Retained by the California Medical Association for an annual fee of twenty-five thousand dollars to campaign against
the Governor’s plan, Whitaker and Baxter took a piece of legislation that most people liked and taught them to hate

it. “You can’t beat something with nothing,” they liked to say. They launched a drive for Californians to buy their
own insurance, privately. Voluntary Health Insurance Week, driven by forty thousand inches of advertising in more
than four hundred newspapers, was observed in fifty-three of the state’s fifty-eight counties. Whitaker and Baxter
sent more than nine thousand doctors out with prepared speeches. They coined a slogan: “Political medicine is bad
medicine.”
They lobbied newspaper editors. Whitaker boasted that “our people have personally called at more than 500
newspaper offices,” to persuade editors to change their positions. Many of these newspapers did a vast amount of
advertising business with Campaigns, Inc., and received hundreds of words of free copy, each week, from the
California Feature Service. “In three years,” Whitaker reported, “the number of newspapers supporting socialized
medicine has dwindled from fifty to about twenty. The number of papers opposing compulsory health insurance has
jumped from about 100 to 432.”
They invented an enemy. They sent out twenty-seven thousand copies of a pamphlet called “The Health Question,”
which featured a picture of a man, a woman, and a child in the woods—“a forest of fear”—menaced by skeletons
who have in their mouths, instead of teeth, the word “BILL.” Whitaker and Baxter sent out two and a half million
copies of another pamphlet, called “Politically-Controlled Medicine.” They printed postcards, for voters to stick in the
mail:
Dear Senator:
Please vote against all Compulsory Health Insurance Bills pending before the Legislature. We have enough
regimentation in this country now. Certainly we don’t want to be forced to go to “A State doctor,” or to pay
for such a doctor whether we use him or not. That system was born in Germany—and is part and parcel of
what our boys are fighting overseas. Let’s not adopt it here.
In 1945, Warren’s bill failed to pass by just one vote. As Warren’s biographer G. Edmund White remarked, “The
scuttling of his health insurance plan was a confirmation for Warren of the nature of the political process, in which
advocates of programs based on humanity and common sense were pitted against selfish, vindictive special
interests.” Warren reintroduced the bill. And again Whitaker and Baxter defeated it. “They stormed the Legislature
with their invective,” Warren later wrote, “and my bill was not even accorded a decent burial.” It was the greatest
legislative victory at the hands of admen the country had ever seen. It was not, of course, the last.
In 1945, months after Earl Warren proposed compulsory health insurance in California, Harry Truman proposed a
national program. “The health of American children, like their education, should be recognized as a definite public
responsibility,” the President said. When Republicans took control of Congress in 1946, Truman’s proposed federal
health-insurance program, which, like Warren’s, was funded by a payroll tax, stalled. In his State of the Union
address in 1948, an election year, Truman urged passage of his plan, which enjoyed widespread popular support.
In November, Truman won the election. Days afterward, the American Medical Association called up the San
Francisco offices of Campaigns, Inc. The A.M.A. retained Whitaker and Baxter at a fee of a hundred thousand
dollars a year, and with an annual budget of more than a million dollars, to thwart Truman’s plan. The A.M.A. raised
the money by assessing twenty-five dollars a year from every one of its members.
At the beginning of 1949, Whitaker and Baxter, the directors of the A.M.A.’s National Education Campaign, entered
national politics, setting up headquarters in Chicago, with a staff of thirty-seven. “This must be a campaign to
arouse and alert the American people in every walk of life, until it generates a great public crusade and a
fundamental fight for freedom,” their Plan of Campaign began. “Any other plan of action, in view of the drift toward
socialization and despotism all over the world, would invite disaster.” But when Whitaker told the Washington press
corps, at a luncheon, that the F.B.I. was terrorizing the A.M.A., the Washington Post offered that maybe the A.M.A.,
at the hands of Whitaker and Baxter, ought to stop “whipping itself into a neurosis and attempting to terrorize the
whole American public every time the Administration proposes a Welfare Department or a health program.”
Whitaker and Baxter went to Washington and persuaded a hundred congressmen to let them read their constituent
mail. At the start of the campaign, Whitaker reported, mail from voters “was running four and half to one in favor”
of Truman’s plan. Whitaker and Baxter went to work. “Nine months later it was running four to one against.”

By then, Campaigns, Inc., had come to seem, at least to a handful of critics, nefarious and mysterious. “There isn’t
any mystery about it,” Whitaker insisted. In a brilliant maneuver, Whitaker had “A Simplified Blueprint of the
Campaign Against Compulsory Health Insurance” distributed, by the hundreds of thousands, to reporters and
editors, among others, and to every member of Congress.
Meanwhile, inside Campaigns, Inc., a much more detailed Plan of Campaign circulated, in typescript, marked
“CONFIDENTIAL:— NOT FOR PUBLICATION.” (It can be found with the firm’s papers, which are housed at the
California State Archives, in Sacramento.) It reads, in part:
1. The immediate objective is the defeat of the compulsory health insurance program pending in Congress.
2. The long-term objective is to put a permanent stop to the agitation for socialized medicine in this country
by:
a. awakening the people to the danger of a politically-controlled, government-regulated health
system.
b. convincing the people, through a Nation wide campaign of education, of the superior advantages
of private medicine, as practiced in America, over the State-dominated medical systems of other
countries.
c. stimulating the growth of voluntary health insurance systems to take the economic shock out of
illness and increase the availability of medical care to the American people.
As Whitaker and Baxter put it, in an earlier version of the plan, “Basically, the issue is whether we are to remain a
free Nation, in which the individual can work out his own destiny, or whether we are to take one of the final steps
toward becoming a Socialist or Communist State. We have to paint the picture, in vivid verbiage that no one can
misunderstand, of Germany, Russia—and finally, England.” They settled on a slogan: “KEEP POLITICS OUT OF
MEDICINE.” And they settled on a smear, one that they had used against Warren’s plan: they called Truman’s plan
“socialized medicine.”
In an attempt to educate every doctor, nurse, and druggist in the United States about the dangers of socialized
medicine, they went on the road. Whitaker, speaking to two hundred doctors at a meeting of the Council of the
New England Medical Societies, said:
Hitler and Stalin and the socialist government of Great Britain all have used the opiate of socialized medicine
to deaden the pain of lost liberty and lull the people into non-resistance. Old World contagion of compulsory
health insurance, if allowed to spread to our New World, will mark the beginning of the end of free
institutions in America. It will only be a question of time until the railroads, the steel mills, the power
industry, the banks and the farming industry are nationalized.
Political advertising, he said, was the last best hope of democracy: “We’re going to put the foes of American
medicine on trial before the bar of public opinion, and let the people decide.”
To that end, the National Education Campaign sent out millions of pieces of mail. It wasn’t always well met.
“RECEIVED YOUR SCARE LETTER. AND HOW PITYFUL,” an angry pharmacist wrote from Stamford, New York. “I
DO HOPE PRESIDENT TRUMAN HAS HIS WAY. GOOD LUCK TO HIM.”
Whitaker and Baxter liked to talk about their work as “grass roots” campaigning. The fight against socialized
medicine was a case in point: “The A.M.A. in its campaign is carrying its case to the people of America in a grass
roots crusade which we hope, with your help, and the help of tens of thousands of others, will reach every corner of
this country.” Not everyone was convinced that a lavishly paid advertising agency distributing 7.5 million copies of a
pamphlet called “The Voluntary Way Is the American Way” to doctors’ offices constituted a “grass roots” movement.
“Dear Sirs,” one doctor wrote them. “Is it 2 ½ or 3 ½ million dollars you have allotted for your ‘grass roots lobby’?”

Whitaker and Baxter’s campaign against Harry Truman’s national-health-insurance proposal cost the A.M.A. nearly
five million dollars, and it took more than three years. But they turned the President’s sensible, popular, and
urgently needed legislative reform into a bogeyman so scary that, even today, millions of Americans are still scared.
Truman was furious. As to what in his plan could possibly be construed as “socialized medicine,” he told the press in
1952, he didn’t know what in the Sam Hill that could be. He had one more thing to say: there was “nothing in this
bill that came any closer to socialism than the payments the American Medical Association makes to the advertising
firm of Whitaker and Baxter to misrepresent my health program.”
Carey McWilliams had kept an eye on Whitaker and Baxter since Uppie and Downey, since Ham and Eggs, since Earl
Warren and the C.M.A. He pitched to The Nation a story about Whitaker and Baxter. His editor, Harold Field,
wanted it straightaway, but McWilliams put him off. He said that he needed to go to San Francisco and “dig out the
facts.”
He wrote Whitaker and Baxter, requesting an interview. “The questions are serious and they are neither barbed nor
loaded,” he promised. “I really am not captious: I’m simply curious.” He met them. He liked them. He just
happened to disagree with their political agenda, and, more, he thought that their business was bad for democracy.
He wrote the piece and, in May of 1950, sent Whitaker and Baxter a draft. They read it and sent changes,
correcting a few small matters of fact. But they were disappointed by a revised draft.
“We are not quite the diabolical characters you have portrayed,” Whitaker wrote McWilliams. “I am disappointed
that you were disappointed,” McWilliams replied. “Don’t you agree that about the best we can hope for or expect on
this score is the maximum good will, factual accuracy, and the observance of some fundamentals of fair play?”
“Government by Whitaker and Baxter” appeared in The Nation in three parts, in April and May of 1951. Whitaker
and Baxter wrote McWilliams, “It seems to both of us that while you have not spared the spurs where you feel they
will do the most good, you certainly have not done anything to injure Whitaker and Baxter personally. Everything
considered, that may have been quite a strain. We are deeply grateful, Carey.”
McWilliams, as Whitaker and Baxter must have very well understood, had played by different rules from theirs. He
hadn’t been simple. He hadn’t attacked them. He had taken time to explain. He hadn’t invented an enemy. He
hadn’t taken remarks out of context. He hadn’t made anything up. He hadn’t lied.
“In labor and liberal circles in California people hiss when Whitaker and Baxter are mentioned,” he reported in The
Nation, “but it must be acknowledged that they know how to reach the people. True, they have had lots of money
to spend; but their opponents have not always been broke, either.” He talked about how much money unions had,
for instance. McWilliams did, however, believe that Whitaker and Baxter had too much power. For the A.M.A., they
had written, he said, “a political script in which doctors, originally cast as special-interest heavies, emerge as
crusaders for the people’s health.” It was incredible. And it was dangerous. “This is expert political management;
this is government by Whitaker and Baxter.” This is how we live now.
The piece was not without effect. By 1952, a number of doctors had resigned from the A.M.A. James H. Means,
Jackson professor of Medicine at Harvard and the chief of medicine at the Massachusetts General Hospital,
explained that he was no longer willing to pay dues that had been used to support an activity that he considered
“contrary to public welfare and unworthy of a learned profession.”
That fall, the A.M.A. let Whitaker and Baxter go, explaining that it had decided that keeping the agency on retainer
would compromise its nonpartisan status. Whitaker and Baxter were untroubled. They went to work for EisenhowerNixon.
In 1952, television was used, for the first time, in a Presidential campaign. In 1948, less than three per cent of
American homes had a television; by 1952, that figure was fast approaching fifty per cent. That year, Republicans
spent $1.5 million on television advertising; Democrats spent seventy-seven thousand dollars. On television, spots
for Eisenhower—“I Like Ike” and “The Man from Abilene”—whose themes were based on George Gallup’s polling,
masqueraded as documentaries; they looked like the March of Time newsreels.

Eisenhower was so unfamiliar with recording equipment that once, in front of a microphone, which was on, he
grumbled, “How the hell does this thing work?” But, like everyone running for office after him, he was coached, and
groomed, and buffed, and polished. And made up. In a TV spot called “Eisenhower Answers America,” a young
black man says, “General, the Democrats are telling me I never had it so good.” Eisenhower replies, “Can that be
true, when America is billions in debt, when prices have doubled, when taxes break our backs, and we are still
fighting in Korea? It’s tragic.” Then he looks, sternly, straight into the camera. “It’s time for a change.”
In 1953, Earl Warren became Chief Justice of the United States. The “Impeach Earl Warren” campaign began not
long after Warren wrote the Court’s opinion in Brown v. Board of Education, in 1954, declaring school segregation
unconstitutional. In 1955, Carey McWilliams became the editor of The Nation. In 1956, Whitaker and Baxter did P.R.
for the G.O.P. Nominating Convention, in San Francisco. Meanwhile, they were interviewed by a Special Senate
Committee to Investigate Political Activities, Lobbying, and Campaign Contributions. Whitaker told the committee he
opposed government funding of campaigns and favored lifting restrictions on corporate campaign donations. The
committee’s investigators puzzled over campaign consultants. Should they be classed as lobbyists? As politicalaction committees? Shouldn’t they be regulated? Whitaker insisted that the work his firm did constituted grassroots
organizing, and should not to be subject to any regulation.
Later that year, Whitaker and Baxter, working with the California firm of Baus and Ross, campaigned on behalf of
Proposition 4, a ballot measure favoring the oil industry and giving it more license to drill. The measure was written
by attorneys for Standard Oil. Whitaker and Baxter prevailed, mainly by getting the referendum’s name changed to
the Oil and Gas Conservation Act.
In 1958, Whitaker’s oldest son by his first marriage, Clem Whitaker, Jr., bought Campaigns, Inc., with two partners.
In 1960, when Nixon ran for President, Campaigns, Inc., organized his campaign in California. “The great need is to
go on the offensive—and to attack,” one of Whitaker’s partners advised. Best to forget “the liberal Democrats who
wouldn’t vote for Nixon if he received the joint personal endorsement of Jesus Christ and Karl Marx via a séance
with Eleanor Roosevelt.” Nixon won California but lost the election. He was terrible on television. “It was TV more
than anything else that turned the tide,” Kennedy said. By now, Democrats were beginning to hire politicalconsulting firms, too. Everyone did. It was an arms race.
Clem Whitaker, Sr., died of emphysema in 1961. Four years later, when Ronald Reagan ran for governor of
California, he hired the California firm of Spencer-Roberts. Spencer-Roberts used the Whitaker and Baxter rule
book. “You know something, Stu?” Reagan said to Stuart Spencer in 1966. “Politics is just like show business. . . .
You begin with a hell of an opening, you coast for a while, and you end with a hell of a closing.”
Upton Sinclair died in a nursing home in New Jersey in 1968. That year, H. R. Haldeman left his job as manager of
the Los Angeles office of the J. Walter Thompson advertising agency to run Nixon’s Presidential campaign.
Haldeman had offered his services to Eisenhower-Nixon in 1952, and worked for the Vice-President’s campaign in
1956. He had learned the tools of the trade from the best of them. “Whitaker and Baxter was the great old
campaign,” he once said, remembering the old days, “the granddaddy.”
“Voters are basically lazy, basically uninterested in making an effort to understand what we’re talking about,” the
Nixon adviser William Gavin wrote in a memo. “Reason requires a higher degree of discipline, of concentration;
impression is easier,” he wrote in another memo. “Reason pushes the viewer back, it assaults him, it demands that
he agree or disagree; impression can envelop him, invite him in, without making an intellectual demand. . . . When
we argue with him we demand that he make the effort of replying. We seek to engage his intellect, and for most
people this is the most difficult work of all. The emotions are more easily roused, closer to the surface, more
malleable.”
The Nixon campaign studied the tapes of its candidate on television. Insufficient emotion. “He still uses his arms a
little too ‘predictably’ and a little too often,” Roger Ailes, Richard Nixon’s chief television adviser, said in 1968. “But
at this point it is better not to inhibit him.” Ailes is now the president of Fox News.
After Clem Whitaker died, Leone Baxter continued to run a firm of her own, Whitaker and Baxter International. She
lived in a penthouse apartment at the Fairmont Hotel in San Francisco. She liked to work behind the scenes. In all
her long life—she died in 2001, at the age of ninety-five—she rarely gave interviews. She made an exception in the

nineteen-sixties. She was asked, “Do the procedures you designed early in the game and utilized so successfully
over the years, Leone, still work today, or have you found it necessary to change them?”
“The basic rules I would say are wholly unchanged,” she said. “The strategies are unchanged.” There was
television, of course. “But I would say that the philosophy of political campaigning hasn’t changed a whit. The tools
have changed, the philosophy has not.”
She was also asked, “Does political public relations actually transfer political power into the hands of those who
exercise it?”
“It certainly could and has in some instances,” she said, carefully. “In this profession of leading men’s minds,
this is the reason I feel it must be in the hands of the most ethical, principled people—people with real
concern for the world around them, for people around them—or else it will erode into the hands of
people who have no regard for the world around them. It could be a very, very destructive thing.”
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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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Is Paying Little Tax Unpatriotic?
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 25, 2012)
The rich don’t want to pay more. They want you to pay more. What does that say about them?
Oh, and feel free to use hospital emergency rooms if you’re uninsured.
“The Rich Haven’t Always Hated Taxes” by Shamus Khan, Time
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://ideas.time.com/2012/09/18/the-rich-havent-always-hated-taxes/)

Once upon a time, the wealthy elite took pride in the fact that they paid higher rates than other Americans
Oliver Wendell Holmes, the U.S. Supreme Court justice pictured here in 1931, was known to "enjoy" his taxes.
"With them I buy civilization," he said.
Mitt Romney has proclaimed, “I pay all the taxes that are legally required, not a dollar more.” While most Americans
may not agree with his tax rate (14%), few would disagree with his sentiment. Almost no one willingly pays more
taxes than required. Yet there was a time when elites willingly acknowledged that they should pay far higher rates
than others. In fact, when the income tax was first regularly put into place in 1913, the well-off were the only ones
required to pay it.
Before that time, our government relied upon a system of tariffs for revenue. But as the nation grew in population
and economic prowess, it required public works like more efficient transportation to grease the wheels of capital,
public goods like schools to create more skilled workers, and public protections to help those who the market failed.
Our leaders — many of whom came from the wealthy elite — turned to the idea of an income tax. In 1909,
Republican president Teddy Roosevelt argued in favor of income and inheritance taxes, as they would promote,
“equality of opportunity.” The programs required a constitutional amendment, and by 1913, 88% of states agreed
that it was time to tax the income of its citizens. But not all its citizens — instead the income tax burden fell solely
on couples who made over $4,000 (in today’s terms, around $88,000). If you made less, you paid nothing. And the
more you made, the more you paid.
For the next 60 years Americans lived under a progressive tax structure. And while elites were not overjoyed to pay
higher taxes than other Americans (and some sought ways to avoid them), most understood their tax burden as
their civic duty. Franklin Delano Roosevelt argued that, “Taxes shall be levied according to ability to pay. That is the
only American principle.” Supreme Court Justice (and Boston Brahmin) Oliver Wendell Holmes was known to “enjoy”
his taxes. According to Felix Frankfurter’s book Mr. Justice Holmes and the Supreme Court, Justice Holmes told a
young law clerk who complained about paying them, “I like to pay taxes. With them I buy civilization.” When John
D. Rockefeller Sr. died in 1937, the estate tax was nearly 70%, yet complaints from his family would not be publicly
heard. Two years earlier his son earned more than $5 million; this gave him the distinction of being the only person
in America’s highest tax bracket (at a rate of 63%). No editorials were written by John Jr. to suggest class warfare,
or that the rich were being unfairly singled out.
Yet in the 1970s, this attitude began to change. Elites began to use their increasing political power to lower their
taxes, an effort that came to fruition under Ronald Reagan. Today our elites employ what political scientist Jeffrey
Winters calls “the income defense industry” to greatly reduce their taxes. These lawyers, lobbyists, and tax
consultants have worked to protect the wealthy with special laws, legally move money to special places like the
Cayman Islands and Switzerland, and undermine progressive taxation.
The results have been successful. As economists Thomas Piketty and Emmanuel Saez have shown, between 1970
and 2004 the rich cut their overall effective tax rate by more than half — from 75% to 35% — while the American
average has remained at 23% (this includes individual, corporate, payroll and estate taxes). But at what cost?
Inequality has increased, mobility has declined, and the American Dream is dying. Not every wealthy American
believes they are being robbed — both Warren Buffet and Bill Gates have taken the position that loopholes for the
wealthy should be closed, taxes should be raised, and billionaires should pledge to give away at least half their
fortunes. (When Warren Buffett was married in 1952 he had a discussion with his new bride about the fact that
they were going to be rich. “We agreed with Andrew Carnegie, who said that huge fortunes that flow in large part
from society should in large part be returned to society.”) But the rich who lobby against progressive taxation have
replaced the civic principle of taxing on the basis of the ability to pay with the individual principle that nothing
should get in their way of being as rich as possible.
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Re: Photos: Snicker-Doodle Gourmet Cookie Factory (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #232)

Those cookies are huge! I want some!
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Re: Photos: Snicker-Doodle Gourmet Cookie Factory (reply to SteveB,
FotM Newsletter #232)

Yum. Those cookies sure do look good!
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2012 Books About Bolivia
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Video: Chaos on Bullsh*t Mountain (Jon Stewart on Mitt R0mney)

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=km4BfW2836Y
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Re: Video: Chaos on Bullsh*t Mountain (Jon Stewart on Mitt R0mney)
(reply to SteveG, above)

I love “The Daily Show.” I'm not sure I'd still be sane if not for Jon Stewart and Stephen Colbert. I really do
depend on them for most of my news, at least on TV.
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“Military Will Defeat Any Militia Type Rebellion on US Soil According to
Study”

“Military Will Defeat Any Militia Type Rebellion on US Soil According to Study” by Jack Swint, OpEdNews
Sept. 24, 2012, (http://www.opednews.com/articles/Military-Will-Defeat-Any-M-by-Jack-Swint-120924-591.html)
Report Will Make Every American Well Rehearsed In What Our Government & Military Is Prepared To
Do If Ever Confronted With Homegrown Insurgents
For the past several months, a debate has been ongoing whether or not Tea Party members could actually instigate
an all out rebellion against our government? Some say yes, most say no. According to their platform, Tea Party
groups are focused only on advocating strict government adherence to the United States Constitution, reducing U.S.
government spending, taxes, reduction of the U.S. national debt and federal budget deficit. All through peaceful
means.
To most Americans, that doesn't sound like a violent group of insurgents.
Some of the questions I have been asked are: Why is the military targeting the Tea Party agenda as the catalyst for
a rebellion? What factual evidence exists that a possible homegrown revolution could happen in the US? Does the
government believe front line Tea Party members are directly involved? Are militia extremists associated with the
Tea Party capable of inciting a rebellion? Or, is this all just a mock form of "War Games" for the military, just in
case?
I personally don't know the answers to those questions being raised, but there is one thing for certain, the military
feels there is enough probability for a rebellion that they have adopted a mock operational training exercise. One
that uses a combination of offensive, defensive and stability support by the Army & Marines. And, their declared
enemy in this report is both extremist militia members and the Tea Party.
That report is titled" "Full Spectrum Operations In The Homeland: A Vision Of The Future." You may have read
media accounts of its existence, but have you actually examined the report and the depth of the strategy behind
this mock military operation?
On July 15th 2012, Small War Journals published a 2010 Study written by former Army Colonel and military
strategist Kevin Benson, and Ph.D History Professor Jennifer Weber. It details a mock training scenario for the Army
that portrays an extremist militia, motivated by the goals of the tea party movement, physically taking over the
entire city of Darlington SC, including the local government. There is also a very detailed outline of how the military
and homeland security take action after the President enacts the Insurrection Act in order to regain control of the
city.
It should be noted that the military did not enlist Benson or Weber to produce this study, but the Army did adapt
and include it in the "U.S. Army's Operating Concept 2016-2028." TRADOC Pamphlet 525-3-1, dated 19 August
2010, p. iii. Hereafter cited as TD Pam 525-3-1. If for no other purpose, this report will allow every American to
become well rehearsed in just what the military is prepared to do if confronted with a rebellion on US soil.
I recommend everyone read this 2010 Study (http://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/full-spectrum-operations-in-thehomeland-a-%E2%80%9Cvision%E2%80%9D-of-the-future)
About The Authors
Kevin Benson, Ph.D., Colonel, U.S. Army, Retired, is currently a seminar leader at the University of Foreign Military
and Cultural Studies at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. His credentials are impressive and impeccable. He holds a B.S.
from the United States Military Academy, an M.S. from The Catholic University of America, an MMAS from the
School of Advanced Military Studies and a Ph.D. from the University of Kansas.

During his career, COL Benson served with the 5th Infantry Division, the 1st Armored Division, the 1st Cavalry
Division, the 2nd Cavalry Regiment, XVIII Airborne Corps and Third U.S. Army. He also served as the Director,
School of Advanced Military Studies.
Jennifer Weber, is an Associate Professor of History (Ph.D. Princeton, 2003) at the University of Kansas. She
specializes in the Civil War, especially the seams where political, social, and military history meet. She has spoken
extensively around the country on Lincoln, politics, and other aspects of the Civil War.
Introduction"How to Crush a Tea Party Motivated Uprising
In this section of the report, Benson first writes that" "The Constitution allows the president broad leeway in times
of insurrection. Citing the precedents of Abraham Lincoln during the Civil War and Dwight D. Eisenhower sending
troops to Little Rock in 1957, the president mobilizes the military and the Department of Homeland Security, to
regain control."
He goes on to detail that "this scenario requires us to consider how domestic intelligence is gathered and shared,
the role of local law enforcement (to the extent that it supports the operation), the scope and limits of the
Insurrection Act--for example maintaining a military chain of command but in support of the Attorney General as
the Department of Justice is the Lead Federal Agency (LFA) under the conditions of the Act--and the roles of the
local, national, and international media."
Benson points out that, "While invoking the Insurrection Act must be a last resort, once it is put into play Americans
will expect the military to execute without pause and as professionally as if it were acting overseas. The Army
cannot disappoint the American people, especially in such a moment. While real problems and real difficulties of
such operations may not be perceived until the point of execution, preparation will afford the Army the ability to not
be too badly wrong at the outset."
The design of this plan is to restore the rule of law and will include information/influence operations designed to
present a picture of the federal response and the inevitable defeat of the insurrection.
The Scenario & Military Reaction (taken from the study)
The Great Recession of the early twenty-first century lasts far longer than anyone anticipated. After a change in
control of the White House and Congress in 2012, the governing party cuts off all funding that had been dedicated
to boosting the economy or toward relief. The United States economy has flat lined much like Japan's in the 1990s,
for the better part of a decade. By 2016, the economy shows signs of reawakening, but the middle and lowermiddle classes have yet to experience much in the way of job growth or pay raises.
Unemployment continues to hover perilously close to double digits, small businesses cannot meet bankers' terms to
borrow money, and taxes on the middle class remain relatively high. A high profile and vocal minority has directed
the public's fear and frustration at nonwhites and immigrants. After almost ten years of race-baiting and immigrantbashing by right-wing demagogues, nearly one in five Americans reports being vehemently opposed to immigration,
legal or illegal, and even U.S.-born nonwhites have become occasional targets for mobs of angry whites.
Then, in May 2016, an extremist militia motivated by the goals of the "tea party" movement, takes over the
government of Darlington, South Carolina, occupying City Hall, disbanding the city council, and placing the mayor
under house arrest. Activists remove the chief of police and either disarm local police and county sheriff
departments or discourage them from interfering. In truth, this is hardly necessary. Many law enforcement officials
already are sympathetic to the tea party's agenda, know many of the people involved, and have made clear they
will not challenge the takeover. The militia members are organized and have a relatively well thought-out plan of
action.
With Darlington under their control, militia members quickly move beyond the city limits to establish "check points"
-- in reality, something more like choke points -- on major transportation lines. Traffic on I-95, the East Coast's
main north-south artery; I-20; and commercial and passenger rail lines are stopped and searched, allegedly for
"illegal aliens." Citizens who complain are immediately detained. Activists also collect "tolls" from drivers, ostensibly

to maintain public schools and various city and county programs, but evidence suggests the money is actually going
toward quickly increasing stores of heavy weapons and ammunition. They also take over the town web site and use
social media sites to get their message out unrestricted.
When the leaders of the group hold a press conference to announce their goals, they invoke the Declaration of
Independence and argue that the current form of the federal government is not deriving its "just powers from the
consent of the governed" but is actually "destructive to these ends." Therefore, they say, the people can alter or
abolish the existing government and replace it with another that, in the words of the Declaration, "shall seem most
likely to affect their safety and happiness."
While mainstream politicians and citizens react with alarm, the "tea party" insurrectionists in South Carolina enjoy a
groundswell of support from other tea party groups, militias, racist organizations such as the Ku Klux Klan, antiimmigrant associations such as the Minutemen, and other right-wing groups. At the press conference the masked
militia members' uniforms sport a unit seal with a man wearing a tricorn hat and carrying a musket over the motto
"Today's Minutemen." When a reporter asked the leaders who are the "red coats" the spokesman answered, "I
don't know who the redcoats are "it could be federal troops." Experts warn that while these groups heretofore have
been considered weak and marginal, the rapid coalescence among them poses a genuine national threat.
The mayor of Darlington calls the governor and his congressman. He cannot act to counter the efforts of the local
tea party because he is confined to his home and under guard. The governor, who ran on a platform that
professed sympathy with tea party goals, is reluctant to confront the militia directly. He refuses to call out the
National Guard. He has the State Police monitor the roadblocks and checkpoints on the interstate and state roads
but does not order the authorities to take further action. In public, the governor calls for calm and proposes talks
with the local tea party to resolve issues. Privately, he sends word through aides asking the federal government to
act to restore order.
Due to his previous stance and the appearance of being "pro" tea party goals, the governor has little political room
to maneuver.
The Department of Homeland Security responds to the governor's request by asking for defense support to civil law
enforcement. After the Department of Justice states that the conditions in Darlington and surrounding areas meet
the conditions necessary to invoke the Insurrection Act, the President invokes it. By proclamation he calls on the
insurrectionists to disperse peacefully within 15 days. There is no violation of the Posse Comitatus Act. The
President appoints the Attorney General and the Department of Justice as the lead federal agency to deal with the
crisis.
The President calls the South Carolina National Guard to federal service. The Joint Staff in Washington, D.C. alerts
U.S. Northern Command, the headquarters responsible for the defense of North America, to begin crisis action
planning. Northern Command in turn alerts U.S. Army North/Fifth U.S. Army for operations as a Joint Task Force
headquarters. Army units at Fort Bragg, N.C.; Fort Stewart, Ga.; and Marines at Camp Lejuene, N.C. go on alert.
The full range of media, national and international, is on scene.
The design and execution of operations to restore the rule of law in Darlington will be complicated. The Fifth Army
will retain a military chain of command for regular Army and Marine Corps units along with the federalized South
Carolina National Guard, but will be in support of the Department of Justice as the Lead Federal Agency, LFA. The
Attorney General may designate a Senior Civilian Representative of the Attorney General (SCRAG) to coordinate the
efforts of all Federal agencies. The SCRAG has the authority to assign missions to federal military forces. The
Attorney General may also appoint a Senior Federal Law Enforcement Officer (SFLEO) to coordinate all Federal law
enforcement activities.
Operations Pace to Restore Order (taken from the study)
The pace of the operation needs to be deliberate and controlled. Combat units will conduct overt "Show of Force"
operations to remind the insurrectionists they are now facing professional military forces, with all the training and
equipment that implies. Army and Marine units will remove roadblocks and check points both overtly and covertly
with minimum essential force to ratchet up pressure continually on insurrectionist leadership.

Representatives of state and local government as well as federalized South Carolina National Guard units will care
for residents choosing to flee Darlington. A focus on the humanitarian aspect of the effort will be politically more
palatable for the state and local officials. Federal forces continue to tighten the noose as troops seize and secure
power and water stations, radio and TV stations, and hospitals. The final phase of the operation, restoring order
and returning properly elected officials to their offices, will be the most sensitive.
Movements must be planned and executed more carefully than the operations that established the conditions for
handover. At this point military operations will be on the downturn but the need for more politically aware military
advice will not. War and the use of federal military force on U.S. soil, remains an extension of policy by other
means. Given the invocation of the Insurrection Act, the federal government must defeat the insurrection,
preferably with minimum force.
Insurrectionists and their sympathizers must have no doubt that an uprising against the Constitution will be
defeated. Dealing with the leaders of the insurrection can be left to the proper authorities, but drawing from
America history, military advice would suggest an amnesty for individual members of the militia and prosecution for
leaders of the movement who broke the law.
This fictional scenario leads not to conclusions but points to ponder when considering 21st century full spectrum
operations in the continental United States.
Use of Military Force (taken from the study)
All federal military forces involved in civil support must follow the standing rules for the use of force (SRUF)
specified by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. Much like the rules of force issued to the 7th Infantry Division
during operations in Los Angeles in 1992 the underlying principle involves a continuum of force, a graduated level of
response determined by civilians' behavior. Fifth Army must assume that every incident of gunfire will be
investigated.
All units involved must also realize that operations will be conducted under the close scrutiny of the media.
Operating under media scrutiny is not a new phenomenon. What is new and newsworthy about this operation is
that it is taking place in the continental United States. Commanders and staffs must think about the effect of this
attention and be alert when considering how to use the media.
Study Cautions Local Law Enforcement May Have Sympathy for Tea Party (taken from the study)
Receiving support from local law enforcement is critical to restoring the rule of law in Darlington. City police
officers, county sheriff deputies and state troopers can contribute valuable local knowledge of personalities,
customs and terrain beyond what can be found in databases and observation. Liaison officers and noncommissioned officers, with appropriate communications equipment must be exchanged. Given the suspicion that
local police are sympathetic to the tea party members' goals special consideration to operational security must be
incorporated into planning.
In Closing
After reading the military scenario, are the feds singling out the Tea Party, the militia or both? It's evident that the
military has plans in place to crush any disobedience or violent uprising by any members of any group using any
means necessary. Up to and including deadly force.
To target the Tea Party's agenda for being the catalyst behind such a rebellion, the government must assume their
members’ agenda has drastically changed between the Tea Party's beginnings and the May 2016 mock date of the
uprising. Is there any evidence to support that? Possibly, the Tea Party is no longer made up of just peaceful
protesters who just want to restore democracy through non-violent protests. Corporate and online social media
reports are slowly surfacing that describe allegations of racism, bigotry and supporting of white nationalists by some
Tea Party Organizations.

Hybrid Tea Party groups are popping up across the US that are actually alliances to groups like "The Patriot
Movement" who define themselves as opposed to the New World Order, engage in groundless conspiracy
theorizing, or advocate or adhere to extreme anti government doctrines. Many warn of impending government
violence or the need to prepare for a coming revolution.
In 2010, the NAACP brought attention to the prejudice side of the mostly white Tea Party by both accusing and
presenting evidence of members practicing racism. Studies also have been conducted that reflect that same
contention. The Institute For Research & Education On Human Rights (IREH) concurred with the NAACP's in it's
findings. The IREH report also details findings that militia and white nationalist are being welcomed by the Tea
Party.
After the NAACP exposure, the Tea Party Federation expelled Mark Williams, then-president of the powerful and
politically connected Tea Party Express for racially offensive public statements.
Law enforcement has announced arrests and convictions of violent tea party members. One example, Doug Story ,
who was a member of at least 2 different groups, "The Tea Party Fund" and the "Patriot Action Network" was
convicted on weapons charges and for threatening the life of the President.
Times and beliefs in the Tea Party movement may be changing".
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Fw: Avaaz Petition: Amend Big Money Out of U.S. Politics!

from Avaaz:
Right now, CEOs across the country are cutting checks to support their favorite candidates to make sure
whoever is elected this November ultimately works for them. Unless we’re organizing ourselves right now to
respond, there’s no way we’ll be able to address the most pressing issues facing our generation.
It’s been said that there’s nothing we can do to get big money out of politics -- but the Avaaz community has never
accepted “can’t.” We know that when we come together -- especially now that we’re 16 million strong -there’s nothing our massive people power can’t tackle. And if we act now to back those calling for a
Constitutional Amendment to get money out of politics once and for all, we can turn this into the #1 issue our new
Congress takes up when they start in January.
Here’s how we’ll do it:
• First, we’ll organize prominent voices from across the political spectrum to announce a bipartisan effort
to support an Amendment.
• Second, we’ll call on the presidential debate moderators to force the candidates to say how they’ll
lead on this issue if elected.
• Third, we’ll send field teams into key battleground Senate and House races to follow around
candidates from both parties and force them to commit.
• Fourth, we’ll track which candidates are with us and which are against on a great new website and then
plaster those lists in newspaper ads in swing states on the weekend before the election.
Constitutional Amendments are challenging to enact, but we’ve done it before and if we come together now we can
do it again.
Now that corporations and billionaires are allowed to spend unlimited sums to influence our campaigns, everyone
from Big Oil to Big Pharma to Big Tobacco can downright buy policies favorable to them and harmful to the rest of
us. Solving climate change? Forget it if the coal companies own our Congress. Protecting the poor from

exploitation? Not if Wall Street is calling the shots. Preventing the next war? Don’t bet on it with Senators taking
their cues from the Defense lobbyists.
Las Vegas casino mogul Sheldon Adelson, has vowed to spend more than $100 million dollars
supporting Mitt Romney’s candidacy. Adelson is a savvy investor -- a new analysis shows he stands to win
back more than $2 billion in tax breaks if Romney ends up in the White House. The system is broken and most
Americans know it: in poll after poll, a supermajority of Americans of all political persuasions say they want common
sense limits put on what the super-rich can spend on our elections.
Now we can fight back. Sign the petition and share with everyone and when we reach 100,000 we’ll put this
plan into motion. Join the movement we’re calling “Elections not Auctions” and send to everyone and let’s launch a
counteroffensive of the many against the money:
http://www.avaaz.org/en/us_election_i/.
This may be the most daunting challenge we’ve taken on yet, but it’s also the most important. In just a few short
years we’ve already done the impossible, from stopping DC’s biggest lobbyists from squashing the free Internet to
passing a clean elections bill in Brazil. We can do this too but only if we have faith in ourselves and start today.
With hope and determination and fighting spirit, Ian, Joseph, Morgan, Dalia, David and the entire Avaaz team
Sources:
“Poll: Americans largely in favor of campaign spending limitations” (LA Times / AP),
http://www.latimes.com/news/politics/la-pn-poll-citizens-united-20120916,0,7468934.story.
“Resolve to Overturn 'Citizens United' Spreads Through the States” (The Nation),
http://www.thenation.com/blog/168346/resolve-overturn-citizens-united-spreads-through-states.
“Right-Wing Billionaires Behind Mitt Romney” (Rolling Stone), http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/right-wingbillionaires-behind-mitt-romney-20120524.
“Obama Grows More Reliant on Big-Money Contributors” (NYT),
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/09/13/us/politics/obama-grows-more-reliant-on-big-moneycontributors.html?pagewanted=all.
“Jim Lehrer to moderate DU presidential debate Oct. 3” (The Denver Post),
http://www.denverpost.com/breakingnews/ci_21301449/jim-lehrer-moderate-du-presidential-debate-oct-3.
“Obama, on Reddit, proposed overturning Citizens United” (LA Times), http://www.latimes.com/news/politics/la-pnpresident-obama-reddit-ama-20120829,0,7159605.story.
“National Survey: Super PACs, Corruption, and Democracy” (Brennan Center),
http://www.brennancenter.org/content/resource/national_survey_super_pacs_corruption_and_democracy/.
“How One Mega-Donor Could Save $2.3 Billion Under Romney’s Tax Plan” (Think Progress),
http://thinkprogress.org/economy/2012/09/11/825851/romney-adelson-taxes-billionaire.
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Photo: Green World (Aurora Borealis in Norway)

http://32minutes.wordpress.com/
Earth and Space: Runner up). The aurora borealis traces the shifting patterns of the Earth’s magnetic field, creating
a spectacular midwinter show in Nordland Fylke, Norway. The green light in this image comes from oxygen atoms
high in the atmosphere, which have been energised by subatomic particles from the Solar Wind.

“Green World” by Arild Heitmann
—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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Tax Spending, Not Income?
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept. 26, 2012)
You all know how much I like to talk about taxes…
“Why Do the Romneys Pay So Little in Taxes?” by Edward J. McCaffery, CNN
Sept. 25, 2012, (http://us.cnn.com/2012/09/24/opinion/mccaffery-romney-tax/index.html?hpt=hp_c1)

By now, most of us have probably heard that Mitt and Ann Romney paid just under $2 million in taxes on income -virtually all from investments -- of just under $14 million for 2011, an effective tax rate of 14.1%. This is a low tax
rate, lower than the typical middle-class American worker pays, especially when one considers payroll taxes, the

largest burden for most Americans. It should concern us that individuals of Romney's wealth -- analysis has put his
personal fortune as high as $250 million, not counting some $100 million in trusts set up for his five children -- pay
so little as a percent in taxes.
It is also correct to note that there appears to be nothing wrong or illegal in the tax returns that Romney released.
Sure, there are still many unanswered questions, and speculation and innuendo will no doubt continue.
But all of that is beside the point, or ought to be.
Romney is really rich. It is what it is. The real attention should be on a tax system that allows the really rich to pay
so little in percentage terms and on the best solution to making that tax system better and fairer.
Opinion: Republicans risk being the party of mean
The knee-jerk reaction is to raise tax rates, as in the so-called Buffett Rule: Anyone earning more than $1 million
should pay an effective rate of at least 30%. If this rule were in place today, it would more than double the
Romneys' income taxes.
Only, it wouldn't. The Buffett Rule wouldn't work, because really rich Americans do not have to show any "income"
on their tax returns.
The Romneys paid tax because they hold stocks and securities yielding dividends and interest, and because they
sold assets generating capital gains. They didn't have to do so. The simple strategy of the super-rich is to buy and
hold, and to borrow when needed to finance their lifestyles.
Some basic facts: Any tax consists of a base, or what is being taxed, times a rate. The income tax's base is
"income," which comes from labor or wealth. Income from labor is hard to hide and easy to tax, as the middle class
knows full well. Income from wealth is easy to hide and hard to tax -- and perfectly legally.
A non-dividend-paying stock, like Buffett's Berkshire Hathaway (or land, artwork, sports franchises), does not have
to show any taxable income. People who own such things can be very rich and live very well. If we simply raised
tax rates, the super-rich would just as simply stop showing income or selling assets. That's why, under an income
tax, we pretty much have to have low rates on investment.
Does this strike you as unfair? If you're like most Americans -- i.e., if you're middle class -- then your blood may be
boiling at the fact that the super rich seem to be able to hold us all hostage to low tax rates under an income tax.
The important question is -- how do we fix this?
The answer lies in switching the tax base before we raise the tax rates. Tax spending, rather than work or savings.
Then, we could apply a 30% or higher rate to spending at Romney's level.
The real inequity shown by the Romneys' tax situation, after all, is measured by the taxes they pay as a percent of
their spending or lifestyle. For most Americans, living paycheck to paycheck, spending (after taxes) pretty much
equals income (after taxes). It's a good guess that the Romneys are spending a great deal more than the income
they are showing on their tax returns.
They should be, if they are well-advised (and if they are not well-advised, we have other concerns). What would
Romney be spending money on? How about running for president, for one thing. Romney spent $45 million of "his
own" money running for president in 2008 (less than the $60 million Ross Perot allegedly spent in 1992). I suspect
that Romney has spent more of his own money this time around, if only because he has gone further and been
more successful in his quest.
Here is another turn of the screw. Running for president is legally considered a personal expense, nondeductible
under the income tax. Such expenses, however, are in essence deductible from another American tax, and the
largest single one facing the Romneys: the gift and estate tax. That so-called death tax applies to what is left over
on one's deathbed.

The simplest way to avoid it is to spend all that you have and die broke. Under current law, Romney's family would
have to pay about $80 million in estate taxes after his and Ann's death. If Romney spent $45 million in 2008, at that
year's estate tax rate, his family would have saved more than $20 million in taxes because of his presidential run
(no need to discount for present value, as the unspent wealth would have appreciated in value). In sum, the
government is pitching in, in the form of foregone estate tax revenue, for Romney's and other rich people's
presidential runs.
It is ironic that the real problem with Romney's personal financial situation is his spending, not his work or savings,
and that no one is paying attention to that. Excessive spending at all levels is our national problem, and it is what
soon might make us another Greece. No one is paying much attention to that, either.
Meantime, we have a tax system set up to encourage spending and borrowing, especially by the rich. The only way
to raise taxes under today's income tax is to increase the burdens on working and saving -- just about the last
things we should be doing.
If we taxed spending, in contrast, the Romneys and other really rich families would see their taxes increase in
absolute and percent terms. Yet we oppose consumption or spending taxes because we perceive them as
regressive. It's all nearly perfectly perverse, and not a peep on point. Welcome to politics.
“Mitt Romney 2011 Tax Return Includes Massive Gain from Controversial Bain Deal” by Zach Carter, Huffington Post
Sept. 25, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/25/mitt-romney-2011-tax-returnbain_n_1914587.html?utm_hp_ref=politics
(WASHINGTON) Mitt Romney saved about $850,000 on his 2011 taxes, thanks to the Republican presidential
candidate's controversial retirement package with Bain Capital that decreased his overall tax bill by a third.
According to the tax return released on Friday, Romney paid about $1.9 million in taxes on income of $13.7 million
in 2011. Romney's income includes $6.8 million in capital gains, $3.6 million in dividends, $260,390 in director’s
fees, and $190,350 in speaking fees. He listed no income from wages, salaries or tips.
But much of Romney's capital gains income flowed from his retirement package at Bain Capital, the private equity
giant he founded, which granted him an extremely lucrative and unconventional deal upon his departure. Although
most former financiers must pay ordinary income taxes on retirement income, Bain allowed Romney to receive his
payments as "carried interest" -- a special tax category reserved for those who actively manage investment funds.
Romney's 2011 return does not detail the amount of income he received in carried interest, but his campaign told
HuffPost the amount is $5.5 million. When Romney released his 2010 tax return in January of this year, his
campaign noted that the candidate reaped $7.4 million in carried interest income during 2010.
Carried interest income qualifies as a capital gain, making it eligible for a 15 percent tax rate -- far more favorable
than the 35 percent rate that the wealthiest American taxpayers must pony up on ordinary income. Capital gains
are one of the most lucrative tax breaks in the tax code for the rich -- 50 percent of all capital gains go to the
wealthiest 0.1 percent of taxpayers, according to The Washington Post.
Recording this $5.5 million as carried interest rather than ordinary income saved Romney $147,000 in selfemployment taxes including Medicare and Social Security, plus additional savings of more than $700,000 in income
taxes.
"He followed the law, and paid 100 percent of what he owes under the law," a Romney spokesman said.
While the special treatment the tax code affords to capital gains is a subject of heated debate among economists,
carried interest is even more aggressively disputed. Under the carried interest scheme, fund managers receive a cut
of an investment portfolio's gains as their compensation, rather than a simple cash fee for overseeing trades.
Although advocates for this lucrative tax arrangement insist that it rewards investment companies for taking risks,

managers may put little capital -- if any -- into the investment fund, making many experts question why managers
should receive the same tax benefits as those who have actually put their own money at risk.
None of the arguments that apply to fund managers are relevant to Romney's retirement package, however.
Romney has repeatedly stated that he is not playing any active role in Bain's current investment strategies.
"One of the justifications for the lower capital gains rate is that they encourage people to take risks," noted Rebecca
Wilkins, senior counsel for federal tax policy at Citizens for Tax Justice. "But he only has the upside on these deals.
If he walks away, he hasn't lost any money. Even if you buy the arguments about why there should be a lower
capital gains rate, there's really no justification for this compensation being taxed as capital gains. This is just
payment for their services. They haven't taken any risk, they haven't put up any capital."
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“Latest 2012 Polls Show Biggest Barack Obama Lead Yet”

Here we go!
“Latest 2012 Polls Show Biggest Barack Obama Lead Yet” by Mark Blumenthal, Huffington Post
Sept. 25, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/25/2012-polls-barack-obamalead_n_1912113.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
(WASHINGTON) Monday's new polls produced no signs that President Barack Obama's recent polling "bounce" is
fading. If anything, the latest surveys indicate that his lead over Republican nominee Mitt Romney may be
expanding.
A sign of the depth of Obama's current advantage comes from the fact that he led at least nominally on 19 of 20
new polls HuffPost Pollster logged into its database on Monday, including six national releases and a dozen new
statewide polls. The exception was a new poll in Montana, a state not carried by the Democrats since 1992.
The HuffPost Pollster tracking model combines national and state-level polling to produce estimates of the current
polling snapshot nationally and in the battleground states. The new polls nudged Obama's estimated current lead in
the national popular vote to exactly four percentage points (48.6 to 44.6 as of this writing; the model's estimates
update several times each day as new polls are published).
At the state level, one of the most striking results came from North Carolina, where a new survey by the Civitas
Institute gives Obama a four percentage-point advantage (49 to 45 percent). Civitas is a conservative think tank,
and its previous surveys in the state had all shown Romney in the lead.
North Carolina remains the closest state in the current polling snapshot. The new Civitas poll helped nudge Obama
to a nearly 2-point lead on the poll tracking model's estimate (47.7 to 46.0 percent), just within the range classified
as a "toss-up."
Recent surveys indicate that Obama has larger leads in all of the other battleground states. In Florida, two new
polls conducted over the week showed Obama leading by nearly identical margins. A automated survey by the
Democratic party-affiliated firm Public Policy Polling (PPP) and a live interviewer survey by the American Research
Group (ARG), show Obama leading Romney by four- and five-point margins respectively. The new polls help boost
Obama's Florida advantage to nearly four points (48.9 to 45.1 percent) on the tracking model estimate.
In Iowa, another crucial battleground state, a second ARG poll shows Obama leading by seven percentage points
(51 to 44 percent), a bigger margin than estimated by the poll tracking model, which shows Obama with a lead in
the state of just over four points (48.2 to 43.9 percent).
Meanwhile, two new automated polls by firms with results that typically tilt in the Republican direction gave Obama
double-digit leads in midwestern states. Rasmussen Reports gave Obama a 12-point lead in Michigan and We Ask
America showed Obama ahead by the same margin in Wisconsin.
The current polling snapshot brings Obama's estimated lead in the electoral college to 332 to 191, with only North
Carolina's 15 electoral votes in the "toss-up" category. A candidate needs 270 electoral votes to win.
Statistical noise is inherent in all polling, and Monday's upturn for Obama may turn out to be a random occurrence.
But if Republicans were looking for good news from Monday's polls, they got none.
20120925-04
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“Mitt Romney Is Not the Face of Mormonism”

I guess Harry Reid (also a Mormon, as is the author of the article below) agrees:

http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81632.html.
“Mitt Romney Is Not the Face of Mormonism” by Gregory A. Prince, Huffington Post
Sept. 19, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gregory-a-prince-phd/mitt-romney-is-not-the-face-ofmormonism_b_1897404.html)
When the news of Mitt Romney's Florida video broke on Monday evening, I was incensed -- but not for its political
implications. His arrogant and out-of-hand dismissal of half the population of this country struck me at a visceral
level, for it sullied the religion that he and I share -- the religion for which five generations of my ancestry have
lived and sacrificed, the religion whose official mantra is "to take care of the poor and needy throughout the world."
My first impulse was to rent an airplane towing a banner: "Mitt Romney is Not the Face of Mormonism!"
I was a supporter of Romney 1.0. That was in late 2007, when we had far more in common. We are both Mormons
and we both served foreign missions for our church at the same time, he in France and I in Brazil. Some of my best
friends had been some of his best friends for decades. Although I am a registered Democrat, his accomplishments
as Governor of Massachusetts appealed to me. I contributed the maximum amount to his early presidential primary
bid.
I also became an emissary to him, presenting what I felt was an attractive proposition. Helen Whitney, who had
recently completed a four-hour PBS documentary, "The Mormons," was also intrigued with Romney, enough that
she asked that I propose to him one hour of national coverage on PBS if he would allow her to interview him only
about his religion.
"It's a good religion," she said to me, "but he is hiding from it. He needs to own it."
I delivered the proposal in person. He declined, stating that he and his advisors had concluded that the issue of his
religion would simply go away. It didn't, but his candidacy did.
Early in 2008, to my dismay, Romney 1.0 became Romney 2.0 by moving far enough to the right to lose my
support. He has kept moving ever farther to the right. He has made this move in a successful attempt to gain the
nomination, and in an ongoing attempt to persuade no more than 53 percent of the country that he should be the
next President.
The issue of Romney's Mormon faith has never gone away, although its presence has waxed and waned as other
issues have come and gone. How -- or if -- he chooses to use his religion as part of his public biography is up to
him, but the fact that he is the only Mormon ever to be the nominee for the Presidency of a major political party
makes it inevitable that even if people do not judge him because of his religion, they will judge his religion because
of him. Given the unfolding news of this week, I regret to say that Mitt Romney is not the face of Mormonism.
Romney 1.0 was that face. Having been a missionary myself, I know the formative power of two years of
missionary service. Having served as an assistant to one bishop and four stake presidents -- and Romney served as
bishop and stake president -- I know the even greater formative power of those offices. I understand completely
what his father George meant when he said, "I am completely the product of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latterday Saints." That face of Mormonism is the one that calls on some of its members, particularly bishops and stake
presidents, to devote as many hours gratis to their church jobs as they do to their professional jobs. It is the one
that summons up extraordinary acts of love, compassion and generosity, often in response to the deepest tragedies
of life -- and death.
But it is not the one that dismisses out-of-hand half the population of the United States by saying, "My job is not to
worry about those people. I'll never convince them they should take personal responsibility and care for their lives."
As a bishop and stake president, Romney worried about those very people. Indeed, he worried far more about
them, and spent far more time and means in assisting them, than the others in his flock who were more fortunate.

The very basis of Mormon community, stretching back to the earliest years of Mormonism nearly two centuries ago,
is that the more able have a sacred obligation to assist the less able. That sense of physical community was
institutionalized in the Church's Welfare Program, which sprang out of the Great Depression as an exemplary and
effective means of combining church and government assistance not only to give to those in need, but also to help
them to help themselves. Any who have visited Welfare Square in Salt Lake City, as did the producers of a recent
"Rock Center" documentary on MSNBC, cannot help but be impressed with what we have attempted, for over seven
decades, to accomplish through what is now an international network of church facilities and volunteers.
Judge Mitt Romney as you will, and vote for or against him as you will; but do not judge Mormonism on the basis of
the Mitt Romney that was unveiled to the public this week. He is not the face of Mormonism.
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“Mitt Romney Wonders Why Ann Romney's Airplane Windows Don't Roll
Down”

R0mney continues to puzzle all of us, doesn’t he?
This one doesn’t seem like an attempt at humor as much as it just seems weird…the man has a strange mind,
Which is fine. If you aren’t hoping to run our country.
“Mitt Romney Wonders Why Ann Romney's Airplane Windows Don't Roll Down” by Huffington Post
Sept. 25, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/24/mitt-romney-airplanewindows_n_1910930.html?utm_hp_ref=mostpopular)
UPDATE: He was for rolling down airplane windows before he was against it.
Mitt Romney gave the Internet -- and Rachel Maddow -- a chuckle Monday after post-fundraiser comments that
appeared to show the candidate has a tenuous grasp on the physics of flight.
But after, Mitt Romney was quoted as saying that airplane windows "don’t open. I don’t know why they don’t do
that," a campaign pool reporter says the candidate was joking.
Ashley Parker, a New York Times reporter who filed on the comments, tells New York magazine that "it was clear
from the context that he was not being serious."
Never mind Romney's general track record with humor, as Tim Stanley writes in The Telegraph: "It's worth noting
that Romney has a habit of throw away lines that suggest a barbed sense of humour that no one else quite gets."
PREVIOUSLY: Making post-fundraiser comments this weekend, presidential candidate Mitt Romney revealed a
tenuous grip on the science of aviation, despite the fact that he and his wife, Ann, have been flying around the
country this summer on the campaign trail.
After his wife's plane was forced to make an emergency landing this weekend, Romney told the Los Angeles Times,
he was worried for her safety. The candidate then continued on a bizarre tangent that showed just how little the
Republican nominee understands about flight.
“I appreciate the fact that she is on the ground, safe and sound. And I don’t think she knows just how worried
some of us were,” Romney told the paper. “When you have a fire in an aircraft, there’s no place to go, exactly."
Romney said the biggest problem in a distressed aircraft is that "the windows don’t open. I don’t know why they
don’t do that. It’s a real problem. So it’s very dangerous."

The main reason airplane windows don't open is because there isn't enough oxygen at cruising altitude to keep
passengers alive. (The fear of window or cabin failures, which would lead to potentially fatal hypoxia, is why many
planes are equipped with emergency oxygen masks.)
"You can’t find any oxygen from outside the aircraft to get in the aircraft, because the windows don’t open,"
Romney told the Times, suggesting that additional oxygen in the cabin during the electrical malfunction could've
alleviated the problem. In fact, if there were an electrical fire on board, additional oxygen would have fed the
flames.
Strangely, Romney seemed to acknowledge the importance of oxygen later in his comments. "Fortunately, there
was enough oxygen for the pilot and copilot to make a safe landing in Denver," he said.
Hypoxia aboard aircraft has led to many fatalities over the years, including the 1999 crash that killed golfer Payne
Stewart. In 2005, Helios Airways Flight 522 crashed, killing all 121 aboard after the crew was incapacitated.
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“Mitt Romney: No Campaign Cash from Teachers’ Unions”

“Mitt Romney: No Campaign Cash from Teachers’ Unions” by Ginger Gibson, Politico
Sept. 25, 2012, (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0912/81657.html)
(NEW YORK) Mitt Romney called for the end of political contributions by teachers’ unions, arguing that it was a
“conflict of interest” for the Democratic-friendly groups to be allowed to influence campaigns.
At the same time he offered praise for Obama Education Secretary Arne Duncan.
“We have a very unusual system in this country. It’s not just related to teachers unions. It relates more broadly. But
people are able to give — in the case of the Democratic Party, I don’t mean to be terribly partisan, but I kind of am
— in case of the Democratic Party, the largest contributors to the Democratic Party are the teachers unions, the
federal teachers unions,” Romney said at an NBC Education Summit here Tuesday.
“It’s an extraordinary conflict of interest. That’s something I think is a problem and should be addressed,” he said.
The GOP nominee delved into a topic that normally gets little attention while he’s out campaigning. Romney offered
opening remarks — repeating much of what he said in an education policy speech earlier this year — and fielded
questions from moderator Brian Williams and summit attendees.
It’s not unusual for Romney to echo Republican talking points that students should come before the teachers’
unions when it comes to education reform. His stump speech includes a oft-repeated riff about reforming education.
But on Tuesday, the GOP nominee offered a broader critique of the role campaign contributions play in education
reform.
It’s not unusual for Republicans to advocate limiting or eliminating campaign contributions from public employees
unions. But in an election cycle where both candidates are raking in large fundraising hauls and super PACs backed
by unlimited contributions from wealthy donors are surging, Romney offered a more robust criticism of the
campaign finance system.
Romney argued that teachers’ unions energetic giving to Democratic officials compromises them at the negotiating
table.
“That person is supposed to be representing the public, vis-a-vis the teacher’s union but actually most of their
money came from the teachers’ union,” Romney said. “This is an extraordinary conflict of interest. That’s something
I think is a problem and should be addressed.”

Teachers unions, led by the National Federation of Teachers and National Education Association, have given about
$11 million so far this election cycle to Democratic candidates, committees and outside groups, according to the
Center for Responsive Politics.
President Obama has been the top recipient of those donations. He has received nearly $31,000 specifically from
teachers’ unions and $12.6 million overall from the education industry.
Romney, on the other hand, has received about $2 million from the education industry and none from teachers
unions.
Romney has previously advocated for a system that allows unlimited donations to candidates and parties, but
requires immediate public disclosure.
“My own view is now we tried a lot of efforts to try and restrict what can be given to campaigns, we’d be a lot wiser
to say you can give what you’d like to a campaign. They must report it immediately,” Romney said on MSNBC in
December.
He would make a distinction for teacher unions, spokesman Kevin Madden said when asked about the discrepancy.
“They are directly negotiating over a contract with a mayor or a governor who is going to be approving that
contract, that’s the distinction,” Madden said.
While not at the top of polls asking voters about their most important issues, education remains a topic voters say
they want to hear candidates discuss. It’s also an issue that on which women voters — a constituency both
candidates have been working hard to court in swing states — frequently focus on.
Breaking from his regular attack lines against Obama, Romney offered praised for Duncan and the Race to the Top
program, a centerpiece of the White House’s education plan.
“But what I like about him is [Duncan] said, ‘Look, I wanna have this Race To The Top program which will give
grants to states that encourage innovation and specifically that say we’re gonna compensate teachers based upon
their performance,’ which I think is the right thing,” Romney said.
Williams pressed Romney on whether he would consider keeping Duncan as part of his own cabinet.
“I’m not putting anybody on my cabinet right now, Brian,” Romney said, prompting laughter. “It’s a little
presumptuous of me, but just a little.”
Williams also asked the GOP nominee about the cost of his own education, asking whether every student should
have schooling equivalent to the cost of Romney’s private secondary education at Cranbrook Academy.
“I don’t know if a dollar number always equates to how effective the teacher is,” Romney said. “I was delighted to
have a terrific education at what was a private institution. That’s not going to be available for the entire nation but I
know that there are teachers in the public system who are every bit as good as those in the private system.”
Romney made the case that total dollars spent doesn’t determine the quality of education.
“I reject the idea that everybody has to have, if you will, a Harvard-expense level degree in order to be successful,”
Romney said. “I find a lot of people have degrees from a lot of different places public and private that are highly
successful. Some of the most successful [people] in our nation didn’t even complete high school. It’s a remarkable
thing.”
While explaining the education policy changes he would make, Romney also argued that schools should be run on
the state, not federal level.

“If I’m the next president of the United States, as I hope to be, than I don’t want to step in and try to run schools
for local school districts or for states,” Romney said. “Education is largely run at the state level. But I do believe that
there is action I can take at the federal level that will have an impact on improving the quality of education.”
Democrat pounced quickly on Romney’s remarks Tuesday, with the American Bridge super PAC launching a
ClassSizeMatters.com, a website attacking them.
And Obama’s campaign criticized Romney’s remarks as inconsistent with his record as governor of Massachusetts.
“He wants to bring these policies to the national stage, where his drastic spending cuts could gut education funding,
leading to as many as 65,000 teacher layoffs and larger class sizes,” Obama spokeswoman Lis Smith said in a
statement. “Cutting education to pay for tax cuts for millionaires and billionaires might make sense in Mitt Romney’s
world, but it’s not a recipe for growing the economy or strengthening the middle class.”
During the question-and-answer portion of the event, Romney dismissed a teacher from the audience who cited a
poll that New York City parents support the union.
“In NYC, the parents here support the union to protect our kids 3-to-1 over the mayor and the chancellor, that’s a
recent poll,” the teacher said. “So to say that the union are holding back our kids as a parent, it’s the opposite.
They believe actually that the unions are fighting for our kids and that a lot of the reform has been holding back our
kids.”
Romney quickly responded that he didn’t believe the poll, citing his own experience with polling.
“I know something about polls and I know you can ask questions to get any answer you want,” Romney said. “I do
know this, that having looked at schools that the teachers’ union have a responsibility to care for the interest of the
teachers and the head of the national teachers union said at one point, ‘We don’t care about kids. We care about
the teachers.’”
(Tarini Parti contributed to this report.)
© 2012 POLITICO LLC
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BooksOnBoard

If you don’t know about this great source of ebooks, you owe it to yourself to check it out!
http://www.booksonboard.com/index.php?ebooks-audio-books.
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Fw: CREDO Action Petition: Stand with Native Americans Against the
Keystone XL Pipeline!

from CREDO Action:
Don't let TransCanada bulldoze over tribal sovereignty.
The updates coming in are heartbreaking: TransCanada and its bulldozers have begun seizing and clearing land to
construct the southern portion of the Keystone XL Pipeline in Texas.
It's nearly impossible to fight the use of eminent domain against private landowners. But now TransCanada is
trampling on the rights of sovereign native tribes. If we stand with the tribes, we may be able to block the pipeline's
construction.

Tell the Bureau of Indian Affairs: Enforce Native American sovereignty and don't let TransCanada's Keystone XL
pipeline bulldoze sacred burial grounds.
A story last week in the Washington Post highlights TransCanada's assault on tribal sovereignty on lands throughout
Oklahoma. The Canadian corporation is blazing ahead with construction despite tribal concerns about the protection
of burial grounds and other sacred tribal sites.
TransCanada arrogantly claims "there is no legal obligation to work with the tribes." But that flies in the face of the
historic treaties affirming tribal authority over their sovereign lands, and the more recent National Historic
Preservation Act and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990.
The U.S. government was responsible for genocidal death marches of Native Americans in the 19th century. Today,
there are more than 38 tribes in Oklahoma as a result of this forced relocation, and each retains sovereignty over its
own land and affairs. The Keystone XL Pipeline will bisect the entire state, starting in Cushing, Oklahoma, on a site
that sits within the Sac and Fox Nation.
Tribal leaders fear that digging the route could disturb mass graves or other important sites. As the Sac and Fox
official Sandra Massey said, "How many times do we have to move? Our dead are never at rest."
We know the Bureau of Indian Affairs is aware of the issue because it held a listening session in Oklahoma last
week to discuss the protection of sacred tribal sites. Now we need to make sure that the agency knows that it is
unacceptable to allow a Canadian oil company to trample on tribal sovereignty and sacred sites to build their fuse to
the carbon bomb of the Alberta Tar Sands.
TransCanada's attitude toward the rights of Native Americans should come as no surprise — the company has
earned a reputation for lying, deceiving and strong-arming landowners into giving property easements to
TransCanada.
As construction gets underway, TransCanada's surveyors and crews have also been met with resistance from local
activists, who have on two occasions been arrested for boldly chaining themselves to construction equipment. Both
efforts successfully stalled construction on the day of the action.
These efforts are vitally important, because the courts have so far sided with TransCanada's dubious claims that it is
eligible to seize private land under eminent domain — a questionable premise, since the pipeline primarily benefits a
Canadian company.
While the Obama administration has bent over backward to promote TransCanada's efforts to drain Alberta's "game
over for the climate" tar sands fields, it remains to be seen if the Bureau of Indian Affairs will stand by as
TransCanada also threatens tribal sovereignty and sacred sites.
Tell the Bureau of Indian Affairs: Keep our promises to Native American tribes and stop TransCanada from violating
their sovereignty. Urge the Bureau of Indian Affairs to take action. Click below to sign the petition:
http://act.credoaction.com/campaign/sovereignty_kxl/.
Thanks for fighting the Keystone XL tar sands pipeline. —Elijah Zarlin, Campaign Manager
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Photos: Yesterday’s and Today’s Lunches at Apple

I set off for Caffe Macs today anticipating seared striped bass: a very tasty fish. So I was [tentatively] disappointed
to see that crab cakes had been substituted. (Revised Tuesday menu is at bottom of this email.) Crab cakes are
one of those things that even a pretty good restaurant will usually screw up, in a variety of ways. As I observed to
Chef Cory moments ago, crab cakes, to me, are like salmon skin rolls: each chef has a highly individual
interpretation, and only once in a while does it hit the bulls-eye with me. (Austinites: Tomo Sushi's salmon skin
rolls really ring my bell.)

Chef Bladimir's crab cake take easily rang my bell. In fact, they were every bit as good as, and perhaps better
than, the two crab cake events I can recall explicitly. Previous Top of the LIst were from a bar in Baltimore a few
blocks from Johns Hopkins; runner up had been those from the Adolphus Hotel (Dallas) of 20 years ago. Chef Blad
had several things going for these that appealed to me. Crab quality excellent: sweet, mild, completely un-fishy. A
spare quantity of fresh kernel sweet corn. Beautiful, fresh plump smallish shrimp and shrimp pieces. Bits of onion
small enough not to stand out. Seasoning that enhanced all these fine ingredients without being apparent of itself.
I have no idea how he made them stick together so well, but they had marvelous integrity and were easily eaten
bite by bite with a fork.
The dish was served with sauteed asparagus and yellow squash, garnished with fresh herbs, over white rice with a
faintly sweet tomato-mustard sauce I believe to have had a hint of cinnamon. I am skeptical of cooked summer
squash, even here, but this was on the dot: still a bit crunchy, with only the thinnest areas soft; the saute must
have been in broth or something, as the flavor of this normally bland vegetable was very pleasing.
I didn't see Blad today, but I was sincere when I asked Clark and Cory to relay to Blad that I darned near licked my
plate today. I once again dined with Al, enjoying, finally, a really pleasant Texas fall day.
The crab cake plate; as you can see:

And here is a corner of Chef Faith's dessert line ("Faith's Gauntlet") featuring a "double blueberry pie" with an allbutter crust that looked so decadent that I KNEW I couldn't have it, especially as yesterday I succumbed, and went
back for one of her mint chocolate cream pies (with the little chocolate whirlies on top). Those of you who have
actually visited are well aware that Faith is a true artiste, and virtually everything she offers is just about as good as
it gets; only once in an age will a person get Faith's quality at a restaurant or bakery. This is in the league of a
pastry chef doing a constant private party, which is essentially what this is:

And, although I have no more time to rave about it, lunch yesterday: another fine plate from Blad, seared steelhead
with fried red onion crisps and an absolutely sublime creamed corn, supplemented by a taste of Chef Patricia's
yummy tuna confit, in the small bowl at back of my tray:
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“Romney to Teacher "I Didn't Ask You a Question" (w/ video)

“Romney to Teacher "I Didn't Ask You a Question" (w/ video) by ThatPoshGirl, Daily Kos
Sept. 22, 2012, (http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/09/22/1135384/-Romney-to-teacher-I-didn-t-ask-you-aquestion?detail=email)
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=GKhcrxIOP0g.
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Fw: Hello Dearest One

from Mercy Kipkalya Kones (LOL!):
This letter might come to you as a surprise ,Please I apologies to you to exercise a little patience and read through
my letter I feel quite safe dealing with you in this important business having gone through your remarkable profile,
I will really like to have a good relationship with you and I have a special reason why I decided to contact you, I
decided to contact you due to the urgency of my situation, My name is Mercy Kipkalya Kones, 24 yrs old female and
I held from Kenya in East Africa.
My father was the former Kenyan road Minister. He and Assistant Minister of Home Affairs Lorna Laboso had been
on board the Cessna 210, which was headed to Kericho and crashed in a remote area called Kajong'a, in western
Kenya. You can read more about the crash through the below:
site: http://edition.cnn.com/2008/WORLD/africa/06/10/kenya.crash/index.html
After the burial of my father, my stepmother and uncle conspired and sold my father's property which the shared
the money among themselves and live nothing for me. One faithful morning, I opened my father's briefcase and
found out the documents which he have deposited huge amount of money in one bank in Burkina Faso with my
name as the next of kin. I travelled to Burkina Faso to withdraw the money for a better life so that I can take care
of myself and start a new life, on my arrival in Burkina Faso since is a nearby country, the Bank Director whom I
met in person told me that my father's instruction to the bank is that the money would only be release to me when
I am married or present a trustee foreigner who will help me and invest the money overseas. I am in search of an
honest and reliable person who will help me and stand as my foreign trustee so that I will present him to the Bank
for transfer of the money to his bank account overseas. I have chosen to contact you after my prayers and I believe
that you will not betray my trust.
You may wonder why I am so soon revealing myself to you without knowing you, To me I will say that my spirit
and mind convinced me that you may be the true person to help me, I will like to disclose much to you if you can
help me to relocate to your country because my stepmother have threaten many times to assassinate me due to
her wickedness and jealousy’s because she has no issue for my father since she was married after the accident that
killed my mother years back. The amount is ( $4.5 Million USD ) Four Million five hundred thausand United State
Dollars, and I have confirmed from the bank in Burkina Faso on my arrival.
You will also help me to place the money in a more profitable business venture in your Country. However, you will
help by recommending a nice University in your country so that I can complete my studies. As soon as I receive
your positive response showing your interest I will inform the bank that am ready to present the foreign trustee
who will receive the fund on my behalf. I am a Christian and I believe in God. Please do keep this only to your self
for now until the bank will transfer the fund. I beg you not to disclose it till I come over because I am afraid of my
stepmother who has threatened to kill me and have the money alone, I thank God Today that am out from my
country (KENYA) but now In (Burkina Faso) where my father deposited these money with my name as the next of
Kin. Thanks for your patient and understanding hope to hear from you. God Bless.
Yours Sincerely, Miss Mercy Kipkalya Kones.
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“In Bolivia, Miners Pick Away at Rich Mountain, But It Takes Back Its
Own Toll”

“In Bolivia, Miners Pick Away at Rich Mountain, But It Takes Back Its Own Toll” by Juan Forero, Washington Post
Sept. 25, 2012, (http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/the_americas/in-bolivia-miners-pick-away-at-richmountain-but-it-takes-back-its-own-toll/2012/09/25/5f6aac74-01d0-11e2-bbf0-e33b4ee2f0e8_story.html)
(POTOSI, Bolivia) The tunnel grew darker and more claustrophobic, the air harder to breathe. But Daniel Cruz
trudged deeper into the bowels of a mountain where thousands of miners toil and countless more are entombed,
casualties of a centuries-old lust for silver.
Behind him followed five foreign tourists, outfitted in hard hats with headlamps, here to see an anachronism in the
21st century, medieval mining in the Rich Mountain of Potosi. This cone-shaped peak is at any given moment home
to as many as 16,000 shirtless miners, straining in dark caverns with picks, shovels, their own brute strength but
little else.
“They have to choose money or life,” said Cruz, who is 27 and started mining here at 17. “When they choose to
mine, they are risking their lives.”
This relic from the days of colonial Spain — for Bolivians a painful symbol of the conquest of their country as well as
Bolivia’s most storied mountain for mining — now brings young tourists such as Charles Newman, who on a recent
day watched Indian Quechua miners endure 100-degree heat in shafts hundreds of feet below the surface.
“I thought the working conditions were pretty shocking, coming from Europe,” said Newman, a 19-year-old Briton.
“It’s quite humbling, actually seeing what they do on a daily basis.”
Tourists, though, may not be able to travel into the Rich Mountain for long, at least if the engineers who have been
studying it are right. They say that after 467 years of mining, the Rich Mountain is like Swiss cheese, pockmarked
throughout and in danger of a catastrophic collapse.
The mountain is still as imposing as it was when Spanish soldiers, their armor clanking, first set eyes upon its red,
rocky hues rising 15,800 feet into the deep blue skies of Bolivia’s southern highlands.
But Nestor Rene Espinoza, a veteran engineer who recently completed the most extensive study of Rich Mountain’s
stability, said the evidence of volatility is hard to ignore.
There are 600 mines, he said, and 65 miles of tunnels. Gaping, unmarked shafts drop to oblivion. Runoff turns soil
to mush. Part of the mountain’s iconic cone already collapsed into itself.
“We’ve taken all manner of riches from the mountain, but we have not given it the love it now needs,” Espinoza told
representatives from Potosi’s mining sector on a recent night. “I’ve said it before, the mountain is ill, and it requires
medical care.”
Espinoza’s study, which was unveiled in August, showed that five large areas of the mountain’s upper levels have a
high risk of collapse. The best solution, he said in an interview, is to pump cement into the abandoned shafts, an
operation that would cost at least $300 million and take more than a year.
“The mountain has lost the capacity to support itself, so that means we have to intervene,” said Espinoza, noting
that in a mountain under the control of the miners, it is they who would likely have to come up with the money.
Such an intervention is not going over well in Potosi, where the Rich Mountain employs one of every nine
inhabitants and is a national symbol for its vital, if tragic, role in Bolivian history.

It all began in 1545, when an Indian shepherd, who was forced to spend the night on the mountain, started a fire
and “saw a white and shining vein – pure silver,” Uruguayan author Eduardo Galeano wrote in the most popular
account of the mountain’s history.
The Spanish created a forced-labor system, the mita, putting to work an estimated 3 million Indians over the next
250 years. And what they produced — up to 40,000 tons of silver – provided a steady stream of riches to Spain.
The mountain was so rich that throughout the colonial period miners could find 50 pounds of silver for every 100
pounds of rock, said Carlos Serrano, a historian and metallurgist here. The miners simply followed the veins, he
said, cutting into them and extracting the silver.
“At first, they even worked under open sky,” Serrano said. Then they began to go underground — deeper and
deeper and at an ever higher cost, totaling hundreds of thousands of lives over the centuries, victims of cave-ins,
beatings by their overlords and exhaustion.
But those familiar with how the mines are run today say the environment is little better. With dozens of deaths
taking place each year inside the mountain, miners long ago came up with a brutally fitting moniker for their
workplace: The mountain that eats men.
“What’s happening inside the mine is medieval,” Serrano said.
The mines have no lighting, no safety regulations or inspectors, no modern rail cars and no pumped-in oxygen,
leaving miners to inhale a fine deadly dust.
“With these lungs, at night I can’t even sleep anymore,” said Elogio Tola, who started here at 16 and is now 45, old
for this mountain. “When you start to cough now, you cannot stand it like when you’re young.”
Those who work here — including hundreds of boys, some as young as 14 — are under no illusions.
Chewing wads of coca to ward off hunger and exhaustion, some heft huge bags of rocks to the surface on their
backs. Smaller, nimbler miners specialize in burrowing into tiny crevices to place dynamite charges. Most spend the
workday like their ancestors did: breaking through rock with hammer and a heavy iron chisel.
For their troubles, most earn a paltry $14 a day, even as a commodities boom is generating far more earnings than
in the past.
“For us, there’s nothing,” said Wilber Marino, 41, sweat covering his bare chest, as he took a break in one dark
cavern to talk about his life. “It’s for the boss. We work like mules. We work here like slaves.”
The paradox is that since the 1980s, when the state-run mine laid off thousands, the mining here has been carried
out by cooperatives controlled by the miners themselves.
But the 35 cooperatives that now mine mostly lead and zinc are unregulated, pay no taxes and critics say they
exploit those miners who aren’t lucky or shrewd enough to have become co-op bigwigs.
“They’re called cooperatives, but they’re not really cooperatives,” said Celestino Condori, head of a local group of
activists, the Potosi civic committee, which works to modernize the mines. “They are companies with peons.”
On a recent day, tourists from as far away as the United States and Italy got a brief, if exhausting, taste of what it’s
like.
They lowered themselves through dark, craggy holes and down wobbly ladders. At one point, they were left panting
after helping miners load an old iron rail car with rocks.
“It makes me grateful for what I have,” said Ciaran McGettigan, 24, a recent university graduate from Australia.
“It’s just another world down here.”

It’s also a world that’s unlikely to improve soon. But the miners say they’ll never abandon Rich Mountain, no matter
how unstable.
“We have to continue to work here,” said Zenon Guzman, 33, who began here at 12. “Where are so many people
going to go?”
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Photo: Mormon’s Salt Lake Temple, Salt lake City, Utah

http://saltlakemormontemple.com/tag/mormon-temples

—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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To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler, and Ohio!
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Sept.. 27, 2012)
What a strange campaign! Consciously or unconsciously, Mittens wants to lose the election, I swear! This guy is
truly weird that he would say something like he did to the working folks of Ohio, while supporting tax cuts for
billionaires. Amazing! The President’s response:

“R0mney to Middle Class Ohioans: Don't Expect Too Much Tax Relief from Me” by Sam Stein, Huffington Post
Sept. 26, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/26/romney-ohiotaxes_n_1915949.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
(WESTERVILLE, Ohio) In a line that event attendees found a bit puzzling, Mitt Romney warned a crowd of mostly
middle-class onlookers on Wednesday not to expect too much tax relief under his administration.
"We have got to reform our tax system," Romney said at a morning event here. "Small businesses most typically
pay taxes at the individual tax rate. And so our individual income taxes are the ones I want to reform. Make them
simpler. I want to bring the rates down. By the way, don't be expecting a huge cut in taxes because I'm also going

to lower deductions and exemptions. But by bringing rates down we will be able to let small businesses keep more
of their money so they can hire more people."
The comments were either a flub on Romney's part or an admission that many of the deductions and
exemptions that he will have to target in order to make his tax plan deficit neutral will end up
affecting the middle class.
To date, Romney has said that he will only eliminate deductions and exemptions above a certain income level. He
hasn't said what that income level would be. But when asked whether he would make $100,000 the cutoff, he said
that he considered "middle income" to be "$200,000 to $250,000 and less." (One of the few Romney-backing
studies has said that the only way his tax plan adds up is if he eliminates deductions and exemptions above that
$100,000 income level).
Romney's comment on Wednesday left some in the crowd believing that their deductions and exemptions -- be they
on home mortgage interest payments, charitable donations or employer-provided health insurance -- would be
targeted if he became president. And it wasn't a top-income-bracket type of crowd. In 2009, the estimated median
household income in Westerville was $76,154. Census data from 2011 shows that the mean household income in
Franklin County, which contains part of Westerville, was $65,607. For Delaware County, which contains another part
of Westerville, that number was $107,231.
"I'm curious what he meant by that," Westerville resident Phil Bentley said of Romney's comment. "I don't know if I
have seen those details."
Still, Bentley said, he supported Romney's overall tax plan, which calls for a 20 tax cut across the board for all
income brackets, and which Romney insists will remain deficit neutral In fact, none of the half-dozen attendees
interviewed after the event expressed concern about the remarks, offering up lines of explanation that one wouldn't
often expect at a Republican presidential candidate's rally.
"We need the taxes to stay the way they are because we have to get the debt down," said Margo Belkofer, of
Powell, Ohio.
"He's not promoting a tax cut, he is preventing a tax increase," said Jim Bachelder, of Westerville.
Cynthia Beitman, of Westerville, said she was fine with Romney eliminating deductions and exemptions for people
like her, so long as he lowered the rates overall for small businesses. "People run small businesses," she exclaimed.
"I thought that line was really good," said Patty Karst of Gahanna, Ohio. "You have to realize as a society that we
have to have the funds for infrastructure, the protection of the country and the social programs we support."
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above)

There is NO way this dude can win. Years from now people will still be making jokes about his many gaffes. (I
hope I'm not tempting fate by saying that.) First, the Republicans blame the Democrats for x,y, & z, then they turn
right around and commit x,y, & z themselves--and call it progress. If the American people allow themselves to be
manipulated and bought into voting for Mr. Mitt, then I'll know my assumptions about most Americans' intelligence
are correct.
What are we going to talk about when the election is over? Seriously.
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to Pam, above)

Personally, I’m for trying our best to annihilate the party that brought us Mitt Romney, endless wars, and a dying
economy.
20120926-04
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above)

If the Republicans roll themselves back to the middle and provide a respectable contender/contenders that will work
toward the betterment of the country, then maybe, just maybe they will be back.
Not that it has much to do with the current crop of republicans, but presently I am reading Jon Meacham’s
American Gospel – gives a good sense of where we started as a country – I believe some people have forgotten our
history.
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above) &
Graphic: Stench!

Too late to annihilate, Steve. They've already formed political suicide pact:
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to Dennis, above)

Are those two actually going to make it through to the election? I don’t have any idea why they want the jobs.
I’m sure, at this point, Ryan would rather stay in Congress.
And Mitt wishes he could remember why he ever wanted to run for President to begin with.
Based on everything that’s happened and been said, how can it be otherwise?
20120926-10
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveB, above)

Rich people, just sitting around, nothing to do, just making money, bad mouthing other people, just gotta come up
with something to keep busy – oh yeah, I’ll run for president…
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Re: To Hell with You, GM, Chrysler & Ohio! (reply to SteveG, above) &
Graphic: Women for Mitt!

Women for Mitt:

20120926-08

“10 Questions Romney Should Answer About His Taxes”

It was revealed when Mitt released his 2011 tax form that he did not claim $1.8 million dollars in charitable
contributions so that he would pay more tax this year to get his rate up for PR purposes.
What a lot of people do not realize is that within three years he could go back and amend his return and get that
extra tax refunded after the spotlight is off him.
Here are some other good questions (below). The one about the foreign accounts is also a good one. Anyone who
has more than $10,000 in an account overseas is required to file and annual form reporting that and I would bet
Mitt has more than that in overseas accounts.
“10 Questions Romney Should Answer About His Taxes” by Seth Hanlon, NationofChange
http://www.nationofchange.org/10-questions-romney-should-answer-about-his-taxes-1348288044
On Friday afternoon, the Romney campaign released the candidate’s 2011 tax return, which showed that he paid a
tax rate of approximately 14 percent on more than $13 million of reported income. The campaign also disclosed
that Romney voluntarily forfeited about $1.8 million in charitable deductions to inflate the tax rate he would have to
disclose to the public. The campaign continues to refuse to release returns prior to 2010, flunking an accepted
standard of transparency, first established by Mitt’s father George Romney, of releasing multiple years’ returns.
In a blog post, Romney’s lawyer and the trustee of his “blind trust” said, “After you have reviewed all of the newlyposted documents, you may have further questions.” Yes, we do. Lots.
Here are 10 unanswered questions about Romney’s taxes:

1. After the election, when the subject of your tax returns is outside of the public glare, will you file an
amended tax return to claim your full deduction of charitable contributions? Was the tax rate you reported
for other years similarly manipulated?
2. Why was your 2011 income $7 million lower than you estimated it to be in January? How does someone
overestimate their income by $7 million?
3. Financial disclosures show that you have as much as $82 million in your tax-deferred Individual
Retirement Account, despite the fact that tax rules limited contributions into such accounts to $30,000 per
year. Did you lowball the value of the assets you put into your IRA, as tax experts suspect? And did you do
the same with gifts into your sons’ trusts?
4. What was the purpose of your Swiss bank account and the myriad offshore entities shown on your
return, based in countries like the Cayman Islands and Luxembourg, if not to avoid taxes?
5. Can you explain what one tax expert has called a “mysterious one-time infusion of foreign tax credits” in
2008?
6. You have not disclosed any foreign bank account reports (FBARs). Did you file all FBARs on all of your
offshore accounts with the Treasury Department by the legal deadlines each year?
7. You claim to have paid an average tax rate of 20 percent over the last 20 years based on a flawed
calculation. What was your real tax rate?
8. Your 14 percent tax rate –- not to mention the approximately 10 percent tax rate you would have paid
had you not inflated it — is less than what many middle-class Americans pay. And you paid just 0.2% of
your income in payroll taxes, while most Americans pay about 15%. Do you think that is fair?
9. Your tax returns show that the Marriott Corporation paid you $260,390 in directors’ fees in 2011. When
you were the company’s audit committee chair in the 1990s, were you aware that the company was abusing
a notorious illegal tax shelter?
10. You say you’ve made a “commitment to the public” that your tax rate should not be below 13 percent. If
you believe that the richest Americans shouldn’t be paying an exceptionally low tax rate, why don’t you
support President Obama’s “Buffett Rule”?
Romney’s lack of transparency on his tax returns is especially troubling given that he is similarly evasive on the
details of his tax policies. From what we know about his tax plan, Romney would shower massive tax breaks on the
wealthiest Americans, which means that it can only adds up with a major middle-class tax hike. How much will
Romney raise your taxes in order to cut taxes for people like him? That’s the biggest unanswered question of all.
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“Conservatives Warily Ponder Prospect of an 'Obama Court'”

Cat fight…
Since 2000, I have had grave concerns about the INDEPENDENT judicial system; if you don' t know why, you must
have slept through "it." Then you lived it eight years...with residuals for the 21st Century, I fear. Since (see
finances of 2012 campaign) recent decisions going Right, I hope a balance is created in Obama's second term...Now
to get the 2d term! Toobin is always worth notice on the US Supreme Court news. Most of us are old enough to
remember the Impeach Earl Warren billboards...
“Conservatives Warily Ponder Prospect of an 'Obama Court'” by Tom Curry, NBC News

Sept. 25, 2012, (http://nbcpolitics.nbcnews.com/_news/2012/09/25/14098358-conservatives-warily-ponderprospect-of-an-obama-court?lite)
There are still 42 days and four debates left before the presidential election and many signs point to a close
outcome, but recent polling both nationally and in key battleground states like Ohio has conservatives concerned
about the impact President Obama could have on the judiciary in a second term.

The New Yorker's Jeffrey Toobin joins “Morning Joe” to discuss President Obama's relationship with the Supreme

Court, Chief Justice John Roberts and his ruling on the Affordable Care Act, and the relationships the justices have
with one another.
So far Obama has appointed 159 judges to the federal bench, including his two Supreme Court selections, Sonia
Sotomayor and Elena Kagan.
With Sotomayor and Kagan, Obama simply replaced two members of the liberal bloc on the court (John Paul
Stevens and David Souter) with two younger liberals. But most of the Obama-appointed judges – 127 of them – are
trial judges who exert less influence on the broad direction of the law than do appeals court judges or Supreme
Court justices.
Both on the Supreme Court – where “swing vote” Justice Anthony Kennedy and conservative Justice Antonin Scalia
are age 76 – and on the courts of appeal, where there are now 14 vacancies, Obama would be able to nudge the
courts in a progressive direction if he wins a second term.
In the final push in the 2012 presidential election, candidates Mitt Romney and Barack Obama make their last
appeals to voters.
The high court begins its 2012-13 term on Monday and has scheduled arguments on the use of race in
undergraduate admissions decisions at the University of Texas and on whether multinational firms can be sued for
their alleged role in human rights abuses that occur outside the United States. It’s also likely the court will take up
challenges to the 1996 Defense of Marriage Act, which defines marriage as solely the union of one man and one
woman.
“It would be a bad mistake for conservatives to get gloomy and defeatist. This election is very winnable,” said Ed
Whelan, president of the Ethics and Public Policy Center and a former Scalia law clerk who served in the Justice
Department under President George W. Bush.
But Whelan added, “There are lots of reasons why anyone concerned about America’s future should rue the
prospect of President Obama’s re-election. What President Obama would do to the Supreme Court is high on the
list.”
“The potential impact of the next president on the Supreme Court is immense,” said Carrie Severino, the chief
counsel and policy director at the Judicial Crisis Network, a right-of-center advocacy group. “There could easily be
three nominations during the next term.… Most people expect there to be at least one vacancy.”
She said if Obama were re-elected and got three more high court nominations, “that would put him in the position
of having nominated the majority of the justices on the Supreme Court. That’s an incredible influence over the way
the court shapes American society.”
She said there’s now a 5-4 split on issues that have been before or are coming before the court, such as whether
schools can use applicants’ and students’ race or ethnicity in admissions or in assigning students to specific public
schools.
From racial preferences to gun owners’ rights to immigration to same-sex marriage, “you name it – there are so
many issues where the outcome turns on one vote at the Supreme Court and the president could easily be shaping
that next vote,” Severino said. And those concerns extend even to a possible Romney presidency.

Curt Levey, president of the Committee for Justice, a conservative group that tracks judicial nominations, said Chief
Justice John Roberts’ decision to join the four liberal-leaning justices in upholding Obama’s Affordable Care Act “has
made conservatives think somewhat differently” about judicial nominees. “There’s a lot of sober thinking among
conservatives that it is not just enough to appoint somebody who we know to have the right philosophy – you have
to appoint somebody who has shown, either as a judge or perhaps in some other setting, that they will stick with
that philosophy even when there’s political pressure to do otherwise.”
Of course, it’s not just those on the right who are warily watching the election outcome and its impact on the
judiciary. Doug Kendall, president of the Constitutional Accountability Center, a progressive think tank and advocacy
group, said, “I think a Romney presidency has a far greater potential to shift the court to the right than a second
Obama term would have the potential to shift it to the left.”
Kendall said the most likely high court retiree is Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, 79, appointed to the court by
President Bill Clinton in 1993. “If President Romney nominates her successor, it will have a huge impact on the
ideological balance of the court. If President Obama appoints Justice Ginsburg’s successor it will simply continue the
current ideological balance and will not move the court to the left at all.”
As for appeals court and trial court judges, Severino contends that in his first term Obama has not put great
emphasis on appointing them. “Many of us were surprised – and relieved – that he didn’t do that in his first term. It
will be interesting to see whether his focus shifts” to judicial nominations if he wins a second term, Severino said.
After eight years of Democrats delaying and blocking Bush judicial nominees such as Miguel Estrada and William
Pryor, Levey said Senate Republicans decided when Obama became president “they weren’t just going to roll over”
on his judicial nominees. But “the bigger reason Obama has had a record low number of confirmations, at least
taken as percentage of the judiciary, is that Obama hasn’t made it a priority.”
For example, there are now 14 appeals court vacancies but only 7 Obama nominees for those vacancies.
Senate Republicans have succeeded in blocking a couple of Obama’s appeals court picks: Goodwin Liu in California
and Caitlin Halligan in the District of Columbia. And they have slowed the pace of confirmation for those whom
Obama has nominated.
A report issued last week by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) looked at waiting times for uncontroversial
appeals court nominees, defined as nominees whom the Judiciary Committee approved by voice vote or by a
unanimous roll call vote, and who were ultimately confirmed by the full Senate by voice vote, or with five or fewer
‘nay’ votes.
The CRS report found that the average number of days from nomination by the president to Senate confirmation
went from 64 days during Ronald Reagan’s presidency to 201 days in George W. Bush’s presidency to 227 days
during Obama’s presidency.
“My expectation is that President Obama will have to take that battle on more directly in a second term,” Kendall
said.
Noting that Republicans had prevented confirmation of Obama’s two nominees to the powerful U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, which hears most regulatory agency appeals, Kendall said, “He needs to
fill those seats” and needs to “exercise his constitutional authority as president to fill vacancies on that incredibly
important court.”
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Worth watching until the end!

Video: “Ever Wonder What Real Journalists Think of People Like Bill
O'Reilly?”

“Ever Wonder What Real Journalists Think of People Like Bill O'Reilly?” (w/video) by Mansur Gidfar, Upworthy
Sept. 24, 2012, (http://www.upworthy.com/ever-wonder-what-real-journalists-think-of-people-like-billoreilly?g=2&c=cp2)
Veteran newsman Ted Koppel stopped by "The O'Reilly Factor" to share his thoughts on what networks like Fox
News are doing to this country. I don't think he's a fan.
Highlight: At the end of the clip, O'Reilly states that he thinks he does a noble thing for a living. Koppel's response
is priceless.
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=UmXNVdAsudQ.
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“Bolivia Gives Legal Rights to the Earth”

I don’t know how this is going to actually be implemented so that there aren’t tremendous problems whenever
people’s needs conflict with nature’s. Are the citizens affected actually going to consider the rights of the earth
more sovereign than their own short term existence? Tough choices ahead, for us all in any country!
“Bolivia Gives Legal Rights to the Earth” by Eddie, WorldTruth TV
May 30, 2012, (http://worldtruth.tv/bolivia-gives-legal-rights-to-the-earth-2/)

Law of Mother Earth sees Bolivia pilot new social and economic model based on protection of and respect for
nature.
Bolivia is to become the first country in the world to give nature comprehensive legal rights in an effort to halt
climate change and the exploitation of the natural world, and to improve quality of life for the Bolivian people.
Developed by grassroots social groups and agreed by politicians, the Law of Mother Earth recognizes the rights of
all living things, giving the natural world equal status to human beings.
Once fully approved, the legislation will provide the Earth with rights to: life and regeneration; biodiversity and
freedom from genetic modification; pure water; clean air; naturally balanced systems; restoration from the effects
of human activity; and freedom from contamination.

The legislation is based on broader principles of living in harmony with the Earth and prioritizing the “collective
good.” At its heart is an understanding that the Earth is sacred, which arises from the indigenous Andean worldview
of ‘Pachamama’ (meaning Mother Earth) as a living being. An initial act outlining the rights – which was passed by
Bolivia’s national congress in December 2010 and paves the way for the full legislation – defines Mother Earth as a
dynamic and “indivisible community of all living systems and living organisms, interrelated, interdependent and
complementary, which share a common destiny.”
Bolivia’s government will be legally bound to prioritize the wellbeing of its citizens and the natural world by
developing policies that promote sustainability and control industry. The economy must operate within the limits of
nature and the country is to work towards energy and food sovereignty while adopting renewable energy
technologies and increasing energy efficiency. Preventing climate change is a key objective of the law, which
includes protecting the lives of future generations. The government is requesting that rich countries help Bolivia
adapt to the effects of climate change in recognition of the environmental debt they owe for their high carbon
emissions. Bolivia is “particularly vulnerable to the impacts of climate change,” according to an Oxfam report in
2009, with increasing drought, melting glaciers and flooding.
On the international stage, the government will have a legal duty to promote the uptake of rights for Mother Earth,
while also advocating peace and the elimination of all nuclear, chemical and biological weapons. Following a change
in Bolivia’s constitution in 2009, the law is part of a complete overhaul of the legal system. It represents a shift
away from the western development model to a more holistic vision, based on the indigenous concept of Vivir Bien
(to live well).
The proposal for the law states: “Living Well means adopting forms of consumption, behaviour and and conduct
that are not degrading to nature. It requires an ethical and spiritual relationship with life. Living Well proposes the
complete fulfilment of life and collective happiness.”
Unity Pact, an umbrella group for five Bolivian social movements, prepared the draft law. They represent over 3m
people and all of the country’s 36 indigenous groups, the majority of whom are small scale farmers with many still
living on their ancestral lands. The bill protects their livelihoods and diverse cultures from the impacts of industry.
Undarico Pinto, a leader of the social movement Confederación Sindical Única de Trabajadores Campesinos de
Bolivia, said: “It will make industry more transparent. It will allow people to regulate industry at national, regional
and local levels.”Signifying a fundamental shift away from exploitation of nature, the draft law referrers to mineral
resources as “blessings” and states that Mother Earth, “is sacred, fertile and the source of life that feeds and cares
for all living beings in her womb. She is in permanent balance, harmony and communication with the cosmos.”

A Ministry of Mother Earth is to be established to promote the new rights and ensure they are complied with. But
with its economy currently dependent on exports of natural resources, earning nearly a third of its foreign currency
– around £300m a year – from mining companies, Bolivia will need to balance its new obligations against the
demands of industry.

The full law is expected to pass within the next few months and is unlikely to face any significant opposition
because the ruling party, the Movement Towards Socialism, has a considerable majority in parliament. Its leader,
President Evo Morales, voiced a commitment to the initiative at the World People’s Conference on Climate change,
held in Bolivia in April, 2010.
The Law of Mother Earth includes the following:
• The right to maintain the integrity of life and natural processes.
• The right to not have cellular structure modified or genetically altered.
• The right to continue vital cycles and processes free from human alteration.
• The right to pure water.
• The right to clean air.
• The right to balance, to be at equilibrium.
• The right to be free of toxic and radioactive pollution.
• The right to not be affected by mega-infrastructure and development projects that affect the balance of
ecosystems and the local inhabitant communities.
• The law also promotes “harmony” and “peace” and “the elimination of all nuclear, chemical, biological”
weapons.
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“New Zealand Grants a River the Rights of Personhood”

Seems at least as reasonable to me as granting personhood to corporations!
“New Zealand Grants a River the Rights of Personhood” by Eddie, WorldTruth TV
Sept. 18, 2012, (http://worldtruth.tv/new-zealand-grants-a-river-the-rights-of-personhood/)

From the dawn of history, and in cultures throughout the world, humans have been prone to imbue Earth’s lifegiving rivers with qualities of life itself — a fitting tribute, no doubt, to the wellsprings upon which our past (and
present) civilizations so heavily rely. But while modern thought has come to regard these essential waterways more
clinically over the centuries, that might all be changing once again.
Meet the Whanganui. You might call it a river, but in the eyes of the law, it has the standings of a person.
In a landmark case for the Rights of Nature, officials in New Zealand recently granted the Whanganui, the nation’s
third-longest river, with legal personhood “in the same way a company is, which will give it rights and interests”.
The decision follows a long court battle for the river’s personhood initiated by the Whanganui River Iwi, an
indigenous community with strong cultural ties to the waterway.
Under the settlement, the river is regarded as a protected entity, under an arrangement in which representatives
from both the iwi and the national government will serve as legal custodians towards the Whanganui’s best
interests.
“Today’s agreement which recognizes the status of the river as Te Awa Tupua (an integrated, living whole) and the
inextricable relationship of Iwi with the river is a major step towards the resolution of the historical grievances of
Whanganui iwi and is important nationally,” says New Zealand’s Minister for Treaty for Waitangi Negotiations,
Christopher Finlayson.

“Whanganui Iwi also recognize the value others place on the river and wanted to ensure that all stakeholders and
the river community as a whole are actively engaged in developing the long-term future of the river and ensuring its
wellbeing,” says Finlayson.
Although this is likely the first time a single river has been granted such a distinction under the law, chances are it’s
not the last. In 2008, Ecuador passed similar ruling giving its forests, lakes, and waterways rights on
par with humans in order to ensure their protection from harmful practices.
And, while it may seem an odd extension of rights, in many ways it harkens back to a time when mankind’s fate
was more readily acknowledged as being intertwined with that of the rivers, lakes, and streams that sustained us —
a time in which our purer instincts towards preserving nature needn’t be dictated by legislation.
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Photo: Whanganui River, New Zealand

http://juliansrockandiceblog.blogspot.com/2009/09/whanganui-river-fossil-beds.html
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With a Little Hate from My Friends
(posted by MarthaH, Sept. 28, 2012)
Duh! Search.
“Obama Hate Speech Spreads on Facebook” (w/video) by Leslie Meredith, TechNewsDaily
July 19, 2012, (http://www.technewsdaily.com/4584-obama-hate-speech-spreads-on-facebook.html)

(Old stereotypes rise again on Facebook.)
Racism is alive and well on Facebook, despite the social network's policy banning hate speech.

A new study from Baylor University shows how anti-Obama and just plain racist groups use Facebook to spread
their messages. And we're not talking about politics, but Ku Klux Klan-style hate speech using old stereotypes
updated with do-rags and golden grills.
"Some people have declared the present a "post-racial" era in that U.S. citizens elected a black president,
maintaining that policies to address racism are no longer necessary," Mia Moody, Ph.D., who led the Baylor study,
said in a statement. "But depictions of minorities in new media show otherwise."
More than 20 Facebook groups and "pages" were analyzed, using the keywords, "hate," "Barack Obama," and
"Michelle Obama" to identify them.
Although historical stereotypes that portrayed blacks as animals, evil or shiftless have all but disappeared from
mainstream television shows and movies, fans of Facebook hate groups have revived them and use doctored
photos of the President as a chimp or sporting a bandana and a mouth full of gold teeth, according to the study.
"The growth of Facebook groups from a fringe activity to a significant communication source illustrates the recent
evolution in the spread of hate speech," Moody said. Study findings indicate Facebook hate groups/pages differ
from the hate groups of old. Today's groups don't have to be a part of a traditional faction such as the Ku Klux Klan
— Anyone can create a Facebook group or page anywhere, and then recruit members from all over the world, the
study said.
Moody found that even groups that claimed to be politically motivated used racist rhetoric, contained racist posts
and comments. The page for the group, "No! I don’t hate blacks! I just think Barack Obama is a terrible president,"
was peppered with racial slurs, such as "Obama needs to step down and go back to Africa with the rest of the
coons!! He’s nothing but a jigaboo and spear chucker!! (sic)." This site was later removed from Facebook.
Some hate groups have avoided Facebook policy-keepers by using slur-free titles for their groups and "official"
pages, along with photos without captions — neither of these examples would turn up in a Facebook keyword
search. "Because slurs are not in the official title, Facebook is not as quick to shut them down," she said.
Many groups emphasized the Obamas’ dietary habits, the report said. One photo featured Mr. Obama holding a can
of Welch’s grape soda and wearing heavy gold jewelry and a baseball cap — obviously Photoshopped into the
photo. The photo’s caption asked, "Where all the white wimmin at (sic)?"
Facebook prohibits hate speech that "attacks people based on their actual or perceived race, ethnicity, national
origin, religion, sex, gender, sexual orientation, disability or disease." However, it allows "clear attempts at humor or
satire that might otherwise be considered a possible threat or attack. This includes content that many people may
find to be in bad taste (e.g. jokes, stand-up comedy, popular song lyrics, etc.)." Facebook did not respond to our
request for comment, leaving us to wonder, "Are racial slurs ever funny?"
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“Necomimi: A Reporter Tames Mind-Controlled Cat Ears” (w/ video)

“Necomimi: A Reporter Tames Mind-Controlled Cat Ears” (w/ video) by Betsy Isaacson, Huffington Post
Sept. 22, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/09/17/necomimi-mind-controlled-catears_n_1891129.html?ref=topbar)
Before I put on the cat ears, NeuroSky publicist Kendall Hurley tells me a story. Wearing the cat ears at a product
launch party in LA, she was embarrassed to find that the ears perked up whenever an attractive journalist came
over to her. NeuroSky Vice President David Westendorf comments that the ears could be used in a "hot or not"
scenario, and muses on speed dating as a product use case. There's no one I'm attracted to at the office. For the
first time, I'm relieved.
The "ears" I'm speaking of are NeuroSky's most popular product, a pair of plush-covered cat ears that perk up
when you're feeling focused, droop at relaxation, and twitch and wiggle for certain other sensations. Called
Necomimi (Japanese for "cat ears"), the ears are electroencephalography (EEG) devices, which basically means if
they're put on your head they can figure out how you're feeling by reading the electrical signals produced by your
brain. In other words, this is a toy that has the ability to read your mind, or at least figure out your feelings.
Despite what the Necomimi's shape may have you believe, putting on the $99 ears is significantly harder than
slipping on a headband. First there's a strap that has to go on the back of your head, then a clip that has to latch
onto your ear (more tricky, but still possible, if you have earrings on), then a sensor shaped like a partiallyconsumed lollipop that swings down and presses against your forehead. Hair can deaden the sensor, so ailurophiles
with bangs might want to brush them back beforehand. After that, press the power button and the cat ears start
calibrating; in my case, this means that one ear perks up, one ear flops down, and after a minute or so, they start
wiggling wildly. Apparently that means they're ready.
"I've never watched someone write before--this is great," Westendorf remarks as I type.
The ears are wiggling back and forth, which means I'm "in the zone" -- both focused and relaxed simultaneously.
When I type, my ears wiggle; when I look up to ask questions, they perk, showing "focus." The robotic whirring
noises made by the moving ears are surprisingly loud: Westendorf says that the prototype testers enjoyed the

noise, so it was "boosted" in the final product. I'm not sure if I like it or not: on the one hand, it's really distracting,
on the other hand, I can always tell what my ears are doing. The latter is probably a good thing.
Wiggling ears are apparently also a good thing, and Hurley, Westendorf, and another publicist, Kaitlin Egan, are all
pleased with mine. Apparently it's hard for some people to get "in the zone," and the fact that I can do it just by
typing interview text is a cause for celebration. The hashtag for Necomimi, emblazoned on the back of the pink
promotional t-shirts, is #MakeMyEarsWiggle: the elusive "zone" is a desired state.
Westendorf tells the story of when the company first realized the ears were working.
It involved a mercurial CEO, Westendorf says, and NeuroSky product manager Pedro Vecchi, who was wearing the
ears for the first time.
"And every time the CEO got angry, Pedro's ears would spring up," Westendorf says. "And we were all like 'wow,
it's actually working!'"
Still, there are some things you can't do with the ears: running, for instance, is "virtually impossible." Not only will
the sensor jar, but electrical "noise" from your muscles will interfere with the readings. Still, as long as you skip
jarring movement and strenuous activity, there's no reason not to continue wearing them: "we wear 'em all day at
the office a lot," Westendorf says, prompting a discussion of various officemates' custom ears. Apparently, you can
get used to the overhead robotic noises.
Westendorf is excited about bizarre-use cases. Apparently, one Green Bay Packers fan painted his face green and
bought a Necomimi, only to remove the default white kitten ears and add wedges of cheese. He also talks about a
poker culture that's started to develop, one where all players wear Necomimi and try to "bluff their thoughts" or risk
giving away the state of their hand.
I'm no poker player or cheesehead, but for the rest of the day, I have the cat ears. As I type up the interview, I
float in and out of the zone, and the robot noises become background drone. A lot of people from different
departments at HuffPost find ways to come over to ask what I'm wearing. Fellow HuffPostTech-er and desk mate
Britney Fitzgerald uses her cell phone to snap pictures of me, and tweets them from the HuffPostTech Twitter
account; I get back at her by filming her wearing the ears a couple of days later.
Take a look at the clip. What do y'all think of this swanky new mind-reading device?
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HjVix3xSr9k&feature=player_embedded.
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Yesterday’s Lunch at Apple

I was a mess yesterday: an 8 AM opthalmologist appointment found me back at work around 9:30 with hugely
dilated pupils. I am not certain whether it's the medication used, or just the Inner Animal responding to irritating
and distracting visual distortion, but either way, it leaves me feeling panicked.
But, characteristically, I managed to stick it out for lunch and a bit more, and the lunch was a fine reward: Chef
Bladimir's delicious Striped Bass Vera Cruz:
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Today’s Lunch at Apple

I hugely enjoyed my Tempura Black Drum, which I took on the veranda, with my old buddy Al Fresco. I selected
white sticky rice, in deference to my all-too-frequent kidney stones; I love it anyway. The delicious sesame sauce
with the bland sweetness of white sticky rice was a great combination with the crunchy tempura drum and onion
strips. The squash and broccoli were spot-on, of course, and so were the green beans. I suspect the green beans
of having been Kentucky Wonder, by virtue of a characteristic rigid starchiness. They were, however, cooked just
fine, and very fresh. (I am just not a Kentucky Wonder kind of guy: give me those haricot vertes, any time.)
Yummy meal. It's all very, very gone now!
Urp:

Tempura Black Drum with Sesame Sauce over White Rice with Veggies
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Photo: Cats with Real Cat Ears
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