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Universes ‘Like Grains of Sand’
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Oct. 11, 2012)
Why are we here? I don’t so much mean the “why” as the place where we exist in space and time. The physics, less
the math, is not that hard, mind-expanding if you follow along… Surely it’s a big enough universe for both
conservatives and progressives…?
“Welcome to the Multiverse” by Brian Greene, Newsweek/The Daily Beast
May 21, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2012/05/20/brian-greene-welcome-to-themultiverse.html)

(The latest developments in cosmology point toward the possibility that our universe is merely one of billions.)
“What really interests me is whether God had any choice in creating the world.”

That’s how Albert Einstein, in his characteristically poetic way, asked whether our universe is the only possible
universe.
The reference to God is easily misread, as Einstein’s question wasn’t theological. Instead, Einstein wanted to know
whether the laws of physics necessarily yield a unique universe—ours—filled with galaxies, stars, and planets. Or
instead, like each year’s assortment of new cars on the dealer’s lot, could the laws allow for universes with a wide
range of different features? And if so, is the majestic reality we’ve come to know—through powerful telescopes and
mammoth particle colliders—the product of some random process, a cosmic roll of the dice that selected our
features from a menu of possibilities? Or is there a deeper explanation for why things are the way they are?
In Einstein’s day, the possibility that our universe could have turned out differently was a mind-bender that
physicists might have bandied about long after the day’s more serious research was done. But recently, the
question has shifted from the outskirts of physics to the mainstream. And rather than merely imagining that our
universe might have had different properties, proponents of three independent developments now suggest that
there are other universes, separate from ours, most made from different kinds of particles and governed by
different forces, populating an astoundingly vast cosmos.
The multiverse, as this vast cosmos is called, is one of the most polarizing concepts to have emerged from physics
in decades, inspiring heated arguments between those who propose that it is the next phase in our understanding
of reality, and those who claim that it is utter nonsense, a travesty born of theoreticians letting their imaginations
run wild.
So which is it? And why should we care? Grasping the answer requires that we first come to grips with the big
bang.
In Search of the Bang
In 1915, Einstein published the most important of all his works, the general theory of relativity, which was the
culmination of a 10-year search to understand the force of gravity. The theory was a marvel of mathematical
beauty, providing equations that could explain everything from the motion of planets to the trajectory of starlight
with stupendous accuracy.
Within a few short years, additional mathematical analyses concluded that space itself is expanding, dragging each
galaxy away from every other. Though Einstein at first strongly resisted this startling implication of his own theory,
observations of deep space made by the great American astronomer Edwin Hubble in 1929 confirmed it. And before
long, scientists reasoned that if space is now expanding, then at ever earlier times the universe must have been
ever smaller. At some moment in the distant past, everything we now see—the ingredients responsible for every
planet, every star, every galaxy, even space itself—must have been compressed to an infinitesimal speck that then
swelled outward, evolving into the universe as we know it.
The big-bang theory was born. During the decades that followed, the theory would receive overwhelming
observational support. Yet scientists were aware that the big-bang theory suffered from a significant shortcoming.
Of all things, it leaves out the bang. Einstein’s equations do a wonderful job of describing how the universe evolved
from a split second after the bang, but the equations break down (similar to the error message returned by a
calculator when you try to divide 1 by 0?) when applied to the extreme environment of the universe’s earliest
moment. The big bang thus provides no insight into what might have powered the bang itself.
Fuel for the Fire
In the 1980s, physicist Alan Guth offered an enhanced version of the big-bang theory, called inflationary cosmology,
which promised to fill this critical gap. The centerpiece of the proposal is a hypothetical cosmic fuel that, if
concentrated in a tiny region, would drive a brief but stupendous outward rush of space—a bang, and a big one at
that. In fact, mathematical calculations showed that the burst would have been so intense that tiny jitters from the
quantum realm would have been stretched enormously and smeared clear across space. Like overextended spandex
showing the pattern of its weave, this would yield a precise pattern of miniscule temperature variations, slightly
hotter spots and slightly colder spots dotting the night sky. In the early 1990s, NASA’s Cosmic Microwave

Background Explorer satellite first detected these temperature variations, garnering Nobel Prizes for team leaders
John Mather and George Smoot.
Remarkably, mathematical analysis also revealed—and here’s where the multiverse enters—that as space expands
the cosmic fuel replenishes itself, and so efficiently that it is virtually impossible to use it all up. Which means that
the big bang would likely not be a unique event. Instead, the fuel would not only power the bang giving rise to our
expanding realm, but it would power countless other bangs, too, each yielding its own separate, expanding
universe. Our universe would then be a single expanding bubble inhabiting a grand cosmic bubble bath of
universes—a multiverse.
It’s a striking prospect. If correct, it would provide the capstone on a long series of cosmic reappraisals. We once
thought our planet was the center of it all, only to realize that we’re one of many planets orbiting the sun, only then
to learn that the sun, parked in a suburb of the Milky Way, is one of hundreds of billions of stars in our galaxy, only
then to find that the Milky Way is one of hundreds of billions of galaxies inhabiting the universe. Now, inflationary
cosmology was suggesting that our universe, filled with those billions of galaxies, stars, and planets, might merely
be one of many occupying a vast multiverse.
Yet, when the multiverse was proposed back in the 1980s by pioneers Andrei Linde and Alexander Vilenkin, the
community of physicists shrugged. The other universes, even if they existed, would stand outside what we can
observe—we only have access to this universe. Apparently, then, they wouldn’t affect us and we wouldn’t affect
them. So what role could other universes possibly play in science, a discipline devoted to explaining what we do
see?
And that’s where things stood for about a decade, until an astounding astronomical observation suggested an
answer.
The Mystery of Dark Energy
Although the discovery that space is expanding was revolutionary, there was one aspect of the expansion that most
everyone took for granted. Just as the pull of earth’s gravity slows the ascent of a ball tossed upward, the
gravitational pull of each galaxy on every other must be slowing the expansion of space.
In the 1990s, two teams of astronomers set out to measure the rate of this cosmic slowdown. Through years of
painstaking observations of distant galaxies, the teams collected data on how the expansion rate of space has
changed over time. And when they completed the analysis, they all nearly fell out of their chairs. Both teams found
that, far from slowing down, the expansion of space went into overdrive about 7 billion years ago and has been
speeding up ever since. That’s like gently tossing a ball upward, having it slow down initially, but then rocket
upward ever more quickly.
The result sent scientists across the globe scurrying to explain the cosmic speedup. What force could be driving
every galaxy to rush away from every other faster and faster? The most promising answer comes to us from an old
idea of Einstein’s. We’re all used to gravity being a force that does only one thing: pull objects toward each other.
But in Einstein’s general theory of relativity, gravity can also do something else: it can push things apart. How?
Well, the gravity exerted by familiar objects like the moon, the earth, and the sun is surely attractive. But Einstein’s
equations show that if space contains something else—not clumps of matter but an invisible energy, sort of like an
invisible mist that’s uniformly spread through space—then the gravity exerted by the energy mist would be
repulsive.
Which is just what we need to explain the observations. The repulsive gravity of an invisible energy mist filling
space—we now call it dark energy—would push every galaxy away from every other, driving the expansion to speed
up, not slow down.
But there’s a hitch. When the astronomers deduced how much dark energy would have to permeate every nook and
cranny of space to account for the observed cosmic speedup, they found a number that no one has been able to
explain. Not even close. Expressed in the relevant units, the dark-energy density is extraordinarily small:
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At the same time, attempts by researchers to calculate the amount of dark energy from the laws of physics have
yielded results that are typically a hundred orders of magnitude larger, perhaps the greatest mismatch between
observation and theory in the history of science.
And that has led to some soul searching.
Physicists have long believed that with sufficient hard work, experimentation, and industrious calculation, no detail
about the fundamental makeup of reality would lie beyond scientific explanation. Certainly, many details still lack an
explanation, such as the masses of particles like electrons and quarks. Yet the expectation has been that in due
course physicists will find explanations.
The spectacular failure of attempts to explain the amount of dark energy has raised questions about this
confidence, driving some physicists to pursue a radically different explanatory approach, one that suggests (once
again) the possible existence of a multiverse.
The Multiverse Solution
The new approach has scientific roots that stretch back to the early 1600s, when the great astronomer Johannes
Kepler was obsessed with understanding a different number: the 93 million miles between the sun and the earth.
Kepler struggled for years to explain this distance but never succeeded, and from our modern perch the reason is
clear. We now know that there are a great many planets, orbiting their host stars at a great many different
distances, demonstrating the fallacy in Kepler’s quest—the laws of physics do not single out any particular distances
as special. Instead, what distinguishes the earth-sun distance is simply that it yields conditions hospitable to life:
were we much closer or farther from the sun, the extreme temperatures would prevent our form of life from taking
hold. So, although Kepler was on a wild goose chase in seeking a fundamental explanation for the earth-sun
distance, there is an explanation for why we humans find ourselves at such a distance.
In seeking an explanation for the value of dark energy, maybe we’ve been making a mistake analogous to Kepler’s.
Our best cosmological theory—the inflationary theory—naturally gives rise to other universes. Perhaps, then, just as
there are many planets orbiting stars at many different distances, maybe there are many universes containing many
different amounts of dark energy. If so, asking the laws of physics to explain one particular value of dark energy
would be just as misguided as trying to explain one particular planetary distance. Instead, the right question to ask
would be: why do we humans find ourselves in a universe with the particular amount of dark energy we’ve
measured, instead of any of the other possibilities?
This is a question we can address. In universes with larger amounts of dark energy, whenever matter tries to clump
into galaxies, the repulsive push of the dark energy is so strong that the clump gets blown apart, thwarting galactic
formation. In universes whose dark-energy value is much smaller, the repulsive push changes to an attractive pull,
causing those universes to collapse back on themselves so quickly that again galaxies wouldn’t form. And without
galaxies, there are no stars, no planets, and so in those universes there’s no chance for our form of life to exist.
And so we find ourselves in this universe and not another for much the same reason we find ourselves on earth and
not on Neptune—we find ourselves where conditions are ripe for our form of life. Even without being able to
observe the other universes, their existence would thus play a scientific role: the multiverse offers a solution to the
mystery of dark energy, rendering the quantity we observe understandable.
Or so that’s what multiverse proponents contend.
Many others find this explanation unsatisfying, silly, even offensive, asserting that science is meant to give
definitive, precise, and quantitative explanations, not “just so” stories.
But the essential counterpoint is that if the feature you’re trying to explain can and does take on a wide variety of
different mathematical values across the landscape of reality, then seeking a definitive explanation for one value is

wrongheaded. Just as it makes no sense to ask for a definitive prediction of the distance at which planets orbit their
host stars, since there are many possible distances, if we’re part of a multiverse it would make no sense to ask for a
definitive prediction of the value of dark energy, since there would be many possible values.
The multiverse doesn’t change the scientific method or lower explanatory standards. But it does ask us to
reevaluate whether we’ve mistakenly posed the wrong questions.
Hanging by Strings
Of course, for this approach to succeed, we must be sure that among the multiverse’s many different dark-energy
values is the very one we’ve measured. And that’s where a third line of investigation, string theory, comes to the
fore.
String theory is an attempt to realize Einstein’s dream of a “unified theory” capable of stitching all matter and forces
into a single mathematical tapestry. Initially formulated in the late 1960s, the theory envisions that deep inside
every fundamental particle is a tiny, vibrating, stringlike filament of energy. And much as the different vibrational
patterns of a violin string yield different musical notes, so the different vibrational patterns of these tiny strings
would yield different kinds of particles.
Pioneers of the subject anticipated that string theory’s rigid mathematical architecture would soon yield a single set
of definitive, testable predictions. But as the years passed, detailed analysis of the theory’s equations revealed
numerous solutions, each representing a different possible universe. And numerous means numerous. Today, the
tally of possible universes stands at the almost incomprehensible 10500, a number so large it defies analogy.
For some string-theory advocates, this stupendous failure to yield a unique universe—ours—was a devastating
blow. But to those advancing the multiverse, string theory’s enormous diversity of possible universes has proven
vital.
Just as it takes a well-stocked shoe store to guarantee you’ll find your size, only a well-stocked multiverse can
guarantee that our universe, with its peculiar amount of dark energy, will be represented. On its own, inflationary
cosmology falls short of the mark. While its never-ending series of big bangs would yield an immense collection of
universes, many would have similar features, like a shoe store with stacks and stacks of sizes 5 and 13, but nothing
in the size you seek.
By combining inflationary cosmology and string theory, however, the stock room of universes overflows: in the
hands of inflation, string theory’s enormously diverse collection of possible universes become actual universes,
brought to life by one big bang after another. Our universe is then virtually guaranteed to be among them. And
because of the special features necessary for our form of life, that’s the universe we inhabit.
High-Risk Science
Years ago, Carl Sagan emphasized that extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence. So, can we gather
evidence supporting a proposal that invokes other universes?
Because the other universes would lie beyond what we can observe, it might seem that the answer is no, placing
the multiverse outside the bounds of science. But that’s too quick. Evidence for a proposal can be amassed even
when some of its important features are inaccessible.
Take black holes. Scientists routinely use general relativity to speak with confidence about what happens inside a
black hole, even though nothing, not even light, can escape a black hole’s interior, rendering such regions
unobservable. The justification is that once a theory makes a slew of accurate predictions about things we can
observe, as general relativity has, we justifiably gain confidence in the theory’s predictions about things we can’t
observe.

Similarly, if a proposal that invokes the multiverse gains our confidence by making correct predictions about things
we do have access to, things in our universe, then our confidence in its prediction of other universes, realms we
don’t have access to, would rightly grow too.
As of today, we are far from crossing this threshold. Inflationary cosmology makes accurate predictions about
microwave background radiation; dark energy accurately explains accelerated expansion. But string theory remains
hypothetical, largely because its primary distinguishing features become manifest at scales billions of times smaller
than we can probe even with today’s most powerful accelerators.
More direct evidence for the multiverse might come from potential collisions between our expanding universe and
its neighbors. Such a cosmic fender bender would generate an additional pattern of temperature variations in the
microwave background radiation that sophisticated telescopes might one day detect. Many consider this the most
promising possibility for finding evidence in support of the multiverse.
That there are ways, long shots to be sure, to test the multiverse proposal reflects its origin in careful mathematical
analysis. Nevertheless, because the proposal is unquestionably tentative, we must approach it with healthy
skepticism and invoke its explanatory framework judiciously.
Imagine that when the apple fell on Newton’s head, he wasn’t inspired to develop the law of gravity, but instead
reasoned that some apples fall down, others fall up, and we observe the downward variety simply because the
upward ones have long since departed for outer space. The example is facetious but the point serious: used
indiscriminately, the multiverse can be a cop-out that diverts scientists from seeking deeper explanations. On the
other hand, failure to consider the multiverse can place scientists on a Keplerian treadmill in which they furiously
chase answers to unanswerable questions.
Which is all just to say that the multiverse falls squarely in the domain of high-risk science. There are numerous
developments that could weaken the motivation for considering it, from scientists finally calculating the correct
dark-energy value, or confirming a version of inflationary cosmology that only yields a single universe, or
discovering that string theory no longer supports a cornucopia of possible universes. And so on.
But as with all rational bets, high risk comes with the potential for high reward. During the past five centuries we’ve
used the power of observation and mathematical calculation to shatter misconceptions. From a quaint, small, earthcentered universe to one filled with billions of galaxies, the journey has been both thrilling and humbling. We’ve
been compelled to relinquish sacred belief in our own centrality, but with such cosmic demotion we’ve
demonstrated the capacity of the human intellect to reach far beyond the confines of ordinary experience to reveal
extraordinary truth. The multiverse proposal might be wrong. But it might also be the next step in this journey,
unveiling a breathtaking panorama of universes populating a vast cosmic landscape. For some scientists, including
me, that possibility makes the risk well worth taking.
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Re: “The Post-Constitutional President” (reply to Tom, FotM Newsletter
#244)

I was going to respond to Tom's attack on Obama until I read SteveB's response, which is way more informative
than anything I was going to say. I do want to comment on one of the issues Tom raises, however: the Defense of
Marriage Act. There's an ad for Romney playing in NC that praises his stance on gay marriage and ends by asking,
"Which candidate shares YOUR values?" There may be more important issues--like a nuclear Iran, our collapsing
infrastructure, massive cuts to education--but to a gay person who wants to live like every other married couple in
America, this is THE issue. I think it's always good, when looking at a choice of options, to ask, Who will benefit
and who will be hurt by this or that particular action? Who would benefit from gay marriage? Any children the
couple might have would have equal status with their peers. The benefits that married couples take for granted-insurance coverage, death benefits, medical access to a spouse, equality with other couples, respect for their
commitment--would extend to same-sex partners. Who would be hurt and how? In practical terms, no one would
be hurt. All married couples would enjoy the same rights and responsibilities. It's only those whose religion (it's
always religion that is the problem) forbids homosexuality, whose SENSIBILITIES would be hurt, who care a fig
what other people do.
It's ironic that Americans squawk and carry on when Muslims get agitated about criticism and mockery of
Muhammad. "We believe in free speech," they cry. "No one has the right to not be offended; that comes with
freedom." Yet, the only argument against same-sex marriage is that some find it offensive. I find deliberate
baiting of Muslim sensibilities offensive. We could split hairs forever trying to solve this, but really it all boils down
to common sense. At the very least, it's rude to attack a person's religion and be deliberately insulting. Freedom
does not mean license to be a jackass. I know it would offend others if I were to do something disgusting at the
dinner table (fill in with your own image), so, even though I may be free to commit a faux pas, it would be
unseemly for me to do so. I am not Catholic, but when I enter a Catholic church, I wear a hat. The Golden Rule is
still a good one, so let's extend tolerance and charity where we can and mind our manners like grown ups. I know
I've conflated same-sex marriage with attacks against The Prophet, but I think they have something in common: if
your actions hurt no one, then you should be free to carry them out. Play nice. I'd say the same thing to the
Taliban.
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Photo: Today’s Seafood Lunch at Apple

Austin's Chef Ray Trono has made headlines in this story on the first page of section D of the Austin American
Statesman today: http://www.statesman.com/s/life/.
http://www.statesman.com/news/entertainment/dining/chef-at-st-davids-church-serves-divine-lunch-todo/nSWRQ/.
Chef Anna Quattrochi shows up well in the crop on the actual, physical paper, too!
busy tomorrow...

Oh, my, are they going to be

Now, on with our regular programming:
Today's Menu -- once again, great choices; I am lured to Chef Patricia's King Salmon over orzo, figuring it'll be
delightful, and also less devastating - even with pasta! - than beer-battered fried fish with French fries. Yup: an
easy and proper choice.
This could be a dessert day. Yesterday, I noted that Chef Faith's ginger rose cream cake was so lovely I wanted to
hoover up the whole row; today, she's added a flourless cocoa crunch cream cake, featuring Vairhona chocolate.
(Kathryn? Are you reading this? It's listed right above the snickerdoodles...) The poached pear toasted hazelnut
tart will probably be gorgeous, too, which brings to mind that rule of Faith's Gauntlet: "Try the thing farthest from
your norm that looks really good, and be amazed..."
[later]
Today, enjoyed Chef Patricia's excellent line-caught crispy-skin seared King Salmon filet over orzo pasta with a
buttery sauce and sauteed spinach. Delicious! -- and the lovely filet was cooked with reverence to a moist, flaky
perfection. Accompanied by pineapple lemonade, in accordance with my urologist's recommendation of a glass of
lemonade per day, to help keep the stones at bay. Tough prescription, eh?
The Ginger Rose Cream Cake was delicious, not too big, not too sweet, and is gonna have to be my only dessert
this week...

King Salmon over Orzo with Spinach, and Ginger Rose Cream Cake
20121010-03
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“Fort Wayne Makes a Revolutionary Transformation”

“Fort Wayne Makes a Revolutionary Transformation” by Marian Kisch, NationofChange
Oct. 10, 2012, (http://www.nationofchange.org/fort-wayne-makes-revolutionary-transformation-1349883996)
When Robin Peterman came to Merle J. Abbett Elementary School in Fort Wayne, Ind., three years ago, the school
had a 22 percent pass rate for state reading and math tests. Abbett was in the bottom five of the state. In addition,
morale was low and “people felt beaten up and in survival mode.”
But the school, as well as the rest of the Fort Wayne Community Schools (FWCS), has made tremendous progress
since then—“a revolutionary transformation” according to Laura Cain, the district’s program manager. In 2010 and
2011 the district made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and, in addition, earned an A rating from the Indiana
Department of Education, according to its accountability grading system for districts. Also, the graduation rate has
continued to surpass the state’s rate for the last four years; in 2011 it was 88.1 percent as compared to the state’s
average of 85.7 percent.
FWCS’ 31,000 students are some of the most diverse and disadvantaged in the state, speaking 80 different
languages and dialects, with 70 percent qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch. In Abbett, almost all of its 320
students are African American and Hispanic; it also has the district’s highest percent of English Language Learners
(ELL).
How did this turnaround occur? A variety of forces came into play including support from Superintendent Wendy
Robinson, the board of trustees, the Wallace Foundation and the HOPE Foundation. Ten years ago the Wallace
Foundation worked on leadership improvement with Fort Wayne’s principals.

HOPE has been working in Fort Wayne for the past four years, first as a pilot project, bringing its Courageous
Leadership Academies (CLAs) to help develop and refine professional learning communities for better teaming,
curriculum development, data analysis and culture building.
CLAs have also helped bring a common language to all the schools in the district and promoted sharing within and
between schools. According to Pam Anderson, HOPE’s project leader, HOPE customized its curriculum to meet the
needs of Fort Wayne.
“A lot of what we did revolved around what was already going on in Fort Wayne,” Carolyn Farrar, HOPE faculty
leader, says. HOPE helped Fort Wayne work as a team to understand and track data. Data walls were displayed in
lobbies and lounges to show how children were progressing throughout the year. These large colorful visuals
showed how students moved forward in many aspects, such as test results—both state and local-- as well as
attendance and other forms of progress.
Abbett Elementary School
As one of its first steps, Abbett Elementary staff members rated their school on HOPE’s six principles to determine
which areas needed the most attention. According to Peterman, family and community involvement was at the
bottom of the list. Determined to change this, the school embarked on a number of projects: They invited
community members into the schools, asked their impressions, made them know they are valuable. Abbett invited
parents to several events including math game nights, where they showed them how to use manipulatives, gave
them goody bags with samples to use at home with their children, and provided a meal as an incentive.
“We blazed a new trail with parent-teacher conferences,” the principal says, which are attended by 97 to 100
percent of parents. After the conference, parents are directed to the gym to meet one-on-one with a staff member
to go over their child’s data, and set ambitious reading goals for the next year and a half, to help their child catch
up. This has proven very successful.
Peterman has taken additional steps to communicate with parents: She sends a weekly newsletter to parents with
information on data and tips on how to help their children. She has also partnered with a Hispanic association to
teach English to the parents and to explain reading strategies in Spanish. All this is done to help raise their
children’s achievement.
“We’re trying to walk the walk,” Peterman says. “We’re not just saying we care about your kids, we’re trying to help
the whole family.” This includes providing information on health services as well as a Friday backpack filled with
food to take home, courtesy of community sponsors and volunteers working through Blessings in a Backpack.
But it’s not just parents. Students have had an attitude change as the school has pushed community service.
Children are now involved in food can drives and raising money for Riley Children’s Hospital.
The staff has also embraced this attitude, and regularly volunteers to help with scheduling, parents’ nights and
community partnerships. Peterman is enthusiastic about her staff: “We have really good people here, a dedicated
staff with an urgent mission. They are inspired.”
Abbett’s nine-member Quality Improvement Team team meets once a month to talk about data, set new goals and
assign leadership tasks. According to Peterman, “This is the real heart for making sure the school continues to
develop and improve.”
All Abbett students have data folders, with information on their attendance, behavior and test scores. They color in
charts, know where they are and set goals for themselves. “Kids are empowered to know what they have control of
and are encouraged to share information with their parents,” Peterman says.
“HOPE has helped us by providing the framework,” she adds. “We might have fabulous ideas, but we might forget
one important component. We partner with other schools and share information. We are reminded that we have
each other to rely on. That’s really important.”

And it has paid off. At Abbett, reading and math scores have soared, from 22 percent three years ago to 68 percent
passing rate last year. And they are planning to continue that trend.
Peterman recalls an example of how things have changed from the student’s perspective. A second grader walked
into the outer office. “I said ‘hi’ and asked what he was doing here. He said he didn’t know. His grandmother told
him she was taking him to a dentist appointment. And his retort was: ‘You interrupted my learning for that??’” How
things have changed!
Fort Wayne: District of Change
Peterman praises the changes in her school: “Abbett is now a place which is conducive to learning. It is a place
where kids feel safe and cared for and parents know their children are benefiting and striving to reach their
dreams.”
Cain points out that “Fort Wayne is a district of change in many areas. We have completely redefined how we look
and react to data. We place more emphasis on our School Improvement Plan and we’ve made great gains in
student achievement because we follow the philosophy of ‘what gets measured gets done.’”
(The HOPE Foundation is a leadership organization internationally recognized for re-culturing school communities
and sustaining student success by collaborating with schools and districts on a long-term basis to build leadership
capacity and ensure success. You can join HOPE at this year's Courageous Leadership Awards Gala in NYC on
October 11.)
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“No, You’re Not Entitled to Your Opinion”

It's not the truth simply because you think it is. This is a good article that many Americans (Michelle Bachman!)
need to read.
“No, You’re Not Entitled to Your Opinion” by Patrick Stokes, The Conversation
Oct. 5, 2012, (http://theconversation.edu.au/no-youre-not-entitled-to-your-opinion-9978)
Every year, I try to do at least two things with my students at least once. First, I make a point of addressing them
as “philosophers” – a bit cheesy, but hopefully it encourages active learning.
Secondly, I say something like this: “I’m sure you’ve heard the expression ‘everyone is entitled to their opinion.’
Perhaps you’ve even said it yourself, maybe to head off an argument or bring one to a close. Well, as soon as you
walk into this room, it’s no longer true. You are not entitled to your opinion. You are only entitled to what you can
argue for.”
A bit harsh? Perhaps, but philosophy teachers owe it to our students to teach them how to construct and defend an
argument – and to recognize when a belief has become indefensible.
The problem with “I’m entitled to my opinion” is that, all too often, it’s used to shelter beliefs that should have been
abandoned. It becomes shorthand for “I can say or think whatever I like” – and by extension, continuing to argue is
somehow disrespectful. And this attitude feeds, I suggest, into the false equivalence between experts and nonexperts that is an increasingly pernicious feature of our public discourse.
Firstly, what’s an opinion?
Plato distinguished between opinion or common belief (doxa) and certain knowledge, and that’s still a workable
distinction today: unlike “1+1=2” or “there are no square circles,” an opinion has a degree of subjectivity and
uncertainty to it. But “opinion” ranges from tastes or preferences, through views about questions that concern most
people such as prudence or politics, to views grounded in technical expertise, such as legal or scientific opinions.

You can’t really argue about the first kind of opinion. I’d be silly to insist that you’re wrong to think strawberry ice
cream is better than chocolate. The problem is that sometimes we implicitly seem to take opinions of the second
and even the third sort to be unarguable in the way questions of taste are. Perhaps that’s one reason (no doubt
there are others) why enthusiastic amateurs think they’re entitled to disagree with climate scientists and
immunologists and have their views “respected.”
Meryl Dorey is the leader of the Australian Vaccination Network, which despite the name is vehemently anti-vaccine.
Ms. Dorey has no medical qualifications, but argues that if Bob Brown is allowed to comment on nuclear power
despite not being a scientist, she should be allowed to comment on vaccines. But no-one assumes Dr. Brown is an
authority on the physics of nuclear fission; his job is to comment on the policy responses to the science, not the
science itself.
So what does it mean to be “entitled” to an opinion?
If “Everyone’s entitled to their opinion” just means no-one has the right to stop people thinking and saying
whatever they want, then the statement is true, but fairly trivial. No one can stop you saying that vaccines cause
autism, no matter how many times that claim has been disproven.
But if ‘entitled to an opinion’ means ‘entitled to have your views treated as serious candidates for the truth’ then it’s
pretty clearly false. And this too is a distinction that tends to get blurred.
On Monday, the ABC’s “Mediawatch” program took WIN-TV Wollongong to task for running a story on a measles
outbreak which included comment from – you guessed it – Meryl Dorey. In a response to a viewer complaint, WIN
said that the story was “accurate, fair and balanced and presented the views of the medical practitioners and of the
choice groups.” But this implies an equal right to be heard on a matter in which only one of the two parties has the
relevant expertise. Again, if this was about policy responses to science, this would be reasonable. But the so-called
“debate” here is about the science itself, and the “choice groups” simply don’t have a claim on air time if that’s
where the disagreement is supposed to lie.
“Mediawatch” host Jonathan Holmes was considerably more blunt: “there’s evidence, and there’s bulldust,” and it’s
not part of a reporter’s job to give bulldust equal time with serious expertise.
The response from anti-vaccination voices was predictable. On the “Mediawatch” site, Ms. Dorey accused the ABC
of “openly calling for censorship of a scientific debate.” This response confuses not having your views taken
seriously with not being allowed to hold or express those views at all – or to borrow a phrase from Andrew Brown,
it “confuses losing an argument with losing the right to argue.” Again, two senses of “entitlement” to an
opinion are being conflated here.
So, next time you hear someone declare they’re entitled to their opinion, ask them why they think that. Chances
are, if nothing else, you’ll end up having a more enjoyable conversation that way.
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“Repeat After Me: Obama Cut the Deficit and Slowed Spending to
Lowest Level in 50 Years”

“Repeat After Me: Obama Cut the Deficit and Slowed Spending to Lowest Level in 50 Years” by Bob Cesca,
Huffington Post
Oct. 10, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bob-cesca/repeat-after-me-obamacut_b_1955561.html?utm_hp_ref=politics)
Illustrative of his contempt for the truth, Mitt Romney's campaign website continues to host the following
statement: "Since President Obama assumed office three years ago, federal spending has accelerated at a pace
without precedent in recent history."

On Friday, we discovered yet another reason why this is a super-colossal lie.
With the end of fiscal year 2012, the Congressional Budget Office announced the 2012 federal budget deficit: $1.1
trillion. Taken purely at face value, this number is enormous. Yet every Democrat, and especially the Obama
campaign, ought to be telling anyone who will listen: Not only has the president cut the deficit by $312 billion

during his first term (so far), but he's cut the deficit by $200 billion in the past year alone. And the CBO projected
that the 2013 Obama budget, if enacted as is, would shrink the deficit to $977 billion -- a four year total of nearly
$500 billion in deficit reduction.
Okay, yeah, I get it. It's risky to mention the deficit, but not when you couch it in math and the facts.

As I've documented before, the CBO reported in January, 2009 that the federal budget deficit for that fiscal year,
which began on October 1, 2008, was already $1.2 trillion. President Obama's additional '09 spending added
another $200 billion to the deficit, bringing the total to $1.412 trillion. Unprecedented and huge, but given the
enormity of the financial crisis and the depth of the recession, there weren't many other options on the table. Add
two wars into the mix and there you go.
But since then, deficit spending has dropped precipitously. Why? Chiefly because President Obama signed the
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act in February, 2010, which mandates that new spending be offset with spending cuts or
new revenue. Yes, a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress passed this legislation. Guess how many
congressional Republicans voted for the law. Zero. Not one. Perhaps during this week's debate, Vice President Biden
could ask Rep. Paul Ryan who voted against the bill.
Consequently, the president is responsible for the lowest government spending growth in 60 years, according to the
Wall Street Journal's Market Watch.

Once again, Mitt Romney's website still contains the words: "Since President Obama assumed office three years
ago, federal spending has accelerated at a pace without precedent in recent history." Pants on fire times a

thousand.

Fact: the president's record is exactly the opposite of what Romney says. And how long ago was this statistic
released by the Wall Street Journal and subsequently affirmed by fact checkers? Five months ago. On September
26, when asked about his record of mendacious claims, Mitt Romney told CNN's Jim Acosta, "We've been absolutely
spot on. And any time there's been anything that's been amiss, we correct it or remove it." Oh yeah? Well, Mr.
Romney, you missed a whopper.
Another whopper: during Romney's "winning" debate against the president last week, he claimed, "The president
said he'd cut the deficit in half. Unfortunately, he doubled it." Another lie. Yes, the president said he'd cut the deficit
in half -- but he absolutely did not double it. As I've outlined here, he's cut the deficit by 22 percent so far -- 35
percent by the end of 2013.

Furthermore, I can name two Democratic presidents who've cut the deficit through the duration of their
presidencies: Clinton and Obama. And what about Republican presidents? Bush 43? He turned a $200 billion surplus
into a $400 billion deficit by the end of his first term, and a $1.2 trillion deficit by the end of his second term. Bush
41? No. Reagan? No. Ford? No. Nixon? No. The last Republican president who cut the deficit was Eisenhower. By
the way, I'm sick of hearing the farcical line about Congress "controlling the purse strings." Any six-year-old child
who's watched a Schoolhouse Rock cartoon knows the president signs all legislation before it becomes law,
including appropriations bills. The House can't magically spend money without a presidential signature. Besides, if
the president is to be blamed for the size of the deficit -- and the Republicans have been merciless on the president
in this area in spite of reality, and their own party's record -- it's only fair that he should get credit when the deficit
is reduced.
Yet without objections, the Romney campaign and the Republicans continue to champion their status as "fiscal
hawks" even though the facts prove that to correlate "fiscal responsibility" and "Republican Party" is absurd on its
face. Even though Romney's plan for the deficit and the economy is as shifty, murky and ambiguous as he is, there
appears to be nothing -- absolutely nothing -- about the Romney plan that's any different from every Republican
presidential plan in recent history, but we're supposed to believe that Romney will cut the deficit anyway. In fact, as
we all know by now, Romney is proposing $5 trillion in un-funded tax cuts, as well as massive increases in military
spending, and, if Romney wins, you can bet the Republicans will jettison their deficit and debt hawkery into the
next nearest memory hole to be forgotten until another Democrat enters the White House.
If the Obama campaign and the Democrats can talk about the deficit in these terms, it undercuts one of the leading
Republican attacks and becomes a winning issue for the president. Plus it helps to cement the reality of Mitt

Romney, The Pathological Liar.
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Fw: A Very Evil Human (George Soros)

SteveB, what is your opinion on this email? Thanks.
[Source of original email unknown. –SteveB]

When leaders lack views, ideas or opinions on the many
issues our country faces they hold the door open for evil to
enter. This article is about George Soros the puppet master
and his worldly influence. The article is written by Steve Croft
60 Minutes; a very couragious man. I urge everyone to read
this article and to understand what the world is facing. We
MUST have a strong leader at the top. Our future will be
determined by how we vote on Nov. 6th. This is not a surprise
to everyone but it is a reminder of the threat. DonO
MUST read for all Americans....both Democrat and Republican. Please read through to the end.
God help us.
Many of you have probably not heard of George Soros. I've learned a lot about him in the past few years, and
this article really nailed it! Soros is the biggest roadblock for continuation of life in this country as we know it.
This is the best, most concise accounting of his life and the evil things he has done around the world, and is
doing here in the US. This is not a fairy tale! This piece is a bit long, but please don't miss a single word. If

what's been happening in our country hasn't been frightening enough, this will justify your fright. Forgive me,
Obama people, but this is a must read for everyone.

This explains a lot. Please read it all.........Americans need to stand up to the plate NOW. Keep our country in your
prayers.

A MUST READ FOR ALL TRUE AMERICANS.

Steve Kroft (born August 22, 1945) is an American journalist and a longtime correspondent for "60
Minutes". His investigative reporting has garnered him much acclaim, including three Peabody Awards
and nine Emmy awards, one of which was an Emmy for Lifetime Achievement

You can understand what is happening to our America after reading
this.
May God have mercy upon our nation.
*******************************************************************************************

One Evil Human
FROM STEVE KROFT ("60 Minutes")

Glenn Beck has been developing material to show all the ties that
Soros has through the nation and world along with his goals. This
article is written by Steve Kroft from "60 Minutes". It begins to piece
together the rise of Obama and his behavior in leading the nation
along with many members of Congress (in particular the
Democrats, such as the election of Pelosi as the minority leader in
Congress).
If you have wondered where Obama came from and just how he
quickly moved from obscurity to President, or why the media is
"selective" in what we are told, here is the man who most probably
put him there and is responsible. He controls President Obama's
every move. Think this is absurd? Invest a few minutes and read
this. You won't regret it.

Who is Obama? Obama is a puppet and here is the explanation of
the man or demon that pulls his strings. It’s not by chance that
Obama can manipulate the world. After reading this and Obama's
reluctance to accept help on the oil spill, you wonder if the spill is
part of the plan to destroy the US ? "In history, nothing happens by
accident. If it happened, you can bet someone planned it."/ Franklin
Delano Roosevelt

Who Is George Soros? He brought the market down in 2 days.
Here is what CBS' Mr. Steve Kroft's research has turned up. It's a
bit of a read, and it took 4 months to put it together. "The main
obstacle to a stable and just world order is the United States .
"George Soros"

George Soros is an evil man. He's anti-God, anti-family, antiAmerican, and anti-good." He killed and robbed his own Jewish
people. What we have in Soros, is a multi-billionaire atheist, with
skewed moral values, and a sociopath's lack of conscience. He
considers himself to be an elitist World class philosopher, despises
the American way, and just loves to do social engineering and
change cultures.
György Schwartz, better known to the world as George Soros, was
born August 12, 1930 in Hungary. Soros' father, Tivadar, was a
fervent practitioner of the Esperanto language. It was invented in
1887, and was designed to be the first global language, free of any
national identity. The Schwartz's, who were non-practicing Jews,
changed the family name to Soros, in order to facilitate assimilation
into the Gentile population, as the Nazis spread into Hungary
during the 1930s.

When Hitler's henchman Adolf Eichmann arrived in Hungary , to
oversee the murder of that country's Jews, George Soros ended up
with a man whose job was confiscating property from the Jewish
population. Soros went with him on his rounds.
Soros has repeatedly called 1944 "the best year of his life." 70% of
Mr. Soros's fellow Jews in Hungary, nearly a half-million human
beings, were annihilated in that year, yet he gives no sign that this
put any damper on his elation, either at the time or indeed in
retrospect" During an interview with "Sixty Minute's" Steve Kroft,
Soros was asked about his "best year."
KROFT: My understanding is that you went out with this protector
of yours who swore that you were his adopted godson. SOROS:
Yes. Yes.
KROFT: Went out, in fact, and helped in the confiscation of
property from your fellow Jews, friends and neighbors. SOROS:
Yes. That's right. Yes.
KROFT: I mean, that sounds like an experience that would send
lots of people to the psychiatric couch for many, many, years. Was
it difficult?
SOROS: No, not at all. Not at all, I rather enjoyed it.
KROFT: No feelings of guilt?
SOROS: No, only feelings of absolute power.
In his article, Muravchik describes how Soros has admitted to
having carried some rather "potent messianic fantasies with me
from childhood, which I felt I had to control, otherwise they might
get me in trouble." Be that as it may. After WWII, Soros attended

the London School of Economics, where he fell under the thrall of
fellow atheist and Hungarian, Karl Popper, one of his professors.
Popper was a mentor to Soros until Popper's death in 1994. Two of
Popper's most influential teachings concerned "the open society,"
and Fallibilism.
Fallibilism is the philosophical doctrine that all claims of knowledge
could, in principle, be mistaken. (Then again, I could be wrong
about that.) The "open society" basically refers to a "test and
evaluate" approach to social engineering. Regarding "open society"
Roy Childs writes, "Since the Second World War, most of the
Western democracies have followed Popper's advice about
piecemeal social engineering and democratic social reform, and it
has gotten them into a grand mess."
In 1956 Soros moved to New York City , where he worked on Wall
Street, and started amassing his fortune. He specialized in hedge
funds and currency speculation. Soros is absolutely ruthless,
amoral, and clever in his business dealings, and quickly made his
fortune. By the 1980s he was well on his way to becoming the
global powerhouse that he is today.
In an article Kyle-Anne Shiver wrote for "The American Thinker"
she says, "Soros made his first billion in 1992 by shorting the British
pound with leveraged billions in financial bets, and became known
as the man who broke the Bank of England . He broke it on the
backs of hard-working British citizens who immediately saw their
homes severely devalued and their life savings cut drastically,
almost overnight."
In 1994 Soros crowed in "The New Republic ," that "the former
Soviet Empire is now called the Soros Empire." The Russia-gate
scandal in 1999, which almost collapsed the Russian economy,
was labeled by Rep. Jim Leach, then head of the House Banking

Committee, to be "one of the greatest social robberies in human
history. "The "Soros Empire" indeed. In 1997 Soros almost
destroyed the economies of Thailand and Malaysia . At the time,
Malaysia 's Prime Minister, Mahathir Mohammad, called Soros "a =
villain, and a moron." Thai activist Weng Tojirakarn said, "We
regard George Soros as a kind of Dracula. He sucks the blood from
the people."
The website Greek National Pride reports, "Soros was part of the
full court press that dismantled Yugoslavia and caused trouble in
Georgia , Ukraine and Myanmar [Burma] Calling himself a
philanthropist, Soros' role is to tighten the ideological stranglehold
of globalization and the New World Order while promoting his own
financial gain. He is without conscience; a capitalist who functions
with absolute amorality."
France has upheld an earlier conviction against Soros, for felony
insider trading. Soros was fined 2.9 million dollars. Recently, his
native Hungary fined Soros 2.2 million dollars for "illegal market
manipulation." Elizabeth Crum writes that the Hungarian economy
has been in a state of transition as the country seeks to become
more financially stable and westernized. Soros deliberately driving
down the share price of its largest bank put Hungary 's economy
into a wicked tailspin, one from which it is still trying to recover.
My point here is that Soros is a planetary parasite. His grasp,
greed, and gluttony have a global reach. But what about America ?
Soros told Australia 's national newspaper "The Australian." "
America , as the centre of the globalised financial markets, was
sucking up the savings of the world. This is now over. The game is
out," he said, adding that the time has come for "a very serious
adjustment" in American's consumption habits. He implied that he
was the one with the power to bring this about."

Soros: "World financial crisis was "stimulating" and "in a way, the
culmination of my life's work."
Obama has recently promised 10 billion of our tax dollars to Brazil ,
in order to give them a leg-up in expanding their offshore oil fields.
Obama's largesse towards Brazil came shortly after his political
financial backer, George Soros, invested heavily in Brazilian oil
(Petrobras).
Tait Trussel writes, "The Petrobras loan may be a windfall for Soros
and Brazil , but it is a bad deal for the U. S. The American
Petroleum Institute estimates that oil exploration in the U S could
create 160,000 new, well-paying jobs, as well as $1.7 trillion in
revenues to federal, state, and local governments, all while
fostering greater energy security and independence."
A blog you might want to keep an eye on is SorosWatch. com.
Their mission: "This blog is dedicated to all who have suffered due
to the ruthless financial pursuits of George Soros. Your stories are
many and varied, but the theme is the same: the destructive power
of greed without conscience. We pledge to tirelessly watch Soros
wherever he goes and to print the truth in the hope that he will one
day be made to stop preying upon the world's poor, that justice will
be served."
Back to America. Soros has been actively working to destroy
America from the inside out for some years now. People have been
warning us. Two years ago, news sources reported that "Soros [is]
an extremist who wants open borders, a one-world foreign policy,
legalized drugs, euthanasia, and on and on. This is off-the-chart
dangerous."\ In 1997 Rachel Ehrenfeld wrote, "Soros uses his
philanthropy to change or more accurately deconstruct the moral
values and attitudes of the Western world, and particularly of the
American people. His "open society" is not about freedom; it is

about license. His vision rejects the notion of ordered liberty, in
favor of a PROGRESSIVE ideology of rights and entitlements."
Perhaps the most important of these "whistle blowers" are David
Horowitz and Richard Poe. Their book "The Shadow Party" outlines
in detail how Soros hijacked the Democratic Party, and now owns it
lock, stock, and barrel. Soros has been packing the Democratic
Party with radicals, and ousting moderate Democrats for years. The
Shadow Party became the Shadow Government, which recently
became the Obama Administration.
Discover The Networks. org (another good source) writes, "By his
[Soros'] own admission, he helped engineer coups in Slovakia ,
Croatia , Georgia , and Yugoslavia. When Soros targets a country
for "regime change," he begins by creating a shadow government,
a fully formed government-in-exile, ready to assume power when
the opportunity arises. The Shadow Party he has built in America
greatly resembles those he has created in other countries prior to
instigating a coup."
November 2008 edition of the German magazine "Der Spiegel," in
which Soros gives his opinion on what the next POTUS (President
of the U. S. ) should do after taking office. "I think we need a large
stimulus package." Soros thought that around 600 billion would be
about right. Soros also said that "I think Obama presents us a great
opportunity to finally deal with global warming and energy
dependence. The U. S. needs a cap and trade system with
auctioning of licenses for emissions rights."
Although Soros doesn't (yet) own the Republican Party, like he
does the Democrats, make no mistake, his tentacles are spread
throughout the Republican Party as well.
Soros is a partner in the Carlyle Group where he has invested more

than 100 million dollars. According to an article by "The Baltimore
Chronicle's" Alice Cherbonnier, the Carlyle Group is run by "a
veritable who's who of former Republican leaders," from CIA man
Frank Carlucci, to former CIA head and ex-President George Bush,
Sr.
In late 2006, Soros bought about 2 million shares of Halliburton,
Dick Cheney's old stomping grounds. When the Democrats and
Republicans held their conventions in 2000, Soros held Shadow
Party conventions in the same cities, at the same time. In 2008,
Soros donated $5,000,000,000 ( that’s Five Billion ) to the
Democratic National Committee, DNC, to insure Obama's win and
wins for many other Alinsky trained Radical Rules Anti-American
Socialist. George has been contributing a $ billion plus to the DNC
since Clinton came on the scene.
Soros has dirtied both sides of the aisle, trust me. And if that
weren't bad enough, he has long held connections with the CIA.
And I mustn't forget to mention Soros' involvement with the MSM
(Main Stream Media), the entertainment industry (e. g. he owns 2.6
million shares of Time Warner), and the various political advertising
organizations he funnels millions to. In short, George Soros
controls or influences most of the MSM. Little wonder they ignore
the TEA PARTY, Soro's NEMESIS.
As Matthew Vadum writes, "The liberal billionaire-turnedphilanthropist has been buying up media properties for years in
order to drive home his message to the American public that they
are too materialistic, too wasteful, too selfish, and too stupid to
decide for themselves how to run their own lives."
Richard Poe writes, "Soros' private philanthropy, totaling nearly $5
billion, continues underminingAmerica 's traditional Western values.
His giving has provided funding of abortion rights, atheism, drug

legalization, sex education,
MUST read for all Americans....both Democrat and Republican. Please read through to the end.
God help us.
Many of you have probably not heard of George Soros. I've learned a lot about him in the past few years, and
this article really nailed it! Soros is the biggest roadblock for continuation of life in this country as we know it.
This is the best, most concise accounting of his life and the evil things he has done around the world, and is
doing here in the US. This is not a fairy tale! This piece is a bit long, but please don't miss a single word. If
what's been happening in our country hasn't been frightening enough, this will justify your fright. Forgive me,
Obama people, but this is a must read for everyone.
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Re: A Very Evil Human (reply to Dick, above)

Hey, at least they give him credit for being human!
Dick, see: http://www.snopes.com/politics/soapbox/oneevilhuman.asp.
Steve Kroft didn’t write any of this and neither did Steve “Croft”. And I doubt seriously that anything written which
contains any of the following would ever be true:
1. “A must read for all true Americans”.
2. “Glenn Beck has been developing material…”.
3. “Obama is a puppet.”
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Fw: Joke: Ghosts

A professor at Wayne State University in Detroit was giving a lecture on Paranormal Studies.
To get a feel for his audience, he asked, "How many people here believe in ghosts?"
About 90 students raised their hands.
"Well, that's a good start. Out of those who believe in ghosts, do any of you think you have seen a ghost?"
About 40 students raised their hands.
"That's really good. I'm really glad you take this seriously. Has anyone here ever talked to a ghost?"
About 15 students raised their hands.
"Has anyone here ever touched a ghost?"
Three students raised their hands.
"That's fantastic. Now let me ask you one question further...Have any of you ever made love to a ghost?"
Way in the back, Hamad raised his hand.
The professor took off his glasses and said, "Son, all the years I've been giving this lecture, no one has ever claimed
to have made love to a ghost. You've got to come up here and tell us about your experience."
The Middle Eastern student replied with a nod and a grin, and began to make his way up to the podium. When he
reached the front of the room, the professor asked, "So, Hamad , tell us what it's like to have sex with a ghost?"

Hamad replied, "Shit, from way back there I thought you said goats."
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11 de Octubre - Día Internacional de la Niña y Día de la Mujer
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Photo: ‘Starry Night’ (Hubble)

http://space.about.com/library/weekly/blpostersa.htm

—Friends of the Middle,
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator

You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line,
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the
subject line.
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to
sign with your desired user name.
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential.
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking.
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