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George Bailey

This is not a hoax, a gimmick nor a play on words. It is my intention to
inform you, to unite you and to guide you toward a socio-economic revolution. I
have no doubt that there are those who would rename this book “The Man Who
Would Be King”. Let me assure you that I would not. This book is born of a
sense of frustration, not a thirst for power. For 30 years we have debated our
course, but the solutions have never been made clear. I have come to believe that
nothing can be fixed unless everything is fixed, and there within lies my goal.
This is not a great literary work. My writing style is not all that I would wish it to
be. I consider myself an inventor not a writer. Furthermore, my references are
just as likely to be to movies and the lyrics of songs as to books or the standard
platitudes of academia. The reason for this is simple. I am writing to “ALL”
Americans; for I believe it is often the scholars of our time that hold us back. It is
they who have invested their lives in the acquisition of knowledge and therefore
it is they who must defend that knowledge as truth or face ridicule or even a life
of privilege lost. After all, if you are vested as an “Expert”, you are not very
likely to support an idea which casts you out of your position of privilege.

Robert Kennedy said “Some people see things as they are and ask why; I see
things as they never were and ask why not.” It is safe to say that, I too, see things
as they never were and I offer you a chance for change. This book is a holistic
approach to the healing of our country. It attempts to deal with a very broad
spectrum of our problems, how they interact and what must be done to improve
the situation. For this reason the book is comprised of three parts. In part one I do
my best to explain what I personally think has gone wrong and why. In part two,
I offer up my solutions. In part three, I lay out the plans for transition and the
terms for reconciliation. There are no chapter headings, subheadings, no titles.
Were I to lay everything out in a table of contents, ’'m sure that most people
would begin with part three and then proceed to their personal area of
significance in part two. That kind of self-centeredness is as much to blame as
anything else for where we find ourselves today. I apologize for the length of the
book. I wish I could have gotten my plan across on a matchbook cover. Never the
less, if you intend to judge my work by excerpt, you will have to do it without
my help. Instead, make this your book, with your notes and references: study it,
contemplate it. [ have worked alone, without benefit of an editor. My spelling has
always been bad. I may have used some words inappropriately. I may have used
some big words when they were uncalled for. Forgive me. | may have made
mistakes of all manner and said things that I will regret in the future. But without
a plan, there can be no change. Without a consensus of which plan to enact, there
can be no change. If I have misquoted or in any way said anything, which is
untrue about anyone, let me apologize here at the beginning; because this work is
not about hurting but healing. It is not about falsehoods; it is about a search for
the truth. It is not about me, it is about Us.
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Let me say first that I am an American. I’ve always been, simply, an
American and nothing else, although I’m not always proud of the things my
country does. I grew up in a time when anything and everything was possible.
The nation was full of hope and of itself. But as we grew up, my generation was
finding that the nation was not perfect. Still, we believed that we had the tools to
change things; to right wrongs and heal old wounds. Today I think most young
people are of the opinion that the protests against the war in Vietnam were
somehow championed by the press and accepted by the public. The truth is that
they were often not even tolerated. There was a lot more “Love it or leave it” in
the land than there was debate. Protesters found themselves at odds with parents,
government and society at large. But we had been inspired by the work of Martin
Luther King and the Kennedys. We knew what was wrong and we were
determined to fix it. So, we put an end to the “Police Action” in Vietnam, we
fought racial injustice and we fought social intolerance and we fought sexual
inequality: and with each new fight we built organizations, with politically
powerful leaders; and the politicians played up to the leaders of our organizations
until the leaders of the organizations became politicians themselves. And in time,
each new power hungry individual outside the political parties, found their own
cause to champion and gained their own political clout, until we as a people
became so fragmented as to be politically impotent. Our inner cities are war
zones. Our water is unfit to drink. Our politicians and our judges are corrupted.
The list goes on and on, and yet, nearly all of our elections in 1990 [when I began
this book] seemed to focus on the issue of abortion to the exclusion of all else: an
issue on which the country is evenly divided. Prier to 1990, congress voted itself
a $35,000 RAISE in salary over the furious objections of the whole country; then
they publicly agreed not to discuss it in the 1990 elections and We took it. We
voted in the same faces. We tell the world that we are a democratic society, but in
fact, the government functions independently of the will of the people. Public
reaction is merely pandered to. By 1994 the Democrats would be voted out of
Congress and the new Republicans would move to make sweeping changes. But
in the end, nothing would really change. In our furor to change the world in the
60’s and 70’s we handed out what little political power we had to watchdog
groups that are self serving and fanatical.

Now I watch the occasional talk show and news program. I read the
newspaper and listen to the same on the radio. They discuss this problem and
that, in the same inflammatory way, over and over again; but their answers and
proposals fall short. Why? It is, I believe, because the whole system has run
amuck. It is like the story of the “Six blind men and the elephant”, in which the
six blind men go to investigate the nature of an elephant without benefit of any
prier knowledge about the animal. The first blind man feels the elephant’s side.
“How smooth” he says, “An elephant is like a wall.” The second feels the trunk.
“How round, an elephant is like a snake.” The third feels a tusk. “How sharp, an
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clephant is like a spear.” The forth feels a leg. “How tall, an elephant is like a
tree.” The fifth feels an ear. “How wide, an elephant is like a fan.” The last feels
the tail. “How thin, an elephant is like a rope.”

Contrary to what we were told in those heady days of my childhood, one
person can make very little difference in the political arena. Even politicians, by
their career oriented nature, render themselves ineffective. No: the only way I see
to turn this nation around is with a bold stroke; with a revolution: or perhaps
closer to the point, a revelation. We must galvanize ourselves together in a
common purpose and demand change. But what changes? We must not sink so
far as the Soviet Union did before “Perestroika”, only to stomp our feet and
demand the impossible. We must embark upon this journey with a consensus of
opinion and conviction, while the framework set forth by the founders of our
country are still in tact; while we still have an economic base to build on; before
our freedoms have disappeared for the sake of “Law and Order”.

How then to build a consensus? We are bombarded with information from all
directions each day. Some of it is true but much of it is slanted and unreliable.
Statistics can be interpreted in many ways, and the phrasing of a poling question
can be calculated to elicit the desired response. Some of the “facts” I state here
within may be incorrect. Just because I saw them on TV or in print or heard them
on the radio, no longer means that they are true. But these things are
inconsequential, for while the facts of a particular incident or circumstance may
be veiled in misinformation, the broader truths of life can not be hidden from
those who have heard the truth. They say that there is a mental process in which
information is taken in, assimilated and digested. Then sometime later,
subconsciously, a conclusion is reached. An answer is formed in the mind
because of a subconscious need which demands that questions be reconciled
before they can be set aside. Today this mechanism is strained more than ever.
Information comes at us from the television and the radio, so fast that we dare not
even speak amongst ourselves for fear of missing the next bit of information. But
logic is like mathematics; hence the phrase, “It doesn’t add up”. The assimilation
of these bits of information over time gives us our own world view. For many
years I found myself changing sides on certain issues. With new information and
new experience, I found that youthful ideology give way to reality and saw
reality tempered by charity; and I hope, some small amount of wisdom. My
opinions don’t change much any more. Instead, what I hear just continues to
reinforce and confirm what I believe to be true. I believe that most of you have
reached your own conclusions. My hope is that I can articulate my conclusions in
a way that shows that most of us have arrived at that point of assimilation and our
conclusions are much the same. At the same time, you may not have all of the
facts. So by informing you, I hope to change some of your conclusions which are
based on misinformation.
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Only a fool would claim to have all the answers. For that reason I reserve the
right to change my opinion. But for the purposes of this work there can be no
alterations. So then, for the sake of my conscience, I offer up this book to you,
The Americans. For the purposes of discussion and the formulation of a common
consensus, [ submit to you my view of the elephant as a whole. It is doubtful that
anyone will agree with “all” I have to say. I ask only that you struggle to find
agreement with me as hard as you struggle to criticize. I have no other agenda.
For that reason, I will not give my name so that I do not become the issue. It is
the state of the nation that is the issue, nothing else.

Over the years I have discussed many of the issues covered in this book with
various people | have encountered in life’s travels and I have learned that most
people seem to have a pretty good grasp of what it is that’s wrong with what
everyone else is doing. But they have built up a set of defenses around how they
contribute to the problem. Interestingly enough, it isn’t necessary for me to know
much about a person prior to a conversation to know a lot about them when the
conversation turns cold. It’s natural that people defend those things that they do
to get along in society. And if I, as an individual, were to sit down with you and
challenge your defenses, we would soon be at odds. It’s like walking up to
someone and telling them they’re stupid or ugly. They’re probably insecure
enough, that even if it isn’t true, they don’t want to be made to feel small. We
have little choice about the looks God gave us or how smart we were born. And
in this world we were born in to, we all have done things and made choices to get
along and to get ahead. But this book is about changing our country and with it,
the world. For that reason, it is going to be up to you to at least hear the things
that challenge your self-perception. As the big picture becomes clearer it will be
casier to let go of your defenses. If you are young, you will find it easier to be
open minded. Try not to become too judgmental. We have to help each other to
understand what is going on, so that we can take control of the situation. Again,
let me apologize in advance for any discomfort I cause.

The story of the Kennedys and Martin Luther King Jr. is the story of William
Wallace as told in “Brave Heart”. Many Presidents have galvanized the people
together against a foreign aggressor, or against an economic problem: but only
the Founding Fathers of this country, Abraham Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt and
John F. Kennedy lead the people of this nation toward freedom. Social
oppression in any form oppresses all men and all women. William Wallace
galvanized a people together to rise up in violent revolt because violence was his
only avenue. And while the movie “Brave Heart” celebrated the violence, the real
lesson of the story of William Wallace is not the battles he won, nor even the
opportunity he afforded the future King of Scotland to gather together his people
to win their independence from the King; “Long Shanks”. The importance of the
story of William Wallace is that his popularity and the power it would give him;
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caused a situation in which his rival, “Long Shanks”, would be forced to bargain.
Of course, if you know the story, you know that it is not in the nature of those
who rule through politics to bargain with those who challenge the system but
rather to make alliances with those who are willing to play along. William
Wallace was betrayed by some of the very people he was trying to help to
become free Scotts because they feared that Wallace would fail, or because they
saw their opportunity to increase their own lot at the expense of others. That is
the real lesson of brave William.

Martin Luther King’s famous “I Have A Dream” speech says that, in his
dream, all God’s children live together in a nation were they would not be judged
by the color of their skin but by the content of their heart. He spoke of a nation
were color was of no consequence. A decade later, the leaders of the Black
community would be promoting the development of a Black subculture within
our country. They would promote everything from Islam to Ebonics. It would
begin with promoting an African heritage and move on to celebrate the violent
subculture of the inner city. They would champion both special privileges and the
Democratic Party. Those that could deliver the “Vote” would be raised up to
prominence and economic security. There was no place in Martin Luther King’s
dream for a people who were forced to speak a language that would insure that
they remain down trodden. He could never have imagined that they would be
convinced by their own leaders to adopt such a language on their own.

But it was not just the Black community who was separated from the Nation
united by the Kennedys. We have all been bartered for and followed willingly.
We pick a line to stand in and we defend the beliefs of those who stand in that
line with us. We justify our motives with common rationalizations, and we never
change lines for fear of losing our place or just because we do not wish to put
forth the effort. It is a mentality borrowed from the “Spots Fan” who proclaims
that this is “MY” team and I will champion it blindly because I derive self esteem
from carrying its banner and wearing its “LOGO”. It is an excuse to shirk our
responsibility as members of a free society or to hide our insecurities about our
inabilities to live up to those responsibilities. I have come to call you together
once more. But just as those in the Black community must reflect on what I have
just said of those things they cling to, you must prepare to do battle with your
rationalizations. You must be willing to step out of your line lone enough to look
at where it leads.

When I was a young man, I took a job at a concrete company. They paid
their drivers $10.45 an hour, which was a good wage for the area in which they
were and at that time. Because it was seasonal work, many of the drivers were
laid off during the winter and as a result, many did not make it back for a second
season. In fact, as I progressed into that summer season I came to realize that
about 40% of the drivers seemed to be new. Because it was a non-union
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company, all the new drivers started out at $6.00 an hour. Virtually all of the
competing concrete companies in the area had been run out of business. This
company was allowed to operate in pretty much of a vacuum. The drivers who
had been there a while believed that the reason all the other companies had gone
under was because they had been union. They did not recognize the fact that their
good wages were more than likely a direct result of the higher wages paid by
those by gone, “union” competitors and they resisted any notion of unionizing,
lest their company might go out of business as well. Of coarse, the notion was
ridiculous, as they were the last man standing in that metropolitan area. No
government agency had or would ever challenge their monopoly, so any wage
increases would have been passed on to consumers without affecting the
companies “Bottom Line”. Still, they made a good wage at $10.45 an hour and
they were the majority.

When I took the job I really couldn’t afford to work seasonally for $6.00 an
hour; but the health plan was good and I was told that I would receive a ten-cent
raise, every thirty days. When my first raise didn’t show up and I inquired about
it. I was told that I needed to ask for the raise each month in order to receive it.
So I began asking for my raise each month. When my second raise was late, |
inquired again. I was informed that raises were only submitted on the Monday
following the end of the thirty-day period. As, thirty days from Monday will
always fall on Wednesday, the following Monday will always be thirty five days
away. This method of bookkeeping lowered the potential number of raises from
twelve a year, to ten. New hires also had to face the reality they would be lucky
to work more than eight or nine months a year. Company policy also dictated that
when drivers who were laid off in the winter, returned to work in the spring, they
would loss ten cents in wages to offset the company’s expenses associated with
their retraining. As it happen, the company had given an across the board wage
increase of 5% that spring. Those who were at top wages had gone from just
under $10.00 an hour, to $10.45. If there had been anyone returning at $6.60,
they would have lost 10 cents to, $6.50. Additionally, while those at the top got
around 50 cents an hour as a result of the 5% raise, those starting their second
year would get 32 cents. It would therefore take them about seventy days to make
up the difference with their monthly raises.

One day we were all setting around the break room waiting to be dispatched,
and I began playing with the numbers. When I extrapolated that a 5% increase
might come each year in the future, I determined that it could take as long as
eight years to reach the top wage. When I shared my revelation with the twenty
or so drivers in the room, I was amazed at the responses. Some of the established
drivers actually became indignant at my suggestion that such an arrangement was
unfair. One driver, who had made top wage in three years, insisted that I should
work all winter in the shop, fixing trucks, the way he had. Of coarse, that was his
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job and not available to me or the majority of the newcomers. He had been
fortunate to be able to work year round in a seasonal profession. He had, in fact,
been privileged; but the intimation that he had been, set him off. He would have
fought with me physically, had I insisted that he admit that his circumstances
were different than mine. Most of the older drivers simply shrugged it off as of
no consequence. Most of the new drivers saw the writing on the wall. One of the
older drivers took me to task. It was fair for him, he insisted, and therefore, fair
for me. In fact, he was forever telling us that when he started, the top wage had
been $2.70 an hour. So I ask him what the beginning wage had been when he
hired on. “$2.40” he fired back. So I inquired of him if he hadn’t told us in the
past that “Top Scale Wage” had been $2.70 when he started and he affirmed. T
asked him if he got 10 cents a month in raises. He affirmed. I asked him if that
had not allowed him to make scale in three months. He affirmed. I asked if we,
the new guys, were getting the same deal he got. “Yes”, he insisted, “Ten cents a
month.” Life is rarely fair. We all are forced to find a way to survive within
systems that are not of our own making and sometimes we are not always proud
of that fact. The guy who worked year round for the company I just spoke of, did
not wrong his fellow workers by working year round. But when he defended the
methods the company used to divide its work force into “Haves” and “Have
Nots”, he allowed his own feelings of guilt and his insecurities about his job and
his own self esteem to be used by his employer to their own end. I would move
on and start my own business. I would go on to meet many people who stood in
many lines and who, like the old driver, would defend their line, their team, with
the rationalizations promoted by those who pay people to stand in those lines.
You, no doubt, stand in more than one line. They are lines of entitlement. I have
come to challenge your rationalizations in the privacy of your own heart rather
than in a break room in front of those who are “have nots” in order that you may
have. Please, open your heart. Our problems, as | see them, are inter-related. So
from time to time I may seem to ramble. There is also little doubt that I am long
winded. Again, I apologize. But if you can wade through this entire work, I will
share with you a means for change, and maybe, if you can find yourself aligned
with me, a chance for some measure of peace of mind. One thing I can promise
you is that if you will listen to all I have to say, you will never see the world in
quite the same way again.

To begin with, I would like to speak to you about perception. For the
purposes of this discussion we will look at two American Presidents, what they
contributed and how they are perceived today. The first is one of the world’s
greatest advocates of the common man, and one of the greatest American
patriots, Thomas Jefferson. In recent years, some historians have come to see
aspects of Jefferson’s life, as in conflict with what He has come to stand for. For
example, in a documentary that aired on P.B.S., one historian claimed that, while
Jefferson would state publicly that He no longer wished to be involved in
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politics, that in fact He did want to be involved but that this denial was in
keeping with a type of false modesty prevalent among politicians of the time. The
truth is that Jefferson loved his farm and his agricultural pursuits. He redesigned
his Monticello estate unceasingly until his death. His cup was full. What’s more,
the politicians of the day were patriotic public servants who were not getting rich
in Washington like their counterparts today. Politics was not Jefferson’s love but
rather it took him away from the things he loved. This is almost certainly true of
most of the leaders of the day. Were it not so, they never would have
relinquished the power they had won, into the hands of the people, as they did in
the Constitution of the United States. Another point on which Jefferson is
chastised is his ownership of slaves: more importantly on the fact that he did not
set them free even upon his death. At the same time, history records that he died
broke and with his estate in disrepair. Again, it must be understood that he and
his counterparts dedicated large portions of their most productive years to the
service of their country. This kind of self sacrifice had to adversely affect his
personal economic pursuits. So while Jefferson would champion the abolition of
slavery long before it would come to pass, he would be bound by the same
constraints as any other debtor. While he may have owned slaves, his creditors
would never have allowed him to give away what was considered to be personal
property while in their debt, not even, if, as it is claimed, he fathered some of
them. These were the realities of the day and Jefferson can only be understood
when that reality is the lens through which he is observed.

The second President to be discussed is Franklin Roosevelt. Raised as an
aristocrat, Roosevelt has often been called a traitor to his class. He was the
originator of the “Trickle Down Theory” of economics, which would be
readopted by Reagan in the 1980°s. To understand Roosevelt it is necessary to
again look through the lens of his era. He would come to power during the “Great
Depression”. He would use government to do what the wealthy Capitalists were
unable [or unwilling depending upon your perspective] to do; that is, to put
people to work. If you are old enough to have known those who were of the
working class in that time, you know that there were two camps of thought. For
those 75% to 80% of the population who did not lose their job in the
“Depression”, Roosevelt was often seen as a left wing radical who grew
government and paid wages to those at the bottom. They viewed those jobs as
being invented and the people who got them as not always being as ‘“hard
working” as those who were under the whip of the private sector. If, on the other
hand, you were one of those who’s family was starving, you probably saw him as
a Saint. Today, in the midst of an all powerful and intrusive government, which
professes its ability to defend and protect us from the cradle to the grave,
Roosevelt is the hero; the Founding Father of the type of systems that liberals
champion. He is seen as the aristocrat who championed the right of the individual
to be protected economically by society. But to truly understand Franklin
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Roosevelt one must look at the old institution of slavery. Under the old system a
slave owner could, in fact, rape, torture, even murder his or her slaves at his own
discretion. Slaves were not even afforded the protection that animals enjoy under
today’s laws. Still, as a commercial property, it was in a slave owner’s best
interest to care for his possessions. Indeed, under the hypocrisy of the early
American Church, it would have reflected badly to be openly abusive. With the
end of the Civil War this would change. The institution of slavery would be
replaced with the institution of “Share Cropping”. Blacks, along with poor
Whites, would now be “Free” to starve to death under the terms of the tenant
agreement and the Land Lord would be held harmless by society. This, then, was
the basis for “The Social Security Administration”. It relieved the obligation of
the Capitalists, who reaped the rewards of “Labor”, from their obligation to see
that labor did not starve to death on the streets owned by the citizens of the
country [which included labor]. The wealthy, who road in chauffeured
limousines, past the starving and huddled masses standing in soup lines, owed
their fortunes to Capitalism. And while Capitalism did not hold them accountable
for the welfare of those who worked for them, the world [like the church of the
old south] would expect them to be benevolent. More importantly, the Russian
revolution had vividly demonstrated what could happen when a majority of the
masses was disenfranchised. Add to all this that America, unlike Russia, was a
democracy. It was a nation of supposedly FREE people, who could vote to
improve their lot if organized by circumstance to do so. But rather than spend
money from the pockets of the rich, as the old slave owners had done in order to
provide for their servants, the rich would adopt the strategy of the Share Cropper.
Social Security would be used to take care of those who were not taken care of
by Capitalism without any expense to those who reaped the rewards of
Capitalism; the rich and powerful Capitalists.

Like the tenant farmer who would be indentured by debt to the Landlord;
now each new generation of labor would be indentured by the debt of the
generation which proceeded it. It would be the children of the working class who
would provide for the well being of those unable to produce enough for the
Capitalists to justify their existence. As the members of a generation moved from
the work place to infirmity, they would be cared for by the State, and the bill
would be sent to the next generation and called a retirement contribution. With
time the system would become part of the American fabric. It would be a coupe
of perception.

As 1 said, Roosevelt would also be the first American to introduce the
“Trickle Down Theory” of economics. Simply stated, it says that, when the
economy grinds to a halt, that the way to get it going again is by pumping
government money into the pockets of the rich. In so doing, the rich will then
feel free to invest that money and thereby create jobs, which will pay wages and
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which will in turn start money circulating. I will explain the idiocy of such
thinking later on in the book: but for now I would like to point out that Roosevelt
was not the true originator of the Trickle Down theory. It’s not widely known
here in America, but in France, they call the crumbs that fall from a loaf of bread,
“cake”. It has been alleged that just prior to the French revolution, a certain
Queen you have probably heard of, was informed that her subjects had no bread.
She responded with the suggestion that the crumbs that trickled down from the
bread of the aristocracy should be ample to their needs. Of coarse, to quote Marie
Antoinette exactly, she replied, “Then let them eat cake.” It cost her, her head.

So on the one hand, we have the great liberal and champion of the populist
being slandered by today’s left. At the same time, the protector of the great
Capitalist Elite is seen as the hero of the same liberal thinkers. In the next few
hundred pages I will challenge many of your perceptions. It is a fact of life that,
while people can rationally discuss almost anything that does not directly affect
them, they will bristle in defense of those things which reflect poorly on them. It
is my job to help you to understand the world as it is, rather than how it has been
presented to you. If I can do that and you can remain open minded, then it may
be possible for you to put down your guard long enough to understand and
support what must be done to straighten things out. So let us begin.

“In God we trust”; it was the premise on which our great nation was founded.
The writers of the constitution prayed for God’s guidance, not because they were
on “C-Span”, but because they believed: and they were inspired. They inscribed
these same words on their legal tender, put the State beneath God in the “Pledge
of Allegiance”, and [I am told] placed his commandments on the walls of their
highest court. We no longer trust in God. We trust instead in science. Our priests
are the doctors of Medicine, Psychology, Physics, Chemistry and Economics.
Our laws no longer reflect the “Ten Commandments”. They have been twisted by
“Precedent”, into the laws of lawyers. The battle rages over evolution versus the
Bible’s teaching of creation. But let me ask you, what does it matter? Does either
invalidate the existence of something greater than yourself in the universe? When
your children first come to you with the question “Where do babies come from?”,
do you answer them in terms of sperm and zygote, chromosomes and genetics; or
do you simply say they spring from the love of a man and a woman? And what is
the Hebrew word for proton?

There was a movie made in the 1970’s with Harrison Ford, called “The
Blade Runner”. In it, a genetically engineered man confronts his creator face to
face and asks that his life span be lengthened. His creator replies that the forces
of nature have been set in place from his conception and councils him to accept
his fate and “Revel” in the glory of what has been given him. The man then
squeezes the life from his creator with his own bare hands. I don’t think the
movie did all that well at the box office. I never heard any critics acclaim it. The

11



George Bailey

search for God hasn’t been a big theme in Hollywood. They don’t make movies
about things people aren’t interested in. But they told us in the 60’s that God is
dead. For some of us perhaps: those who [like the character in The Blade
Runner], turned away because they did not wish to hear the realities of this life.
It’s not the first time Americans have turned away.

“We have been the recipients of the choicest bounties of
heaven. We have been preserved, these many years, in peace and
prosperity. We have grown in numbers, wealth and power, as no
other nation has ever grown. But we have forgotten God. We
have forgotten the gracious hand which preserved us in peace,
and multiplied and enriched and strengthened us; and we have
vainly imagined, in the deceitfulness of our hearts, that all these
blessings were produced by some superior wisdom and virtue of
our own. Intoxicated with unbroken success, we have become
too self-sufficient to feel the necessity of redeeming and
preserving grace, too proud to pray to the God that made us! It
behooves us, then to humble ourselves before the offended
Power, to confess our national sins, and to pray for clemency and
forgiveness.”

-April 30, 1863

President Abraham Lincoln’s Proclamation
for a National Day of

Fasting, Humiliation and Prayer

But God still lives within many of us. Whether you have faith or not, if you
want to join this revolution you must concede one thing; the existence of good
and evil. You may call them Christ and the Devil. If that offends your intellect,
you may call it the “Force”. You may call it Yin and Yang, but you must concede
that you serve one or the other. There are, in fact, Satanic groups in this country.
Does it matter whether there is a Satan to hear them when they make their
sacrifices to him? I think not. Either way the sadism they unleash ripples through
our society. It makes parents fear for their children and distrust strangers. The
leaders of these groups gain power whether they are ordained by Lucifer or just
their own sick congregation. And if we can believe the stories we hear about such
cults, it gets our children murdered either way.

The literary and film heroes of our time have been largely what the literary
folks refer to as the “Absurd Hero”. That is, the guy or gal who does the wrong
thing for some understandable reason. It has been a case study in the gray area
between black and white. The legal term for it is the extenuating circumstance.
“Yes he did rob the bank, but life and society have been rough on him and the
system is corrupt anyway.” “Yes she was a ‘Porn Queen’ but she was only
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looking for love and was taken advantage of”. “Yes he did murder someone, but
his parents were abusive to his little brother and put too much pressure on him to
succeed”. Empathy for these people is understandable, even positive. After all;
we are, none of us, perfect. The problem is that the line between black and white
has become so blurred that we no longer seem to know where to find it. That’s
the beauty of the Bible. Regardless of your religious beliefs, the Bible “is” the
wisdom of the ages. It allows empathy, but the lines do not change. The fact that
we “Judge Not” doesn’t mean we should condone indiscretion. In fact this
scripture, which is so often quoted, has been taken out of context. It actually says,
“Judge not who shall enter the Kingdom of God, lest Ye be judged”. When one
of us commits a cold-blooded murder, the rest of us are not wrong to judge him
or her guilty of the crime. That is why we were given the law in the first place.
Christ proclaimed that you stand with him or against him. Whether you have
faith or not, you must reconcile yourself to this one fact. If you do not stand for
good then you have surrendered yourself to the dark side. What “works” morally
has been defined. Like the laws of nature, these laws are irrevocable, and while
the Psychologists and the Lawyers redefine right and wrong, 2+2 still =4, and
gravity is still inescapable on earth. What’s more, society is not static. We are
constantly moving in one direction or the other. So if we are not moving toward
the light, we are moving toward the darkness.

Now I think you already know these things to be true. But before I move on I
want to share with you a few places where the line has disappeared that you may
not have thought of. The next time you turn on your favorite country music
station to avoid the Satanic influence of Rock and Roll, play this little game.
Count how many times your favorite tunes use the word love, when what they
are really talking about is having sex. Then ask yourself how many songs are
about the pursuit of sex. After all, what you listen to is what you tell your
children is important in your life. If the word love is substituted for the word sex
long enough, the two become interchangeable. And if love is sex and sex is love,
then loving one another takes on a whole new meaning. Another place we set a
bad example is the state lottery systems. Now, we Americans are gamblers by
nature. From emigrating here, to planting a crop or starting a business, it’s part of
our heritage and what makes us the economic power that we are. But anyone who
gambles what they can not afford to lose is breaking with prudence. Society says
that gambling is a vice and corrupting. Yet, we have taught our children that,
while it’s bad, it’s for a good cause. “It’s all that keeps our schools open.” “We
can’t afford any extras for the family.”, but we buy lottery tickets. In quiet
desperation we pray for luck and deliverance and each week we set ourselves up
as losers, unworthy and hypocritical, right before our children’s eyes. When you
stretch your insurance claim; when you use a racial slur; when you buy things
from a “Flea Market” that you suspect are stolen; when you speed on the
highway, when you pay somebody “Under The Table”: you demonstrate to your
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children a contempt for society and its rules. When you switch on a day-time
“soap opera” for what ever reason, your approval is not lost on your children.
When the network flashes some lewd preview across the screen during family
programming, your approval is implied to your children whether you approve or
not. When the poster above the beer display shows a woman’s buttocks, rather
than a smiling face, whether you buy the product or not, the implication is that
women are merely meat and your approval is implied by shopping there. When
you place a bet with a “Bookie” or even when a sports announcer quotes the odds
on an event, the subtleties are not lost on your children. When a lawyer’s TV
commercial shows some jerk sipping a mixed drink by a pool, telling you that the
accident was his fault but his attorney at law still got him some outrageous court
settlement, the fabric of our society is being ripped apart. When your child stands
at your side at the cash register and stares at their eye level at the sexy magazine
covers and shocking tabloid photos, their perception of the world is twisted. Let
me leave you with this one last thought. The Soviet Union turned its collective
back on religion nearly a century ago. In Moscow, they took a pole of young
women in 1991: 70% of them said that they aspired to be prostitutes. Call me a
prude, but how far behind can we be when so many of our “What’s going on in
the entertainment world?” television shows focus on the exploits of nude models
and promote it as “main steam”.

If we follow a strict interpretation of the definition of “Fraud”, which is “To
intentionally mislead” then it could be said that the American people have dozens
of frauds perpetrated against them daily. You can see an advertisement for a
hamburger chain on television and walk into one of their franchises only to be
told they are not participating. We find meat at the meat counter colored with red
die. You can listen to a telephone company advertisement on television while the
disclaimers for the same advertisement are being visually displayed around
different parts of the television screen. A radio station may advertise thirty
minutes of commercial free music and then make constant interruptions with
promotions which are, in fact, commercial advertisements promoting the radio
station itself. Banks can send you a written promotion stating in simple English
that you have been pre-approved for credit in order to solicit your credit
information and then deny you credit, while negatively impacting your ability to
get credit by making an inquiry at credit reporting agencies. They may even keep
your credit information and sell it to a third party while failing to honor their
initial pledge for which you were pre-approved. You can listen to a radio
advertisement in plain and easy to understand language that is contradicted by the
disclaimers at the end, which are hurled at you at undecipherable speeds. The
news programs who hold themselves in such high esteem and who stand behind
the first amendment of the constitution, profess their holly obligation to uphold
the truth while advertising for their upcoming broadcasts with stories that are
often far more about “hype” than substance. Even the Postal Service is not above
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a little fraud when its advertisements compare its priority mail to its competitors
by price and delivery speed, but fails to mention that the competitors have a
money back guarantee. The Postal Service does not. Advertisers sell their
products on television, giving one price for the item while “padding” the true cost
with inflated shipping and handling charges. Or they may show you a price
which is, in fact, an installment amount for a price many times the amount
shown. Lending institutions advertise an interest rate and then add on all manner
of charges, which are not reflected in the advertised interest rate.

I started working on this book nearly a decade age. At the time I had no idea
where it would lead me. I certainly never intended for it to be a book about
religion. But I have discovered in the course of trying to find solutions for the
problems We as a nation face, that the problems stem from a lack of morality.
Now many of you probably take that to have a sexual connotation. But what I am
talking about is moral fiber. Today when lawyers “argue” a case they are “nit
picking” the law. If you can imagine the scene that coined that phrase, you can
begin to understand that the focus of the activity obscures the object in question.
They are so busy looking for the needle that they lose sight of the haystack. The
churches of man are of the same mind set. While all the Christian religions
believe in Christ and the Old Testament of the Bible, they “Nit Pick” over the
issues, divide Christians and fight over power and turf. In fact, the Bible has been
translated from ancient languages that make such “Nit Picking” a snare. It is a
work that must be viewed as a whole. When the Apostles asked Jesus which of
the commandments was the most important, He answered that they were all
equally important and that they should all be honored; but the most important
rule he said, was to treat others as you would wish to be treated. When we make
an honest attempt to do that, then we begin to live “In the Way”. Moral fiber
comes as a result of using God’s holly laws as guide posts, as we follow the paths
of our lives, remembering always to treat each other as we would want to be
treated. These are the rules which were employed in arriving at the solutions 1
have laid out here within. The answers are not intended to hurt but to heal. If they
do hurt, it is because they are the truth. Do not reject the truth because it is
painful. Instead, embrace it and begin to heal yourself.

For all the problems and shortcomings of our medical sciences, there is one
branch that exceeds all others in shear audacity. There is no other that has
contributed more to the decline of mankind as a social animal. It is the practice of
Psychology. These are the people who claim to read the minds of others. From
lobotomies to drug therapy, they have championed their successes and hidden
away their mistakes. We have given Psychiatry our ear in our courts and allowed
its members to mark out and defend their own turf. We have been convinced that
those who are incapable of understanding right from wrong should not be
punished. In so doing, we have challenged the sick to come forward with proof of
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the severity of their illness, that they might be granted help and recognition of
their pain. And the sick have come forward with ever increasing frequency; each
more demented than the last. Far more catastrophic than what Psychiatry has
done to our legal system, is what it has done to the way in which we perceive
ourselves. Since the inception of modern Psychology and Freudian theory, we
have been taught that we are “base” in nature. While I’'m not entirely sure that
it’s what Freud was teaching; it has been widely interpreted as saying that we are
driven by sex and sexual appetite: that all we do, all our goals, are ultimately a
means to an end, and that end is sex. If this is true, then what motivates a child
who knows nothing of sex? What motivates adults who have lost their ability to
perform? Why are not prostitutes the happiest and most mentally and socially
successful of all? It is because “SELF ESTEEM” is the true and “quintessential”
element of mental health. The only relevance that sex has is that it is the ultimate
physical expression of giving, one to another, and therefore feeds self esteem.
Unfortunately, with the sexual revolution over the last quarter century, its value
for building self esteem has declined. Ghetto kids, who become sexually active at
age 12 or 13, find no self worth in the act. There is no fulfillment in a desperate
social climate where sex is all around them. They find their self esteem through
possessions, and they are so desperate for it, that they have sometimes killed for a
pair of designer tennis shoes.

Another degrading myth fostered by Freudians is the Oedipus complex: the
belief that, at one time or another, all boys have desired to have sex with their
mothers. Boys stand at a cross roads when they become sexually aware. Girls do
as well. Those who understand the difference between love for another and sex as
an expression of love, have established a major mile stone in the development of
mental health. Those who are unable to make the distinction show some degree
of mental illness. Those men who do not understand the difference may very well
wish to have sex with their mothers. They are very likely to be perverted in their
love for all things, including their own children. Perhaps Freud himself never
fully made the distinction. That would account for his view of humanity. And if
this were true, how sad to think that western civilization has come to view itself
through his eyes.

Still another form sex takes as a means of building self esteem is that of
dominance: all be it twisted. Masochism, Gay and even lesbian sex, all contain
varying degrees of dominance and submission woven into their fabric. To some
extent, any variation beyond the “Missionary” style of heterosexuality is license
given by one to another, in excess of mere sexual favor and is therefore of more
value to self esteem, if that is one’s inclination. On the other hand, if your
perspective is more puritanical, then these excesses diminish the value of such an
event with regard to self esteem. Here again, the prostitute will, theoretically,
perform any act you can afford and yet most men do not seek them out. The
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reason is, of course, that there is no pride of conquest when one pays for sex.
Therefore it has no value with respect to building self esteem except perhaps as it
relates to domination, or as fantasy. Those Gay men, who are among the most
promiscuous within their peer group, are more likely to suffer from low self
esteem as a result of the degradation they inflect upon themselves. Psychology
and the Gay community have both been trying to tell us that the reason for such
negative self perceptions on the part of homosexuals are a result of society’s
stigmas placed on the act. I submit that it is their lack of self esteem which has
caused them to push us to condone such activity so that we can free them from
their guilt, [that and the political power enjoyed by their leaders]. When we begin
to look at ourselves from this perspective of self esteem being the driving force,
as opposed to sexual appetite, things become much simpler and much clearer. For
instance, when a men or a women physically abuse their spouse, it’s usually
because they themselves lack self esteem. The logic being that, “If I am of no
value and you love me, then you must be of no value. Therefore, your love is of
no value. What’s more, you degrade me by offering your love to me, because it is
of no value”. A similar scenario may sometimes be true for parents who
physically abuse their children. The driving force is self esteem, not sex.

For some, power is far more stimulating to their self esteem than sex. Henry
Kissinger called power an aphrodisiac. And if sex is traded for power, then it is
power, not sex, which the most powerful driving force. For many, however, there
is a far more powerful method of deriving self esteem. It is far more easily
attainable than even sex. It is far more reliable than the struggle for power. It is
something that many of us have moved away from as our schools preach to us
the doctrines of psychology. If you haven’t already guessed, I refer of course to
the love of God.

So many of us raised in the age of science feel uneasy about that. It’s almost
as though we feel that the second we kneel in acceptance of His existence,
someone will jump out from behind a curtain and yell— “Smile, your on Candid
Camera!”. Now I can almost hear you wincing as I write this, even if you believe
in God. You may call him by a different name than I; but you’ve come this far so
hear me out. You see; the mind has a safety valve. Because we have a need to
deal with life in finite terms, it is necessary for things to be congruent: to fit. We
also have to be able to justify our thoughts and actions in order to protect our self
image; our self esteem. Because of this, we have a mechanism known as
rationalization. It is far and away more powerful than sex. As Jeff Goldblum
asked in “The Big Chill”, “Have you ever tried to go a week without a good
rationalization?” Rationalization allows us to do everything from take too much
change from the clerk at the check out stand, to make war in Vietnam and still
keep our sanity. It allows gangsters to kill and extort because the government
does. It allows middle class Americans to declare a drug war on their own
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people, while having a beer and a cigarette and placing an illegal bet on a ball
game. It allows the government to send money and guns into El Salvador to wage
war on an oppressed people in the name of preserving democracy.
Rationalization is so necessary to the way our minds function, that those who can
not put it to use, very often go insane. It may, in fact, be the most powerful force
in the universe. That is of course unless you believe in something more powerful
than yourself; in which case, rationalization is held in check. You see, it is the
power of prayer, which balances our need to rationalize, with our need to seek
the truth. We can lie to others, you can even lie to yourself, but if you believe,
you can’t lie to God. And because, at least in Christianity, confession and
repentance lead to forgiveness, you can face the truth with God’s help. The
founders of this great nation were not perfect, but they embraced a simple truth;
that all men are created equal. It was a truth born of the belief that God loved all
men and gave His only Son for their sins, so that they [mankind] might be
forgiven. Before you dismiss what they believed to be true, you most first be able
to grasp the concept of infinity. That’s right; infinity. Many eastern cultures
devoted themselves to the contemplation of it. Albert Einstein came as close to
realizing it as any western man; and yet, while history portrays him as a man
without religious conviction, he remained convinced of the existence of an all-
encompassing force, which he called God. But if you can not grasp, can not
internalize, this concept of infinity: if your brain is not capable of thinking
beyond the closed loop to which the rest of us are limited; then your science and
your logic, can not refute the reality of one greater than the sum of all which is.
So turn away from what you can never know and study instead upon what you
can. Ask your self if there was more justice in the land when the laws were new
and still based on the wisdom of the Bible and the Ten Commandments; or is
there more justice with the laws of Precedent set down by men. Ask yourself if
lying on your own deathbed, strapped to a machine and afraid to pass on, is this
life; or is life better lived as a journey to its end? Ask yourself if you will spend
your life’s efforts in pursuit of reimbursement for life’s trials, or will you “Revel
in your time” with those blessings you have been given. I can not give you faith,
but if you look around our land it can not be hard for you to see what the lack of
it has done to our families and our country. I can not prove to you that Jesus was
the son of God; but consider this: that one man could be so wise, so loving of all
people, so uncompromising, so unwavering, so willing to die for what he lived,
and so forgiving; was truly miraculous in and of itself. If science has made you
too skeptical to believe in anything but these truths of his life, it should still
enough for you to see the connection between mankind and divinity. It should be
enough for you to grasp that we have the potential to be more than animals
driven by sex. Regardless of whether or not this twisted view of humanity is true
to Freudian theory, I think it was and perhaps still is, a widely held belief that
that’s what he was saying. The problem with, and I believe the result of, this
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“Base” description of humankind is that it excuses obsession. It encourages us to
drop inhibition to the lowest common denominator on the basis that it is
inevitable. It is, of course, at the discretion of society to set limits; but who will
draw the line? Is a thong bathing suit acceptable where nudity is not because
someone’s bare buttocks is not over the line? If you say then that these are
choices that belong to the individual, then will you accept naked couples
foundling themselves in the street, on your street, on the hoods of their cars so
long as there is no penetration? When Gay men, who meet in city parks, to
perform their lewd acts in the bushes and the public rest rooms, tell you that your
moral outrage has no place in a Free Society: will you accept what they say as the
truth?

I have heard it said that young American males have so many hundred or so
many thousand sexual impulses in a given day. I don’t dispute those findings at
all. But I would argue that so much focus on sex is due to environmental
stimulation rather than some inherent primeval lust. That is; so many of the
things our eyes come in contact with, seem to be advertisements using sex as the
“hook”. So many of the things we hear: the sexy voice, the provocative lyric;
bring sex to mind. The sexual fantasy scene inundates our lives. Advertisements
push young, immature girls into adult dress and makeup. Children dressed as
women, seeing what looks like women in the mirror, are giving into peer
pressure and into over stimulated young men and boys with unprecedented
frequency.

I once told a friend of mine that I thought television advertisements should be
censored. That is, for instance, when the seediest piece of the “Movie of the
week” is used as a “promo”, that promo should not be aired during the 7:00
viewing time. The beer commercial that never shows the face that belongs to the
curvaceous body that speaks to little boys and girls that women are physical
forms rather than people, is another one that I think inappropriate. His response
to me was one that I hear quite often. He said that they are public airways and as
such, people are entitled to freedom of choice. “But what about my kids?” 1
asked him. He told me I should monitor what they watch, I told him “We do. But
even if we are confident of the program, we can’t know what will be in the
commercial”. He told me that there was always the option of kid’s videos. So I
asked him, “What about my kids’ freedom of choice? What about a little freedom
from the sex and violence for me and mine to offset your freedom to it”. He
called me a Bolshevik.

As I see it, there is room in an open society for a great many things for which
I have no use. But to be bombarded by it imposes on my rights to “Life, Liberty
and the Pursuit of Happiness” every bit as much as denying it to the next guy,
imposes on his. People are forever throwing up what the French do or what the
Swedish do and what someone else does as being some kind of model for
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Americans. It was a French diplomat, somewhere back around 1800, who, upon
returning to France from America, remarked that the beauty of American liberty
is that Americans, with all their freedom, don’t feel the need to abuse it but rather
show self restraint. The Bible uses the word “Modesty”. When you and your
mate are in the master bedroom and make love, ever mindful of every noise that
might signal a child out of bed, you are showing modesty, not shame. Passion
and sexuality are for adults, not children. If the vocabulary of sex is present today
in the language of first grade school boys [which it is], then the line between love
and sex is being blurred long before they are ready to understand the concept. An
author I saw interviewed on TV had written that, due to the conflicting pressures
from peers, and from society and the media; High School girls in large
percentages now perform oral copulation on their boy friends in order to live up
to sexual expectations, while retaining their virginity. This is twisted. We have
been trying for decades to remove the “shame” of sex from our society. For the
sake of couples together as man and wife, I believe it is a good thing. As for
consenting adults, I am not qualified to say. The problem, as I see it, is that we
have abandoned modesty. As I said, there is room in a free society for the more
perverse. While I can not condone it, I can except it. But it belongs in the master
bedroom and not on the hood of a car.

I am reminded of the pageant winner who lost her crown when it was
discovered that she had posed nude at some time in her past. Rather than being
apologetic, she lashed out that America should “wake up” and face the fact that
these are not the dark ages. But her’s is the story of the boxer who has taken
money for fighting and then wishes to fight in the Olympics, back when the
Olympics were still reserved for non-professionals. Her’s is now the arena of the
centerfold. Regardless of her beauty and talent, she has crossed the line. It gives
me no pleasure to see her fall, but it was her choice. She may call herself a
model, a dancer, and an actress to legitimize her past. Hollywood can make her a
star in order to defend her right to express herself in whatever way she sees fit.
But I can no longer hold her up as an example of what I want my daughters to
aspire to. For that reason I can not support her; I can only give her my
condolences. I feel that way about many of those who have chosen similar paths
as well as those who have stepped much further away from what can be given the
light of day.

I was talking with a young man not so many years ago, about a rather
infamous brothel. This fellow had been there one time. He claimed it was in the
capacity of a service technician. But, no matter. Never the less, the idea of young
girls put in the position of selling them selves has always made me wince. I
believe it’s a feeling that most of us used to have in common. Look how often
Hollywood has been able to make America fall in love with a poor girl delivered
from prostitution into the arms of a decent man. Anyway, in our conversation, he
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responded to my emotions with something very profound. He asked me if I hated
my job. Not “Would I rather be rich?” or “Would I rather be doing something
else?”: but “Did I hate my job?”. I answered “No”. “Well, there you have it!”” he
said. You see; society labors under the assumption that all prostitutes are
humiliated and all solicitors are morally bankrupt perverts. The fact is that within
the population there are those among both genders who are perverse. The only
difference is that it is women who are more likely to be paid for such perversion
and men who are more likely to pay. I’m not saying that large percentages of
prostitutes are not forced into it by drug addiction. That’s another good reason to
legalize drugs. I’'m not saying that young girls and boys aren’t forced into
prostitution because they are run-a-ways; forced upon the streets and
underground. That’s precisely why prostitution should be legalized. It should be
taken off the streets and out of sight, into sanitary, regulated surroundings, where
abuses are not so easily inflected. There are lots of people who feel the need for
such activity. It has always been so. Christ himself was tolerant of it. In order for
society at large to become free “from” the evils of prostitution, it will be
necessary for us to grant those so inclined, the freedom “to” indulge when so
inclined. As with the drug wars, it is very often those who profit the most from
such situations who yell the loudest when change is suggested. It is the lure of
big easy money that brings many girls into the profession. When things are legal
they are always less expensive and safer than when they were not. Since we can
not legislate morality, it makes more sense to take the money out of immorality.
But in the end we make our own choices and we alone must live with them.

If there is one group who personifies a lack, even a disdain, for modesty in
their sexuality, it is the homosexual community. After all, coming out of the
closet began as a plea for tolerance. In the case of men, there is simply no way to
sexually gratify each other in the traditional sense. But gratification in any other
way, even in heterosexual sex, is considered [by most of us anyway] to be a sex
act. That is, “sex”, as opposed to what is today, commonly referred to as the act
of making love: regardless of one’s inclinations for or against such activity. The
very word “Gay” implies a festivity rather than a relationship. In fact, to state that
one is “Gay”, is nothing more than a sexual statement. For example; if my wife
and I were to rent an apartment, we would not feel compelled to inform the
manager that we intended to have sex in our apartment; nor would they likely
ask. If we intended to engage in mass orgies on the premises and informed the
landlord of such an intention, that landlord would likely have the right to deny us
the apartment. If individuals announce that they are “Gay”, it is they who have
brought up the sexual issue and made it an issue. I do not profess, nor do I care to
know, the workings of the homosexual community. I am certain that within the
group there must be those who are monogamous and it is certain that they are
productive in an economic sense. But among them are men who, we would learn
in the early eighties, consistently engaged in sex acts with as many as a dozen or

21



George Bailey

more partners in a given day. When local government tried to shut down west
coast bathhouses known for this sort of behavior, in order to slow the spread of
the AIDS virus, they were unable to do so. Political and legal pressure was
brought to bear by the homosexual community. This faction within the “Gay”
community, regardless of the percentages, shares a great deal of the blame for the
AIDS epidemic we now face. In view of the numbers of homosexuals infected
with the virus, it is hard to view their community as being as monogamous as
they have professed to be.

As for Lesbians, if they don’t have sexual intercourse, then they would not be
lesbians, they would be friends. If they conduct such intercourse with
penetration, regardless of the object used, then isn’t it simply a substitute penis?
And if that is the case, then isn’t their sexual preference a rejection of men rather
than a preference for women? I don’t know how one could argue to the contrary.
Still, the same conditions apply; if they don’t bring it up, it need not be an issue.
If they are compelled too bring it up, then they have abandoned modesty.

As for men who want to be women and women who want to be men, it seems
to me that they, in most cases, simply reject what God or nature intended for
them. All of these people speak of their “Sexual Orientation” as being different
from those of mainstream society. In fact, it is precisely that, which at the heart
of the conflict. They do not find themselves at odds with Christians because they
love another of their own sex. After all, we all love people of our own sex. They
are not at odds because they wish to share a lodging or even a life with someone
of the same sex. They are at odds because their sexual behavior is at odds with
what Christians, Jews and Muslims are taught. Love is not sexual. Sex is not
love.

Regardless of all this, I do not hate the “Gay” community. I do not condone
violence against its members. To the contrary, I condemn any form of violence:
especially in connection with this book. America is, by and large, a tolerant
place. When the “Gay” movement began, we tried very hard to find acceptance
in our hearts. But like so many of today’s special interest groups, what they asked
of us then, bares little resemblance to what they demand of us today. Very often,
political pressure is used to force our leaders to make changes which are not the
public will. The “Gay” movement has lost all sense of modesty. It screams its
rights in front of my children. It forces it self into my home with equal rights
legislation, asked for in good faith and then used to sue me for refusing to
sanction the teaching of alternative life styles to my children in school; and with
lawsuits to become Cub Scout troop leaders.

I can not imagine that any of my daughters would be able to live a normal
life from adulthood to the grave without experiencing sex. But that does not alter
my belief that they should not become prostitutes. It is not the sex but the
circumstances surrounding it, which is the criterion by which such an act is
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considered healthy or unhealthy, moral or immoral. Those who distort sex are at
odds with what I am taught to be healthy and yet the “Gay” community would
accuse me of being sick for not condoning their actions. They would label my
disdain for their perversion as a “Phobia” and label me with the clinical sounding
disorder of “Homophobic”. It is the double standard that denounces those who
insult the so called minorities with hurtful and inappropriate words, while hurling
back names like homophobic, cracker, gringo and even male chauvinist PIG. It is
a continuation of the elitism which states that the death penalty must be imposed
against “Cop Killers”, but not against society at large. It is special punishment for
those who perpetrate crimes against Gays or minorities because they are called
“Hate Crimes”: when all crimes of violence stem from hate. It is street gangs
made up of minorities and even angry Gays, who commit violence which is
somehow classified as free of hate. It is a reflection of a coalition mentality
brought on by a Two Party system of government. It is equality for those more
equal than others and it is very wrong and very dangerous.

I would not allow my daughter’s Brownie troop to be led on a camp-out by
an unchaperoned man. So how can I be expected to do the same with my son and
a man who’s sexual behavior I believe to be deviant? “Gays” have sued to come
out of the closet in the military. But if they understood modesty, they would
understand that “straight” men would be embarrassed to be naked in front of
them. They say that they took showers with schoolmates and weren’t aroused.
We have only their word for that, but no matter. If they profess their orientation,
then I am now aware. It is now more embarrassing for me than if they were of the
opposite sex. It now feels inhibiting and perverse to be exposed to their eyes. Is it
only their feelings that are to be considered, or should mine count for something
as well? The “Gay” community is fond of using the teachings of Christ to remind
us to be tolerant, but it does not see the arrangement as reciprocal. If it did, I
would not be called names like homophobic because I do not champion their
cause. I would have a right to my opinion so long as I did not harm them or
advocate that others harm them. If the “Gay” community is to live in harmony in
this country, it needn’t go back into the closet, but it must remain in the master
bedroom. America is the most generous nation I know of, but tolerance can not
be legislated into society. Don’t try to justify yourself to me. Simply go your way
quietly. But do not be counted among the radicals, simply because they are your
fellows. Stand with all of us for what is fair for all of us. First you must decide if
you wish to be counted as “Gay” or simply as human beings. But don’t try to
impose your will on me nor recruit my children to your fold. You have targeted
Christians who will not condone your activities, when in fact, the protections
your enjoy stem from Christian tolerance. It doesn’t matter in the end if your
differences are genetic, or psychological. It doesn’t matter if, as my cousin once
said, you are simply hurt children, calling to your parents “Look how screwed up
you made me!”, while trying to convince society that there is nothing wrong with
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you. If you stand quietly, like will gather around you. If you continue to push,
eventually society will begin to push back. If you dismantle Christianity in the
hope that you will be exonerated, you may find yourself undefended in a violent
society. If you demand special accommodation, you weaken the society which
protects you. If you demand privilege, in time the pendulum will swing in the
opposite direction and others will be given privilege over you.

You know, about 90% of whether people are good looking or not has very
little to do with their genetic appearance. It has to do with the way they perceive
themselves. Their smile, their eyes, their dress, their general demeanor, gives us
an impression that transcends their structural characteristics. For most of us, how
we look is simply an expression of how we feel about ourselves. We sense that
about the people we meet even if we are not conscious of it. At the same time,
much of what constitutes “Beauty” is simply symmetry. Symmetry is an
indication of physical health, which we perceive as beauty. So when someone is
blessed with symmetry and adds to that, an appearance that would seem to
indicate good mental health, they have an exceptional combination. That’s why
the “Beautiful people” are given advantage in our society and why those
unfortunate enough to be born with truly unpleasant features have to struggle so
hard to find their place. When this special “license” we give to the beautiful is
wasted, we feel let down some how. It’s akin to seeing a lottery winner throw
away those winnings on a craps table in Las Vegas. As children, we fantasize
what it must be like to be in their place. We thrill to their conquests vicariously
and tend to scorn them when they let us down. I believe this is the essence of our
disdain for pornography. Those who champion its cause would have us believe
that makes us prudish. Someone is forever bringing back that Gay advocate’s
movie “Victor, Victoria” in which “Gay” is cute, straight sex is bawdy and the
transvestite you love is really the girl next door. In the movie, the well respected
Robert Preston says something to the affect that shame was invented by people
who have no fun, to stop others from having any. They would also have you
believe that if you understand and embrace modesty, that you are in the minority.
You are not.

I think a good example can be found in the short lived careers of many young
Hollywood starlets. They burst on the screen, playing roles in which the character
has no moral precepts, and yet the actresses are engaged by the public. That is,
until the public sees that the starlets themselves do not understand the difference
between acting the part and living the part. It is a subtlety lost to many young and
beautiful people. 1 do not wish in any way to denigrate anyone. I’m not morally
outraged. I liked them as well. 1 thought that they understood why their
characters were not the heroines, and when they didn’t, I was just as saddened by
my own sense of loss as everyone else was. But they stepped away from that role
of someone I could use as an example for my children. When you stand at a
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convenience store check out counter and your eyes are drawn to the continuous
and seemingly never ending flow of new young faces, posing scantly clad on the
covers of “nudie” magazines, it is disheartening. The difference between the
nude pictorial or painting as an art form and pornography is in the body
language. The language these magazines speak is confined to four letter words.
As I said before: for the vast majority of us, the choice of appearing attractive or
unattractive is our own. You perceive instantly, by a person’s appearance, if they
are at all like you, or if they make you feel uncomfortable. If they do make you
feel uncomfortable, it is probably their intention to do so. That’s why they appear
the way they do. When you tattoo “Born To Lose” on your arm, or slash a cross
or a swastika on your forehead, you have made an irrevocable choice concerning
how others will perceive you. It’s not like shaving your head as a defiant youth.
That grows back. When you pose for smut you have made an irrevocable
decision as well. It is trying to gain self worth, self esteem, through an act which
is degrading. Things which are hard to attain are considered valuable.
Conversely, things which are easily attained are of little value. This is true of our
perception of people as well. It’s like the old joke about the guy who asks a girl if
she’ll have sex with him for a million dollars. When she answers yes, he asks her
if she’ll have sex with him for twenty dollars. “What do you think I am?” she
answers indignantly. “We’ve already determined that,” he answers, “ Now we’re
just quibbling over price.” I guess that’s why when I see a truly beautiful woman
on one of those covers I am more adversely affected than when they look a little
sleazy. It’s another lottery winner gone bust.

If I am anywhere near the target on all of this, I’'m not secure in the fact that
we as a people are retaining our grasp of the fine line between what is tolerable
and what is unhealthy. When I was a young man, the lyrics “Rock and Roll”
music were just as indecent as they are today. When “Louie Louie” snuck onto
the airways we were ecstatic to think that such trash could be radio waved to us
right under the noses of our parents and the “Establishment”. A decade before, a
group of musicians had said that “the bird is a word” and got away with it. The
difference is that, the people we respected, such as our patents, did not condone
it. If they had stopped to consider what word “the bird” meant, the song would
have been banned from the airwaves. Today, on TV, sex, not music, sells the
music. Magazine covers that were once found only near men’s toilets and hidden
under young boy’s mattresses are displayed at the eye level of children or even
on billboards. Even our Presidents can disgrace themselves publicly and find
support from the liberal press. If you are a young woman, or a young man for that
matter, before you decide that it would be a kick to pose nude in such a magazine
or that it might be a short cut to fame, remember: they are more often than not,
the pictures of people who’s careers are in their death thralls. Often times they
are the death thralls of careers that never even get off the ground. If you want
success or stardom you’re going to have to work for it like the rest of us. Don’t
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blame the rest of us for being prudes. Nobody respects those who sell out or take
short cuts for very long, especially when their looks gave them a head start in the
first place. If you feel the urge to go wild and do something irrevocable, get a
tattoo: but get it where it doesn’t show and make it your little secret. If you need
to shock your friends and parents shave your head. But keep your options open.
Keep your future in the future and not in your past. Revere yourself first and
others will be able to revere you as well.

Just as smaller is better in government, I believe that the smaller the
congregation the better. The excesses of the national church of the media are well
documented. That is not to cast doubt on all ministries, but consider this. In the
1980’s the idea of “Separation of church and State” laid out in the Constitution of
the United States was twisted from protecting the church from the State, to
protecting the State from the Church. In fact the Law was intended to be a sword
that cut both ways. The “Inquisition” was cause to give the State protection, but
just as profound was the need to keep the religious freedoms which had
colonized the young American republic. Yet in court case after court case, God
has been push into the closet. Satanic cults run unopposed, protected by freedom
of religion, while “under God” and “so help you God” are disappearing from our
oaths. Ask your self how often these church leaders, of whom I speak, urge you
to write your congressman. How often has your TV evangelist given you
information on where to write to preserve a place for faith? Now compare that to
the number of times you have been asked to contribute money.

Jerry Faldwell road high on the crest of Ronald Reagan’s popularity, while
his followers lost their economic future to the theory of trickle down economics.
The last time I heard him speak he was still in favor of jailing tens, perhaps
hundreds, of thousands of people who have lost their way to drugs. Is that in
keeping with the forgiving nature of Christ and His teachings? Christ was put to
death by a government unwilling to go against public opinion and a church afraid
of losing power. If your church will not stand for what is right, then perhaps you
should find another church.

There was a TV commercial that ran for Pepsi back in 1991. Two little boys
sit on a bench. One has a Pepsi and one has a Coke. They tell the audience [their
peers], that it doesn’t matter how you dance. It’s not the clothes you wear. It’s
not this material thing or that. It’s not whether you drink Pepsi or Coke. Then a
cute little girl comes and sits down beside the boy with a Pepsi. With a
suggestive tug at his skateboard using her feet, she chooses him. Then the boy
looks into the camera with wonderment and says, “Who knew?” In those two
words it is implied that all those things do matter. It is unfortunately a truth in our
society today. But should we allow this message to be targeted at our children?
We have become a nation of “You are what you wear, what you eat, what you
drive; and He who dies with the most toys wins”. I don’t have to elaborate on
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the lust for power and greed aspects of day-time soap operas or their night time
counter parts. You are well aware of the sex and violence on our televisions in
the evening as well. The show “Twin Peaks” which achieved such notoriety in
the early 90’s went so far as to show the graphic and brutal murder of a young
woman. Her demonically possessed uncle had killed many other women, among
them his own daughter. The murder of the niece culminated with her face being
smashed into and through the glass of a picture hanging on the wall. In another
vain, “The Equalizer”,” Miami Vice”, and “Hawk”; were all basically cops and
robbers shows. The “Equalizer” defended the helpless as did “Hawk”. Miami
Vice fought the drug war and exposed us in a sometimes very real way to the
workings of the underworld and police corruption. As a matter of fact, as I recall,
Miami Vice ended as a series with the heroes turning in their badges and fancy
cars rather than go along with the corrupted police policy. In 1990, I heard a
radio evangelist call for a “Boycott” of the sponsors of these three shows; The
Equalizer, Hawk and Miami Vice. In spite of the fact that the violence in these
shows was far from graphic and that the theme was always good over evil, he
called for their demise. These three programs were not the best that television has
had to offer. They did in fact promote violence. But they were far from the worst.
I have yet to hear a call to boycott day or night-time soaps. There was no outcry
from the “Moral Majority” about the Pepsi commercial: nor did Black leaders
speak out, even though the three kids in the commercial were Black and it was
the Black community who was being targeted. I heard no outcry from N.O.W.
about the weekly savage beatings of women on Twin Peaks. It makes one wonder
if this Evangelist didn’t have some stake with a company competing with the
sponsors of the shows I mentioned? What agenda would be served by such a
boycott? Certainly not better programming. There is a great need for moral
leadership, but have you seen any? Do they lead or do they follow? Do they
contribute or do they only solicit contributions? Look to your leaders and make
your own judgments. Where is their righteous indignation on the Mexican border
issue? Are they silent because the majority of Mexicans are Catholic and the
evangelists are not? Is it because they are too poor to contribute to their ministry?
Or is it just that they can’t vote? And if that is the case, does your minister want
your soul to be saved, or does he want your political proxy?

On the related subject of abortion, I have no answers for you. But I do have
some observations. I know that the situation as it stands is wrong. Pro-abortion
factions have denied mandatory education of the realities of abortion because the
truth is too ugly to stand the light of day. Yet I am not my brother’s keeper: nor
my sister’s. Each of us, in our own circumstance, must face life on our own
terms. | know a woman who was faced with such a choice a long time ago. She is
a feminist and a woman’s rights advocate as sure of her cause as any. Still, she
chose to have her child, and because she thought she had no choice, she gave it
up for adoption. Now, a quarter of a century later, she is alone with her career

27



George Bailey

choices. She visits us and, I am sure, anguishes over her loss when she looks into
the faces of our children. But could she feel better if she had snuffed out the gift
that she could not accept. I think not. She knows at least that her gift was not lost
to her child. I think if she had it to do over again she would have kept the baby
rather than to give it up or abort it. She would have taken her chances at finding a
mate rather than a career; or struggled to make it on her own: but she has
remained proud. She is fervent in her belief that women have a need for special
interest rights. Never the less, in her heart I know that she would trade her pursuit
of a career for a family, and when the day comes that she admits it to herself, I
hope that she will share that knowledge with the young women who would
follow in her footsteps. It can be said of drugs that they will ruin your life. They
will take away all you have worked for and rob you of your chance for a future.
Many of these same arguments are used to justify abortion. If that is the case,
then I ask you: If we could cure drug addiction by aborting unborn babies, would
we as a nation, support such a practice?

Morality has other enemies: among them, insecurity and greed. Is there
anyone in America who considers the banker to be their friend? Not generally
speaking. After all, if you want to borrow money, which is [historically anyway]
the American way to achieve success, then the banker is likely to stand between
you and success. | have often heard the complaint that bankers act as if it were
their own money they are lending out. On the other hand, if it is your deposits
that are being lent, that is exactly how you hope the banker will respond. The
savings and loan bail out of the late 1980’s was a good example of what can
happen when things go wrong. There were plenty of sharks in the water in those
years to be sure, and while some of them met with justice, most did not. Still,
more than the nature of the people involved, the whole tragedy was largely a
result of greed and fear in the market place. If you can remember as far back as
1977, you may recall the inflationary spiral we were in and the ramifications of
the “Arab Oil Embargo” of 1973 which helped to trigger it. Americans could see
that money left in the bank was losing value every year. The rate of inflation was
a multiple of the best interest rates that banks and S&L’s [Savings and Loan
Institutions] were paying on deposits made to savings accounts. Like any other
business, banks have to purchase materials and produce a product to make
money. Their material is money. The amount of money they can raise and loan is
contingent on the amount of money they can bring in through deposits. By
around 1978, some S&L’s were having to offer interest rates as high as 15% or
16% on long term certificates of deposit, in order to attract deposits. This meant
that they had to charge as much as 20% or more for their “product”, which is the
service they provide and the money itself. During the Reagan years which
followed, our economy was shrinking rapidly. Reagan bragged on our new
growth industry, the service industry; but the real money found its way into
speculative markets; while producers of goods dropped like flies or moved off
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shore. In any business, once you produce the product, you must sell it before you
make a profit. If it sets on the shelf too long, the interest on your borrowed
money eats up that profit. If it sets too long, it eats you up as well. The same is
true of financial institutions. The interest rates had, by now, dropped to below
15% on certificates of deposit; but they were still quit high because the Federal
Reserve was pushing them up to curb inflation. Industry did not provide high
enough returns to pay the high interest so they turned to housing. Housing had
always been a “safe” bet. But bear in mind that, unlike a car dealer, for example,
who gets his money at the point of sale and moves on, the quality of a bank’s
investment may take years to insure that the market will not drop below the
amount of the outstanding loan. Not only did they pursue home loans, but they
began to push the concept of the home equity loan. Some even got involved in
the development stage of speculative housing tracts.

But to understand what was truly going on, one has to look at the “Baby
Boomers”; that largest ever generation to be raised in the U.S. Through the early
1970’s the last of that group were reaching young adulthood. Like any
generation, it would be the period in their lives were they looked to settle down,
accept some financial responsibility and raise some kids. The corner stone of
such an endeavor has always been a house. The American dream of owning one’s
own home was a mainstay of the American Mythology which had kept the
working masses happily yoked to America’s industrial machine. Anyone who
ever heard of Capitalism is familiar with the term “Supply and Demand”. With
the arrival of the Boomers on the economic scene in the 1970’s, anyone in a
position of authority should have been able to anticipate the kind of pent up
“Demand” that would logically arrive along with them. But when the largest
generation came into its own, something went wrong. As their demand was felt
in the market place, it would have been logical to increase production to
“Supply” that demand. The result would have been more jobs created. More
wealth created. Instead, the initial onset of the demand caused prices to rise. The
Federal Reserve would “Brand” it inflation. The cry would go out to kill the
dreaded beast “Inflation”; and the club used to beat to death the aspirations of a
generation would be the “Prime Interest Rate”. Rather than lowering interest in
order to see more houses built, which would have increased supply, thereby
dropping prices and reducing the speculation frenzy which dominated the era: the
Fed. increased interest rates, which had the reverse affect. For the Boomers it
was like the old story about the rigged card game: when asked why the people
continued to go, the man replied, “We know it’s crooked, but it’s the only game
in town”. Inflation ran wild. After all, what were they to do; put off starting a
family? Well, in fact, most of them had started later in order to save and prepare
for the future. Unfortunately, when the “whole” of a market reacts to the same
stimuli, the market levels the field. In this case, that meant that the more they
saved, the higher the bidding would go when they faced off to see who would get
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the available housing. Because they had waited so long their biological
limitations were becoming a factor. In the end, the bidding over limited housing
would drive up prices, causing inflation to spiral upward. It became the
psychology of the day; and the social mind set that ultimately caused the Savings
and Loan crisis and the financial difficulties we face today. It was prevalent in
the private sector and in the Government as well, and it led to our overwhelming
national debt. It would continue into the 1980’s. After all, Reagan kept telling us
that we were doing great. We preferred lies to the truth. Once this philosophy
was in place, it was a short step to “Buy now, pay later”. If we couldn’t afford a
down payment on a car, car manufacturers would add it to the price of a new car
and give it to us in the form of a rebate. The banks turned a blind eye to the
practice and “VAULAH?”; those who couldn’t afford a new car could now afford
a new car. The down payment simply became a formality circumvented. As the
price of things began to climb, the whole process snow-balled. People strapped
themselves to home mortgages they couldn’t afford to make money on the
climbing market. They bought second homes if they could, in order to cash in:
often using “Home Equity” in their first home as the down payment. It was little
more than a national pyramid scheme and when the breaking point was reached,
the house of cards tumbled. The grunts in the cheap suits behind the desks at the
bank, who made the “safe” bet rather than speculate on small business and
innovation, were now the bad guys. But they had only been doing what they were
told. As for the depositors, they had been greedy too. They never inquired what
the difference was between the FSLIC [which insured deposits at the S & Ls] and
the FDIC [the agency that insures deposits for banks] because they really didn’t
want to know. They just wanted the higher interest rate. It had not concerned
them that high interest rates were dismantling American industry and sending it
off shore or out of business altogether. Instead, We were told that our foreign
trade competitors were to blame. But it was greed that drove us. So when the
Savings and Loans went under, Congress covered those lost deposits with more
National Debt because congress didn’t want to offend those of us with enough
money to have deposits. The debt, true to the psychology of the era, was
borrowed then, to be paid off later. Later, meaning our children. Individual’s
deposits of as much as $100,000 and in as many S&L’s as that depositor had
deposits, will be paid back by people who may be working for as little as
minimum wage and who have no savings of their own.

This notion of saving Banks and their depositors would develop in other
areas as well. FEMA, the federal emergency relief agency, would gain
prominence and funding that would grow right on through the 1990’s. Banks
who would have gone under in decades past for lending money on housing in
flood plains or in other undesirable locations, would be propped up at taxpayer
expense. Rather than have homeowners walk away from mortgages on homes
that were in ruin and uninsurable or under insured: the market forces which used
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to protect communities from such unwise zoning practices would be thwarted. In
many cases, individuals would be made low interest or no interest government
loans to rebuild in order to protect bank equity. Individuals around the country
who suffered losses in isolated incidents would flounder on their own; while
concentrations of devastated individuals would be propped up by tax payers to
rebuild in areas that were unsound in the first place. It was a coup in perception
to enlist those who had built their homes on “Shifting Sands” to refinance in
order to save mismanaged banks. Unfortunately, in the end, they ended up
rebuilding back in the flood plane. It is true that FEMA has helped victims of
hurricanes and tornadoes as well. But it only comes to the aid of communities,
not individuals, and it is my belief that the common thread is not taxpayers, but
bank solvency.

Another banking trend that blossomed over the last couple of decades or so is
the “Loan Sharking” system know as the credit card. Rather than the loan made
on the merits of the situation, it is an insurance pool. People with the proper
profile are give uncollateralized credit and charged outrageous interest rates. The
rates are high, presumably, because the percentage of defaults is high. But these
losses are calculated into the formula so that those who pay off, are the ones who
have to cover the losses incurred by defaults. It is a method which requires no
interviewer expense and therefore, streamlines everything for the bank. The
problem for consumers is the portrayal of the cards by government as an option.
Because they are so prevalent, great percentages of many bank’s assets are
wrapped up in them; making it difficult to get available monies in any other
form. It’s the only game in town. If you are fortunate enough to pay off your
balance at the end of every month you may avoid the interest for the short term
altogether. Those who are unable to keep up with the debt are the ones who pick
up the cost in the formula. The process also allows for a type of commercial
extortion in which retailers are forced to pay the bank cards a fee when a
purchase is made. Since the purchaser doesn’t incur the fee, there is little or no
incentive not to use the card. Unfortunately, these costs to the retailer must
ultimately be reflected in the cost of merchandise to “ALL” consumers: card
users and non-card users alike. In 1991 congress tried to force banks to lower
their interest rates. Wall Street reacted at the prospect. Congress turned away
from another hard decision. By the end of the decade, credit card companies
would be selling card holder’s accounts [their debt marker] to other card
companies who had the right to raise the interest rate on a debt already incurred
without the consent of the debtor. As the “squeeze” on the debtors increased
more and more individuals and couples were filing bankruptcy in order to escape.
As I edit this draft in 1998, congress is considering new legislation, not to curb
the abuses of credit card companies, but to make it more difficult to file
bankruptcy. In 1997 President Clinton would champion and win a tax exemption
for the profit on homes sold by individuals for up to $250,000: $500,000 for
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couples. One underlying reason would be to keep the profit from home sales
from going to taxes when it was needed to cover excessive debt loads. People
who had been given home equity loans for 100% or more of their home’s value
were among those going under. I was told, [second hand] that in 1997 it was
reported that nearly one in six credit card holders in the San Francisco Bay Area
were on the brink of default. I would not be at all surprised. In the end, those lost
tax revenues, which will be used to keep banks solvent, would once again fall to
the tax payers at large to make up, in order to save poorly managed banks.

Another of the driving forces in the 1980°s was the mystique of the
“Corporate Raider”. Imagine a family business, run with an aging father at its
head. He has ten sons. The eldest runs the business of making widgets. The father
is overseer. All of the sons, who work outside the business, contribute all their
savings to the capital assets of the business and each owns 10% of the stock in
the widget business. The company pays the father a comfortable salary, and the
eldest brother is paid a handsome wage to manage the business full time. The
system works well. The business flourishes. They decide that they will diversify
in case widgets should lose their demand. They will make wadgets as well. The
plan is a success and they move on to develop a third product: wodgets. Wodgets
initially lose money, but it is an up and coming commodity. So they support the
loss with the profits from the other two. This keeps widgets, wadgets and
wodgets available in the market place, and that’s good for the country and its
economy. It keeps people employed in the manufacture of these products, and
that’ good for the country and the economy. And it keeps the shares of stock in
the company valuable and growing in value and that’s as it should be. It also
insures that, as widgets become obsolete the business will remain solid through
its manufacture of wadgets and wodgets. Everyone in the family and the people
they employ are happy; until one day the eldest son becomes greedy. It is his
responsibility to assess the value of the stock. He reckons that if he can under
estimate the value of the stock, and buy up some of his brothers holdings, he can
get rich on their ignorance of the situation. So he says the stock is worth $4.00 a
share when in fact it’s worth $5.00 or maybe even $6.00. In this way he is able to
convince two of his brothers [who now fear that they might lose their investment
altogether], that they should sell some of their stock; and he quietly buys up their
shares.

Waiting in the wings, and unbeknown to the eldest, is the black sheep of the
family, his cousin. Aware of what is going on, the black sheep strikes a deal with
a seedy friend of his to raise money. The two of them will barrow money at an
extremely high interest rate from an uninvolved party [Junk Bonds] and buy up
51% of the stock in the company. The plan is to dump the wodget factory and lay
off all those employees. This will take away the company’s long-range ability to
capitalize on the wodget market, but the cousin and his friend will have no losses
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to show against the profits of widgets and wadgets. They will also loot the
employee’s retirement fund. That will make the value of the stock soar to $8.00 a
share, doubling their money. Then they will sell those shares, take their money,
and leave the company to stand or fall on the production of wadgets and the
rapidly outdated widget. Then they will pay off their lenders and pocket the
difference.

With the plan in place they move. Before the news of what’s going on gets
out, the cousin has bought up 30% of the company’s stock. Afraid that he might
lose control of the company, the eldest brother warns those who still own their
stock not to sell to the cousin. At this point one of two things will happen. Either
the cousin will win out and dismantle the company by convincing enough of the
stock holding brothers to go along with his plan and double their money in the
short term; or he will fail: defaulting on the loans his friend [the junk bond
dealer] made. Either way his friend makes money by charging a commission on
the sale of the bonds. Because the friend was a stockbroker who encouraged
foolish investors to take long shots rather than an investor himself, he can’t lose.
Furthermore, if the investor was a banker or an S&L, or an insurance company
trying to keep ahead of inflation in the 1980’s market, it was the depositor or the
policy holder who lost. This was inevitable in the atmosphere of the 1980’s and
one of the causes of the S&L collapse. Unfortunately, if the S&L made money on
junk bonds, the profit went to the S&L. But if they went broke over the deal it
was the depositor, and ultimately the taxpayer who lost.

Now when all this was going down, the father should have stepped in. [In the
80’s that would have been Reagan] and said “Enough!” He should have punished
the eldest son [with the criminal justice system for stock fraud]. He should have
made the cousin sell back the stock for the same amount he paid and made him
personally liable for the interest on the high interest junk bonds. And if he could
show that the friend raising the money was aware of what was going on, he
should have had the other son’s [the criminal justice system] beat the tar out of
him.

Even if the eldest son was honest about the worth of the stock, branching out
into unproven, slow starting, new ventures like wodgets, leaves publicly owned
businesses vulnerable to black sheep. During the 1980’s, not only was our father
silent, but American’s made media heroes of those corporate assassins they
called “Raiders” and I call black sheep. When such people spoke of trimming the
dead weight off of corporations across the country, they were really selling out
our pension funds, our buffer against hard times, and our future. We stood and
cheered in admiration and celebrated our demise with another episode of
“Lifestyles of the Rich and Famous”.

Today it is estimated that of twenty some types of electronic components
used in one particular piece of military equipment sent to crush Saddom Hussein
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in the Gulf War, only eleven are manufactured in the U.S. These components
were yesterday’s wodgets. They are the wadgets of today. Most electronic
patents are still filed by U.S. citizens. Yet, they are sold countries abroad,
[notably the Japanese] because our banks, our stockbrokers and our institutions
will not dare to look to the future. As we grapple to stand on each other’s
shoulders to keep above the water line, the tide is coming in and soon even those
near the top will be submerged.

At the beginning of our national history, the coastal mountains of the
northwest were rich with giant Redwoods. Awe inspiring and magnificent, they
were a symbol of the grandeur of the land. Today, less than 5% remain. The rest
have been carved up into lawn furniture and redwood decks left to rot in the sun
and then be discarded. There was a timber company in northern California who
functioned for generations as good steward to its redwood forest holdings. It
owned the land it harvested. For each generation of trees felled there was one
planted. Sons worked in the same forests as their fathers before them and families
grew children to adulthood with security. In the 1980’s, I saw a report which
alleged that the company, the land and the redwoods were sold to a man who
financed the takeover with high interest “Junk” bonds. It was said that he began
to clear out entire sections of land, in double shifts, in order to repay the loans
and [presumably] to make himself rich in the bargain. It was said that the
employees begged him to allow them to buy him out in order to save the
redwoods and their future and that he declined. As the clear cut soil began to
erode and spoil the waters of the local streams, the citizens of California brought
it to a stop through the use of the courts. As of 1991 they had been successful in
halting the deforestation of the timber.

In that same time period, 1991, the news magazine “60 Minutes” did a short
story on a man who was sentenced to three years in prison for violating the
federal “Wet Lands” act. He had cleaned up a polluted dumping ground in a
commercial area near a small creek. At his own expense, this area was reclaimed
and part of it turned into a sanitary land-fill for a building site on which to
expand his business. He had done all the required paper work to receive the
proper permits from the local authorities but he alone was charged, fined and
incarcerated for a crime against nature that was never committed. At the same
time the federal government allowed the redwoods to fall without a whimper.

In 1996 the city and county of Los Angeles entered into an agreement to turn
a significant amount of its “Wet Lands” along the LA coast into commercial
property for the purpose of building a new movie production studio. In return, the
studio would help to reclaim and make improvements to those adjoining “Wet
Lands” that were left. Isn’t this exactly what the man on “60 Minutes” did?
Where is the outcry from the Hollywood environmental set who that forever
bashing every industry but their own?
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We do not need more laws. We need leaders who will honestly enforce the
“intent” of the ones we already have in place. When the redwoods are gone, they
will be gone for generations to come, if not forever. The only thing we will have
to leave behind for future generations is toxic and nuclear waste.

American corporate business has been whipping boy since the “New Deal”.
The government is unable to control corporate greed and lust for power in any
meaningful way, and yet, at the same time, insists on crippling its ability to
compete, by using great broad strokes of legislation and allowing unions to feed
on it like parasites. Perhaps one of the most important things my stepfather ever
told me about looking for work was to first ask myself, what special
qualifications did I have. At the time, the answer was, pretty much, none. It’s true
for most of us starting out. Still, after we are once trained by a company, we feel
no debt. We feel no obligation for the investment made in us.

A famous Russian ice-skating team defected to the U.S. when I was very
young. | was never able to understand why the Russians expected them to do any
less, given the opportunity. I some how thought that all those people trapped
within the “Red Menace” would applaud their escape. But as I grew older and
we, as a nation, began to see behind the fallen “Iron Curtain” it became clear, to
me at least, that the skaters betrayed a debt. The Russian people were depleted of
everything in order to fight an arms race with us that lasted half a century. Yet,
they gave the best they had to offer to the training and life styles of their athletes
and dancers and musicians. They were the Hollywood stars of the “People”.
Their preferred economic status was given politically and with the consent of the
people rather than by capitalistic market forces. But when they got a better offer,
they took it.

In the mid 1970’s our country was entering the computer age. Many people
found themselves being trained, at corporate expense, to operate the new
computers. Many other corporations, rather that invest the time and money in
training, simply offered higher salaries to those already trained by someone else.
There were bidding wars going on. At the time I thought it an enviable position
to be in. Many employees made the jump. Looking back, I can see now that it
was the same type of situation that the Russian ice-skating team must have faced,
[Although, for them it was a question of political, as well as, increased economic
freedom]. No one seemed particularly put off with colleagues that made the
switch. Company loyalty was not an issue. But ten years down the road, when
companies began to shy away from middle-aged applicants because they were
approaching retirement [a costly proposition for any employer with retirement
benefits], people were outraged. Legislation was enacted.

A friend of mine owned a truck and trailer back in the early 1980’s when
unions and unnecessary government regulation helped to drive the US steel
industry under, [I say unnecessary lest you say I oppose environmental control;
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some of which would fall under necessary]. He got dispatched to pick up a piece
of machinery from a steel mill that was closing down in the northeast. When he
arrived he was met by a man who had been a foreman at this union mill and now,
as his last duty, he helped to load the liquidated machinery. The mill worker
complained indignantly that the government had allowed the Japanese to run
“his” company out of business. My friend asked “How much were they paying
you as foreman?” “Thirty five dollars an hour.” the man replied. My friend, a
Utah native, pointed to his one year old tractor-trailer outside at the loading dock.
“I’ve got $80,000.00 in those eighteen wheels and what’s sitting on them. The
steel may very well have come from this mill. I pay for the fuel, the license, the
tires, the insurance; and when I’'m not driving it, I’'m under it, working on it,
keep’in it up. When I’m not getting paid by the mile, my hourly rate is thirty five
dollars an hour. What did you bring to work,” he concluded, “ your boots?”
“No,” the foreman replied, “ the union made my employer furnish my boots.”

American business is not a bottomless pit of wealth. For thirty years after the
destruction of Europe and Japan in World War Two, we skated ahead of the rest
of the world with a head start. The best minds of the world flocked to our shores
to escape tyranny and gave us our aerospace lead, our lead in physics and
chemistry. Those days are gone. As we fall to the grip of this hoax of a drug war
and Russia and Eastern Europe throw off their chains of oppression, we may very
well pass them headed in opposite directions. “Special Interest” groups in
Washington cry out that we are faceless, meaningless, masses to the members of
the in corporate America. Yet, at the same time they accuse that corporate
America discriminates against woman, minorities and the middle aged. Which is
it? It is profit that drives corporations, not racism, sexism or social conscience. If
they tend to pick good looking receptionists over less attractive receptionists it is
for the same reason that America chooses its Hollywood starlets from the
“beautiful” people rather than the “kind” people. If “White” women are chosen
over “Black” women for the same receptionist position, it is most likely for that
same image which they pander to, but do not control. If young, able, minority
workers are turned away by people within the corporation, it is most likely an
individual choice made by ignorant individuals, in intermediate positions of
authority. It is the racist from “Mississippi Burning” who says “If I ain’t better
than a Nigger, who am I better than?” Or it reflects a perception in corporate
America that, in some cases, because of government involvement, such
employees come with more baggage than others.

But what are we talking about here? From the “Gay” movement, to nude
pictorials, TV evangelism, the S&L failures, Corporate Raiders, Unions and
Corporate America; we are talking about a decline in America that goes hand in
hand with and is a result of, a decline in morality. If we are to change it, we must
first change ourselves, not put ourselves out of business with lawsuits. We must
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employ every man and woman with the need to work, so that the small-minded
need not fear for their job. We must free business, big and small, from the
burdens imposed for political gain. We must allow them to compete with a
world-wide economy before it is too late. We must give in order to receive. On
the other side of the coin, business must be held accountable. The question is
how. In the 1940’s the city of LA had a mass transit rail system in place at the
same time as the famous trolleys of San Francisco. It was bought up by a
corporation and systematically dismantled. The rail cars were destroyed and,
more importantly, the right of way was sold off and cannibalized in such a way
as to eliminate it forever. In 1953 it was proven in court that the buyer, who was
one of the Big Three automakers, intended the move to cause LA to buy their
busses; which is what happened. There was a token fine imposed. No one went to
jail.

Little has changed in corporate America in the last half a century. The Ford
Pinto was said to have gone on the market in spite of the knowledge that it was a
potential fireball. Three Mile Island Nuclear facility exposed its neighbors to
radiation without sufficient warning. A major US chemical corporation killed
thousands and irrevocably maimed thousands more in India when its plant
exploded: presumably as the US flag flew in front of its door. You know the rest.
Yet, those who make the decisions are rarely punished. Today, with laws on the
books which call for the death penalty for drug dealers, the heads of the
American tobacco companies seem to have been proven to be involved in a
conspiracy which dates back decades. Now that evidence has surfaced that they
may have attempted to addict major segments of our population, will they pay the
price exacted against Colombians accused of similar crimes? Of course not.
Instead, the Government will turn the evidence into an excuse to increase the tax
burden on those addicts who it can now demonstrate were targeted for addiction.
Government will assert that such revenue will be necessary to provide for the
health care of these people. People who’s need is said to be greater than the
general public; when in fact, that segment of the population will probably die
young. They will probably neither linger in death nor collect the social benefits
associated with prolonged retirement. Those who conspired to addict them may
or may not lose their jobs, but they will almost certainly avoid criminal
prosecution. Given the fact that, all of us who became addicted to tobacco in the
last half of this century, entered into smoking with the knowledge that it was
addictive; the whole business was a non-issue. The Congress has always had the
right to ban tobacco advertisement entirely, as a health menace. Law enforcement
has always had the right to fine or even jail those who would sell tobacco
produces to minors. Even the money, which is said to be earmarked for
campaigns against smoking, will ultimately be used as a political “Slush” fund to
reward radio and television stations who play along with the two political parties.
Ad campaigns will be run by political insiders who pay kick backs as campaign
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contributions or in the form of cheaper production costs for candidates on the
inside at election time. In the end, the whole suit against tobacco was a sideshow,
not to divide and conquer, but to divide and tax. Those who lied and became rich
as the perpetrators of this decades old scam, may lose their jobs but kids will still
be smoking cigarettes and people will still die of lung cancer, and the pace of our
down hill spiral will quicken. Had it not been an industry in which those who
purchase the Corporate product were addicted, such a suit would have seen the
burden of the law suits paid by the stock holders. Had market forces determined
price rather than addiction, such a settlement would probably have wiped out the
industry all together. Those in charge, who caused the losses, who were immoral,
would be insulated from real punishment in the same way Congress insulates
itself from the kind of justice it reserves for the masses. As a result, Corporate
America dares to do the wrong thing as a matter of coarse.

There was a time when I believed that the power of the purse was the way to
make corporate America responsive. But suits against stockholders, who were
probably not aware of what was going on, much less in control, is like cutting off
the hand that pulled the trigger. It is only effective to the point that it can effect
change in the attitude of the murderer. It is even less affective when we hack off
the arm of the guy who put him in charge of the gun. The arm that we maim is
the financial stability of the stockholder. In a society where corporate heads
commands salaries of $10,000,000 a year, it simply doesn’t work. If they can
show a profit, by whatever means, for even one year, why would they be afraid
of being fired over a huge lawsuit. These suits have become something akin to
winning the lottery. Like any lottery; for every million awarded a plaintiff,
thousands of stockholders must lose money, and the house [the lawyers] always
wins. We must go for the head: for the throat. We must demand of our
legislators, stiff, mandatory sentences in the state and federal penitentiaries: not
country clubs. And we must demand enforcement. Government [more to the
point, politicians] plays a subservient role to corporations as a result of lobbies
and campaign contributions. At the same time they make great demands on
Corporate America for the sake of the popular vote. Both are detrimental. When
government allows pollution standards to fall short, only to demand that health
care benefits paid by employers be improved, it becomes another down hill
spiral.

If we are to save our society, we must first begin by trying to understand
what society is. Human society, more than any other, is based on the consent of
the strong to protect all its members from internal threats as well as external
threats. It is the protection from the internal, that most sets us apart from the wild
beasts. For the wild beast, the rut and the competition for food and nurturing
space are matters left largely to the power struggle. This, in spite of the fact that,
the group may ban together to intervene against an external threat. What’s more,
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the farther human society moves away from the natural parameters of society in
the wild, the more tentative that society becomes. For example, we are all well
aware of how dangerous it can be to find ourselves stranded on a deserted stretch
of highway or even an empty city street. Men suffer somewhat less from this
anxiety because of a combination of factors. In a physical world they are, as a
general group, better trained and better physically equipped to deal on natural
terms: natural meaning, if you will, the “Law of the Jungle”. This factor also
increases the likelihood that an aggressor, historically anyway, will be a man. In
any case, simply being physically removed from the social setting can cause a
break down in modern human society. Fair or not, that is a fact of life. There are
those who believe that this base animal instinct tenancy resides only in the male
portion of our society. It is true that power manifests itself in the physical form of
violence more and more these days in our men against our women, but I believe
it is directly linked [if not proportionate] to the lack of power, and lack of
control, society allows these same men, to control their own lives. Please don’t
accuse me of excusing such action. I do not. But consider that women in a
business setting are capable of being every bit as ruthless as men. Consider that
in a divorce court, a woman can be just as un-empathetic to the future of her
spouse as a wife batterer is to the plight of his. The only difference is that, male
aggression often takes a turn toward the physical and that is, I believe, largely a
function of the fact that it is the only real power some of these men feel they have
in our society.

I had occasion, in May of 1992 to watch Peter Jennings host a forum on rape
and violence. Women sat on one side of a room and the men sat on the other.
They began the show with an excerpt of a woman entertaining at a bachelor
party. There was a debate as to who was in control at the bachelor gathering, the
men or the entertainer. I got the impression that the women saw the men in
control and that the men saw the erotic dancer in control. Both sides seemed to
agree that “power” was the driving force at work in the situation. I find it
interesting that the group of women could see a situation as one in which the men
were in power. As the dancer danced, it was she who was the obvious source of
the sexual tension in the room. Had the men truly been in power, some of them
would very likely have turned the situation from a sexual overture to a sexual act.
Therefore, it was the dancer who controlled the situation. It was she who set the
parameters of conduct. The question was how long she could retain control. Like
the lion tamer surrounded by too many lions, she pitted her mastery of the
situation against the danger of it. As one of the women on the panel said, this is
how fraternity rapes occur. Along those same lines, another woman on the panel
reminded us that this kind of behavior on the part of the lions is why we keep
lions caged in our society. Never the less, if a lion attacks a trainer, the lion is
shot. But if more and more lions are having to be shot, eventually the owner of
the circus must question the methods of the trainer.

39



George Bailey

Whenever there is a discussion like the one just mentioned, it is inevitable
that the women are represented by experts in the field. Unfortunately, that, in and
of it self, assures that those women asked to speak for all women, are those who
bring the most baggage with them to the forum. That is, they are those most
likely to deny that the “Women’s Movement” had a negative impact on our
society. It was interesting to note that, for the most part, the men’s panel seemed
to be looking for answers, understanding and even reconciliation; while the
women demanded more empowerment and took on no responsibility. To the
contrary, one young woman, who dealt with a crisis center, made a point of
saying that women caught in a situation of rape should not feel any guilt what so
ever: and I agree whole heartedly, so long as we are discussing individuals. But
as a society, women share at least equally for the situation we find ourselves in. It
is women who have changed women’s dress to be more provocative. It is largely
women, who still do most of the family shopping and who decide whether or not
to buy items sold with the persona of the sensuous woman. It is women who buy
underwear from companies that show women in their underwear. Only one
company dared to try it on television in the beginning. Their success caused he
others to do the same. An individual caught peeking through a key hole, as a
woman undressed, would be punished severely by the panel I just spoke of. Yet a
camera doing the same on television commercial causes women to buy the
product. A man caught looking up a woman’s dress would be a ruined man in
most cases, but a TV camera placed at a low angle, brings women from across
the dance floor to allow the folks at home a look up their dress. It was the apathy
of middle of the road American woman, and the lust for power of the women’s
movement leaders, that led to this. Feminists have promoted the absolute myth
that women are as sexually driven as men. They have urged young women to
abandon the role of homemaker and mother, and to strive for economic, political
and sexual equality. Now we have a generation of young men who have come up
separated from their absentee mothers, who, logically, grow up in the company
of guys who had their own misconceptions about the role of sex in a relationship
and in society. It is a small step of twisted logic to assume that women have
rejected the role of homemaker for a ride in the fast lane and all that society tells
us that implies. What’s more, women have fought to become one of the guys
without understanding what that entails. The “guys” talk mostly about sports or
cars, or computers, or other interests from the physical realm, and “getting laid”.
So is it difficult to understand how young men with limited maternal guidance at
home, could grow up without empathy? Is it hard to understand that 50% of
teenage boys don’t see taking advantage of, or over powering, an intoxicated
female, as rape? If a “guy” has candy and teases another guy with it, most guys
will simply dislike him for the jerk he is. Those without self restraint will knock
him down and take the candy and feel justified. Furthermore, a boy [or man]
lacking the social graces necessary to be able to obtain his own [candy]: or more
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importantly, one who believes that every one else is being given all the candy
they want [i.e. the message on the television], is going to be much more angered
and much more able to rationalize the violence, if he is denied.

One of the women on the program was a rape victim. She said that after the
rape, the assailant paused to brush a bug off of her. Understandably, she said that
she just wanted the creep gone. But it shows, in some small way at least, two
dynamics of rape. The first is that, right or wrong, there is a difference in the
mental faculties of an impassioned male prior to sex and immediately after sex
has occurred. It can be base, even primeval. Even so, it does not excuse
individuals who do not conduct themselves in accordance with the rules of
society. On the other hand, it should not be dismissed or dealt with in a frivolous
manner. While sex for women is largely mental, sex for men is largely physical
and chemical. It is why most women can giggle and say that they have faked an
orgasm and why men are so astonished to hear it. The second dynamic is that,
hate and violence are very often the manifestation of a thwarted ability to show
and attain love. Fifty years ago a man was judged by his work record, his family,
his honor. Today, young men see themselves as having to be ultra economically
successful and physically attractive in order to be sexually alluring. The ideals
that women hold up to young men are not simple men. They are, for the most
part, as mythical as the standards they hold up for themselves in the “Super
Mom” or “Barbie” stereotypes. It is women who have set the agenda for today as
much as anyone. It has been as unrealistic an approach to the forces of nature and
society as stepping into a crosswalk in front of a speeding car. Yes, the “Law”
gives you the right of way. But as evidenced by a society in decay, the laws of
the physics will see you seriously injured in spite of your rights, and those who
love you will suffer as well.

It was noted by one of the women on the panel that, in spite of increased
violence against women, men are still the more likely targets of aggression. The
women seemed angered by the fact that, even though that is the case, men didn’t
seem intimidated to the degree that women are. The fact is, that men tend to be
resigned more to the realities of life. They are trained in their youth to face them
as best they can. There are limits to the protection society can afford its members
and men have always had to deal with that, for themselves and for those they
love. It is the reason that men look each other in the eye when they meet and
greet strangers with respect. It is the baggage that goes with being one of the
guys. It is the price to be paid so long as people [men or women] rule over
people. You do, as women, have the right to pursue sexual equality with men; to
promote yourselves in all the ways you choose: be it intellectual, business person,
artist, mother or even sex goddess. But in the midst of the sexually transmitted
plague known as AIDS, where the risk to women seems to far out weigh the risks
to men; who will suffer more through your liberation and who will you blame?
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On the subject of the litigation of less violent matters: in 1991 I heard a
newscaster announce a story about a recent court case in which a woman sued for
sexual harassment. Her case revolved around nude photographs of a woman
being displayed in her work place, which she found to be offensive. The reporter
said that the judge in the case, instructed the jury to view the case through the
woman’s eyes, rather than through the man’s. She won the case. So, fine. In
many circumstances I find such pictures offensive too. I certainly object when 1
go to pick up my car from a garage with my young daughter and such pictures
are plastered all over the place. At the same time, our much twisted “First
Amendment” rights allow pure pornography to thrive. I’'m not even going to get
into what the stars of such films are asked to do by their “employers”. Yet we see
them promoting themselves and their work on all the tabloids and on tabloid TV.
These women are not offended by such trash. To the contrary, they would have
us believe that they are proud of it. The point here is that when these jurors
looked through the eyes of a woman, they looked through the eyes of this
particular woman, not the woman who was flaunting her stuff in the picture. It
now becomes a law subject to the interpretation and discretion of any particular
woman. Stop for a moment and try to imagine where we are heading through the
eyes of a man. If you employ women and one of them dresses particularly special
one day, do you, or your other employees dare to say, “You look nice today”?
Presumably she wanted to look nice or she wouldn’t have put forth the effort. But
any statement made is subject to interpretation. So day after day someone is
making small talk with this woman. She keeps a log of all the “questionable”
comments made [as suggested by the news caster] and a year later she takes you
to court with full documentation: things that co-workers never remember saying,
or things taken totally out of context. Heaven forbid that someone on your staff
was generally attracted to her and let his feelings be known.

As long as there are men and women, there will be an interaction of a sexual
nature between them. My wife and I met on the job. Where else do most people
meet if not at a social function or on the “bar” circuit. The way things are headed,
I would not have dared to speak to her on a social level for fear of losing my job,
or worse. As it stands today, the law requires that women be found to fill the
quotas within the work place. Not just be allowed to compete for those jobs, but
“found” to fill those positions. With this new trend, it allows that they now be
permitted to subjectively analyze their situation, their peers and their supervisors;
and sue on grounds of sexual harassment if they are dissatisfied. I think every
little girl in grade school had a nasty little boy sitting behind her at one time or
another: one that pinched and pulled her pigtails. The difference is that when you
grow up, you have the right to get out of your chair and leave. You can even slap
his face. In the real world, everyone faces choices. They are your choices and
yours alone. | have watched grown men take verbal abuse and utter humiliation
from superiors, for the sake of their family’s income: insults that they would have
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killed a man on the street for saying. If you find colleagues and superiors
offensive or pushy, then leave, or take it like a man; like one of the guys. We’ve
had to since society began. Those are the rules. I’'m not saying you have to stand
for ultimatums; “Sex or your job” is way over the line. But that’s not sexual
harassment, that’s extortion. As for the rest, the federal government can not make
it all better for you. You’re going to have to face that. This whole business
becomes especially irritating when we consider that the same group of women
who would champion the right of women to be offended by such a picture, are
the same women who would insist that straight soldiers must be forced to
cohabitate with Gays.

It was also in 1991 that proponents pushed for passage of new job anti-
discrimination legislation. Because of the resistance to what some called
“Nothing more than a quota system” the democrats pushed for support from
women who are included in the bill. The law was said to make it easier for those
discriminated against, to sue employers. But in order to gain support from the
right, some Democrats sought to put a limit of $150,000 on suits involving
women. It was minorities pitted against American employers, with a handout to
women. And who will win? Lawyers of course. The new breed of what used to
be “Ambulance Chasers” who claim to fight the good fight for the little guy, and
now the minority or the woman; while keeping 40%, or 50% or even 60% for
themselves.

The national news organization on which I saw the story about the new
legislation, gave an example of a woman who claimed that her boss, a car
dealership owner, had stood before her desk clad only in a towel and asked,
“How do you think I’d look without the towel?” [or something to that effect].
Then, according to the woman, before she could answer, he exposed himself. It
was a perfect example of how the Bill would be beneficial. He is, presumably,
wealthy. He certainly deserves punishment. But would the law protect her if she
were the employer and he were the employee? Of course not. If a man exposes
himself to her on the street, is she somehow less offended, or has she simply been
denied an opportunity to get a huge settlement for herself and her attorney? The
man committed a crime punishable in criminal court. That’s where it should be
handled. You may say that she is now forced to leave her job, whereas, being
accosted on the street by a stranger, her job is not affected. But what if it had
been a physical threat that was not of a sexual nature. To say that any time a male
and a female have a confrontation, it is of a sexual nature, is absurd. I have
worked with women I have disliked on a personal level. If a male abuses his
authority over a female simply because he dislikes her, there need be no sexual
overtones. What if the dealership owner physically threatens another male
employee? It’s just more of the same old “Politically Corrected” double standard,
in which women and minorities get to be more equal than the rest.
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Suppose for a moment that you work for a company that employed a hundred
people. Suppose that its owner employs four supervisors and one of them is less
than even handed. Let’s further suppose that it is a white male, since they are an
easy target. The supervisor is a bigot and a sexist, but he is crafty. He is very
careful not to let on in front of the owner what kind of a person he is. Now, the
owner is no crusader and no saint; but he believes in live and let live. As long as
the work gets done, he’s pretty much invisible around the job. One day the “ass”
of a supervisor reveals himself to be a sexist “Pig”. Perhaps he pulls the same
stunt as the dealership owner. If the woman takes these charges to the owner, he
is supposed to act. But how? He is not a court of law. Any move he makes
against this supervisor, based on evidence which is given outside the parameters
of the courtroom, could find the supervisor suing for slander. It is an untenable
situation. Suddenly the owner finds himself in court. If the woman’s lawyer can
show cause in the eyes of a jury, the business loses $150,000 or more, depending
on the final Democratic package. If she is a minority, it may cost millions if she
can convince the harassment stemmed from a racist motivation. The lawyer
makes money. The plaintiff makes money. And you may very well lose your job
when the business is forced into bankruptcy. Just the cost of defending the
accusation in court can wipe out a small business. And even if business could
insure against such suits, those companies who did not discriminate intentionally
would have to carry insurance just in case. That would mean that good
companies, run by good people, would have to help foot the bill for bad ones
who had claims: All of which weakens the company which provides your pay
check. It also weakens business in general as business tries to compete in a global
economy. It is the “lottery” mentality that threatens our entire social and
economic system. Criminal indiscretion should bear criminal penalties. The idea
that corporate America will end discrimination practices because of financial
penalties, puts the burden on those who have the least control over the situation;
the stock holder. It is wishful thinking. The costs are simply passed on. It’s like
suing the city of L.A. for police brutality. You only increase the burden on the
taxpayer. One person and any number of lawyers get “well off” and the rest of us
pay for something we had no part in and were probably appalled by. It is the
perpetrator of the crime who should pay. I doubt this truth was wasted on the
broadcasters of these stories. But they chose to “Spin”, to slant, the stories in the
direction they do because they portray themselves as the defender of the down
trodden. Shame on them. Will they show the next court battle, when the system is
further choked by a suit in which the plaintiff was called a “Bitch” or a
“Mexican” in the anger of the moment? Will they take you on a tour of the
“Witch Hunts” created across America where there are no witnesses to the event:
where it is the disgruntled employee’s word against that of the admittedly less
than perfect employer; where greed, not justice, is the motive.
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Find me a White Male who has worked a lifetime in any position, of any
profession, who has not been humiliated by a “superior” at some point along the
way and I will show you a very rare individual. It is the nature of power to cause
people to be abusive. That doesn’t make it right or fair, but it is a reality of life.
All too often we see our employers as our adversaries. The fact is, that in order to
create a single job, for a single employee, business must “RISK” capital, time
and effort to “PROVIDE” you a job. Business must expend much more money
and energy than you may be aware of to comply with an ever increasing mass of
city, county, state and federal regulations, just for the “CHANCE” to compete in
the market place. In most cases it takes everything an owner has worked for,
being laid on the line. If it is not individuals, then groups of individuals in the
form of stockholders. You must ask yourself what it is you are expected to
gamble in return. Probably nothing. Your wages are guaranteed. Your time must
be compensated by law. If your employer fails, they may lose everything, but you
simply move on if dissatisfied. Inconvenienced? Certainly. But the debts of your
employer will not go against you. To be sure, in the 80’s, many abuses were
perpetrated against employee retirement plans. Some instances were shameful.
But each coin has two sides. Sometimes we begin to feel that the company is our
own because we have given to it the best years of our life. But the fact is that we
are paid for those years with every pay check. Those people who retired with
good retirement plans, back when I was young, were the same people who were
loyal to the companies they retired from. We employers and employees need to
return to that relationship. If we are to have change, we will all have to give up
something. It is simply the nature of things that you must give in order to receive.
Anyone who makes promises to the contrary is lying. This old government of
ours is not working properly and we can’t change it for the better if everyone is
going to keep that part of the failed system which caters to them. So, let us begin
to look at what you “think” you’re getting from the government, and what you’re
really getting.

Long ago, the Federal government passed a law that got you time and a half
for your overtime if you worked by the hour. It was designed to hold companies
to eight hour shifts and forty hour work weeks, in big “round the clock” factories.
The legacy is that, outside of “Mega” manufacturing, business was hamstrung.
Machinery sits idle when it needn’t and overtime is hard to come by. Not only
that, but, after taxes, we all know who gets the half, in time and a half.

Then there is unemployment insurance. Let’s call it what it is; too little, too
late, with strings attached. For each dollar your employer pays in, a large
percentage goes to bureaucrats behind the counter, doling it out. It has become a
subsidy for seasonal workers, and it’s more paper work for your employer.

Workman’s compensation: tell me you don’t know someone who has abused
it. And how good is an insurance policy that only covers you Forty hours a week?
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With 90% of us living paycheck to paycheck, how can compensation of 60% or
70% or even 80% of your check get you by? Once again, it’s too little too late,
with strings attached. There is another far more serious problem with workman’s
compensation insurance today: that is, the new definition of “Stress” as a
compensatory work injury. How can you argue that there is no injury? How can
you prove recovery? There is a hidden agenda here for insurance companies and
it is a windfall for lawyers.

The Welfare System conjures up all kinds of emotions. It hasn’t worked,
won’t work, can’t work. The most shameful legacy of the welfare system is the
“Single Mother, “Head Of Household”. I can remember the White Middle Class
mind set that demanded that the father [or in some cases boy friend] not be living
in a household where aid was received. It must be said that it was a valid
concern. After all, we were locked in a terrifying, all consuming, “Cold War”
with Russia to prevent the spread of Communism. How then could we let a man
and a woman raise a family and be totally supported by the State, and without
working? The feeling was that if you denied the father access to his family, he
would make something of himself in order to reclaim his place. The problem was
and is, a lack of opportunity: and as the generations passed, these men of often
times, Black, welfare recipient families were considered unable and finally
unworthy, even by their own. But this discussion belongs in our study of
minority races and the women’s movement. For the purposes of this part of the
discussion, “The Self Perpetuating Growth of the Bureaucracy”, I must take our
discussion in another direction at this point.

I want to take a moment to discuss “Communism”. Communism, Socialism,
and Capitalism: These are economic terms that refer to economic systems. These
different systems are all ways in which a People [a nation or a society] provide
goods and services to the members of their group. Communism, as it is referred
to in today’s western societies, is a system in which everything belongs to the
“State”: the government. It is a system based on Marxism. It was conceived by
Carl Marx and oddly enough, it was originally called Socialism. Still, today and
for the purposes of our discussion it is now referred to as Communism. In this
“Communistic” system the theory holds that everything belongs to the people,
that the people control the government and therefore the bureaucracies within the
government decide where to invest the resources, who will work, and who will
receive the goods and services.

Capitalism, in its purest form, says that the market place determines
everything. Resources are allocated by “Supply and Demand” and those who can
afford the resources get them. Shortages of resources drives up the price of those
resources. The work is done by those who can show a profit because they are the
ones who can afford the resources. Profit goes to those who produce the profit.
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What we today call Socialism is the Bastard child of the other two systems. It
allows the very strong to operate independently of government. The government
then “milks” most of the profit from those who create it and then redistributes
goods and services through governmental bureaucracies.

Totally independent of these “Economic” systems are the forms of
government: the systems by which people are “Governed”. The original form
being of course the Monarch: the King and Queen or Chieftain. Now this system
is not so bad under King Arthur, but on the other hand, there was Marie
Antoinette. The second form of government sprang from the abuses of the
monarchies; and that’s what we loosely refer to today as Democracy: government
of the people, by the people and for the people. Lastly, is the form of bureaucratic
dictatorship that appeared in the beginning of the twentieth century. It called
itself a “Socialist Republic” in Russia: but our politicians and press gave it
another name; an “Economic” name; they called it “Communism”. Now at the
end of the twentieth century, time has proven what we Americans knew from the
beginning. You work harder for yourself than you do for others and government
is, by nature, too self serving and corrupt to run a business. The significance of
all this is the “Catch Word” “Communism”. In that single word was embodied all
the fears of political and religious oppression, secret police and loss of individual
ownership. But let’s compare the crumbling United Soviet Socialist Republic of
Russia and the failed Red Chinese systems, to ours. The communist party
member is not any relative to the political party member of the U.S., or is he?
The communist party was the only game in town. Membership was the only way
to secure a bureaucratic job. But in Communism, all jobs are bureaucratic. The
importance of this is that, as I said, in a communistic system, the bureaucracy
distributes the wealth. This means that when the waiting list for an apartment
becomes 10 to 20 years long [which it now does over there] the bureaucrats are
the first in line. The higher up in the government one is, the further up the list
they move. The rest live four and five families to an apartment. Now let’s mirror
that image over here at home. Here it is possible to find housing in abundance
because demand fuels the supply. Moreover, the greed and graft of the savings
and loan’s of the 80’s had even left us with a surplus in some parts of the
country. However, the inflation which resulted, left many homeless. In fact it is
possible for both parents to work a full time job at minimum wage and still be
forced to live on the street in some cities. Our government employees however,
[our bureaucracy] receive inflationary wage increases regardless of economic
consequences for the rest of us. Thus, housing is affordable and therefore
available to them. Do you begin to see the similarity? Another parallel is our tax
system which gives tax breaks to special interest for political reasons rather than
economic ones. Example: oil and nuclear over wind and solar. Or how about
political protection? “60 Minutes” exposed a story of a Texan who bred
carnivorous bugs which held in check, weevil bugs, that devastated stored grain.
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The Environmental Protection Agency or The Federal Drug Administration or
some other “Protector of the Public Good Agency”, was misused to shut him
down. You and I both know it was done to protect pesticide producers. That is
bureaucracy versus the “Free Market” determining allocation of funds. Now, I
could go on and on, but you already know enough of these stories to get the
point. And the point is, while crime and the fight against it, chips away at our
social freedom, governmental growth strangles us economically and politically.
If Perestroika were to succeed, we may very well “Sail past the Soviets, headed
in opposite directions”, I believe was the quote.

Before we move on from this discussion of economic systems, it is important
to note that, while Capitalism is the most productive; it is no more inherently
humane or socially conscious than any other. Labor must be protected from
unsafe working conditions and starvation wages. The environment must be
protected from plunder and pollution. Advertising must be kept honest and unfair
monopolies must not be allowed to form. People do fall through the cracks in a
Capitalistic System. Goals and demands for goods and services change; and
when they do, supply must be allowed to fall. That means people losing jobs and
maybe having to change the jobs they do. Government should be there to break
their fall, but “not” to hold them up. More importantly, it should not prop up the
outmoded industry. It should also be noted that when the laws of a nation are not
adhered to, Capitalism can actually become a centrifuge which eliminates the
honest from among the competition. For example, when a truck driver exceeds
the speed limit, they enjoy an economic advantage over their competitors which
is in direct proportion to the amount by which they exceed the speed limit. Many
of us tend to empathize with the driver who is trying to get somewhere: but that
is the nature of the job at hand. If we, as a society, look the other way, then we
force those who compete with the speeding driver, to speed as well. These are the
realities of the economic engine known as Capitalism. Like any form of power,
these “Economic Truths” must be held in check with laws that govern the use of
that power, so that members of society are protected.

Now let’s get back to the subject of what your really getting out of
government on the subject of education. It may well be that we should fund
education out of the defense budget. After all, can there be a more direct link
between ourselves and our future, than the children? If there is one institution in
this country which epitomizes our relationship with government, it is our schools.
Many of the kids come to school with nothing. No home life, no respect, no
social graces, no incentive, no hope, no love, no sleep, no food in their stomach.
We dump them on teachers, 30 or more at a time. We bog the teachers down with
hours of State and Federal paperwork and demand them to teach. “More money”
the government cries to the public. “More paperwork™ it cries to the teachers.
Now, with less and less to work with, some suggest that we should push hard to
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keep up with the Japanese curriculum. Well, the fact is that after the stress of 12
years in Japanese schools, the Japanese college student has already been hired by
a corporation and goes on a four year drunk in college. The result is an education
equivalent to ours at the end of college. Year round school is another new theme,
but it is often simply a smoke screen for the working parents who have dumped
their kids on the system. Summer vacation wasn’t some farm harvest ritual as
some would have you believe. The crops grow unattended through July and
August except for the weeding. Harvest doesn’t come until September and
October. Summer is a time of body and soul. It is a reward for a years work. To
take it away is simply punishment; punishment for not being as smart as the
Japanese are perceived to be. Punishment for being a burden on your parents and
society. Government can not give your kids those things that can come only from
you. And what may be even more important, if we are to take back our nation
from the grips of bureaucracy, it can’t take away from your children, those things
that you have taught. The most important lesson of a dictatorship, be it the Soviet
Socialist Republic, the Red Chinese or even Nazi Germany, is what happens
when the youth of a nation are given over to the government to be indoctrinated
into the mold cast by “The State”. At the same time teachers unions have worked
unceasingly to weed out the young enthusiastic teachers so they don’t make
waves for the ones who stopped teaching years ago but refuse to retire. Through
the mid 1990’s there would be an onslaught of “Socially Responsible”, public
service announcements, featuring celebrities who lavished praise on teachers.
They spoke of teachers contributions and how just one good teacher can make a
profound difference in a kid’s life. I couldn’t agree more; but [ would add that the
same can be true of one bad or unfair teacher. The unions, who have placed
themselves between our kid’s and what is best for them, in order to further the
demands of teachers, are at the heart of many of the problems we find ourselves
unable to deal with. We find teachers ready to innovate. We find teachers ready
to connect every assignment to a computer. We find teachers making every
assignment an art project or a cluster of color coordinated folders. We find
teachers who lavish on homework. We even find teachers who show movie
videos in class. But we don’t see that many teachers in the business of teaching.

Perhaps the most dismal failure of our government is in the area of the
judicial system. Remember that governmental power is allocated from the top.
And since nearly everyone at the top is a lawyer, it is easy to see how the fox got
left guarding the hen house. There is very little about the corruption of the system
that you don’t already know if you live in America. Lawyers make the laws, and
money buys the lawyers. The constitution guarantees a speedy trial but we are
denied. Criminals revolve through the system, paying lawyers with money that
came from illegal activities but no lawyers are sanctioned for being unethical.
This revolving door has given rise to a new sub-system, which functions much
like the welfare system. It creates jobs and paperwork [which creates more jobs].
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Except that these jobs go to law enforcement, lawyers, judges, corrections and
administrators. This also includes the fat building and maintenance contracts
awarded for the prisons in the game of “Pork Barrel Politics”. The recipients of
this system are the habitual criminals.

I saw a talk show on which ex-convicts sat on a stage and were confronted by
victims of crime. One woman among the “Cons” was asked why it was that she
thought these people in the audience were so mad at her. She was at a loss to
understand it. From her point of view, she had paid for her crime. From her
perspective, these people confronting her just didn’t understand the game. “I
steal, I get caught, I do my time and we’re even.” There was no consideration of
right and wrong. It is simply “The Game”. “The ‘Man’s’ Game”. Like a license
to steal, it is good until you get caught. The price of renewal depends upon such
considerations as previous convictions, ability to offer something through plea
bargaining, and the luck of the draw on judge and lawyer. It is the same cycle she
has known all her life. It is the cycle of the people she travels through life with. It
is a permanent place, which produces a permanent need in the system and all the
things that implies. It is her line. You need only turn on your TV to find some
special report on inmates being released early. It amounts to nothing short of a
threat from the judicial system “Give us more money and power or we will
unleash these people on you.”

At the very top of the judicial system sits the “Supreme Court”. This is the
same court that determined that in order to preserve the rights of inmates, they
must have adequate accommodations, as well as exercise and under crowded
sleeping conditions. But if they were, in fact, concerned with prisoner’s “Rights”
under the constitution, Rape and murder would not be a way of life behind bars.
After all, a prison, where personal freedom and access can be controlled, should
be a safer place than the streets, regardless of the population. It therefore
becomes self evident that drug abuse and rape and murder, go on within prisons
by design in order to control the population. So I ask you, would you rather be
locked up and do sit ups in your cell; or would you rather be free to be thrown
defenseless into an armed, drugged, hostile and dominating prison population.
Ask yourself, if the Supreme Court decides what cases it will hear, why, in all
these years, has it never heard a case in which an inmate sued the state or federal
government for violating their rights under the constitution for crimes committed
against them such as I have described. It is government spending that feeds these
court decisions, not compassion. Who sells all these color TV’s to prisons? From
what “Pork Barrel’ does the money flow to build these prisons. To get an idea of
how the correctional money tree bears its fruit, you need to watch an old Robert
Redford movie called “Brubaker”. It is a case study on how to move money from
the pocket of the taxpayer, through the system and into the hand of the rich and
influential. Convict labor has, of late, found a new renaissance in the form of
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telephone solicitation and the like. We have even seen the reemergence of the old
“Chain Gang”. It is cheap labor subsidized with tax dollars. It competes with
business in the private sector. It is a commodity to be traded for political favor,
kick-backs and whatever the cleaver official can dream up. As taxpayers we are
easily swayed to believe that inmates should help pay their own way. The
problem is that absolute power corrupts absolutely. That is, an inmate with
limited rights [if any] is nothing short of a slave. We fought a great civil war, in
part, to settle that question. We look down our noses at China for such practices.
But, more importantly, when there is a profit in the prison system for those who
control the prison, there is the incentive to find new ways to put more and more
of us in prison. With the proliferation of new facilities I think it very likely that is
already happening. Today, America’s total prison population exceeds the
populations of five different American States. In order to preserve our own
freedom, we must take the profit out of the system. Facilities should be clean and
secure. They should afford safety to the public and the inmate. Medical attention
should be adequate. Food should be nutritious, clothing comfortable. But the
founding fathers could not have considered air conditioning a standard for
humane treatment. Television could not have been a necessity in their eyes.
Inmates should not be arming themselves against the world in weight room.
Cooking and cleaning for themselves should be the limit of their labor. Farm
products, or any other kind of products for that matter, are only an invitation to
graft and should be eliminated. No ex-con from the inner city is going to use the
skills he learned on the prison work farm once he gets out. It is not my intention
to ban televisions for prisoners. It is my intention to change the way the system
works. It is also important to note that as you read this, there are presently
corporations contracting with various State governments to provide prisons and
staffs. These are prisons, with the right to hold Americans as prisoners, that are
owned an operated by private corporations. Do you have any idea how perilous
our position as citizens becomes when the rules of Capitalism become the driving
forces in our penal system? It is a practice which should be outlawed. Later on in
this book I will outline my ideas for a better penal system. But for now let us
back up and look at the part of the judicial system which effects us most directly;
Law Enforcement.

I believe that 99% of all the people who pursue a career in Law Enforcement
start out as good, caring, honest people. I think, that while it may be to a lesser
degree, they also bring with them a good racial attitude. These lofty qualities fade
fast on the mean streets of this nation. Law has little or nothing to do with justice
anymore. You know it, I know it, the criminals know it and the Cops know it.
Still, there they are, trying to do the right thing; until finally one day they silently
throw up their arms and give in. It is true that the revolving door of the system is
largely to blame. But the biggest problem is one that we as a nation have refused
to face up to. You should know to what I refer. It’s the supposed Drug war. They

51



George Bailey

call it a “Drug Problem”, but if we as a nation of free people are to save
ourselves, then “We” must begin to see it for what it is. It is a symptom. If you
grew up in this country in the “60’s” and “70’s” and never so much as took a
“Hit” on a “Joint” [puffed on a marijuana cigarette] then you are probably in the
minority. In those days, way back when, when I smoked “The Weed”, it seemed
that everyone was smoking it. All over middle class America, we were “Lighting
Up”. The significance of this stroll down memory lain is the mind set of the time.
Despite the fact that President Nixon was fighting a drug war to eradicate “Pot”
crops in Mexico: despite the fact that some poor slob was serving a “Life
Sentence” somewhere in Texas for possession of a “Roach”, [a marijuana
cigarette butt]: despite all the indignation of our elders, we felt no sense of
immorality. We were hurting no one. We were every bit as justified to break the
law as the members of The Boston Tea Party were to throw the King’s tea into
Boston Harbor. If you want to know who profits from “The War On Drugs” you
must simply listen to who promotes it the loudest. The only other driving force
for such a stand is blind ignorance. We learned these lessons during
“Prohibition”. It was the mind-set of middle class Americans who frequented
“Speak Easys”, the mind-set of the “60’s” Hippies and the mind-set of “Street
Kids” today. The laws being broken are oppressive and Man Made. They are not
the laws of God or even right and wrong. In reality, they do not even truly reflect
the will of the “People”. They do however account for between 40% and 80% of
our prison population. And as we have already discussed, prisons are “Big
Business”. If T make $20,000.00 a year and purchase an $800,000.00 house,
before too long the IRS will have me up on Tax Evasion charges. So look to the
inner city. Do you see the billions of dollars in yearly drug profits reflected in
their lifestyle? A million dollars in cash is relatively worthless in America today.
You can’t put it in the bank, or spend it on anything of consequence until you
have shown how you made it and paid the taxes on it. Tax evasion is how they
brought down Al Capone. It’s true that the “Street Dealers” make thousands of
dollars a day, but it all goes “Up Their Nose”. They spend it to support their own
habit or addiction. It travels up the ladder and into the system. Moreover the
profits from drugs are relatively small when compared with the profits from
money laundering. That takes Organization. It takes cooperation from banks. I
ask you, how many bankers have you seen “Busted”, let alone convicted, on your
nightly news program? It takes law enforcement at the top, turning a “Blind
Eye”, and hamstringing their own forces. It takes Criminal Justice being
subverted by politicians to cover their own tracks. We invaded Panama, a
sovereign country, to bring down the drug dealer Manual Noriega. Records were
seized, people died. What ever happened to him? Was he the entire organization?
Did he personally distribute the drugs and collect the money? During Prohibition
the FBI fought “Boot Legers” across the country, but it was J. Edger Hoover’s
policy not to acknowledge the existence of “Organized Crime”. He feared that

52



Revolution Number Ten

even his own hand picked, “All American” patriots could not withstand the
temptation of Mafia bribe money. Now we all saw “The Godfather”. We all
understand the supposed “Code” of the “Families”. We know in our hearts the
type of element who runs gambling in America. It is unreasonable to assume that
anyone other than them controlled the drug traffic in America. That is, until the
emergence of the “Drug Cartels”. These people are ruthless. They fear no one.
They will kill your family. They simply don’t play by the rules that have been in
place since Prohibition financed Organized Crime: and once the reputed head of
the most infamous drug cartel in South America was shoot dead, We never heard
of the Cartels again. But the Drugs and the Drug War remains.

In other words, your grand, self righteous Drug War may very well be a war
to protect the status quo, whoever that has ultimately become. And whoever it is,
one thing is for certain: they are well insulated. It keeps prices high and uses all
the resources of our government to keep our own underworld on top. It keeps
addicted prostitutes in line. It’s just a darned good policy for an organization that
needs a lot of cash flow to stay in business. It keeps alcohol and tobacco, [two
heavily taxed drugs] as the only game in town and it keeps the population from
growing a little tax-free pot on their window sill. It also allows the CIA to
convert money to drugs, to guns, to power and influence: as they did in
Cambodia and Laos during the Vietnam War; the same tricks that were
purportedly used in “Iran Contra”. The inner city kid can’t see the immorality of
it, any more than the pot smokers of my generation could. Within his world he is
simply an entrepreneur in the only game in town. He is not part of our “Great
Society”. There is no place for him in that world. It offers him a minimum wage
job that won’t pay the rent. They protect their small tribal turf with the same
commitment of the soldiers who fought in the Gulf War. They market their
product of the street with all the enthusiasm of an Anheiser Bush or a Phillip
Morris. If I sound like some Bleeding Heart for those people, well I’'m really not.
I don’t like “Macho” in any neighborhood or in foreign affairs of State. I don’t
like graffiti and fear. I don’t like it that inner city cops are “Shell Shocked” after
ten years of duty today and perhaps five years somewhere down the road. I don’t
like “Crack Babies” laid at my doorstep. I don’t like the loss of my liberties that
the drug war advocates have perpetrated on me. I don’t like crocked cops getting
rich while honest ones are frustrated or killed or both. I don’t like lazy cops using
extortion to do shoddy police work, using the rationalization that theirs is a noble
cause and it doesn’t matter anyway because the system is a revolving door. |
don’t like South American citizens being murdered by drug lords or brow beaten
and staved by their own government for my sake. I don’t like the whole stinking
hypocrisy of it. I don’t like the “fact” that if government decides to retaliate
against me for this work, that the most likely avenue for such retaliation is to
“trump up” drug charges against me, and convict me for something I have not
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done. I don’t like the fact that the Supreme Court will allow it because my rights
have been suspended under an act of “war”. McCarthy would be proud.

In mid March of 1991, A.B.C.’s Prime Time Live aired two stories of
particular relevance. The first was on the LA Police Chief whose officers were
video taped in the act of brutally beating a man after apprehending him in a high-
speed chase. Fourteen cops were present at the beating and not one lifted a finger
to stop it. You should know the Rodney King story and how it led to the LA
riots. The incident put Police Chief Darrell Gates into the limelight and during
that time he was quoted as saying that “casual drug users should be taken out and
shot”. The fact is that, that kind of force is exactly how China brought an end to
its own invasion by opium, some one hundred years ago. Are we prepared to do
that? Will you turn over all of your guns to Government if it threatens you with
more violence in the street? Will you trust this police department or the
department it might become? If your police department funds itself, pays its
payroll, pays its health and retirement benefits by selling confiscated homes,
boats and cars, and with confiscated cash, do you believe that your complaints
will be heard and your calls for help answered; or will they be too busy looking
for the drug dealers and their money? Will they “Bust” small dealers or cultivate
them? For that matter, if an officer of the law “Plants” drugs in your home or on
your property, how will you prove it isn’t yours? How will you get a good
lawyer, or even come up with bail, if some rival at work sets you up and the
police impound all your assets? [Under the RICO laws government may seize all
of your assets without a trial and it will be necessary for you to raise 10% of the
amount seized and put it up as bond before you will be allowed a trial to prove
your innocence. FACT. You need not be tried nor imprisoned. You simply loss
all of your possessions.] In fact, by the end of the 1990’s, a motel manager
somewhere in this country would be told by the local police that there was too
much drug activity going on in the motel complex he managed. He was told that
he should install more surveillance equipment and hire more security personnel.
When the motel manager’s response to the problem did not meet with police
approval the local police called in Federal Drug Task force personnel, who seized
the motel. So then, it can be demonstrated even today, that the police can fail to
do their duty, place the burden of that duty onto the private sector and seize the
property of citizens who fail to do the job the police are paid to perform. The
spoils can then be legally divided between the Federal and local law
enforcement. This is law enforcement for profit. By 1999 this type of government
shake down would find its way down to the city level were Mayors would thumb
their noses at our constitutional protection from illegal seizure, by confiscating
the automobiles of drunk drivers without a day in court.

The second story that aired that night was about some very poor Americans
who were people struggling to make it on minimum wage in El Pas Texas.

54



Revolution Number Ten

According to the report, some one hundred and fifty “Sweat Shops” in the area
systematically failed to pay some four thousand people their wages. No one
disputes that they deserve the money. The Sweat Shops haven’t gone out of
business. They simply don’t pay the meager minimum wage that they owe to
these people. People who have worked in conditions very similar to those we
heard about in grade school, during our studies of the Industrial Revolution. The
report concluded that a complaint filed with the Texas State agency in charge of
such matters, would not process the complaint [that is even look into it] for at
least four to five years, due partly to administrative cut backs [which is probably
just another way of saying, “We want more money for ourselves and more
underlings to do the work, or we will not do anything at all]. When they
interviewed the prosecuting attorney in El Pas he said it wasn’t his problem. It
fell under the jurisdiction of the State Labor Commission and he wasn’t going to
pursue it. Now this is a case of four thousand people trying to do the right thing.
Four thousand people, [U.S. citizens] being robbed. Unfortunately, the Federal
Government, the State Government, the Local government, the Courts and the
Police are all looking for the big “Bust” and their own cut. I hate to keep beating
this dead horse but there is one other facet of this mess that I would like to
address. It is the “White Collar” occasional user that the police chief spoke of.
These people used cocaine socially at the beginning of the decade. They may find
another drug before the decade is out. But they get involved for totally different
reasons than Street Kids. For most [ would guess the lure to be nothing more than
prestige. It’s driving the B.M.W. or the Mercedes. It’s paying a hundred and fifty
dollars for a pair of designer tennis shoes. It’ whipping out their American
Express card and leaving a big tip. It’s how the “Brass Ring Chasers” show each
other how naughty they can be. If cocaine were being given away for free on
street corners these people would go back to champagne.

I am reminded of a story about a woman and her son. The son loved to play
at the video arcade: so much so, that when he ran out of money he began stealing
money from his mother’s purse to support his lack of self restraint. The mother
naturally took the problem to the press. “Ban the arcade machines” she cried,”
My son steals from me, a poor woman, to support his habit”. This lady’s problem
was, in my view, that she had raised a thief. If his passion changes to stealing
cars and driving at speeds that will endanger him, will she demand an ordinance
against cars? Will you give her your support? Main steam drug abuse is a
“SYMPTOM?” of a society that has given up. Hope, opportunity and education
are the only effective weapons in this fight. Self destruction has many tools.
Eliminating drugs won’t save lost souls. Some way to relieve the tension and
heighten the spirit exists in almost all cultures. The drug war is just one more lie
that we parade in front of our children and the rest of the world. It is hypocrisy to
have drugs illegal when so many use them. And it is as much a plague on the
fiber of Law Enforcement as it is on those addicted.
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Getting back to the ways of government, I’d like to elaborate on the
expression “Pork Barrel Politics” just in case your not familiar with the term. It
is, arguably, the most wasteful aspect of Government and yet it is a game loved
by all politicians. It is also considered to be totally ethical. A good example was
an amendment attached to a congressional bill by a powerful Senator from West
Virginia. Here’s how it works. A bill [that is a proposed law] is coming through
congress. Hopefully it is a good law, but it needn’t be. This particular bill has
almost but not quite enough support to pass in the Senate and become law. So
here sits the Senator. He is an established “Senior” Senator with a lot of
influence. “Influence?” you ask. Well, that means he is owed a lot of favors and
sits on enough powerful [large budget] committees to trade a lot of favors. So the
sponsors of this bill in question come the Senator. He tells them what he wants
and how many votes he can swing their way in return. What he wants is an
amendment [an addition] to the bill, which has nothing to do with the bill itself.
As it turns out, the FBI finger print center is in need of alterations: new
technology, more space, etc. They’re going to build a whole new facility. Where
to build it? West Virginia of course. Simply put, if the Senate will agree to move
the new FBI Center to West Virginia, the senator will use his influence to get the
bill passed into law. Now West Virginia has its peace of “Pork” from the nation’s
“Barrel”. Never mind that it raises the total cost of the FBI project to $185
million dollars. Never mind that Federal tax payers will have to pick up the tab
for relocating thousands of FBI personnel to West Virginia: buy their homes at
market value if they can’t sell them themselves. We’re not talking about renting
them a U-Haul and Uncle Sam springing for it, but rather reimbursement for
moving companies. When they interviewed the Senator he said simply that it had
to be built somewhere. Well, why not Washington D.C.? That’s where the old
building was. Why spend the extra money? He didn’t address the issue. This bill
should have passed or fallen on its own merit. If it was a good bill for the people
of this country, then how could he vote it down? If it were a bad bill, how could
he support it? The people of West Virginia won’t hold it against their Senator;
they will simply scream bloody murder when the next Senator takes home his
piece of “Pork”. Congress is full of Robin Hoods. The problem is that they don’t
steal for you, they steal from you. We have two tools to shrink this seemingly
unavoidable problem. The first is called the Presidential Line Item Veto. With it,
President Bush could have vetoed the amendment and let the original bill pass
into law. The Senator from West Virginia would have needed a majority in the
Senate to over ride the President. What’s more, if President Bush allowed the
amendment to pass, he would have been accountable to the nation at large, not
just West Virginia. This is crucial if we ever hope to limit Government waste.
The second tool at our disposal is election reform and we will discuss that in
greater detail later in the book. By 1998 We would have a law allowing for a
“Line Item Veto”, but it would be struck down by the Supreme Court on the basis
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that congress could not give away its power. If you have ever dealt with a Federal
Agency you know that We are regulated daily by regulations written by
bureaucrats. These are the laws that govern our everyday lives and the Supreme
Court has never had a problem with that. In this same way, mandatory sentences,
set by Congress, for drug trafficking have stripped Judges of their oversight in
the sentencing phase of a trial and infringed on the powers of the Judicial Branch.
It is yet another example of the political nature of the Supreme Court and its
Justices. They are sworn to defend the Constitution, given lifetime terms in order
to keep them insulated from politics, and yet they still do not see.

Before we move on from the Pork Barrel, let us examine the “Power of the
Purse” and how it effected the nursing home issue in California. In 1991 the new
governor Wilson locked horns with the Feds on the issue of paperwork. In the
ever increasing Socialist role of the Federal Government, we are taxed to pay for
Social Security under the guise of a retirement program as opposed to a tax. The
Government collects money from taxpayers and their employers, then squanders
and outrageous percentage of that money on Federal Personnel who administer
the money to the States. In return the Federal Government requires reciprocal
paperwork to be fed [sent] back to the Federal Government. This particular
paperwork presumably protects institutionalized people from being restrained,
either physically or through the use of drugs, as I understood it. This is where
Wilson got into it with the Federal paper shufflers. He claimed that in order to get
the $1 billion dollars that California receives, California must spend one quarter
of that amount [$250 million] to fill out the paper work. So there lies the paper
trail. For every dollar collected, perhaps as little as 40 cents reaches the rest
homes once all the bureaucrats, at all levels, have fed off of it. What’s worse is
that paperwork can’t protect these people. The purpose of paperwork is to create
new bureaucratic jobs for the Pork Barrel. For each group of paper shufflers there
is a supervisor. For each group of supervisors there is a department head. For
every group of department heads we have very well paid and very politically
loyal administrators who wield their power and influence for whom ever put
them there? Whose appropriations will get through? Whose will get held up?
From who will purchases be made? To whom will campaign contributions be
made? Who within the prevailing “Party” will get jobs for themselves or their
friends and family, or their political “Cronies” within the agency?

Okay, that’s politics you say. That’s how the game is played. But can you
afford to have these people playing with your money and still take care of your
family? Only if you are on the receiving end. The people of West Virginia will
profit for many decades to come from the Senator’s “Slight of Hand”, but in the
end we all lose. During the time frame that Mr. Wilson referred to, I knew of a
woman who was in a nursing home. She was sedated into “Never-Never Land”
for days at a time. They woke her up to feed her and then put her back to sleep,
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perhaps in her own excrement. It wasn’t until her daughter became her “Watch
Dog” that it ended. But there are no watch dogs for many elderly, separated by
time and space from family. For what it costs California to fill out the Federal
paperwork [$250 million] we could put a thousand agents in the field to
safeguard our elderly. We could give them a badge with the power of a local
health inspector and have them traverse the country demanding instantaneous
access to patients and their records. We could back them up with fines and more
importantly, jail sentences for administrators and staff and we would see our
institutionalized people protected. We could pay them each $100,000.00 a year,
give them $50,000.00 a year for expenses and still fund the national program for
60% of what California alone now spends. Always remember that Government
acts as a broker with your tax dollar. That is, it charges you a percentage to
handle your money. Like the “House” in a Las Vegas poker game, if you put
your hands out for a $1.00 “Pot”, there must be more than a dollar in the pot. If
Government is the “House” you will have to have upwards of $1.65 and all the
folks at the table will pay. But it is the middle class who will pay the most.

So how did Government get so big, so powerful, so wasteful? Probably the
easiest way to understand is to look at the U.S. Postal Service. It was originally
implemented by Benjamin Franklin in the infancy of the country. It was Nation
Government at its very best. It tied the States together in a way that only the
Federal government could. It provided an advantage for commerce and served
American citizens both personally and professionally, and most important,
equally. One hundred and seventy five years later, when I was a boy growing up,
no one doubted the integrity or the devotion of its employees. Nor did we have
any misconceptions about the Government’s willingness to pursue and convict
anyone misusing the agency. No kid on my block even dared mess with a
mailbox and my parents had the confidence to order by mail because the full
weight of “Mail Fraud” laws stood behind each purchase. For all this the price of
a post card was still one “red cent”. Central to the success of the Postal Service
was the old distrust for Government and the Postal Employee’s work ethic,
which compensated for that distrust. We were all familiar with the inscription
above the door of one eastern Post Office which read something like “Neither
Rain Nor Snow Nor Sleet Nor Dark of Night Shall Stay These Noble Carriers
From Their Appointed Rounds”. It wasn’t the law. It was like a Hippocratic oath
for Postal workers and they tried to live up to it. They took pride in their work.
But the Postal Service, like the rest of Government in general, fell prey to the
Pork Barrel. It was one of the first large scale attempts to subsidize and subvert
the free market system at taxpayer expense. The method was called “The Bulk
Rate”. It gave special rates to those insidious, forest eating, land fill filling,
mountains of trash that fill your mail box, called “Junk Mail”. It skewed our
economy by giving rise to thousands of small printing shops across the country
that produced “Fliers” for local retailers. It propped them up economically
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against existing news papers who used to do the same advertisement; as did local
radio and TV. It gave a greater market to paper mills, which inflated the cost of
such paper for other paper product users. If these waves of junk mail spurred the
economy enough to justify their use without the bulk rate, then the free market
system would have used them. Unfortunately they perform no function which
hadn’t been adequately performed before. So in the end the bulk rate undermined
the junk mail’s competition. At the same time, taxpayer dollars propped up the
useless junk mail. It’s impossible for me to say if this was done to enhance the
US paper industry. But [ am certain that it did enhance another US industry. In
the end, the subsidy for junk mail manifest itself in the need for more and more
Postal workers to be furnished with a vehicle in order to perform their deliveries.
Much like the prison system, the political power which can be wielded with the
procurement of tens of thousands of vehicles is incredible. Now nearly half a
century later, the Post “Person” comes once a day instead of twice. They stop at
each mailbox instead of only those who had personal or professional mail, so that
they may deliver the Junk. When you consider that losing a check or a bill in the
mail may very well cause unbelievable hardship in certain circumstances, it
becomes obvious just how important it is when Mail Service is sub-standard.
They receive the best health care. Their jobs a absolutely guaranteed. They retire
early compared to the general population and yet with an average income within
the Postal Service of $42,000.00 in 1990, we hear that they are stressed out.
Meanwhile, the Justice Department has been off playing at the Drug War, and
Mail Fraud has become the rule rather than the exception. You may get a flier
from the Postmaster telling you to watch out for fraud, but your not likely to be
protected by anyone other than yourself. Over the last decade and a half, with the
success of the overnight delivery, the Postal Service is using its advantage to
compete with private enterprise. Today the US Postal Service is no longer an
agency of the Federal Government. It is protected as a monopoly. Its operations
are, by in large, mandated by the Government. As I understand it, it is a
corporation that Government set up in the hopes of selling to the private sector.
But because its workers have the pay and privileges of Government workers by
law, it has been unable to sell itself to the private sector. It shows a profit each
year by raising the price of a stamp without regard to the realities that the private
sector would have to consider without a monopoly. Therefore, without the
Government privilege of monopoly, a private takeover would fail; just as a
private takeover of any Government agency would fail without the ability to raise
taxes and fees without limit by legal mandate. When you send a letter, a bill, or a
birthday card through the mail you are subsidizing all of the Pork I have just
described. The system that was set up by Benjamin Franklin to serve the
“People” has been perverted into a system which feeds off of the People in order
to serve those to whom Government owes favors and gives privilege.
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This growth of Government can also be traced to the bond between
government and the generation which parented the Baby Boomers: a bond which
developed out of the “New Deal” and then the winning of the second World War.
This generation began to see Government in a different light. A generation
before, when those who could remember a time before the introduction of an
“Income Tax”, prior to World War One, came to retirement age; they would have
to be sold on the idea of Social Security. A generation before, it had been
necessary for the Government to run long and aggressive ad campaigns in order
to get the first Social Security recipients to sign up for benefits. They were truly a
free, proud and independent people. But the tide was turning. People began to see
Government as a source for the cure of the inequities of life. Society was turning
away from its religious heritage of faith in God and embracing the promise of
science and the scientific community. And what better organization to administer
the “New Gospel” than the Federal Government? With the change in public
perception, the dreaded “Revenuer” [tax collector] became the divine provider,
and the members of Government began to see themselves as benefactors rather
than public servants. As they doled out our money to us, they began to see us as
the servants and always with our hands out. It is also safe to say that those who
preserved this country by winning WWII, felt that Government owed them a
debt.

The clouds, charcoal gray and heavy with the promise of renewal, drifted
silently over the ridge. Through the timber’s canopy jutted the spiny remains of
the oldest tree in the forest and from this pinnacle could be seen the track of the
showers as they moved along the valley floor below. Wet, cool and soothing, the
edge of the shower crept up the slope, laying heavy the greenery with the essence
of life; filling the boughs of the ancient stand. With a “CRACK” the calm was
shattered and the thunder rattled the land. But the forest was not afraid, for the
oldest tree had snatched the lightning bolt from the sky: and in the ceremony of
renewal had exploded with the energy of the heavens and laid down along the
ridge. It had gone home to the earth. In its ceremonial cremation it had lit the
sacred fires that turn dead pine needles into nourishment and bring fertility to the
seeds that lay there within, as only fire can. And the fire crept out, low, seeking
the dead and decayed as it walked down from the ridge. And the cool air from the
valley blew up against it, holding its pace, until at the end of its march at the base
of the slope, it came upon a steam running full with the gift from above.

Forgive me my attempt at prose, but the time has come to discuss another
Federal Government agency that has forgotten who is working for whom. It is
our Forest Service. When President Teddy Roosevelt put into place our first
“National Park” he gave it the name “Yellow Stone”. Since that time there have
been a proliferation of National Parks across the country. It was a sound policy, a
good policy: to preserve forever some of our wilderness. At the time there was no
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concept of the scarred national landscape across the privately owned holding we
live with today. There was little or no understanding that the Parks would
someday be nearly all that remained of our ecological systems. Unbeknownst to
us, the balance, even within the parks themselves has been altered: perhaps
irrevocably. As I see it, the problem began the way that all Government problems
began. First by allowing the forest service to be in the business of gathering
revenue from the forest. Secondly, by allowing the resources of Government [the
forest products] to be used to subsidize politically favored groups. These two
practices have sounded the death knell for “Old Grow” forest in the west. In
addition, the “Fish Cops”, as some of the locals call them, and the other Forest
Service personnel have come to view themselves, not as Public Servants, but as
landlords. Land Lords whose income is derived by charging admission to their
holdings and from the sale of their assets. If you are to look for our national parks
of the future, you need only go to Scotland. There you may walk undisturbed by
creatures of the woods, through millions of acres of sterile tree stands. The
diversity of the wilderness is gone. Hundreds of species of trees are no more. The
shrubs and flowers and creatures that were the Scottish record of evolution are
vanished.

I began this section with a little insert I call “The Gift of Fire”. The Native
Americans understood it and I am told they walked the ridges in the fall setting
fires with the coming rains. The cattlemen that followed lit fires on their way
down from the summer pastures. For fifty years the US Forest Service has
pursued a coarse of action that has stored fuel on the forest floor. Immature
forests are susceptible to the heat created by the fuel and the fire is carried to the
“Canopy” using those same immature trees as a wick. Once in the canopy, it
“Crowns”, creating the infernos so common place today. A single storm may
develop as many as a thousand lightning bolts. Yet, in the Old Growth stands, the
trees may be over 500 years old. Redwoods live over a thousand years. When a
tree dies of old age it will create a hole in the canopy. That hole will be high
enough above the forest floor that the light allowed to enter will be concentrated
at the center of the hole. The replacement trees will cluster near that center.
Finally, one will win out. But all the time that the new trees grow and compete,
they will be kept away from the base of the old trees by the symbiotic action of
the collective of trees, which is the forest itself. By controlling the light that
shines on the forest floor, old trees protect themselves from the fire that juvenile
trees are susceptible to. Tampering with the forest ecology exceeds our ability of
control. The variations on deforestation practiced by the Forest Service for the
purpose of replacing slow growth varieties with “pulp” producers is another
dangerous game. In the end the only way to save our forests and their ecosystems
is to remove management from the political arena. After all, the environmental
movement must bear as much responsibility for the high fuel situation as the
Forest Service must for the practice of clear cutting. As long as economics are

61



George Bailey

involved in decision making there will be conflict. As long as politics are
involved, look for the same. In part two of this book I will outline a long term
solution to the National Forest question, but it should be noted that in recent
years the Park Service has embarked upon a path of land acquisition. If you look
at any forest map you are likely to see small parcels of land patch-worked into
the parks. They are old privately owned homesteads and the like. They are also
coveted by the Forest [and/or Park] Service. In some cases the Government has
put a covenant on the property that ownership of the land may not pass to anyone
outside the family with the exception of the Government. In some cases they
have been even more blatant. “You sell to the Government or the Government
will seize the property.” In Yosemite a long-term lease [99 years I think] was
dissolved by the Park Service after fire destroyed the home which was on the
property. In 1991, in Washington State, a kid’s organization lost the structures on
their property to fire and the Forest service tried [and I believe succeeded] in
forcing the sale of the lake front property to the Forest Service. The people
accused the Forest Service of arson. In the early 1980’s, the head of the
Department of the Interior under Reagan, boasted that he had raised more money
through the sale of the oil rights on public lands than anyone gone before him.
What he failed to tell the American people was that he achieved this tremendous
dollar figure at rates as low as $1.00 per acre for a lease that would last for ninety
nine years: which is, in effect, for ever; given the world’s known oil reserves.

Another area in which our government has failed us is in foreign relations. I
have tried to refrain from conspiracy theories in the book. They are, by their very
nature, impossible to prove. But regardless of the intentions of men, it must be
observed that, to some extent at least, we Americans have been involved in a
conspiracy of the heart. Since the “Battle Of The Bulge” in WWII, the Middle
East has been a focal point of military apprehension. The politics of the region
today are a reflection of British colonial influence as much as they are of
religious heritage. American industry, and in particular the US Auto
Manufacturers, have been unwilling to pursue alternate transportation modes or
even fuels. And We Americans, who were raised on the American Dream which
included a car or two in the garage, have been unwilling to adjust. Banking
interests, business interests and personal interests, have left us far too dependent
upon oil. It has caused past Leadership in Washington to “Prop Up” vile dictators
like the Shah of Iran: a Tyrant who would turn his armies on his own people. We
were, at the time, involved in a cold war with Russia. The Communist lure was
the promise that all the wealth of a nation should be divided among its people if
those people would seize it from those who ruled over them. Even though
Communism was never true to its promises, it was a hard threat to fend off with a
despotic leader as your alternative. In the end the Shah would fall to a fanatic
group of religious fundamentalists rather than Communism. We would respond
by building up arms in Iraq. Those arms would be turned on any decedents
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among the Iraqi people. Eventually, they would be turned upon their neighbors;
drawing us into the Gulf War. In the end those same arms would be turned back
upon their own people.

These are the policies we used in the Middle East. We used similar ones in
Central and South America. The results were often similar as well. The forces
that have shaped our oil policy and with it our foreign policy in the Middle East
are complex and dynamic. What’s more, any speculation on my part as to what
our Government has pulled, may not only be detrimental but it is unnecessary to
our purpose. What is necessary is that we change the way in which we deal with
Foreign Affairs. The way in which we perceive ourselves, is at odds with how we
are perceived around the world. To understand why we can look to The
Philippines. The people of the Philippines were our allies in WWII. They
considered themselves our friends. They allowed us to build military bases on
their sovereign soil. Back here in the States we would hear how much it was
costing us to maintain such bases. When the people of the Philippines told us to
get out, we would be reminded by our press of how much we had spent to build
these bases. But our Government and our press would not tell us about Marcos
[the dictator we held in place] and the way he robbed from his country, until it
was too late. Through all those years that America enjoyed the access of the
Philippines, we never invested in them. In truth, the money that it cost us to
maintain the base probably went, by in large, to US contractors. The wages paid
to the military that weren’t saved or sent back home to the US, probably went
mostly to bars, prostitutes and even drugs. During the same time frame the
Japanese were putting Filipinos to work in manufacturing. Their pay scale was
horribly low. But it brought jobs into the community where we had brought bars.
It fostered opportunity into the community were we fostered prostitution and
drugs. At the end of WWII the Japanese were the hated enemy of the Filipino
People and we were their dear friends. Today the Japanese are their employer and
benefactor and we have been ejected. In the end, it was the US military’s
intention to bring nuclear devices into the Philippines that caused them to eject
us. I would hear that, not from the American press, but from a Filipino America,
who claimed that, aside from that issue, Filipinos had no quarrel with us. So why
would We allow our military to push?

For the money and blood that we spent in South East Asia We could have
maintained a “Peace Corp” unlike the world has ever imagined. We could have
[and still can] given our young men and women for God and Country and got
them back better for the experience. We could have built a home for every
Vietnamese citizen for what We spent to annihilate a generation. But we didn’t.
Our Foreign Policy has been and continues to be, characterized by a lack of
Moral Courage and Decency. We may be the most powerful nation on earth but
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We could have gotten here much more easily with a carrot than with a stick, and
We would then be as Great as We are powerful.

Of all of our failed Foreign Policies, perhaps none is more hypocritical than
our relationship with Mexico. It glares in the face of anyone with a shred of
moral conscience. The illegal immigrants from Mexico and the other countries of
the “Americas” are a paradox not wasted on anyone with eyes to see. The
farmers complain that Americans won’t bring in the crops for what they can
afford to pay. Is that true? No. In truth, Americans, for the most part, are not
willing to bring in the crops for what farmers are “WILLING” to pay. This is a
capitalistic issue and as Americans schooled in Capitalism, you should know the
answer. If the cost of labor pushes the cost of the product too high then demand
falls. Therefore, if the price of those goods being sold rises beyond what people
are willing to pay, then there is no demand. In Capitalism, if the price of a head
of lettuce rises to $10.00, those who want lettuce bad enough or who have so
much money that $10.00 means nothing to them, will buy the lettuce. If, on the
other hand, demand for lettuce is not great enough to justify its “TRUE” cost in
the market place, then lettuce can not justify its place in the “FREE MARKET
SYSTEM” of “CAPITALISM”. Therefore, any attempt by Government to
intervene in the decisions of the market place “MUST” be construed as a
“SUBSIDY”. Therefore, the Illegal Alien problem is little more than a Farm
Subsidy.

It wasn’t all that long ago that there was a program which allowed Mexicans
to cross the border with work permits. American critics charged that the Mexican
Government wasn’t even handed in handing out the permits. Would those critics
call our open boarder policy even handed? Let’s step back here for a moment and
look at what’s really going on. Who benefits from the Illegal Alien “Program” as
it exists today? First and foremost of course the farmers and the sweat shop
owners, and the owners of the poultry industry and the meat packing industry in
the mid-west. And lets make a distinction here: we’re not talking about farmer
Jones on 40 acres. We’re talking about the reincarnation of the southern
plantation owner before the Civil War. We’re talking about meat packers who
employ 500 people. The difference is that the plantation owner had an interest
and a responsibility in his slaves because he owned them. Illegals can die at the
border all day long and it costs these peoples nothing. In stead the costs are
reflected in our School systems, the health system, the Welfare system. They are
reflected in poverty and despair: in gang wars and street violence. The costs
extend to the bloated budget of a corrupted border patrol. The costs include bus
lines that return Illegal back across the border. The costs are in the moral fiber of
a nation who has turned its back on injustice. These people, who would gamble
everything, even to their lives and the lives of their families, for the chance to
better their prospects for the future, are a kindred spirit to the American pioneers.
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They are the maids, day workers and the child care providers for that segment of
our middle class who has learned to rationalize its own hypocrisy. They are the
ones who sleep in the canyons and defecate behind your housing developments
because they have no other place. They are the ones who will be dragged off by
the INS just before payday. They are the one’s who will be prayed upon at the
border by the “Coyotes” who have taken their money to smuggle them in. They
are the ones found gutted by those who suspect that they carry balloons filled
with drugs in their stomach and the ones found abandoned and dead from
suffocation in the trunks of cars. They are the fertile soil which bears the “Grapes
Of Wrath”.

Perhaps the group who is cruelest of all to the Illegal is those who claim to
speak for them. Down in San Diego County, in the city of Chula Vista, they
know the problems well. On any given night, Illegals pass like an army through
the back yards and under the bedroom windows of tax paying US citizens, who
fear that somewhere in the volume lies a thief or a murderer. They fill the
canyons around San Diego with groups so large that the Sheriff’s department
dare not enter at night. In response, back in the early 1990’s, some people
gathered together to form a group they called “Light Up The Border.” They were
not a violent reactionary group. I myself listened to several interviews with one
of their spokesman. They didn’t harass anybody. They would simply go park on
a hill which overlooked a known crossing point and at dusk they turned on their
car’s head lights in the direction of the border. Once a month they met. As their
numbers grew, so did the publicity. Their stated agenda was simply that some
National “Light” be shed on the issue: open up some discussion on an increasing
problem. That was when the self proclaimed spokes-people for the Illegals
showed up. They marched up and down the road in front of the headlights
carrying a Mexican flag on American soil. A nationally syndicated news program
sent a crew down to see what was going on. They portrayed “light Up the
Border” as persecutors of the down trodden and the dialogue ended before it
began. You might ask why those who claimed to speak for Illegal would be so
inflamed at the prospect of an open discussion. In such a desperate situation, why
not some dialogue? Unfortunately, the leaders of this group, like the leaders of all
politically fractionated groups in America, draw their power from the unresolved
problems of society. If those problems are resolved they will lose that power. If
there is a solution found there will be no political favors for those who give lip
service to the groups they sell out and hold in check. Like the so called
“Noblemen” who sold out William Wallace, they serve “Long Shanks” and his
agenda. Anyone who would argue that these Illegal are not good people is at
odds with the facts. For all the abuse they suffer, the oppression that they endure,
they still don’t rob or kill Americans to any significant extent. They gamble their
own lives for a chance. They work for low wages that they know they may be
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cheated out of. But it’s the only chance they have, so they take it. We Americans
suffer as well and for what?

Suppose, for example, that a motivated Illegal farm worker can harvest 300
heads of lettuce in an hour. If he is paid only $2.00 an hour in cash, the cost
added to a head of lettuce is 1 cent. Now if an American worker, getting $10.00
per hour plus the $5.00 an hour it costs legitimate employers to hire people [we’ll
discuss that later]: and that same lazy American only picked 150 heads of lettuce
[that’s one head every 24 seconds]; it will increase the cost to 10 cents a head. So
if you pay 75 cents for a head of lettuce where you live, your liable to see as
much as a 50% increase in the cost of that lettuce as it passes through the system
to you, doubling at each step. It is doubtful that your family spends much more
than $40.00 per month on such labor intensive farm produce. So let’s balance
that 50% increase [$20.00] to what we are losing to what the status quo is costing
us as society. We lose millions in uncollected Social Security taxes that “Illegals”
do not pay. We lose millions in county heath care spent on “Illegals”. We spend
millions on “Illegals” who had their babies within our borders and are as such
entitled to benefits as the legal guardians of native born, US citizens. We spend
millions on educational systems that must be bilingual in order to accommodate
both “Illegals” and those given amnesty under Reagan. We spend billions on a
“Make Believe” system of immigration; not to mention the strain all this puts on
law enforcement. When I first wrote this, the federal Government, in a game of
Pork Barrel Politics, was preparing to build a concrete trench across our southern
border in San Diego County, Ca. It was ironic that so soon after the fall of the
“Berlin Wall” that We in America were preparing to build the “San Diego
Trench”. It would not stop the flow of Illegals. Today they are still outside the
law and unable to go to the police for protection. They are still run down like
dogs on the freeway trying to get north. So much blood, and all of it on our
hands.

So now we have come to that agency of Government which has become the
most perverted of all. It is the enforcer of the American tax “Code”, and it is truly
written in code. Our Founding Fathers joined the thirteen colonies together for
the purpose of National Defense and Commerce. Their purpose was not to
redistribute the wealth of the States or their citizens. Nor was it to manipulate the
economy in some Socialistic fashion. The sheer volume of what has become the
US Tax Code is unconscionable. No member of Congress has the time, let alone
the will, even to read it. It is the spring from which the Pork Barrel flows and all
Americans know it to be cruel and unfair. What you may not know is just how
cancerous it has become. It is widely held that the US has a significantly lower
tax rate than the rest of the world. At the surface that may be true. But the fact is
that, what they take out of your check is closer to half of the total taxes you pay.
Consider first of all that we have virtually no social programs for those of us who
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work for a living. So if We are to compare ourselves with, say, Canada; who has
nationalized health care, you must now factor into your tax bill, both your Social
Security and health insurance benefits [if you have any]. Now bear in mind that
the amount you see deducted from your check for Social Security and Medicare
is only half the amount the Government collected in your name. It’s a little slight
of hand they do. They have your employer match the amount you are “Forced” to
contribute. But remember, in Capitalism, that amount which an employee costs
an employer is the true cost of that employee. So what is allocated to you as an
expense is your true wage, regardless of creative book keeping by the
Government. These same economic truths apply to health insurance, employment
insurance, Workman’s Compensation insurance, and whatever other creative
devices your State and local Governments employ to separate you from your
earnings. Even without including Health Insurance, it costs an employer between
$13.00 and $15.00 an hour [depending on the State you work in and the type of
work you do] to pay you $10.00 an hour on your pay stub. What that means is
that before they begin to make all the deductions you see on your check, you
have already paid 20% to 30% taxes on what you really made in terms of what
you cost your employer per hour. Just to add insult to injury, the 15.5% that you
and your employer pay jointly to Social Security [and Medicare], isn’t charged
on income over $53,000.00. That was the amount in 1990. So that those who earn
salaries equivalent to that of Congressmen [who gave themselves a raise to well
over $100,000.00 that year] only paid on half of their earnings. This ceiling
would continue to increase through the 1990’s, but it would always remain at
about one half of what congressmen paid themselves, thus keeping the rate at
about one half of that of the ordinary tax payer for the peers of congress. No
Social Security is paid on earnings from interest or from earnings on stocks or
leases. It is a benefit given to the rich, that they not have to help with the
retirement of those who made them rich. It is a privilege they share with
Congress, for Congress, like other government workers, does not contribute to
the fund at all. Divide and conquer: it is an old axiom and one not lost on the
taxman. Non-smokers love to see Smokers taxed without mercy. Non-drinkers
love to see drinkers taxed far beyond excess. This is especially true if the money
is to be used for something that is used by all. Something for nothing: it’s the
original scam. For a long time We all paid a “Federal Excise Tax” on new tires.
We were told that it was to raise money to maintain our highways. With all the
taxes We paid it seemed that there should already be enough to do the job. The
tax was bothersome and unpopular. Government’s answer was to drop the tax on
the public at large. However, it was retained on a small faction: the Trucking
Industry. It was a Governmental “Coup”. They could repeal a tax from the public
at large, while at the same time, collecting more taxes from the public at large.
Confused? You shouldn’t be. In a Capitalistic system, the rate charged will rise
or fall within an industry to allow for expenses and profit. Since all things are
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equal [theoretically] in the market place, you can increase any cost [including
taxes] evenly among competitors without damage to the industry. In short, when
the cost of diesel fuel went from 50 cents a gallon, to over $1.00 a gallon, back in
the 1970’s; it didn’t put an end to the trucking industry. It merely raised the
production costs on nearly every thing in the country; because nearly all things
are shipped by truck at some point. This meant that by focusing on the trucking
industry, Government could tax goods traveling to market indirectly. If you buy a
loaf of bread in the store, you as a consumer, bear the cost of tire taxes, fuel
taxes, highway taxes, licensing taxes, and State Port of Entry “Border” taxes
[which, by the way, are unconstitutional], as your bread moves from grain field,
to storage facility, to mill, to baker and finally to grocer. It is then sold to you
without sales tax added in most States because taxes on food are considered
immoral. When you get your phone bill next month, take a look and you will find
that you’ve been taxed. Check your utility bill and you will find that you have
been taxed for your lights and for your heat as well: even your water in some
cases. We are taxed from every quarter, on and below the surface. When We
demanded cuts in deficit spending George Bush’s 1991 tax package included a
large one. It was the money used for Postal Service retirement. He simply made
the Service responsible for its own retirement and in turn the Postal Service
began escalating the price of Postage stamps to offset the new expense. We are
no longer a nation of villagers who can hand deliver our bills where needed. In
that sense, the postage stamp is merely another tax we pay to sponsor a
Government subsidized monopoly. Each time Government invents a new method
of tax, it must hire new bureaucrats to collect the tax. In some cases, such as
taxes on diesel fuel, the government makes the refiners of the fuel add either red
or green die to the fuel; this in order to distinguish between tax exempt [off road]
fuel and taxed fuel. So in the end, a needless and significant cost to users is
incurred simply to help government gather this almost subliminal tax on fuel.
Currently, We as a nation try to “Watch Dog” our taxes by fighting to protect our
own interests. But Government, in one form or another, is in session twelve
months a year devising new strategies to separate you from your money because
more money is the easiest way for them to solve the complex problems we face.
Unfortunately, We, as a nation, are bankrupt. No politician is going to admit that.
But, when you consider the interest rate We pay on the National Debt, the Taxes
We pay and the fact that each person in the country owes over $12,000.00
individually on the debt [families owe: Husband + Wife + dependents x
$12,000.00] in addition to their own personal debt: no bankruptcy court in the
country would deny you your right to accept defeat and start over, if they could.
The much praised “Prop 13” in California said, in affect, that “Regardless of
increased costs to government, regardless of what the “system” has provided for
Me and Mine in the past, regardless of the benefits I as a Home Owner will
receive due to the inflated value of My home: that I intend to ban together with
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my fellow property owners to decrease my tax burden. It meant that those who
owned property had used their political clout to escape taxation. The problem
was that they did not address Government spending. To the contrary, they
insisted that those services that they were provided by government remain in
tack. The result was, of course, that in order for politicians to keep their jobs,
they had to devise new taxes. Unfortunately, the shift in the tax burden would fall
to those who could not afford a home. At the same time, the cost of collecting the
new taxes would be passed on to all Californians, ultimately raising taxes across
the board. Of course, because property value in California has always been so
dynamic, the net affect for many homeowners was to see a gain in equity in their
property and increased Government services at the expense of the lower middle
class. Today, this mind-set of self-enhancement through political manipulation is
associated with Californians who have left the State to develop new pyramid
schemes throughout the West. These are the same people who President Clinton
spoke to in the 1996 campaign when he said he intended to allow individuals to
sell a home worth up to $250,000.00 [$500,000.00 for married couples] without
being liable for income tax on the increased value of the home [As opposed to
the ones who were on the verge of credit card bankruptcy], I am speaking now of
the older, more solvent, home owners who were able to stay ahead of the curve
by dodging high interest rates and being in on the ground floor of speculation in
the market place. They already owned their homes back when “Prop 13” became
law. Now they will avoid “Capital Gains Taxes” as well. But this isn’t just
Californians. Many hot spots around the country found people cashing in. That
includes many Eastern politicians. As wide spread and perverse as the burden of
taxation is on this country, it is not the rules of tax gathering that make up the
volume of tax law. The bulk of tax statutes are concerned with other cleaver
ways in which congress allows special interest to escape taxation. It amounts to
nothing short of repayment of bribery. I’'m not going to elaborate too much here.
You would have to have been raised in cave not to have heard some of the
outrageous tax breaks and deductions written into the law in recent years. It is not
that Congress doesn’t think you hear about such laws. They just don’t care.

Even Social Security can be used as a subsidy. Out in California, were the
cost of housing is too high for those who work at the minimum wage to ever
afford a home of their own; there is a group of individuals who work as security
guards for the construction industry. Many of these particular individuals are US
citizens, who immigrated here from the Pacific Rim. These are mostly male
security guards who live in small mobile trailers on various construction sights to
protect the property of contractors and builders as the buildings go up. Some of
the men were within ten or fifteen years of retirement age. They send their
money home to loved ones in the Pacific with no hope of ever being able to
afford a home in the US, to which they might immigrate their family. They live
solitary lives, in a frugal existence, which keeps the cost of Security Protection
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low. But until the time of their retirement, nearly all their money is sent back
home and out of our economy. When they retire, many of them will go back to
their Mother Land, where they will collect Social Security benefits for the rest of
their lives; [and perhaps long after their death]. So in the end, the nation as a
whole, subsidizes the California construction industry with Social Security
benefits, which are the carrot held out to people who are held down by an unfair
labor system. This scenario is replayed over and over in a thousand slightly
varied ways across the country.

Please understand that We have no right to feel animosity toward those who
play the game that our government has set up. They are allowed to enter the
country, but never allowed to participate in a meaningful way. They are held in
limbo with the promise of a future at retirement. It is a future which will be paid
for by those who still make up our work force when those who profited from the
inequity have retired along with the fleeing immigrants. It will not do for us to
say that they may not leave and collect their due. We would never insist that our
parents or our selves be bound to these shores at retirement. That flies in the face
of freedom. It is a Berlin Wall for retirees. It is simply the price paid by a country
that has lost its compassion for its own.

As a side note, in talking to one of these guards, | would learn that when
thieves are caught on these construction sights, it had been his experience that
they are most likely the same Hispanics who worked on those same jobs during
the day. So then it can be argued that the rationalizations which these thieves use,
spring from the inequities which they find from working along side well paid
construction workers, while they themselves receive minimum wage. In an
attempt to survive in a corrupt and consumer-oriented economy, they use those
rationalizations to allow them to steal from the places they are most familiar with
and justified against. The true cost of their wages will be born by the
Immigration Service [the I.N.S.] and in the guards wages and the Social Security
benefits of those guards: all of which will ultimately be picked up by the
taxpayer, now and in the future.

The last function of our tax system is to steer the economy in the desired
direction. It presumes that the so-called “Experts” can understand and predict the
forces of the market place. It is a practice totally out of place in a capitalistic
economy. Put aside the fact that corruption and self-serving interests subvert any
such plans. The American economy is like the Old Growth Forest. Because
society’s diverse needs, a diversity of goods and services has evolved naturally. It
is what makes Capitalism superior to the “Tree Farm” approach of Communism.
Only those items of enough economic importance to support interest on a
National level will find resources in Communism. Similarly, when the economy
is manipulated by tax incentives, the shrubs and smaller trees of the economic
forest are trampled under in an attempt to exploit the bigger trees. When the
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Government manipulates grain prices, We end up subsidizing farmers to keep the
inefficient ones in business. When Homeowners get a tax break for interest on
home mortgages, it gives a tax break to those who can afford a home, at the
expense of those who can not. When two income families get a tax break for
childcare, taxes must be raised on families who struggle to keep a parent at home
with the kids. When oil companies get tax breaks to drill new wells it props them
up unfairly against wind generated power. All these are obvious. But many tax
breaks affect us in subliminal ways, with much more corrupting results.

Subsidies are the other edge of the “Economic Manipulation” sword. Grants
and awards are given outright and as such are subject to much more public
scrutiny. They have a place in a society which strives to achieve as much as We
do. Monies for research and development in medicine and technology are needed
I believe. But Government should be accountable, don’t you think? For years the
Government has subsidized the Tobacco Industry at one end while taxing it
heavily at the other. There are however, many ways in which the Government
subsidizes “Pet” interests that you may not have considered. Before any county
government will issue a building permit to anyone anywhere, they will have to
show a plan to accommodate their sewage. Either a sewer or a septic tank:
something to protect your fellow citizens from the contamination of the waste
you produce must be part of your plan. Reasonable? The Nuclear Industry has
been allowed to create ton after ton of nuclear waste without ever addressing the
problem of waste disposal. Forget Three Mile Island. Forget Chernobyl. Forget
all the fears of you have of terrorism, human error and natural disaster. Never
mind that periodically, millions of gallons of radio active water will inevitably be
released in emergencies, or plumes of radioactive gas may be released over head
from time to time without your knowledge. Forget the lessons of Hanford: that
even when you can prove you’ve been killed by contamination, it won’t be
acknowledged until after your dead; so that you can bear the financial burden of
dying, alone. Forget all that and consider only that, every ounce of radioactive
material We wrap up, in whatever material, and bury in the ground, will one day
have to be dealt with again by future generations. Their resources will have to
squandered on this perpetual clean up of deteriorating containers. It will not
come out of the profits of utility companies that have long since been spent. Nor
will there be money for the health problems created. In other words, We are
subsidizing the Nuclear Industry with the health and financial well being of
“ALL” future generations to come. Bush doesn’t care, he’ll be dead. Clinton
doesn’t care, he’ll be provided for. But what amount should you and I add to the
cost of a kilowatt of power produced with nuclear power to offset the cost when
it is balanced against the high cost of alternatives.

As I mentioned earlier in this book, it has been demonstrated that carnivorous
bugs control weevil infestations in stored grain in a way superior to pesticides.
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Superior because there is no pesticide residue left behind and superior because
weevils are not only eradicated, but they are not likely to develop an immunity to
being devoured. There also exists a breed of Chinese ducks that will waddle
through a field, limiting their intake to the sprouts of weeds. They eat only the
weeds and leave droppings as they go. I first watched a special on these
wonderful birds well over two decades ago. Yet neither one of these proven
pesticide and herbicide/fertilizer ideas has caught on. Why? Because today’s
farmers are not gamblers. It’s true that they risk a great deal each spring when
they plant and they take chances on the whether in the fall: harvest early, harvest
late. But on a level playing field, Farmer against Farmer, you will find few who
are willing to innovate. They work by the book: The seed grower’s book, the
pesticide book, the herbicide book, the government program book. Those
ecologically sensitive farmers in Texas who used the weevil eating bugs, found
their grain seized by a Government “Quarantine” of sorts. It was months before
they were allowed to sell their grain. It got the message across in short order that
the Government intended pesticides to be the only game in town. Go to any
farming community in the country. Their water is tainted with the chemical run
off from the fields. Go to their rest homes. Their old are riddles with cancers. But
unless Government shows them a “Level Playing Field” on which to make a
transition to a more natural system of farming, they will be unwilling to gamble
“The Farm” in the direction of change. Once again We are subsidizing chemical
producers with our health and our medical dollars. Industrial polluters benefit as
well. How can We compare the cost of grain by the bushel, when with that
bushel We must factor in the lives of our families. Which paper is less
expensive? The one that costs $20.00 a ream or the one that forces you to
purchase bottled water because the tap water is tainted? Will We let companies
dump mercury in your river to save 100 jobs or 10,000 jobs, if it then passes
down stream to be ingested by the next town and the next. How do We back
charge industry up stream for the cost of our water purification and the other
ramifications of their act? Or do We simply continue to pay the cost ourselves?
How many lost fishing jobs shall We surrender to jobs in the logging, cattle and
farming industries? Now that We can no longer eat shell fish; against who’s
balance sheet shall We enter it? When you reach under your sink and pull out a
aerosol cans and chemical cleansers, is the cost to you being reflected in the
amount you paid in the store? When you buy something wrapped in plastic, is the
cost of the disposal of that plastic being reflected in the cost of your purchase? If
paper is renewable and burnable as fuel, how can poly-styrene compete except
that it is subsidized by the costs listed as disposal fees. As land fills grow larger
and further from cities, plastics manufacturers endeavor to recycle only 20% to
30% of their product: not because We don’t return it, but because it must be
mixed with 70% or 80% virgin material to make it recyclable. This simply slows
down the problem until We can die and dump it, literally, on the next generation.
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With enough glass being discarded each day to fill a skyscraper, it makes more
since to return to the reusable bottle system or to develop a whole new system.
But here again, landfills are subsidizing the cost of throw-aways. Aluminum cans
are probably our greatest success story. Yet with an inadequate redemption value,
far too many are thrown away. The problems are complex. They are complicated
further by a leadership that will not make the hard choices.

At the same time, when Government took the lead out of paint: We didn’t
like it when the cost of paint went up. We wouldn’t stand for inferior quality.
Any politician who would have dared to stand and demand that we face facts
would have been swept away. I believe it has to do with the promises science
made to the America of my youth. We were told that we had harnessed the atom.
With the discovery of penicillin and a polio vaccine, we seemed to be on the
verge of wiping out disease. Chemistry and technology would feed the world and
fly us to the stars. They were all half truths. We may indeed have a harness on
the atom but we don’t control the direction it pulls us. With every advance made
in medicine, it becomes more difficult to afford care and nature continues to
provide us with new diseases here to fore unknown. As we just discussed, the
costs of the new farming technologies included contamination of our ground
water and the death of our ecosystems. In a capitalistic economy the government
has to resist the impulse to medal. On the other hand it has to act to see that the
esthetics of life are factored into the equation when determining the “Bottom
Line”. What we have today is, government operating in reverse: subsidizing
special interest and subverting the quality of our lives and our environment.
Never was this more evident than during the Reagan years.

There is an old saying that a fool and his money are soon parted. I believe it
is true. It is also true of working folks in America. Just making ends meet takes
all our money. We have had little discretionary money to spend since the early
70’s. Economists have sat and theorized on why savings percentages have
dropped, but we all know why. Everyone trying to get into a home in the 70’s
and 80’s was aware that saving for your future was a losing battle. If you waited
to buy a home, the price rose faster than your savings. The phrase “better buy
now, it’s the only way to keep up with inflation” was the mind-set of the era. So
any money that went into our lower and middle classes was instantly infused
back into the economy. In the face of this, Reagan promised that if we lavished
wealth upon the upper class that they would allow it to “trickle down to us”.
Because the rich were withholding their new wealth from economic investment
and opting to invest in land speculation or simply lending it out at inflated
interest rates, rather than long term investment; or by throwing it away on
“lifestyles of the rich and Famous”, we were losing jobs and income. Since we
were no longer taxing the rich, government had to borrow more. To put it in to
human terms; Reagan had run up a huge bill on our “US express” credit card. He
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didn’t use the money to build modern factories or infrastructures that were
energy efficient or less polluting or could better compete in the market place. He
(We) used the money to fill the pockets of people who never intended to reinvest,
and what money did circulate within the economy was used to buy ourselves a
bunch of new toys which came with that familiar sticker, “made in Japan” or
Germany or somewhere in the Pacific Rim. Unable to pay this bill on the credit
card, Reagan began to take “cash advances” to pay the monthly bills. As the
balance grew and foreign lenders saw there was nothing being paid on the
principle, Reagan appeased them with raw materials and the Federal Reserve
appeased them with higher interest rates. We watched as old growth forests
within our national parks were cut away and shipped as logs to sea going
Japanese lumber mills and sold back to us as finished product or stockpiled at the
bottom of Japanese bays. We escorted oil tankers through the dangerous Persian
Gulf waters at no charge, even when their destination was a trade competitor. At
the beginning of his term, Ronald Reagan had a national debt of one trillion
dollars. By 1990 it had tripled. Once again; in human terms, Reagan borrowed
“8” thousand dollars for every man, woman, and child in America. When the U.S
Treasury offered bonds for sale on the market in 1991 it paid between 7 and 7.9
percent per year in interest. At that 7% rate we are faced with an $840.00 a year
interest payment per person. During the eight years that Reagan was in office we
paid him around a million dollars total, in salary. After the end of his term he
traveled to Japan. They paid him two million dollars for a single speaking
engagement. He wouldn’t discuss it much when he was interviewed: and his wife
was indignant about the question. I guess in the end you get what you pay for.

Like most people, I consider myself an ecologist, an environmentalist. In fact
I doubt there are very many of us who would consider themselves anti-
environmentalist. Even the timber men of the northwest, who hate
environmentalists, aren’t anti-environment: their more anti-telling us how to do
things. But the truth is I am a consumer. I was raised and taught to be a
consumer. There is, built into my psyche, a connection between my car and my
freedom; between my happiness and my industrial possessions. In California
where high income and public sentiment have led to strict environmental
legislation and enforcement, it is now unlawful for a car wash to allow people to
wash their car engines unless elaborate and expensive filtration devices are in
place, [in some jurisdictions any way]. Note: it is the responsibility of the car
wash owner to monitor the problem. There is no law or penalty for consumers
who wash oil off their engines. At the same time, if you go into an old asphalt
parking lot in your neighborhood, in each parking space, just below where the
engines sits, you can see black deposits from the leaking motors and
transmissions. With each rain the run off from the parking lots and the
deteriorating black top highways themselves, finds its way into our water and our
soil. With the same misguided leadership that allowed LA’s rail transit lines to be
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dismantled, we have built a nation of suburbs that demand we have individual
transportation. It is what we wanted. It is what we have. So be it. But do we
improve our lot when we designate each old filling station sight, each junk yard
sight, and each mechanic’s shop a hazardous waste sight: and “truck” the
contaminated soil off to another “Hazardous Waist Sight”? And how can we hold
the guy who owns the car wash accountable for what people wash off their cars.
Should we hold the government of California responsible for oil leaked on to the
state’s highways. It serves no purpose to pave our country from one end to the
other with asphalt and then classify that asphalt as toxic waste when we pull it
up: not unless you own stock in a chemical waste dump [A dump which gets
thousands of dollars per truck load for disposing of all those things it can get
classified as “Hazardous Waste”]. There are food grade (non toxic) lubricants.
But, for what ever reason, the used oil in an internal combustion engine,
becomes toxic, and there is nothing to be done about it. At the same time, there is
now a non-toxic anti-freeze on the market, but the toxic ones are still allowed to
be sold. The earth, as we are learning more and more, is itself alive. In some
places the great tectonic plates overlap; pushing the old crust back from whence
it sprang, eons ago. In the center of the ocean, lava boils up to the bottom of the
sea to fill the void that is created on the other side of the globe. It is the cycle of
renewal but it is far to slow to accommodate the infestation of industrialized man.
The water my father drank as a child from the ground waters of lowa was once
clear. Now you can’t even get your car clean with it. The filters of the earth in the
Midwest are choked with the residues of industrialized farming; the waters
tainted by the concentration of feed-lot run off. Once again the problem must be
addressed at its source. Capitalism will find an alternative but not as long as
synthetic fertilizer and pesticides control the market and meat producers are
allowed to over concentrate feeding operations without proper ecological
measures. Nor will these problems be addressed so long as they are a “Smoke
Screen” for those who profit from the disposal of all those things they are able to
get Government to classify as “Hazardous”. Human waste is a problem in every
city in the world because it is dealt with in a linear fashion rather than a circular
one. That is to say that the nutrients gathered in the form of food are used by us,
turned to waste, chemically treated and regarded as waste. Since they move along
the line to a dead end they must be replaced artificially at the beginning of the
line. This process inherently leads to a accumulation of waste at one end and
depletion at the other. The chain is dealt with by adding chemicals at both ends of
the line. Circular ecosystems have been put in place in this country. A
documentary on PBS has shown how marshes and wetlands can be built to
decompose human waste naturally while eliminating the need for chemicals at
the end of the chain. Many small localities already use such systems. Done on a
giant scale it could be possible to build and then drain such areas in a revolving
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fashion so as to allow for farm soil renewal contributing to the elimination of the
need for chemicals at the beginning of the chain.

Another politically and greed motivated waste material is our garbage. It too
is a linear system. We spend untold amounts of health care dollars to deal with
what is termed “Hazardous” blood products and by-products. According to the
network news magazine “Expose” it is an operation run, [at least in one
instance], by the mob and the waste is illegally placed, of course, straight into the
local landfill anyway. But what does it matter in the end. At some point in every
month, every woman in America contributes blood waste to her local landfill:
unless she has passed menopause. It’s a scam.

It makes no sense to expend fuel for trucking or barges or rail to export from
a metropolitan area, what should be fuel for that area. It makes no sense to import
electricity to a metropolitan area when that energy could be, at least in part,
generated by burning that refuse. If we have the technical expertise to build
nuclear power plants then we can find a way to incinerate our trash in a safe and
productive manner. If we need legislation to control the packaging we allow in
order to make it work, then so be it. If we need to spend large amounts to “scrub
“ the air before discharging it then so be it: better that than a nuclear discharge. If
we need to dowse it with fuel to make it burn, than so be it: better that than to
burn fuel to deliver trash to the dead end of a chain. Recycle all the metal by
bringing it to a central location and smelting it out of the trash with the same heat
that fires your city’s generators. Save the time and energy wasted separating and
transporting aluminum cans. Incinerate those things which are finding their way
to our environment and if the residue of the fire can not be dealt with, fuse it
within the glass from the furnace and carry that off to your hazardous outpost.
Separate those things from the garbage that can’t be incinerated and send the bill
to the manufacturers of those produces. We can do these things if we can find the
spirit that once took us to the moon. And when we have done it, we can export
our knowledge to our benefit without nuclear proliferation: without fear and
without shame. An American Indian I once heard speak, said, that the earth will
live on regardless of what we do, the question is, he said, will we?

In trying to define those things which has brought us as a nation to the cross
roads of today, there is perhaps no single thing that molded my generation more
than Vietnam. To those of you to young to remember, I strongly urge you to seek
out a PBS documentary on the Berkeley Campus in the 60’s. It is an insightful
look at the times and frustrations which ultimately fractionated the country. It
aired in 1991 and I believe it was titled “Berkeley Freedom of Speech; the
Vietnam War”.

Of all the subjects I have bandied about, there is one that evokes more
passion on both sides than all the rest; it is war. Through out the ages, it seems
that each generation must face its own. The war of my youth was never even
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officially declared. It was classified a police action. It was of course Vietnam.
There were a whole spectrum of sides to be on: perhaps as many as there were
Americans. For, while war is the essence of the mob, it is also very personal. For
the purposes of this “look back” I have divided us in to ten groups. They are
often over lapping, and still after a third of a century, often at conflict.

They are:

#1. The Volunteers

#2. The Flag Wavers
#3. The Draftees

#4. The Volunteers In Lieu Of The Draft
#5. The College Exempt
#6. The Draft Dodgers
#7. The Protestors

#8. The lottery Winners
#9. Those on the fence
#10. The Spitters

To my mind, six of these groups were actually paired mirror images of each
other; although the image we see in retrospective looks do not portray it that way.
The first group I mentioned was the first group to witness a war that John Wayne
had never mentioned in his tribute movie to “The green Beret” and the first to
die. They were the volunteers. Among them were the career soldiers and aviators;
some of whom would be taken captive and tortured by a vile enemy from another
culture. Some would be the young guys out of high school looking to become
men. You would think that having gone to school with veterans and working with
them over the last 20 [now thirty] years since the war ended, I would have heard
lots of stories about Vietnam. But it wasn’t a war that Veterans shared. It wasn’t
until the late 80’s that I had a conversation with a truck driver bellied up to a bar
beside me, that I got a glimpse that was real and beyond what Hollywood had to
share. He told me a story of a group of young men of which he was one. They
were motoring up a river in a gunboat. He was there in the capacity of an armed
observer in the very early 60’s. They began taking heavy rifle fire from a rice
field they were approaching, and as they returned fire they saw a woman and a
young boy running along the Delta in the line of fire. They couldn’t shoot back
without hitting them. So they held their fire despite the incoming. A young
lieutenant in the boat with them, stood up, frantically motioning for the woman
and the boy to drop down. It must have seemed like an eternity suspended there
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in time, but they held their fire, in spite the danger. These were truly All
Americans; defenders of freedom and good. But then, suddenly and without
warning, the boy revealed a rifle from somewhere unseen and let go a burst that
blew the chest out of that brave and caring young lieutenant. The gunboat
returned fire; and as the bullets raked across the body of the boy and on to the
woman, she exploded. She had explosives concealed under her jacket and she
had literally been blown to bits when she was hit. That’s the kind of a war
Vietnam was. It was not just the legions of uniformed men from the north that
General Westmoreland led us to believe. It was, as often as not, the rice farmers
in the field by day, that our soldiers fought by night. It was the “people “ we were
fighting. From the perspective of the Vietnamese in sympathy with the north, it
would have been as if the Russians had invaded Illinois. This truth, as well, was
kept from us; and, as well, was brought to light on a PBS documentary on “Ho
Chi Mien”. It seems the French and the Japanese had both held Vietnam as a
colonial possession. They had each exported the whole of the rice products from
Vietnam for profit, for years: leaving its inhabitants to starve amidst their own
bounty. When Ho Chi Mien taught his people to steal the grain and asked Us in
the west for assistance in his struggle for independence, we declined. We
Americans declined so as not to offend the French. When he went to Russia he
found help and he gave birth to the revolution long before we entered into it. The
country became split. In the south it was anti-communists; in the north anti-
starvation. We backed the Anti-communists when France retreated in humiliation
because John Kennedy was afraid of appearing soft in the eyes of the Kremlin.
The result was an army of young Americans who had to face a challenge that no
tactical advantage could have over come. They had to make a choice between
survival and fighting a war in which armed woman and children were among the
enemy. Many of those who survived the battlefield never recovered from the
mental torment. By 1990 it was calculated that more combat soldiers who served
in Vietnam died by their own hand at home, then died in the field over there.
That’s over 50,000 people.

This was a war we sent our well-intentioned, brave and unwitting young men
to fight. It was the hoax perpetrated on us by a government unable to affect
change in a positive way. It was a government supported by another group we
called “Flag wavers”. It would not be fair or true to tell you that the flag wavers
were war mongers as some “did” accuse them of being. They were, by in large,
those who had lived through World War II and its fear. They felt that
Communism had been stopped in Korea and could be stopped in Vietnam. The
problem was and is and always will be with Flag Wavers: their paradoxical view
of freedom and democracy. As an example; remember, as I explained earlier in
this book, our fear of Russia and of “Communism” had very little to do with the
economic theory of communal possession. It had been the Robber Barons of the
early twentieth century who feared Communism [then called Socialism], and
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gave into unions to defuse its spread. It was the American press that had
associated the dictatorships of the Russian and Chinese models of Communism,
with the economic term, “Communism”, and made Americans willing to believe
in the “Domino Theory”, [The idea that each country which falls to Communism
causes the next to fall]. But ironically, at the same time that Linden Johnson was
increasing the military budget in Vietnam, he was promoting the “ Great Society”
at home. The “Great Society”, if you are to young to remember, was a socialist
system of welfare and big government that strangles us today. At the same time,
unions, the American counter part to Communism, were as strong as they were
ever to be in America. It was dictatorship and echoes of Fascism that scared the
“Veterans of Foreign Wars” “The Elks” “The American Legion” “The daughters
of the Revolution” “The Rotary” “The John Birch Society” “The Church” and
on and on. So it would happen that as Johnson instituted “Socialistic” reforms
here at home, We would set out to fight Communism a half a world away. Yet,
when the children of America protested; when they made use of their
constitutional right to question government, they were told to “Love it or leave
it”.

Another perplexing notion of patriotic America was that people who would
not stand up; and who had coined the phrase “You can’t fight city hall” out of
their frustration with government: would send their own sons off to fight. More
than that, they often times encouraged it; even expected it or demanded it. These
were the same people who never even bothered to vote; not even for President:
sighting the futility of wasting their time trying to change a system that over
taxed them and was over bearing and unresponsive to their needs. Those same
people would wave “Johnny” good bye, confident that the government they had
told Johnny was so corrupt, was some how doing the right thing and with good
cause.

There is a sad and tragic link between World War II and Vietnam; it is
poverty. There is no doubt that Hitler was a mad man. The very mention of his
name evokes terrible images for anyone who lived in his time or grew up in his
wake. The fact that he was able to come to power at all, was largely a result of a
proud people facing ruin as a result of the way Europe punished Germany after
its defeat in World War L. In the midst of a world wide depression it was German
flag waving taken to its most perverted extreme, that sent Germany to war. [ have
heard it said that before the rise of the “Third Reich” the inflation rate in
Germany had become so great that people were paid at noon and again at quitting
time each day because Germany’s currency would depreciate by the hour. Ask
yourself how your neighbors would react in that situation. Ask yourself if our
leaders could project our fear our frustration and our hate upon a single entity
such as the “Jew”. Could we, for example, be persuaded to kill a hundred
thousand soldiers and fifteen thousand civilians including women and children, if
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our economy was threatened by a loss in oil imports by a nation like Iraq? But I
am off track. The point is, we could have built a whole new nation in Vietnam.
With brick and mortar we could have built new cities, and filled their shops with
American goods and food for what we spent to desecrate it with Napalm and
Agent Orange. We could have been the leaders we were told we were in our
books and in our movies. We could have been the brothers and sisters to the
world we professed to be. In retrospect, because Russia’s leaders are as corrupt
and ruthless as are all the other leaders of the world, including our own; it may
indeed, have been necessary to run the arms race over the last fifty years. But our
aggression only prolonged the struggle. In the end, every country that
Communism overtook would become another weight around the Kremlin’s neck.
Communism was doomed from its inception because it offers no incentive for
productivity. Its rewards are given politically for gamesmanship, which produces
nothing, so that the more people you include in the Communist system the more
you must provide for. If you want to see the proof of that, you need not look to
Russia, you can look around you right here in America.

The draftees were the real tragedy of Vietnam. If the only war you can
remember is the one in the Gulf then you have no idea what truly caused the
turmoil of the 60’s. If you were male and 18 you stood a very good chance of
being plucked from polite society and dropped off into a rice field in South East
Asia weather you wanted to go or not. You weren’t even given the privilege to
vote before age 21 until 1972. By the late 60’s enough of us had heard enough
the stories to be scared as well as morally outraged, but at the time Nancy Reagan
wasn’t in politics and we weren’t allowed to “just say no”. If you got into minor
trouble with the law you went to Vietnam. If you didn’t go to college you went to
Vietnam. You didn’t get paid up front: you just went. It was illegal to be male
and 18 and not have your draft card on your person. The young men (barely old
enough to be called men) were disproportionately black and or poor. Exemptions
went out to sons of politicians and the wealthy, while the rest were threatened
with prison and pressured from friends and family, relatives and community. For
a time, being married was a sanctuary. When the demands for new “recruits”
became too great and too many young men got married to stay out of the draft, it
no longer worked. Many had a child to get one up on the ladder; then children.
They were trying to stall until they got out of that age group the military loved so
well, the young malleable minds of 18 to 20 and then 21, 22, 23, and so on:
whatever the quota demanded. Guys tried doctors excuses; prayed for slight
disabilities, family hardships and soul surviving son exemptions. They even
began to falsely portray themselves as “homosexual”, until the army no longer
bought that excuse. Oddly enough, if you have ever heard of Arlow Guthrie’s
song “Alice’s Restaurant” you know that the only truly safe way to stay home
was to be perceived as immoral. In the end, most of them, with their backs
against the wall, bit their lip and went in for their tour of duty: one year. But for
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many, if not most, it would take up their whole life: if not in death, then in living
with the memory.

There were three ways to dodge the reaper that many young men used to
their advantage. The first was the only option for many who could not afford to
go to college or didn’t have the grades for it. It was to enlist into one of the other
services: the navy, the air force, or the national guard. There were no guarantees.
In the navy you could still end up in a gunboat headed up river like sitting ducks,
or in the Marines: but many naval personnel had a good chance of staying
relatively safe at sea.. Most of the noted POW’s were “Fly boys”. But the bulk of
the Air Force personnel does not fly. Those guys would be at the airfields, which
would at least keep you out of patrols into the jungle. The national guard or “
Week end warriors” as they were called, had to serve a 6 or 7 year hitch: but it
was only one weekend a month and a couple of weeks every six months. More
importantly, they never left “State Side”. It was a popular alternative and not
casy to get. That’s one of the reasons that all those who remained in the Guard
and took the extra income and education benefits through the 1980°s were caught
so off guard when the Guard was called up after a dormancy of nearly a century
to serve over seas in the Gulf War.

The second alternative, if you could raise the money and make the grades,
was the college exemption. As long as you could keep your grade point up and
pay the tuition, you could apply for and receive, a temporary exemption from a
military service for up to four or five years. After that, your draft status reverted
from 28 to 1A and you took your chances in the draft pool. The problem with the
college exemption was you had to have been on track for college from early on,
in order to get accepted. In many ways the draftees, the volunteers to the navy,
air force, and national guard and the college exempt were all of the same fabric.
They were struggling to do the right thing as they saw it. They were working
within the system and watching it happen all around them. They were simply
dealt different hands. These were all acceptable courses of action within the
scope of the 60’s, and up until the war ended in 1973. Unfortunately, and
unfairly, as I said before, it was the Black and probably Hispanic and definitely
the poor, who were most often dealt the worst cards.

To my mind the mirror image of the volunteers who fought in Vietnam were
those who chose to challenge the system. Those who risked imprisonment and
those who went to prison out of their own resolve against the war; showed the
same kind of commitment, conviction and courage as those who blindly served.
To say goodbye to one’s family and country and to be shunned by both, for the
sake of one’s convictions, is every bit as admirable as to take up arms for a war
you don’t understand or believe in. To be sure, there must have been some who
left out of fear of death in war, or imprisonment at home. Only they themselves
can see into their hearts. But many also served the draft out of fear of persecution
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from the society and from families that prodded them into going. Those who
chose to go to Canada had no way of knowing or [ given the mood of the country
when they left] even hoping, that the Carter administration would allow them
amnesty. While those who went off to serve their tour expected it to be over in a
year, one way or the other, those who left their country, committed to a tour for
life.

The protestors that eventually changed the course of history and forced an
end to the war were, by in large, college students. Among them were those who
would possibly have to later make a choice to be drafted or to dodge the draft.
But there were also those among them who had returned from the war and
attended college. To say that students only protested out of fear of having to go
themselves is not only untrue, it is also to miss completely what the protests were
all about. To say that when Abby Hoffman wrapped himself in the American
flag, he desecrated it, is to fail to understand the meaning of democracy. The
government of the United States, locked in a mortal conflict of fear, paranoia,
blind ambition and ignorance; had made a decision to send boys and young men
denied of even the right to vote, off to die in a war that was never declared, and
was from it inception, immoral. The government and the military lied about their
motives, their intentions, their abilities, their methods and their results. It has
been suggested that there were communist infiltrators within the factions that
protested, sent to disrupt us in our war in Vietnam. That is almost certainly true.
But the real struggle of the time was for liberty here at home. When the young
people of this land learned the truth of what the war in Vietnam was, they spoke
out; and when they spoke they were set upon by every one, from all sides. Abby
Hoffman was probably more showman than saint, but when We saw him drape
the flag around his shoulders we knew we had the Constitution on our side to
shield us. And We knew that We had the blessing of the Founding Fathers to
speak. It was our flag too. It was and is, our shield. The right of decent was the
promise of the revolution in 1776. To deny us our voice was the unpatriotic thing
to do. And when we heard of the death of those at Kent State, who marched for
the voices of “We the People” to be heard, and when we heard that they fell at
the hands of our own soldiers, on our own soil, we knew that it was the
Government that was our enemy, not the rice farmers of Vietnam. We knew it
was a fight against ignorance and blind national pride. The school books do not
tell the story of Vietnam. They are purchased by the State. It is a lesson they
would like us to forget long enough that they might rewrite history. With the
“War in the Gulf”, it would seem that we have remembered what happens when
we fight a war half heartedly or turn our backs on those who serve. But we have
not yet conquered our urge to rally around the flag. If anyone should tell you that
the protest movement was motivated solely by fear of being called up, remember
this. In 1969 the first draft lottery was held. Yes a lottery. In response to the
growing awareness that local draft boards were less than even handed in
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choosing who should go and who should be granted grace; the Federal
Government devised the draft lottery. All young men born before 1951 drew
their number in 1969, and with each passing year, a new lottery was held for
those coming of age. Your birth date determined your number and those with the
lowest numbers went first. With 365 days in a year, everything below 150 was a
possible ticket to Vietnam. Depending upon the demand, you needed well over
200 to feel safe. So just imagine that fully half of all the eligible young men were
being used up. On the other hand nearly half were relatively certain that would
not have to go. In spite of that, the lottery did not defuse the anti-war sentiment.
Instead the protests continued to grow: not because they were all afraid for
themselves, but because the war was a lie. Long Shanks had tried and failed in an
attempt to divide and conquer. A small, but committed, segment of society
fought the lies until the country as a whole began to see the truth. After nearly
two full terms of lies, Nixon was finally caught in the one that we could prove: it
was called “Watergate”. Threatened with the certainty of impeachment We
forced him to resign in disgrace; the only American president ever to do so.
History gives him credit for getting us out of Vietnam. But he had no choice.
Unlike the guys at the concrete company I spoke of at the beginning of this book,
the majority of young people, who were safe from the draft, stood for what was
right. Like the majority of Whites who had supported civil rights even though
they were not Black, and were not given their due by historians, we were just for
justice sake.

I mentioned those who sat on the fence. I think anyone who had lived
through those times was torn to some degree, but to say that one merely watched
passively would probably be a mistake. But most Americans were not faced with
the prospect of having to go themselves. For most it would be a relative, a friend,
a son, who would go in their stead. Many of those who watched as the War drug
on and the Anti-War Movement grew, would eventually be swayed to abandon
our war effort. Once they were, Nixon would be forced to act. There are those
who still say that, had We had the resolve to win the War in the first place, We
could have. They are probably right. The lesson of Vietnam should therefore be
that an unjust war should never be waged to begin with; not that we should
slaughter anyone that our President points our army at.

The last group I could think of, deserves to be last. While historical
documentaries focus on them unceasingly, they were a very small percentage of
those involved. Unfortunately, despite their small numbers, they had a
devastating effect on the way we remember Vietnam. They were the mirrored
image of the fervent, the most self righteous, of the Flag Wavers; juxtaposed. |
call them the Spitters. There were a lot of reasons that men returning from
Vietnam didn’t find a brass band waiting. Once the war got rolling, soldiers were
coming home in small numbers all 365 days of the year, to cities scattered across
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the nation. Add to that the mixed bag of emotions around about the war and the
impossibility of keeping any kind of sincerity of emotion up over five thousand
days of homecomings, and you have a formula for not doing the job right. It was
just that kind of a war. It was an assembly line that put young boys in, one at a
time, and chucked the living and the dead out the other end. The only place
where a large congregation of newly Veteranized Americans could be found was
at the airports, when they flew back to the main land to catch connecting flights
for home. And there, waiting for them, were the Spitters. Young men and
women, who cursed at them and jeered. They called them baby killers, and
literally spit at them. It was inexcusable. Back home here, with the nightly news
bringing fresh footage of the war into our homes every evening, we were all
aware that things were different over there than they had been portrayed in the
WW II movies we grew up watching. We had heard of the My Lai Massacre
[pronounced Me Lie] and felt the shame of it. But the shame belonged to those
who stayed home and sent others to do the fighting, not to the soldiers coming off
the planes. Even more poignant was the fact that so many of the hecklers were
women who would never know the pressures that had sent so many of these men
off to war. I offer no defense for the Spitters. If they are still around, they were
careful to keep silent when the troops returned from the gulf, but they should be
remembered in perspective: not as the embodiment of the protest movement, but
as radicals, twisted indignant by their frustration and ignorance. Like the
“Rednecks” of the time, who shaved the heads of “long hairs” with bare, rusty,
razor blades; they had no excuse and no place in a democracy. If your only
reference to war is that in the Persian Gulf, then you must not use it as a gauge by
which to remember Vietnam. Some of its veterans refer to it as “ The Nam “ as if
it were a thing. In many ways it was. Unlike the Gulf War, which had men of all
ages, men with maturity and experience to draw on for leadership: Vietnam was
fought by very young men. Unlike the Gulf, where those called upon had
obligated themselves to serve with payment in advance, Vietnam shanghaied
most of its participants. In the Gulf, we led the way and called the shots. In
Vietnam we soiled our hands, by dealing with corrupt South Vietnamese, many
of whom were little more than feudal war lords. Some of them ended up being set
up in business in the states after the war; while many of the real patriots in South
Vietnam were left to the “killing fields” like the Kurds of Irag. The war in Iraq,
with its great and swift victory, will undoubtedly create a whole new generation
of Flag Wavers. We will forget that there is still no democracy in Kuwait or
Saudi Arabia. We will forget the oil spill. We will forget Saddom Hussein’s
reprisals on his Kurdish, Sheit and other citizens. We will forget his sabotage in
the oil fields and never contemplate what might have happened had we given
Iraq a nuclear power plant when we courted Iraq to subvert Iran because of our
failed policy in Iran, so many years ago. It will not be reminded that, unlike those
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drafted into Vietnam, the men and women sent off to the Gulf had hired on for
the job.

It is possible that, if left unchecked in Kuwait, Hussein may have moved on
Saudi Arabia. With success there, the Middle East may have fallen to him like
“Dominos”. Perhaps Bush stopped a “Would be Hitler” in time. Fortunately, he
is stayed for the short run. We, along with our allies in the Gulf War, were
justified to go after the “Tyrant” that George Bush convinced us to fight. The
way he treats his own people, the way he treated the Kurds and the Sheits [and
the Iranians for that matter] and the way in which he still plots against the world:
all of these things justify a war against Saddom Hussein and his government. But
Bush was never sanctioned by those in the Middle East to wage such a war. He
had sanction only to remove Iraqi troops from the oil fields of Kuwait. That was
why Bush’s initial battle cry was about oil and jobs. It is why we refused him.
The War In The Gulf was a resounding triumph for our military. It put our faith
back into our ability to unite as a nation. It was an opportunity for our military
leaders to show us that they deserve our trust. But when the dust settled, it seems
that our political leadership had missed the lessons of Vietnam all together.
Because the target of the war was the oil fields rather than the government of
Saddom Hussein, the very Kurds that Bush incited to rise up in the north were
either killed or driven out as we looked on helplessly. In 1996 they still lived in a
refugee camp that we support. They are still under attack from both the country
they fled to and the country they fled from. Saddom Hussein’s main force of his
best soldiers escaped the war untouched; and to this day prop up that same
government which sent troops into Kuwait. Today there is growing concern that
the biological, nerve gas, and nuclear weapons which Saddom Hussein either had
or was developing, are still in his position. Despite the great job done by our
military in the Gulf War: as some one put it “We managed to snatch defeat from
the jaws of victory”.

If we intent to govern ourselves in a democratic manner, then we must
educate ourselves with respect to the consequences. We must not be led into
another Vietnam. More importantly, our children must be educated to be weary
of such involvement. In Jan. of 1996, PBS aired a “Front Line” documentary on
the Gulf War. It should be mandatory viewing for anyone wanting to graduate
high school in America. If the citizens of the United States are to sanction armed
aggression by their military, then they must understand the implications. The
song goes “ Ain’t gonna study war no more,” but if we are to wage it, we must
study and understand “ALL” the consequences.

In closing let me say that, many good people died in Vietnam. The Gulf War
would claim good people as well. Their memory will be dangled in front of us
whenever Government tries to get our blood up. For those who came back, We as
a nation are in your debt. It is a debt that in some ways We can never repay. At
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the same time, and with the most sincere humility, let me add that, the revolution
I will unveil to you, is a revolution unique. It addresses all the needs of all the
people. So please, remember that when you promote your cause in a world of
finite resource that it is at a cost to others. Remember also that what you fought
for was equality for all, not special privilege for yourself. And finally, remember
that not all of us asked you to go. In fact some of us did not agree that you should
go. Some of us pleaded with you not to go. But we were shouted down.

Poor Archie Bunker. If you don’t remember him, he was the white, middle
classed, middle aged guy from “All In The Family”; a television show from the
early 1970’s. My friends and I never missed a chance to watch Archie’s young
hippie son-in-law rake Archie over the coals with the help of Archie’s own
daughter: and Archie deserved it all. Each week we saw his racist, anti-Semitic,
greedy, self centered, self serving ways, get him into trouble. He loved his nation
blindly to bolster his own self esteem. In the midst of an unjust, unpopular war,
he believed what he wanted to believe, [what he needed to believe] and closed
his eyes to the reality of a country that was living a lie. But it must be said that
Archie Bunker did the best that he could. The fact is that everybody wants to
believe in something, and he was gullible enough to be able to believe. All
Archie ever really wanted was to be loved and respected, and to have some sort
of economic security. Remember, he was born of the great depression and
molded by the fear and uncertainty of World War Two. He was not well
educated. So every week when his son-in-law, the “MEAT HEAD”, challenged
the beliefs that Archie had grown up with, Archie would suffer the humiliation:
and deservedly so. Each week, this embodiment of the White, Anglo-Saxon,
Protestant, [WASP] power structure, made concession after concession to
minorities and to his children; accepting the guilt and opening the door to change.
Yet, all the while, his son-in-law lived in his home and ate from his table. His
daughter and his wife received his love in the best way he was able to give it.
Turns out that Archie was more ignorant than cruel, more insecure than greedy,
and more human than all-powerful. It’s nearly thirty years later now. The face
has changed, but if you look hard, you can see that Archie is still getting cheap
shots taken at him. He’s the simpleton in the commercial being straightened out
by the bright, articulate woman. He’s the fat guy that the hard bodies in the diet
commercial laugh at. Twenty five years age, he was a caricature of all American
fathers. Today I would hope he has gone the way of the dinosaurs. I guess what
I’m trying to say is that it was very easy to ask concessions of White, middle
class, male, population that seemed to have it all. Many of these concessions
needed to be made and many still remain. But, it is important to remember, that
all the special interests who have gained ground in the last three decades, have
done it with the support of many Whites and with the consent of the majority.
The White majority, or any majority, will always have to be shown the way.
They will always have to be prodded. It’s human nature, not White nature, to

86



Revolution Number Ten

resist change. But the fact is, that changes made over the last three decades, be
they right or wrong, were made out of a common will to do the right thing. Poor
old Archie Bunker would give you the shirt off his back if he thought it was the
right thing to do. But he is, after all, a product of his environment, and human. If
he were standing on the shore and saw you drowning, he would throw you a
rope. But, what seems to have been forgotten is that if you drag him down into
the water, and try walking out by standing on his shoulders, he will panic and
save himself. Now, I know that there are those who say that Archie should be the
one in the water and they should be the one entrusted to throw the rope: maybe. 1
say that they had better get past the debating and start swimming and all the
Archies of this country had better pull hard on the rope: the tide is going out.

The fathers of the 1950’s and 60’s, in their bid for economic freedom and
security, reaped the benefits of the single strongest economy the world has ever
known. They took care of there own first, through unfair union practices and
good old boy networks. But this is not a uniquely White technique. You can find
the same kind of discrimination occurring along bloodlines and political lines in
Mexico where there are few Whites. These are problems that must be addressed
as ethical problems, not just racial problems. When a successful Black man or
woman, uses their influence to give a position to an unqualified minority
applicant, they serve our society no better than any other bigot. I wish these
problems did not exist. I wish that the generations that went before had set aside
their prejudices, so that these problems were all behind us. Then these leaders
that use our discontent, to steer us to their ends, would shout to deaf ears. Then,
perhaps my generation of middle class males would not have rejected so much of
what our fathers did right, along with what our fathers did wrong. Perhaps we
would not have cheered as our sisters lost all sense of who they were. No matter
what you say about Archie Bunker, whether you see him as an object of pity or
of scorn, you must concede that he was a provider for his family. And no matter
if you view his wife as a good and giving homemaker or an idiot, who subjected
herself to his abuse; you must concede that together they provided an atmosphere
of love and security for their child: a child who grew up with a sense of self
worth and social conscience. Can our generation say the same?

Archie felt a strong conviction for the American union worker. But, in fact,
he was far removed from the founders of the labor movement. The union struggle
in America had its roots in a lot of different “Trade” groups, but one of the first
major strikes came in the coal mines of Pennsylvania. It was a system of
enslavement through economics that brought those brave men together. The
owners of the coal mines owned the “Company Store” as well and they sold the
food on credit. The company, in most cases, controlled the local police, and
government, and had the ear of the governor. If you worked for the company,
you were entrapped. You would always be in debt to the company. The company
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would force you to enlist your sons, as young as age four, to the struggle for
existence, through economic manipulation: and if you should voice decent, you
and yours would be on the street; at which point the law would deal with you
harshly for your indebtedness and make an example of you for others. It was a
long, bitter and sometimes bloody struggle that brought dignity to those men and
their families. In the beginning, the Pennsylvania miners were of European
decent, and while today’s minority groups like to think of White Americans as a
group which is organized to keep minorities down, these miners came from
countries which had an age old mistrust for each other. They spoke different
languages and came from different cultures. The mine owners, who had cornered
the market on anthracite coal, were well aware of that mistrust and they used it to
manipulate one group of Whites against another. According to a dramatization |
watch on [once again] PBS; before the union movement prevailed in the mines, it
included not only WASP miners; but also the Black Americans and Italian
emigrants who were brought in as strike breakers. There was no public outcry for
these desperate souls, who squandered their lives away in cold, wet, dust filled
caves, that fueled our nation’s industrial revolution. There was no empathy from
rural America, for those emigrants who suffered in the factories and the
sweatshops of the big cities. The majority of Americans lived on the farm. Like
the drivers at the concrete company, who had made it to the full wage, they were
more concerned about their own problems and how they would get by. They
probably felt that anyone simple minded enough to put up with those conditions,
deserved what they got. After all, if you farmed a small piece of ground, you
could get by on your own wits. It probably never occurred to the vast majority
that the knowledge and the opportunity they took for granted was out of the grasp
of those locked in the system. As for those stuck in the cities, more immigrants
from other backgrounds meant more competition for jobs. The more immigrants
the Industrialists could bring to this country, the less they would have to pay a
labor force divided and trying to survive. When Henry Ford invented the
assembly line, he changed the face of the industrial revolution forever. He “one-
upped” the rest of the world and overcame the “Good Old Boys” in the
automotive industry that had previously kept him from success. But the demands
put upon workers by the assembly line were horrendous. From the dawn of
civilization men had worked to the beat of their heart. Now it would be the
tireless machine that would set the pace. In those days, a ten or twelve hour
workday was commonplace; sixteen was not uncommon. Saturday was a part of
the normal workweek. By contrast, life in early agrarian societies saw people
working a six hour day most of the year. But in industrial America, people were
simply used up and discarded. Yet, Henry was a man of the working class. It is
said that one day he received a letter from the wife of one of his workers, in
which she told him that she feared for her husband’s life: the beat of the machine
was too fast and the day too long. Because of his amazing success he found
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himself in a position from which he could begin another revolution: he
championed the eight hour work day. Without reducing the weekly earnings of
his workers, he shortened their workday to eight hours in a grand act of
benevolence that would in time, spread across the country. On the other side of
the world, in 1917, the Bolsheviks came to power in a Revolution that over threw
the Monarchy in Russia. It was a hateful and bloody ordeal; reminiscent of the
French revolution in which Marie Antoinette lost her head. The Czar of Russia
fared about the same. Over here in America we still professed to be the land with
cities paved in gold. We still sold hopeful immigrants fairy tales of rags to riches,
to draw them to America to feed our machines. But we had an aristocracy of our
own. They ruled not by divinity but by wealth and power. They were the
Carnegie and the Rockefellers, the Hursts and the Morgans: and they were
nervous. Pittsburgh, Detroit, New York and the other big industrial cities of the
country were teaming with the “Huddled Masses” that the Statue Of Liberty had
beckoned “Come”. Those masses lived and died for industry; and they were
intrigued by this new “Communism”. Unlike Henry Ford, the wealthy of
America showed little benevolence toward the people who did the labor. When
unions had asked for an eight hour day at the turn of the century, they had been
broken. The twelve hour day, six or seven days a week would stand. But Ford
was benevolent like a fox. He would be the first to understand that by putting
money in the pockets of his workers, he would enable them to purchase his cars;
and that would ultimately put money back in his pocket. Unlike the “Trickle
Down Theory” of Roosevelt and Reagan which polarized all the money toward
the top, enslaving the masses, Ford put it in circulation. Because of that, and
because of the revolution in Russia, the union movement in America would later
flower. Unlike the Bolsheviks of Russia, the unions were not the Government.
They did not nationalize [seize ownership of] the companies that had abused
them. Instead, they limited a company’s ability to choose employees from
outside those who were presently employed; or those the union provided. Since
no business can operate without labor, it did, in affect “seize” the companies and
hand them over to the employees. It then became a question of doing business
with the unions or not doing business at all. The whole idea of unions was, more
than likely, perceived by the majority of rural America [at the time a national
majority] as communist in nature. And in the truest sense it was. The only major
difference being that, it was communally controlled by the union members, rather
than the state; which was the case in Russia. That and of coarse, the fact that
ownership still remained in the hands of the original owner. It was this fact that
caused the union movement to be tolerated, but “Control” was seized by the
unions. When union workers marched on Henry Ford’s plant, hired thugs shot
some of them. History records that Henry Ford was both removed from that
decision and appalled by it. Given his concern for his workers it’s likely that he
was. But never the less, his company was in affect seized along with all the
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others that “organized”. There was a need for the birth of the unions in this
country. Safety and human dignity in the work place were sorely lacking before
their introduction. But like all institutions of man, they have been irreparably
corrupted with time. They are political voting blocks manipulated by self-servers.
They are trust funds misused by gangsters. They are strike makers used to extort
business and have been as far back as Frank Nitty using the “Projectionist Guild”
to extort theater chains, and the Mafia using trucking to extort nearly every one
in the fifties and sixties. Their leaders are the ‘“Nobles” who serve “Long
Shanks”. Their members are the sons and the nephews of the “Good Old Boy”
network and pass on membership to the union as a right of birth. If a union serves
its constituents well, then it is its constituents who should prop it up. However, in
government contracts, wages to be paid by the contractor are specified in the
terms of that contract. Under an act voted in by congress years ago, known as
“The Davis Bacon Act”, a “Prevailing” wage was established. These “Prevailing
Wages” are not only as high as union wages, but must also pay cash values equal
to union benefits and other union gratuities normally paid by employers of union
workers. All this causes non union employers to pay an equal amount in labor
costs to that of the union employer. If this were not so, contractors using union
employees could not compete in the bidding. It works out great for the non union
employee on the government contract job because he or she enjoys union wages
plus the additional 20% to 40% in cash to compensate for what would be the
union’s cut. It works out great for the union, because they are able to compete in
the bidding. In fact, in 1996 some unions were caught falsifying union pay scales
in order to raise the “Davis Bacon” schedules; thereby thwarting non-union
competition by inflating non-union bids. It works out great for the politicians
because the unions give him or her support and the voters are none the wiser. But
it is hell on the taxpayer who foots the bill, for the “PORK BARREL”
government projects that may or may not have been needed in the first place: and
at inflated rates. This is especially true when you consider that by the end of the
1990’s many members of the “Operating Engineers” union would be able to
retire with pensions as high as $35,000 to $70,000 per year. These are pensions
drawn from monies collected, in many cases, from an extorted public.

I once had a union man relate to me a story about a truck driver friend of his,
who was an hour out of his trucking terminal, when he had a tail light burn out on
his truck. He called into the terminal to have a mechanic come out and replace it.
You see, with the bulb burned out it was illegal for him to proceed at night.
Furthermore, it was against union rules for him to replace the bulb himself, as he
was not a mechanic. The moral of the story I was told, was that thanks to the
union rules both men’s jobs were protected. The mechanic got in his eight hours
that day, and so did the driver. Now that’s great if your operating in a vacuum; or
if your a communist state in which it is more important that everyone have a job
than it is that they produce something for their pay. The problem is that, while
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the driver slept in his truck waiting for the mechanic, the company he worked for
was being driven out of business and he and the mechanic were both put out of
work. The foreign shipping company, that left an hour behind him, had their
driver fix his own bulb. He made his deliveries on schedule and for less money
and took away all of the union driver’s accounts. Now that union driver marches
in Washington and cries on the news about how his government doesn’t protect
him from the real world. Of coarse European and Pacific Rim companies do not
operate shipping companies within our boarders, but Canadian and Mexican
companies do. What’s more, foreign companies do compete with us in a global
market. If the shipping companies used by our manufacturers are protected from
having to compete, then all our manufacturers suffer the cost of that inefficiency.
We compete as a nation or we fail to compete as a nation. The commercial says
“Look for the union label.” I say, if you choose to support the 5% to 10% elitist
workers in the nation that belong to unions, that is certainly your prerogative.
And if those workers wish to spend their money to support their union, then so be
it. But when our tax money is used to support an organization that claims the best
jobs for them and theirs, then I say wait a minute. This is especially true when
government organizations or legal monopolies such as utilities, or protected
industries such as airlines, are allowed to become unionized.

Not too long ago I heard a devoted union man complaining that the
government was extending unemployment benefits to farm workers left
unemployed for six months, as a result of a devastating freeze that ruined citrus
crops. “Those people are literally starving “I told him. He replied that, “ Anyone
that would work for four dollars a hour deserves what he gets!”

So I guess it has come full circle. Now that the wages are protected for those
in the city, either through unions or “Prevailing Wages”, it is those who make
their living tending and gathering the crops who will carry the burden: and those
in the city who will turn their back. If you are inclined to believe in reincarnation,
perhaps it is those same people on top once more. As for me, I believe that
people need to feel good about themselves; and when they are faced with a
system that is corrupt in nature; and that they are powerless to change, they
simply turn away and rationalize their own position as best they can. Like I said,
if I were to challenge some union workers belief systems like this, in person, they
would have taken a swing at me by now. But look at the facts folks. California
has been the recipient of Long Shank’s benevolence because it is a large electoral
vote. Here is just one example of how it works.

Back in the mid west they are forced to put salt on their highways and
bridges in the winter, to keep the roads open. The severity of the weather
conditions and the addition of the salt to those conditions, causes their roadways
to deteriorate rapidly. It is just a fact of life. The taxpayers have to bear the cost
of rebuilding roads and bridges, and while the federal government does
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contribute some of the taxpayer’s money back to the problem, it is matching
funds at best.

At the same time, when northern California had its major earthquake back
around 1990, the federal government rushed in to pump in money to rebuild. Ten
years later the construction industry would still be strong in the San Francisco
Bay Area; due, in no small part, to that infusion of Federal money. That Federal
money would come from California taxpayers, but it would also come from
workers in the mid west. Workers who made around $20,000 to $25,000 a year
as welders on assembly lines; and a lot less in most other jobs. Workers who
must rebuild their deteriorating roads constantly and without emergency
assistance money from the federal government. The fact that unions are propped
up by politicians, should tell the tale for you.

I do not say these things to place blame or to cause hard feelings. Those who
work the union jobs and defend the union line are just trying to get along in a
world which they did not make. But it should also be remembered that if
someone tries to work on a job, when a union has told its membership that it
should be a union job: those people, who come to try to make a living in a world
which they did not create, will be called “Scabs”. They will be portrayed as less
than human so that the truth can be rationalized away and hate and violence can
rule the day.

American labor unions were the original special interest group. As the union
members came to covet their jobs, and began to see those jobs as belonging to
them and their children, the unions themselves fell to decay. The promise of a
true organized labor force is to protect “ALL” the workers of the land from
unfair, unsafe and inequitable labor practices. But the unions fell far short of their
obligations. They organized to control by faction. They protect the “STATUS
QUO”. They wield their political clout, not to the benefit of the American
worker, but to the benefit of their selected few, at the expense of the whole. In
return, government contracts protect union employees, and in the bargain, cause
government contract prices to be inflated. That causes higher taxes, which places
a greater burden on those already excluded from union protection. Similar forces
manifest themselves in governmental, utility and protected industry unions as
well. The dues and fees and interest paid on monies handled by the union for its
member’s sake, are monies that a frightened and self centered union membership,
pays through extortion. Memberships no longer control their unions, but concede
power and a percentage of the “Take” in order to stay ahead of the pack. Today,
in America, some unions have sunk so low as to have two wage packages for
their membership in order to perpetuate inflated wage rates for tenured members
at the expense of new members. These are not trainee programs; but separate
scales based on having been in the group before the new deal was made. Simply
put, some union members have sold out there own brotherhood to maintain their
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own standard of living in the face of new economic realities. It may seem
hypocritical, but, in truth, that has always been the union way.

As long as politics is a career job in America we will continue to have these
schizophrenic leaders talking from both sides of their mouth. How many times
have you heard it said that the Republicans or the Democrats are trying to decide
what their “Platform” will be? I mean, do you really think they want their finger
on the pulse of the people, or are they just trying to figure out what it is you want
to hear? Damn the pulse of the people! We need leaders who will stand up for
what they believe is right. Then if we vote for them we can be sure that they are
committed. We need Presidents who, unlike Reagan, will tell the truth and make
us face it, unpopular or not. You don’t get that from career politicians. They offer
no vision. Instead, you get coalitions. You get government by faction. All of the
special interest groups, into which we have divided ourselves, bid for a voice in
government. The candidate picks his allies, pays them lip service, gives their
leaders special consideration and then does whatever he or she wants once in
office. Abraham Lincoln once entered this country into a bloody civil war on the
premise that a house divided against itself, can not long endure. Today we are no
longer Americans: we are Black, White, Asian, Native American, Hispanic,
Women, Right to life, Pro-choice, Timber, Environmentalist, union, Moral-
majority, Gay, Homeless, Elderly, Veterans, Disabled, Democrat, Republican,
Independent and on and on and on.

I’'m going to move away from my views on government for a while and
focus instead on our countries ethnic groups. John F. Kennedy said, “Ask not,
what your country can do for you, but what you can do for your country”. This
sentiment is more relevant than ever today. The popular press, in its obsession to
sell news print and air time have tried to drag down the memory of this man and
his brother. Or maybe it’s just their way of promoting our decline in morality, to
hold the actions of other men, in other times, to the scrutiny of today’s standards.
These same people suggest that Kennedy did not rush in to promote “Civil
Rights” for Blacks in the south. In reality the same can be said of Lincoln. And
I’m sure that the fact that George Washington owned slaves was not lost on the
anti-abolitionist press of the Civil War. The point here is that the achievements of
these men came at the crossroads. Washington and the others could have written
a constitution which read “All men of European decent are created equal”. As for
Lincoln and Kennedy, it was the fact that they were leaders that made people
face into the wind and force an end to what was unjustifiable. They led us to do
the right thing in spite of ourselves, and in their wake, we as a nation grew closer
to the promise of democracy. Had either of them run for office on a platform
which indorsed what they would ultimately accomplish, they would never have
been elected. People fail to see that a President has very little power other than
the power to lead, and they lead our nation to good or to ill. Great Presidents use
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the office as a “Bully Pulpit” after they are elected and risk their lives to change
the world for the betterment of mankind as a whole.

[33 PR 2]

So where “is” Black America today? Some reports estimate that between
50% and 80% of Black Americans have reached the middle class. If that was
true, in the hard economic times of the early 1990°s there is good reason to be
optimistic. Is that reason for complacency? Of course not. No race within this
country emulated or tried to imitate mainstream America like Black America.
They took our religions and our culture because slavery had stripped them of
their own. But beyond that, they strived even to imitate the physical appearance
of white America in an attempt to fit in. It was, and is, truly the basest of human
impulses, displayed by America at large that caused them to be rejected. There
was probably a lot of guilt involved too. It was government’s feeble attempts to
rectify this injustice that give birth to the kind of Federal monster that drags us
down today. Had we, at any time since the Civil War, included them into our
society, we could have avoided nearly all of our social problems today. The
lessons we could have learned as a society would have made us the people we
professed to the world to be; but we didn’t. We didn’t even come close. By the
time the government put affirmative action into place in the 60’s the battle had
been lost; the opportunity missed. We had failed to do the right thing. The Blacks
of the nation were bitter, hurt and lacking in self esteem. They stopped trying to
be like mainstream America. They saw themselves once again as Africans. But
they were not Africans anymore than a Mexican is Spanish. They were, and are,
a people unique to the new world. Their linecage was crossed with White slave
owners like those of the American “Indians” [natives] was crossed with the
Spanish to make the Mexican gene-pool of today: They are mixed in the same
way that White American heritage is woven from all the nations of Europe, as
well as with all those who joined for love, or need, in the “New World” along a
path as long as the history of this nation [including Blacks]. The bonds of
“Family” that saw Black America into the twentieth century were as European in
nature as African. They were strong bonds forged of a memory of slavery, and
forced separation. They carried their people through a century of oppression
running from “Abolition” to the “Civil Rights Movement”. The strength of their
conviction in the Church, led them to equality by law. When “Affirmative
Action” was put in place, I had a discussion with a painting contractor on the
subject. Like his father before him, he was a union contractor. There was, and is,
an apprentice program in the Painter’s Union. An apprentice makes less money
than a “Journeyman” painter because he knows less and works slower than a
“Journeyman”. “It’s unfair” the contractor protested, “one in four of my
journeymen painters has to be Black, but there aren’t any Black journeyman
painters out there. So how am I supposed to hire some guy off the street and pay
him journeyman wages while I teach him?”” He was frustrated at the prospect. So,
I asked him how many Blacks he had hired on during his years as a contractor.
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He had trained none. So, I asked him how many his father had trained as union
painters during his days a union contractor. Again, the answer was none. They
had brought this upon themselves it seems. Neither he nor his contemporaries, or
his father’s generation had made the effort. Now the price would have to be paid
to set things right. Ultimately, it would be the consumer who would pay the price
for the training, in the form of higher contract bids, and it would be the young
“White” males of my generation who would lose their opportunity to participate.
After all, none of the established “White” journeyman painters were going to quit
to make the numbers right. Many of their sons would become union members as
well. So those young White males who’s" fathers were not part of the “good old
boys”, would never make the team. Those few open slots that weren’t spoken for
by family lines within the union, would go to women and minorities. Therefore,
as in other facets of the work force, “The sins of the Father would be visited upon
the son”. It would be Archie Bunker’s indignant son in law who would pay the
price in unions, government jobs and in many other facets of the economy. But,
we as a Nation, had decided to right the wrong and pay the price. So what went
wrong? Well, it’s true that there was resistance and animosity within the
employment community. That paint contractor I mentioned ultimately stopped
hiring any employees at all: not just because of affirmative action, but because of
workman’s compensation insurance, unemployment insurance and seemingly
endless government regulations. But the stumbling block that ultimately drug the
“Quota System” down, was the bitterness felt in the Black community. That hurt
that went so deep, that rejection that had so embittered, was to become as big a
problem as bigotry itself. It was to be known as “Tokenism”. The “Token”
Blacks, who filled the newly created positions, only to put in their time, without
regard to productivity, began to drag us down. Am I saying that affirmative
action didn’t work? No. Am I saying that all Blacks were and are “Token
Blacks”? Absolutely not! For those Blacks who applied themselves and found
employers willing to work with them, things did change. Things have changed, in
some respects; sometimes more than Black activist would like to admit. It is
evidenced in a much larger Black “middle”, even “upper” class. When once it
took affirmative action to get one in ten people in TV commercials to be Black,
we now have entirely Black casts on TV programs, showing our children the way
it could and should be. But I am saying that some people are lazy: Black or
White. I’'m saying that quota systems invite abuse. I’m saying that it is very easy
to justify a bad attitude by pointing to inequalities, past and present. I am saying
that I doubt that anyone can rattle off all of the public figures of our society
today, who are Back. And I am saying that Blacks have been unwilling to
criticize their own and have instead made excuses for them, to the detriment of
affirmative action. I am saying that Martin Luther King Jr. had a dream that all
men and women would arrive at the promise land together and that many of
America’s Black community have abandoned that dream and chosen instead to
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pursue a path of “Separate But Equal”: maybe even a little more equal. I am
talking about rationalization.

If government can take any credit for helping to raise the social and
economic status of Black America, it is overshadowed by the way the welfare
system has destroyed the Black family unit of the lower class. The welfare
system implemented its own “Catch Twenty Two” on the Black American Male.
Look around you today and you can find, literally, millions of families
floundering on the edge. Then, as now, it has been necessary for them to seek
government assistance. You may dispute the reasons, but you can not refute the
fact that a disproportionate number of them are Black. With the emergence of the
“Welfare Society” the Black “Man” was pushed away from his family. With Dad
in the house, Mom couldn’t collect the welfare check. Now Mom had become the
“Bread Winner”, not because she had a job in any traditional sense, but she did
truly provide the paycheck and it came from welfare. Without a role model, how
could young Black males aspire to any goal? They were well aware that their
fathers were not the “Bill Cosbys” of the world. Not only did they have no place
in the work force; they now had no place in the family. They could see their
fathers from the windows of the “Projects”. They were the guys on the street
corners hanging out; they were the drunks and the junkies being carted off by the
law or sleeping in the alley. The only men from “Their” world that draw the
attention of the ladies are the ones with the “Bank-roll” and the “Nose Candy”.
Middle America, no matter what color, is abhorred by the immoral, self
destructive strain that has developed out of this subculture. The young Black
male’s hate for the female dominated society that rejects them, is reflected in the
violent apparition that has been called “The music of the inner city culture”.
Whether these souls can be saved is a matter for theologians to debate. Whether
they will continue to be produced from the same mold is a matter for society
[that’s you and that’s me], not government to decide. In 1990 Arizona lost an
estimated two million dollars due to a boycott put in place against the “Sun
Bowl”. The citizens of Arizona were labeled as bigots because they refused to
adopt Martin Luther King’s birthday as a holiday. The truth is, that, they rejected
adding yet another paid government holiday, not Martin Luther King.
Bureaucrats did not offer a paid holiday to be given up in its place. But Black
community leaders raised “hell” over the rejection. Black Americans pay taxes
too. Middle class Blacks, along with the rest of the middle class, pay a larger
percentage of tax on their income than the rich. Were they being well served?
You know full well who was being served: government; who could show false
concern, while giving themselves a day off; and Black leaders who could raise
money for the cause and get their faces on the TV and the front page. I have
eluded to films over and over again, because we are largely a nation of movie
goers rather than book readers. Movies, from “Guess who’s coming to diner”, to
“Mississippi Burning” and “Driving Miss Daisy” are extremely valuable in

96



Revolution Number Ten

making White America take a good hard look at what is really in our hearts. The
facts that these film’s names are recognizable demonstrates that good will is
present in America at large. But there is another film which is, perhaps, more
important to the struggle of Black Americans: its name was “Lean on Me”. Like
“Driving Miss Daisy” it starred Morgan Freedman. It shows in a somewhat over
simplified way the form and function of today’s activist in politics. More
importantly it shows what must be done for the sake of the children. When you
go to government for solutions you must always fail, because in doing so, you
tell the children that they are powerless to help themselves. This is true for all
people of all races of all time, and for all time. When recruits join the army they
must pass basic training. It’s a right of passage, and well known as a trying and
difficult time. Yet, nearly everyone who applies themselves, is able to pass
muster. This is in the design. No one becomes a master of hand-to-hand combat
in six weeks, but soldiers emerge from boot camp with the confidence to go into
battle. A high school education is something that virtually all kids are capable of
achieving. But, we stand on the sidelines, making excuses for them and teaching
them to blame the system. Don’t tell them that they can’t succeed. Don’t fill their
heads with the rationalizations of the line know as the down trodden. Tell them
that if they truly try, they can not fail. Don’t send them into the world without the
confidence to compete. There are those who would rewrite history for the sake of
young Black kid’s self esteem. But children do not look to history for their sense
of self worth; they look to their community. There are those who belittle the
contributions of Whites, to the Black cause, but that only makes young Black
kids feel more ostracized. There are those who promote the sub-culture of the
inner city, but that only keeps young Black kids chasing the wrong dreams and
rationalizing their failures. As I said earlier, it has been suggested that as many as
80% of Black Americans have found their way out of poverty. This may be no
more than wishful thinking, but consider this; if the majority of Black America is
middle class, when Blacks allow their leaders to portray them as unsuccessful,
they themselves perpetuate the myth that Blacks can’t measure up. They fuel
racism, by contributing to bigoted beliefs of Black inferiority. Most importantly:
there will always be those at the bottom. They must be helped and protected. But
if they turn their back on society they must not be given the right to become
abusive because they are Black.

There was another movie made in the 90’s that dealt with race and bigotry. In
it, two White males raped and attempted to murder a young Black girl. The father
of the child, killed the two men on the courthouse steps and was put on trial for
murder. As his defense, the defense lawyer would ask the jury to close their eyes
and imagine the atrocity. Step by horrible step, he described what had happened
to the child. At the end of the exercise he would ask the jurors to imagine that the
little girl he described had been White. Of course the exercise allowed the
Southern jury to empathize and the man was acquitted. But I must ask you to
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back up a moment. In the story, the father had killed the men before the trial was
over. Whether they would be found guilty and truly punished for their crime was
still not certain. This father had also contacted his defense lawyer in advance of
the murders to make sure he would have a White lawyer to defend him. He
would, during the course of the trail, raise money for his defense by extorting it
out of a self serving Black organization who had intended to use him to promote
their cause. In the end, he had planned the murders carefully and with
premeditation. He had manipulated his lawyer to defend him and members of the
Black community to pay the bill. He would be acquitted and the movie would
proclaim that justice had been served. But I must ask you, “What if that father
had been White?” What if the two men murdered had been Black? When we as a
society take the responsibility for the shortcomings of individuals on our
shoulders, on the grounds that society was unfair to them, then we as a nation can
not survive. Today it is asserted that Black jurors are acquitting Blacks of crimes
simply because they are Black. If I must elaborate on that issue then We are
already lost.

If any individual or group would advocate that all Blacks be marked in such
a way that both there political views and the neighborhood they grew up in, could
be identified immediately [even over the phone], there would be an upheaval.
And yet, today we find individuals who can not speak intelligible English, being
held up as role models to inner city kids. I had a telephone conversation with a
women who worked in a Government office in Washington DC. I could not
understand her. She had obviously grown up in the ghetto. Because the
government has no mandate to perform any of the tasks it taxes us in order to
provide, she will have no problem keeping her job. But she will not likely find a
job in the private sector, nor be productive in Government. She will be repelled
from interviews long before she gets her chance to show what she is capable of
doing. Her self esteem will be challenged every time she opens her mouth outside
the mean streets were she grew up. If she is forced to learn to speak like those she
works with in order to advance, it will be at the risk of offending those she left
behind in the ghetto. If the pendulum swings against “Tokenism” she will have
lost her chance so as not to offend. It should always be remembered that those
who find fame in our society are chosen from a sea of illegible candidates. It is
not Black America who runs the selection process. Nor is it mainstream, White
America. It is the rich and powerful. The “Glitter Machine” does not glitter
because the famous people appear on it. It is the fact that they appear on it, that
makes them famous. Those selected for fame, are selected by the same people
who buy the elections and promote their agenda on television and in the press. So
then, Black America must ask itself, what is gained by convincing Black
America to segregate itself with language and culture and by whom? Why would
a people who fought so hard for so long to be part of the culture now abandon
that “Dream”?
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One of the big social campaigns that sprang up over and over again in the last
half of this century was urban renewal. Million after million flowed from the
Federal government to inner cities for the supposed purpose of helping Black
communities improve their lot. In 1996 there was a, so called, “Festival” in
Oregon. It brought together a group of people who saw themselves as hold outs
from the hippie days of the sixties. They brought with them their younger
disciples and an attitude of antisocial behavior, which included the rationalization
that it was alright to steal from the Imperialist establishment. In fact, there were
so many of these people who set upon the local grocery chain store, that the store
had to close its doors until the throng left town. If you go down to the inner city
you will find wire mesh and chains on all the stores. Building nice, new,
buildings will not attract business to a war zone, were thieves are the norm,;
whether they are White hippies or Black ghetto dwellers. It then becomes a
question as to whether the inner city Blacks are forced into the ghetto or whether
they create the ghetto when they are present. The answer is pretty obvious if you
are not concerned with being politically correct. If a group of people who have
income, be that income from jobs or from welfare checks: live together in a
community which is safe, and in which business is not the target of theft and
vandalism, you will be hard pressed to keep business out. Look to Sun City
Arizona, where Social Security sends the checks and you will find no war zone.
The purpose of Urban Renewal programs was two fold. The first was to put a
good face on a bad problem. A problem that a government, which does not
guaranty a future for those who try, can not deal with. The second was to allow
individuals “in the know” to buy bad property cheap and sell it high: Long
Shanks. He will always foster that sense of betrayal, that inner city Black’s feel
toward those Blacks who try to rise out of the inner city. Not betrayal that some
were left behind, but betrayal that most got out. It is the Black America of the
middle class which breaths life into the rationalizations that inner city Blacks use
to justify an attitude which makes them victims of the system. It is up to Black
leaders and more importantly, the Black community at large, to tell it like it is;
and whether you want to hear it or not, you Black men must now face the fact
that Black women have already been given the go ahead to leave you behind. In
the late 1990’s, “Oprah” would promote a movie for television that would
promote the idea that it is finally acceptable for Black women to choose a
“White” male partner if a suitable Black man can not be found. As our Socialist
system raises Black women up to economic independence through affirmative
action, they are now free to consider their social and economic peers, along with
their racial ones, as mates.

Finally; on the subject of Black youth in America, there is a movement under
way on many of our university campuses to write into the school rules, a
provision. This new standard would make the use of such hateful words as
“Nigger” an offence punishable by expulsion. It is a word that has no place in our
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culture, other than in a retrospective context. It is a word that cries out “Look at
me. [ am a bigot; and [ am too insensitive and too ignorant to feel ashamed of it”.
But I have heard Blacks use the word as well, as if to say, “IT is my word. I can
savor its pain and ridicule it as only a word, which can not hurt me. But you
‘Whitey’, you dare not use it. You are not my kind, my fellow”. This too, is
racism. This too, is bigotry. So, will Black activists demand the expulsion of
Blacks for the use of this word or “Whitey”? And if we judge that this word be
erased from our memory, then what of the word “boy”? I was about to end the
previous paragraph by saying “Call a spade a spade”; a saying which is
completely appropriate in any context which does not include Blacks. So should
we then say that it is the way in which the word is used in a sentence. Who
among us will determine what was in your heart when you referred to your class
mate as being a “Jew”, or perhaps “Gay”: because it is a short and certain step to
outlawing such offensive words as “faggot” and “Kike”. The list can only grow.
And if government is asked to make it the “Law of the land”, it will almost
certainly oblige with all the words suggested: because the more people who can
be put outside the law, the fewer there are protected by it. There will always be
hurtful words and people eager to use them. It is a lesson of life, and college is as
good a place to face it as any, and the very best of environments for turning such
behavior around.

Native Americans: for over a hundred years they have been lost, waiting for
an apology from the American public; a public that they refer to as White. It was
an apology that didn’t begin until Hollywood movie writers began to reveal an
American history which our government schools did not provide. Our image of
them, and indeed, their image of themselves, seems to be one of long haired
horsemen, living as one with the land. But long hair was world fashion at the
time. Our founding fathers all had pony tails; “Custer” had shoulder length hair:
and horses never existed on this continent until the Spanish landed in the south in
the sixteenth century. It’s as though Native Americans have been treading water
for the last century, unable to go back, and unwilling to move on. If I seem to
lack compassion, it’s not intentional. I can hear the music of “Gary Owen” in the
movie “Little Big Man” in my head: and in my mind’s eye I can see the way it
must have been. I am ashamed before God that any man could do what was done
to Native Americans because | am a man, and because it is the way of mankind.
In 1891, at a placed called “Wounded Knee”, some three hundred Native
Americans were, more or less, murdered by the US Cavalry. Members of the
regiment were given the Congressional Medal of Honor. It is almost certain, to
my mind, that the medals were given out to mask the truth: to reinforce the
notion that it had been a battle waged against a dangerous foe, rather than the
slaughter of innocents. This is how governments through the ages have covered
their tracks and how democracies do what they deem necessary without making
its people feel responsible or invoking their condemnation. It’s how we were
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convinced that we should fight the communist threat in Vietnam. It’s how we put
the people of Columbia in a cross fire between drug lords and government forces,
because we can’t face our drug problem. It’s how President Clinton could
continue the practice while telling those who grow tobacco here at home that
they have done nothing wrong; while He was going after those who sell the
tobacco. It’s how we end up supporting sadistic, crooked, dictators like Marcos
in the Philippines: ones like the Shaw of Iran and even Saddom Hussein in Iraq,
to control world power. A hundred years from now Americans [including Native
Americans] can look back in horror at what has been done around the world in
their name and feel the same sense of guilt we now feel with regard to the native
peoples of America. Or like one Native American spokesmen, they can rewrite
history and claim that Native Americans never fought amongst themselves. They
can sight that because their language had no word for warrior, that no warriors
existed. And being politically correct, We will not raise the issue that there was
no need of the word, as the word man was synonymous with the words brave and
warrior. But what will it accomplished? Has a century of mourning made the
Native American peoples whole once more, or just more bitter? Those who were
lost so long ago were pushed out of their land by people who had been forced out
of theirs, in Europe. Those were the wrongs suffered and committed by our
ancestors. They can not be righted. They are in the past. If we look back upon the
Native American experience with an open mind it is not hard to imagine the
political workings of the time. It is not hard to imagine an eastern press that
suppressed news of atrocities committed against “Indians”, while at the same
time, playing up the most insignificant retaliation from the Native American
quarter. Nor is it hard to imagine a military, answerable to the American people,
broadcasting untruths of the unsavory deeds committed in the remoteness of the
American west. But, to be fair, we must remember that the land barons who
controlled the range lands of the country’s “Manifest Destiny” were not so much
“White” as they were powerful. That is to say, that they used the law, the
government and in particular, the military, to rout White “Squatters” in much the
same way as they did the Native Americans. The railroads, in a successful
attempt to inhabit the territories it either owned or controlled, pitted the races
against each other by bringing settlers west. Settlers were sold a rational of
ignorance, fear and entitlement in the eastern press. “Go west young man” they
were told. These immigrants were being exploited by the power brokers of the
East and baited by the promised chance in the West. They were exonerated by
the church and manipulated by the government and the press. It was the fact that
it is man’s nature to fear and reject that which is different, that was exploited to
bring about the demise of the Native Americans. It was power and government,
rather than the “White” man. It was time and history, rather than Christopher
Columbus. In that sense, it was inevitable.
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Jefferson had anticipated that it would take one hundred generations to move
the country to the Pacific. In his agrarian utopia, people were freed by the land
that they owned. The Native American culture would be fussed with the
European/American culture over time: evolving. His dream and the vision of his
contemporaries would be laid to waste by the emergence of Capitalism, as it
manifest itself in the industrial revolution. If you look for answers in a religious
context, it may have been in preparation for the rise of the unholy powers that
would spring to life four hundred years to the future in the Third Reich: or
perhaps a counter balance to the birth of atheism in Russia. Regardless of
historical significance in relationship to the workings of the universe, it is
historical fact. It is also in the past. Through the 60’s and 70’s America wrestled
with a great deal of guilt over the truth of what happened to Native Americans.
However, 1 think we missed the connection that the demise of the “Indian”
nations was due to our allowing ourselves to be manipulated by government: a
government we have an obligation to oversee. To say that the “White Man” stole
the lands that belonged to the Native Americans is inaccurate. As I said before, it
was the rich and the powerful that ended up with the land: just as the rich and
powerful had owned the land in the countries from which the immigrants had
come. The fact that they were White did have great bearing on who would be
gainfully employed in the exploitation of their holdings, but even the
“Homestead Act” was a way to get people to make “product” from small pieces
of undeveloped land, to feed the railroad and shipping industries; not to free the
masses. | apologize if my message here is illusive. But I think it can be seen if
you try. I know that the history of Native Americans is as varied as the land
itself. The circumstances which played on the demise of the many nations, which
were the native peoples of this land, can not all be understood in the context of
the western tribes. But the common thread of power is forever present. We are,
all of us, exploited by the powers that be. I own no land. I was born a White
male. But the only thing given me by this country as a birth right, was some
small measure of opportunity. Yet, that is the greatest thing that one can hope for
from a society. I feel it in my heart that men and women, of this generation at
least, are prepared to afford Native Americans the same opportunities. Take
them. When the horse and the iron weapons and tools of Europe were introduced
on the American continent, its natives of the plains took them to their own. They
did not sit teary eyed around the campfires of their forefathers and grieve for the
days of stone tools and seasonal marches. Instead they became world renowned
horsemen. When adversity threatened them, they put aside centuries of bloodshed
between tribes to join together. Though most of them died in spite of their efforts,
those who perished did so unbeaten. Over a century later the welfare state of the
“Indian” nations has defeated Native Americans in a way that would have
shamed those proud warriors. I ask you to honor their past. Be true to your
heritage and join with all Americans in brotherhood, Red tribe and White tribe,
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Black, Yellow and Brown. Help us to fight ignorance and bigotry from every
quarter. Help us to master democracy for all men, in the spirit of the horsemen.
Help us to learn to govern ourselves in a way that teaches the world that the rich
and the powerful may not pit us against each other. Allow your children to bury
the dead without offending the living. Most importantly, allow them to know
God. And while I will surely offend, I must state with all humility, that if God
exists, then surely He is all-powerful. If the god to whom your ancestors prayed
could not deliver you, then you must ask why. I know that it will always sound
presumptuous of those who profess that theirs, is the one true God. I know that
those who delivered the word of God to the New World were often as imperfect
and self serving as those who profess to spread the Gospel today. It is not the
people who God has sent to you, it is the Word. It was the gift shared at first
Thanks Giving, before power and Government seized control. It is the reward for
your suffering. Take it.

The word Hispanic, as [ understand it, has come to mean anyone tracing their
heritage back to include Spain. I suppose, on its face, that is a step forward. That
is, as all the factions of the White race are lumped together as of European
decent; now all the peoples who have come here to our country from the south,
and perhaps Puerto Rico, are now Hispanic. I would hope that this is part of the
evolutionary process of the “Melting Pot”, distancing each individual group from
their prospective countries of origin: in so doing, moving them in the direction of
thinking of themselves as Americans. But we must reckon with the fact that the
reasons for emigration for Hispanics are as diverse as they have been for
Europeans. Many Mexican Americans have been here as long as Texas, New
Mexico, Arizona and California have been territories of the United States. They
were annexed as war reparation; first from Santa Anna in the Texas war of
independence and then as a result of the War With Mexico. In fact, many of the
patriots who fought for the independence of Texas and California were pioneers
from Mexico who felt no connection to the Mexican Government. Many of these
people were abused by the new US political and economic power structures.
Many lost their land without “Equal protection under the law”. Bitter feelings
after the war, surely helped the greedy “rationalize” such actions to themselves
and their countrymen. Yet these “Hispanic” Americans learned the language of
their new nation, sent their children off to war to defend this country and gave
themselves to the melting pot. The same can be said of those who legally
immigrated here in the years that followed. But somehow it seems that many
Americans lump them together with those who come here illegally, and those
who would resist the notion of “One country, one language”. During the Reagan
administration, millions of illegal aliens were allowed to become American
citizens on the basis of having been within the country for a specified number of
years. Unable to either collect their taxes or eject them, and complicated by the
fact that their children [born in the US] were citizens and thereby eligible for
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welfare; we simply allowed them amnesty. I am bitter about this. But I don’t
begrudge the immigrants. I hold the government responsible. These people came
here to better themselves. The government allowed them in; invited them in; with
the laughable enforcement of laws pertaining to the employment of illegal
immigrants. Many of these people given amnesty had relatives who were legal
citizens and who helped them evade the revolving illegal labor system. The
legacy of this oppressive and immoral illegal labor system is a subculture within
the Hispanic community, which is uneducated, ostracized and [because they can
no longer be threaten with deportation] unwilling to work in the forced labor
system. Instead, some of them turn to the government welfare system or crime.
Children who don’t know the English language place a heavy burden on schools
and therefore classmates. Some of these factors have been modified from the
time I first wrote this passage, but we still struggle with the aftermath. I can not
speak to the heritage of Puerto Ricans of the east, as I am not from the east. |
apologize for that. But I do know that we can not resolve the problems of the
inner cities until we address the “Illegal Alien” issue. Until we bring down this
government sponsored, illegal labor system and find it in our hearts to include
Hispanics in the social and economic community, we will not be the America of
legend. On the other side, as long as false pride kindles Hispanic anger, there will
be no progress. When a group of English speaking Hispanics makes a point of
speaking Spanish in the presence of a non-Spanish speaking American, it is not
only reverse discrimination, it is not only rude, it is threatening. It breeds fear.
Prejudice has no greater ally than fear. It is the bigot’s champion. When Hispanic
leaders press America to become a bilingual nation rather than pressing
Hispanics to learn English, turn your back on them. They intend to oppress you
to their own end. They hold you down with your pride, so you will look to them
for power. They serve “Long Shanks”. Become Americans and we will fight to
share power together. Do not speak Spanish in your home and send your children
to public schools to learn English during those hours when what they should be
learning is what they will need to know in order to get their piece of the
American dream. If you do, then it is you, not America, who holds your children
down. It is you who enslave them and fail them. It is you who must defend your
children from those forces within your own community that would enslave them.
If your brother were a child molester, you would not allow him to molest your
children because he was your brother. So if your brother is a gangster, how is it
that you would let him promote gangs to your children? If he were to give them
candy until he rotted their teeth would you not stop him? So how can you allow
him to rot their brain with the rationalizations of hate and violence? You would
not drink while you were pregnant; nor do drugs that would harm your fetus:
don’t procrastinate with regard to learning English. Don’t tolerate gangs. Take
control of your life. You are not as alone as you have been told.
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Another long standing minority in this country is the Oriental, now called
Asian, community. The Chinese, paid their right of passage into this nation in the
abominable labor gangs that built the railroad lines to the west, and died in
company owned gold and silver mines. The Japanese homesteaded the barren
desert valleys of California, made them bloom and had them stolen away during
their imprisonment in their own homeland, here, in the US, during World War II.
When I think of the way these good people have been treated I feel ashamed for
my country. It makes me both angry and melancholy at the same time. I wonder
if they do not sometimes get tired of all the attention focused on Blacks. It is
human nature to categorize. It is necessary to survival to recognize the
differences between those things which are good and healthy and safe, from
those that are not. It is an unfortunate side affect that we allow our natural
defense mechanisms to interfere with our assessment of one another. Perhaps if
we could look into one another’s souls we could get past the appearances of the
bodies. If history is a guide, then we as a nation will always demand a right of
passage. For better or for worse, until enough of an immigrant culture has been
stirred into the melting pot to make it seem familiar, there will be resistance. If
we have an example of how to overcome prejudice and survive bigotry, it is
certainly the Asian community to which I just referred. Their strong family units
stayed in tact despite all the hardships imposed upon them. They did not turn to
government, but to themselves and their own community. “Social Services”
could not deny their children fathers the way they came to in the Black
community. They pushed their children to become educated: taught them
discipline and self respect. Go to San Francisco. Get on the public transit system,
or have lunch in a Bay Area community: and when you see young, well kept and
polite people, that look as though they might have just come over to vacation
from Japan or China or the Philippines, set near them. Take a moment to eves
drop just a little. You will hear English. Not some ghetto version of English,
which lets you know that they set themselves apart: Not broken English that is a
second language: Not even England’s English: what you will here is American
English. The English spoken on the nation’s network news programs. The
language, intonations and inflections that are unique to one nation on earth and
spoken by one group of people: “Americans”. When you here it you will know
that these people do not demand equality; as do some others. They “command”
it. They deserve it. And they put the burden on the rest of the nation to recognize
them not only as equals, but as brothers and sisters. They do not call to their
youth to languish in the past but rather they push them toward the future. Even
the renowned China Town of San Francisco is only a facade for a culture which
is far more American than Chinese. Theirs is a bright future if they can remain
patient. Today the Governor of the State of Washington is of Asian descent, not
because he is in the majority by race but because he is in the majority on the
issues. These are truly great days. At the same time, there has been a flood of
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Asian immigrants in the last couple of decades and it must be said that those
things for which I have just given praise, are not necessarily traits which continue
to be universal. For example, as the numbers of Asian immigrants has increased,
the amount of autonomy has increased as well. “China Town” in San Francisco,
had been a American version of Chinese Architecture, conceived of to keep the
local political power structure from perpetrating a land grab upon the local
Chinese community. But, at its heart, China Town, and those who were a part of
it, were American. Today, the influx of emigrants, has allowed many subcultures
to spring up in which no English is spoken at all. This is true of Asian
communities as well. Whether government is intent on dividing us or whether it
is just an unfortunate side affect of trying to make up for uneven immigration
practices of the past; the outcome is the same. We, the “melting pot” of America,
are being polarized into factions. It is understandable that the first generation of
an immigrant family will speak poor English, buy from merchants who share a
common heritage and contribute new ideas to the culture we call American. But
when the circle is closed and remains closed, it is racist. That is the lesson of a
democracy. That is the truth which was embraced by those who died in the Civil
War. It is the truth which was reaffirmed by those who marched and those who
died and the who suffered public scorn and economic loss in the Civil Rights
movement. And I would argue, that it is a lesson that “White” America has
attempted to live up to in both of those struggles.

When I was a child, we had an alley out back that led up the hill to a
convenience store a couple of blocks away. It was the 1955 equivalent of today’s
convenience store except that it was owned by a family, not a “chain”. As with
any such store, you pay more for the convenience. Today we accept that without
question, but in 1955 the “Super Market” was a new concept. More importantly,
people without an understanding of the cost of doing business, don’t immediately
grasp why prices must, of necessity, be inflated in a convenience store. What’s
more, they are not likely to care to know. So when my mother forgot something
at the “Super Market”, she would send me up the street for the milk or the loaf of
bread, or whatever. She would send to the “Jew” store.

Some time in the last decade of the twentieth century, my seventy some year
old uncle is sitting with a group of in-laws at a dinner engagement, when he uses
the phrase, “He Jewed them down”. As if that weren’t bad enough, one of them
was Jewish. Within the generation of my parents it is not impossible to hear a
reference to Blacks as “Colored”. It is even possible to hear the “N” word sneak
out from between wrinkled lips. But it is not something condoned by my
generation, nor defended much by theirs. Still, there is a distinction here that
should be made. It is quite delicate, so keep your mind and your ears open.

There have always been Christians within the Jewish race. There have never,
to my understanding, been any Christians within the Jewish religion, once Christ
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died on the cross. The Gospel, which preaches universal brotherhood, is outside
the realm of the Jewish religious context. ’'m not saying that the Ten
Commandments don’t convey and nurture brotherhood; they do. What 1 am
saying, is that the Jewish community is, by its own desire, a community “apart”.
Within the scope of that community there is a trait, a practice, which is NOT
confined to the Jewish community. This characteristic practice is based on the
idea that money brought into the community must not leave the community. It is
implemented by giving better deals to those within your sphere of influence, than
those outside it. The result, in the real world, is that; a business which enjoys a
captive customer base, [Jews buying from Jews first] is free to deal or not deal
with those outside that system. This “Leverage”, while practiced in many forms,
by many groups: is well understood within the Jewish community. In fact, they
are so freely associated with the practice of using such leverage, that the verb
“To Jew” found its way into Americana, along with “Scotch” and “Dutch”.
Scotch meant to be so frugal; so cheap, as to buy nothing that wasn’t a bargain.
When “Scotch Tape” came on the scene, everyone understood what was implied
and no one was accused of being out of line. To go “Dutch” implies that you’re
too cheap to pay your date’s way, or too independent to have your way paid. Yet,
you could hear the expression on the nightly news and think nothing of it. Are
you getting this? When my ill advised uncle said he “Jewed someone down”, he
was referring to a character trait associated with the Jewish People. I don’t know
if the people who owned the convenience store of my youth were Jews. They
didn’t speak Yiddish or broken English. My mother was referring to the inflated
prices. She felt that they had her over a barrel and were taking advantage of the
situation. Was it a trait that does not apply? I don’t think so. I think it does indeed
apply. Was it an undesirable trait? Absolutely? Insider Trading, Restriction of
Trade, Trust, Monopoly; these are all legal terms to prevent that sort of thing.
This kind of system within a system is like the “Good Old Boy” network.
Women’s groups promote it among women. Blacks promote it among Blacks.
Asian Americans have long used the practice. So what is this curious mix? It is
rationalization. We denounce the “Good Old Boys” network openly because it is
associated with White males even though, in fact, it is the wealthy, or in cases
such as unions, it is the friends and relatives of members. That denunciation is
politically correct. At the same time, minorities and women can promote the
practice for themselves and be seen as in the right. As for the Jewish community:
they, like the Scotch and the Dutch, so embodied the characteristic trait that, for a
time, the trait itself bore their name. They still refuse to understand what God
sent Jesus down to instruct. In a land that professes to struggle for freedom,
equality and brotherhood, they still can find justification [rationalization] for
their separatism within the walls of their synagogues. But it is currently
politically incorrect and socially unacceptable to associate their name with such
practices. Oddly enough, I have even heard a television Character, who is
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supposed to be Jewish, sight that his apprehension about meeting his girl friend
family stems from his belief that they will blame him for the death of Christ. In
fact, any Christian should know, that had the Jews not allowed the “ROMANS”
to crucify Jesus, no Gentile could ever have been saved. Therefore, if this
individual of Jewish heritage finds himself ostracized by an individual who is not
Jewish; either that person has no understanding of Christianity and should
therefore not care about Christ, or they are non-Christian who uses that excuse to
dislike those who they associated with the Verb “To Jew”. For, to be a Christian,
one must explain to those that do not understand, what it is that the Gospel is
teaching. And while they may find themselves frustrated by those who will not
see, if they are to be Christians, it is their Cross to Bear that they are to be as
tolerant as possible; even in the face of their own disapproval.

I will not move from this thought without saying what I have said before in
this book: finding fault with something within the Jewish community or the
Jewish religion is in no way to be construed as cause to discriminate against
them. It has been my intention to find fault within our society where ever it
exists. As it turns out, that included just about every one and everything in our
society. The objective of this work is to call people together, not to divide them.
Don’t accuse me of anything I have not done. Please!!!

Along these same lines of thought, I have a friend whose wife is Hispanic.
She works with a Black woman who lives in Oakland Ca., in a section of town
that is not safe. The husband of the Black woman generally has no steady job.
Because my friend’s wife is Latino, and therefore one of the down-trodden
masses, the woman feels free to expound on the philosophy of the ghetto. Not too
long ago the woman confided to my friend’s wife that she was worried for the
safety of her children in the neighborhood in which they live. My friend ‘s wife
asked why she and her husband don’t move to a safer neighborhood. The woman
told her that she believed that all neighborhoods in America are that bad. She has
decided not to leave the “Hood” in Oakland. Her husband, as I understand it, gets
by on what he can scam, and blames “Whitey” for his situation.

This is the profile of one minority subculture within our country today. It is
Blacks who are killing Blacks within the ghettos of Oakland California. Still,
because of the pressures to protect self-esteem, it is Middle Class Whites upon
whom this need for a scapegoat is projected. This rationalization is so strong that
the woman I have just described, sees the whole world as being as violent as her
own, in order to divest her guilt. And why would she have guilt you ask? She
must protect the image she holds of her husband or she has chosen poorly for
herself and her children. Either the world is to blame for all of his problems, or
he is just another racist who uses his own set of rationalizations to justify his
failures. She has chosen to see the world as a place in which she and all those
around her are helpless to make things better and therefore not responsible. She
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and her man are free to hate and to fail. Just as the Jewish community is free to
discriminate in business but incapable of being bigoted by virtue of their status;
the Black community of the ghetto is free to hate, steal from, or even kill on the
basis of race, without being racist. That is, of course, unless the victim is Jewish,
which brings other considerations into play. Most importantly though, all
minority kids; be they minority by virtue of religion or race or even gender, are
being taught the art of rationalization at home, in the media and at school. They
are not being taught to seek the truth. They are not being taught how to protect
their self-esteem through the power of prayer and forgiveness. Instead, they are
becoming the masters of self-denial. They are gaining the ability to refrain from
thought which is contradictory to the “Agenda” and the expertise to rationalize
those things which can not be explained within what is “Politically Correct”. This
is the formula for Facets Italy. This is the blueprint for Hitler’s Germany.
Perhaps it is the “New World Order”.

I would say to all those minorities and factions which have sprung up along
political, racial, and ethnic and gender lines; that you can not point to Archie
Bunker, who has done the best he knows how, to live up to the promise of
America and Democracy; while you foster circles within the circle and cultures
within the culture. If it is not wrong for the Asian Community to form
subcultures and closed loop economies; then it is not wrong for Blacks to
promote the same thing within their communities: and in fact, that is what is
currently being promoted. And if it is fair for Asians and Blacks and Hispanics
and Women; then it should surely not be a bad thing for Jews or Hindus. And if it
is fair and correct that all these peoples be allowed to work together to support
their own groups, then surely it must be fare for the “Good Old Boys” to exempt
anyone who is not “WHITE” and “MALE” from theirs. But, what we have
learned as a nation, over the last two hundred and twenty five years of our youth,
as a Nation; One Nation, Under God, Indivisible, With Liberty And Justice For
All; is that, it is wrong. So I must now challenge you to be as good Americans as
those you have for so long chastised. Equality through brotherhood is our goal. It
must be.

I had occasion to work with a young man back in the early 90’s: he was
about twenty, and White. Our situation allowed us five-minute chats, without
interruption, three or four times a day. I tried to get a feeling from him about just
what it was his friends and he were thinking: how they viewed the world and the
times. I shared with him some of the opinions I have shared with you in this
book. Then one day, quite out of the blue, he said that he hated Blacks, [he didn’t
call them Blacks]. He began by saying that they were more difficult to get along
with than “Mexicans”: that “Mexicans” had always been portrayed on television
as being hard working. His example, of all people, was the gardener on “Father
Knows Best”. I guess he had caught a rerun. I told him that it had been my
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personal experience that it was easier for me to get to know Blacks. Maybe it’s
because part of my youth was spent in a predominantly Black middle class
neighborhood. Maybe because all the Blacks I meet speak English. Then he
sighted the “Black Panthers”. Now, he was much too young to know what they
were all about; so I reckoned that there must be some outside influence involved
in his thinking. He sighted a particularly distressing murder which had been
perpetrated by a couple of Black men: and when he asked me if I wasn’t
offended by the murders. I answered that, yes, I was indeed offended, but
because they were murderers, not because they were Blacks. I asked him if he
was afraid of Blacks. He answered “No. I have a lot of ‘White’ friends”. It was at
that moment that I realized that he was one of America’s new breed of Nazis. His
“White” friends were probably “Skin Heads”. It was a chilling thought. Up to
that moment I had seen some promise for the future in our talks. He had been
interested in discussing virtually every thing that came up during our
conversations. He had considered many of the problems facing us today. He had
some ideas of his own and he was open to new ones. But on this issue concerning
the Black race, his mind had shut down. He was reacting to his fear over his
intellect. He was just plain scared. We’re all scared. Why shouldn’t we be? The
country is coming apart at the seams for all the reasons I’ve spoken of and more.
The good, honest, hardworking Blacks, who are stuck in the inner city with those
murderers and rapists and muggers and drug dealers, are scared too. The same is
true of all poor and middle-income families of all colors, including Whites. And
that fear is spreading. But we can not react to fear over intellect. Before, I told
you about the difference between Communism the Economic System and
Communism the “Red Menace”. There is another word that used to get used a lot
when [ was growing up. The word is “Fascism”. It refers to a political ideology
that was shared by Hitler’s Germans and the Italians under Mussolini. The
Germans of pre-World War Germany were in many ways like Americans today.
Their economic problems had seen the emergence of a society in moral decay. In
the 1970’s the movie “Cabaret” would glorify the type of moral decline from
which the most radical of Germans would build a consensus of hatred. In Italy,
Mussolini would gather up legions of angry youths and incarcerate the members
of the “Black Hand” [or Italian Mafia, which gave rise to our own Mafia] that
controlled the country through lawlessness. It would be the conquering
Americans who would ultimately reinstate the old “Black Hand” and leave post
war Italy to suffer the problem anew. The problem with the Fascist was not that
they disapproved of lawlessness and a loss of morality. It was that they were so
self-righteous, that they became far more intolerant, far more lawless and
immoral than those they had gone after. Intolerance and violence, self-
righteousness and injustice: these were the traits that characterized Fascism.
Today We speak of being “Politically Correct”. This is a minor manifestation of
Fascism. Are We being pushed in that direction? Are Gays given a voice and
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political power over us just to insight our anger? Are the races pitted against each
other to some predictable end by those who will seize power when We have
given up all our rights to become Politically Correct? I have no idea. But I do
fear where We are heading.

It has always amazed me that people think of themselves in terms of the
country they came from, rather than as Americans. The fact is that, nearly
everyone who came to this country had been rejected by their homeland. Some of
my lineage traces back to people who were sent to Ireland from England in a
religiously motivated folly that gave birth to the Irish Republican Army. They
were booted out of there, in time to come over here, to fight in the revolution.
The pilgrims came here to escape religious persecution; many of the first English
were sent here as punishment; the Blacks were often times sold into slavery by
rival Africans or even their own kings. The Chinese, Japanese and all those who
hail from the Pacific Rim, as well as Europeans and South Americans; all left for
America because they found themselves at the very bottom of their “Mother” or
“Father” land’s socio-economic ladder. “Their people” were oppressing them
either politically, religiously or economically. As for the Native Americans: from
the round faced peoples of the north, to the bandy little peoples of the southwest:
racism existed in American long before the White man set foot on shore. Had it
not been there for the French and the English to exploit, this country may never
have come to be. In Hawaii, the fair skinned men were adored. The prejudice had
to be learned. It is not true to the Polynesian heritage. Had it not been for slavery
and the European ideology of conquest over the land, America may have looked
a great deal more like those days at “Woodstock™: people and peoples banded
together against the storm; basking in their freedom in harmony and tolerance.
But it didn’t happen that way. There’s no use worrying about the past. We need
rather to deal with the present.

“Women; can’t live with them, can’t live without them”. It’s an old, old joke;
but for Americans, more than perhaps any other culture in history [save maybe
that lot Down Under], the prospect of living without them was feared the most. It
was men, for the most part, who carved a niche into this country that a White
“Lady” could be asked to share. A native American wife; while subservient and
perhaps better prepared for the conditions of frontier living, could only bear
children who would be looked down upon by both races. As unfortunate and
feeble minded as that is, it was still the case. So as the rigors of child bearing and
primitive living conditions took their toll on the limited White female population,
White women were elevated to a prized static. Now I can hear you saying that the
term “prized” somehow denoted ownership. Well, it does in the sense that two
people joined together in marriage do belong to each other in our culture. It’s true
that a double standard on sexual activity existed openly. But then the facts of the
time were that infidelity on the part of the wife could leave a man supporting
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someone else’s offspring. The reverse was not necessarily true. Equally
important to the thinking of the day was the fact that women who were still in
their childbearing years, who were at risk of complication involving childbirth,
had no birth control measures at their disposal other than abstinence. This too
reinforced the notion that men’s extramarital affairs could be rationalized. It was
also true, and relevant, that women of the day were often more devoted to God
than men. It’s the nature of powerless people to be more religious. The balance
present in a home of that kind was the empathy one learns for others when the
one you love most in the world [your mother] is one of the powerless. Yet to say
that women were powerless within the home flies in the face of reality. It was
what made them better, warmer and more forgiving; and more worthy of
society’s protection than men. This reverence for women [which I suspect finds
its roots in European Chivalry] was carried into the twentieth century. With the
appearance of the “Suffragette” movement, American males gave into the wishes
of American women at large. It did not happen over night. But it must be
remembered that even many of the women of the day resisted the involvement of
women in the voting place. They saw politics as corrupt and corrupting. They
saw woman as a counter balance to the forces around them, not as a competing
force. There were no women beaten or shot in the street during their fight for
equality. Over time and with a little kicking and screaming on the part of men:
and a few women martyrs jailed and on hunger strikes, man gave in to the
woman’s right to vote. “And well they should” you say. Well yes, of course, by
today’s standards. But it should be noted that it was White women who got the
vote. The organization of women’s suffrage turned its back on its Black, allied,
women in order to get the votes they needed. It was the first political act
performed by the politically organized women of America. Just as the female
opponents of suffrage had feared, it had showed no more virtue than the male
politics of the day. The corruption of politics had corrupted the women who
engaged in them.

No culture valued the rights of woman more than the America of that time, at
that time. But it was men who did the fighting and the dying in war, and therefore
it was thought that men should elect those who declared war. It was World War
II that changed women in America into the cast we see today. With men off
fighting in Europe and the Pacific, women were doing the work at home. Much
more importantly, getting the paychecks. It was that financial independence that
was changing American women. After the war, when the men came home and
the women went back to being mothers and homemakers: things were never quite
the same as they had been a generation or two before. On the one hand, the life of
the housewife was being transformed by such things as washing machines,
dryers, permanent press cloths, gas and electric ranges and ovens, electric mixers
and dishwashers. Compared to her grandmother, who may not have even had
indoor plumbing; life was good. Meanwhile, over this same half century that
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liberated women from the drudgery of their home; this same mechanical
revolution was still grinding men down. At the turn of the twentieth century, man
worked to the speed of the river and the horse. By 1950 the assembly line was a
tradition. It ate people up and spit them out. So, while women [with or without
children] were finding themselves with more and more spare time, poor Jack was
becoming a worn out, dull boy. Now “Jack” was very insecure in the 1950°s. He
had been raised in the “Great Depression”, and greeted manhood in the face of
WWII. He wanted stability. His wife was less and less satisfied with so much
spare time and saving for the future. She no longer had the “fear of flying” in the
work place, thanks to WWII. Perhaps even more crucial was the fact that in the
doomsday atmosphere of WWII, and with the advent of better contraceptive
measures [the condom] readily available, there had been a marked change in
sexual morays. It should be noted that the double standard, which had sprung, at
least in part, from a lack of contraception was eroding. Free now to get a job and
change sexual partners, women in the 50’s pushed for divorce rights in the courts
and in the church. Money-grubbing lawyers were eager to accommodate and the
church caved in. All this dissatisfaction with middle class roles was being
subliminally piped into the psyche of the “Baby Boom” generation; setting the
stage for upheaval in the 60’s. It may very well have been the emergence of
“Twiggy” that marked the beginning of the new “Women’s Movement” in
America. In her wake the “Classic” nude sculptures and paintings of centuries
past become outdated. The warm, solid, robust image was being replaced with a
racier, more streamline model, built for speed. It was a skinny little model named
Twiggy who personified the shift. Motherhood and stability had been fine-tuned
to the art of bridge clubs and soap operas in the eyes of middle class girls. With
the same sort of miss guided adolescent fervor that young Middle American men
were using to reject their father’s values, young women were turning their backs
on motherhood. Homemaking was no way to right the wrongs of the world. Only
by finding their place in the system could they affect the kind of changes
necessary. When the fledgling “Women’s Movement” insisted on equal pay for
equal work, the whole country seemed to be in favor of it. We had seen great
strides made in equal rights for minorities and we were eager to right this wrong
as well. The emancipation of women was a strange and wonderful thing for a
generation of young men who, up to then, had to promise love and marriage for
sexual favor. One needed only to show respect in order to be granted privilege
[providing there was mutual attraction]. On the other hand, speaking negatively
of “Liberation” was social and political suicide. I don’t think we had any idea
how far a field the “leaders” of the movement would take us. I remember a study
that was done some time in the mid 60’s that alleged that if you followed an
average American house wife around for a year and then hired professionals to
do the tasks that she had done, that it would cost roughly as much as a middle
class house. It has always bothered me that the growing “liberation” movement
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of the time used this study to illustrate the value and capability of women in the
home, while at the same time baiting those same women to devalue the
profession of homemaker. They some how convinced them that competition with
men would be more fulfilling than partnership with them.

According to “Webster’s” dictionary, the term “Careerist” means “a person
interested chiefly in his own professional ambitions to the neglect of other
things”. I think it’s interesting that the generation of the baby boom who had
rejected their fathers, for putting job and material wealth above family, were now
embracing those same qualities in their wives. It would not be fair to place blame
exclusively on women. All the men of our generation, who had thought it so easy
to equal the achievements of their fathers, were now finding it difficult to
measure up. The glut of new labor from the baby boom, in a stagnant economy,
was taking wages down. Interest rates and inflation were on the increase. Many
men encouraged or even insisted that their wives go out and earn a paycheck.
Riding the crest of all this, as with any “movement”, were the leaders of the
“Feminists”. The magazine publishers, the speechmakers, the organizational
heads and the book writers, were getting rich and powerful promising anything
women wanted to hear. Interestingly enough, that same 1950’s edition of
Webster’s dictionary that I used to find the definition of careerist, didn’t even list
career as a word. It was a notion thought up and promoted by the Feminist
movement in a time when people simply had jobs. Advertising jumped on the
bandwagon as well. Women still did most of the shopping and as they came into
their own financially, banks and automobile manufacturers catered to the
Feminist fantasy as well. Government followed suit with more and more
legislation. Lawyers found new opportunities to raid corporate America in
feminist litigation. The problem was and is, that it is all unrealistic. It was and
still is, a sham. Fire departments, police forces and contractors and
manufacturers, unable to find qualified women for positions within their
organizations, had to lower standards. A one-man fireman’s ladder was simply
renamed a “two man ladder”. A one hundred-pound lifting minimum capability
was now a fifty-pound minimum lifting capability. Weight and height
requirements were lowered and as the standards were lowered for woman, they
had to be lowered for men as well. White males were now losing jobs to women
in the same way they had lost them to Black men. The difference was that the
minority positions based on race, had a good chance of training unqualified
Blacks, Hispanics and others to be qualified. Qualifying women meant finding a
larger breed of women. The sad part is that, primary income fathers were losing
their jobs to secondary income mothers or young women with no family at all.

With the right of self-determination comes responsibility. Yet, if a married
woman becomes pregnant, the Feminist would argue that it is her choice alone
whether or not to have the child. They say that society must allow her an abortion
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on demand, regardless of her husband’s wishes. They say that if a single woman
becomes pregnant, she may enjoy the same prerogatives but she may make the
male liable for her choice to keep the child and exclude him from participation in
that choice: even if he would like to take custody of the child she does not want.

If the women of this country feel that returning motherhood to its former
position of stature is to take a step backward, then let me remind you of what you
have lost. When I was a young man we were involved in an insane war in
Vietnam. The culture that we engaged in battle had no special regard for the lives
of their women and children. To the contrary, the life of a woman in Asia had,
and still has, less value than a man’s. In China, where couples are allowed only
one child, we now have learned that many girl babies were drowned by their own
parents; or were abandoned to state run orphanages, where they were bound and
left to starve to death, by their “Care” workers. The awful truth of the war was
that young American men had to learn to kill women and perhaps even children
to defend their own lives. It is something that we were never able to reconcile as
a nation and the cause of much anguish for our veterans. It drove a wedge
between our people and made us all a little less humane than we had been before.
We sent women to war in the “Gulf”, and while they performed admirably, it
marked the death of Chivalry in America. You can’t remain on a pedestal in a
party gown when you make your living in army boots. In the early 90’s,
marketing analysts were saying that in order to reach women in the 90’s they had
to represent them as what they were not because no one seemed to know what
they wanted to be. Men are having the same kind of identity problems with
regard to what women want them to be. There’s an older movie you may
remember by the name of “The Electric Horseman”. It stared Jane Fonda and
Robert Redford. Redford plays a washed up rodeo star who lost his wife to being
a great cowboy but a poor husband. He steels an expensive horse that, like
himself, is having any purpose there might be in his life, squandered for the sake
of an image on a breakfast food cereal box. In his attempt to free the horse and
himself from the lie they are living, he becomes a hero; a champion larger than
life. This is due almost entirely to the efforts of a sharp, gutsy reporter played by
Fonda. As this world class journalist follows him on his quest, they come to love
and respect each other. But in the end, when his crusade has ended, and he
becomes simply a humble man; it becomes obvious that a lasting relationship
between the two has no chance. She is, in fact, autonomous. Without his exploits
to feed the career that is her life, he has nothing to offer. The women’s groups,
that emerged from the inequalities still present in the 1960’s, gave up on the idea
of equality long ago. It is autonomy that they seek. Is that what you women of
America want? The Orientals have a sign they call the “Yin Yang”. It represents
the fact that all things in nature are equally and appositely opposed; good and
bad, love and hate, up and down, hot and cold. Yet, in the unity of their
opposition there is a wholeness, a oneness. As with all things in nature and the
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heavens, their bond is circular, complete and never ending. The relationship
between man and woman is such a bond. Sheltered from the forces of the outside
world, women of centuries past were able to hold out the light to each new
generation. Men forced to survive in the real world were seduced by the darker
side of life such as war, greed, the lust for power and all the temptations of the
market place. The promise of the fulfillment of Man’s potential to love himself,
the world around him and the people in it; lay within the home with the Mothers
of the world. But motherhood, Womanhood, was a drudgery of cooking,
cleaning, spinning, mending; leaving care and nursing to wait its turn. With the
modernization of American households, the opportunity had come to for mothers
to lavish themselves upon their children. Unfortunately the mothers of the forties
and fifties were caught unprepared. The training they received as children was a
legacy from those days of plane life and hard work. The schools concentrated on
home making rather than child development. They were still good mothers to be
sure. June Cleavers and Donna Reeds did exist regardless of what the cynics say.
They just weren’t quite as “perky”. But in the 60’s and in the decades since, there
was a feeling that the world was coming apart. The stereotypical bridge games
and days of the country club seemed so flippant as to turn young women away
from the role of housewife. The hypocrisy of not being allowed to smoke
Marijuana while middle class American mothers were being given powerful
prescription drugs to help them cope with the stresses of every day life, only
added to the disenchantment. But few through history have made any lasting or
significant change on the world. When the women of America flooded into the
work place, the greatest changes they caused were in themselves. They did
however have a devastating affect on physical standards, expensive
accommodation and lower individual income by virtue of a glut in labor. The
result has been a giant step backward for the children who, once again wait their
turn behind the chores of daily life. Imagine the army of open minds that could
have been fostered had the children been the focus of all that revolutionary
fervor. Imagine the democracy and the free market system we would live in if
children had been read to, talked with and educated to be consumers of goods
rather than “Name” brands and images; and voters for issues rather than rhetoric
and “Sound Bite”. You can not pass legislation to put a Mother in a home, but
you can create it to remove them. Today we stand at a crossroads. The women of
the press and those who fear their reprisals, would have us build another
institution to their ambition. They would promise us a PhD psychologist for
every three children in day care if only we would force government to provide it.
It is a pipe dream. It is an economic impossibility. And in the pursuit of it, the
cost will cause those few mothers and fathers, who have gone without in order to
provide a home life for their kids, to leave their home for the work force as well.
It will take monies from the elderly, it will take monies from education and it will
still not fill the void. Only a Parent can love their child to the degree required. It
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is not a job for a PhD. Children understand and appreciate the effort above the
result. When children are small they will believe that Mommy must work in
order to make ends meet; but as they grow, they begin to weigh the possessions
against what they have been denied. Look around you and see if your scales
balance.

Not all women abandoned the role of housewife in order to pursue “career”.
The deterioration of the American economy has plagued us since the early 70’s
and caused many to seek work in order to help their husbands. In fact, many men
in this country refused or were unable to carry the weight alone. At the end of
WWII, Europe and Japan Lay in ruin. Their factories were destroyed. Their
infrastructure obliterated. The Soviet Union had become a closed society. At the
same time we held a surplus. Many government installations were simply given
over to private enterprise. The whole world was rebuilding and we were poised to
fill the demand. We were way out in front. With each new demand made by
workers and government, we simply passed the cost on to the vanquished. Life
was good and easy. Every middle class American family could afford a new car,
a house, presents at Christmas and two weeks vacation by car. We grew to
believe it was a birth right. But as those other parts of the world began to recover,
it became more and more difficult to measure up to the standards and milestones
of the generation before. We asked too much and when we failed, we enlisted our
wives to pull with us.

Not everyone wants to raise children. I have a great deal of respect for those
who know that about themselves. They should not be expected to bear the weight
of those who feel that children are necessary in order that they might “have it
all”. Make your choice and make your own sacrifices. At the same time the
education of the next generation is of important to all of us, as they hold the
future. It is into their hands that we must ultimately entrust ourselves in our old
age. To see that they do not go hungry or without medical attention is demanded
of all of us by basic humanity. But the day to day care and nurturing and
guidance necessary to raise up health happy human beings is the soul
responsibility of the parents. If you are not prepared to commit to that
responsibility, then refrain from bringing them into the world or at least give
them into the care of someone who is willing and happy to provide for them. If,
on the other hand, you are ready; then choose a mate for the sake of your family.
Spend more time research your spouse than you would a house or a car. Find
someone as committed as yourself and commit to each other. When my wife and
I first married we both worked. Her money was hers. Mine was mine. We each
contributed from our own accounts. It was a difficult bridge for her to cross:
giving up her financial independence for the sake of our future as a family. In
some families it is the wife who handles the finances. In some it is the husband.
Without a partnership in finance, how can there be a partnership in life. To be
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“ONE” takes trust on one side and accountability on the other. Would you begin
a family with a man that you knew would abuse your children? Then why would
you begin a life with one who would deprive them of their mother in order to find
financial security? And should he fail to provide for you in the manner that you
think you deserve, be content that he does his best. Praise his efforts and gauge
his results by the children you have made a home for together. Find your sense of
pride in your family and he will find his in you. I ask the women of America to
listen to their hearts rather than the leaders of the women’s movement. Ask
yourself if the women in congress represent the people, or do they only represent
women: and if so, is that all women, or just working women.

In 1991 “Sixty Minutes” aired a program concerning badly run abortion
clinics where a woman became a “vegetable” as a result of the operation. The
clinic remained open in spite of multiple irregularities. In fact, there were only
eleven states that regulated abortion clinics at all. When they interviewed a
spokes-woman for a women’s organization [a pro-choice organization], she
admitted that they were not only aware of this woman’s story, but were anxious
to keep from becoming a well known story, because news of it might work
against their cause. If you have an unwanted pregnancy before age twenty, or
even age twenty two; you will be free of your child rearing responsibilities by
age forty: and as I have learned with its passing, forty is not the end of your life.
To have a child simply inhibits a young woman’s ability to have a career.
Women do not die for lack of a career. Unfortunately, many babies do, in their
mother’s pursuit of one. It is true that caring for a baby without the benefit of a
husband is a hardship for both mother and child. The leaders of the women’s
movement would have us set aside jobs and aid for women who find themselves
alone as head of a household. They sight their concern for the family. But if it is
the family we endeavor to protect, why don’t these defenders of the family push
to insure jobs for men who head families on their own? If they are so pro-family,
why not protection for married heads of households as well? Because it would be
unfair. Because we choose our path in life. “You pays your money and you takes
you chances”. We do not insure good paying jobs by virtue of family size
because it would simply encourage big families. When we use the argument that
special accommodation must be made for “Single women, Heads of household”,
we encourage single women to remain single heads of household. Why then are
we surprised to see young inner city women becoming pregnant and going on
welfare when having a baby gets them their own apartment free of their mother’s
rules: and their very own welfare check. I believe in fair pay, safe working
conditions and freedom of choice as to when you leave: equal opportunity based
on ability. When I was young and my hair was past my shoulders, I insisted that
my employer take me as [ was. When minorities fail to conform out of defiance
they do the same thing. With all the rhetoric of equality between the sexes, I
never heard a cry for a law that punished for discrimination on the basis of the
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length of men’s hair: and with good reason. If you want to be part of a team, you
must be a team player. Long hair on men signified defiance at the time. When
minorities use anti-discrimination laws to enable them to hold jobs in defiance,
they simply fuel prejudice, and hurt their own. The same is true of women. And
don’t look to government for the truth about the performance of women in the
work place. To speak the truth is political suicide, and it doesn’t serve the
government’s agenda. Government is more than willing to take over the role of
guardian to your children. It will build great bureaucracies to the task. In 1991
the women of Russia gave birth upon an assembly line of the state. They are
drugged into an altered state, given a seven inch appeazeotomy, injected with
drugs to induce contractions and if the baby should hesitate, its mother’s ribs will
be contracted, until broken if need be, to evict the “States” newest comrade. It
may be up to a week before she sees the child again. Bonding is not necessary
when men, women and children are all Comrades.” Let the system nurture them”.

When the Gulf War was over in 1991 General Schwarzkopf was interviewed
by Barbara Walters; One of America’s best known Women journalist. She asked
him how the women in our armed forces did in the war. He answered that they
preformed admirably. I’'m sure they did, on the high tech playing field. He also
mentioned that one drove a truck. Five years later America would see an
interview with a female pilot that was shot down and subsequently molested. It
must be said that her attitude was remarkably circumvent. But Schwarzkopf
sidestepped the fact that the Kuwait Theater was not a battle of soldiers on foot.
He resisted mentioning that, at his height and weight, that it would be unrealistic
to assume that his physical equal existed any were in the female ranks of the
combined armed forces. He skimmed passed the fact that, with water at a
premium in the desert, many females were allowed to keep their hair long enough
to put into a ponytail. I’'m sure that the general was sincerely grateful for the job
women did in the gulf. I'm equally sure that he was smart enough to keep any
dissenting ideas he had to himself. If he had not, he might have spoken to the
rumor that something like 70% or 80% of the nurses on one of the Gulf War’s
medical ships came home pregnant. He might have conjectured on what it might
be like to spend a couple of weeks in a foxhole, pinned down in the desert with a
woman as she came into her cycle. Or better yet, he might have asked the
mothers of America, who they would prefer to stand at their son’s side after the
missiles had flown and the bullets had fired and the bayoneted were fixed for the
final stand against a fanatical foe that wasn’t so easily defeated. If women are
going to be allowed equal standing with men in the armed forces, will we insist
on abortion to remedy pregnancy during their tour of duty or will women be
allowed this avenue of escape from the realities of military duty? And if, God
help us, we face an aggressor like the Axis powers of W.W.II somewhere in the
future; will you call women to service through the draft along with men? Will
they be among the “grunts” who are sacrificed to the front lines, or will they be
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“separate but equal”? Since the Gulf War, We have been involved in political
actions in Bosnia, Somalia and Haiti. All three have been examples of “Urban
Warfare”. Such conflicts do not lend themselves to the “Push Button” tactics of
the War in the Gulf. It is unreasonable and unfair to deny males in the military,
equal access to those areas of military duty in which females are able to excel; in
order to accommodate females in those areas where they can compete.

In 1996, there was some talk about the possibility that “Affirmative Action”
had out lived its usefulness. One of the programs I saw that tried to show the
women’s point of view on this issue showed a young Black mother as their
example of why we need Affirmative Action laws. This Black mother was
somewhere in her mid, to late, twenties; as near as I could tell. Her two sons |
guessed to be around eight and ten years of age [maybe younger]. The woman
said that she was stretched to the breaking point. She worked a job, which she
got, presumably, through an Affirmative Action program. She was going to
school at night, which left her exhausted, [and that schooling, presumably came
to her through another Affirmative action program]. She also alluded to the fact
that without further assistance she would not be able to provide care for her
children, so I assume that some other Affirmative action program provides day
care for her children; who just happen to be boys.

So where have we invested our efforts with regard to this example, that
“Affirmative Action” has held up in its own defense? Are we providing a home,
which includes a family setting for these two young boys? Indeed not. In fact, if
we fail to provide a dwelling for them in an upper middle class neighborhood,
they are more than likely to find the family love and protection they NEED, in a
neighborhood gang because when Mom isn’t working, she’s at school. Will the
education we are supplying for free to this woman, at the expense of tax payers
the same age as this women; taxpayers who might also wish higher education but
have chosen a more constructive path: Will this mother’s education help her
children? No. It only takes her away from them during those years when they
need her most. By the time she graduates they will be teenagers. Their interests
will be outside the home. It will be too late to teach them right from wrong if
their mother was unable to get the message across. It will be too late to build
their self-esteem and their self worth when their mother has chosen to try to
improve her’s at the expense of theirs.

So when we have finished; when we have paid her way; we will have to
show for our investment, a working woman, in a well paying job, with good
benefits. By the time she is thirty five her children will be gone. Regardless of
whether or not she ever marries, she is not likely to have more children. For
thirty more years she will hold that good job [very likely in the government] at
the elevated rank she has achieved with the help of money paid by taxpayers who
did the right thing and now can not compete with her in the work place, just as
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they could not compete with her for opportunities at higher education. Because
her sons can not become pregnant and there by rise through the same avenues,
they are likely to fail. The forces against their success are, in no small way, the
result of the systems that separated them from their mother and yet; because they
have the need to love their mother, it is likely to be “Whitey” upon whom they
project their anger and hatred. Their mother will likely become an Affirmative
Action advocate as well. No one in her circle will question the rationalizations
within the system. It is the method by which they retain their mental health. She
will no doubt contribute to the feminist movement both monetarily and as an
example of how the system is working. But is it?

I watched a television story in which a woman, who was identified as having
a PhD, had a discussion with the journalist about advertising to the sexes. See
claimed that men were only capable of assimilating a limited amount of
information and therefore, commercials aimed at men tended to be more “Meat
and Potatoes”. “Just the facts Mam.” Then they showed a couple of truck
commercials. The implication was that men were, well, stupid. She said that if
you want to sell to women, you must give them lots and lots of information. She
said that, women have evolved to assimilate it through eons of dealing with kids
and other never ending stimuli. Then she showed a commercial in which a
watercolor image of a young woman danced and pranced uninhibited against a
white paper background. She informed us that the commercial had been a great
success and that its message was empowerment. Now, I feel I can tell you with
certainty that its message was totally subjective. That was precisely why the
woman with the PhD saw it as empowerment. In fact, if I may be so bold, 1
would suggest to you that the reason commercials such as this one do so well, is
that they give women enough stimuli to choose from, so that they can make up
their own fantasy. This, then, is at the core of the difference between men and
women. While men want to know only what they need to know in order to make
informed decision, women sometimes prefer to see the world emotionally.

“In the future, I will be the Vice President in charge of a day care center for a
bio-research firm which develops food supplements from cactus. My husband
will teach hearing impaired children to play a special type of piano at a very
prestigious university. In the evenings we will walk down to this very exclusive
little town and brows through very trendy shops which contain antique, high tech
equipment, that I know all about and I will leave a message for my sister on her
computer using my high tech wireless phone. The message will be a birthday
reminder that I am still younger than her.” This is a close approximation of a
precursor to an actual radio commercial, which ran in a major metropolitan city
in 1998. Who do you think was paying for the ad and what were they selling?
They were selling a fantasy. Why would a business need a Vice President [or for
that matter a President] for its day care? Why would a company make food
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supplements from cactus, when cactuses are among the world’s slowest growing
plants? The answer is they wouldn’t. It just sounds high tech and trendy and
exciting, like having a husband who is so smart and socially conscious that he
teaches the deaf to play piano at this really neeto school. And walking down to an
exclusive and therefore expensive store, where you have to be smart just to
appreciate what it is they are selling; sounds like something that would be neeto
too. Maybe in the future I could be that smart. And when I am, I’ll call my big
sister up; the one who always got to do everything ahead of me, and remind her
that, now that I have arrived and become so really smart and everything, that all
she is, is older than me.

In fact, the ad was run by Pacific Bell. They were promoting their new PCS
service, which is the wireless phone with which the girl narrating the story would
leave the message for her sister. But the precursor was not selling the PCS or the
service. It was selling the fantasy. It was creating a need within young women’s
psyches that they could begin their journey toward that place in the future by
purchasing a wireless phone. More importantly, they were implanting the notion
that until that wireless phone was in her position, she will not have arrived. This
is not new. Auto makers have been selling both sexes the American Dream for
years. But the men are trapped by it whether they buy the idea or not, if the
women they seek to impress are only impressed by “Bright and Shiny”. The
problem is in the expectation. In the late nineteen forties and early nineteen
fifties, the wealthiest generation in the history of the world was just starting out.
They were the parents of the Baby Boomers. But they came from humble
beginnings. While they enjoyed numerous economic advantages over the
generations to come, it was rare to find a second car in a household. So many of
the things which we take to be the barest of necessities, would have been luxury
items to that generation. The idea that a family could not get along without a
television would have seemed outrageously frivolous. From travel, to all that
junk under your kitchen sink; from fast food to computers, garbage disposals,
even air conditioning: people weren’t consumers in the sense that we have
become. In order to consume in the manner we have been convinced we should,
we have chased a vision that has been planted in our psyche. Women have found
their way into the work place in order to fulfill a superficial need and those who
have pushed them in that direction have been as unrealistic as that radio
commercial. The importance of this is, that it is power which we are talking
about: economic and political power. The last three decades have been marked
by an emotional response to real issues. We have seen a new type of double
standard. We have witnessed the birth of Political Correctness at the expense of
the truth. We have seen women take advantage at the expense of their brothers,
their fathers and their sons. There can be no healing in this country so long as
women pit themselves against men.
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In the current political climate, women who want to become married
mothers, have three avenues of pursuit. If you look around you very hard, you
can see a lot of young single women who have just started out. Many of them
have new cars. But I doubt very seriously that many of them are busy saving a
“dowry”: that old world bank roll that helped young couples get started. As a
result, when they choose a mate they will have to choose from one of three
avenues. First of all, they can marry someone who can support them at the
standard to which they have become accustomed as a working woman, with no
family expenses. In order to do that, they will have to find someone who is
relatively well off. As most of the wealthiest 10% of the nation are those over 65,
their options are severely limited. The second option is to keep their job at the
expense of their family in order to be able to drive that new car and buy that
“Fast” food, and all those other things like the wireless phone that their psyche
demands. The last option is to devote herself to her family. But that one will call
for some real sacrifices. Sacrifices that wouldn’t have been nearly as dear in the
generation that flowered in the 1950’s. Why? Because the young women I speak
of today have reserved a special place for themselves in the work force for those
years before [and in some cases after] marriage; and the advantages that it will
afford them are given at the expense of the men. I am not saying that women
should not be able to support themselves. Nor am I insinuating that they should
work for nothing. Remember, it was equal pay for equal work that we agreed to.
But we have built a society devoted to the notion that women should be pushed
to the front of the line. It is as simple as the law of Supply and Demand. If we as
a nation strive to have equal numbers of men and women in the work force and
always in comparable positions [which means comparable pay] then those
women who remain home with their children for any amount of their childhood,
constitute a shortage of women in the work place. When we enact legislation to
mandate such equality in numbers, we devalue the male portion of the work force
by virtue of a glut. Let me restate that for you. If women are allowed, by law, to
come and go as they please within the work force; and it is mandated that women
will retain an equal number of jobs at equivalent levels of pay, power and
prestige: then those women who are off somewhere fulfilling themselves outside
the work force, will constitute a shortage in the female half of the mandated work
force equation. It will be a constant and chronic shortage that will manifest itself
in a glut in the male half of the equation; which will also be constant and chronic.
Therefore, separate but equal will always be more equal for women, and those
who wish to be Home Makers will suffer the economic realities of Feminism. If
women want to be able to be autonomous as a result of political clout, then these
will be the options for those women who wish to become mothers. Ultimately, no
matter which option you as an individual choose, all American families with
children will pay the price of the autonomy enjoyed by single women. It is a
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selfish way to design a culture which exists, at its core, to protect the family unit
and it is the children who ultimately pay the price.

When the Chinese began the “Cultural Revolution™ there leader Chairman
Mao, told them that they should go out and make steel. By making steel, they
were told, they could lift their country out of poverty and propel themselves
forward into modern times. So the people set about to burn everything they could
find to fire the forges that they had built. And they melted down their pots and
pans and tools and relics, using all the wood they had: even to their furniture. But
they did not make steel because that is not how steel is made and so they were
left with nothing. And they were told by their chairman to grow crops, bountiful,
such as had never been seen before: and in order to please their leader they lied
about their accomplishments; each town more than the next. And when they lied
about how much they had grown, the government took more than it should as its
share, and in the end, the people starved by the millions.

When a male interviewer finally got the guts to ask one of the spokeswomen
for the one of the Organizations For Women some tough questions in the mid
90’s, it came down to this. He asked: If it is necessary to equip every woman in
America with an electric jack hammer in order for there to be equality in the
work place, must we pay the price of all those jack hammers. The reply was
“Yes”. The next question, which he did not ask, is, “What if the women can’t lift
the electric jack hammers?” Just as Communism was able to survive until the
stored wealth of the Russias was depleted, Feminism will be able to perpetuate
the myth that it can create steel here at home until we finally become
economically impotent. When asked how women are performing in the army and
in construction, the military, police and fire departments: and how well they are
competing in the free market system when given preference for Small Business
Loans, we will be told of the bumper crops they are harvesting.

I have no doubt that what I have just said of the women’s movement will be
construed as demeaning of women. But that is not my intention. I do not teach or
make the claim, that women are inferior. What I do insist, however, is that they
are different. Just as the left side of our brain is designed to deal with certain
aspects of life while the right side is designed to deal with entirely different
aspects, I believe that women are better suited to deal with certain aspects of life
then men are. Conversely, men [as a general group] are better equipped to deal
with certain aspects then are women. When a person’s brain is damaged, the
other side of the brain can often learn to do the task once performed by the
damaged tissue. But even if the task is performed equally as well as it once was,
what is gained by expending the energy to teach one side of the brain, if the only
purpose is to gratify the learning side, at the expense of the an undamaged side,
left to atrophy. It is like making it the law that all scissors be made left handed. In
the real world, left handed people are every bit as capable of using scissors as
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right handed people. But because more people are right handed, the market place
dictates that right handed scissors are readily available, while left handed people
must seek out left handed scissors. They may even have to pay more for them.
This, then, is a model for all of us in the work place; including women. If there is
a price of accommodation, that price must be paid by the person accommodated.
Otherwise, you have insisted that all scissors must be made for the left handed
without regard for market realities.

On a similar note: all the diamond mines of the world were once owned by
one group of individuals. As other mines were developed in other parts of the
world, these same individuals continued to successfully control the availability of
diamonds through various means, which included buying out their competition.
Diamonds, as most of us know, are the hardest things around. Their industrial
uses make them a valuable commodity; but it is their value as a gemstone which
is truly noteworthy. Back in the 1950’s, there was an advertising campaign of
immense proportion. It targeted women by putting diamonds on the rich and
famous. It put diamonds on Holly Wood stars in movies and created a mystique
that would become part of the American Fabric. A new form, called a diamond
engagement ring, would develop, and it would become a prerequisite to any
proposal of marriage. The simple gold band, which had been the symbol of the
union of two people from centuries past, would be replaced with the diamond
wedding band. By the end of the century the diamond industry would actually be
setting the value of an acceptable offering at a rate equal to two months wages.
Of coarse the irony of all this would be that the value of that band and its
diamonds would have to be assessed by an expert. In fact, it is all but impossible
for most of us to tell the difference between a fine diamond and a piece of glass.
Moreover, if the world’s diamond reserve were ever to be released into the
market place, the superficial rarity of the, so-called, gem stones, would disappear
in the glut. Even more astounding is the fact that most men are aware of this fact
and still; most women feel slighted if the man is unwilling to participate in the
charade. The end result is that, money which should be allocated to the future
solvency of the endeavor we call marriage, is squandered for the sake of pride
and fantasy, in the face of economic reality. This flight of fancy is mirrored in the
Feminist movement. Men are forced to play along as part of the courtship ritual.
It is the “Beau Guest”, {the gallant gesture] like spending money on flowers that
cost a great deal but wither in a short time, leaving nothing of substance behind.
These are gestures, and they have their place in courtship. There is an old John
Wayne movie in which Moreen O’Hara plays the part of a young bride, who
insists that Wayne’s character fight her brother for her dowry. Wayne’s character
is forced to fight for his wife’s honor but in the end they burn the money
together, to spite her brother and as a gesture of their love and mutual respect.
There is a need for gallant gestures in a society from time to time; but we have
been burning money for far too long. The Feminist movement has convinced us
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to place our economy in a vase and speaks to us of how beautiful it looks. But it
is a system cut off at the roots, and while it may still looks like an economy in
bloom, it is dying. In 1992, at the infancy of the Clinton administration, Hillary
Clinton would be given, what I seem to recall as, in excess of a million dollars,
with which to come up with a health care plan for the nation. A few months later
the money would not only be gone, but I seem to recall there were questions as to
whether or not it could be accounted for. No health care plan would ever emerge.
In 1999, the left wing of the liberal press would begin to promote the idea of Ms.
Clinton as a possible candidate for president in 2000. They would go on to
promote her as a future candidate for Congress, from the state of New York.

I would like to say in closing this segment that, I grew up in a time which
proceeded the sexual revolution. There were those in my high school who did
have sex, but it was uncommon for girls to be promiscuous. Those girls who
were lured into sexual activity were most often those who were in love with their
sexual partner and, more importantly, were told by their lover that, He too, was in
love. Sometimes, those who wanted a girl’s favor, lied. Sometimes it worked.
Those of us who couldn’t bring ourselves to lie, waited for the sexual revolution.
There are still those who are willing to tell women what they want to hear to get
their favor. But until Women can come to understand that it is those who won’t
lie to them who are the good guys, we will all be at the mercy of those who lie
for personal gain. There is an old saying, “A place for everything and everything
in its place”. Those of my generation rebelled against being pigeon holed. I fear
that we misunderstood that there is stature and fulfillment in all places. Finding
your own place and reveling in it, is the best life has to offer. I do not attempt to
“put” you in your place; rather I urge you to take your place. We need you for
balance, for hope and for the future.

I would, at this time, like to turn away from those things which divide us, and
toward those things which we all face together. To begin with, let us have a look
at the criminal justice system. And again I would like to refer to a movie. This
one aired on HBO [Home Box Office, a cable network], and it was called
“Criminal Justice”. An overload on the system in the form too many cases, has
ushered in the era of the “Plea Bargain”. It is a system that ultimately serves no
one except the guilty. For the victim of the crime there is no justice. For the
innocent accused, it is a burden too great to ask anyone to bear. We all know and
understand the game our legal system has become. Both sides; defense and
prosecution, withhold evidence and twist the truth. In this particular story, it was
the word of female victim against an accused male. His mother is the accused
only alibi and it becomes painfully obvious that because of the violent nature of
the crime and her love for her son, that her testimony will be discounted, and he
will be convicted. There is no corroborating evidence what so ever, to link him to
the crime; but how can the jury discount eyewitness testimony? I have heard it
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said that we all have a double, somewhere. This may or may not be true. There is
also the question of lighting and eyesight. Add to that, hysteria and the natural
tendency for our eye to be focused on the weapon and away from the
perpetrator’s face. New and compelling research has all but proven that
eyewitness identification is all but worthless. It may even be that the witness is
simply lying. With all these things at work, this trial could go either way. Now
we bring in the Plea Bargain. When your life hangs in the balance, would you
give up two or three years of your life behind bars against twenty or thirty on the
flip of a coin? If you were a career criminal you would be glad to. Three years
translates to six months “real time” these days. If you’re familiar with prison life,
you might not like it, but it surely holds no terror for you. The most moving part
of the whole plot was an “angle” I had never contemplated up until I saw the
movie. If you are innocent and you choose to plead guilty, you may not only
have to do the time, but you may have to stand up in open court and confess to a
crime that you did not commit. You can’t just say, “OK, I except the sentence”.
You may have to spell out each detail and call it your own. If this is truly the
case, you would be forced to bear false witness against yourself in order to
comply. Not only will you be faced with the decision to plea bargain or not:
should you refuse the offer of the court, you now run the risk of somehow
“challenging” the court, should you refuse its offer and ask for your
constitutional right to trial. Once you have decided to face reality, pass on the
“Sucker” bet and “Cop a Plea”; you are now either the perpetrator of the crime or
a liar. The next time someone goes through the “Perp” file and you resemble the
assailant, your “record” could conceivably put you back in the same spot you
“copped the plea” to get out of. The fact is that, the resources are not available
for police to follow through or double check with further investigations. The
courts feel forced to plea bargain in order to keep the wheels turning. Finally,
today it can be said that most of the people being tried in our revolving criminal
justice system are guilty. To change the system we must find the resources to do
the job correctly. We must put an end to the plea bargaining system. It is short
term and short sighted. Short sentenced, plea bargain convictions, put habitual
criminals right back into the system and right back out on the street. Lastly, our
ill-fated war on those stupid enough to do drugs, is dragging us down. We must
make our peace before there is no justice at all in the land.

In the winter of 1999 I sat at my mother’s house one afternoon while my
stepfather browsed through the local court docket listed in the local paper. Of the
thirty-five cases which were before one of the local judges, twenty were about
drugs and ten were about alcohol. Another judge had seven cases before him. Six
were drug related and one was alcohol related. We will deal with drugs in a
meaningful way within this book. We will also change the capitalistic methods
being used within government and the courts to raise revenue. In so doing, the
incentives to drag people into court for driving after having a drink, will be
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removed and replaced with an obligation to keep unsafe drivers off the road. As a
result of these two changes, there will be time to search for the truth in those few
cases that remain before judges. But we will need more changes than these.

The idea of an advocate; someone to speak on your behalf, has always been
part of all social structure throughout history. A man or woman, who can find no
one to stand up for them, is not very likely to be heard. This “social” truth is what
gives credence to the old adage that “Any man who defends himself in court, has
a fool for a lawyer”. It is an unfortunate truth, but it legitimizes the need for a
lawyer to present the case for his or her client, without letting personal bias
interfere. That was the intent of those very wise men that wrote our constitution.
They had come from a place in time were people stood before judgment looking
guilty from the accusation. They understood that even fair minded magistrates
had only their personal experiences to draw upon, and by which, to judge. So
they adopted a “jury of one’s peers”, to broaden and deepen understanding. They
counseled these twelve “Tried and true” to “deliberate”: to discuss, share,
empathize and ponder; and finally to judge. They placed a magistrate in charge to
see that fairness and order was maintained. They conceived of a higher court that
might review the workings of local jurisdictions because “Good old boys” exist
in all times, among all races and among all cultures. And to insure that the
decisions reached in the lower courts were in keeping with the “Law of the Land”
[the constitution], they put in place a “Supreme Court”: and on its walls they
wrote the “Ten Commandments”. They wrote those ten laws given to Moses by
God “All Mighty”, so that they would not forget the source of “Supreme” justice.
Like the little plague that hangs in our kitchen that reads, “Rule # 1, Mom is
always right. Rule # 2, when in doubt, refer to rule # 17; it was there to remind
them of the laws that do not change with precedent. It was a good system, a fair
system, a revolutionary system; and we as a nation put our faith in it. We laid
down our swords and beat them into plowshares. We learned to litigate rather
than duel or feud. It took time; but we were a nation of laws not of men. It
offered protection for the weak from the strong and we embraced it as a nation.
You may remember the movie “True Grit” which epitomized the changing of the
guard as the last remnants of the old west succumbed to the litigators: where the
rough and ready Rooster Codburn watches as the J. Noble Dagetts of the world
seize power. And as we relinquished more and more of our power to the J. [not
so noble] Dagetts, they became the men who would be king. Their role in the
courtroom as advocate, declined in favor of gamesmanship. With each
“Precedent” set in the courts they moved further and further from the issues of
right versus wrong. They lost sight of the link between an “Adversarial” process
and morality, and made it a competition, which did not care so much about the
truth, but only about the score. They, and the courts, which are of their making,
never referred back to rule #1. Instead they devised end sweeps around it. Their
role was perverted from presenting their client’s situation and point of view, to
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technical manipulation and trickery. Their aim is not to find justice but to win
what they have made into a game. When a judge directs a jury on a point of law,
he is doing just that: directing them. At the same time; when people must be
directed in order to understand the law, it means that either the law is not based
on what is right and wrong or that the jury does not know right from wrong. It is
one of the fundamental problems that tears at our society. What we used to
instinctively feel as being right and wrong has become so blurred in our courts
that, with each generation the lines become more unclear. It’s why God fearing
Middle American kids could smoke pot in the 60°s without feeling any guilt. It
was illegal but not immoral. It is why today, thieves and even murderers walk
free. It may be immoral but it can be technically legal. It is hypocrisy and a
mockery. When a nation of people is governed by laws that they neither
understand nor embrace, it is anarchy. When a trial takes more than a week to
present, it makes it economically impossible for the “Peers” of an average citizen
to be present. You know and I know that working class Americans shrink from
jury duty. If they don’t resist because a long trial would bankrupt them, they
resist because they know they will be instructed to judge on a point of law, rather
than right and wrong. To add insult to injury, if it is a criminal case, the sentence
will be shortened do to lack of prison space, should they find the defendant
guilty. If it is a case of civil litigation, any damages they award are likely to be
appealed or overturned in another court. If the poor soul is innocent, nobody will
believe it anyway.

At the other end of the spectrum we find juries who convict to “Send a
Message”. In their frustration to change the system, they take their anger out on
the individuals they are there to judge. Lawyers have made a revolving door of
our criminal system. As a result, nearly every one they deal with is guilty. It is a
hell they have created for themselves, but it has had its effect on all of us. We are
predisposed to believe that if you’re in the system, you’re probably supposed to
be there, just by the law of averages.

In the realm of civil litigation, it has become a contest based on greed and
fine print. It is a game we have sponsored. It is our greed, as much as anyone’s,
that has put us were we are today. Ambulance chasers only put the gun in our
hand; we are the ones who pull the trigger. Lawyers go after those with the
ability to pay regardless of their culpability, and we cheer them on. Everyone
hates the “Shyster” lawyer until their day in court arrives. Then they go looking
for the sharpest one they can find. We thrill to the exploits of the “Perry Masons”
of the legal profession, as they out maneuver the “Lieutenant Trags”, until it was
“our daughter” that was hurt, or “our bank account” that was lost. In the sixties,
when this marathon drug war began, the innocent and the guilty alike, were being
harassed by “Storm Trooper” FBI agents and we rallied behind the “Civil
Liberties Union”. “Normal” {The National Organization For The Repeal of
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Marijuana Laws] was founded and we resolved to fight fire with fire. We would
protect our right to privacy with “Loop holes”. We would challenge domination
by the state through the courts. We would gain political power and change the
world. All we really did was to subvert the law. We made its web more intricate
and at the same time, even less defined. We challenged the masters at their game
and we were defeated. We changed nothing. The law has become so far removed
from us, “The People”, that we dare not even die without consulting council. A
properly written Will can entitle a cat to an immense fortune. But to write in your
own hand, that you “Will” what you leave behind to “Able”, can not stand
against “Cain” and his attorney; or even the State itself for that matter. And in
this adversarial game that lawyers play across the land: how can it be permitted
that information which may show innocence or tend to disprove guilt, be
withheld by the police or the prosecution. It happens routinely. When we see it in
the movies it is the defense who uncovers the “Key” piece of evidence and saves
the day. But in the real world, the prosecuting attorney has an entire police force
at his or her disposal to gather information. They show their badges and people
give answers. However, a citizen, represented by one lawyer, is generally
confined to the limits of his or her own knowledge. Here again, that is enough if
you are guilty. The guilty already know all the pertinent facts of the case. They
were there. But if you are not guilty, you probable know very little, if anything,
about the crime.

There is a branch of medicine, which has built for itself a place of
prominence [dominance] in our society, through the use of the legal system. Its
members have professed the ability to look inside the souls of individuals. The
lawyers in our courts have taken advantage of their boosts. It is, of course, the
fields of Psychology and Sociology. The great institution of Psychology, which
had, by the early twentieth century, taken the lobotomy to an art form, performed
in seconds, unceremoniously and with a knitting needle: this institution presumes
to tell us who’s reality is acceptable and who’s is not. Sociologists claim the right
to remove our children from us without evidence or trial. They have the right to
slander us, “Black List” us, destroy us, institutionalize us; with out fear of
repercussion. They may allow the proven murderer to be judged innocent, and
absolve them of their crime.

It was 9:30 in the evening when the Smiths got home. Nine year old Billy
had gotten his second wind and whirled around the living room with his arms
outstretched, screaming in muffled tones that mimicked the sound of an airplane.
Six year old Susie collapsed in her miniature rocking chair near the door. Dad
was dragging stuff in from the car as Mom repeated herself for the third time
from the kitchen. “Billy. Up stairs and take your bath. Tomorrow is a school
day”. “Billy, do what your mother says.” Dad said in a voice that was low and
firm as he entered the door. Billy raised his flaps, turned his rudder and flew
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upstairs without a change in pitch from his engine. A moment later the sound of
running water echoed down the hallway. “Susie honey,” Mom softly called as
she emerged from the kitchen, drying her hands on a towel.” Let’s go up and get
you ready for bed.” “No!” came the snarling reply.” I don’t want to get ready for
bed! School is stupid.”

“I still have lunches to make and cloths to fold,” Mom answered in calm and
soothing tones, “and it’s way passed your bedtime.”

Dad turned from his stowing of the gear into the closet, to see Susan setting
face down; her angry dark eyes staring up from the corners at her mother.
“What’s the matter honey?” he inquired consolingly.

“School is stupid. And I don’t want to go to bed.”
“Look at you. You can’t hardly keep your eyes open.” he replied.

“Come on up with me and we’ll jump into the shower together.” Mom
baited.

“No! School’s stupid and your stupid too. And I’m not going to Bed.”
“OK Sue, that’s enough.” Dad interrupted firmly.
This time she stuck her tongue out in defiance.

“OK,” he responded “You go up to Mom’s bath and rinse off in her tub,
alone, now.”

She crossed her arms and slammed them against her waist, brought her knees
together and sat firm.

“If I have to tell you again, you’ll be grounded from playing out side
tomorrow.” he affirmed.

Once again her tongue jutted out.

“OK, your grounded.” he confirmed. “Now if I have to tell you again, you
get a spanking.

Still she did not move. Dad stood there. She sat there: until finally he made a
step forward in her direction and she bolted toward the stairs. With a great sweep
of his left arm he drew her up, screaming.

“No Daddy no, I'm going.” she pleaded.

“Too late.” he replied solemnly. And with the snap of his wrist, a hand the
size of her whole bottom, flicked its fingers against the right cheek of her
buttocks. Then he released her and she fled up the stairs towards Mommy’s
bathroom screaming, “I hate you. I hate you Dad and Mom.”

Mom and Dad just looked at each other with chagrin and shook their heads.
A moment later she stood at the top of the stairs calling. “Mom. You said you’d
take a shower with me.”

“No Sue,” Dad called back, “you had your chance”.
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“Dad.” she pleaded; reconciliatory for the moment.

“I’m sorry. You made your choice.”

“Mom, please.” she begged in an attempt at an end run.

“I can’t honey. You should have listened to Dad.”

“Well Dad’s stupid.”

“Sue, that’s enough.” Mom answered in a tone that had suddenly gone stern.

“Well, will you help me rinse off?” she replied, sensing the change in
attitude.

Mom looked at Dad for confirmation of her decision and he nodded his
approval.

“OK honey, I'll be right up.”

Thirty minutes later Billy and Susie were tucked in. Billy got a hug and a
kiss from Mom and Dad. Sue got a huge and a kiss from both as well and
returned them as if nothing had happened. “I love You”-s were passed around
and Dad headed down stairs as Mom played “Twenty Questions” at the doorway,
before turning out the light and closing the door.

We live in an imperfect world were kid’s are sometimes too tired to reason
with and time gets too short. This Mom and Dad went through reason,
discussion, enticement, threat of punishment, punishment, corporal punishment
and finally compromise in that little story. Yet there are those who have the
power to take away our children, who would tell us that we must “never” use
physical force. I actually heard one psychologist refer to the act of looking down
on your children and raising your voice, as child “abuse”. Since I was taller than
my children when I was on my knees, I suppose I should have laid down at their
feet when addressing them. And when they grew up to have no respect for
authority and wound up in trouble with the law, She could have come and
absolved them of their crimes because I failed to teach them right from wrong.
Children, by nature, test. That was the reason Billy ignored his Mother’s repeated
commands and responded without incident to his father’s. He had tested in the
past. He knew the rules and the consequences. Mother would not act until she
had taken the time to stop what she was doing and moved to him physically to
confront him. If, on the other hand, father had to relocate in order to assert
himself, it would all ready be too late to avoid punishment. The important thing
is to be consistent and even-tempered. These are lessons that Susie is still
learning. It is important that she be grounded the following day, so that she
understand that such threats are not made lightly and that she will be held
accountable. Had Dad reached out and slapped Susie’s face, or reached out and
kicked at her as she ran by “That” would have been abuse. If he had hit her over
and over in anger, even though it was on the butt, it would have been out of line.
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But he didn’t. She was tired and in the mood to test the system. She found that
the system works consistently in accordance with her input. This story raises
some question as to whether or not Susie might be having a problem in school.
Her parents should be attentive to that. They might bring it up while tucking her
in. But problems in life are not an excuse for improper behavior. That is the best
we can teach our children; [and coincidentally, what we must strive for in our
laws]. Barring unlimited time and resources it is the only way. Even given
unlimited resources, what is to be gained from raising children who are not made
to recognize any form of authority? If reason is the only tool we are allowed to
use as parents, how does one enforce even as much as a grounding? There is a
place for reasoning. There is a point when the time for reasoning has passed. So
let us suppose that we give up everything that we are able, to develop a childcare
system in which time and expertise are plentiful. Susie now spends her day in a
clinical setting with her time shared between rest, play and the counseling of her
PhD psychologist [whom she shares with only two other children]. She is fresh
and alert, harsh words are never spoken, and when she “goats”, probing for the
edges of her boundaries, she finds there are none. When she is placed in a chair
she simply rises; when she is asked to return she heads for the door. Diversion
and pandering fill her day through which she is the focal point of all around her.
Even if this sounds like a good system to you, which of society’s PhD’s do you
think will go to work in your local daycare? Will it be the “A” students or the
“D” students? Will they have the patience of “Job” or will they too, resort to
some sort of physical punishment when all the nurturing ways fail or just become
too tedious. Who’s going to care about your baby, your child, the way that you
do? Nobody. Not if you’re any kind of parent at all. Not anybody.

It is not the parent who spanks their child who is being abusive, it is the
parent who does not teach them right from wrong. Today, mothers may pierce
the ears of their young boys, dress them like pirates, or bikers, in gang colors and
expose them to Gangster Rap music with impunity; but “that” is child abuse.
Watching soap operas with your child in the room is child abuse. Allowing adults
to speak profanely in front of your children is child abuse. “Spare the rod and
spoil the child” seems ridged and out of place in the polite culture we aspire to
today. Still, the meaning of the message is clear. Violence begets violence; but
discipline, dispensed with love, is essential to human development in a social
setting. To deny it, is to lock up a child’s concept of the real world in a closet and
leave it in the dark. It is a paradox that we as a nation have come to accept a
system in which those who Lord over us may threaten us for punishing those we
love in traditional ways: while at the same time, these same systems of
Government foster the belief that once grown, a person in trouble with society
deserves what they get: even if what they get is sodomized or murdered while in
the custody of those same systems.
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I know that, that little story I just told about the Smiths was not the best ever
written. I may even be wrong about how it should have been dealt with. But that
is the point. As human parents, we will, all of us make mistakes. It will not do to
have outsiders second-guess us. I doubt that there has ever been a parent who
does not regret decisions they have made, or actions they have taken. But that is
all the more reason to fear how outsiders would handle our situation if given
oversight. In the spring of 1999, I watched an under cover report done on a
prominent national mental health care chain. The Federal Government allocates
$1,000.00 dollars per day to the care and maintenance of persons placed in these
institutions. According to the report the staffs are made up of mostly untrained
and minimally paid individuals who are instructed to write reports which foster
the idea that there is little or no improvement in the individual patients. The visits
that patients receive from resident doctors were calculated in minutes per week,
not hours. People were being warehoused in order to fill the facilities and their
families were powerless to free them. This is the pool of talent and the mentality
of the systems that will evolve to administer government run daycare. It is a myth
fostered by those who would rise to provide the service, that there is someone as
qualified as you to raise your baby, your child. Even if we as a nation were to
allocate one tenth of that $1,000.00 amount each day to the maintenance of a
child’s day care we would be bankrupt. While, in today’s mental health care
system, all that $1,000.00 buys us for those who truly do need a PhD
Psychologist, is paper work and minimally paid attendants.

There are three reasons why Psychology fails to live up to its own boasts so
miserably. The first was depicted by Jack Nickleson in a movie, based on the
book, “One Flew Over The Coo Coo’s Nest”. It is the fact that, when someone is
predisposed to believe something, they are likely to hear only that which
confirms that belief. The second, portrayed in the Barbara Striesand movie
“Nuts”, is that, once assigned a working definition of your illness, your “care”
may be at odds with the integrity and stature of your doctor. Lastly, it assumes
that because a person is able to understand and commit to memory the
terminology of psychology and sociology, that he or she has the intellect to
understand the workings of a mind that may be far and away superior to their
own. It is, from within, that a mental disorder originates, and it is from within
that a cure must come. I fear that it is rare that a drug can make it all better: be it
on the street or in an institution, mostly there are only sedatives. Sociologists and
Psychologists align themselves with pharmaceutical companies in an attempt to
proclaim a cure. The very best that any “therapist” can hope to achieve is to
become a friend to a troubled mind. A hand, out reached, without vested interest
or a hidden agenda; a confessor; a sounding board off which to hear and to come
to terms with that which is feared.
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Yes, there are good Psychologists and there are good Sociologists. And yes
they do help people sometimes. But because there is no definitive way to insure
that the Doctors of these professions are correct in their assessment, how do we
monitor them? And if they can not be monitored, how can we entrust them with
power over people’s lives to the degree that we have?

Yes, there are medications that improve the lives of some of these
individuals. But with our Surgeon General telling us that he believes 20% of our
population to be in need of help, how can we fight a drug war while
administering mind altering drugs to 20% of the population.

So now we come to what I see as a triad. In many ways it is the head of the
elephant. It has had a great deal to do with the direction we have taken as a nation
and the road we are on. It consists of three elements that, like veined plants
planted close together, have grown snarled. They are Medicine, the Civil Courts
and Insurance. Let us begin with insurance. Try to imagine this country’s
beginnings had insurance entered the picture. The Queen of Spain and her
government underwrote Columbus in 1492. But imagine the hurtles faced by the
Pilgrims. The founders of James Town could not have found an insurance carrier
to cover their losses in the wilderness. Wagon trains leading the way west could
not have obtained business liability insurance coverage against Indian attacks, or
bad weather such as the “Donner Party” encountered. These people built a great
nation based on faith. Faith in God and faith in themselves. I think it was Paul
Harvey who told the story of one of the first life insurance salesmen, who sold
numerous policies among the members of the Seventh Cavalry. You may recall
that, that was Custer’s outfit. It was the dawn of a new way of thinking. The idea
that we could collectively protect each other from life’s tragedies. At the same
time, it was a move away from faith and the idea that you must play the hand that
you are dealt. Because people were honorable and proud, insurance worked for a
long time. Because it was communal in nature and in spirit, it was looked on as
something akin to charity outside the realm of church. It branched out into all
areas of life: home, health, auto, business and on and on. With time and success it
became a very large and wealthy member of the business community. With the
change in perception that came with the advent of “Social Security”, things
changed for insurance as well. Like Social Security, insurance was no longer
regarded as a form of charity. It was something you had paid for and had a right
to receive compensation from. Because the insurance companies were now “fat”,
if you [the policyholder] were lucky enough “not” to have a claim, you were
somehow being cheated out of the money you paid in. This missed the original
concept of insurance completely; but it was a concept not lost on lawyers of Civil
Litigation. The idea that insurance companies were a bottomless pit of wealth,
gained prominence, and public opinion now held no contempt for the “Robin
Hood” approach to monetary gain in this way. The floodgates opened wide.
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Under the right circumstances you too could win a piece of the new jackpot being
offered in the new lottery called insurance. Terms like “Pain and Suffering” were
added to our national vocabulary. It no longer mattered that the guilty be
punished, nearly so much as that you make them pay. But in fact, it was his
insurer being made to pay. In the end it would be all the others insured by the
insurance company that would be made to pay. And, as for not wanting to play
their silly game? By now legislators had made having insurance the law in many
cases. A home mortgage could not be obtained without insurance on the home.
Companies may not hire employees without accident insurance for them. Now
many employers are being forced to provide health insurance for employees. As
a result, courts are jammed, insurance is high and the lawyers are laughing all the
way to the bank with the lion’s share of your insurance dollar. This chain of
events would have collapsed the insurance industry in its infancy. But insurance
had come of age. Banks wouldn’t lend without it, cars couldn’t be driven without
it. On a social level people are told they shouldn’t die without it. The great
wealth and influence insurance now wielded gave it the ear of the government
and allowed it to survive. It moved from charity to necessity and then
entitlement; and as such, demanded the response of government. Many good
things have resulted: fire codes, structural integrity and other standards of all
kinds, in all fields, have been greatly improved due, in no small part, to insurance
companies demands to decrease liability exposure. But how far can we let them
take us. Shall we fence off every scenic overlook, every body of water, every
non-engineered setting. Will we strap ourselves into cars and dawn helmets
because it’s statistically safer? With the possible depletion of the “O Zone” shall
we be mandated our hours in the sun; or will we stand up and say that, to some
degree at least, we want to take our own chances with life. After all, isn’t your
life? When you hear the rhetoric about insurance premium increases being the
result of increased lawsuits and higher settlements remember what I have said.
But you must also remember that insurance is a rigged game. It’s true that
insurance companies are regulated and must submit their rates to the State for
approval. At the same time they can determine their losses statistically. Their
profit is calculated in with a great deal of certainty. It is also a “function” of the
amount of money they handle. That is to say, that if they make 10% net on their
gross income, then they will make more handling a billion dollars than they will
handling a million dollars. It’s true that their expenses will increase, but this is
greatly over shadowed by the increased social and political power one gains from
in increase in cash flow. What’s more: an increased size in settlements does not
constitute an increase in workload, or for that matter, expense. Larger settlements
therefore may actually translate into a larger “fee” attached to a settlement in the
form of the insurance company’s standard percentage. In other words, they feed
on our despair. The more you fear, the more power they have. One other note on
the difference between the “Communal” fund, insurance began as and what a
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“Big Business’ it has become, is the fact that, the price of such things as
“Business Liability Insurance” rise and fall with the market. In a good economy
they will be far less competitive than in a poor one. The philosophy that price be
determined by what ever the market will bear, has no place in a protected
industry. If an insured’s premiums are based on the “Gross” business done by
that insured, exposure is reflected in that “Gross” business, and has no relevance
to expanding or declining insurance markets.

Another result of insurance on our lives is apathy. Consider that the average
person invests the net earnings of probably a year of his or her life into their car.
It is the largest investment we are ever likely to make outside of a house
[discounting children]. At the same time: stealing a car has become a minor
offense. They used to hang horse thieves. Without the benefit of insurance,
something like, every twenty seconds, an American would find themselves
paying off a three to five year balance on a car they no longer had in their
position. Who do you think would be at the top of our most wanted list then:
Drug dealers, or “Chop Shop” dealers? Drug importers or stolen car exporters?
The fact is that we still pay. And added to the expense are the operating costs and
the profits of insurance companies. It’s just that we share the burden collectively.
With all their political clout you would think that they could inspire Law
Enforcement to make a greater effort: or even band together to wipe the problem
out on their own; like the railroads did using the “Pinkerton” agency to stop train
robberies in the old days. But here again, the more money they handle, the more
powerful they become and the profit is built in. Despite all their power, influence
and ability to pass on their expenses, many insurance companies still seemed to
be bordering on collapse at the end of the 1980’s. One of the key ingredients to
the insurance formula was investment. The money that Custer’s men put into the
fund was invested. Making money with the money allowed for more money to be
paid out in claims than was collected in premiums, while still making a profit.
Unfortunately in the 1970’s and 80’s, insurance companies found themselves in
the same situation as the S& Ls [Savings and Loans]: They all went looking for
the fast buck and no good investments were made. One thing is for certain; rates
went up to compensate for industry mistakes.

Consider now the industry of medicine. I say industry because that is what it
has become. Up until the nineteenth century, healing was done with herbs and
faith. Faith in magic, faith in their healer’s wisdom or faith in Divinity; but never
the less, faith. With the birth of the “Scientific Method” Western Medicine had
begun to view the human body as a machine, in the dawning of the age of
machines. They began to learn to separate the spirit of the individual from its
container. Since the beginning of time, men have cleaved up other men and
women. Some cultures are known to have performed crude surgeries as far back
as recorded history goes; even brain surgery. But with the advent of the Scientific
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Method, things began to change. With this trend we began to lose the concept of
our body as a temple. Rather, it became a mass of tissues. It is, after all, a
prerequisite of modern medicine to be able to cut on a human body without
repulsion. Few would argue that these principles of science have improved the
quality of life in the world. But the transference of our faith from the Divine, to
our Doctor’s and on to “Science”, has been devastating. Even if you are unable to
see yourself as less than the “Most Significant Force In The Universe”, to hand
yourself over to the gropings of science is a grievous error. For if the problems
we face are like the “Elephant”, the mysteries of life and the universe are like a
dragon with a thousand heads, all different and yet interacting. What is
represented as scientific fact, is almost always conjecture. What is “practiced” in
one generation, is very often out of date in another. In the middle if the Twentieth
century we witnessed the discovery of penicillin and a vaccine for polio. New
technologies of all sorts promised new hope and we put our “faith” in science and
in the government that sponsored it. We perceived super human qualities and
gave super human status to those in the medical and the scientific community;
and they accepted our trust and admiration without humility. Today it has
become apparent that we allocated far too much faith to their systems. We are
fifteen years into the epidemic of AIDS and they have no vaccine and no
antidote. We are riddled with cancers, and they speak of success rates that reflect
an extra five years of life if we submit to their radiations and disfigurations. The
pharmaceutical companies feed upon us. Longer life spans often translate into
mindless elderly people, warehoused in lifeless, uncaring institutions; or on
extravagant and expensive machinery. As much as 90% of our health care dollars
goes toward confronting our death thralls, while the little that remains is
allocated to maintenance and prevention. [And that is in terms of monies spent
‘after’ insurance has taken its cut]. Hospitals compete among themselves with
ever more expensive gadgetry that helps relatively small percentages of the
population. As a result the cost of minimal heath care is pushed out of reach for
more and more of the general population. It means tests run for no other reason
than to use the equipment and to “bill” for it. Here again, it has been left to
insurance to police the situation and has resulted in the fact that many tests, that
should in fact be performed, are being denied. At the same time, lawyers and the
threat of law suites have left doctors afraid to reject any test that might be even
remotely significant. Probably the most frightening thing about what we have
come to expect, is medicine’s scientific view of us as little more than a living
cadaver. I remember, during the Vietnam War, I often heard it said that “those
people”, [the native peoples of South East Asia] didn’t view life with the same
reverence that we in the west did. People told stories of “booby trapped” children
sent in to kill American service men and themselves in the bargain. [ suppose the
same could be said of South African and South American “Gorilla” fighters who
recruited six and seven year olds, persuaded by a choice between servitude or
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death. Yet this was a reflection, not of the people of Southeast Asia or South
Africa or America, but of the forces in control. Humanity does not exist in “all”
the people of “any” nation, and sometimes those who lack any sense of
humanity, seize power. The photo images of Vietnamese men and women
running, wounded, in danger, clutching their children in their arms; still remain
fixed in my mind. Those pictures from the nightly news attested to their
reverence for life. But I fear that we are losing ours. Today American doctors
fight to conceal their own HIV test results. For the life of me, with so many
people affected, I can’t understand why someone who took the Hippocratic oath
and is HIV positive, doesn’t just use their practice to serve those that are HIV
positive. Today, some in the medical community lobby for the right to conduct
“Fetal Cell Research”, and the lines are in need of being drawn. If there is no
moral issue involved in using the tissue of aborted fetuses, in order to develop
cures for the living, if tissue is simply tissue, then what was the compelling
question of the film “Soilent Green”: in which a starving world cannibalized its
dead? Doctors question why more people don’t become organ donors. I think we
instinctively fear where this road is leading. Set aside the fact that doctors speak
indignantly of our inability to give away the remains of our loved ones, while
they affix horrific price tags to the talents they supply in the same operation.
More terrifying, is what happen when the dollar and change your body used to be
worth after death, becomes thousands of dollars in commercial parts. You say
that we can count on government to over see the acquisition and fair distribution?
On what historical set of facts do you base your claim? Or shall we adopt the
philosophy that as long as the “parts” come from outside the US we just don’t
want to know how they were obtained. Will we live in fear of our medical history
revealing that we are a “match” with someone of political or financial power?
Will we be allowed to auction off parts of ourselves or of our loved ones? These
are questions that science can not answer. The words, right and wrong, moral and
immoral, are not even in the scientific vocabulary. Like the “Gorillas” who enlist
children to war, this element within the scientific [medical] community seeks to
control the value that we put on life in this county. They seek the power to
determine who will live and die. They must not be allowed to operate unchecked
and without “Moral” supervision.

Allow me another tangent here. In the late 1980°’s a new being was
introduced to the planet. It was genetically engineered, and when placed on
strawberries, it enabled the plants to withstand colder temperatures without
freezing. As I recall, it was either a bacteria or a virus, but the coverage it
received was so small that I confess, I can not say for certain. It was placed into
the environment in the presents of a single protester. Under laboratory
conditions, it showed no threat to the environment. Now that it is part of the
ecosystem, only time will tell. Like the promise of nuclear power, it is only a
matter of time before this technology falls into the hands of those who would

139



George Bailey

dive into the darkness out of political and or financial pressure. We would not
think of injecting an unknown chemical into a single human being, but we have
allowed an altered genetic structure to be injected into the ecosystem of the
planet. No matter how benign this particular organism turns out to be, the risks to
the future are incalculable compared to the benefits.

Getting back to the medical profession; now that I have maligned it, allow
me to speak on its behalf. Paul Newman made a very emotional movie, some
time ago, which demonstrated the lack of integrity within the legal system. But
while it was politically correct for its day, I believe it missed the Moral “point” of
the battle between law and medicine. It was called “The Verdict”. In the movie a
young woman becomes a “vegetable” as a result of a doctor’s incompetence.
Then “He” [the doctor] tried to cover it up. He was a doctor with acknowledged
credentials. There was no malice in his actions. Still, once the lawyers got
involved everything got quite vicious. The hospital tried to settle out of court but
the lawyer for the family of the lost patient, declined the offer. He sought
retribution for the cover up. In the movie he was seeking retribution for what the
legal system had done to him [the lawyer] personally. In real life it would more
likely have been in pursuit of the money. When the sister [the guardian of the
patient] learned the offer of money had been refused, she was furious with the
lawyer. By the end of the intrigue, this same lawyer was exonerated by winning
an outrageous settlement. Unfortunately, in the real world, since the doctor and
the hospital were the defendants, they would have been able to appeal; and the
evidence that the first jury heard would have been legally suppressed from the
second trial. This would have left the sister and her family without any help at all
to care for her indigent sister. They might have been left with their lawyer’s fees
however. So let’s go back to that movie for a moment and see who the real
victims of that story were. Let’s begin by looking at the players. There was of
course the patient who lost what constituted her life. But nothing could be done
to improve her situation: least of all in a court of law. There was the attorney for
the plaintiffs [those suing], played by Paul Newman. He was a victim of the
corrupt legal system’s “Good Old Boy” network. There was the sister of the
patient and her family. Ironically they were the victims of their own lawyer’s
vendetta against the establishment. For, as we discussed, they were offered a
settlement that would have allowed them to care for the indigent sister and get on
with their lives. The problem was that their lawyer wanted someone to “pay” for
the injustices of the system as he saw them. There was the Lawyer’s girl friend,
who was another victim of the good old boys. She sold out and fell from grace in
spite of the fact that she had tried to come clean. There was the old Black doctor:
witness for the plaintiffs, who was humiliated by the law “machine” that
defended the hospital. In another scenario, that “Machine” might have been the
lawyers for the insurance company of the hospital or the doctor. There was the
nurse who gave up on the profession she felt born to, out of her moral convection
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and pressure from the doctor. And lastly, there was the doctor himself. As I
recall, story line never dealt with the doctor’s guilt in connection with his
medical mistake. It dealt instead with his guilt with regard to his covering it up.
Had he taken on too much work on that terrible day? Had he taken on too much
out of greed or arrogance or out of the urgent needs of the patient? We were
never told. The girl had entrusted her life to the doctor and he had failed her. As
much as we and doctors themselves like to believe otherwise, they are fallible.
We have a “Good old boy network™ in place within the medical profession as
well; and, like lawyers, they are unlikely to turn on each other. We entrust
oversight to insurance companies. This practice presumes that bad doctors will be
weeded out by lawsuits: that large settlements against them will make them
unable to obtain “Malpractice” insurance, thus putting them out of business. But
it simply doesn’t work. The costs are simply passed on throughout the medical
profession. This in turn raises health care costs and insurance companies pass the
expense on to the public. Suppose for the moment that the same thing had
happened in the real world. Suppose, however, that he had simply come out of
the operating room and admitted his mistake to the sister waiting outside. Do you
think that, given today’s ambulance chasing element, that the sister and her
husband would have been content to see the girl, [the victim], cared for? Or
would they take that confession into court and strip this accomplished physician
of his ability to practice medicine, while getting rich in the bargain. Would the
lawyers for the hospital and the insurance carrier be any less ruthless? If they
represented you, would you want them to be? And if you were the plaintiff [the
one suing], would you want your lawyer to be any less ruthless? Not, if you were
looking to get rich off your sister’s misfortune. And if that were your goal, do
you deserve the empathy of society or its scorn? Doctors have been forced to
become businessmen by insurance companies and by the cost of their education.
Like other small businesses, they are entitled to a return on their investment. The
years they study are years without income. Upon their entrance into “Practice”
they have start up expenses, office expenses, insurance, equipment, and very
often, a large debt from their education to service. Like the rest of us, they have
had to pay higher and higher interest on that debt as well, over the years.

In 1991 there was a court case which involved an uninsured woman who was
about to have a baby, and an emergency room doctor. Not only was she in labor,
but her blood pressure was high: dangerously high. The doctor sent her on to
another hospital, [Presumably a county hospital with indigent funding], but she
gave birth to her child in route. The doctor was subsequently sued or discharged
and it was left to the courts. The doctor’s response to his nurse at the time of the
incident was that, he would help this woman when the hospital took over
payment of his malpractice insurance. This may seem cold on the surface, but
bear with me. Imagine for a moment that you are in business. let’s say that you
are a cement contractor and a customer comes to you in need of a driveway. But
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his property leading to his house is nearly vertical. There is no time to alter the
pitch of the land, and you have serious doubts as to whether or not the driveway
will stay in place or simply slide down the hill with the first rain. There are no
disclaimers you can have signed to insure you won’t be sued if this happens. On
top of everything else, he now informs you that he can’t pay you. So you pass on
the job. The risks are too great, and the rewards too small. But the next week he
returns with a court order demanding that the work performed. Now a driveway
and a life are two entirely different things; and an emergency situation demands
special consideration. But the ground rules are the same. For the average person
on the street, emergencies are rare. But doctors, working in hospital emergency
rooms, face them all day long. So because health care has passed beyond the
grasp of more and more of us, does that mean that we should be able to force
ourselves onto physicians who face financial problems of their own? Should they
be forced to hire lawyers to defend themselves and lose time from work to
answer challenges from people they have helped for free? Our health care system
has become a muddle of, insurance companies, greed and statistical inhumanity.
Doctors have been turned into businessmen, either by greed or by force; and
lawyers have made a travesty of justice out of their arrogance and [once again]
greed. In a perfect world the services of the lawyer played by Mr. Newman
would never have been needed. The doctor would have been able to admit to his
mistake and submit to the judgment of society. A doctor with a good record
should be forgiven the occasional error so long as the circumstances justify
forgiveness. If, on the other hand, he feared retribution in the form of losing his
license to practice or even criminal charges; and he covered up his actions, the
nurse should have been able to turn him in with the full support of the medical
profession. Without the need for the services of the plaintiff’s lawyers, you
eliminate the need for the high-powered law firm defending the hospital, the
lengthy trial, and the paid witnesses. With that, we then become able to deal with
the problem at hand; that is the health care needs of the patient. If you recall, in
the movie, the original offer that was turned down, took care of that. Had the
patient left behind a husband and children, then compensation to help them get
on with their lives would, theoretically, be in order as well. However, the idea
that making them wealthy, to spite the doctor, will ease their anguish, is neither
responsible nor economically realistic.

I’d like to close “Part One” with a strange little movie called “Joe Verses The
Volcano”. I thought from the previews that it was a trite comedy on a stupid
subject. I happened to see it by accident. It’s about a decent guy. Nobody special.
Nobody going anywhere. He had no high opinion of himself, but he had the
ability to listen without being judgmental. He had the decency not to take
advantage of people when able. Despite his own loneliness and lack of purpose,
he was able to consider the needs and feelings of others and give of himself. He
was even willing to give his life for the sake of others. Because of this, he was of
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course, used: used by society and by the church. In this case, it was a rich
financier and a strange little South Pacific tribal religion. The great churches of
our time give very little to us it seems; certainly not stability. They rise and fall
on the crest of what is politically popular at the time. Women and Gays protest
and the lines are redrawn. Mormons are forbidden to participate in polygamy
despite its prevalence in the bible, while same sex marriages have found
acceptance within some mainstream religions. That same church has been
accused of discrimination again Blacks. I am no theologian, I can not say what is
God’s will with any absolute certainty. But I know that His Will does not change
with ours. What was right or wrong, “is” right or wrong. So then, how can we
look to our churches for answers when they cater to our will? I was raised to
believe in Christian charity. That means giving of the heart as well as of the
purse. When I listen to the figureheads of today’s religions, their emphasis is
either on money, or on increasing the size of their congregation. When they do
that, I fear that they often lose sight of the fact that it is Christ’s Church and
Christ’s congregation. When Joe [of Joe vs. the Volcano] reached the end of his
journey he found love: the love of a woman and more importantly, his love for
God. He sacrificed himself for the sake of people he didn’t even know. They
sacrificed him in their stead. His sacrifice was acknowledged and theirs was
rejected: they were rejected. When you sit in church and use words like Us and
Them, you miss the very essence of what it is that Christianity has to offer. The
word should be We. We children of God, have his love for the asking. The Jew,
the Hindu, the Buddhists and the Muslin are our brothers whether they see it or
not. We must show them the path by example. Yet, we who worship the same
God through Christ, separate even ourselves into sects. This is the vanity of our
churches. The national news aired a story on Israel, a nation were twelve percent
of the population is Muslim. It seems that the Muslims voted with the Hebrews
on some issue contrary to their own beliefs. Why? According to the report it was
because the law included a provision for reduced taxes on the Muslim Church.
Much has been made of the wealth of the Catholic Church. The same can be said
of the Mormon Church and the Television ministries. I think that wealth has had
a devastatingly bad affect on our society’s ability to believe in the Church of
Christ. After all, how can we as individuals, have faith that the Lord will provide,
when our churches feel the need to hedge their bet with investments in land and
business? It makes them vulnerable to attack by anyone who would challenge the
word of the Bible through their actions. The church should be a sanctuary of
strength and stability. When a church calls on us to judge others, it is often times
“Throwing the First Stone”. When a church divides, then it is not the house of
God. When a church votes its purse rather than its conscience, then it loses its
way. Much of what [ have written up to this point consists of those things that my
generation already knows about. You may disagree with my interpretation of the
past. I’'m probably even wrong about some of what I have said. Still, I have
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added much more to this first “leg” of the book than I would have needed, had it
not been directed so much at the younger Americans that I hope will take this
work to heart enough to spread the word. To those young people let me say that
We live in a time of great promise. Not only due to technology but also due to the
simple fact that we have the word of God at our fingertips. Now I know that
doesn’t sound so incredible, but it truly is. For centuries the word of God came to
average people like you and me through the church. The Catholic Church gave its
sermons in Latin when my wife worshipped there as a child. In generations now
past, it resisted letting the Bible be in the possession of the common man. It was
Martin Luther, the name sake of the Lutheran Church who first translated the text
into German so that it could be read by the common man and woman. It was less
than five hundred years ago that Martin Luther’s predecessor, William Tyndale,
was burned at the stake for his, the first translation of the Bible into English.
Today the Gideons and others have been so successful at filling the world with
the Word of the Lord that we forget that a century and a half ago it would have
been among a family’s most cherished possessions. That may seem like a long
time to you if you are young, but it is a short span in the progression of the
history of mankind. As it turns out, it is just about enough time to get the Word
out around the globe. Today the church still places itself between its
congregation and their God when they take their confessions. I will have more to
say about the world’s religions later on. But for now it is important for you to
understand that today in America, there is nothing to bar you from a direct
relationship with God. If you could find the time to read this in order to try and
save your country; then surely there is time for you to try and save your very
“self”.

I have a friend, who like most of my generation, believed that knowing and
understanding the right and wrong taught to us by our parents, would be enough
for her to teach her children right from wrong. But when a nation such as ours
forgets that the laws We have, were given to us, rather than something We came
up with on our own [as many of the scientific view profess]: the laws become
susceptible to the political whims of each generation. This book is not about a
religious revolution. But it is based on right and wrong. It is based on what is fair
for everyone. But just as importantly, it is not a free ride. It does not make every
body but “YOU” pay all the taxes. It does not allocate all of the countries
resources to “YOU”. It does not hold “ANYONE” blameless. It does not leave
“ANYBODY” alone. So READ THE BIBLE for your self. Find a member of the
“Church” to help you with the words and passages that you don’t understand.
Even join their church if you feel you want to. But listen to the word of God from
the Old Testament. Understand the road that mankind has traveled and why.
Then, in the New Testament, you will come to understand that the “NEW
COVENANT” is with any of us that care to sign on. And you will come to
understand that when the newscasters tell you that the “Christians” in Bosnia
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have murdered their neighbors; that they might just as well have referred to them
as the “Newscasters” of Bosnia. For, they are no more Christian than they are
Newscasters, as evidenced by their actions. You will come to understand that it is
Christianity, which is the source of the idea of Democracy. I have explained to
you how people protect their place in their line. You can look around and see that
our Democratic forum is in this state of affairs because people can not discuss
our problems without threatening someone’s line. It was the notion that we
should consider what is best for all concerned, which gave rise to democratic
thought and it was Christianity which grave rise to that notion.

So what then is the fulfillment of science and industrial technology? As
automation and technical advances produce more and in so doing consume more;
what is the ultimate goal we strive for? In our utopia will we all cruise endlessly
down endless stretches of pavement that lead to still more endless stretches of
pavement? Will we set in houses filled with electronic hardware, that entertain
us, while hand servants from the “Third World” stand in attendance. Is the “Good
Life” simply lying around amongst our positions and feeding ourselves and our
fantasies; punctuated only by short trips to the latest weight reduction machine.
Or will we even find a pill to eliminate that unpleasantness. Is it nothing more
than an endless, mindless orgy of consumption, sex and audio-visual pacification
that we aspire to? Without restraint, without thought, without simple inward
reflection; there is no peace. We have become slaves to our positions and our
desires. We retreat from self reflection and self-examination by filling the void
with the companionship of a TV or a radio left on in the other room. We are
pacified with eating and drinking and smoking. We are alone amidst family
members, all focused on the make believe lives of the people on the “tube”. A
philosopher who’s book I once read and who’s name I have unfortunately
forgotten; said that in order for mankind to reach its full potential, man must first
achieve “Freedom From” the toils of life in order to find the “Freedom To”
reflect upon himself. In our lifetime “Freedom To” has been replaced with a new
philosophy: “He who dies with the most toys wins”. We have become a nation of
obsessive-compulsives. It is not something that can be legislated away. It is a
challenge that must be faced alone, each of us in his or her own way. But if we
can not, then we can have no other meaningful changes. When asked which of
the Ten Commandments was the most important, Jesus answered that they are all
equally important, but above all else, we should love our neighbor as we love our
self. In losing sight of that, We, the citizens of these United States, have been
divided and conquered. Therefore, the problems We face can not be solved
scientifically, but rather they must be addressed with moral direction. In part two
I have done my best to follow that path.

In closing part one, let me say that, it is not necessary that you agree with
what I have said up to this point, for you to find solutions to our problems in part
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two. I am sorry if I ruffled your feathers thus far. As I said in the beginning, I
may be wrong about some of the things I have said. Over the coarse of compiling
this book, many things have been edited. Some, more than once. But if you have
been good enough to read this far, then you surely owe it to yourself to have a
look at the elephant. So let us begin.

The house that our forefathers build here in America has been ignored and
neglected. Its foundations have been allowed to erode away. A self-serving,
corrupted government has shored it up at points that pacify those who pay the
most and those who cry the loudest, until we have come to a point at which it
resembles a pole house. To remove any pole is to bring the house down. At the
same time, all the lumber available is being used and termites abound. If we
stand idly by and wait for the house to collapse, many of us will be crushed
beneath it. And for all the shortcomings of our electorate and our citizens, I can
think of no other body of people who would govern us with more generosity and
compassion than ourselves. For that matter; while I am ashamed that we are often
heavy handed around the world, I can think of no other peoples who could be
significantly less corrupted by such power. Our only alternative then, is to save
our house. To stand together and gather up the stones that were once the
foundation of our land and return them to the pattern laid out in the constitution.
To do that, the poles will have to be removed: all the poles.

What I proposed is a complete system that takes care of everyone. It also
costs everyone. It is like the elephant. If, as you read, you see holes in the plan:
that’s good. That means your thinking. You’re paying attention. What you must
remember is that many things must change. I have dealt with as many of our
problems as I could; but as a whole, rather than peace meal. If you judge it
without looking it over from one end to the other, you risk of being blind to its
design. Many of its parts may be unpleasant, even offensive, but if you love
liberty and still maintain compassion for your fellow man, and woman, I think
you will find this elephant to be a strong, kind, maybe even, a handsome animal.

In order to meet those basic guarantees of the “Declaration of Independence”
[“Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness”], people “must” be able to own a
home, feed themselves and get basic medical attention in return for their labors.
These guaranties were not laid out as such in the Constitution but they are the
principles for which our first revolution was fought. The only reason they
weren’t laid out as such is probably that any American should “Hold These
Truths To Be Self Evident”. Yet this self-evidence has eluded government,
[including the Supreme Court] since the beginning of the industrial revolution.
What’s more, every attempt must be made to create jobs through Capitalism [not
bureaucratic growth], to enable those who desire a job to find one. No man, who
is free to starve to death, owes any allegiance to his country. No man is free who
is over taxed, over regulated, over litigated or oppressed as an employee or an
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employer. The book “Walden Two”, contemplated a society in which each job
within the community was assigned a value according to its desirability and
degree of difficulty, as opposed to its social status. This point system allowed an
individual to fulfill their obligation to the collective by choosing any combination
of jobs they wished, in order to acquire the needed point total. They could choose
distasteful jobs for more points or less challenging chores for fewer points. It was
a fairy tale answer to a simple problem in Utopia. In Capitalism, it is the skill
involved, coupled with the rewards of the field of endeavor, more than the
desirability of the work, which determines compensation. Of course “Privilege”
will inevitably play a large role in who among us excels. For that matter, “Luck”
is very often the quintessential element. These elements are all that is necessary
in order for the economics of capitalism to function as the medium in which
compensation for work performed is determined. That is to say, that, these are
the forces that are at play in determining wages and compensation paid to
employees in the market place today. But in order to build a society upon a
capitalistic driven economy, it is necessary to put in place a base wage. This was
the function of the “Minimum Wage”. Unfortunately, it was and remains a
political sham. In order for a minimum wage to be adequate enough to produce
autonomy and self-esteem, it must be sufficient to maintain a mortgage, a modest
household and family expenses and sufficient medical attention. If it does not, the
temptation to give up and simply let the system take care of you is often
overwhelming. It also becomes a wellspring of rationalization for those who
would rather live outside the law. It has become more profitable for many to play
the Welfare game, than to work for a living. To this end, a minimum wage should
be a function of the cost of local housing, rather than a political gift. To arrive at
a cost for local housing, you must first understand the Mean, the Median and the
Mode. They are all methods of averaging. By finding the value of each, for
housing in your county and in those counties which connect with yours; and then
averaging those three values in each applicable county to find the mean and then
averaging the county values as well using the mean once again: you can find a
usable, unbiased value for housing in your area. By dealing with mortgage rates
[which we will discuss later] you can arrive at a monthly mortgage rate from
which a minimum wage can be derived. Let’s move on now. We will return to
this later on. Remember that it will be necessary not to prejudge. After all, it is
obvious that such a plan is going to raise the minimum wage considerably.
Furthermore, it is prudent to ask how we can afford such increases in bad or
even, good times. The simple truth is that concessions will have to be made.

The first of these concessions is unemployment insurance. Anyone who has
had to apply for it knows that it is not only demeaning but it is too little, too late.
The idea that one is obligated to pay into an insurance fund and then made to
jump though hoops in order to collect benefits, is intolerable. Not only are
benefits limited and short term, but the money lost to the resulting bureaucracy
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makes it an unnecessary burden on the economy. It has also subverted capitalism,
in that, seasonal jobs which used to have to pay higher wages in order to attract
workers, simply dumps those same workers on the unemployment system in the
off season. Some of this is offset by contributions made by those employers, but
some of it is ultimately paid by employers who keep their employers working
year round. Regardless of the original intent of unemployment insurance, it has
become a method to keep money flowing in the direction of local retailers and
area banks during periods of economic setback. Rather than being a safety net, it
is a burden for those who are forced to have “Contributions” made into its fund
from monies which employers have allocated to their labor. It should be replaced
with a system of voluntary “Job Splitting”. It should be federally funded [to bring
federal money into distressed areas], and locally administered, since they can
most accurately assess the need. By compiling a list of those who are looking for
work and comparing it the number of job openings in the area, the number of
“Job Splitting Incentives” to be offered can be arrived at. In return for filling a
job opening with two “half day” employees, an employer would be reimbursed
for twenty five percent of wages paid for those two positions; on a quarterly
bases. [It is important that it not be offered as a tax credit as you will see later]. It
is also important that it be limited to “Base Wage” jobs to prevent abuse in the
job market. In order to sign on a new “Compensated Pair”, employees looking
for work and employers looking for workers would call the local employment
office and make a request. Preference should be given to employers with the
smallest percentage of “Compensated Employees” in their work force. The
“Term”, or length, of their compensation agreement should not exceed six
months. At the end of that period the employer would have to reapply. There are
many advantages to this “Job Splitting” type approach. First of all, and perhaps
most important, is that it addresses the fact that people are different. It is about
time that we recognize that not all people work or even play well together. It
serves neither the employer nor the employee to work at a job with people you
don’t like. If the bottom rung of the ladder will sustain the average family, and at
least half that wage is assured to everyone willing to work, without interruption,
employees would be free to find an agreeable group to work with even if they fail
to find work in the field of their choice; without fear of jeopardizing their
possessions or their families well being. This is “TRUE” freedom. By the same
token, employers should not be forced to keep malcontents in their employ. Nor
should it be necessary to prove a person unproductive in order to fire them or let
them go. As in “Walden Two”, the bottom-rung guaranty may very well see
Capitalism push previously menial paying jobs, into jobs which exceed minimum
wage by virtue of their distasteful nature. After all, why would someone work a
thankless stressful job, or do distasteful work any longer than it takes them to
find a better job, if monetary incentives exceeding minimum wage were not
offered. In the end, a minimum wage that one can not survive on, enslaves us all.
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It forces us into a situation were we can’t afford to quit or speak out, in a job that
maintains us. A six month Job Splitting term would also serve as trial period for
employers to evaluate their employees and an opportunity for those employees to
demonstrate their abilities. With a six month split position in place, employers
could move employees from half days to full days and refill that “split” position
with another person off the street; since the designation they receive from the
government is to provide a split position, not a particular individual. I expect a lot
of criticism from those so called labor groups, minorities and feminists, over the
idea that employers should be able to fire individuals who simply don’t work out.
Furthermore, I fully expect that there will be employers who are abusive. But
those kinds of employers are doomed in the economic battleground of the New
World economy. Those who choose their work force by any other criteria than
ability are destined to fail. Those who are blatant can still be helped along toward
that end through “Boycott” and negative press. But far more important than
putting these people out of business and therefore power, is the fact that, for
those who rise in an unregulated system, there is success that can not be denied.
A false accusation of advancement by quota will carry no weight. Inroads have
been made with the help of Civil Rights laws. The potentials of all races have
been proven and the myths of racial superiority have been exposed. The
resurgence of racism in America is not about old myths. It is about hard times. It
is about government and Special Interests pitting us against each other to insure
their own survival. I believe that we should all work. More importantly, I believe
we should all be able to survive on what we work for. If wages are fair, then bad
safety standards will not be tolerated by employees that have somewhere else to
go. If employees choose to work at “hazardous” jobs, despite increased risk in
order to receive increased wages; then employers should not be held accountable
in the civil courts. If injuries incurred and those dangers were known by the
employer and withheld from the employee, it is a matter for the criminal courts.
And finally, those who reveal the truth when employers do the wrong thing [the
Whistle Blowers] will have a place in the American work force assured for them.
These options and safeguards will do more to further the cause of the American
worker than all the unions and government regulations of the past thirty years
combined. It will do more for the productivity of business than all the Reagan tax
cuts. And it will be fair to all concerned.

Concession number two is “Workman’s Compensation Insurance”. Like
unemployment insurance it is too little, too late, in many cases. It is a medical
plan which protects only the breadwinner and then only at work. It is not likely to
save your mortgage or protect your family and its cost can range as high as 38%
of your gross wages paid out over and above the gross wages paid to you by your
employer. Just as with unemployment insurance, it comes from those funds
figured into your employers labor costs. And just as with unemployment
insurance, you may not take those cash values as wages but instead you as an
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employee are forced to participate, no matter how failed the system becomes.
This kind of expense costs jobs in a big way. It bars competition by denying
individuals the right to hire employees short term or without advanced notice.
Fraudulent claims have risen to epidemic proportions. Today, in California, were
mental stress has become a covered illness, lawyers advertise on television for
clients, inciting people to abuse the system. How can we defend against a claim
of stress? It is an impossibility. The incidents of Vietnamese American
immigrants defrauding the system with the coaching of government paid
translators is just one of the enterprising new ideas that has come about. It is a
continuation of the notion that insurance is a free ride or an entitlement, rather
than a governmental form of charity. It is far more fair and equitable to address
the medical needs of the work force along with those of the general population
[we will get to that later]. It is far more sensible to pay a worker an equitable
wage and have them save for a rainy day. For those who are unable or incapable
of that, there are other means, which we will discuss later as well. As for those
suffering from stress, if it is not serious enough to incapacitate them all together,
a “Bottom Rung” sabbatical [in perhaps the company’s janitorial staff] can both
relieve their “Job Stress” and provide them with enough to cover an average
mortgage, once a fair minimum wage is in place.

The third concession is one of the great political “Hot Potatoes” of our time.
It can not be eliminated as can Unemployment and Workman’s Compensation,
but it must be so dramatically altered as to be unrecognizable. It is Social
Security. Social Security, like the FDIC and the FSLIC, was a myth perpetrated
on the American public from its inception. It was designed along the lines of the
old pyramid game. In order for it to work, it is necessary that the population
continue to increase into infinity. Even then, it was necessary for the longevity of
the population to remain constant [that means population had to keep dying at
the average age of 65 to 70], which it hasn’t. The unfortunate truth is, that some
projections indicate that, in the year 2010 there will be as many people over 65 as
there will be people under 65. If AIDS is not stopped, those numbers could be
significantly altered in a negative direction, as it is our youth who will be most
greatly affected by the disease. The sad truth is that, just as with the Savings and
Loan scandals of the 80’s, the money is gone. Despite the fact that the largest
generation in American history paid into the fund all their lives, no money was
ever set aside or invested by the government. Instead they robbed it to pay for
other programs. In place of the money they left “I Owe You’s” in the form of US
Bonds. Those bonds are guaranteed by taxpayers who coincidentally owe the $5
[now $6] trillion in the form of the National Debt. There is no cash. There is no
private investment. Now, some part of the national debt is made up of those
monies owed to cover the bonds, which We hold in Social Security. So in effect,
We the taxpayers owe ourselves our retirement money. What that means is that
as soon as We pay ourselves off, We can retire. Whatever monies are in the fund
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are borrowed. It represents a small amount in the Country’s credit column against
a tremendous debit in the form of the National Debt. So, perhaps the greatest
travesty is that We are being charged interest against that Social Security debt
which We owe ourselves in order to perpetuate the hoax. It is true that those who
are now eligible for Social Security Benefits have paid into the fund all of their
lives, [which was not the case a generation ago]. But our government has
squandered it away. That is the reality of the situation. As a result the elderly
now compete with children for government monies and since kids have no vote,
the elderly currently receive four dollars for each one allocated to children. I do
“not”, for a second, propose that we abandon our elderly. They are our fathers,
our mothers, aunts and uncles, our teachers our mentors and our neighbors. I do,
however, ask that they not rationalize their position. When your savings are
stolen, you are left at the mercy of your friends and family. But if you approach
the problem from a position of humility, rather than pride and entitlement, all
manner of things are possible. As with Workman’s Compensation, the health
needs of all Americans must be dealt with: including the elderly. I will elaborate
on this book’s approach to health care later. My ideas for a new tax structure will
go a long way toward helping those on limited income. That too, I will offer up
later. But a flat Social Security check, based only on monies paid into a bankrupt
system over a lifetime, can no longer be considered acceptable. Many of those
who receive Social Security receive it based upon what they paid in, rather than
on need. To that end, I would dismantle the Social Security system. Because of
the stigma attached to the word Welfare, I refrain from offering it as an
alternative. Rather I suggest that we call it what it is, “Retirement Aid”. It should
be administered by the federal government according to need and need alone. It
should be funded by taxes raised through income on “ALL” wages, not just the
first $50,000 or $70,000, [or whatever half of Congress’ current wage happens to
be]. It should be drawn out of the general fund and “NOT” out of a “Sacred”
political fund, and employers should not have to carry the burden of matching
contributions.

It is a childish notion, that because a person reaches the age of retirement
without accumulating enough wealth to see them through, that they have
somehow failed, or not contributed significantly to their society. On the contrary,
it is often those who have worked the hardest and the longest, under a cruel form
of “Feudal” Capitalism, who have the least to put aside. It is equally childish to
assume that the generations who follow will be able face the challenges of the
future without making some drastic changes. This makes it particularly difficult,
because the older we get, the more we fear change. But You, the elderly, must
believe; and you should know in your hearts, that We would not abandon you.
Conversely, Your future is only as secure as ours is. What’s more, as I edit this
work nearly a decade from when I first wrote this passage, it has come to pass
that the retirement age is already in the process of being raised to 67. It will, of
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necessity, be raised just out of reach of the vast majority of my generation until
enough of us have died to facilitate the care of the few that remain. The longer
you who have already retired are able to continue under the old system, the fewer
of your children will be able to retire at all. Consider that before you close your
hearts.

The fourth concession is, currently, only a budding bureaucracy. It threatens,
however, to rival Social Security and Health Care in its magnitude. It is
Government managed or Government mandated Daycare. My father was once
asked if he considered children to be a responsibility or a privilege. He saw them
as the former, I see them as the later. But either way, responsibility or privilege,
it is yours and yours alone. For too long we have twisted our society to
accommodate the poor choices of an unfortunate minority. Children need a
parent in the home far more than they need the home. And it makes no difference
to me, or I suspect to them, which parent it is. Daycare is a dead end street.
Today our schools are full of sick grammar school kids, who should be home in
bed. The repercussions of these burdens upon education are felt right through
high school. Teachers are unable to teach; children are unable to learn. As a
result, entire classrooms remain exposed to illness all year long and succumb all
too often. Kindergartens deal with children who are not ready for school but who
are dumped on the system for the sake of a second income. Not only do those
children suffer, but the entire class has to deal with disruptive behavior from little
ones left to feel abandoned and not mature enough for the classroom. For those
fortunate enough to hold their marriage together, a “Bottom Rung” minimum
wage, or “Base Wage”, such as I have described, would insure your ability to
survive on one income. It’s true that life will not be as luxurious as it might
otherwise be, but it will be, ultimately, more fulfilling. Even if you fail to see it
that way, please remember that, in the end, it was your choice to have sex and
therefore children: not Society’s. As for that growing and quite vocal group
known as the single working parent, it is a difficult question. I suspect that the
overwhelming majority of you who are not hoping to find a new partner soon, are
those same women who preferred the independence of making demands upon
Society and the Courts, to the demands of a less than perfect marriage. Never the
less, regardless of the percentages, there are those who have made a correct
decision to leave, and those who were simply left: both men and women. And
regardless of my personal opinion, or your circumstance, the needs of the
children are still very real. To that end, I suggest that the employers of qualifying
single heads of households, be able to apply for a 20% Government
reimbursement for jobs ranging from four to six, or even seven, hours a day and
tailored to school schedules. This too, would have to apply only to bottom rung
wages to prevent abuse. And it may very well take 30% or more in order to
interest employers. It may even be that smaller percentages would be enough.
Only the “Market Place” can answer that. But with a strong WIC program [a
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children’s food program already in existence] and other food subsidies, both of
which will be discussed later under Welfare reform, you will be able to provide a
home, a future and an example for your children. It won’t be easy. Summers will
provide even greater challenges. Church and community youth groups, if
organized, can and do provide a great deal of help toward this end. In those cases
where schedules don’t work out and organizations are not available, or in the
case of pre-school age children; we will have to return to the safety net of an
altered welfare system. The important thing is that single parents not be used as a
political pawn to further the cause of Employer Financed Daycare [ or
government financed: since in the end it is the same thing]. If we are to compete
in an ever competitive world, we must, all of us, begin to understand that it is we
as individuals who must pay for our choices: not government and not our
employers. If we don’t, we may all end up fighting over nothing at all. More
importantly, if you are not the kind of person who would try to be there for your
own child, what makes you think you deserve help from society?

Concession number five is overtime wages. If you’ve ever worked much of
it, you already know that most of the half in time and a half goes to Uncle Sam
anyway. If you watch the synopsis on economic recovery featured on the evening
news, you see that, as manufacturers get increased orders, they begin to work
more overtime. The same factors are at work in a healthy economy when
companies are on the verge of expansion. Before they spend the money and effort
to hire and train new personnel, and invest in new equipment; they will “test the
water” so to speak. They will wait to see if the increase in orders is a trend or a
fluke. If it is a fluke, work will taper off. The company will likely not receive
much increase in profits, since a competitive company can not absorb the
additional 50% increase in labor costs during those overtime hours and still show
much of a profit for those particular hours of production. The employees will
make a little bit more per hour and then slide back in to a forty or so hour week.
So the machinery at work will be a little closer to worn out and you will have
traded some of your free time for a few extra bucks. The government, on the
other hand will have done quite well. If it turns out to be a trend, the employer
will bring in new people, absorb the cost of training and get out from underneath
the burden of time and a half wages. This is the beauty of the time and a half law:
that it uses market dynamics to keep employers from running existing employees
into the ground, rather than expanding capacity and work force. The only
problem is that time and a half is such a burden to the employer that it makes it
difficult to earn expansion Monies. For these reasons I think it is important to
safeguard an “Overtime” increase in wages. But I think it should be reduced to
Time and one third. If we enact the tax structure I will outline later, employees
will get as much in “take home pay” out of the overtime increase as they used to,
maybe more. The employer will still be “checked” against excessive overtime in
an economically sound way. But at the same time, they will be given more

153



George Bailey

flexibility in the market place; and the Government will get its fair share, rather
than a windfall: and that’s what this revolution is largely about. A “Market
Driven Wage System”, that is, one in which wages are based on a comparison
between “Bottom Rung Earnings” versus such things as: job difficulty, job stress,
job security, the social status related to the work, job integrity, personal
satisfaction, educational requirements, distance to work from home, rigidity of
company policies and job safety; is, in theory anyway, a kind of renaissance in
the work place. It fulfills the promise of the earliest beginnings of “Unions” in
America. It is, in affect, a union of all the workers in our land. It is non-
preferential and incorruptible. It provides individual protection and freedoms,
without “Dues”, political agenda or the power to extort. It does, however,
demand that you ask your self “What special qualities and or abilities do I
possess?” “Do my job skills justify my wage, or do I have only my union card as
leverage?” 1 have worked with many union workers over the years. I believe
many of them to be good skilled workers. I also believe many others of them to
be free loaders. I further believe many of them to be great rationalizers. If you
belong to a union, I now call upon you to put your money where you mouth is
and stand with us as members of the union of the fifty states. Just as a free market
system can not function in the presents of “Price Fixing” and “Monopoly”; a
market driven wage can not function in the face of union wage fixing and
political favor. For that reason, concession number six must be the Unions
themselves. I propose that they all be disbanded. Their retirement funds should
be dispersed without tax to their memberships. There after, the practice of union
organization should be outlawed for a period of no more and no less than Fifty
years. This includes all forms of job protection, from unions, to teacher tenure,
and government job protection. Now before you union guys and gals decide that
this is the end of the line for you as a revolutionary, I ask you not to prejudge the
Elephant. First, look at your non-union counterparts and see what they’re
earning. Note that they’re making this wage with the minimum wage at today’s
levels. If you’ll stay open minded long enough to finish this book, you will find
that the economic advantages afforded you after the revolution will probably
surpass those you had at a higher pay scale, under the old system. Furthermore,
as skilled labor, you may very well maintain the same wage. The savings to your
employer in Workman’s Compensation, Unemployment insurance, Social
Security, Union Benefits, and others we have not yet discussed, was never on
your pay stub anyway.

The next three concessions have to do with what you, as an employee, will
bring to the market place. The first of these, [concession number seven], is your
education. If we are to maintain competitive in the world market, we must
educate our work force. More importantly, they must be willing to educate
themselves. To give students the kinds of incentives necessary, we will need to
make certain guarantees. The best way to do that is with a “Base Wage” system.
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But in return it should demand that you bring a high school diploma, or the
equivalent thereof, into the work place with you. To this end, it should be
established that once a “Bottom Rung Wage Figure” is computed for your area,
that amount, here after to be referred to as “X”, should be multiplied by .8 [or
80%], to find the minimum wage for those without a high school diploma or the
equivalent there of. In other words, without a diploma, you will work for 20%
less than bottom-rung wages. The incentives for education now become tangible;
especially for those kids in the inner city who see themselves as stuck at the
bottom rung. But if a decent minimum wage and the dignity derived from it are
virtually guarantied; then there is hope. It also becomes much harder to
rationalize giving up or turning to crime. There is, however a danger in linking a
diploma or the equivalent to a base wage. Schools under pressure from students
and parents may begin to hand out diplomas without regard to standards.
Government under pressure from business may press for insurmountable
standards to hold down wages. To that end, all high school diplomas across our
land should be subject to the successful completion of a “Standardized National
Test”. Just as important, the test should be a composite. We have learned from 1Q
testing that regional and environmental differences can greatly effect test results
without demonstrating IQ. For that reason, the test questions should be randomly
selected, by computer or other method of chance, from a pool of 100,000
questions, and transmitted to the testing place, at the time the test is to be
administered. This process of selection and transmission should be handled by a
federal agency assigned exclusively to the task of test formulation, transmission
and integrity. The questions should follow an SAT format. The test questions
themselves should be submitted by “Practicing” teachers at the high school level.
Two thousand questions, consisting of :math, English, science, political science,
history, relatively current events, philosophy, economics, finance and the U.S.
Constitution, should be submitted from each state of the union by individual
teachers. Questions should be updated every five years at a state convention at
which each area of academia gathers into its own group. The number of questions
per teacher should be a function of an equal distribution between public school
teachers in all facets of high school academics. As I said before, it is important
that the system not become perverted by any outside force. It serves no purpose
to have a test so easy as to be meaningless or so difficult as to be insurmountable.
There will undoubtedly be a great deal of duplication in the questions. Random
sampling will negate some of this. As for the rest, if a question shows up more
often, it was probably of greater importance and likely to be worded somewhat
differently anyway. The test itself should consist of 500 questions with no time
constraints under eight hours. In fact, eight hours may not even be long enough
for those with reading disabilities. It should be given the significance that it
deserves. Subversion, in any form, should be considered a felony and dealt with
accordingly.
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Concession number eight is as simple as learning to speak the Country’s
language. Over the last ten or twenty years it has become politically correct to
turn a blind eye to the fact that this is an English speaking country. Hispanics
have argued [with much success] that they deserve special treatment.
Considering the way that most Mexican Americans who were granted amnesty
under the Reagan administration were brought into the country, they were
probably justified. But as you will see later in this book, those days will be
behind us after the revolution. The privilege of becoming an American citizen
has always been tied to the learning of the language. Since a fledgling United
States of America chose between English and German as a National language
and German speaking Americans abandoned their spoken heritage for the sake of
their country, it has been a right of passage. It was fair and indispensable in
bringing together all the cultural backgrounds which make our American culture
so rich and diverse. Look to Canada and its French and English speaking people,
divided within their own borders. Some of them have pushed so hard to split their
country that such a referendum was voted on in the winter of 95-96. But we
know well enough from our own history what can come of that. It may very well
be the intention of some in the Hispanic leadership to use such tactics to reclaim
the southwest for Mexico. I don’t see it happening; but even if it did, it wouldn’t
serve those American citizens very well regardless of their heritage. The point
here is that in order for us to live together as a nation we must be able to
communicate. Nor can we have safety in the work place without communication.
Our children must attend the same classes, in the same schools, and share the
same hopes and visions. The protection of Spanish as an alternate language in
this country is an affront to every non-English speaking immigrant nationality
who ever joined in the American dream. That includes Mexican Americans who
learned English. It costs us in education, in government printing costs, in
government administrative interpretation cost, and in the market place. But
because the system is so entrenched it is easier and fairer across the board, to use
a carrot to deal with the problem rather than a stick. To that end, concession
number Eight, [like concession number seven, education], makes “Bottom Rung”
“X” wages contingent upon being able to speak the American version of the
English language. The penalty for not speaking our language, as with education,
is a 20% reduction in the value of “X”. Another way of looking at it is to say that
a 33% increase in wages may be realized by anyone who does not have a high
school diploma, or the equivalent there of, if they learn to speak English. [Note:
as the official language of America, English is the only language in which the
“Standardized National Test” will be offered]. Whether or not you are fluent in a
language is, of coarse, a very subjective judgment. Once a person is accredited it
will no longer pose a problem to any individual, as we will discuss later. But a
federal set of fair standards is so simple to set up that I think it can be entrusted
even to our congress. None the less, if you fail to bring both English speaking
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skills and a high school diploma [or the equivalent thereof] to the work place,
you will lose 40% of “X” as your personal minimum wage.

Concession number nine has to do with age. It is unfair and inaccurate to try
to equate maturity to any specific age. Some of us never do grow up. Some of us
had to learn to run households when we were still children. Never the less, from
an employer’s point of view, age is the best measure of both maturity and
experience. For that reason, concession number nine is a way to give younger
employees a chance to get some “practice” work experience, not to penalize
them. It is difficult to set an age. As I said, it is a terrible criterion for setting
wages. None the less, in order to give school aged kids a leg up, kids who end up
in the work force early will be penalized. Even if not by this concession, by
virtue of competition with those allowed to work for less. Never the less,
employees under the age of eighteen will make an additional concession of 20%
of “X”. At the other end of the spectrum, those over age 65 should be allowed to
make the same concession in order to make them selves more employable,
should they so choose. Remember, in a system of Capitalism, all wages are
negotiable. That is; no one can be locked into a lower wage. A seventeen-year-
old, without a diploma, and without the ability to speak English, is only
guarantied 40% of “X” in their area. But you may demand whatever wage you
can get. We are simply making adjustments to the minimum [dead bottom]
wages that employers may pay. Lastly, under the age concession, full time
college students should be able to apply for but not be forced into, a 20% of “X”
concession. This, again, to make them selves more employable.

The purpose of any Union is to protect the jobs its membership. Ours is no
different. In order to safeguard our right to work, and to stem the flow of illegal
workers into this country, we must set in place a better form of proving one’s
right to work. With the end of Social Security, our old Social Security numbers
would now simply be our “Employment Number”. Before we proceed beyond
this point, it is important to focus for a moment upon our rights to privacy.

There was a time, before the computer age, when people could live pretty
much anonymously. You could send off for your Social Security card when you
got old enough to get a job and other than that, government pretty much left you
alone until tax time. You got your footprint taken at birth and your family was
probably the only one concerned with it. Even if you got finger printed for
reasons of security on the job, or had a beef with the local constabulary: unless
you made the FBI’s most wanted list, it just didn’t matter much. But things have
changed. Today computers are able to read and match fingerprints: even pictures
of your face. The sheer time and labor it once took to compare our footprints and
fingerprints once protected us from what many of us viewed as “Big Brother”. To
a great extent, that is no longer true. In the 1970’s many pamphlets circulated,
warning of a future time when we would all be assigned a number. And this

157



George Bailey

number would be printed on our hand or under the skin on our forehead in such a
way as to enable scanners to determine our identity. It stemmed from the book of
“Revelation” in the Bible, which is “The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God
gave him to show to his servants what must soon take place; and he made it
known by sending his angel to his servant John, who bore witness to the word of
God and to the testimony of Jesus Christ, even to all that he saw.”

In the book of Revelation we are told of the end times, when Satin and his
followers are finally put down; and about a beast which is often referred to as the
“Anti-Christ”. In Revelations 13:15 through 13:18 we are told “ and it was
allowed to give breath to the image of the beast so that the image of the beast
should even speak, and to cause those who would not worship the image of the
beast to be slain. Also it causes all, both small and great, both rich and poor, both
free and slave, to be marked on the right hand or on the forehead, so that no one
can buy or sell unless he has the mark, that is, the name of the beast or the
number of his name. This calls for wisdom: let him who has understanding
reckon the number of the beast, for it is a human number, its number is six
hundred and sixty-six.”

The meaning of prophecies does indeed call for wisdom: wisdom which I do
not have. It is worrisome to think that the Social Security number we all got as
youths, and now get for our children in order to get a tax right off, has some how
put the “Mark” of the beast on our “Right Hand”” with which most of us sign our
signature, or our “Forehead” with which we think. For who could argue that in
America today, one can neither buy nor sell many things without a Social
Security number. For myself, I am careful about literal interpretations of the
Bible. But even more importantly, I try never to test God.

So: in order for us as a nation to have control over who will be allowed
access to the benefits I will lay out throughout this book, it becomes imperative
that we have a quick and incorruptible system of identification of the “Citizens”
of this country. The only way to accomplish this is to assign each of us a number
[our old Social Security number] and match it to one of our fingerprints.
However, so as not to tempt the “Revelation To John” let us take the print from
the left hand or even the foot if one so prefers. In that way no forgery can be
made. And should this nation still exist at that point in time when people are
barred from buying or selling altogether; those safeguards which are laid out
herein will see that those who refuse to worship or refuse the “mark” will still
eat. Those who own their homes will not have them taken away for taxes. And
those with no roof will find one.

I have prefaced this next part of our reform with this discussion because,
regardless of who it is behind such a registration, it is serious business. On the
other hand it is foolish to protect our selves from such an obvious act of
suppression while willingly giving up all our civil liberties. You must also
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remember that “Revelation” tells us that God’s people will have a number as
well, and that what we do here in America does not constitute putting a mark on
all the people of the world. Still, once the system is functional and able to readily
read prints, individuals will be able to drop their employment number all together
if they so choose. But I would caution you to remember that even your name is
stored in computers under a binary code, which in effect is a number. It therefore
behooves all of us who are concerned about being numbered, to strive to make
ours the number of God and not of the Beast.

To understand what freedom is, you must look back to those Blacks who
were emancipated after the civil war, only to find themselves trapped in the
“Share Cropper’s” system of the Old South. Their profits were manipulated to
keep them down. Their land was not their own. The same Whites who had once
claimed ownership of them, still raped their women, still beat and murdered
them, and belittled them, and ruled them; all with impunity. In fact: now that they
no longer had a cash stake in them, Blacks became expendable and a target for
Whites who never would have dared to “damage” the property of the wealthy.
None of us can be truly independent in an industrialized nation. We need each
other too much. What freedoms we have, are contingent upon individual and
national economic strength and the protection of our civil liberties [Not to be
confused with the Civil Liberties Union]. Anonymity is not freedom. In fact, we
could argue that people had much more freedom in rural America a hundred
years ago, when everyone knew everyone, and their families; than we do today.
If you are pulled over by police, you must show identification. If you have
nothing to hide [and the police don’t have some other agenda] you don’t need
anonymity. Freedom comes in the form of not being pulled over at all, unless you
have committed a crime. Anonymity is, on the other hand, probably the greatest
single factor contributing to today’s crime, and moral decay, and just plain bad
manners. Can you imagine people cutting in front of you in a grocery store check
out line the way they cut you off on the highway in their cars? Of course not.
They would have to face you. Anonymity will not save us from tyranny. To the
contrary, it is the anonymous who are most likely to fall pray to it. With those
principles firmly in place in our minds and in our hearts, we can dare to make
this one concession with respect to our privacy.

In order to insure that the work force in America be confined to Americans
and those legally allowed the privilege of working within our borders, we must
have an iron clad way to prove our right to work. To that end, I propose a
“National Data Bank”, which uses a single fingerprint [or toe print] and a
personal photograph. To be employed, an employer would simply send a
“Facsimile” [Fax] of one’s print, [or a computer image] off to the government
processing bank. The processing center would then verify the match of that print
to your full name and your employment number [if you retain it]. After
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verification they would fax back your file photo, which your employer could use
for visual comparison. Then your employer could file the photo and information
in their records and you could go to work. The process shouldn’t take more than
ten minutes. In this one simple step, illegal workers are cut out of employment
and a great deal of the incentive for illegal entry into the country would be
eliminated. Of coarse flight from persecution or prosecution at home, and the
bearing of children within the US to gain citizenship for those children, and free
medical care for aliens, will still have to be dealt with. But with this system in
place your employer now has proof that they had every reason to believe that
they are not hiring an illegal alien. Even those who used to come here to hide
from the police back home, will be less inclined to do so with no way to make a
living. With such a system in place we could lower southern boarder security to
the same levels as those in use in the north. Furthermore, we could put in place
“extremely” stiff penalties for hiring “Illegals” and make the charges stick. I
propose an “X” x 40 x 26 dollar fine for each Illegal employee and a minimum of
three months in the county jail for knowingly hiring illegals. If schemes are
hatched to defraud the system [and they probably will be], I propose a mandatory
ten year sentence for perverting the system for those involved; other than the
would be employee. As for the employee, it is better left up to the courts to hear
the individual circumstances.

Remember, even today, no one may be legally hired to work without a valid
Social Security number. In the future, if we preserve our liberty, people will still
get a job and go to work and worry about filling out the required paperwork later.
But if people are gathered up by the Immigrations Service from a place of
employment, then those who hired them had better have the required paperwork
from the new system on file or all those involved with the employment of illegals
will be down in front of a jury of their peers, and that jury will assess whether it
was a mishap or a subversion of our laws.

Once any of the criteria for employee qualification [education, language and
age] have been met; they would be permanent. If people are allowed to give up a
higher classification, employers would soon attempt to wait employees out, until
they willingly dropped their wage. There may be those who will temporarily
refrain from “up scaling” their “X” coefficient value. Someone who has learned
English that does not wish to lose their job may not take the test. But once a
better job has come along they will eventually step up, and from there, there is no
turning back. Besides, with job splitting rather than unemployment insurance,
there is no reason, other than fear of the unknown, to delay.

Regardless of what ever agreements the workers of our land reach with their
employers, regardless of the success of their collaboration together: no one on
either side of the bargaining table can ever hope to prosper if Government taxes
their earnings away. Somewhere along the line taxes became a matter of how
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much Government will allow us to keep, as opposed to how much we would give
Government. By the same token, it is difficult to think of all the bureaucracies we
deal with throughout our lives as being “Servants” to the public, by any stretch of
the imagination. As we discussed in the first part of this book, we have allowed it
to happen to us out of complacency and a sense that we were somehow owed
something. Government has always been ever eager to foster such thought
because it makes us more and more dependent. As a result Government becomes,
of coarse, more and more powerful. At the core, is this sense of entitlement. It
stems from our loss of faith in God and our lack of understanding that all things
come to us through “Grace”. They are gifts for which we are indebted and for
which we should give thanks. They are not entitlements. More importantly,
because we have become so self-centered, we have been divided and conquered.
The middle class clamors to tax the rich. The rich spend to prevent it. Individuals
complain that corporate America pays too little and corporations pay out fortunes
to experts in the field of “Loop Hole” taxation. We have: luxury taxes, sin taxes,
property taxes, communications taxes, transportation taxes, utility taxes, sales
taxes, taxes on taxes, even death taxes. We have legislators who spend their
entire work schedule doing little else than devising new ways to part us from, not
only our earnings, but even more tragically, from those things we have been able
to accumulate. If we repeal all forms of taxes mentioned above, along with those
posing as licenses, sir charges, fees and whatever; right down to parking meters
and toll booths: you would see your true buying power double. Taxes are so
integrated into every thing we touch, at every turn, that if we threw out all of
them, all the market forces used to compute the cost of any product or service
would have to be adjusted. It is a cat and mouse game to mask just how much we
really pay. Furthermore, even if we defeat any number of taxes, others will be
devised to take their place. The Federal Income Tax was created in the twentieth
century to fund a war. It never went away. It was increased to pay for
Roosevelt’s “New Deal”. Finally, it was used to support Linden Johnson’s
version of “The Great Society”. Some argue that it is illegal. Some have even
tried not to pay it. Before all this, import and export taxes and fees, financed a far
less imposing national bureaucracy. But only a military defeat by a foreign power
or an act of God could return us to such an impotent force in the world in the
foreseeable future. We Americans have come to see ourselves as a force in the
world. It is in our national psyche. And as I said before, if some one is going to
dominate, I can think of no better candidate than the US. As a result, until a
“TRUE” world order emerges, we will have to support a large and powerful
federal bureaucracy. We will have to pay taxes. But we should know how much
we are paying and we should decide how much we will pay, and we must stand
together to that end.

There is only one fair way to raise taxes; that is a flat tax. In the 1992
elections Jerry Brown tried to lay out his version of a flat tax. He was so buried
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by opposing politicians, big money and the press, that I have yet to hear how a
“Value Added Tax” would work. The television networks, the paper “Press” and
the radio networks, are owned by the rich. They have to be. They simply cost too
much for the average person to buy. For that reason they are biased. A major
alarm sounded on the notion of a value-added tax, [that is some sort of federal
sales tax on goods and whatever else]. We were told that such a tax would be
passed onto the consumer. Of coarse it would. All taxes are. It isn’t a sinister
plot. Taxes are part of the expense of doing business. They will always, by
necessity, be figured into the equation. Gross profit - expenses = net profit. If
there is no net profit, there is no business. Ronald Reagan suggested that
corporations be tax exempt altogether, since it is all reflected in the cost of goods
to consumers anyway. It wasn’t until the money comes out of the corporation
into the private hands of stockholders, managers and workers, that he suggested
we tax it. In that way, corporations reinvesting profits back into the corporation
would build faster. Considering that foreign corporations do business here
without paying hardly any taxes by subverting the tax system, it probably would
have gone a long way toward the “level playing field” that every one is
clamoring for now. But businesses, which are not incorporated, have to compete
with corporations. So, in the end, not taxing any money that is being “left to ride”
[so to speak], in the market place, may actually discriminates in the favor of
those most able to pay.

Because taxes placed on goods and services at point of sale are reflected in
the cost of those goods and services; the more money you spend, the more sales
taxes you pay. This was the thinking behind the creation of the sales tax. In
theory it squeezed the rich. But because the poor and middle classes spend nearly
all of their income to survive, all their money is subject to sales tax. The rich, on
the other hand, can save large percentages of their income, which remain untaxed
in terms of sales taxes, as it gathers interest or return on investment. The same
dynamics are at work when business is taxed and passes it on as increases
reflected in the cost of their goods and services. That is, if 100% of one’s wages
go out to bills, goods and services; then the tax load on business is born in greater
percentages by that person than by one who spends less than 100% of their
earnings. At the same time, the burden on business [especially small business] to
cope with the US Tax Code, is unforgivable. The work hours, the money, and the
time spent on collection and enforcement is catastrophic. They take their toll
physically, economically and emotionally. With all this in mind; consider this; in
1992 the Federal Government spent one and a half trillion dollars a year. That
represented 25% of our nation’s GNP [gross national product]. As defined by
Spencer’s “Contemporary Economics”, GNP, is the “Total Market Value” of all
“Final goods and services produced by an economy during a year”. Our GNP was
around six trillion dollars. Federal revenues come from roughly the following:
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Personal income tax-44%,
Social Insurance-37%,
Corporate income tax-9%,
Excise taxes-4%.

and Other taxes 6%.

What I propose is a flat federal tax of approximately 10% on gross: period.
That is 10%, paid by individuals on their gross earnings and 10% paid by
business on their gross receipts from all goods and services. The point of a true
“Flat Tax” system in America is as much to simplify the tax code as it is to
equally distribute the burden. To that end: individuals, business and corporations
must bear the burden equally, based on gross revenue, or the same old games will
continue. Remember that all business currently pays some form of tax, and if
they don’t, they’ve perverted the system. It is the way in which the tax is
assessed that has crippled our country economically. Purchases made and coarse
of action taken for tax code consideration over market force consideration has
ham strung US business in the world market. For example: when I was a young
man | could go to an auto parts store and find almost anything I needed on the
shelf, warehoused in the store. Today it is often necessary to wait and have that
item delivered from a main warehouse. The reasons for this were inflated interest
rates, which made warehousing “In House” more expensive and, more
importantly, a tax code which considered inventory as taxable. The end result has
been that, to escape taxes on merchandise on the shelf, retailers wait to stock
many items until the customer is standing at the counter looking for the part. This
causes a parts lag; the backlash of which has been felt in virtually all American
industries: and it has made every type of small repair business less efficient. In
the field of machinery, the depreciation codes have caused a situation in where,
after depreciating 100% of the purchase value of a piece of equipment, the owner
must pay tax on 100% of the sale price received on that equipment. This may put
his or her entire year’s earnings in a higher tax bracket. While it might be fair to
tax depreciated equipment in this manner, the effect is as follows: such
equipment is often bought at a juncture which is tax timely rather than “business
need” timely in order to simulate the forward progression of a business rather
than the feeling of a move backward at tax time. A few years down the road the
business is still struggling with the debt and using the depreciation to keep above
water at tax time: depreciation that is more or less a subsidy paid by taxpayers
because taxes have been avoided by that business. By the time the equipment is
paid off, it is depreciated out. Selling the used equipment produces little or no
income when tax ramifications are factored in. So the incentive to sell is gone.
The final result is that used, often unneeded equipment, is not recirculated to the
market place. Instead it sets out back where it gets used occasionally if at all, and
that translates into waste. In an economic vacuum, that would be good for
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manufacturers of machinery. But in a global economy it is suicide for this
country. Even more detrimental to business is the fact that once the depreciation
of a piece of equipment is begun, it must continue to be depreciated even in years
of loss. Because of this, business must sometimes pay taxes on money collected
in the sale of equipment when the depreciation of that equipment did not even
improve the business’ tax situation.

Here is the quintessential test for when a business should spend money. Long
ago, an entertainer won a court case with the IRS, arguing that he should be able
to deduct the cost of his diamond studded clothing and accessories, from his
taxes. He claimed that they were essential to his act and therefore a valid
business expense. With a flat tax on gross earnings this becomes a point of non-
contention. With a flat tax system, if the entertainer [Liberace] truly believed that
this was truly the case, he would have continued to invest his business capital in
that way, without regard to what the government thought. Conversely, if it was a
sham, in order to be able to depreciate his diamond collection, then he would
have abandoned them in favor of rhinestones. A flat tax offers business a free
hand to invest in the directions it [not the government] deems the best avenue.
That is Capitalism; and whether you are willing to except the truth of it or not,
what we have today, because of the structure of our tax laws, is closer to the
economic system of Communism as explained in the first part of this book. If the
government wishes to steer our economic “Ship of State” then let it offer cash
subsidies, to entice, rather than tax subsidies, that enslave. If government’s ideas
have merit, business will be interested. If they have none, government will find
no takers. With the 1992 budget at $1.5 trillion, you can see that 10% of the GNP
will fall short. It will only raise six hundred billion dollars, or about 40% of the
1992 budget. But if we collect 10% of “ALL” goods and services at all levels
[including used goods] that percentage will increase substantially. Even at that
rate however we may raise less than current tax rates. Why? Because taxes are
paid by individuals: nearly all taxes. If we will only understand that Social
Security [including Medicaid and Medicare] is a tax [Social Insurance 37%],
paid, half by us from our pay checks, and half by our employers from
“Contributions”; we will begin to understand that individuals pay 81% of the
federal tax burden in the US. Corporate America pays next to nothing. That
includes foreign corporations who do business here but show all the profit in
third world {tax haven] countries. By including the sale of used goods into the
tax code and making corporations contribute their fair share We may very well
be able to lower that 10% figure. Never the less, that same tax percentage would
be assessed on the gross sale value of used merchandise, regardless of profit or
loss on the sale. Now this tax system will have some inequities. There will be
some scenarios where it may seem unfair. But if we allow exemptions, it will be
the politically strong and the wealthy, who decide what is inequitable and we will
soon find ourselves right back in the legal quagmire of taxation we face today. So
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if today’s system is no good, why support a system which may be, admittedly
less than perfect? Because the rules are out there in the open, plain for all to see.
If 10% 1is too high to reach the amount of revenue laid out later in this book, then
government is better equipped than I to analyze what percentage it will take to
carry our budget through the year. If the Government tells you that the
percentage will be much higher, you must remember that it is you, the taxpayer,
paying it all, as it stands right now. If Government raises the percentage to equal
today’s budget, then at the very least, you will finally be able to see how much
you have been paying. You won’t have to pay more. It will just be one payment
in the form of an income tax, instead of countless fees, licenses, tolls and taxes.
But it is the ONLY tax we will pay. We will pay nothing other than a flat tax on
gross income at the SAME rate at which business is taxed. That’s right, GROSS
EARNINGS, NO DEDUCTIONS. After all, why should a homeowner right off
home mortgage interest when the poor own no home? Why should a business
that does not borrow money, subsidize those who do, by allowing them to deduct
their interest payment? Why should the wealthy “write off” the expense of luxury
cars and extravagant lunches, when the “Brown Bagging Commuter” can take
none because they don’t own a business. Why should the sale of a home be
sacred from tax when many can not afford a home? And who benefits more from
the exclusion, those who sell a $100,000.00 home or those who sell a
$1,000,000,000.00 home? How you allocate your money is up to you. But 10%
belongs to the “Kitty”. If you want fairness, you must yourself, be fair. In the
1996 elections, the media [run for and owned by the rich] have thrown up the
home mortgage as a “Sacred Cow” in an attempt to turn Americans away from
Steven Forbs’ Flat tax. But think about this for a moment. If you make payments
on a $100,000 house, with a mortgage rate of 9%, your going to write off, at
most, $7,200.00 a year on your taxes. So how much will a rich person, paying a
9% rate on a $1,000,000 home write off? About 10 times what you do. What’s
more, a married couple, filing jointly, would get a $5,600 standard deduction on
their 1998 taxes. Which means that while they got an extra $1,600 “Write off”,
[$5,600+$1,600=$7,200] by being able to write off their mortgage interest, the
guy with the big mortgage bested them about forty fold. You see, every time you
try to be unfair to the little guy below you, you help the guy above you be unfair
to you. It’s what Christ was telling you.

I will cover distribution further down the road. For now it is enough to say
that this is the way that we will be assessed. No other taxes, no other fees, no
other licenses: no other way may Government, any Government [state, county,
city, district, none of them], raise money for the purpose of Government or
related expenses. This includes the courts, the police, the fire department,
military, regulatory *** etc. No other taxes. In those cases where fines are
needed to detour improper behavior, from toxic spills to parking tickets: that
money will be distributed as laid out later in the book. No property taxes:
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because taxing property that makes no money, steals land and property from
those who can’t pay the tax. Conversely, land and real property that generate
revenue will be taxed on gross, regardless of profit, at the same rate as wages.
Money that changes hands would be taxed at the same rate as wages, in any form
other than an interest barring loan. And as you might have guessed, that would
include stocks. After all, you are purchasing a portion of a company. Of course
the ramifications of this will be enormous. The same is true of the bond market.
But I will address these issues later on. The elephant has many parts and you will
have to be patient.

It is a hard tax. But it is the only way to administer any tax fairly. It will have
social implications as far reaching as its economic ones. For example; if you buy
a home you will pay no taxes on it as long as you own it [although the seller will
pay the tax rate on the gross sale price]. The Government will not be allowed to
punish you financially for your accomplishments. That is to say, as long as you
live in it, it will cost you nothing in taxes. A possession once purchased is your
property, not an excuse for government to tax you. But when you sell something,
anything, a percentage will belong to the Government, whether you sell it at a
profit or a loss. If you sell it after sixty days or sixty years, THE PERCENTAGE
goes to the Government. Any Realtor would expect their 6% regardless of profit
or loss. Your fellow taxpayers will insist on the same. Now I realize that it is
local government that assesses property tax and the federal government which
will receive the tax at sale. But State, and local taxes, as well as disbursal, will be
covered later. Bear with me.

One major social consequence is that speculation in many forms [including
real estate] will cease to be profitable. At the very least it will become more
risky. People would tend to move less. They would be more likely to rent if they
don’t intend to put down roots. Old people will be able to keep their homes, on a
much smaller income. A lot of you will wonder why it is, that if you pay THE
PERCENTAGE on a middle income, the rich only pay the same percentage on a
huge income. It is the kind of jealous thinking that lead to this tax mess that we
find ourselves in today. We should rejoice that people are still able to do well in
this country through innovation and skill. If they did it corruptly, then jail, not
taxation is the answer. Ask most people if a 50% or 70% tax on lottery winnings
is appropriate and they’ll say “no”, because it’s the only way they see themselves
as becoming rich. But who deserves to keep 90% more; some one who made
Capitalism work for all of us, or someone who gambled a dollar? We are far
from done with respect to giving the middle and lower classes a better chance
through our revolution. There are still many ways in which you will benefit. But
the American dream must exist in order for Capitalism to thrive, and if you take
it away for the wealthy, then it is gone for you and yours as well. As complicated
as the effects of the flat tax are on a single product as it moves from raw material
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to retail sale; it is child’s play compared to trying to assess the ramifications of
all the Government fees, taxes, regulations and licenses on business and the
products they make. In each case where money is raised, someone has to be paid
to collect the money as well as to implement the program it funds. If you make
Government, at all levels, fund itself from a general fund; we will see an
implosion in Government employees. Paper shufflers from Alaska to Florida will
be out of a job, out of our pockets and out of our hair. The incentive for
Government will be a tight ship that regulates efficiently and only when
necessary: because it will be coming out of the Government’s “Kitty”, not our
pocket. At the state level, the department of motor vehicles will be asking you to
make your plates last as long as you can; and please stay away until you register
another car. Cops will be patrolling the highways for trouble instead of filling
ticket books, in an end of the month rush. At the city level, the building appraiser
will be looking for a job in the private sector. At the federal level, congressmen
[once we get through with the new election rules], will have little to do except
what they’re supposed to be doing. And the IRS will have a simple set of rules
that both we and they can understand SUCCINCTLY. We will see dramatic
shifts in some items. Food, especially processed food, may cost more. Taxes will
effect it and so will a fair minimum wage. But you will have 90% of your
paycheck: maybe more, depending upon what the statisticians work out as the
necessary percentage of tax. But remember when the yelling starts, to use a little
common sense. If those who stand to lose the most by a fair system, tell you that
a 10% tax on business GROSS will bankrupt business then the percentage I have
come up with should be adjusted downward to a point were we only generate the
amount of tax laid out later in this book. That figure represents no increase over
the 1992 budget. Therefore, even if the burden of tax does shift slightly from
consumer to business [which I seriously doubt], consumers will have more cash
after taxes with which to offset any raise in prices. You should be able to see that.
Don’t let them make you believe otherwise. Your home [and if you work, we’ll
give you the opportunity to get a home] will be tax-free. The important thing to
remember is that “Capitalism” and the “Free Market” system can absorb the
shock. If it is administered across the board so that it affects all competitors
equally, they can all adjust. You must remember too, that, land held for
speculation will be less of a temptation. And land that produces will pay taxes,
while idle land or property will not be taken away. Conversely, it should not be
subsidized to stand idle. Those endeavors which are favorably skewed by the
new tax system will enjoy temporary “wind falls” until competition forces
equitable adjustments. Conversely, those affected negatively will have to raise
prices. There will also be those who “Cry Wolf”. But the free market is a much
truer and steadier hand than the Government so long as unfair monopolies and
price fixing conspiracies are not tolerated.
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There is an additional measure which must be taken in order to assure that
money stays in the system: working. Idle money, “Rat Holed” by the wealthy,
helped to lead to the “Great Depression”. The one in the 1920’s that is. It lead to
many of the tax laws and probate laws that we suffer with today. The first step is
to lower the amount of savings insured by the government [the FDIC], to two
year’s wages; or roughly 4,000 hours multiplied by the value of “X”= total. Not
per account, but per individual. In that way, money will find its way into the
market place where rates of return offset the risk. This is true especially if we
address the banking interest rate: which we will.

A tax system this flat will cause major changes. As I indicated, businesses
that operate on a large volume, small mark up; will experience significant
increases. But you must remember that their competition will face exactly the
same increases. The flat tax also has a multiplying [snow balling] effect on goods
as they pass through the market place. It represents a huge shift in the values of
this country. It puts a home and a secure future for each and every citizen above
the race for self esteem through the acquisition of market goods. Remember there
are two factors that won’t change. First: theoretically, all business pays up to
30% or so, taxes on their net income currently. A shift from 30% “net” to 10%
“Gross” will not be a 10% in “Gross” shift. Secondly: if no taxes were paid at all,
the cost will still be absorbed so long as it is levied evenly among all the players.
One of the clearest examples of this is the motel industry. In order to tax “Out of
Towners” many cities and states put a 10% of the “Gross” tax right on your
motel bill. That’s today. Yet the motel industry has not ceased to exist in those
cities and states. It is simply passed on to the consumer. So for the motel
industry, a 10% flat tax limitation should actually see rates go down, since 10%
will cover their enter tax liability. Trucking and related freight costs may actually
drop as well, once taxes, fees, and permits aimed at their industry are removed.
And while there may be, short-term windfall profits, competition between
movers of freight will cause rates to be lowered. The biggest danger associated
with taxing the business sector in this way, or in any meaningful way, is that
foreign competitors in collusion with their own Governments, gain an upper
hand. While a flat tax on all finished products sold in the US, evens the field
somewhat, it doesn’t work completely. For example: while foreign auto makers
avoid taxation here by showing all their expenses abroad and none of their profit
here, they will now pay 10% on their sale price here. This constitutes a dramatic
improvement over today’s tax laws. But the raw materials, manufacturing and
labor costs of each step in production done off shore, will still be taxed by a
different system than that of the US, if they are taxed at all. To deal with this
problem it will be necessary for the government to do its job for a change.

By studying the tax laws of countries “allowed” to do business in this land of
ours, it can be assessed how much those goods would have been taxed had they
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been produced in this country. That figure should be the measure of an import
tax. In that way the more a foreign Government props up a segment of
competition against us the more import tax it will pay. What’s more, all monies
collected in the form of this import tax will be used to prop up our exports. For
example, if a dollar is raised from imports in the field of auto manufacturing,
then that dollar should be divided among auto manufacturers according to their
exports to foreign countries.

To elaborate: let us say that General Motors assesses that it can sell 10 cars
over seas in the third quarter of this year at $100 a car. It further calculates that
its market share of the American exports is 40% of all exports from the US. Now
let’s say that estimated third quarter import taxes, which will be distributed in the
forth quarter for cars sold abroad in the third quarter, amount to $125.
Furthermore, GM [General Motors] projects that if they drop the price of their
car by $5, to $95, they can sell another 2.5 cars; giving them 50% of the US
export market in that field. [If 10 cars = 40% of the export market, 12.5 cars =
50% of the market]. That entitles them to $62.50 of the import tax money raised,
to offset subsidized competition. It also offsets the $5 deduction they used to
increase sales abroad. [ $5 x 12.5 cars = $62.50 ]. Using this kind of, off set,
import tax system has two advantages. It protects viable, competitive companies
in this country from tax subsidized industries abroad. Secondly it protects
consumers from being taxed on imports that are less expensive by virtue of better
production techniques for the sake of protecting antiquated producers at home.
By stipulating that government may not assess import taxes for the purpose of
protecting US manufactures in ways other than those listed here and later in this
book, we can do much to create a fair trade climate. It is the level playing field
that industry says it wants, without protectionism. It is important to emphasize
that import taxes should off set only unfair practices abroad. Too often import
taxes penalize consumers at home to protect US industries that have
demonstrated an inability or an unwillingness to compete. In those cases where
foreign governments directly subsidize their producers in order to gain a spot in
the market place, US exporting companies that do business in any world market,
should be able to petition our government for such taxes to be imposed by simply
filling out a one page form; showing their total production, their American
production and their exports from the US. US companies that produce products
outside the US and sell products within the US would be subject to similar import
taxes. In addition, they would only be eligible to receive disbursement as a
percentage of their US production. This would make the incentive to move
production to the third world less attractive. Example: Suppose that GM,
Chrysler and Ford are still the only US auto manufacturers. They all manufacture
one half of their merchandise out side the country. They are taxed equally on
imports into this country and disbursements between them are equal as well. GM
gets one half of what Ford and Chrysler were taxed. Ford gets one half of what
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GM and Chrysler were taxed and Chrysler gets one half of what GM and Ford
were taxed. If the import tax levels the playing field for merchandise bought in
the US, then the disbursement money is a subsidy for exports. This subsidy off
sets any advantage that a US manufacturer [who actually produces their product
in Mexico] might have over a US manufacturer [who builds their product here at
home], in the same way it does against a Japanese automaker who is propped up
by their Government. If Ford should, at some point, move its organization home
to the US [100%], it would lose less money by manufacturing in the US because
it pays no import tax on cars sold in the US. In addition, GM and Chrysler now
find themselves subsidizing Ford exports abroad. Admittedly, for those
companies who gather parts and materials from around the world and assemble
and distribute them in still others, it will take formulas reminiscent of the old tax
laws to work things out. But they were able to muster that kind of energy and
resource to avoid taxes and fill out required paperwork when they were paying
under the old system. They can manage the same now if it is necessary in order
to “level the Field” and keep jobs at home. If it becomes too big a problem, they
can either forfeit the dispersal monies to those up to the effort or move the jobs
back home. But we are speaking of “BIG BUSINESS” here and they have the
resources. It is the small business who employs 60% of our labor force. And that
is who has the greatest gain under the proposals made thus far. For those who
manufacture and assemble here at home, the formula is simple: their exports
divided by total US exports in their category x [multiplied by] import taxes
gathered in their category. In cases where inequitable labor practices and lowered
environmental standards cause an un-level playing field, it will be necessary to
impose two separate import taxes on those goods: to be distributed in a similar
manner. By assessing an equivalent to the “X” wage for foreign competitors
which reflects the cost of their housing in their countries, We can assess a
competitive standard for import taxes. In that way Governments who do not work
to allow for the well being of their workers will subsidize our industry when they
market their goods here in the US. By assessing the cost of a given country to
conform to some sort of Environmental Standard We can affix an import tax in a
similar way. Such an effort should not compare our housing to theirs. If We error
in our assessment, it should be in their favor. But if We tell foreign competitors
that the price they pay for not doing the right thing by their own people is that
they subsidize our industries, We have a foreign policy for human rights with
economic teeth. At the same time, it rewards them for improving the lot of their
own. This is the Christian approach. It is just. But such advantages as these
should NEVER be given to business in the form of a tax break. That is the kind
of thinking that lead us to where we are today. Remember, we are, far and away,
the “Jewel”. The United States of America is the market place that the whole
world dreams of entering. We still have the economic power to make the players
play fair, if only we will play fair as well. If Japan sees that taxing its people and
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not its business, gives them no advantage in the market place, but rather gives us
an advantage abroad, they will cease to play that game. After all, we made the
rules; and currently they are only playing them to their best advantage in the way
that “WE” taught them. If Europe sees that subsidizing key industries gains them
no advantage here and contributes to our advantage abroad, through
redistribution of import taxes, they will less likely to subsidize. What’s more, the
more countries that see it working for us, the more that will adopt it. That is how
a truly LEVEL field can be achieved: through the checks and balances of a truly
open and equal market. Ross Perot suggested in his 1992 bid for President, that
we needed to use Governmental subsidies in the same way that Europe and Japan
have. I suggest to you that such actions would simply start a new, world wide,
cold war of an economic nature. Let us instead attempt to defuse government
intervention in business, in all countries, beyond the scope of the US as referee.

There have been those throughout America’s history who have suggested
that We should adopt an isolationist approach to the world. As a beacon of
Democracy and Human Rights, We have little choice but to engage the world. At
the same time, it would be better if We closed our borders than contribute to the
economic well being of “Governments” [not nations] such as China’s. In an
effort to “Capitalize” on the economic rise of China, our Government has turned
its back on those who are imprisoned there, for the sake of trade and the money it
promises. In the end, if We do business with any country that “Crushes” political
decent and/or religious freedom, then We not only prolong the struggle of those
who are oppressed by it, but We raise up an economic power which is at odds
with all that We profess to be. It would be better for us as a people to experience
an economic decline of a magnitude greater than the Great Depression, than for
us to cease to be a “Beacon Of Hope”. God will honor and protect those who do
the right thing. And He will surely put asunder those who fail to do so.

As I have done so many times in this book, I want for a moment to take off
on another tangent. As we watched the Gulf War unfold in our living rooms, on
our TVs it became abundantly clear that our forces were overwhelming because
all their facets worked together. The ground troops prevailed because the Air
Force had held Iraq’s head down. The Air Force dominated because supply
gathered all the necessary components together. The Navy had the enemy cut off
and under fire. It occurred to me that if all countries held only one element or
component; be it ground troops, Air Force, tanks, missiles or fighting ships: it
would be impossible for one country to wage war against another without the
kind of coalitions of countries we saw in the Gulf. Of coarse this will never come
to pass. Given our superiority at this place in time we would be the last to want to
attempt such a trusting venture. In a similar vein: a report issued in around 1991,
which I mentioned before, stated that several of most critical electronic
components, used in our defense are no longer made anywhere in the US. We can
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only get them in Japan. At first I saw this as unnerving. It is certainly not a matter
to be taken lightly. But on the other side of the coin, it is perhaps the hope and
the promise of truly global economy. Imagine for a moment that, with time, as
each industrialized nation becomes so specialized at what they do best, that no
one country, or even a small collective of countries, can build all the components
necessary to make modern war. No spare parts for any aggressor. Even today,
when Boeing Aircraft builds a plane, parts come from all over the world. More
importantly, and more probably, as more and more businesses outside the
defense industry make allies and alliances, the risk of war diminishes. After all, it
is Governments that make war, not citizens. And if a foreign country constitutes
a large portion of your economic well being, you are much less likely to bomb it.
We are currently losing some industry to what we once called the third world.
Textiles, an industry that helped to build this country and made England an
Empire, are moving to those countries trying to catch up. But we need not fear.
Not if we are willing to work, and to change. No other country in history has
been as innovative as we Americans and therein lies our strength. More
importantly, we, the descendants of the industrial revolution, have another
milestone to pass if we are to help lead the world into the future. It is a lesson we
ourselves have not yet fully realized. But it is part of the riff that lies between the
Japanese and their understanding of us. The Japanese industrial economy is based
on a fledgling democracy that was set up by the US army of occupation under
Mac Arthur. It mirrored our own, and it really only began after the end of WWIL.
Theirs is a culture steeped in tradition. Like our grandparents and parents, the
work ethic and the pride associated with it and derived from it; are the focal
points of their self-esteem. In the 60’s, the youth of this country of ours
challenged that notion but never resolved it. In time, as they work themselves to
death, the Japanese will challenge it too. It is, I believe, the evolutionary process
of Capitalism. The problem is that we have never come to a consensus as to what
to replace it with. That, more than anything, is the challenge of the Twenty First
Century. We must recognize that work should be performed to the best of one’s
ability, but that it should be a means to an end, not an end in and of itself. You
see, the pyramid system of growth and expansion which has always been the
answer to economic stability, can no longer be sustained. As technological
advances eliminate more and more jobs, an increasing population also competes
for dwindling resources. Job Splitting will, I hope, help us through the transition
that must come if we are to survive. As more and more jobs are taken over by
automation, more and more people will be disenfranchised. It serves no purpose
in the end if the 10% of the population that controls the wealth of this country,
produces products through automation without producing jobs to distribute
money, so that those products can be purchased. Job splitting, along with an “X”
based wage, is a way to transition into that vision of the future. The ultimate goal
of a Government in a capitalistic nation, should be: the total number of man
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hours of work available within the country, divided by the total labor force,
multiplied by “X” [the minimum wage], plus a fair and healthy profit for
investment and innovation, equals the value of the goods and services available.
This formula should include those who work for salary. The idea is that, as
automation reduces labor required, wages must rise and workday must decrease
to insure that money circulates to the bottom to create demand for the goods and
services produced. This is the only mechanism by which a true Capitalistic
system can evolve. Without money in circulation the economy collapses. Unless
Government seizes money and redistributes it, the results of automation and
ingenuity must ultimately find all the money at the top without a way for those at
the bottom to contribute and thereby participate. The short form of that would be,
that We Americans, as a labor force, divide up what work there is to be done and
our share makes us a decent living. The amount of that work will ultimately be
decided by how many goods we feel we need, so long as resources are available.

If I have one thing of value to offer in this book, I hope that it is this: our
attention should be focused on our people and our children. We need to raise a
generation of children who are far more self content and far less materialistic
than ourselves. A race, one race, a human race, that would know how to be
content with time on their hands. For “time” [Freedom From and Freedom To], is
the promise of the new industrial era. That includes time to observe Government
and fulfill the promise of Self Government: not through a meddling mob but as
an informed Republic. But how many of us today could function with too much
time on our hands? How many men and women find life meaningless after
retirement? How many young people get into trouble with too much of it? It is
the philosophical question that needs to be asked over and over again until we
arrive at enough solutions to fill the void. The only alternative is the traditional
one of destruction: to tear it all down and start over again with the survivors. The
first step toward filling the void is the family. The most important thing we can
ever produce as a nation is a population of well educated, happy, healthy
children. Before we concern ourselves with filling a house with things, we must
concern ourselves with filling it with love. For those who do not know how, we
must put our efforts toward teaching them, not punishing them. It is, after all,
something that must be learned. If that is our focus the rest of our problems will
take care of themselves. If that is our focus, we will see it done because that is
America’s promise; to succeed.

Getting back to taxes: the best way to put an end to “Big Brother” is to take
away his money. Washington’s greatest power lies in the power of the “Purse”.
Any time the federal government places into effect new legislation, they withhold
funds to cities and states until they comply with those regulations. Conversely,
the most accountable public servant in the land is the Mayor. In most cities and
all small towns, he or she is just not that hard to find. To that end, if we want to
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return power to the people, we have to return the power of the purse to local
government where ever possible. Unfortunately, because some parts of the
country are so much poorer than others, a more even distribution is sometimes
called for. Before I can elaborate on what will receive funding and how it should
be distributed, we first lay out what the new government programs will look like.
So for now, let me restate that what I propose is a flat federal tax of roughly 10%
on gross earnings; coupled with flat state and local taxes based on gross earnings
as well. In cases where your money is earned in a different place from where you
live, it should be split between the two: be it city and city or state and state. It is
my guess that an additional 5% in gross taxes with the distribution worked out
among the state and local factions would be ample. What I propose as a starting
point is somewhere around 2% for state with the remaining 3% of gross split
between city and county governments to be worked out by the state and local
governments. It is essential that we take the long view with a tax structure. For
example, I know most of you are afraid of a 15% gross tax on the sale of our
homes. But consider that a home is an investment for the long term. If we view it
in that way, the absence of a property tax will far offset the 15% in around fifteen
years [as most people currently pay around 1% per year]. Also, as we have seen
through the 1980’s and 90’s, even the price of a home can decline in an unstable
economy: sometimes a great deal more than 15%. Such a tax can be avoided by
simply staying put. It threatens speculators far more than homeowners; which is
likely to reduce the cost of buying your home by as much as 15% or more. It also
curbs what I see as a trend, in large corporations. Corporations have begun
moving into areas where housing costs are lower so wages are lower. Typically,
they ask the local governments for tax breaks. In the end, it is the population of
the city and county who pay for the expense of expansion. Increased property
values associated with such expansion only benefit those who are leaving or
speculating on property. Property tax levee rates seldom fall, which means
increased revenue [as a result of increased property values] for local
governments, who always find a way to spend the money: which means
increased taxes for those who stay. In 1998, Nebraska would be asked to change
its State Labor Laws in order to attract a large manufacturer. Often as not, as
soon as the tax shelters are gone, so are corporations and the inflationary effects
of their presents lingers on: leaving behind a glut of new, expensive mortgages
and no jobs. Stability within the family is the key to stability within the nation.
Communities that have a good reliable work force will attract business, and
business that stays in those areas will have a consistent work pool to draw from.
In this way the new tax code has a stabilizing affect on the economics of a
community. Concerning the 15% figure, 1 want to reemphasize that it is a
“guesstimate”. In fact some cities may have higher or lower percentages than
others. The same is true of states. The important thing to remember is that they
will have to remain competitive with other cities and states or they will see an
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exodus of taxpayers and the loss of tax base. A city with a low tax rate will not
necessarily keep a good work force if it has no parks, no libraries, bad roads or
high crime. Nor will people embrace a city with too many poorly run services
and a high tax rate. Without a work force, business will move to find one. In this
way, taxes versus quality of life provided for those tax dollars will have to be in
balance. Because a flat income based tax is the only legal way for any
Government, at any level, [city, county, state, federal] to raise money, We can
compare apples to apples. The result will be cities competing to be better for less.
Cities that fail, will see property value fall until it is low enough to attract
industry with cheaper property and lower wages by virtue of a falling “X” value.
The fall of property value is bad for property owners; which puts the wealthy in
the position of trying to balance their need for a cheap work force against the
assessed value of the property they hold. Cities will no longer be able to absolve
industry of its tax obligation in order to bring in work for a few at the expense of
the whole. If they want to raise taxes for all and pay a subsidy to a new industry
to attract jobs, the amount of payment will be open and above board for all to see.

As long as there are no exemption and no differences in tax rates for business
and individuals, then the scales will balance. More importantly, we as taxpayers
can see once and for all, just what it is we are paying and compare it to what it is
we’re getting, and those who tax will have an incentive to keep their rates low.
As long as government in forced to subsidize directly, rather than through tax
breaks and tax law, we will have the check stubs to monitor who we are
subsidizing and that is the key to fair distribution of government money. I know
also, that the same old clamor of “Let those who use the service, pay for the
service” will be heard again and again. But unless we resist division, we will fall
back into the same burdensome, unfair ways of the past. No one is an island they
say. That is true of government services as well. We all use some but not all. The
important thing to remember is that they are necessary in the broad scheme or
they should be eliminated.

There is another change necessary to tax reform. It has to do with the tax-
exempt status of churches. Such exemptions should remain for monies and
properties donated to the church; but it should not apply to investments made by
the church. From bingo games to land speculation, the church has no right to ask
for any exemptions when it enters into worldly endeavors. I believe in the
sanctity of the church as being sacred, but if a church wishes to compete in the
market place it must play by the rules.

Once a tax rate is assessed, those taxes will become due and payable within
thirty working days of receipt of monies. In other words, thirty working days
from the time you receive any income, or at the time of deposit [as banks will
take such deposits for free as a condition of Deposit insurance] you will owe that
percentage of tax to the government. In this way government will not need to
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borrow money for working capital, but rather will work off the monies projected;
and as they come in. One last note on taxes: As I said earlier on, it may be
necessary that a flat tax be greater than 10% at the federal level, or it may not
need be nearly that much. Either way, the importance of a single flat tax is that it
is in the open and for all to see and share equally. I believe that many of us pay
“ALL” our taxes in spite of our feeling that they are unfair. I also feel that nearly
all of us know someone who doesn’t. Cheating on one’s taxes is not something
that people seem to be ashamed of. It should be. If taxes are assessed fairly and
evenly, I don’t think that we will feel bad about paying our share, nor will we be
tolerant of those who do not.

Once we have set in place a fair minimum wage and a fair tax at the expense
of many of our government programs born of the “Great Society”, it will be
necessary to put in place a safety net. The first piece of such a safety net will be,
simply, government food. The “commodities” type approach used prier to the
introduction of “Food Stamps” simply handed out government packaged food to
those who qualified. Now, I have heard it said, that they intend to do away with
food stamps in favor of a credit card approach. This is an attempt to stem the
flow of food stamps into the “Black Market” which thrives at the expense of the
young mouths the program was supposed to feed. Regardless of how a “Hand
Out” food system, which is based on “Qualification”, is administered; four things
will still remain the same. It will cost as much to administer the program as it
does to feed the poor. Secondly, it will be defrauded and corrupted. Thirdly,
those who qualify will most likely eat more and better foods than those who
struggle to make it on their own paycheck. Lastly, people in need will be turned
away because they don’t fit rigid government guidelines. Hillary Clinton seemed
to suggest that we could somehow feed the children of this country without the
parents having access to the system. It is unworkable unless you remove the
children from their homes. It is more political hype, with as much hope of
success as her health care plan. The only fair and virtually incorruptible way to
administer such a program is: First, to make those items available, as modest in
nature as possible, while still being nutritious; and secondly, to make them
available to everyone. Yes, everyone. A basic diet of beans, rice, bread and
vegetables, is not what recipients of welfare have come to expect. It is, however,
what many elderly and working folk alike, are forced to survive on. It should also
be remembered that if one is able to work, and work is virtually guarantied to be
available, such a modest hand out is all, if not more, than a humble person would
expect. As I said before, for the sake of children, the WIC program should still be
left in place to provide milk, cheese and other essentials which are not part of the
program as a whole. But for those of us who simply need help until we get back
on our feet, an essential diet is generous enough. This is especially true when
these benefits can not be refused you by some bureaucrat because you have no
address or no need, in their opinion. To set such a plan in place, we must first
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have a way to identify the food as Government issue. I had considered outlining a
plan for making it blue. All of it “blue”. After all, one should feel a little “blue” if
they are unable to provide for themselves. As to the effects of long term ingestion
of “blue” food coloring, this is not intended for long term use. It is a short-term
safety net. Still, my wife considered it inhumane; and if that were to be the
consensus, then it was a plan best abandoned. Humanity is, after all, what this
revolution is all about. For that reason, I think it best that these goods be
identified by there packaging. To that end, it would be necessary to come up with
a new can of an oval shape. It would be less skewed than a sardine can but still
obviously out of round, even though it could be as tall as a regular can. That
shape should be held for the purpose of government food distribution only, and
no one else allowed to duplicate it. As for bread, it should be given an
unmistakable “Blue” rapping of its own, but because it is perishable, it posses a
much lesser threat to “black market” abuses. Three obstacles must be dealt with.
Namely-purchase, processing and distribution. I will elaborate in that order.

Obviously, we are taking about a lot of commodities. In order to prevent the
growth of monolithic farm corporations which can control and subvert the
market; and to give small farmers an opportunity to compete without paying a
broker: it will be necessary to set up some guide lines. Government should buy
those commodities which have been designated as the ones to be made available
through the program, with as little advanced lead time as possible to prevent the
emergence of fat storage contracts [although they could be purchased as
“futures”]. Commodities should be offered to the government at a bid price in
increments small enough to include the smallest of commercial growers. For
example, the amount of pinto beans in an allotment should be the equivalent of a
poor yield on 20 acres of ground. If Pinto beans are in short supply and therefore
expensive, they should not be purchased in that year; but rather those
commodities which are a bargain should be used. For each bid period [perhaps
every six months], growers should submit a price per allotment, in a sealed bid.
They should be US farmers. Upon opening the bids, the government should fill
its orders for the period with the least expensive first. At that point at which a bid
level exceeds, in quantity, the orders to be filled; one lot from “EACH”
successful bidder shall be taken: then another from “EACH” until a surplus is
reached. To elaborate: assume that John, Mary and Bob all put in bids for $1,000
per allotment. John offered 100 lots, Mary offered 150 lots and Bob offered 200
lots. Because the government was looking to acquire 500 lots, they took all of
John and Mary and Bob’s lots and then moved on to Mike, Steve, Ed and June,
who had submitted bids at $1,002 per lot. Mike had offered 100 lots, Steve 50
and June 500: Ed only offered “1”. Because the government needed 500 lots to
begin with, it still requires 50 additional lots. As a result, the government would
buy 1 allotment from each of the growers in that $1,002 bracket; resulting in an
overall purchase of 4 allotments by the government. It then purchases 17 lots
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from the three remaining participants in the category to end up with 51 lots. Had
there been 200 growers in that last $1,002 bracket, the government would have
been forced to buy 200 single allotments, leaving the government with a larger
surplus. But in this way the smaller producer is assured some piece of the action.
You may have also noted that I made reference to growers only, as the ones
doing the bidding. That is because it is unlikely that brokers and traders and
speculators will be able to compete in the bidding due to the flat gross tax they
would have to pay if they purchased the commodity for resale. In this way the
smaller producer has more leverage for some piece of the action. It may have
been that Steve, [who offered 50 lots at $1,000] offered another 1,000 lots at
$1,003 dollars per lot and is actually one of the largest producers in the market
place. It is important that allotment size reflect at least 15 to 20 acres and not just
a summer garden. The consequences of dealing in increments smaller than that
amount would be counter productive.

Also, after watching chemical companies control the market place for the last
half century, it is appropriate that we give farmers both the opportunity and the
incentive to get off the starting block in the field of the environment. To that end,
commodities offered for bid which can show that they have been raised without
synthetic herbicides should receive an additional 10% over their bid price.
Commodities produced without benefit of inorganic pesticides should receive
additional 10% over bid price. Lastly, food grown without benefit of non-organic
fertilizer should be given an additional 10% over their bid price. This kind of
monetary incentive will spur growth in new technologies in the face of chemical
manufacturer’s lobby effects. And should a time come when nearly all growers
grow food in this manner, then the 30% increase will be negated on the even,
capitalistic playing field by falling bid prices. It is important to note that the same
quality standards must apply to crops grown organically that are used to grade
crops grown with benefit of chemicals. Just as importantly, they must be fair
standards that do not skew in favor of chemically assisted farm practices.
Example: the amount of bugs found in stored grain should be calculated after
sifting the grain, not before, since predator bugs, added to eat grain-eating bugs,
can be removed in normal processing. It is an example of plain old dirty tricks to
count them in before processing and should not be tolerated. Likewise; major
producers in any given market should be limited in their participation within this
program to a percentage of participation which does not allow them to subvert its
intent. At the same time, they should not be barred from participation.

As for packaging and processing, it should be handled in much the same
way. Processors and packagers can request a copy of orders needed to be filled
and location of those goods to be processed so that the shipping costs can be
calculated into their bid. Allotments should be large enough to facilitate
meaningful labor opportunity for a small firm and bids should be taken and
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awarded in the same manner as described for the acquisition of the commodities.
Most canaries and bakeries have their “Trademark” product, which reflects their
best effort, their advertising dollars and their highest prices. In most cases they
feature the finest ingredients. They also have a non-premium label. In some cases
the only difference between to two is the name and the advertising money spent
to promote that name. Nearly all grocery “chains” feature a non-name brand,
reduced priced, line. This is true of bakeries as well. The only marked difference
is that this will be a government label.

As for distribution, here again the same bid rules apply. The cost of shelf
space taken up by a limited assortment of Government issued commodities will
be limited as well. The market place will determine the cost of that shelf space on
a cost versus “Business Attracted” or even “Business lost” ratio. From there, bids
will be taken on distribution as well. It may very well be that businesses will find
it necessary to provide the service for free in order to attract program users into
their store. It is also possible that the kind of people such a program attracts cause
a whole new enterprise system to spring up if current retailers would rather not
elicit the presence of those seeking commodities. It depends to a great extent on
who would take them, if commodities were there for the taking. It is my hope
that those who feel themselves needy or in temporary need, would. Since that
field should be narrowed to a great extent by the availability of jobs and a “Base”
[X] Wage, I foresee few problems. If on the other hand, given the opportunity,
large numbers of our society begin to simply “Drop Out”, then I suppose that we
will have to face the fact that not all people strive for the same things. It is still
the best way to deal with the problem. It is of the utmost importance that we
remember that a republic, or any democratic institution, does not function well on
an empty stomach. As long as we are assured of the basic need of sustenance, we
can retain our will to be free. It is the most fundamental obligation of any
government to insure that none of its people go hungry and yet the, so called,
“Safety Nets” that we spend billions to prop up, fail with horrifying regularity.
This is basic. This is the “Ace in the Hole” for a free people to remain free. To
protect the integrity of this program, the amount of food taken by those using
“Blue Food” should not exceed a week’s provision [a month’s in rural localities]
and that’s the only limit. There is no reason for a black market to spring up for
goods which any American can receive for free. The only temptation is a large
scale attempt to subvert the system through exports, animal feed, or repackaging.
To that end, the Federal Government shall form a 100 person task force
empowered to safeguard the system within these United States with the budget
and prestige adequate to the task. It is the purpose of the unique oval packaging
to leave a trail and the punishment for defrauding or corrupting this most basic
guaranty should be a minimum of twenty years imprisonment. Lest the policing
force become drunk with power, I would like to interject that, if Grandma throws
her left overs to the chickens, that should not constitute a defamation of the
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program. But should buried cashes of empty bean cans be found out behind the
shed at the pig farm, I think the shoe fits. If a mission feeds people from a soup
kitchen with government food, it should probably be on record as a distribution
point. But a restaurant that serves prepared government food for profit has
crossed the line. DON’T MESS WITH BLUE FOOD! In deciding what should
be offered in the way of commodities I am afraid that I am no nutritionist. But it
is essential that those things offered are the most basic. It is equally important
that their selection not become a political football. Beans, rice and corn are easily
prepared and inexpensive. Rolled oats, bread and perhaps, powdered milk should
also be available: But not much more than that. Remember that we are talking of
“pure” sustenance. If your only claim to need is a temporary stretch of bad luck,
then these things will see you through. If your problem is permanent, then there
will still be other programs around to augment your situation. If a small fixed
income has prompted you to use commodities, then your basic needs are assures
and all that remains for you to buy is the better things in life as best you can
afford. It is my best attempt at fairness to both sides: those giving and those
receiving.

Imagine for a moment that you had your big toe shot off. How would you
feel knowing that you would be impaired for the rest of your life? Depending
upon the circumstances, maybe pretty good. That wound and many others like it,
was what was coined “A Million Dollar Wound” in wars past. It meant going
home with pride, knowing you had fulfilled your duty without getting killed or
having to stay another day in the field. It is that distorted sense of the world that
has, in many ways, taken medicine to the state it is in today. The idea that if a
doctor screws up without killing you, that you may have won the “jack pot”; has
become a common notion. If doctors have become the bad guys it is because we
have pruned them in that direction. We have caused them to invest most of their
young adulthood in an education that put them deep into debt. In return we have
promised them riches, and then begrudged them the fruits of their labor. We have
put our faith in them, rather than in God, [or fate if that is your persuasion] and
then blamed them for life’s inequities. If we are to have good, reasonable medical
care in this country, we must be realistic in our promises and in our expectations.
We can not save everyone and it benefits us not, to save the few heart wrenching
difficult cases at the expense of simple medical care for the masses. To the extent
that we can do both, we should. We must. But we must also deal within our
means. To address the problem we need first to make peace with our doctors. To
do that, we need to turn away from our system of regulation by Civil Malpractice
Suits in favor of license suspension and revocation; and in those rare cases where
it is warranted, criminal prosecution. If we have a medical system which takes
care of all the people, regardless of their ability to pay, then a large law suit, [to
be split with a lawyer] to care for the patient, is not necessary. If you think that
raising the cost of medical care to all of us will somehow insure better medical
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care, you are mistaken. If you think that money will compensate for the loss of a
loved one, then you are wrong as well. If a doctor has put forth the effort to
become a doctor, then that effort is held in balance against the mistakes that he or
she might make. If the mistakes are serious enough or frequent enough, then that
investment of time should be held forfeit. And while it can not offset the loss or
the injustice, it is fair and it should be enough; unless, as I said, criminal
prosecution is in order. After all, a drunken locomotive engineer is going to
prison if people lose their lives as a result of his or her incompetence. Shouldn’t a
doctor who risks patient’s lives unnecessarily be equally culpable? How will
increases in your medical costs, alter their behavior? It would be nice, if after
such a shattering experience as losing a loved one, all your monitory problems
could be washed away. But we have tried that system and it has proven to be at
the expense of basic health care for an ever-increasing segment of the population
at large. More importantly, as I have learn from first hand experience, the “Pay
Offs” are not as advertised. The money does not always flow the way that
lawyers would like you to believe, and what is made available often goes to the
lawyers. If you or a loved one, loses the ability to perform as you once did, due to
a doctor’s error; it should be a function of the doctors in your area to determine if
that error should constitute the loss of that doctor’s right to practice. And if the
doctors don’t police each other, then it should be dealt with by the courts, as we
will discuss. Complaints should be filed with a nation data bank and compared
for frequency to determine cause for investigation. If gross negligence [not
incompetence] is the cause, then criminal charges should be filed. But as for
restitution, until your mental faculties are impaired or you have lost nearly all
mobility, you are still able to contribute to society and reap the rewards of your
contribution. Be compensated with a fair minimum wage, a government that is
willing to help you, and medical costs that are covered by the system. It should
also be, as it should with any American who is willing to put forth the effort to
become educated, that the education of doctors should be given freely. Yes
freely; to anyone who would aspire to it. And I will have much more to say about
that under education.

Another key component to straightening out our medical system is hospitals.
They should be owned and managed by the government. As much as I hate to say
it, I believe that it has become necessary. So long as doctors who use the
facilities remain independent watchdogs, we have safe guards. But the private
hospital is a system that has failed to work in the market place. The main reason
being, that it is not a service about which one has the choice to do without. In
addition, because of the way in which health care rates are established, there has
been too much duplication as a result of competition. For example, each time a
branch of medicine at one hospital purchases a new [and sometimes over rated]
piece of equipment, the hospital across town feels compelled to buy one as well.
The result is a need to drum up business to offset the cost in a market place that
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does not have that much business. This causes pressure for unnecessary testing
from the hospitals and blind-eyed competency reviews of incompetent doctors
because of their ability to bring in patents for testing dollars. In order for
Capitalism to function, it requires a knowledgeable consumer. In the realm of
health, we are not only in the dark as consumers, but we are desperate to take any
precaution suggested to us. The backlash of all this is of coarse, mounds of
insurance paper work [both governmental and private] to insure that the care
given was necessary and prudent before paying the bill. If the hospital system is
operated by the federal government, with its doors open to any doctor qualified to
practice, then doctors can monitor the hospital and hospitals can monitor the
doctors. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, doctors can monitor doctors
without fear of retribution from hospital administrators. Remember that most
doctors strive to be good doctors and don’t like bad doctors. Duplication of
equipment within a region can be held to a minimum and costs can be held down
since the hospital facility is free to the public. When monies are allocated, they
should be ear marked for operations and maintenance. In addition, 10% of that
amount should be allocated to procurement of new equipment and/or renovation.
The choice of what new equipment to purchase should be the decision of the
doctors in that region, regardless of their affiliation with that particular hospital.
The purpose of that kind of measure is simply to keep one small group of doctors
from taking over any given hospital’s direction. If it is the right move for the
hospital, there will be a consensus; if it not it will be thwarted. Area hospitals in
larger metropolitan areas should each find their own area of expertise.
Specialization locally; duplication on a regional bases only. If we separate
doctors from hospital staff, we can better stop the politics of medicine. If all
doctors, with a patient in need, have access to hospital care and services, we all
benefit. It is a common practice for private practitioners to set up their private
practices near a hospital to facilitate making their rounds in the morning and
evening. That shouldn’t change. And as we relieve the paper burden of the health
care system, more GPs will be able to stay in the community at large. With
decreased costs due to the end of malpractice claims, prices should once again
fall to within reason, to where simple office visit costs can be born, out of pocket,
by a work force with a guarantied minimum wage. This in turn will relieve over
crowding in emergency rooms by allowing every one access to affordable GP
care. When I say affordable; if malpractice insurance were no more, if insurance
paper work were no more, and if college debt were no more, It is reasonable to
assume that a GP [General Practitioner] in a nice office building, could see
patients for the equivalent of as little as one or two hour’s minimum wage
earnings. There will still be private sector hospitals to be sure. They will
probably have become very elite and specialized to compete. That is good. They
can carry on the work of discovery and prove the promise of new technologies
before we allocate too many resources to them. It is necessary work and if our
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general medical costs and more common illness can be addressed through
federally run hospitals, then perhaps all Americans can afford a catastrophic
heath care plan from the private insurance sector. In that way, it would allow all
of us access to those services which we can not address in government run
hospitals.

Beyond the scope of doctors as watchdogs: in order to insure the quality in a
government run hospital, it is imperative that those doctors and their families be
obligated to use those hospitals they practice in for themselves, for illnesses
which those facilities are designed to deal with. In addition, all government
officials and government workers from the city to the federal level, and their
families; must likewise, be obligated to use federal hospital facilities in their
immediate region, for illnesses which they have the expertise to deal with. The
parameters of health care that hospitals should be adequate to address were
outlined in a 1992 plan proposed in Oregon. I propose that it be adopted as a
starting point. This is not a punishment for doctors and Government workers. On
the contrary, it should insure that all federally run hospital facilities are more than
adequate; and if they aren’t, it will be “front page” news. It is not unreasonable
that the people who pay for everyone’s services, expect to get care as good as
those who are most directly responsible for its operation.

The subject of pharmaceuticals is as difficult as they come. Without the
enticement of windfall profits from patented drugs, there will be little progress
made in the field. On the other hand, it seems unreasonable that publicly funded
research should be allowed to be patented in the private sector; if that is indeed
what is happening. It is hard to understand the justification for some of the costs.
For example, in 1996, the regiment of drugs used in AIDS therapy could run as
high as $80,000 a year. None the less, we must remember that pharmaceutical
companies must pay stock holders, just as auto manufacturers do. If your child
was dying of a disease so rare, that finding a cure was economically unfeasible,
would you not give up all that you own, and more, to find a cure. So when a drug
company comes up with a cure of its own volition, would you then begrudge
them all you have, because they have developed it in time to save your child’s
life? It is a problem best meted out on Capital Hill, I'm afraid. But as for those
drugs that can be purchased under a generic label, no one is in a better position to
buy them at a reduced rate than the US Government. The question of the corner
drug store and its convenience as well as its right to survive in this new
environment, also comes into play. For now I think it best that those drugs
necessary to the performance of the hospital be purchased by and used in the
hospital. In the same way, In House, Government owned and operated
Pharmacies should deal with the prescription needs of those in Class I and II
Welfare and Class III and IV Retirement Aid recipients [we’ll get to them in a
bit]. It may be that qualifying elderly would access their prescription needs
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through these Pharmacies as well. Beyond that, for now anyway, we should
refrain from an assault on the pharmaceutical industry: from research to retail
distribution. But it will be clear by our actions in the health care industry that the
pharmaceutical industry had better get its house in order or be swept away as
well.

Let me say that this is one of the most difficult problems I have attempted to
deal with. It is obvious that administrative, laboratory, nursing and maintenance
staffs will become members of the Federal bureaucracy. Adding to that
bureaucracy is the very last thing I wanted to do. But remember, as the paper
work involved with the Federal and State Governments and Private sector
Insurance is diminished, we will be trading many paper shuffling jobs for
medically trained personnel. In this way We can stop the Capitalistic effects of
having segments of Society competing for care. The “Grab Bag” approach of
subsidizing care for the poor, the elderly, the veteran, the illegal alien and the
government worker, [and even the Union worker] at the expense of the American
taxpayer and their families, is a shameful approach. What We need is a system
that provides care for all of us, equitably. To do that, we have to address this
beast called entitlement.

I have an old friend who 1s well into his seventies. He is a veteran, so that he
is eligible for veteran’s benefits as well as Medicare. A few years back, he
needed some medical care. As it happened, the Federal Government had raised
the amount that the elderly had to contribute as a co-payment with Medicare, at
about the same time that he needed care. So, rather than go down 