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

So…I 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 haven’t 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 Party’s allegiance, not to the nation, but to the 1% (or so)…

First, I just sent-out this article without comment:
“The Fall of Plan B: Self-Destruction in the Cause of the 0.3 Per Cent” 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 didn’t 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 didn’t 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. “Now it is up to the
president to work with Senator Reid on legislation to avert the fiscal cliff,” a statement from Boehner’s office said.]
Back in November, a week after President Obama’s reëlection, Bobby Jindal, the ambitious young Republican
governor of Louisiana, sat down with Politico and talked about the lessons of Mitt Romney’s defeat. “We’ve got to
make sure that we are not the party of big business, big banks, big Wall Street bailouts, big corporate loopholes,
big anything,” Jindal said. “We cannot be, we must not be, the party that simply protects the rich so they get to
keep their toys.”
Jindal wasn’t 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 primaries, said much the same thing, and so did Paul Ryan,
Romney’s running mate. “We must speak to the aspirations and anxieties of every American,” Ryan told a
Republican dinner. And David Brooks, the Times op-ed columnist, wrote of a “Republican glasnost.”
Flash forward a few weeks, and such statements seem comical. Let’s 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 party’s richest supporters.
The central element of Boehner’s so-called “Plan B” is a proposal to raise the income threshold at which a higher
rate of tax would kick in from four hundred thousand dollars—the figure in President Obama’s latest proposal—to 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 year—people who are very well off by any definition. But that is only part of the story. Let’s talk
about those lucky Americans who earn more than a million dollars a year: they number about 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—39.5 per cent, compared to the current rate of 35 per cent. Boehner’s
proposal would appear to hurt them quite a bit, but that simply isn’t the case. Although they would end up paying a
bit more in tax than they do now, they wouldn’t pay nearly as much as they would under Obama’s compromise
proposal.
As ever, the devil is in the details. 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, “the Boehner plan maintains several generous tax cuts for
incomes over $1 million.” 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 President’s 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 to 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 America’s

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 Credit 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 $1,560—or 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 B’s 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 House’s latest offer and opting for this sordid gambit, he hasn’t only derailed efforts to reach an
early settlement. He’s made a mockery of the G.O.P.’s 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,
Don’t you think the people who hurt the Republican Party hurt the country?
I do.
It’s 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, wasn’t losing the election in such embarrassing fashion, and to a socialist black man, enough
destruction? Get with it Republicans! The writing’s 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.

Below…a very, very reasonable article that might be of help…
MERRY CHRISTMAS TO ALL!
“Two Debacles in 12 Hours” by John Dickerson, Slate
Dec. 21, 2012,
(http://www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/politics/2012/12/john_boehner_s_failure_and_wayne_lapierre_s_
defiance_are_two_signs_of_just.html)
(Why today was a very bad day to be Republican.)
(WASHINGTON) The National Rifle Association’s president David Keene ended Friday’s news conference—the gun
lobby’s 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.” That was the essential thrust of the organization’s
combative political response: Shoot first; ask questions later. The NRA’s 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, that’s 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 negotiations 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 events—a defiant NRA and an
incompetent leadership—cannot 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.
Let’s focus on the second question. The message of both of these acts is more than “we’re sticking to our
principles.” The message is: We don’t care about the wider audience. That cannot be the message that the
Republican Party wants. It particularly can’t be the message after Mitt Romney’s losing presidential campaign, which
was defined by his secretly taped conversation with donors in which he said he didn’t 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 president’s 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 opposition to policies that don’t 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 pure—just add money.
But consider how this hurts the party. Let’s say you’re a principled conservative who disagrees with John Boehner.
You’d 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 they’ll vote for more Republicans who will give you a majority to enact

conservative policies. But these persuadable people are sensitive. You can’t persuade them when they think you’re
incompetent. The House Republicans’ 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 “at least one person” at every school to be armed, and 87 percent
were open to more “police presence” 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, NRAsupporting 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
culture—movies, video games, and music—for a mass shooting but wasn’t 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 didn’t 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 the fact that he was amiable. There is nothing
amiable in these recent public stands by conservatives. It can’t 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 Right’s 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.…
Video: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sJtjfs1yz8E.
“Fox News Calls Early End to Interview That Turned Critical” 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)

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 exactly 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. "You’re 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.
So…
Does this go too far, Republicans?
“What Americans Should Learn from the ‘Republican Apocalypse’” by Joe Conason, TruthDig
Dec. 21, 2012,
(http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/what_americans_should_learn_from_the_republican_apocalypse_20121221/)
What may finally consume the House Republicans is their boundless contempt for the American public—a contempt
bluntly demonstrated in their refusal to consider any reasonable compromise with President Obama to avoid the socalled “fiscal cliff” 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 know that the
approval rating of the House Republicans, in contrast to the president’s 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 negotiations
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 Boehner’s “Plan B”—and 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. “We’re going to have the votes,” he said on Thursday afternoon. Several hours later the House leaders
cancelled the roll call on the tax bill, admitting that they didn’t have the votes.
This embarrassing episode—the “Mayan Apocalypse” of the Republican Party—demonstrates again why it is unfit for
the responsibilities of national office.

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 nation’s 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 than 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? Boehner’s proposal was exceptionally generous to the wealthiest taxpayers—
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 tax
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, Boehner’s 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 deal—very
badly—but there 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
conclusion—that this country’s 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:
“The GOP Brings Politics to a Crisis Point” by Michael Tomasky, The Daily Beast
Dec. 23, 2012, (http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/12/23/michael-tomasky-the-gop-brings-politics-to-acrisis-point.html)
(With their refusal to vote for Boehner’s Plan B, Republicans have definitively shown that they’d rather sabotage
democracy than govern. How can they be stopped?)
Really, what is to be done about this Republican Party? What force can change it—can 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 we’ve 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 doesn’t, well, govern. They are an
ongoing, at this point almost mundane, threat to 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 beginning to see that America’s problem is
not Barack Obama and his alleged “socialism,” but a political party that has become psychologically incapable of
operating within the American political system.

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—the important point. It’s
usually meant to refer to the party’s policy positions. And the move to the hard right is obviously true along those
lines.
But politics, and certainly political parties, aren’t only about policy positions. There’s also the question of what I’ll
call process, which means simply how a party practices politics on a day-to-day, month-to-month, and year-to-year
basis. This isn’t a question of the positions per se, but how the party attempts to advance and defend them.
And it’s on process far, far more than on policy that the Republican Party has gone nutso. You know this story, too,
so I needn’t 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
weren’t 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 you’ve 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, they’re standing until the
last man! They’re Paulus’s soldiers at Stalingrad, surrounded by an enemy that embodies evil—and is fated to
outlast them. This is how they’ve been trained to think.
So they’ll 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 and 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, don’t tell me “because a large majority of Americans
would support it.” That doesn’t matter to them.
And next year, in January or February, when Joe Biden’s 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 won’t 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 we’ll 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 didn’t come to Washington to govern. They came to sabotage. So our working assumption must
be whatever the issue, sabotage is what they’re going to do.
And they can do it all they want. Our founders didn’t assume that a cadre of people of such immense
bad faith and cynicism would 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. It’s 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. They’re the only people these Republicans might conceivably listen
to. They should have done it—and some did—last 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 hasn’t
happened, now that we’re 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 statists—Roosevelt and his brains trusters—helped 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. They’re taking us over the fiscal cliff, and they’ll do far worse without an intervention.

REPUBLICANS: NO RESPONSE.
That’s the extent of our dialogue? Things are the same in real life as they are in the House of Representatives.
What’s wrong with our democracy? What’s wrong with America? What’s 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. That’s a real debate killer and isn’t that what’s 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, I’d have at least a little something to say, fer cryin’ 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 “earn” 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.
What’s important to you?
REPUBLICANS: NO RESPONSE.
So…we return to where we began—the middle:
“Realigning American Politics: Towards a Mass Party of the Center” by Van Gosse, Huffington Post
Dec. 23, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/van-gosse/politicalrealignment_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 for 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.

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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Re: Snow (reply to Art, above)
Re: Snow (reply to all, above)
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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 would be that of Tom Cruise. ;-(
http://m.cbsnews.com/blogsstorysynopsis.rbml?feed_id=71&catid=20081184&videofeed=null
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/mobileweb/2012/07/03/jack-reacher-trailer-tom-cruise_n_1645851.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/One_Shot_(novel)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jack_Reacher
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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 beginning
for joy to the world.
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SteveB

“Tiny House, Big Freedom”

“Tiny House, Big Freedom” by Beth Greenfield, Shine/Yahoo News
Ella Jenkins has been living in a space about the size of a shipping container since October—and 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 “tiny houses,” miniature abodes that are modestly priced, ecofriendly and minimalistic. [Just a sampling of pictures, below –SteveB]
Dec. 21, 2012, (http://shine.yahoo.com/photos/tiny-house-big-style-slideshow/)

I love the tub!

20121223-04

14:17 SteveG

Re: “Tiny House, Big Freedom” (reply to SteveB, above)

Seeing more and more young people acting responsibly – really nice. Maybe our future won’t be too bad once they
get control.
20121223-05
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SteveB

Re: “Tiny House, Big Freedom” (reply to SteveG, above)

I thought that was what they said about us? :-)
20121223-06
Lol - ur r8t!
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Re: “Tiny House, Big Freedom” (reply to SteveB, above)
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Tom

Photo: Gingerbread House Contest Winner
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SteveB

“NRA Leader Wayne LaPierre's Much-Criticized Sandy Hook Speech Was
Actually Quite Effective”

“NRA Leader Wayne LaPierre's Much-Criticized Sandy Hook Speech Was Actually Quite Effective” by Jason Linkins,
Huffington Post
Dec. 21, 2012, (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 gunrelated accoutrements to people. That is their job, 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 the 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 — 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 money
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 them 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 pretty 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 beside 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
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Dennis

“The Real Rationale for the 2nd Amendment, That Right-Wingers Are
Totally Ignorant About”

Has history ever been more distorted for political means?
“The Real Rationale for the 2nd Amendment, That Right-Wingers Are Totally Ignorant About” by Robert Parry,
AlterNet
Dec. 21, 2012, (http://www.alternet.org/news-amp-politics/real-rationale-2nd-amendment-right-wingers-are-totallyignorant-about)
(A big obstacle to commonsense gun control is the Right’s 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 America’s 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 citizen-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 Commanderin-Chief, led a combined force of state militias against the Whiskey Rebellion in 1794.
The men who gathered in Philadelphia in 1787 weren’t precursors to France’s Robespierre or Russia’s Leon Trotsky,
believers in perpetual revolutions. In fact, their work on the Constitution was influenced by the experience of Shays’

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: “I am
mortified beyond expression that in the moment of our acknowledged independence we should by our conduct
verify the predictions of our transatlantic foe, and render ourselves ridiculous and contemptible in the eyes of all
Europe.”
In another letter on Nov. 7, 1786, Washington questioned Gen. Lincoln about the spreading unrest. “What is the
cause of all these commotions? When and how will they end?” Lincoln responded: “Many 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.”
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.
“If 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 – a fit subject for a mad house,” Washington wrote to Knox on Feb. 3, 1787, adding that if
the government “shrinks, or is unable to enforce its laws … anarchy & confusion must prevail.”
Washington’s alarm about Shays’ Rebellion was a key factor in his decision to take part in – and preside over – the
Constitutional Convention, which was supposed to offer revisions to the Articles of Confederation but instead threw
out the old structure entirely and replaced it with the U.S. Constitution, which shifted national sovereignty from the
13 states to “We the People” and dramatically enhanced the power of the central government.
The drastic changes prompted strong opposition from some Revolutionary War figures, such as Virginia’s Patrick
Henry, who denounced the federal power grab and rallied a movement known as the Anti-Federalists. Prospects for
the Constitution’s 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 first ten
amendments to the Constitution. Madison’s 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 Parry’s America’s Stolen Narrative.)
Behind the Second Amendment
The Second Amendment dealt with concerns about “security” and the need for trained militias to ensure what the
Constitution called “domestic Tranquility.” 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: “A 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.” 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 “a well-regulated militia” 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 government’s 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 “security,” as the
Amendment says.
Beyond this clear historical record – that the Framers’ intent was to create security for the new Republic, not
promote armed rebellions – there is also the simple logic that the Framers represented the young nation’s
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 – as well as anti-historical – 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 – at least the white males – so uprisings, whether economic clashes like Shays’ 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 historical record. In this right-wing fantasy, the Framers wanted everyone to
have a gun so they could violently resist their own government.
This bogus “history” has then been amplified through the Right’s powerful propaganda apparatus – Fox News, talk
radio, the Internet and ideological publications – to persuade millions of Americans that their possession of semiautomatic assault rifles and other powerful firearms is what the Framers intended, that today’s 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 today’s government to enact commonsense
gun-control laws and thus the false narrative makes possible the kinds of slaughters that erupt periodically 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 it’s absurd to think that the Founders could have even contemplated such an act – in their 18th Century world
of single-fire muskets that required time-consuming reloading – 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.
Today’s American Right is drunk on some very bad history, which is as dangerous as it is false.
20121223-01
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NRA Spin

In a statement on the NRA’s Institute for Legislative Affairs website Friday, the group told its four million members
that “if you think the latest gun control debate will be limited solely to legislation to ban semi-autos and ‘large
capacity’ 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.”
The statement added, “We 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.” The group urged its members

and “the tens of millions of other law-abiding American gun owners” to contact members of Congress “and let them
know that gun bans and other restrictions on our Second Amendment rights are not the solution.”...
A PIECE of work…
20121223-02
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Quotes: Second Amendment

There are a lot of bogus gun quotes going around these days. Here’s just one TOTALLY FALSE example:
“Firearms 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.”
—Falsely 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.
20121222-02
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“The Four Most Important Political Lessons of 2012”

The last three are right-on. The first…well, I am hopeful but skeptical…
“The Four Most Important Political Lessons of 2012” 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 important political lessons of 2012?
First, we saw the end of the electoral power—at the national level—of the Republican Party'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 sacrifice 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 didn’t 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 require the wealthiest
to pay more. The two theologians of the Republican Party—Grover Norquist on taxes and Wayne LaPierre on guns—
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—from
same-sex marriage to immigration reform to a fair distribution of the tax burden—the 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.

Third, revolutions are messy things. The initial euphoria of the Arab spring—the most important foreign policy
event of the past several years—has 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 forces—the Islamists' desire to impose an intolerant theology. Yet in Egypt 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.
20121222-03
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Graphic: Boooooooooo!
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Re: Graphic: Boooooooooo! (reply to Tom, above)

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.
20121222-06

19:48

SteveB

Fw: SignOn Petition: No Cuts to Social Security!

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—and 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 fiscal showdown:
http://www.signon.org/sign/no-cuts-to-social-security-8.
Thanks! –Thora Wagner, North Port, Florida
20121222-07
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Makes sense…
http://www.coskata.com/

SteveG

Ethanol Producer
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Cartoon: John Boehner as Britney Spears
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Cliff

Republicans, Democrats, right, left, doesn’t matter; senate, house, pres., doesn’t matter – they should all be
ashamed of their behavior and their part of our country’s problems. All should be sitting in a room in D.C., figuring
this all out and eating pizza UNTIL THEY DO. No showers, no baths, no smoke breaks – just pizza and work. Well,
maybe a snicker doodle.
20121224-01
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Graphic: Gun Free Zone

“Enough!”

Merry Christmas!
Saw this today from Andrew Sullivan. My bold marks:
“Enough!” by Andrew Sullivan, The Daily Beast
Dec. 21, 2012, (http://andrewsullivan.thedailybeast.com/2012/12/enough.html)
Between the humiliating and chaotic collapse of Speaker Boehner's already ludicrously extreme Plan B and Wayne
La Pierre's deranged proposal to put government agents in schools with guns, the Republican slide into total
epistemic closure and political marginalization has now become a free-fall. This party, not to mince words, is unfit
for government. There is no conservative party in the West - except for minor anti-immigrant neofascist ones in Europe - anywhere close to this level of far right extremism. And now the damage these
fanatics can do is not just to their own country - was the debt ceiling debacle of 2011 not enough for them? - but to
the entire world.
Those of us who have warned for years about this disturbing trend toward ever more extreme measures - backing
torture, pre-emptive un-budgeted wars, out-of-control spending followed, like a frantic mood swing, by antispending absolutism of the most insane variety in a steep recession, vicious hostility to illegal immigrants, contempt

for gay couples, hostility even to contraception, let alone a middle ground on abortion ... well, you know it all by
now.
But the current constitutional and economic vandalism removes any shred of doubt that this party and its lucrative
media bubble is in any way conservative. They aren't. They're ideological zealots, indifferent to the consequences of
their actions, contemptuous of the very to-and-fro essential for the American system to work, gerry-mandering to
thwart the popular will, filibustering in a way that all but wrecks the core mechanics of American democracy, and
now willing to acquiesce to the biggest tax increase imaginable because they cannot even accept Obama's
compromise from his clear campaign promise to raise rates for those earning over $250,000 to $400,000 a year.
And this is not the exception. It is the rule. On abortion, the party proposes that it be made illegal in every state by
amending the Constitution. Torture? More, please. Iran? It should be attacked if it merely develops the
technological skill to make a nuclear bomb, let alone actually make one. Israel? Leading Republicans don't just
support new settlements on the West Bank. They show up for the opening ceremonies!
Gun control? A massacre of children leads to a proposal for more guns in elementary schools and no concession on
assault weapons. Immigration? Romney represented the party base - favoring a brutal regime of persecution of
illegal immigrants until they are forced to "self-deport" - or rounding as many up as they can. Climate change? It's a
hoax - and we should respond by shrieking "Drill, Baby, Drill!" Gay marriage? The federal constitution should be
amended to bar any legal recognition of any gay relationships, including civil partnerships. Their legislative agenda
in this Congress? To "make Obama a one-term president." Not saving the economy, not pursuing new policies, not
cooperating to make Democratic legislation better. Just destroying a president of the opposite party. And, of course,
failing.
Then there is the rhetoric. In just the last fortnight, House Republicans have asserted that secretary of state Clinton
faked her recent fall and concussion at home in order to get out of testifying on the Benghazi consulate attack. And
then the Weekly Standard quotes a Senate Republican staffer saying: "Send us Hagel and we will make sure every
American knows he is an anti-Semite."
Enough. This faction and its unhinged fanaticism has no place in any advanced democracy. They must be broken.
But the current irony is that no one has managed to expose their extremism more clearly than their own Speaker.
His career is over. As is the current Republican party. We need a new governing coalition in the House - Democrats
and those few sane Republicans willing to put country before ideology. But even that may be impossible.
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Pam

Re: “Enough!” (reply to Art, above)

I love Andrew Sullivan, and I love what he says here. Today on our local news there were reports of two rural
churches in the neighboring county that were burned to the ground in the last two days. Arson is suspected. The
churches were over a century old and an important part of their community. I find it deplorable that anyone would
find justification in such destruction. Some people are just bad--or insane. Either way they must be contained, not
by arming kindergarten teachers but with saner gun laws. I know gun violence may not seem the same thing as
arson, but I think they're shoots off the same stem.
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“Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows”

We continue to expand our military globalization…
“Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” by Lolita C. Baldor, AP/Yahoo! News
Dec. 24, 2012, (http://news.yahoo.com/army-teams-going-africa-terror-threat-grows-082214765.html)

(WASHINGTON) A U.S. Army brigade will begin sending small teams into as many as 35 African nations early next
year, part of an intensifying Pentagon effort to train countries to battle extremists and give the U.S. a ready and
trained force to dispatch to Africa if crises requiring the U.S. military emerge.
The teams will be limited to training and equipping efforts, and will not be permitted to conduct military operations
without specific, additional approvals from the secretary of defense.
The sharper focus on Africa by the U.S. comes against a backdrop of widespread insurgent violence across North
Africa, and as the African Union and other nations discuss military intervention in northern Mali.
The terror threat from al-Qaida linked groups in Africa has been growing steadily, particularly with the rise of the
extremist Islamist sect Boko Haram in Nigeria. Officials also believe that the Sept. 11 attack on the U.S. consulate in
Benghazi, which killed the ambassador and three other Americans, may have been carried out by those who had
ties to al-Qaida in the Islamic Maghreb.
This first-of-its-kind brigade assignment — involving teams from the 2nd Brigade, 1st Infantry Division — will target
countries such as Libya, Sudan, Algeria and Niger, where al-Qaida-linked groups have been active. It also will assist
nations like Kenya and Uganda that have been battling al-Shabab militants on the front lines in Somalia.
Gen. Carter Ham, the top U.S. commander in Africa, noted that the brigade has a small drone capability that could
be useful in Africa. But he also acknowledged that he would need special permission to tap it for that kind of
mission.
"If they want them for (military) operations, the brigade is our first sourcing solution because they're prepared,"
said Gen. David Rodriguez, the head of U.S. Army Forces Command. "But that has to go back to the secretary of
defense to get an execute order."
Already the U.S. military has plans for nearly 100 different exercises, training programs and other activities across
the widely diverse continent. But the new program faces significant cultural and language challenges, as well as
nagging questions about how many of the lower-level enlisted members of the brigade, based in Fort Riley, Kan.,
will participate, since the teams would largely be made up of more senior enlisted troops and officers. A full brigade
numbers about 3,500, but the teams could range from just a few people to a company of about 200. In rare cases
for certain exercises, it could be a battalion, which would number about 800.
To bridge the cultural gaps with the African militaries, the Army is reaching out across the services, the embassies
and a network of professional organizations to find troops and experts that are from some of the African countries.
The experts can be used during training, and the troops can both advise or travel with the teams as they begin the
program.
"In a very short time frame we can only teach basic phrases," said Col. Matthew McKenna, commander of the
162nd Infantry Brigade that will begin training the Fort Riley soldiers in March for their African deployment. "We
focus on culture and the cultural impact — how it impacts the African countries' military and their operations."
Thomas Dempsey, a professor with the Africa Center for Strategic Studies, said the biggest challenge will be the
level of cultural, language and historical diversity across the far-flung continent.
"How do you train for that in a way that would be applicable wherever they go?" said Dempsey, a retired Army
colonel. He said he's not sure using a combat brigade is the right answer, but added, "I'm not sure what the answer
is. The security challenges differ so dramatically that, to be honest, I really don't think it's feasible to have a
continental training package."
The Pentagon's effort in Africa, including the creation of U.S. Africa Command in 2007, has been carefully
calibrated, largely due to broad misgivings across the continent that it could spawn American bases or create the
perception of an undue U.S. military influence there. As a result, the command has been based in Stuttgart,
Germany, rather than on the African continent.

At the same time, many African nations are eager for U.S. training or support, as they work to build their militaries,
battle pirates along the coast and shut down drug trafficking, kidnapping and other insurgent activities.
McKenna acknowledged the challenge, but said the military has to tap its conventional fighting forces for this task
because there aren't enough special operations forces to meet the global training needs. He said there will be as
many as a dozen different training segments between February and September, each designed to provide tailored
instruction for the particular teams.
The mission for the 2nd Brigade — known as the "Dagger Brigade" — will begin in the spring and will pave the way
for Army brigades to be assigned next to U.S. Pacific Command and then to U.S. European Command over the next
year. The brigade is receiving its regular combat training first, and then will move on to the more specific instruction
needed for the deployments, such as language skills, cultural information and other data about the African nations.
Dagger Brigade commander Col. Jeff Broadwater said the language and culture training will be different than what
most soldiers have had in recent years, since they have focused on Pashtun and Farsi, languages used mostly in
Afghanistan and Iran. He said he expects the soldiers to learn French, Swahili, Arabic or other languages, as well as
the local cultures.
"What's really exciting is we get to focus on a different part of the world and maintain our core combat skills,"
Broadwater said, adding that the soldiers know what to expect. "You see those threats (in Africa) in the news all the
time."
The brigade will be carved up into different teams designed to meet the specific needs of each African nation. As
the year goes on, the teams will travel from Fort Riley to those nations — all while trying to avoid any appearance
of a large U.S. military footprint.
"The challenge we have is to always understand the system in their country," said Rodriguez, who has been
nominated to be the next head of Africa Command. "We're not there to show them our system, we're there to make
their system work. Here is what their army looks like, and here is what we need to prepare them to do."
Rodriguez said the nearly 100 assignments so far requested by Ham will be carried out with "a very small footprint
to get the high payoff."
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Pam

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to
SteveG, above)

OK. I am willing to keep an open mind about this, but it seems to me we need to do SOMETHING to fight terrorism
globally. I'm certainly not a military strategist, but common sense tells me that using small, elite special forces
units that can be flexible, able to adapt to conditions on the ground, and skilled in targeted ops is the prudent thing
to do. It doesn't look like big land armies are going to be viable in the age of unmanned drones and IEDs, and they
are certainly not suited to mountain warfare. If the "enemy" can come up with innovative ways to get at us with
limited resources, why can't we be equally crafty? I could be wrong, but I imagine a big military bureaucracy sitting
like a toad on a bunch of soldier-bugs that need to get out from under and scurry about. Not the best image, but
it's all I could come up with. I don't like the idea of the U.S. being the police of the world, but when there are bad
guys who want to kill us, what choice do we have? This does not mean I think we should have troops in
Afghanistan or Iraq. Troubled nations should be left to sort themselves out, but international terrorists must be
defanged. I know it's all way more complicated than I have presented it, and I don't know much of anything, but I
do hope that, without my knowledge, someone somewhere is taking steps to root out the bad guys. Art, you're our
military expert. Set me straight.
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Dennis

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to
Pam, above)

Pam (above): I don't like the idea of the U.S. being the police of the world, but when there are bad guys
who want to kill us, what choice do we have?
Could it be that the reason there are bad guys out to kill us is because we are trying to police the world? And could
the reason why we try to police the world be because of the economic hegemonism of American capitalism? These
are not original rhetorical questions, by the way.
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SteveG

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to
Pam, above)

I really don’t think the US has been or is the angel that we would have others believe and as we continue being the
police of the world and expanding in some format the military industrial complex we can foresee more people
wanting to do us harm. To continue in a path that is not working seems to be an illogical move, especially
considering our budget and the portion of the budget attributed to defense. I am not saying that the state of the
world or that terrorism focused on the US is our fault, but something is not right and we play some part in that –
we need to identify and fix our part in the world being messed up.

20121224-09

14:40

Art

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to
SteveG, above)

All good points. Somewhere there has to be a balance. We used to be the good guys in the world. Not so sure
these days and maybe that ought to be the end objective, as we consider these things. How will this action be
perceived? Not so ridiculous when you think it through.
I am reminded historically of how often nations found themselves with a robust military after some period of conflict
and looked around for something for it to do. I personally saw this in Europe in the late 80's as the Wall came
down. I was chief of the Africa program for EUCOM. The US Army Europe USAEUR suddenly found itself without a
job (no more Russians coming through the Fulda Gap), so they decided maybe they would take over Africa. Didn't
last long but it was an interesting observation of how these things can work.
Snowing up here at the cabin just now, so a perfect Christmas Eve.
Merry Christmas!
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Bill

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to Art &
SteveG, above)

What [you both] have said seems logical: Maybe we need a new foreign policy that more rationally defines use of
the military in regions where we have interests and, slightly more specifically, temporizes on global use of the
military. The United States needs to be understood by the rest of the world as powerful and willing to use massive
force, but committing advisers and troops everywhere would seem to galvanize the religious zealots and lovers of
terrorism. There is an abundance of areas on the face of this earth that aren’t worth military intervention and the
taxation that we must bear. Afghanistan would seem just such a place that is much more medieval than modern
and not at all susceptible to change. The Taliban were a matrix for Al Qaeda and others, and we have wreaked
vengeance. Huge military effort for the long term in such places seems a waste; the citizenry and the culture are
not hospitable to much of anything that we try to bring them. Similarly, becoming involved in lots of African
countries only to the extent of committing advisers may engender further actions of dubious value to U. S. interests
and huge costs.
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Pam

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to Bill,
above)

I agree that America has done plenty to deserve the enmity of the rest of the world. Crowing about how we're #1
is the least of it. I agree with most of your arguments, Art, SteveG, and Dennis, but there still remains the fact of
terrorist cells that are dedicated to our ruin, whether we deserve it or not. Yes, we should clean up our act, and I
hope Obama will continue in that direction, but we can't just lay down our arms and expect everyone else to do the
same. They won't. There will still be evil men bent on doing terrible things, and that's not all America's fault.
Good old human nature surely has something to do with it. From bullies on a school bus to Saddam Hussein, there
exists an evil streak that runs through humanity that will not be stopped with kindness or rationality. I think it was
wrong of Clinton to stay out of Rwanda and to delay action in Sarajevo. Are you all suggesting that we allow
Congolese soldiers to rape and maim innocent women and children? We must be judicious in our use of force, and
of course we should do better on the international stage, but how can we do nothing to help the victims of an
Assad or a Gaddafi?
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SteveG

Re: “Army Teams Going to Africa as Terror Threat Grows” (reply to
Pam, above)

I did not mean to imply or infer – I get those 2 things mixed up – that we lay down our weapons and I certainly did
not mean that everything is America’s fault.. During the 50’s we changed the wording to the Pledge of Allegiance,
the US national motto, and a few other things to fight the USSR and the spread of communism. During the 60’s we
started a thing called the Peace Corps focusing on assisting developing countries. There are a multitude of things
that we can do as a country and encourage other countries to do in order to make the world a better place – it all
doesn’t have to be military. If we are doing the other things we need to toot the horn on them, make them known
far and wide. The good around the world needs to come from someone else too, not only the guy wearing a flak
jacket and night vision goggles.
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“Navy SEAL Commander Dead in Afghanistan in Suspected Suicide”

“Navy SEAL Commander Dead in Afghanistan in Suspected Suicide” by Ian Simpson and Phil Stewart
Dec. 23, 2012, (http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/12/24/us-usa-afghanistan-seal-idUSBRE8BN00T20121224)
(WASHINGTON) The commander of an elite U.S. Navy SEAL unit has died in Afghanistan, the Defense Department
said on Sunday, and a U.S. military official said his death was being investigated as a suspected suicide.
Commander Job Price, 42, of Pottstown, Pennsylvania, died on Saturday of a non-combat related injury in central
Afghanistan's Uruzgan Province, the Pentagon said in a statement.
"This incident is currently under investigation," it said.
Price, was assigned to a Naval Special Warfare unit in Virginia Beach, Virginia, and was the commanding officer of
SEAL Team Four. He failed to show up for an event on Saturday and colleagues found him dead in his quarters, the
U.S. military official told Reuters on condition of anonymity.
NBC News and CNN also quoted unnamed military officials as saying that the death was being looked at as a
possible suicide.
Lieutenant David Lloyd, a spokesman for Naval Special Warfare Group Two, which comprises the four SEAL teams
on the U.S. East Coast, declined to comment on the cause of death, saying it was under investigation.
Price was married and had a daughter. He had been a naval officer since May 1993, Lloyd said.

Captain Robert Smith, the Group Two commander, said in a statement: "The Naval Special Warfare family is deeply
saddened by the loss of our teammate. We extend our condolences, thoughts and prayers to the family, friends,
and NSW community during this time of grieving.
"As we mourn the loss and honor the memory of our fallen teammate, those he served with will continue to carry
out the mission."
SEAL is an acronym for sea, air, land.
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“Six Political Lessons of 2012”

“Six Political Lessons of 2012” by Julian Zelizer, CNN
Dec. 24, 2012, (http://edition.cnn.com/2012/12/24/opinion/zelizer-lessons-2012/index.html)
2012 has been a tumultuous year in American politics. With the presidential election capping off the year,
Americans have witnessed a series of bitter domestic battles and turbulent events overseas. As the year closes out,
it is worth thinking about some of the most important lessons that politicians and voters can learn from this year as
they prepare for 2013.
Here are six:
1. The Republican brand name is in trouble.
The GOP took a drubbing in 2012. To be sure, Mitt Romney ran a problematic campaign. His inability to
connect with voters and a number of embarrassing gaffes hurt the chances for Republicans to succeed.
Just as important to the outcome was the party that Romney represented. Voters are not happy with the
GOP. Public approval for the party has been extremely low. Congressional Republicans have helped to bring
down the party name with their inability to compromise.
Recent polls show that if the nation goes off the fiscal cliff, the Republicans would be blamed. According to
a survey by NBC and the Wall Street Journal, 65 percent of people asked for a short word or phrase to
describe the GOP came up with something negative. The Republican Party was also the lowest-rated
political institution.
The exit polls in November showed that the GOP is out of step with the electorate on a number of big
issues, including immigration and gay marriage. If Republicans don't undertake some serious reforms and
offer fresh voices, all the new messaging in the world won't help them as the competition starts for 2016.
2. America has grown more liberal on cultural and social issues.
The election results confirmed what polls have been showing for some time. If the 1960s was a battle over
conservative "traditional family values" and liberal ideals of social relations, liberals eventually won.
Throughout the year, polls showed, for example, that the public was becoming more tolerant of gay
marriage and civil unions. Americans support the view that gay sex should be legal by a margin of 2-1,
compared to 1977 when the public was split.
In the election, same-sex marriage was approved in three states, voters in Wisconsin sent to office the first
openly gay senator, and two states approved of referendums to legalize the recreational use of marijuana.
Americans are accepting of social diversity, and expect that the pluralism of the electorate will be reflected
by the composition of elected officials in Washington.
While there are some conservative voices who lament these changes and warn of a nation that is veering
toward Sodom, a majority are more than comfortable that some of the taboos and social restrictions of

earlier eras are fading and that we live in a nation which is more tolerant than ever before. These social and
cultural changes will certainly raise more questions about restrictive practices and policies that remain in
place while creating pressure for new kinds of leaders who are responsive to these changes.
3. The Middle East remains a tinderbox.
In the years that followed Barack Obama's election, there was some hope that the Middle East could
become a calmer region. When revolutions brought down some of the most notorious dictators in the
region, many Americans cheered as the fervor for democracy seemed to be riding high.
But events in 2012 threw some cold water on those hopes. The Muslim Brotherhood won control of the
Egyptian government. In Syria, the government brutally cracked down on opponents, reaching the point in
December where Obama's administration has started to talk about the possibility of the al-Assad regime
using chemical weapons, though the severity of the threat is unclear. The battles between Palestinians and
Israel raged with rockets being fired into Tel Aviv and Israelis bombing targets in Gaza.
Although national attention is focused on domestic policy, it is clear that the Middle East has the capacity to
command national attention at any moment and remains as explosive as ever.
4. Our infrastructure needs repair.
Hurricane Sandy devastated the Northeast in November, leaving millions of Americans on the East Coast
without power and with damaged property. Soon after the hurricane hit, New York Gov. Andrew Cuomo
made an important point. The infrastructure of our cities is outdated and needs to be revamped so that it
can withstand current weather patterns. Speaking of the need for levees in New York, Cuomo said: "It is
something we're going to have to start thinking about ... The construction of this city did not anticipate
these kinds of situations."
Regardless of whether Congress takes action on the issue of climate change, in the short term cities and
suburbs must do more work to curtail the kind of damage wreaked by these storms and to mitigate the
costs of recovery -- building underground power lines, increasing resources for emergency responders,
building state-of-the-art water systems, and constructing effective barriers to block water from flooding.
5. The new immigrants are a powerful political and social force.
As was the case in the turn of the twentieth century when Eastern and Southern Europeans came into this
county, massive waves of immigration are remaking the social fabric of the nation. Latino-Americans, AsianAmericans and other new portions of the electorate who have been coming into the country since the
reform of immigration laws in 1965 are coming to represent a bigger and bigger portion of the electorate.
Not only are their numbers growing as a voting bloc, but they are more organized and active than ever
before, both on election day as well as in policy making.
Soon after the election, The New York Times reported that 600 members of United We Dream, a network of
younger immigrants who don't have their papers, met for three days to plan how to lobby for a bill that
would enable 11 million illegal immigrants to become legal. One of the leaders, Christina Jimenez,
explained: "We have an unprecedented opportunity to engage our parents, our cousins, our abuelitos in this
fight." They have both parties scrambling as Democrats are working to fulfill the promises that brought
these voters to their side in November, while some Republicans are desperate to dampen the influence of
hard-line anti-immigration activists in their party.
6. We need to do something about guns.
The year ended with a horrific shooting at an elementary school in Connecticut. When a 20-year-old went
on a rampage apparently using guns that had been legally purchased by his mother, the world watched with
horror. Several prominent conservative advocates of gun rights, including former congressman and

television host Joseph Scarborough as well as Sen. Joe Manchin, made statements indicating that the time
has come to impose stricter controls and regulations on the purchase of weapons. "I don't know anybody in
the sporting or hunting arena that goes out with an assault file," Manchin said.
Over the next few weeks, there will certainly be a big debate about what caused this shooting. People from
different perspectives will highlight different issues but making it more difficult for people to get their hands
on certain kinds of weapons, while not a cure-all, can only diminish the chances of this happening again.
There are many more lessons but these six stand out. After the trauma of the past week, let's hope the new year
starts off with better days.
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Art

Re: “Six Political Lessons of 2012” (reply to MarthaH, above)

Great summary!! Thanks.
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“Celebrating the Prince of Peace in the Land of Guns”

“Celebrating the Prince of Peace in the Land of Guns” by Michael Moore, Huffington Post
Dec. 24, 2012, (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-moore/gun-violence-united-states_b_2358115.html)
After watching the deranged, delusional National Rifle Association press conference on Friday, it was clear that the
Mayan prophecy had come true. Except the only world that was ending was the NRA's. Their bullying power to set
gun policy in this country is over. The nation is repulsed by the massacre in Connecticut, and the signs are
everywhere: a basketball coach at a post-game press conference; the Republican Joe Scarborough; a pawn shop
owner in Florida; a gun buy-back program in New Jersey; a singing contest show on TV, and the conservative gunowning judge who sentenced Jared Loughner.
So here's my little bit of holiday cheer for you:
These gun massacres aren't going to end any time soon.
I'm sorry to say this. But deep down we both know it's true. That doesn't mean we shouldn't keep pushing forward
-- after all, the momentum is on our side. I know all of us -- including me -- would love to see the president and
Congress enact stronger gun laws. We need a ban on automatic AND semiautomatic weapons and magazine clips
that hold more than 7 bullets. We need better background checks and more mental health services. We need to
regulate the ammo, too.
But, friends, I would like to propose that while all of the above will certainly reduce gun deaths (ask Mayor
Bloomberg -- it is virtually impossible to buy a handgun in New York City and the result is the number of murders
per year has gone from 2,200 to under 400), it won't really bring about an end to these mass slayings and it will not
address the core problem we have. Connecticut had one of the strongest gun laws in the country. That did nothing
to prevent the murders of 20 small children on December 14th.
In fact, let's be clear about Newtown: the killer had no criminal record so he would never have shown up on a
background check. All of the guns he used were legally purchased. None fit the legal description of an "assault"
weapon. The killer seemed to have mental problems and his mother had him seek help, but that was worthless. As
for security measures, the Sandy Hook school was locked down and buttoned up BEFORE the killer showed up that
morning. Drills had been held for just such an incident. A lot of good that did.
And here's the dirty little fact none of us liberals want to discuss: The killer only ceased his slaughter when he saw
that cops were swarming onto the school grounds -- i.e, the men with the guns. When he saw the guns a-coming,
he stopped the bloodshed and killed himself. Guns on police officers prevented another 20 or 40 or 100 deaths from

happening. Guns sometimes work. (Then again, there was an armed deputy sheriff at Columbine High School the
day of that massacre and he couldn't/didn't stop it.)
I am sorry to offer this reality check on our much-needed march toward a bunch of well-intended, necessary -- but
ultimately, mostly cosmetic-- changes to our gun laws. The sad facts are these: Other countries that have guns (like
Canada, which has 7 million guns -- mostly hunting guns -- in their 12 million households) have a low murder rate.
Kids in Japan watch the same violent movies and kids in Australia play the same violent video games (Grand Theft
Auto was created by a British company; the UK had 58 gun murders last year in a nation of 63 million people). They
simply don't kill each other at the rate that we do. Why is that? THAT is the question we should be exploring while
we are banning and restricting guns: Who are we?
I'd like to try to answer that question.
We are a country whose leaders officially sanction and carry out acts of violence as a means to often an immoral
end. We invade countries who didn't attack us. We're currently using drones in a half-dozen countries, often killing
civilians.
This probably shouldn't come as a surprise to us as we are a nation founded on genocide and built on the backs of
slaves. We slaughtered 600,000 of each other in a civil war. We "tamed the Wild West with a six-shooter," and we
rape and beat and kill our women without mercy and at a staggering rate: every three hours a women is murdered
in the USA (half the time by an ex or a current); every three minutes a woman is raped in the USA; and every 15
seconds a woman is beaten in the USA.
We belong to an illustrious group of nations that still have the death penalty (North Korea, Saudi Arabia, China,
Iran). We think nothing of letting tens of thousands of our own citizens die each year because they are uninsured
and thus don't see a doctor until it's too late.
Why do we do this? One theory is simply "because we can." There is a level of arrogance in the otherwise friendly
American spirit, conning ourselves into believing there's something exceptional about us that separates us from all
those "other" countries (there are indeed many good things about us; the same could also be said of Belgium, New
Zealand, France, Germany, etc.). We think we're #1 in everything when the truth is our students are 17th in
science and 25th in math, and we're 35th in life expectancy. We believe we have the greatest democracy but we
have the lowest voting turnout of any western democracy. We're biggest and the bestest at everything and we
demand and take what we want.
And sometimes we have to be violent m*****f*****s to get it. But if one of us goes off-message and shows the
utterly psychotic nature and brutal results of violence in a Newtown or an Aurora or a Virginia Tech, then we get all
"sad" and "our hearts go out to the families" and presidents promise to take "meaningful action." Well, maybe this
president means it this time. He'd better. An angry mob of millions is not going to let this drop.
While we are discussing and demanding what to do, may I respectfully ask that we stop and take a look at what I
believe are the three extenuating factors that may answer the question of why we Americans have more violence
than most anyone else:
1. POVERTY
If there's one thing that separates us from the rest of the developed world, it's this. 50 million of our people
live in poverty. One in five Americans goes hungry at some point during the year. The majority of those who
aren't poor are living from paycheck to paycheck. There's no doubt this creates more crime. Middle class
jobs prevent crime and violence. (If you don't believe that, ask yourself this: If your neighbor has a job and
is making $50,000/year, what are the chances he's going to break into your home, shoot you and take your
TV? Nil.)
2. FEAR/RACISM

We're an awfully fearful country considering that, unlike most nations, we've never been invaded. (No, 1812
wasn't an invasion. We started it.) Why on earth would we need 300 million guns in our homes? I get why
the Russians might be a little spooked (over 20 million of them died in World War II). But what's our
excuse? Worried that the Indians from the casino may go on the warpath? Concerned that the Canadians
seem to be amassing too many Tim Horton's donut shops on both sides of the border?
No. It's because too many white people are afraid of black people. Period. The vast majority of the guns in
the U.S. are sold to white people who live in the suburbs or the country. When we fantasize about being
mugged or home invaded, what's the image of the perpetrator in our heads? Is it the freckled-face kid from
down the street -- or is it someone who is, if not black, at least poor?
I think it would be worth it to a) do our best to eradicate poverty and re-create the middle class we used to
have, and b) stop promoting the image of the black man as the boogeyman out to hurt you. Calm down,
white people, and put away your guns.
3. THE "ME" SOCIETY
I think it's the every-man-for-himself ethos of this country that has put us in this mess and I believe it's
been our undoing. Pull yourself up by your bootstraps! You're not my problem! This is mine!
Clearly, we are no longer our brother's and sister's keeper. You get sick and can't afford the operation? Not
my problem. The bank has foreclosed on your home? Not my problem. Can't afford to go to college? Not my
problem.
And yet, it all sooner or later becomes our problem, doesn't it? Take away too many safety nets and
everyone starts to feel the impact. Do you want to live in that kind of society, one where you will then have
a legitimate reason to be in fear? I don't.
I'm not saying it's perfect anywhere else, but I have noticed, in my travels, that other civilized countries see
a national benefit to taking care of each other. Free medical care, free or low-cost college, mental health
help. And I wonder -- why can't we do that? I think it's because in many other countries people see each
other not as separate and alone but rather together, on the path of life, with each person existing as an
integral part of the whole. And you help them when they're in need, not punish them because they've had
some misfortune or bad break. I have to believe one of the reasons gun murders in other countries are so
rare is because there's less of the lone wolf mentality amongst their citizens. Most are raised with a sense of
connection, if not outright solidarity. And that makes it harder to kill one another.
Well, there's some food for thought as we head home for the holidays. Don't forget to say hi to your conservative
brother-in-law for me. Even he will tell you that, if you can't nail a deer in three shots -- and claim you need a clip
of 30 rounds -- you're not a hunter my friend, and you have no business owning a gun.
Have a wonderful Christmas or a beautiful December 25th!
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Video: Punjabi Jingle Bell

Check out this video on YouTube: http://youtu.be/e1yEiSWp8Ws.
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“In Praise of Snow”

“In Praise of Snow” by Cullen Murphy, The Atlantic
Jan., 1995, (http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1995/01/in-praise-of-snow/305654/)
(Watching it, understanding it, forecasting it, predicting how much water is in it—all this is a surprisingly large and
intricate undertaking, one on which our society urgently depends.)
Snow Day (by Billy Collins)
(Hear Billy Collins read this poem (in RealAudio):
http://www.theatlantic.com/past/docs/ram/002snowday28.ram.)
Today we woke up to a revolution of snow,
its white flag waving over everything,
the landscape vanished,
not a single mouse to punctuate the blankness,
and beyond these windows
the government buildings smothered,
schools and libraries buried, the post office lost
under the noiseless drift,
the paths of trains softly blocked,
the world fallen under this falling.
In a while I will put on some boots
and step out like someone walking in water,
and the dog will porpoise through the drifts,
and I will shake a laden branch,
sending a cold shower down on us both.
But for now I am a willing prisoner in this house,
a sympathizer with the anarchic cause of snow.
I will make a pot of tea
and listen to the plastic radio on the counter,
as glad as anyone to hear the news
that the Kiddie Corner School is closed,
the Ding-Dong School, closed,
the All Aboard Children's School, closed,
the Hi-Ho Nursery School, closed,
along with -- some will be delighted to hear -the Toadstool School, the Little School,
Little Sparrows Nursery School,
Little Stars Pre-School, Peas-and-Carrots Day School,
the Tom Thumb Child Center, all closed,
and -- clap your hands -- the Peanuts Play School.
So this is where the children hide all day,
These are the nests where they letter and draw,
where they put on their bright miniature jackets,
all darting and climbing and sliding,
all but the few girls whispering by the fence.

And now I am listening hard
in the grandiose silence of the snow,
trying to hear what those three girls are plotting,
what riot is afoot,
which small queen is about to be brought down.
In the language of the Irish, scholars say, there are a dozen words for "peat." In the language of the Arabs, we've
been told, there are many words for "sand." I, for my part, grew up speaking a language in which there are
perhaps a hundred terms for snow, and I am not a native of Igloolik.
I learned some of those terms from a man named Mark Williams, a former ski-lodge operator who is a geographer
at the University of Colorado and a specialist in the properties of snow. "If you're talking about snow crystals in the
atmosphere," he told me recently, "well, then, there are scores of terms. There are needles and sheaths and
columns. There are pyramids. Cups. Bullets. Plates. Scrolls. Branches. Dendritic crystals. Stellar crystals." And those
are just some of the basic forms. Snow crystals also come in combinations. Stellar crystals with plates. Dendritic
crystals with branches. Hollow bullets. Bullets with dendrites. Plates with scrolls. Plates with spatial dendrites. Rimed
particles. Rimed needle crystals. Lump graupels.
Graupel-like snow with nonrimed extensions. Some of the names of snow crystals (branches, needles, bullets) are
appropriately suggestive: in high wind, snow crystals can be as abrasive as sand.

After snow has fallen, the name for it picks up additional qualifiers as it begins to settle or drift, as heat and cold
and wind and moisture and the snow's own weight begin to make their influence felt. Freshly fallen snow starts out
as what Williams calls an "ice skeleton"—a loose scaffolding of crystals amid an enormous volume of air. To give his
students an idea of the ratio of snow to air in a fresh snowfall, Williams has them compress a family-sized loaf of
Wonder Bread to its smallest possible size. (It can be reduced to a two-inch cube.)
In fresh snow air can pass with little obstruction from the atmosphere through the snowpack to the ground: given
life by differences in the temperature gradient, the snowpack breathes. But time changes that. The snow may
metamorphose into what is called equitemperature, or ET, snow. This is snow at its most stable, the delicate
crystals having matured into hardy granules in a snowpack of homogeneous temperature. It may turn into melt-

freeze snow, more commonly known as corn snow or spring snow. Where the snowpack meets the warmer ground,
there may form a weak and porous stratum of what is known as kinetic snow or sugar snow or depth hoar—by
whatever name, the mother of avalanches. If the snow survives for more than a year, it may begin hardening into
something called firn, which is a step on the way to becoming glacial ice.
I met Mark Williams and a good many of his colleagues at last year's meeting of an organization called the Western
Snow Conference, a gathering that occurs every spring when the season's snows are more or less over and the
period of snowmelt is well under way. Collectively, the people who attend the Snow Conference meeting—
hydrologists,geographers, meteorologists, biologists, chemists, agronomists, utility-company officials, state and
federal government officials, representatives of Indian tribes—are known in the gray language of official reports as
the "snow-resource community." They are interested in every aspect of the hydrologic cycle of snow, from the
formation of the first crystals to the accumulation of snowpack to the onset of snowmelt to the release of the last
drops of runoff into the Pacific Ocean or the Gulf of Mexico. They are interested in avalanche theory, in the seeding
of clouds with silver iodide to induce snowstorms, in how to add certain bacteria to water so that ski resorts can
make snow at higher temperatures. For decades they have been interested above all in the following questions,
which turn out to be complicated ones: How much snow has fallen in the western United States in a particular
winter? How much water will it turn into? Where will that water go?
Snow dependency
Snow is a commodity we usually remember for either the pleasures it offers or the disruptions it causes. We call
upon snow, too, for its utility as metaphor: symbol of purity, uniformity, isolation, protection, transience. We tend
not to think about snow as the crucial variable upon which urban life and agricultural life in much of the world,
particularly the United States—and especially the American West—happen to depend. Indeed, snow is largely
missing, as the historian Bernard Mergen observes in a forthcoming study, from recent histories of water policy, in
which one would expect it to play a highly visible role. And yet snow, hardened into glaciers, covers 10 percent of
the planet's land area. Fresh snow falls each year on nearly one square mile of dry land out of every four; in the
Northern Hemisphere the figure is one square mile out of two. Worldwide, at least a third of all the water used for
irrigation comes from snow. In the western United States the figure is about 75 percent.
What makes snow important is not only its volume but also its relative dependability. Much of the West is in a state
of drought or near-drought, with snowfall having been below normal in seven of the past eight years. In general,
though, snow can be far more reliably counted upon to fall in substantial amounts in the mountains during
wintertime than rain can be counted upon to fall in the spring and summertime. And snowmelt flows onto the scene
at nearly the most useful time of year, having been stored at high altitudes until the weather warms and the
demands of agriculture begin to make themselves felt. It is snow that powers the great rivers of the West—the
Colorado, the Rio Grande, the Columbia, the Missouri—on their long journeys through sometimes parched or semiarid terrain, ribbons of brown and silver that at times enverdure entire basins, at times support the merest Nilotic
fringe of green. How much water does the West's winter snow turn into? The snowmelt that finds its way into the
Columbia River alone in an average year comes to 26 trillion gallons, which is 81 million acre-feet—enough to cover
all of Kansas in knee-deep water, or to raise Lake Michigan by almost six feet.
The Western Snow Conference typically holds its meetings someplace in sight of the mountains, where in
springtime one can have a ready glimpse of snow. I was invited to attend the sixty-second annual conference, in
Santa Fe, New Mexico, by a friend who is a hydrologist in California. I'm not sure why the prospect held such
appeal, unless it is simply that snow is my favorite kind of weather. The first article I ever published, on a small
printing press given to me on a snowy Christmas when I was six or seven, consisted of what was meant to be a
report on snow depth in inches, and was distributed to neighbors. It read, in its entirety: "The snow 15." Snow
seems to come into my life in the form of memorable coincidences. The Horatian ode "Diffugere nives…" about the
melting of snow in springtime, was the first piece of Latin verse I ever translated completely on my own (it
appeared on a test), an achievement that occurred at roughly the same time as my first reading of James Joyce's
short story "The Dead," whose most famous words, in the haunting conclusion, are "snow was general all over
Ireland." Snow makes me feel as snug as a vole. There were ten major snowstorms in my region of New England
last winter, and I contentedly wrote a check to the snowplow man each time.

The focus of the Western Snow Conference's Santa Fe meeting was "Climate Change Effects on Snowmelt Water
Supply," a big and important subject, but that was by no means the whole agenda. "Northern Latitude Snow Pillow
Installation Procedures." "Snow Accumulation and Ablation Under Fire-altered Lodgepole Pine Forest Canopies."
"Snow Chemistry and Physics of the Mogollon Rim in Arizona." There was something here, I realized, for even the
most jaded of tastes. At lectures and in associated readings I picked up such arcane pieces of information as that a
two-foot square of snow ten inches deep contains about a million snowflakes, and that if the potential precipitation
in the earth's atmosphere at any given moment fell all at once, it would cover the entire surface of the planet to a
depth of one inch. I was pleased to observe that, as with any professional group that has reached a certain level of
maturity, the membership of the Western Snow Conference includes people who display what might be called
occupational anthroponymy—that is, whose names resonate with their line of work. I ran into a Phyllis Snow and a
Neil Berg, and discovered that a type of diagram used to show inflows and outflows from reservoirs was devised by
a man named Rippl.
During my days at the Snow Conference meeting I also grew to admire the pluck and ingenuity of those charged
with keeping track of our snow. It has been nearly ninety years since James E. Church fashioned his first snow
tubes and began taking wintertime measurements in the mountains of Nevada. Some things haven't changed very
much since that time, and some have changed profoundly.
Falling crystals
''There is no material of engineering significance that displays the bewildering complexities of snow." I came across
that matter-of-fact statement in the Handbook of Snow, an invaluable if glacially paced compendium edited by the
eminent Canadian hydrologists D. M. Gray and D. H. Male. The formation of snow begins when water vapor or a
supercooled droplet of water forms an ice crystal, almost always hexagonal in shape, around a nucleus consisting of
one of the thousands of minute aerosol particles to be found in each cubic centimeter of the lower atmosphere—
clay silicate, perhaps, or bits of volcanic ash, or material of extraterrestrial origin. From that moment on, the life of
an ice crystal can be played out in various ways. The crystal may fall to the ground in its original form, as it does in
the intensely cold regions of the Arctic and Antarctic. Or, more frequently, the ice crystal may grow into a snow
crystal, gaining substance by means of sublimation—water vapor turning directly into ice, without passing through a
liquid stage. Its shape, or "habit," will be determined mostly by temperature and the amount of water vapor in the
air. As snow crystals descend, they may meet up with one another, forming aggregations. We know these as
snowflakes. Or a snow crystal may in its descent encounter supercooled water droplets. Riming can then occur, as
the droplets freeze immediately upon contact with a solid body. If the riming is substantial, the crystal may become
graupel, or snow pellets.
All this activity has a powerful cleansing effect on the atmosphere—"washout" and "snowout," as two of the
associated processes are called. A heavy snowstorm gathers particulate matter to itself and drags it to the ground,
thereby preserving, until the snow melts, a sample of the atmospheric chemistry prevailing when that particular
snowstorm began—a sample that speaks of climatic conditions generally and may speak more specifically of
pollution. In the remote interior of Greenland, where the deposits of snowstorms do not disappear, such records go
back a long way. A few years ago researchers at the Greenland Icecore Project drilled a hole through the Greenland
icecap all the way to bedrock and extracted a core of ice that, if reassembled, would be close to two miles long. The
ice at the bottom of the borehole is believed to have been formed from snow that fell some 200,000 years ago.
The symmetry of ice crystals was commented upon by the Chinese in the second century B.C. Europeans had
recorded the same observation at least by the Middle Ages. The intellectual pedigree of snow scholarship in the
West is distinguished. The Dominican scholastic Albertus Magnus wrote about snow crystals in the thirteenth
century. At the beginning of the seventeenth century the same subject beguiled Johannes Kepler. "There must be
some definite cause," he wrote in 1609, shortly after making the discovery that the planets travel not in circles but
in ellipses, "why, whenever snow begins to fall, its initial formation invariably displays the shape of a six-cornered
starlet. For if it happens by chance, why do they not fall just as well with five corners or with seven?" In his
pamphlet Kepler drew parallels with honeycombs and the pattern of seeds inside pomegranates, but was unable to
explain the flakes' hexagonal form. Somewhat later Rene Descartes discerned that branches sprout off each side of
the stems of hexagonal snowflakes at an angle of 60 degrees, with an angle of 120 degrees thus separating the
branches themselves. The process is complex, but the hexagonal shape of snowflakes essentially reflects the
underlying atomic structure of water. One suspects that even the skeptic Descartes would have offered up a Te

Deum had he known that the two hydrogen atoms in a molecule of water branch off the oxygen atom with about
120 degrees of separation.
For all the scientific awareness of the symmetrical character of snow crystals, the ubiquity of their popular image—
the one we see in children's paper cutouts and on bags of ice and signs for motels that have air-conditioning—is a
relatively recent phenomenon. What snowflakes actually looked like was not widely known until the middle of the
nineteenth century, when the book Cloud Crystals, with sketches by "A Lady," was published in the United States.
The lady had caught snowflakes on a black surface and then observed them with a magnifying glass. In 1885
Wilson Alwyn "Snowflake" Bentley, of Jericho, Vermont, began taking photographs of snowflakes through a
microscope. Thousands of Bentley's photomicrographs were eventually collected in his book Snow Crystals (1931).
The fact that not one of the snowflakes photographed by Bentley was identical to another is probably the basis for
the idea that no two snowflakes are ever exactly the same—an idea that is in fact unverifiable.
Into the tubes
Aesthetics did not drive snow science. Even as Wilson Bentley was peering through the camera bellows of his
photomicrograph, Americans by the millions were continuing to settle the lands beyond the Mississippi. From 1870
to 1910 the population of California grew by 325 percent. During the same period the population of the eleven
western states as a whole grew by 600 percent. The newcomers confronted firsthand a truth about the West
presciently stated by the explorer and naturalist John Wesley Powell: "In the whole region, land as mere land is of
no value. What is really valuable is the water privilege." Unlike water in the East, water in the West could not be
taken for granted; rainfall was in many places nonexistent or seasonal. It was no secret that the snow that fell in
wintertime turned into most of the water that appeared in spring—albeit unpredictably in terms of volume and
timing. What if some element of predictability was possible? Imagine the consequences for the building and
management of reservoirs, the control of flooding, the rational allocation of water among various kinds of users.
Riverine data in some form have been collected by all civilizations, so essential are rivers to commerce and
agriculture. Records of the annual high-water level of the Nile, for example, are complete all the way back to A.D.
622, save for one large gap in the early modern period. The U.S. government in the mid-1800s began attempting to
gather reliable meteorological information on its rapidly expanding and geographically diverse domains, and by the
turn of the century runoff data in the form of hydrographs existed for many of the important western rivers. It
occurred to a number of investigators that if, by means of a crude model, one could correlate, year after year, the
size of the snowpack at the moment of its greatest extent—the moment of what is now called "ripeness"—with the
streamflow, then one would have a powerful forecasting tool. Moreover, if one measured the snowpack not only at
the moment of greatest extent, which usually occurs in April, but also in March, February, and January, and kept
detailed annual records, one might even be able, eventually, to make a preliminary forecast as early as midwinter,
based on past trends. Of course, even if this methodology worked to perfection, it would never reveal how much
snow had actually fallen or how much water that snow actually contained. It could, however, reveal that this year's
runoff had a certain probability of being, say, roughly 20 percent less than average, or 15 percent more.
That, at any rate, was the idea entertained at the turn of the century by, among others, James E. Church, an active
outdoorsman who was a professor of Latin and Greek at the University of Nevada, in Reno. Church was animated in
part by the situation of Lake Tahoe, which epitomized the competition for water in the West. In this case the
competition involved farmers downstream, who needed the lake's water to irrigate their crops; a hydroelectricpower company, which operated several power plants on the Truckee River, whose source is Lake Tahoe; property
owners on the lake, who wanted its level to remain constant; and the Paiute Indians, who by federal treaty were
guaranteed a certain amount of Tahoe water to feed their Pyramid Lake. Being able to predict snowmelt would
simplify the management of the lake.
Because evaluating water content was his aim, and because the water content of snow varies widely from storm to
storm and even within the context of a single "weather event," Church contended that a simple depth measurement
would probably not suffice. The old rule of thumb for snow-to-water conversion is that ten inches of "average"
newly fallen snow make for about one inch of water, but some snow is much wetter and some is much drier. In
Colorado, famous among skiers for its powder, twenty inches of snow or more may be needed to produce one inch
of water. The samples that Church required in order to create a historical index had to reflect the water content, the
"snow-water equivalent." Church therefore employed a stainless-steel cylinder, which he forced through the snow to

extract samples from the surface of the snow to the ground. Once obtained, the samples would be weighed, weight
being a reliable index of water content. Church's extraction instrument, which was more than six feet long, and onto
which extensions could be screwed, came to be known as the Mount Rose sampler, after the mountain where he
conducted his first surveys. Subsequent models have been waxed, polished, baked with silicon, and provided with
teeth, and the stainless steel has given way to aluminum, but their design remains based on the original.
By 1911 Church and a U.S. Weather Bureau official named J. Cecil Alter were independently making systematic
snow surveys, Church around Tahoe and Alter in the watershed around Great Salt Lake. They each developed the
idea of the "snow course"—a series of sampling sites strung across a short distance, in order to reduce distortions
caused by wind and drift. The very same sites, identified by tall markers, would be surveyed year after year, to
ensure that the data were truly comparable. The surveyors' efforts were focused on the higher elevations, where
there were no meteorological stations of any kind, and where, from the moment of first snowfall to the onset of
spring thaw, the snowpack is less apt to melt: it is a more or less steadily accumulating resource. The altitude,
though, brought problems of accessibility. Church and Alter and those who came after them had to trudge up to the
snow courses on snowshoes and skis. There were blizzards to contend with. There were avalanches, and in the
spring there were bears. I asked one veteran snow surveyor, Douglas Powell—a man who, as a graduate student,
knew James Church, and who estimates that he has spent 1,600 days of his life in the high country on skis—if
"grueling" was a word that accurately described the servicing of a snow course. He said no, the word he would use
was "demanding," and he went on to tell about how once, in 1969, when he was conducting a survey in the Sierra
Nevada, it snowed 150 inches in two days. Powell said, "All right, maybe grueling."
Laws unto themselves
As the idea of snow surveys caught on, promoted first by private interests and universities, then by state
governments, and ultimately by the federal government, with James Church playing the proselytizing role of Saint
Paul, snow courses began to spread throughout the western mountains. With them came a modest support
structure. Photographs from the 1930s and 1940s show the log cabins built to sustain snow surveyors on weeklong
treks through alpine country; many of the cabins were topped by a wooden tower twenty or thirty feet high—the
"Santa Claus chimney." In late winter the snow would often be so high that only a door at the top of the chimney
offered access to the snug safety of the cabin deep below. Besides physical comfort there was the comfort offered
by a professional guild: the Western Snow Conference was established in 1933. (An Eastern Snow Conference was
established several years later; its focus is somewhat less on snow as a resource, somewhat more on snow as a
nuisance.)
Snow courses proliferated in the West—there were about a thousand of them by 1940—because the data they
provided and the models they made possible proved useful. The models were not subtle. They were at first based
solely on the amount of snow on the ground, with the data being used in an equation that was found, through trial
and error, to produce a semi-satisfactory result. It was not long, however, before hydrologists realized that every
basin, every watershed, worked in a different way. George D. Clyde, a Utah governor and one of the great names in
American hydrology, put it this way: "Each watershed seems to be a law unto itself." Patterns of precipitation in the
mountains of the Northwest turned out to be vastly different from those in the mountains of the Southwest. The
assumption that the depth of the alpine snowpack greatly exceeded that of the snowpack at lower elevations
proved to be correct in most places, but often not in Arizona or California. In Nevada the relationship was
sometimes turned on its head: it all depended on whether storms tended to come in low or high, and on what stood
in their way.
New variables had to be added. One of the first was soil moisture at the time of the first snow. If the weather had
been unusually dry, much of the spring snowmelt would drain into the ground, and would not immediately show up
in streamflow; unexpected shortages would occur. If it had been unusually wet, not only would most of the water in
the snow cover run off but the increased contribution from water in the soil might build streamflows of a size no
one had anticipated. Other factors, too, needed to be considered—elevation, wind speed, air temperature, radiation,
slope of terrain, extent of snow cover, extent of tree cover, spring precipitation. As these were gradually
incorporated into models, the models began to look more and more like something that aspired to show
conceptually how the natural world really worked.

That process would take decades—indeed, is still going on, the state of the art currently being represented by the
National Weather Service's powerful and intricate River Forecast System model. Even in their primitive state,
though, snow-water forecasts were valuable. They could certainly warn of impending extremes—vast oversupply
and vast undersupply. The record over the years buoyed confidence in reliability, and water commissioners took
heed. Bankers reviewed the forecasts before deciding how much credit to extend to farmers. Farmers adjusted their
acreage accordingly. In Utah the 1934 spring forecast by George D. Clyde indicated that streamflows in the state
would run at 25 to 50 percent of normal; farmers scaled back their planting and ranchers moved their cattle to less
arid grazing lands out of state, averting disaster in what would be remembered in other states as the year that
brought on the Dust Bowl.
It was largely owing to the experience of 1934 that the federal government began to support and coordinate snowsurvey work in the western states, and to conduct snow surveys of its own—a role the Soil Conservation Service
took on in 1939 and retains to this day. The Depression era also witnessed a vast amount of spending on dams,
reservoirs, irrigation canals—public works that harnessed the annual snowmelt but made forecasts of its volume all
the more important. People in the eastern United States and even many in the West don't necessarily appreciate
the intricate web of snowmelt-filled waterworks that makes the western United States possible. The Colorado River
alone today feeds 1,470 reservoirs.
Will infrastructure-building and management of the interior ever again seem as heroic and progressive as they did
during the 1930s? Life magazine, the television of its time, sent photographers to record snow surveyors on the job,
following R. A. ("Arch") Work, one of the founding fathers of the SCS system, and a ranger named Jack Frost (!) as
they trekked from course to course high in the Cascades. Looking back wistfully on this period, the author of one
engineering textbook calls it "the First Golden Age of Hydrology."
Better data, better models
I sat down for an hour at the Snow Conference meeting with Eugene L. Peck, who is the president of a hydrological
engineering firm called Hydex, and who for more than three decades was on the hydrological staff of the National
Weather Service; his career there culminated with the directorship of the Hydrologic Research Laboratory. When I
asked him how deep his roots went in American hydrology, he replied, "I had breakfast with J. E. Church at the
meeting of the Western Snow Conference in 1950." The National Weather Service and the Soil Conservation
Service, which collect snow data in different ways and cooperate on streamflow forecasts, had numerous disputes
in decades past over issues of procedure and turf. Peck, who spent almost all of his career doing the basic work of
hydrology in the western states—collecting data, improving models, mapping, forecasting—seems to remember
them all. He may even have started a few.
I had asked Peck if he could give me a capsule history of snow forecasting in America, and he arrived with several
pieces of yellow legal paper, a chronology sketched out from memory. The entries began with "1907-1910—J. Cecil
Alter using stove pipe for cutter, Mill Creek nr SLC, UT" and went through "1950s—Competition between SCS &
NWS, many problems but made for better forecasts," up through "1969-78—Development of airborne gamma
radiation to measure water equivalent of snow cover," and kept on going.
Later Peck showed me a few items of historical interest: a half dozen delicate photographic negatives on glass,
depicting snow-survey stations at Wagon Wheel Gap, in Colorado, during the 1920s; a sere and brittle copy of
Volume 1, Number 1 (1920) of the Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society; a copy, preserved in a plastic
sleeve, of a blue-bound pamphlet titled “Snow Surveying: USDA Miscellaneous Publication No. 380 (1940)”, which
was the first official manual for snow surveyors; and, typed on translucent onionskin paper, corrected by hand, the
text of a lecture by J. Cecil Alter, "Read before the Utah Academy of Sciences, Salt Lake City, Utah, Saturday, April
3, 1926." I picked up the last of these items with a certain reverence. I felt as if I were touching one of the Dead
Sea Scrolls of hydrology.
Peck, though, is no antiquarian. He is involved in, among other things, NASA's boreas project, which is an ambitious
attempt to create a meteorological and hydrological portrait of large parts of Canada —-a portion of the continent
whose freshwater resources in the form of snowmelt go largely uncaptured. In our conversations about snow and
the water it contains Peck kept coming back to one basic point: that snowmelt forecasting still depends on having

some sort of data and some sort of model to plug the data into. The story of forecasting, then, is the story of a
search for better data and better models.
There has from the beginning been a school, for example, that held that data gathered from precipitation gauges—
open buckets, basically—could be used to predict streamflow as reliably as data from snow surveys done with snow
tubes. Snow-tube surveys did have obvious disadvantages. As noted, they were arduous. They were labor-intensive
and therefore costly. And frequently snow courses were sited in areas that, for one reason or another, proved
unrepresentative of the actual snowpack. Precipitation gauges were easier to get to—they tended to be at lower
elevations—and could even be automated. They could provide information about rain as well as snow. But
precipitation gauges had drawbacks too. Even when they were equipped with shields, for example, high winds
would impel much snow laterally across the orifice, in a process called eddying. The result was "undercatch": the
gauges would underreport the volume of snow.
Precipitation gauges, too, can be sited in unrepresentative areas, a problem occasionally abetted by human agency.
Peck told the story of the weather station in Shoshone, Colorado, whose precipitation-gauge data had been so
erratic and variable that Peck, who at the time was the head of the National Weather Service's water-supply
forecast unit, in Salt Lake City, decided to visit the place and talk to the man who had run it for years and years. "I
found the can," Peck said. "It was hooked onto a metal stairway where the snow could slide into it off the roof. But
precip couldn't get in there, it was up so close to the building. So I said to the old guy, 'Well, how long's it been
there?' And he said, 'Actually, quite a while. You know, originally it was out by the highway, in the thirties.' And I
said, 'What happened?' And he said, 'Everything went fine—it really was a good place—except when the
snowblowers on the highway began blowing snow over it and it started filling up. So we decided to move it. We
moved it behind the station, but the tree grew up and was covering it. So we moved it up by the school ground. But
that didn't work too well, because we started getting precipitation when there was no precipitation. Kids were using
it for a urinal.'"
Beginning in the 1960s, Peck went on, forecasters began experimenting with a device called a snow pillow. A snow
pillow looks like a very large ravioli made of neoprene rubber or pliable metal. It is a square, perhaps six to ten feet
on a side, and is filled with antifreeze. As snow falls and the snowpack gets heavier, the pillow is compressed; the
degree of compression, reflecting the weight of the water above, is communicated by radio to a monitoring station.
One great advantage of snow pillows is that they can be placed securely in remote locations, where they will
transmit data throughout the winter. But they are prey to a variety of ailments. One is called "bridging": periods of
thaw or rain followed by a freeze can result in the creation of a reinforced support layer or even a static frozen
dome over the pillow, which effectively tricks it into thinking that no further accumulation has occurred when it has.
My conversation with Peck was suspended when a lecture began on the subject of the algae that live in snow and
feed on the nutrients in it. The organic material the algae excrete may support colonies of bacteria, and the algae
themselves serve as food for several varieties of snowworms. Sometimes algae are so prevalent that the snow turns
red or yellow or blue; the colored snow may exude the smell of fresh watermelon. The lecture revealed one more
novel element in the unfolding dynamic of snow—the fact that snow is an ecosystem. By the time the lecture
began, Peck had gotten as far on his sheets of legal paper as "1979—Thomas Carroll to direct operational program
in Minneapolis, MN." He was, it seemed clear, just getting going.
The strategic snow command
There is a certain cast to the people who attend meetings of the Western Snow Conference. It is not, of course,
exhibited universally, though I suspect that it would clearly emerge if one were somehow to add everyone together
and take the mean. They are mostly men and mostly at the lower end of middle age. They seem to be
independent-minded, friendly, physically fit. They are given to calling precipitation "precip," and partial to neatly
trimmed facial hair and the kind of casual clothing one associates with people who do enlightened and brainy things
outdoors. Formality never exceeds a bolo tie, the color of whose string indicates regional affiliation. The design of
the clasp tends to reflect the year of one's first attendance at the Snow Conference; there were clasps around me
going back to the 1940s.
One senses that there may be something of a division inside the Western Snow Conference between a younger
generation that holds a firm faith in what new technology can accomplish and an older generation that idealizes

tramping about in snowshoes with a Mount Rose sampler. Even so, the nature of the work brings out a bit of the
mountain man in almost everyone. I cautioned one hydrologist, who was about to make the harrowing drive up the
mesa to nearby Los Alamos, "Hold on to your hat. It's pretty steep." He looked at me as if to say, "I could do steep
in my sleep."
No one intends to give up the traditional manual outdoor snow surveys. Not only are they part of the romance that
drew many people into the field to begin with, but, more important, they contribute an indispensable something for
which, in this age of remote sensing, a specialized term has been developed: "ground truth." With respect to the
specific variable of water content, snow surveys set a standard that other methods can only measure themselves
against. Many of James Church's original snow-survey courses in the Sierra Nevada are loyally maintained to this
day.
Still, the forecasting business has made some important advances during the past few decades (a period known to
some as the Second Golden Age of Hydrology). In addition to the 1,600 or so traditional mountain snow courses
that the Soil Conservation Service and other agencies continue to run, the SCS operates 550 SNOTEL (for "snow
telemetry") sites in mountainous areas throughout the West, each with an array of snow pillows, precipitation
gauges, and sensors to record temperature and sometimes other variables, such as wind speed and soil moisture.
Information is brought back to headquarters by means of "meteor-burst transmission": a request signal from one of
the two SNOTEL master stations is bounced to remote sites not off a satellite but off the ionized trails of some of
the billions of tiny meteors that enter the earth's atmosphere every day; the remote stations bounce back their
most recent data in the same way. Forecasting agencies still send out on paper monthly state-by-state bulletins, but
increasingly all the relevant data is available electronically, often in real time or near-real time.
Actually, the term "data" is beginning to sound a little limited. The National Weather Service in its publications
refers to what it inclusively calls "airborne and satellite snow-cover products." I spoke with Thomas Carroll, who was
the chairman of the executive committee of the Santa Fe meeting, and who since 1979 has been the director of the
weather service's National Operational Hydrologic Remote Sensing Center, which is based in Minneapolis. For much
of North America the center functions as a kind of Strategic Snow Command. The NWS, Carroll said, runs snow
courses after a fashion—more than 1,850 of them, in twenty-six states and seven Canadian provinces. Each one is
about ten miles long and is monitored by aircraft. The basic idea behind these very long snow courses is relatively
simple. The earth's surface emits natural gamma radiation from trace elements of potassium, uranium, and thorium
in the soil. That radiation is attenuated by the amount of water in the snow. An estimate of water content can be
obtained along any of the established flight lines by comparing a background reading previously made over bare
ground with a fresh reading made over the same piece of ground under snow.
There are limitations. "All methodologies have deficiencies," Carroll said, and he frankly ticked off the ones that
characterize his flight-line network. "One, we have to fly close to the ground —five hundred feet—so we can only fly
in good weather. Two, flying close to the ground means that terrain is also a problem. We can do some mountain
areas, but we can't do others. Three, when the snowpack gets above eight, ten, twelve feet, the gamma-radiation
technique turns to mush. The biggest limitation of all is the cost. It takes a lot of money to fly airplanes."
The snow-water-equivalent estimates from overflights, like those derived from any snow course, represent only
samples. But already it is possible to merge, using computer models, sample surveys of every kind with continentwide snow-cover imaging obtained by microwaves from satellites. The images will be getting better. Last October
the space shuttle Endeavour made its second series of experimental investigations (the first was in April) with a new
radar system capable of looking at the snowpack. A powerful multipurpose remote-sensing platform called the Earth
Observing System, consisting of several integrated satellites, is scheduled to go into operation in 1998, with a $7
billion array of earth-monitoring equipment that will make the present Landsat satellite seem like a stereoscope in a
Victorian parlor.
As we discussed satellites, Tom Carroll repeated, "All methodologies have deficiencies." The advantage of
microwaves, Carroll said, is that they can see through clouds. The disadvantage is that they can show with
confidence only the areal extent of the snowpack. They are much less able, given the present state of technology,
to extract accurate information about water content. "That's a big problem," Carroll said. "Big problem." Even so, he
went on, just being able to see the areal extent of the snow cover can make an important difference. Consider what
happened in 1983 in the Colorado River basin. Forecasters knew from sampling that the water content of the

snowpack was running about 200 percent of normal—"There was a lot of snow all over the shop"—and were
expecting much more than the usual runoff. Typically what happens in the West is that the lower elevations warm
up before the higher elevations, and the runoff is therefore gradual, drawn out over time: what is known as a "soft
landing." In 1983 there was very little early-spring runoff. Scattered local reports indicated that the lower snowpack
was still in place, but no one had any idea of the vast size of the phenomenon. The weather stayed cold all through
the spring, and then a weather system moved in and warmed the entire snowpack all at once. Big problem. "If we'd
had a program then to monitor areal extent of snow cover," Carroll said, "we'd have noticed the anomalies in the
lower elevations. We could have been more responsive."
Being "responsive" in this case would have meant releasing water from reservoirs downstream to accommodate the
coming torrent. As it was, in 1983 the Colorado River spilled over the top of the Hoover Dam, creating a western
version of Niagara Falls. Flooding in the Colorado basin did not end until autumn. Looking back at newspaper
accounts, I noted with satisfaction that the federal official charged with overseeing the Colorado River dams was
named Plummer.
The future of snow
For all the improvements in detection, though, there remains something fundamentally unsatisfying about the
forecasting endeavor. One hydrologist I met at the Snow Conference meeting resorted to a medical analogy. We
have gone, he said, from the equivalent of Laennec's wooden tube to the stethoscope to the electrocardiogram in
the space of a generation, but, as with the human body, we still don't know many fundamental things about snow.
Nor do we understand its relation to weather and to climate—the dynamics of climate being one of the perennials
on the "must figure out" list of science. And although, as in medicine, we can predict the likely course and
consequence of certain conditions once they arrive, we find it a lot harder to predict the onset of many of those
conditions very far in advance.
That is one of the tasks for the future. The Snow Conference meeting offered glimpses of some avenues of
research. One paper speculated about a possible relationship between the size of the Himalayan snowpack in a
given year and the size and timing of the subsequent monsoon. Another paper sought to document a link between
the periodic El Nino warming trend and diminished snowfall in the Pacific Northwest, a link that would have practical
significance for forecasters if the onset of El Nino could consistently be determined in advance. (I overheard
someone behind me snort and say, "Yeah, but try telling water-conservation officials that you think there's going to
be a shortage because of the barometric pressure in Tahiti.") Several papers looked ahead to what would probably
happen to precipitation and snowmelt in certain locales in the event of global warming. One of them, which
assumed a 3 degrees Celsius increase in average temperature, concluded that the volume of precipitation in the
Sierra Nevada would not be much affected but the timing of the snowmelt would: nearly a third of the precipitation
that would ordinarily appear as runoff in springtime, when farmers can use it right away, would appear as runoff in
wintertime instead, meaning significant losses for watersheds that don't have adequate means of storage.
Even as global climate and large-scale circulation patterns affect snowfall, snowfall has a considerable impact in
return, given that gains and losses of energy in the atmosphere are what swirl air masses around the planet. There
is no natural surface on earth with a higher albedo—reflective power—than fresh snow. A field of planted farmland
may reflect back as little as three percent of shortwave solar radiation. The Mojave Desert may reflect as much as
30 percent, sea ice as much as 40 percent. Fresh snow may reflect fully 95 percent. Rather than being retained as
heat, the sun's energy is sent back where it came from. The melting of a winter's worth of snow takes so much
energy that even though the sun in the Northern Hemisphere is at its most intense in June, the atmosphere remains
cooler than it "ought" to be until August.
All the earth sciences began as applied sciences, spurred by basic considerations of economics and survival. In
helping to organize the Western Snow Conference, James E. Church expressed the hope that the study of snow
might be broadened beyond the pragmatic and the empirical. To some extent this is happening. Snow studies are,
of course, still pragmatic, sometimes in ways that those in the so-called progressive conservation movement of the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries would never have anticipated. In the current period of drought, for
instance, utility companies and water authorities are conducting cloud-seeding experiments in many areas of the
West as part of an attempt to see if more snow can be put on the peaks. (Such efforts in the past resulted in some
well-publicized legal tangles when snow suddenly fell in an unexpected place.) Snowmelt forecasting will also play a

big role as states throughout the West, under various mandates, begin to restore depleted rivers and lakes. To the
list of competing uses for the snowpack's water, in other words, we must now add another.
As I prepared to leave Santa Fe, the space shuttle Endeavour was high overhead, in the midst of a successful tenday test of its new radar. I drove north out of town to the banks of the Rio Grande, which flows through a broad
plain between the Jemez and the Sangre de Cristo mountains. The snow in the lower elevations had begun to melt,
and the river, though it was still shallow and slow-moving, had begun to rise. According to the newspaper that
morning, the Sangre de Cristo Water Company's reservoirs in the Santa Fe Canyon, which trap the spring snowmelt
and were now nearly full, would be releasing water into the Rio Grande in a matter of weeks. Looking up, I could
see the alpine snowpack—still intact, and, on average, about ten feet deep, according to information I had received
from the Soil Conservation Service. Or, as I might have put it at another time, "The snow 120." The cottonwoods
along the Rio Grande displayed the haze of fuzzy lime-green they briefly exhibit every spring, reminding me that
this was exactly the time of year that Horace had been writing about: "The snows have dispersed, now grass
returns to the fields and leaves to the trees."
All those former needles and sheaths, those cups and bullets, those dendrites and stellar crystals—they were
dispersed, or dispersing, to be sure. But, fortunately for all of us, they would be back.
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MarthaH

Snow

Fw: Blizzard Warning
URGENT - WINTER WEATHER MESSAGE
NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE INDIANAPOLIS IN
241 PM EST TUE DEC 25 2012
...EXTREME WINTER STORM TO IMPACT HOLIDAY TRAVEL...
.LOW PRESSURE SYSTEM DEVELOPING OVER TEXAS WILL TRACK UP THROUGH
THE TENNESSEE VALLEY TO THE OHIO VALLEY TONIGHT INTO WEDNESDAY.
STRONG WINDS ALONG WITH HEAVY SNOW WILL HIT CENTRAL INDIANA.
INZ030-031-036>042-044>049-260345/O.CON.KIND.BZ.W.0001.121226T1000Z-121227T0000Z/
CLINTON-HOWARD-MONTGOMERY-BOONE-TIPTON-HAMILTON-MADISON-DELAWARERANDOLPH-PARKE-PUTNAM-HENDRICKS-MARION-HANCOCK-HENRYINCLUDING THE CITIES OF...FRANKFORT...KOKOMO...CRAWFORDSVILLE...
ANDERSON...MUNCIE...INDIANAPOLIS
241 PM EST TUE DEC 25 2012
...BLIZZARD WARNING REMAINS IN EFFECT FROM 5 AM TO 7 PM EST
WEDNESDAY...
A BLIZZARD WARNING REMAINS IN EFFECT FROM 5 AM TO 7 PM EST
WEDNESDAY.
* IMPACTS: 8 TO 12 INCHES OF SNOW. WINDS WEDNESDAY WILL BE GUSTING
TO 40 MPH.
* TIMING: BEGINNING AFTER 3 AM TONIGHT THROUGH WEDNESDAY EVENING.
* WIND CHILL VALUES: NEAR 10.
* FORECASTER CONFIDENCE: HIGH. THERE IS NOW RELATIVE CERTAINTY
ABOUT THE PATH OF THE LOW PRESSURE THAT WILL AFFECT INDIANA.
*
PRECAUTIONARY/PREPAREDNESS ACTIONS...

A BLIZZARD WARNING MEANS SEVERE WINTER WEATHER CONDITIONS ARE
EXPECTED OR OCCURRING. FALLING AND BLOWING SNOW WITH STRONG WINDS
AND POOR VISIBILITIES ARE LIKELY. THIS WILL LEAD TO WHITEOUT
CONDITIONS...MAKING TRAVEL EXTREMELY DANGEROUS. DO NOT TRAVEL. IF
YOU MUST TRAVEL...HAVE A WINTER SURVIVAL KIT WITH YOU. IF YOU GET
STRANDED...STAY WITH YOUR VEHICLE.
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SteveB

Re: Snow (reply to MarthaH, above)

Mmmmm…it’s 91 deg.F right now, with a nice breeze and not too much humidity.
Hope ya had a nice Christmas and all goes well in the storm. I’m missing snow today! Tell Larry to stay off those
steps…
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SteveB

Re: Snow (reply to Art, above)

Art (above, 20121224-09): Snowing up here at the cabin just now, so a perfect Christmas Eve.
Hey Art, where’s your cabin? Glad you’re having snow to enjoy! Bet the dogs love it if any are along!
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Pam

Re: Snow (reply to all, above)

I hope you are all having a peaceful, festive day, snow or no snow. It's been a long time since we've had a white
Christmas in piedmont N.C. Let's make next year one to remember--for all good reasons. And STAY IN TOUCH. :-)
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SteveB

Re: Snow (reply to Pam & all, above)

Thanks, Pam, the same to you and yours! I hope all your family had a great Christmas! The same also to you all.
No snow here today. 91 deg.F, nice breeze, low humidity. For Christmas lunch: an incredible, perfectly aged and
grilled Argentinean steak. Maybe not a goose or an entire pig (that was last night), but very nice.
I will definitely stay in touch and I hope all of you will too, my friends!
To a memorable new year!
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Jim

Photos: Snow Quilts #1

This is a lot of walking in the cold to make beautiful tracks. How can he keep track? Merry Christmas!
Man Walks All Day to Create Spectacular Snow Patterns. SNOW QUILTS
Artist Simon Beck must really love the cold weather! Along the frozen lakes of Savoie , France , he spends days
plodding through the snow in raquettes (snowshoes), creating these sensational patterns of snow art.
Working for 5-9 hours a day, each final piece is typically the size of three soccer fields!
The geometric forms range in mathematical patterns and shapes that create stunning, sometimes 3D, designs when
viewed from higher levels.

How long these magnificent geometric forms survive is completely dependent on the weather. Beck designs and
redesigns the patterns as new snow falls, sometimes unable to finish a piece due to significant overnight
accumulations:
The main reason for making them was because I can no longer run properly due to problems with my feet,
so plodding about on level snow is the least painful way of getting exercise. Gradually, the reason has
become photographing them, and I am considering buying a better camera. —Simon Beck
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Tom

Photo: Go Out & Enjoy Nature #11

20121225-09

20121225-10

23:58

23:59

SteveB

SteveB

Photo: Cats Imitating Art #8 (Edgar Degas, Two Dancers on Stage,
1874)

Photo: Blizzard

http://www.weathergeoff.com/2010_12_01_archive.html

—Friends of the Middle,
Steven W. Baker (SteveB), Editor/Moderator
You can subscribe to this free, no-obligation, daily Newsletter filled with lively, intelligent discussion centered on
politics and government, but ranging to anything members feel is important, interesting, or entertaining. To
subscribe, use the form on our website or blog, or simply reply to this email with “Yes” or “Start” in the Subject line,
then add our email address (below) to your Contacts or Safe list. To opt-out, reply with “No” or “Stop” in the
subject line.
Welcome to all our new members who may be here for the first time. We want to hear from YOU! To submit your
comment, you can use the form on our website or blog, or reply to this email with your two cents worth. Be sure to
sign with your desired user name.
Your email address will always be kept strictly confidential.
Feel free to forward this Newsletter to anyone you know on the Right or the Left, though your motives might be
different in each case. Regardless, PASS IT ON! Help keep your friends and acquaintances informed and thinking.
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FriendsOfTheMiddle@hotmail.com
original material ©2012 Steven W. Baker, all rights reserved

