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My Fellow Citizensé 
 
 
(posted by Steven W. Baker / SteveB, Dec. 26, 2012) 
 
 

 
 
SoéI hope you all had a great extended Christmas weekend! I had a little extra time on my hands, so I thought I 
would reach-out one more time to all the Republican members of FotM (and Art). I havenôt had much luck with this 
project in the past, but I thought I  needed to give it one more go, given the dire state of the nation. I present my 
results below. 
 
See how dark are the forces behind the Republican Partyôs allegiance, not to the nation, but to the 1% (or so)é 
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First, I just sent -out this article without co mment:  
 
 
ñThe Fall of Plan B: Self-Destruction in the Cause of the 0.3 Per Centò by John Cassidy, The New Yorker 
 
Dec. 20, 2012, (http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/johncassidy/2012/12/gops -plan-b-self-destruction.html) 
 
[Update: On Thursday evening, John Boehner unexpectedly called off the vote on Plan B because he didnôt have 
enough votes to pass the measure. Some ultra-conservative House Republicans balked at supporting an increase in 
tax rates even for those earning a million dollars a year or more. Others disliked the bill because it didnôt include 
any spending cuts. Virtually no GOP members opposed Plan B on the grounds that it was too regressive. Where this 
humiliating setback for Boehner leaves the negotiations with the White House was unclear. ñNow it is up to the 
president to work with Senator Reid on legislation to avert the fiscal cliff,ò a statement from Boehnerôs office said.] 
 
Back in November, a week after President Obamaôs re±lection, Bobby Jindal, the ambitious young Republican 
governor of Louisiana, sat down with Politico and talked about the lessons of Mitt Romneyôs defeat. ñWeôve got to 
make sure that we are not the party of big business, big banks, big Wall Street bailouts, big corporate loopholes, 
big anything,ò Jindal said. ñWe cannot be, we must not be, the party that simply protects the rich so they get to 
keep their toys.ò 
 
Jindal wasnôt the only senior G.O.P. figure who was talking about the need for his party to shed its obsession with 
protecting the privileges of the wealthy and reach out to middle -class Americans. Marco Rubio, the Florida senator 
who could well face off against Jindal in the 2016 primarie s, said much the same thing, and so did Paul Ryan, 
Romneyôs running mate. ñWe must speak to the aspirations and anxieties of every American,ò Ryan told a 
Republican dinner. And David Brooks, the Times op-ed columnist, wrote of a ñRepublican glasnost.ò 
 
Flash forward a few weeks, and such statements seem comical. Letôs set aside, for the moment, the dogged 
rejection by prominent congressional Republicans of calls for stricter gun laws in the wake of the Newtown 
massacre. In the House of Representatives today, Speaker John Boehner is set to push through a vote on a G.O.P. 
tax and spending proposal that is a spit in the eye to low - and middle-income Americans and a shameful giveaway 
to the partyôs richest supporters. 
 
The central element of Boehnerôs so-called ñPlan Bò is a proposal to raise the income threshold at which a higher 
rate of tax would kick in from four hundred thousand dollars ðthe figure in President Obamaôs latest proposalðto a 
million dollars. Obviously, that would be a boon to people earning half  a million dollars a year, or three quarters of a 
million dollars a yearðpeople who are very well off by any definition. But that is only part of the story. Letôs talk 
about those lucky Americans who earn more than a million dollars a year: they number abo ut four hundred 
thousand, which is roughly 0.3 per cent of the total population of tax filers. Under Plan B, these folks would face a 
higher tax rate on part of their income ð39.5 per cent, compared to the current rate of 35 per cent. Boehnerôs 
proposal would appear to hurt them quite a bit, but that simply isnôt the case. Although they would end up paying a 
bit more in tax than they do now, they wouldnôt pay nearly as much as they would under Obamaôs compromise 
proposal. 
 
As ever, the devil is in the detail s. While the tax rates of the 0.3 per cent would go up, they would also be allowed 
to claim many more deductions than they would under the Obama plan. In addition, they would also get to pay 
substantially lower rates on capital gains, dividends, and inheritances. Since many of them derive much of their 
income from these sources, this is a big deal. In short, ñthe Boehner plan maintains several generous tax cuts for 
incomes over $1 million.ò The quote comes from an an invaluable post by Bob Greenstein, the president of the 
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, which takes a clinical look at Plan B and cites freshly produced figures from 
the non-partisan Tax Policy Center. The upshot of these calculations: relative to the Presidentôs latest offer, which 
limits the deductions that very high earners can take and increases the tax rates they would pay on investment 
income, the average member of the 0.3 per cent would gain upwards of fifty thousand dollars a year.  
 
You might think that would be enough of a gift t o the ultra -rich, and enough of a slap in the face for one day to 
Jindal, Rubio, Brooks, and other would-be G.O.P. reformers. But you would be mistaken. To help pay for their 
largesse, Boehner and his colleagues in the House are proposing a big cut in the incomes of some of Americaôs 
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poorest families. Under Plan B, the federal government would reduce the payments that low -income working 
families currently receive under two programs designed to help them: the Earned Income Tax C redit and the Child 
Tax Credit. 
 
In 2009, at the start of the Obama Administration, these programs were enhanced, and, in 2011, according to 
Census data that Greenstein cites, the changes helped lift 1.6 million Americans, including six hundred thousand 
children, out of poverty. Under Plan B, these enhancements would come to an end, resulting in substantial income 
reductions for the affected families. Greenstein gives the example of a mother with two children who works full time 
earning the minimum wage of $7.25 an hour. At the moment, she makes $14,500 a year and receives an additional 
get Child Tax Credit of $1,725. Under Plan B, this credit would be slashed to just $165, meaning her income would 
be cut by $1,560ðor about ten per cent.  
 
So, there you have it. Less than two months after  being defeated at least partly because it was viewed as a tool of 
the rich, the G.O.P. is about to vote through a measure that, even by the standards of trickle -down economics, is 
shameful sop to those who need help least. Plan Bôs only conceivable merit is for use as a bargaining chip in the 
final days of the negotiations over the fiscal cliff. Almost certainly, that is what Boehner has in mind. But in turning 
down the White Houseôs latest offer and opting for this sordid gambit, he hasnôt only derailed efforts to reach an 
early settlement. Heôs made a mockery of the G.O.P.ôs nascent efforts to reposition itself as a party for all 
Americans. Whether it realizes it or not, the party still seems intent on self -destruction. 
 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
OK. So I sent this email:  
 

Dear Republicans, 
 
Read the news today, all of it if you have time.  
 
This is essentially what the start of the self -destruction of a political party looks like.  
 
I think you can guess which party.  

 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
So I sent the following:  
 

Dear Republicans, 
 
Donôt you think the people who hurt the Republican Party hurt the country? 
 
I do.  
 
Itôs time the GOP too back control of itself from the big money and did something about the jerks! You 
know who I mean.  
 
Do you agree? 
 
Seriously, wasnôt losing the election in such embarrassing fashion, and to a socialist black man, enough 
destruction? Get with it Republicans! The writingôs on the wall! Read it! 
 
DIALOGUE AND COMPROMISE WILL BE ESSENTIAL TO YOUR SURVIVAL SHOULD YOU CHOOSE TO 
ENGAGE, I say especially to Republican Congressmen. 



 
Belowéa very, very reasonable article that might be of helpé 
 
MERRY CHRISTMAS TO ALL! 

 
ñTwo Debacles in 12 Hoursò by John Dickerson, Slate 
 
Dec. 21, 2012, 
(http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/politics/2012/12/john_boehner_s_failure_and_wayne_l apierre_s_
defiance_are_two_signs_of_just.html) 
 
(Why today was a very bad day to be Republican.) 
 
(WASHINGTON) The National Rifle Associationôs president David Keene ended Fridayôs news conferenceðthe gun 
lobbyôs first public comments since the massacre in Newtown, Conn. with these words: "This is the beginning of a 
serious conversation. We won't be taking questions today.ò That was the essential thrust of the organizationôs 
combative political response: Shoot first; ask questions later. The NRAôs top lobbyist, Wayne LaPierre, who delivered 
the bulk of the remarks, was characteristically defiant, calling for security officers to be stationed at every school . 
He spoke with an edge, his voice straining as if he were being shouted down by hippies. (Presumably, thatôs what 
they expected would happen if they let the reporters in the audience ask questions; in the end, Code Pink provided 
the shouting.)  
 
It was the  second defiant act by conservatives in 12 hours. The night before, a committed band of Republicans 
defeated House Speaker John Boehner. The Republican leader had offered legislation designed to give his party 
political cover in the fiscal cliff negotiatio ns and increase his leverage in talks with the president. The gambit failed 
because enough Republicans refused to bend on their anti-tax principles. Boehner wound up looking foolish, and 
the House Republicans looked unable to perform the most basic functions. 
 
The Republican Party is in a rebuilding mode after its 2012 election loss. These two eventsða defiant NRA and an 
incompetent leadershipðcannot be the face of confrontation the GOP wants to show the public on high -profile 
issues. Tea Party activists and gun owners are a key part of the party base. But these public acts are out of sync 
with the moment and completely at odds with party's need to widen its membership.  
 
The NRA and Tea Party conservatives would simply say that they are sticking to their principles. That  presents two 
questions: whether their principles are wrong at this time in history and whether the way in which they stick to their 
principles damages the party. 
 
Letôs focus on the second question. The message of both of these acts is more than ñweôre sticking to our 
principles.ò The message is: We donôt care about the wider audience. That cannot be the message that the 
Republican Party wants. It particularly canôt be the message after Mitt Romneyôs losing presidential campaign, which 
was defined by his secretly taped conversation with donors in which he said he didnôt care about 47 percent of the 
population. We know it's not the message that its putative leaders want to send. Chris Christie, Bobby Jindal, Marco 
Rubio, and Paul Ryan are all trying to send various messages of inclusion. 
 
In the case of House Republicans, they are clearly defying broad public sentiment, which is that Congress should 
work out a deal with the president. A recent Washington Post/ABC News poll shows the public in favor of 
compromise and supporting the presidentôs view. (Seventy-six percent say the Republicans have not been willing to 
compromise enough.) The members who blocked Boehner have a different political calculus, however. Their voters 
reward them for their op position to policies that donôt cut spending enough. Plus, ideological groups like Americans 
for Prosperity, the Club for Growth, and FreedomWorks can penalize them if they vote the wrong way because their 
districts hold read-to-run conservatives who will stay pureðjust add money. 
 
But consider how this hurts the party. Letôs say youôre a principled conservative who disagrees with John Boehner. 
Youôd like more people in the country to sign on to your way of thinking. To do this, you must persuade those 
people. You want to persuade them so theyôll vote for more Republicans who will give you a majority to enact 
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conservative policies. But these persuadable people are sensitive. You canôt persuade them when they think youôre 
incompetent. The House Republicansô performance on Thursday night qualifies for that description.  
 
The NRA response is a different matter. The NRA has been far more successful at working the system than House 
Republicans. So, as Dave Weigel points out, Wayne LaPierre was backing a position on Friday that at least has the 
popularity of the assault weapons ban the president is pushing. This Gallup poll asked Americans how to prevent 
the next massacre. Sixty-four percent wanted ñat least one personò at every school to be armed, and 87 percent 
were open to more ñpolice presenceò at schools.  
 
But the question at hand is whether the defiant tone of the NRA event will be as popular as those policies. For most 
people, the post-Newtown public conversation has had some element of self-reflection. The president, NRA-
supporting politicians, and Hollywood have all taken a step back and examined their views. Most have recognizing 
that they need to at least modify their positions in some ways. Even if no one changes their tune ultimately, the 
participants have at least nodded to the possibility that a decent respect for the opinions of others requires 
sensitivity to opposing positions. 
 
The NRA did not go this route. It was calling for a conversation but it was starting an argument. LaPierre blamed 
cultureðmovies, video games, and musicðfor a mass shooting but wasnôt willing to even brush up against 
considering what role guns might play.  
 
That is where the interests of the NRA and the GOP separate. A full-throated argument with President Obama helps 
the NRA by riling up its members who write big checks. This, in turn, provides money to keep lawmakers in line.  
 
For a national party so closely aligned with the NRA, this poses a challenge. Right now its leaders are trying to send 
the message of inclusiveness in all forms. The Republican Party has lost the popular vote in five of the last six 
elections. Something has to change. The precise road back to the majority is not clear. But as a matter of basic 
math, it's pretty clear that the party must show that it is open : open to ideas, new people (i.e., minorities who are 
growing as a larger share of the voting population), and the new challenges of our daily lives.  
 
Holding more firmly to your views despite new circumstances can offer stability, but it also opens you up  to looking 
remote, unconcerned, and out of touch. To those who might think you hail from another planet, it helps to speak to 
them in their language. That language requires a conversation, not an argument.  
 
It is a virtue to stay true to your principles. But the great patron saint of conservatism, Ronald Reagan, knew that 
you had to do it in a way that didnôt offend people. Reagan had plenty of critics, to be sure. Clark Clifford famously 
called him an amiable dunce, but even that cheap shot allowed for th e fact that he was amiable. There is nothing 
amiable in these recent public stands by conservatives. It canôt be true that a party returns to national greatness on 
an anti-amiable platform. 
 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
Not one to give up easily and not entirely happy with the Rightôs response, I sent this: 
 

The Real Truth -- Brought to You (Inadvertently) by Fox News! Who? Yes, FOX! 
 
The article below so well portrays the typical cowardly, lying, jerk attitude  of Fox News et al.é 

 
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sJtjfs1yz8E . 
 
ñFox News Calls Early End to Interview That Turned Criticalò by Josh Voorhees, Slate 
 
Nov. 26, 2012, 
(http://www.slate.com/blogs/the_slatest/2012/11/26/thomas_ricks_fox_news_anchor_jon_scott_ends_benghazi_int
erview_early_after.html?wpisrc=obnetwork ) 
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Pulitzer Prize-winning defense reporter Thomas E. Ricks made an appearance on Fox News this morning to talk 
about the Obama administration's response to the attack on the American consulate in Benghazi. As you'll see in 
the clip, the segment didn't go exac tly how Fox News anchor Jon Scott was likely expecting. 
 
(We'll go ahead and hazard a guess that metaphorical red lights started going off in the control room right around 
the time when Ricks suggested that Fox News spent much of the campaign season "operating as a wing of the 
Republican Party.") 
 
Like most things Fox News-related, the clip has generated a good deal of Internet chatter in the hours that 
followed, including articles by both Politico (as would be expected given their output/coverage area) and  the New 
York Times (somewhat more surprising). Ricks told both publications that the cable news network had suggested to 
him that his segment was likely to last about three minutes. In reality, it ran about half that time.  
 
"Alright, Tom Ricks, thank you very much for joining us today," Scott said bringing what was clearly an early end to 
the interview. "Youôre welcome," Ricks replied. 
 
It's one thing to cut off a man -on-the-street type interview that goes off course. It's quite another to do it to 
someone who you've brought on specifically to speak in the role of expert, especially when said reporter is 
responding directly to the questions being asked of him.  
 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
Soé 
 

Does this go too far, Republicans? 
 
ñWhat Americans Should Learn from the óRepublican Apocalypseôò by Joe Conason, TruthDig 
 
Dec. 21, 2012, 
(http://www.truthdig.com/report/i tem/what_americans_should_learn_from_the_republican_apocalypse_20121221/) 
 
What may finally consume the House Republicans is their boundless contempt for the American publicða contempt 
bluntly demonstrated in their refusal to consider any reasonable compromise with President Obama to avoid the so-
called ñfiscal cliffò Dec. 31. They know from the election results (and every poll) that the public believes taxes 
should be raised on the wealthy. They know that the public wants bipartisan compromise. And they kn ow that the 
approval rating of the House Republicans, in contrast to the presidentôs upwardly trending numbers, are veering 
toward historic lows. 
 
Moreover, they claim to believe that the major tax hikes and spending cuts that will occur on Jan. 1, if nego tiations 
fail, will be ruinous for the American and perhaps the world economy. (And never mind that this concern validates 
Keynesian economics, flatly contradicting their professed ideology.) Failure to achieve a deal may result in a 
renewed recession or worse. 
 
Yet the majority of Republican members adhere so blindly to their far -right ideology that on Thursday evening, they 
humiliated their own leadership by refusing to support Speaker John Boehnerôs ñPlan Bòðand effectively scuttled 
negotiations between the House leadership and the White House. Boehner thought a bill to increase taxes only on 
households earning more than $1 million annually would pass the House, as Majority Leader Eric Cantor confidently 
announced. ñWeôre going to have the votes,ò he said on Thursday afternoon. Several hours later the House leaders 
cancelled the roll call on the tax bill, admitting that they didnôt have the votes. 
 
This embarrassing episodeðthe ñMayan Apocalypseò of the Republican Partyðdemonstrates again why it is unfit f or 
the responsibilities of national office. 
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The Republicans proved their unfitness the first time in the summer of 2011, when they held the national debt 
ceiling hostage, supposedly to reduce spending, and succeeded only in damaging both the nationôs credit rating and 
the economic recovery. Now they have declared their unwillingness to negotiate with a newly re -elected president, 
who won easily on the taxation issue. Although they held the majority, they actually lost seats and received fewer 
total votes t han the House Democrats. But still they see no reason to deal with the president or acknowledge the 
national consensus. 
 
Naturally, public anger at the Republicans is growing. But how furious would people feel if they fully understood this 
latest absurd episode on Capitol Hill?  Boehnerôs proposal was exceptionally generous to the wealthiest taxpayersð
and mean to the poor and working families.  
 
His Plan B would have extended the Bush tax cuts for their first million dollars of income; repealed a limit on ta x 
deductions by the highest-income households; established a dividend tax rate of only 20 percent; and maintained 
an estate tax break for those same highest-income families worth an average $1.1 million. At the same time, 
according to the authoritative Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Boehnerôs bill would have ended various tax 
credits for low-income and middle-income families, costing them roughly $25 billion a year and driving millions of 
American children into poverty. 
 
But awful as that proposal was, it was deemed too liberal by the dominant faction in the Republican 
caucus. They found it so offensively decent, so treasonously moderate, that they made fools of their 
own leaders and themselves rather than let negotiations continue.  (Their spending bill was even worse.) 
 
The president is fortunate in his opposition, whose obstinacy and extremism may yet prevent him from making a 
terrible deal to damage Social Security or Medicare when neither is necessary. He wanted to make a dealðvery 
badlyðbut ther e is nobody with the competence or sanity with whom to make a deal, not even a raw deal.  
 
Now Obama must explain clearly what has happened. Perhaps then voters will begin to draw the obvious 
conclusionðthat this countryôs problems cannot be addressed, let alone solved, until they remove these Republicans 
from power.  
 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
I thought it was time to mention the Crisis of Extremism in America:  
 
ñThe GOP Brings Politics to a Crisis Pointò by Michael Tomasky, The Daily Beast 
 
Dec. 23, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/12/23/michael -tomasky-the-gop-brings-politics-to-a-
crisis-point.html ) 
 
(With their refusal to vote for Boehnerôs Plan B, Republicans have definitively shown that theyôd rather sabotage 
democracy than govern. How can they be stopped?) 
 
Really, what is to be done about this Republican Party? What force can change itðcan stop Republicans from being 
ideological saboteurs and convert at least a workable minority of them into people interested in governing rather 
than sabotage? With the failed Plan B vote, we have reached the undeniable crisis point. Actually weôve been at a 
crisis point for years, but this is really the all -upper-case Undeniable Crisis Point. They are a direct threat to the 
economy, which could slip back into recession next year if the government doesnôt, well, govern. They are an 
ongoing, at this point almost mundane, threat t o democracy, subverting and preventing progress the American 
people clearly desire across a number of fronts. They have to be stopped, and the only people who can really stop 
them are corporate titans and Wall Streeters, who surely now are finally beginnin g to see that Americaôs problem is 
not Barack Obama and his alleged ñsocialism,ò but a political party that has become psychologically incapable of 
operating within the American political system.  
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We all know that the GOP has become much more extreme in the last few years, and, taking the longer historical 
view, the last 20 or 25 years. But when that gets said, it usually elides an important point ðthe important point. Itôs 
usually meant to refer to the partyôs policy positions. And the move to the hard right is obviously true along those 
lines. 
 
But politics, and certainly political parties, arenôt only about policy positions. Thereôs also the question of what Iôll 
call process, which means simply how a party practices politics on a day-to-day, month-to-month, and year-to-year 
basis. This isnôt a question of the positions per se, but how the party attempts to advance and defend them. 
 
And itôs on process far, far more than on policy that the Republican Party has gone nutso. You know this story, too, 
so I neednôt rehearse the details, except to describe the current end point, which is that to the GOP today, the 
Democrats must be denied any victory by any means necessary. The Republicans unwilling to vote for Plan B 
werenôt in the main loathe to give Boehner a win. The problem was that that particular Boehner win might have led 
to an Obama win. That was the issue that drove them.  
 
In that sense, all these people saying they learned no lesson from the election are completely wrong. They learned 
a lesson, all right, but the lesson they took away is just the opposite of the kind of lesson normal small -d democrats 
would learn. Normal small-d democrats would learn that youôve lost twice now, and while you should still stick to 
your principles of course, it was also time to play a little ball. But these Republicans learned that they have to be 
even more obstructionist. Their ideas are unpopular, their America is dying. But by God, theyôre standing until the 
last man! Theyôre Paulusôs soldiers at Stalingrad, surrounded by an enemy that embodies evilðand is fated to 
outlast them. This is how theyôve been trained to think. 
 
So theyôll give no ground. People are now saying that the only way to avoid going off the cliff is for Boehner to let 
the Senate bill come to the floor a nd let it be passed mostly by Democrats. But what reason is there to believe that 
even 20 or 25 Republicans would vote for a bill? And please, donôt tell me ñbecause a large majority of Americans 
would support it.ò That doesnôt matter to them. 
 
And next year, in January or February, when Joe Bidenôs task force completes its work and we have new gun 
legislation? We have now rafts of new polling showing that clear majorities will support the kinds of proposals that 
are likely to be in any such legislation. But that wonôt matter. They have the votes to block, and they will. And then 
perhaps Obama will attempt immigration reform, again with a solid majority of Americans behind him. They showed 
a few post-election signs of yielding here, so weôll see. But as the issue heats up, the usual sources will start 
warning even the softer -hearted GOP legislators that a vote for immigration is a vote for Obama, you quisling, and 
if you waver on this you can certainly expect a primary challenge.  
 
They didnôt come to Washington to govern. They came to sabotage. So our working assumption must 
be whatever the issue, sabotage is what theyôre going to do. 
 
And they can do it all they want. Our founders didnôt assume that a cadre of people of such immense 
bad faith and cynicism w ould ever come to control key levers of government; they built a system that 
would work, albeit slowly, in the hands of people of reasonably good will. Itôs a system that people of 
bad will can subvert and stop from functioning.  
 
Someone has to tell them enough. The only people I can think of with the power to do so are the high -profile 
figures of Wall Street and the corporate world. Theyôre the only people these Republicans might conceivably listen 
to. They should have done itðand some didðlast year during the debt-limit hostage-taking. But then, most of 
corporate American was still wagering that the Republicans could beat Obama in 2012. Now that that hasnôt 
happened, now that weôre four years away from another election and Obama will be retiring anyway, and now that 
the Republicans have demonstrated that they are interested in no compromise at all in any way shape or form, 
maybe the business elite will finally show some responsibility. 
 
Once upon a time, the statistsðRoosevelt and his brains trustersðhelped save capitalism from the Bolsheviks of the 
left. Today, the capitalists have to help save the state. This time the enemy is the Bolsheviks of the right, our 
current GOP. Theyôre taking us over the fiscal cliff, and theyôll do far worse without an intervention. 
 



 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
Thatôs the extent of our dialogue? Things are the same in real life as they are in the House of Representatives. 
Whatôs wrong with our democracy? Whatôs wrong with America? Whatôs wrong with Republican citizens and 
lawmakers that they must be called out as recalcitrant children? And I think discussion is impossible only if one side 
knows it is wrong or lying about its true agenda. Thatôs a real debate killer and isnôt that whatôs going on? Appalling! 
 
Hey, Republicans, at least try to pick -up a damned gauntlet every once in a while!  Man! If my side were blasted like 
that, Iôd have at least a little something to say, fer cryinô out loud! 
 
I think you have to make the decision, at some point in time, if you believe the lives  and futures of our children and 
grandchildren are more important than billionaires keeping every penny they ñearnò or gun manufacturers and oil 
companies taking control of our nation.  
 
Money and greed are the great corruptors, not poverty and joblessness.  We all know this. 
 
Whatôs important to you? 
 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
 
 
Soéwe return to where we beganðthe middle:  
 
ñRealigning American Politics: Towards a Mass Party of the Centerò by Van Gosse, Huffington Post 
 
Dec. 23, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/van -gosse/political-
realignment_b_2326238.html?utm_hp_ref=politics ) 
 
Like a fog slowly clearing, we can perceive the slow-motion realignment of American politics towards a mass party 
of the center. This emerging formation, the Clinton -Obama remaking of the Democratic Party, will almost certainly 
dominate politics and policy at the federal level and in most major states f or the long-term. If this is the new reality, 
the left had better adjust its sights. Above all, let's stop the furious agonizing about an ultra -right, Christian Right, 
Tea Party, Koch-Brothers-and-Karl-Rove take-over: it ain't happening, get over it, move on.  
 
The mass party of the center, birthed 20 years ago by Bill Clinton triangulating his way into a "socially -liberal" 
version of neoliberalism (or what used to be "liberal Republicanism" in the days of Nelson Rockefeller and George 
Romney) has been brought to fruition by Barack Obama's savvy Chicago apparatchiks. Consider what they have 
achieved: 
 
The Democratic Party has won the popular vote in five of the past six presidential elections;  
 
It has reduced the Republican Party to a pathetic replica of the  pre-New Deal Democrats, relying on white votes in 
the Solid South and the rest of rural America where Dixie flags and country music dominate, along with poverty and 
nativism (with the obvious difference that the Obama machine is making that America a lot less solid); 
 
At the presidential level, Democrats now have a lock on nine of the top 15 states defined by GDP (California, New 
York, Illinois, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Michigan, Washington, Maryland), and of the remaining six, 
Florida, Ohio, and Virginia are turning blue, while Texas and Georgia alone remain deep red (North Carolina seems 
to be the purple wild card right now).  
 
Forget states, whole regions are gone for the Right. Except when they get lucky or run RINOs, the entire Northeast  
is Democratic, as is the West Coast. Since Reagan, their white hope has been the Midwestern heartland, but Obama 
again shut them out of every Midwestern state other than the traditionally borderish Indiana and Missouri.  

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/van-gosse/political-realignment_b_2326238.html?utm_hp_ref=politics
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/van-gosse/political-realignment_b_2326238.html?utm_hp_ref=politics


 
Anyone can read these numbers. Indeed, the Democratic tilt of major states, regions, the cities, and most of 
suburbia has been growing ever more obvious for some time, but no one has had the nerve to call it a realignment. 
Why not? What is realignment, anyway, and why should you care? 
 
The term derives from the eminent political scientist Walter Dean Burnham, who argued long ago that the American 
political system since the 1790s has pivoted on a handful of "realigning" elections, when huge swathes of the 
electorate moved in one direction, undergirding long-term majorities for one party -- Republicans after 1896; 
Democrats after 1936, and so on. 
 
For decades, the not-so-New Right has pursued its own realignment, and rightward -trending and just trendy 
pundits have bought into their propaganda that the big shift was about to happen. In fact, it was always just about 
to happen, whether in the defection of the vaunted Reagan Democrats to the Gipper, or Rove's grand plan to sew 
up Latinos and so-called "soccer moms." But at no point has the U.S. ever come close to a lasting realignment to 
the Right. Each of their big victories -- in 1984, 1994 and 2004 -- was followed immediately by sharp defeats (losing 
the Senate in 1986; Clinton's crushing Dole in 1996; the Democratic sweep of 2006). Now, in the aftermath of 
Obama's sequential system-wide victories, encompassing every region and popular vote majorities, we see the real 
realignment towards a socially progressive, center-right, post -Fordist party, with one foot in neoliberal orthodoxy 
(think Summers and Geithner), and the other in what's left of the "functionally social -democratic" base (think Ohio 
and Michigan, where nationalizing the auto industry in 2009 secured national victory in 2012).  
 
So where does that leave those of us who define as left, whether in, out, or in -denial regarding the Democratic 
Party? Begin with a basic premise: the tectonics of generational and demographic change have decisively moved 
U.S. politics to a new kind of center, commanded by those who now lead the Democratic party. Carefully 
marshaling an array of constituencies, from Ph.D.'s to janitors, these new men and women of power have decisively 
trumped the ultra -right's hopes of rolling back the twentieth -century's progressive gains. And with powerful financial 
machines of their own and nationwide networks of personal loyalty, the Obamaites have also largely displaced the 
older party and union structures that got out the Democratic vote. Remember the "Friends of Bill"  back in the 90s? 
They were merely the precursors of the thousands of dedicated organizers recruited into Obama's permanent 
campaign since 2006. 
 
Is there any room for the left as we have known it, other than as dutiful acolytes, tiptoeing around the table  of 
power, or impotent critics, standing on the sidelines? Certainly Occupy points the way to how savvy, spectacular 
protest can galvanize the national discourse, but surely we can do better than that. What would an American Left 
look like? That's the real question. Stay tuned. 
 
 
REPUBLICANS:  NO RESPONSE. 
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20121221-01 08:40 Tom Film: Jack Reacher, from the book One Shot 
 
Entertaining Film, with a good storyline.  Good Winter Action Flick! Cruise does a fine job. Pike is treat for the eyes 
in this interestingly -written action movie. We love the muscle car chase scenes, shootouts are okay, and nice humor 
thrown into the script. Subject matter and violence squeaked away with a PG 13 rating, it's very close to an R! Only 
frontal nudity w ould be that of Tom Cruise. ; -( 
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20121221-02 10:51 Pam FotM Newsletter #296 & Merry Christmas! 

 
Merry Christmas, everyone.  I wouldn't say I think of this group as family, but I certainly do count you as friends --
whether you agree with me or not.  Steve B., once again, I thank you for all you've done with FotM.  Even though it 
will be on hiatus for a while  (there will always be a next election), I hope we can all stay in though whenever we 
have a thought we just have to share.  I sincerely hope next year brings bad things to an end and a new b eginning 
for joy to the world.  
 
 

20121221-03 10:56 SteveB ñTiny House, Big Freedomò 

 
ñTiny House, Big Freedomò by Beth Greenfield, Shine/Yahoo News 
 
Ella Jenkins has been living in a space about the size of a shipping container since Octoberðand loving every 
minute of it. She built her own 130-square-foot house with the help of framing plans and her stepfather, and is now 
part of a growing trend of people who reside in ñtiny houses,ò miniature abodes that are modestly priced, eco-
friendly and minimalistic. [Just a sampling of pictures, b elow ïSteveB] 
 
Dec. 21, 2012, (http://shine.yahoo.com/photos/tiny -house-big-style-slideshow/) 
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I  love the tub!  

 



 
 
  



20121223-04 14:17 SteveG Re: ñTiny House, Big Freedomò (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Seeing more and more young people acting responsibly ï really nice.  Maybe our future wonôt be too bad once they 
get control.  
 
 

20121223-05 17:18 SteveB Re: ñTiny House, Big Freedomò (reply to SteveG, above) 

 
I thought that was  what they said about us? : -) 
 
 

20121223-06 20:32 SteveG Re: ñTiny House, Big Freedomò (reply to SteveB, above) 

 
Lol - ur r8t ! 
 
  



20121221-04 18:13 Tom Photo: Gingerbread House Contest Winner 

 

 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 
 
 

20121222-01 06:27 SteveB 
ñNRA Leader Wayne LaPierre's Much-Criticized Sandy Hook Speech Was 
Actually Quite Effectiveò 

 
ñNRA Leader Wayne LaPierre's Much-Criticized Sandy Hook Speech Was Actually Quite Effectiveò by Jason Linkins, 
Huffington Post 
 
Dec. 21, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/12/21/nra -wayne-lapierre_n_2348277.html) 
 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/12/21/nra-wayne-lapierre_n_2348277.html


Spend enough time dipping into the post -game reaction of NRA leader Wayne LaPierre's press conference today -- 
staged and performed as the organization's first public statement since the tragic school shootings at Sandy Hook 
Elementary School in Newtown, Conn. -- and you'll likely run up on any number of people who'll tell you the 
LaPierre's presentation (which included calls for more guns in schools and greater restrictions on video games) was 
tone-deaf or ineffective or out -of-touch or a failure.  
 
Those critics are wrong. LaPierre's presentation was terrifically effective. 
 
Granted, if you believe that what LaPierre was trying to do today was to sincerely join in a national conversation 
over school shootings, or offer a coherent set of preventative policy options, or even just demonstrate some 
baseline sensitivity for the lives that were lost, it is easy to see why you'd deem LaPierre's press conference to be 
an ineffective, tone-deaf failure. But what you should remember that the National Rifle Association does not exist to 
offer sensible public policy or participate in conversations or pretend to be sensitive about tragedies. The National 
Rifle Association exists to assist the manufacturers of guns and gun-related accoutrements in selling guns and gun-
related accoutrements to people. That is their j ob, summed up, in its entirety.  
 
The NRA are lobbyists who represent a bunch of gun retailers, and this is what lobbyists do -- they help their clients 
sell their products. And every action that LaPierre took today can and should be viewed through that prism.  
 
There are people who claim to be legitimately gobsmacked today that LaPierre did not come to Washington, D.C., 
and say, "You know, I honestly think we can give ground on the assault weapons thing." Those people need to ask 
themselves: Why would a guy who is paid to help assault weapon manufacturers sell assault weapons to people 
who want assault weapons say, "Hey, let's restrict the sales of assault weapons?" If you thought that the NRA was 
going to sign on to any sort of weapons ban, then you have not been paying attention to what th e NRA is all about. 
 
Lots of people who have read Buzzfeed's listicle of "10 Things The NRA Blamed For The Sandy Hook Massacre" 
have noted that one of the things that the NRA went awfully easy on was the actual Sandy Hook Massacre-er, 
Adam Lanza. Here's what LaPierre had to say about Lanza: 
 

The truth is that our society is populated by an unknown number of genuine monsters ð people so 
deranged, so evil, so possessed by voices and driven by demons that no sane person can possibly ever 
comprehend them. They walk among us every day. And does anybody really believe that the next Adam 
Lanza isn't planning his attack on a school he's already identified at this very moment? 

 
See, LaPierre knows that people like Lanza exist, and he's capable of manifesting righteous anger against the things 
that he believes exclusively shape people like Lanza. And those things are the other things on that Buzzfeed list: 
video games and celebrities and the media and movies and President Obama. 
 
But at the same time, he probably knows  that the next Adam Lanza might have a mother with a stable source of 
income -- if not a stable source of income himself. And he's not going to get in the way of some of that mon ey 
going to a gun manufacturer.  
 
Yes -- the entire idea that we should create a small army of minimum-wage mercenaries to guard schools, which 
LaPierre promoted today, is certifiably stupid. As Salon's Alex Seitz-Wald reported, ABC News undertook an 
experiment back in 2009 where they demonstrated that you could arm people, train the m to use their weapon, put 
them in a school, warn them that there would be an attack on their school , and they would still massively fail to 
stop the armed assailant that they knew was going to arrive.  
 
Beyond the practicalities, however, the idea is prett y much a political non-starter, as the party that likes guns does 
not like spending tax dollars (least of all on public schools), and the party that likes public schools does not like 
handing out guns willy -nilly to glorified rent -a-cops. 
 
In case you were wondering, the cost involved with putting an armed guard in every single school in America would 
be around $18 billion and no, the phrase "private -sector solution" was never uttered by LaPierre during his press 
conference. 
 



But LaPierre is happy to put the notion out there. Who knows? It's not likely that the federal government will pass a 
law that will create this Paul Blart Army of school defenders, but on the off -chance they do, all it means is that 
someone is going to have to purchase some guns. And maybe there are some states or counties or municipalities 
that can be suckered into passing a similar law, increasing the opportunities for gun retailers. (One thing's for sure, 
it probably won't be a county or municipality that has learned the hard way that  placing an armed guard as a school 
won't prevent gun -related mayhem ... like, say, Jefferson County, Colo.) 
 
So, people wonder how LaPierre could have been so dumb as to sit on his hands for one week and then deliver the 
presentation he delivered today. And people wonder if, as a result of today's presentation, David Gregory is going to 
tear LaPierre a new one on "Meet The Press" this weekend. The people who wonder that have obviously not been 
watching David Gregory or "Meet The Press" lately, but that's b eside the point. 
 
Wayne LaPierre is only too happy to lose an argument to David Gregory. Wayne LaPierre is only too happy to have 
people criticize the NRA for its response. Wayne LaPierre hears the scorn that you have for his "guns in schools" 
idea, and he welcomes it. That's because today, Wayne LaPierre did not go out in front of reporters in a sincere 
attempt to mount a policy argument or craft a solution or engender warm feelings from his critics. Today was about 
synergy. Wayne LaPierre went out in front of reporters because he knew it was time to leverage the Sandy Hook 
shooting into a unique, sales-boosting opportunity for the industry he represents.  
 
And what's going on in Connecticut today? 
 
Scott Carney@sgcarney: 
 

I'm at a gun shop thirty minutes away from Newtown CT. This place is packed. Ppl worried guns will be 
illegal so they are stocking up 

 
So, you maybe didn't notice, but today was a good day for Wayne LaPierre. 
 
 

20121222-04 14:29 Dennis 
ñThe Real Rationale for the 2nd Amendment, That Right-Wingers Are 
Totally Ignorant Aboutò 

 
Has history ever been more distorted for political means? 
 
 
ñThe Real Rationale for the 2nd Amendment, That Right-Wingers Are Totally Ignorant Aboutò by Robert Parry, 
AlterNet 
 
Dec. 21, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/news -amp-politics/real-rationale-2nd-amendment-right-wingers-are-totally-
ignorant-about) 
 
(A big obstacle to commonsense gun control is the Rightôs false historical narrative that the Founders wanted an 
armed American public that could fight its own government. ) 
 
Right-wing resistance to meaningful gun control is driven, in part, by a false notion that Americaôs Founders 
adopted the Second Amendment because they wanted an armed population that could battle the U.S. government. 
The opposite is the truth, but many Americans seem to have embraced this absurd, anti -historical narrative. 
 
The reality was that the Framers wrote the Constitution and added the Second Amendment with the goal of 
creating a strong central government with a citiz en-based military force capable of putting down insurrections, not 
to enable or encourage uprisings. The key Framers, after all, were mostly men of means with a huge stake in an 
orderly society, the likes of George Washington and James Madison. President George Washington, as Commander-
in-Chief, led a combined force of state militias against the Whiskey Rebellion in 1794. 
 
The men who gathered in Philadelphia in 1787 werenôt precursors to Franceôs Robespierre or Russiaôs Leon Trotsky, 
believers in perpetual revolutions. In fact, their work on the Constitution was influenced by the experience of Shaysô 

http://www.alternet.org/news-amp-politics/real-rationale-2nd-amendment-right-wingers-are-totally-ignorant-about
http://www.alternet.org/news-amp-politics/real-rationale-2nd-amendment-right-wingers-are-totally-ignorant-about


Rebellion in western Massachusetts in 1786, a populist uprising that the weak federal government, under the 
Articles of Confederation, lacked an army to defeat. 
 
Daniel Shays, the leader of the revolt, was a former Continental Army captain who joined with other veterans and 
farmers to take up arms against the government for failing to address their economic grievances.  
 
The rebellion alarmed retired Gen. George Washington who received reports on the developments from old 
Revolutionary War associates in Massachusetts, such as Gen. Henry Knox and Gen. Benjamin Lincoln. Washington 
was particularly concerned that the disorder might serve the interests of the British,  who had only recently accepted 
the existence of the United States. 
 
On Oct. 22, 1786, in a letter seeking more information from a friend in Connecticut, Washington wrote: ñI am 
mortified beyond expression that in the moment of our acknowledged independenc e we should by our conduct 
verify the predictions of our transatlantic foe, and render ourselves ridiculous and contemptible in the eyes of all 
Europe.ò 
 
In another letter on Nov. 7, 1786, Washington questioned Gen. Lincoln about the spreading unrest. ñWhat is the 
cause of all these commotions? When and how will they end?ò Lincoln responded: ñMany of them appear to be 
absolutely so [mad] if an attempt to annihilate our present constitution and dissolve the present government can be 
considered as evidence of insanity.ò 
 
However, the U.S. government lacked the means to restore order, so wealthy Bostonians financed their own force 
under Gen. Lincoln to crush the uprising in February 1787. Afterwards, Washington expressed satisfaction at the 
outcome but remained concerned the rebellion might be a sign that European predictions about American chaos 
were coming true. 
 
ñIf three years ago [at the end of the American Revolution] any person had told me that at this day, I should see 
such a formidable rebellion against the laws & constitutions of our own making as now appears I should have 
thought him a bedlamite ï a fit subject for a mad house,ò Washington wrote to Knox on Feb. 3, 1787, adding that if 
the government ñshrinks, or is unable to enforce its laws é anarchy & confusion must prevail.ò 
 
Washingtonôs alarm about Shaysô Rebellion was a key factor in his decision to take part in ï and preside over ï the 
Constitutional Convention, which was supposed to offer revisions to the Articles of Confederation but instead th rew 
out the old structure entirely and replaced it with the U.S. Constitution, which shifted national sovereignty from the 
13 states to ñWe the Peopleò and dramatically enhanced the power of the central government. 
 
The drastic changes prompted strong opposition from some Revolutionary War figures, such as Virginiaôs Patrick 
Henry, who denounced the federal power grab and rallied a movement known as the Anti -Federalists. Prospects for 
the Constitutionôs ratification were in such doubt that its principal architect James Madison joined in a sales 
campaign known as the Federalist Papers in which he tried to play down how radical his changes actually were. 
 
To win over other skeptics, Madison agreed to support a Bill of Rights, which would be proposed as the fir st ten 
amendments to the Constitution. Madisonôs political maneuvering succeeded as the Constitution narrowly won 
approval in key states, such as Virginia, New York and Massachusetts. The First Congress then approved the Bill of 
Rights which were ratified in 1791. (For details, see Robert Parryôs Americaôs Stolen Narrative.) 
 
Behind the Second Amendment 
 
The Second Amendment dealt with concerns about ñsecurityò and the need for trained militias to ensure what the 
Constitution called ñdomestic Tranquility.ò There was also hesitancy among many Framers about the costs and risks 
from a large standing army, thus making militias composed of citizens an attractive alternative.  
 
So, the Second Amendment read:  ñA well-regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right 
of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.ò Contrary to some current right-wing fantasies about 
the Framers wanting to encourage popular uprisings over grievances, the language of the amendment is clearly 
aimed at maintaining order within the country.  



 
That point was driven home by the actions of the Second Congress amid another uprising which erupted in 1791 in 
western Pennsylvania. This anti-tax revolt, known as the Whiskey Rebellion, prompted Congress in 1792 to expand 
on the idea of ña well-regulated militiaò by passing the Militia Acts which required all military-age white males to 
obtain their own muskets and equipment for service in militias.  
 
In 1794, President Washington, who was determined to demonstrate the young governmentôs resolve, led a 
combined force of state militias against the Whiskey rebels. Their revolt soon collapsed and order was restored, 
demonstrating how the Second Amendment helped serve the government in maintaining ñsecurity,ò as the 
Amendment says. 
 
Beyond this clear historical record ï that the Framersô intent was to create security for the new Republic, not 
promote armed rebellions ï there is also the simple logic that the Framers represented the young nationôs 
aristocracy. Many, like Washington, owned vast tracts of land. They recognized that a strong central government 
and domestic tranquility were in their economic interests.  
 
So, it would be counterintuitive ï as well as anti-historical ï to believe that Madison and Washington wanted to arm 
the population so the discontented could resist the constitutionally elected government. In reality, the Framers 
wanted to arm the people ï at least the white males ï so uprisings, whether economic clashes like Shaysô Rebellion, 
anti-tax protests like the Whiskey Rebellion, attacks by Native Americans or slave revolts, could be repulsed. 
 
However, the Right has invested heavily during the last several decades in fabricating a different national narrative, 
one that ignores both logic and the hist orical record. In this right -wing fantasy, the Framers wanted everyone to 
have a gun so they could violently resist their own government.  
 
This bogus ñhistoryò has then been amplified through the Rightôs powerful propaganda apparatus ï Fox News, talk 
radio, the Internet and ideological publications ï to persuade millions of Americans that their possession of semi-
automatic assault rifles and other powerful firearms is what the Framers intended, that todayôs gun-owners are 
fulfilling some centuries-old American duty. 
 
The mythology about the Framers and the Second Amendment is, of course, only part of the fake history that the 
Right has created to persuade ill-informed Tea Partiers that they should dress up in Revolutionary War costumes 
and channel the spirits of men like Washington and Madison. 
 
But this gun fable is particularly insidious because it obstructs efforts by todayôs government to enact commonsense 
gun-control laws and thus the false narrative makes possible the kinds of slaughters that erupt peri odically across 
the United States, most recently in Newtown, Connecticut, where 20 schoolchildren and six teachers were murdered 
in minutes by an unstable young man with a civilian version of the M -16 combat rifle.  
 
While itôs absurd to think that the Founders could have even contemplated such an act ï in their 18th Century world 
of single-fire muskets that required time -consuming reloading ï right-wing gun advocates have evaded that obvious 
reality by postulating that Washington, Madison and other Founders would have wanted a highly armed population 
to resist the U.S. government. 
 
Todayôs American Right is drunk on some very bad history, which is as dangerous as it is false. 
 
 

20121223-01 07:45 MarthaH NRA Spin 

 
In a statement on the NRAôs Institute for Legislative Affairs website Friday, the group told its four million members 
that ñif you think the latest gun control debate will be limited solely to legislation to ban semi-autos and ólarge 
capacityô magazines, think again. Calls have already been renewed to subject all private sales of firearms to 
background checks, even among family members and friends, and to end mail-order sales of ammunition.ò 
 
The statement added, ñWe knew that this fight was coming.  But it's now crystal clear that this latest round is on an 
expedited track and the corresponding rhetoric has been amped up exponentially.ò The group urged its members 



and ñthe tens of millions of other law-abiding American gun ownersò to contact members of Congress ñand let them 
know that gun bans and other restrictions on our Second Amendment rights are not the solution.ò... 
 
A PIECE of worké 
 
 

20121223-02 13:37 SteveB Quotes: Second Amendment 

 
There are a lot of bogus gun quotes going around these days. Hereôs just one TOTALLY FALSE example: 
 
ñFirearms stand next in importance to the Constitution itself. They are the American people's liberty teeth 
and keystone under independence. The church, the plow, the prairie wagon, and citizen's firearms are 
indelibly related. From the hour the Pilgrims landed, to the present day, events, occurrences, and 
tendencies prove that to insure peace, security and happiness, the rifle and the pistol are equally 
indispensable. Every corner of this land knows firearms, and more than 99 99/100 percent of them by their 
silence indicate they are in safe and sane hands. The very atmosphere of firearms anywhere and 
everywhere restrains evil interference; they deserve a place with all that's good. When firearms, go all goes; 
we need them every hour.ò 
ðFalsely attributed to George Washington, address to the second session of the first U.S. Congress. 

 
Not sure which ones are real: http://www.godseesyou.com/2nd_amendment_quotes.html . 
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The last three are right -on. The firstéwell, I am hopeful but skepticalé 
 
 
ñThe Four Most Important Political Lessons of 2012ò by Eliot Spitzer, Slate 
 
Dec. 21, 2012, 
(http://www.slate.com/blogs/spitzer/2012/12/21/_2012_in_review_the_four_most_important_lessons_of_the_year.
html) 
 
What are the most impor tant political lessons of 2012? 
 
First, we saw the end of the electoral power ðat the national level ðof the Republican Pa rty's 
theologically rigid agenda.  Mitt Romney's primary season embrace of the social and economic agenda of the 
more rabid elements of his party doomed him, especially the shrill immigration rhetoric and the harshly insensitive 
theory that no additional sa crifice or contribution should be sought from those at the top. When he tried to move 
away from the sharpest edges of this during the general election, the public didnôt trust him. 
 
Romney's defeat was not simply the arithmetic of voting blocs; it was the larger statement that "We all did build 
this." The sense of community in our politics and society re -asserted itself against the hard individualism of the 
right. Hence the near certainty that Congress will enact immigration reform and tax rates that requir e the wealthiest 
to pay more. The two theologians of the Republican PartyðGrover Norquist on taxes and Wayne LaPierre on gunsð
are now struggling.  This is good for our politics. 
 
Second, the president did best and crafted his majority when he spoke to true progressive values.  
During much of his first term he was quite tepid in his embrace of those values. And his poll numbers were flat, the 
public disengaged from his efforts. But when he finally spoke up on the agenda that the public cares about ðfrom 
same-sex marriage to immigration reform to a fair distribution of the tax burden ðthe public responded. The lesson 
is clear: The timorous politics of so many Democrats who feel compelled to rush to the middle, to be meek, to shy 
away from the agenda of change that  is needed, is not only wrong substantively, it is wrong politically.  
 

http://www.godseesyou.com/2nd_amendment_quotes.html
http://www.slate.com/blogs/spitzer/2012/12/21/_2012_in_review_the_four_most_important_lessons_of_the_year.html
http://www.slate.com/blogs/spitzer/2012/12/21/_2012_in_review_the_four_most_important_lessons_of_the_year.html


Third, revolutions are messy things.  The initial euphoria of the Arab springðthe most important foreign policy 
event of the past several yearsðhas now been replaced by the grind of upheaval that has no clear direction. Yet 
the move toward secular society does seem to have traction, the desire for freedom as we understand it seems to 
be real. There are countervailing forcesðthe Islamists' desire to impose an intolerant theology. Yet in Eg ypt and 
elsewhere the foundation of democracy is visible, if under threat. Whether the state of Egypt ends up replicating 
Pakistan (we hope not) or Turkey (we hope so), it surely will not be Iran. The Middle East is still a mess, from Syria 
to Iran. Yet it  does appear to be moving in the right direction.  
 
Fourth, just because I can't resist coming back to this issue at least briefly, our financial system is still 
fraught with structural problems.  From insider trading to LIBOR bid-rigging to analysts still shilling for IPOs 
they have an interest in, the problems continue. It is part human nature, part our failure to sanction properly when 
we need to, part our government's failure to have the backbone to restructure a system that is clearly unstable and 
flawed. 
 
 What a year it has been. And while 2013 will not see a major national election, we can be sure that most 
Republicans will obstruct and some Democrats will appease.  We can be sure that the Middle East will continue to 
be a source of vexing questions that need solutions.  And we can be very sure that Wall Street will not fix itself.  
 
Which is why we will have loads to discuss. 
 
Have a wonderful holiday and New Year. 
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Excellent! It did absolutely suck as an end of the world. Yeah!  
 
I have to admit I had my doubts, but we stocked up on Twinkies anyway.  
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from SignOn.org: 
 
The cuts in Social Security that President Obama offered to John Boehner are opposed by an overwhelming majority 
of voters and would amount to a cut of more than 5 percent for current retirees ðand even more as the years go 
by. 
 
For many retirees this would mean critical cuts to benefits that cover medicine, food, and other daily necessities.  
That's why I created a petition on SignOn.org urging President Obama and Congress, including the Florida 
delegation, to oppose cuts to Social Security as part of the fiscal showdown. Please click below to sign it and then 
share with your friends to keep it going:  
 

To be delivered to: The United States House of Representatives, The United States Senate, and President 
Barack Obama 
 
Petition Statement 
 
Please Do NOT BARGAIN WITH SOCIAL SECURITY . 
 
Petition Background 
 
I am on Social Security Benefits. This program has been paid for by the people that worked for a lifetime 
and paid into the program year after year. It is not an entitlement program. The cost of living raises help to 
keep up with the increasing cost of living. The average benefit of 15K is poverty level. Please do not make 
life more difficult for us seniors.  Leave Social Security alone. 

 
Click here to sign my petition to stop cuts to Social Security in the fi scal showdown: 
 

http://www.signon.org/sign/no -cuts-to-social-security-8. 
 
Thanks! ïThora Wagner, North Port, Florida 
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Makes senseé 
 
http://www.coskata.com/  
 
  

http://www.signon.org/sign/no-cuts-to-social-security-8
http://www.coskata.com/
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