Conversation About Power And Freedom

The following is one side of a real  e-mail conversation in which "A" and "B" (I'm "B") discussed broad topics of government power and personal liberty. (Permission to publish "A"'s side was not given, so must be omitted.) The messages remain essentially as they were sent, except for  minor readability corrections, and .the removal of personal data such as e-mail addresses, greetings, and closings.
2012apr03(13:48)-sls
Wed 3/7/2012 19:57
"A" sent the following definition:
Ineptocracy (in-ep-toc'-ra-cy) -- a system of government where the least capable to

lead are elected by the least capable of producing, and where the members of 

society least likely to sustain themselves or succeed, are rewarded with goods and 

services paid for by the confiscated wealth of a diminishing number of producers.

From:   "B"                                                                                                     
To:   "A"

Sent:   Fri 3/9/2012 16:04
Wow -- Ineptocracy.  That's great! (reminds me a bit of "Idiocracy", (a 10-yr-old movie that shows what our culture will be like 500 years from now), only better. Thanks for sending it to me.

We're past the tipping point, because nearly 50% of our population are "net recipients" who get more benefits from gov't than they pay in taxes. And their ranks have been growing for decades. They're the ones Obama, Pelosi, Reid, & Co. and their cheerleaders in major media constantly harangue with lies about how we -- who actually pay for their cell phones, flat-screens, birth control, gender change (and on and on) -- aren't paying enough. The worst part (for us) is that those people vote. They outnumber us, and they will never vote for any measure that might control spending or lower taxes, because that would take away some of the gravy that runs down their chins and overflows their bowls! 

Over 200 years ago, after he had done research on the democracies of ancient Greece, Alexander Tyler (Professor of History, Edinburgh) concluded:

    “A democracy is always temporary in nature,” [he] wrote ; “It simply cannot exist as a permanent form of government.”

    “A democracy will continue to exist until the time that the voters discover they can vote themselves generous gifts from the public treasury."
    “From that moment on, the majority will always vote for the candidates who promise the most benefits from the public treasury, with the result that every democracy will finally collapse due to loose fiscal policy, which is always followed by a dictatorship.”

    “The average age of the world’s greatest civilizations from the beginning of history has been about 200 years. During those 200 years, those nations always progressed through the following sequence:

    1. From bondage to spiritual faith;

    2. From spiritual faith to courage;

    3. From courage to liberty;

    4. From liberty to abundance;

    5. From abundance to complacency;

    6. From complacency to apathy;

    7. From apathy to dependence;

    8. From dependence back to bondage.”

Can  you believe Professor Tyler wrote that over 200 years ago?

Where are we today in his 8-step sequence? I think we're well into step 8, and thank God to have lived my early life when collectivist thinking was recognized as anathema to liberty and justice for all. The bondage of step 8 was begun long ago, in the days of Woodrow Wilson, by utopian collectivists (see Karl Marx, The Communist Manifesto) who believe they must control behavior of the masses for "the public good" -- as determined by them, of course, as the superior governing class. Roosevelt exacerbated the bondage with his "New Deal" programs, Johnson added more rope by perpetrating his "Great Society" disaster, Bush piled on "No Child Left Behind" and Medicare drug plans, then Obama clamped even heavier chains on us with his ObamaCare mandates, take-overs, and his insane disregard of the laws of economics. (The U.S. now borrows more every year than it produces.) 
Tue 3/13/2012 23:24
"A">Paraphrased summary:  Paying the birth control expenses of college students is too much, but President Franklin Roosevelt was correct to implement New Deal programs, especially Social Security, to help the needy.
From:   "B"                                                                                                     

To:    "A"

Sent:   Wed 3/14/2012 18:39

FDR may have had good intentions during a difficult period, but the massive and unconstitutional expansion of government power he fostered remains one of our greatest problems today.

Although he did manage to intimidate the Supreme Court into letting some of his programs get by, they remain unconstitutional. Judges are people who have sought power over others, so it is necessarily true that they love power, have personal agendas, and have political favors to repay. (Mark Levin's book, Men In Black removed my false illusion of the Court.)

FDR’s thinking was typical of collectivist utopians who wish fervently to impose their ideals on everyone else, (for their own good, of course) by any means necessary. Blinded by their superiority as certified by degrees from elite indoctrination camps (Harvard, Columbia, Berkeley, etc.), they are unable to learn from God, history, or even from the obvious (to everyone else) and immutable laws of nature. In their delusional world, the experience of the ages is trumped by fond hope -- hope that theories that have failed whenever and wherever tried (see Marx and Keynes) can change the world into Utopia if only they were given total control. (“Yes, we can!”)

The history of how the Social Security program was pitched and spun to get it past the Supreme Court is an eye-opener. The underlying philosophy is extremely arrogant, elitist, and insulting (which you might expect from blue-bloods in the ruling class, most of whom are strangers to everyday work).

Government programs like Social Security begin with the assumption that you and I are incapable of managing our own lives; and that we must be cared for. It's the "nanny-state" principle that tells us we don't have to worry about a thing, that they who know best will make sure no one will live better than we do. (Except them, of course.) What promoters of the nanny state carefully hide is that every "government benefit" comes at an equal or higher cost in government control. Your and my Social Security "benefits" are paid from money that was stolen from us and strangers under threat of fines and imprisonment -- money that we could have saved and invested for ourselves at a much greater return. The government has provided no benefit through SS.  Using coercive and armed power, they have forced us to spend our money in ways they dictate. Worse, they have trained generations of citizens to depend on government. You and I know that dependence is a polar opposite of freedom, but far too many people never think about it. 

No one advocates ending SS abruptly, because it would be criminal to abandon you, I, and millions of others who have been forced to plan their lives around it. But it can be phased out over two or three generations by making it voluntary.

Benjamin Franklin said something like, “Those who would sacrifice liberty for security deserve neither.”, but I don’t believe anyone thinks he meant we should never sacrifice any liberty. We who’d like to live in a country that can repel invaders effectively, guard us against criminals, and enforce contracts are willing to confer such powers on government. That’s the plan of government written into our Constitution, but vastly different from the one monstrosity that has been allowed by generations of ignorance and apathy. Mea culpa. Can’t do much but talk and vote... I just hope it’s not too late.

P.S.  Breaking a lifetime of “not affiliated” we registered (R) just to be allowed a vote in the NY primary. After voting for the only candidate who respects the Constitution in both word and deed, we’ll go back to being unaffiliated.

"A"'s response had so many good points, I decided to respond to each one separately. Below, I've paraphrased each point, interleaved with my own comments.
From:  "B"
To:   "A"

Sent:   Wed 3/21/2012 13:20
"A">Paraphrased summary: The Constitution is Law; we must deal with it as it is. The people (not just the elite) must make the needed changes. 

   "B" > You're so right-- In my young age, I believed in heroes. I was taught (in government-run schools, of course) that government could do no wrong; that Jefferson, Madison, Washington, were still alive in our Constitution, and that it was protecting us from the tyranny that too much centralized power always brings. I didn't like either party, but one always seemed to be to be saying things like, "Mah downtrodden friends, just gimme your vote, and I'll give you the stuff you want, and I'll make 'the other guy' pay for it!". The other party had great faults as well, but I never saw it creating artificial victim groups, maintaining racial tensions for political gain, and stirring up envy and hatred against "the other guy".

     I was just thankful that one Party would stop the other one from getting away with too much. The old Rod Stewart line, "Look how wrong you can be!" comes to mind.  

     Too late, I realized both Parties are married to foreign entanglements (=additional undeclared wars =unconstitutional over-reach) and increased spending (=more debt and inflation =decreasing dollar value =inevitable collapse). The only rays of hope left for the survival of the Land Of The Free are the few people in Congress who refuse to sell their Constitutional principles for the power and riches that go with acceptance by the D.C. Good-Ol'-Boys Club. I mean principled leaders like Jim DeMint, Mike Lee, and Rand Paul. (I can't name the others right now, but there are shamefully few.) 

    Those honorable statesmen are overwhelmed by "go along to get along" compromisers, who use phrases like "my friends across the aisle", and "we must do this for the sake of the Party". I don't expect to see it turn around in my life, but it's good to have people like Ron Paul, Mike Church, and Thomas E. Woods, Jr., trying to get us to realize what we've done: We have turned over our individual, local, and State self-determination to an out-of-touch Ruling Class in a gated community of a far-away city; rulers who pay attention not to the Constitution, but to big-money special interests and to whatever 24/7 TV might show as this week's fashion in political correctness.

"A">Paraphrased summary: New Deal programs like Social Security might have begun a slippery slope, but in FDR's day, many people had no chance, no money, no competence, or no inclination to invest. On top of that, the later advent of easy credit and credit cards militated against saving and investing. Women who took no job outside their home rarely could invest or save, especially if their husbands exercised absolute control over the money.
    "B"> Yes, a slippery slope for sure—and we've been on our way down for a long time.  (Now we have ObamaCare!)

    Good people want to help others work their way out of trouble. That's the God-given empathy we have when we see any living creature struggling to get out of trouble. (Sad to say, there are too many miscreants who must've been absent that day.) As a result of this natural empathy, people have helped others since the first organized human society was formed, and --most importantly--  they did without coercion and confiscation by government. 

     Several problems necessarily arise when we allow government to expand its proper title, "Protector Of Our Liberty", by adding " & Benevolent Provider". I'll try to list some, so I can keep them straight--

     1. Politicians of every stripe take personal credit for the help we pay for, then use that credit to buy votes. I call that corruption in its purest form.

     2. Government, using its huge printing power (the GPO) [Government Printing Office] and its special access to popular media, takes credit for providing the help, actually financed by money it has confiscated from us under IRS threat of "fine and/or imprisonment". This establishes a "Care-giver to All" view of government, which necessarily cultivates reciprocal dependence in the people.  Dependence and liberty are polar-opposites. 

     3. Once we get used to a big Daddy who will always rescue us, bail us out, provide for our needs, etc., we don't see any urgent need for "rainy-day" planning. We can spend everything on our current needs and wants. That's just human nature, but it plays into the hands of the Benevolent Provider who constantly reminds us that if we don't vote right, all those other evil politicians will pull the government rug from under Granny. (They love to scare the AARP crowd.)

     4. The so-called "government safety net" sharply reduces (and often eliminates) our natural tendency to look out for our family members, donate to charities, or to help people in our locality. The more government provides, the less we have to care. We actually become less kind, less generous, less responsible, and more self-centered. It fuels the devolution of our culture toward the grotesque horrors of future-shock novels and movies like 1984, Waterworld, and Idiocracy.

     5. People who get help closer to home (local, church, family) normally feel some sense of gratitude, a feeling that can lead to self-help and renewed independence (though that's not always possible). Genuinely-human interactions including "Thank you", and "Glad I was able to help" strengthen community and family ties. But when people see the help coming from government, those uplifting and strengthening interactions are replaced by divisive and contentious attitudes like "I'm not only entitled, I deserve more", and "You're a welfare cheat". These attitudes, surely held more often than spoken or admitted, are a cancer in our society that is engendered and exacerbated by politicians who sell the bondage of dependence on government as "benevolence". 

"A">Paraphrased summary: People get old and must retire, or employers force them out in order to hire lower-paid workers. Social Security is needed because families with live-in grandparents are a thing of the past.
     "B">What you say [about the passing of the multi-generational family]  is certainly true, and you summed it up handily...  April and I often hike past old stone foundations of farmhouses in the middle of thick woods in a NY State Forest or Park -- relics of a time before NY acquired the land, probably because the farmer could no longer pay taxes on it. I always think sadly of the labor and expense that must have gone into the old place, and the family that once tried to make a go of it there...

      As technology advanced, fewer people were needed to produce more food. Refrigeration and railroads killed eastern farms, as it became more economical to transport food to eastern markets from larger farms in the west.

      But technology alone didn't kill the [multi-generational household]; it also was hit by the government take-over of  family responsibility I mentioned above. I can't make that point better than Walter E. Williams does at http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/04/walter-e-williams-on-welfare-as-govt-plays-father-black-males-have-become-dispensable/  (You can read the speech, see it, or both: scroll down on the page to see the video.)
[Published: 9:26 AM 06/04/2011:]  Walter E. Williams, a George Mason economist and author of “Race and Economics: How Much Can Be Blamed on Discrimination?” is not a fan of the welfare state that exists in the country. In an appearance on Thursday night’s “Stossel” on the Fox Business Network, Williams argued that welfare has done more damage to black society than slavery or Jim Crow. 
“[T]he welfare state has done to black Americans what slavery could not have done, the harshest Jim Crow laws and racism could not have done, namely break up the black family,” Williams said. “That is, today, just slightly over 30 percent of black kids live in two parent families. Historically, from 1870s on up to about 1940s, and depending on the city, 75 to 90 percent of black kids lived in two parent families. Illegitimacy rate is 70 percent among blacks where that is unprecedented in our history.”

But this isn’t just relegated to the American welfare state, but is seen in European welfare states as well.

“Now, it’s not just a matter of a racial thing. Sweden is the mother of the welfare state and illegitimacy in Sweden is 54 percent,” he said.

Williams explained to host John Stossel that this is a natural effect of welfare policies.

“Well, because, look, if you subsidize anything, you’re going to get surpluses of it, and if you tax something you’re going to get less of it,” he said. “If you did not get welfare, then people would decide, I’m going to go out and get a job, I’m going to live more responsibly.”

And with these policies, they have taken a toll on the black family, specifically the black father.

“The government has said to many young women, I am the father. And so the father, black males, have become dispensable,” he said. “[A]nd that’s a heck of a start in life, that is, to be born — you don’t know who or where your father is, that’s not really great start in life.”
"A">Paraphrased summary: Greedy culprits and crooks (big businesses and banks all over the world) rob people of their homes and savings. This makes investing, even in real estate, much too risky for people. Social Security is their only safe alternative.
    "B">When I think of world-wide culprits and crooks, I think of Frank, Dodd, Waters, Meeks, and other members of congress who  blocked efforts to stop demonstrated excesses and corruption of Fannie Mae (FNMA) and Freddie Mac (FHLMC). Back in 2005, credible warnings of the need to curb Fannie and Freddie were presented in Congress, by many, including no less a personage than Alan Greenspan. But those culprits and crooks protected their partner in crime, Franklin Raines, and their own power and monetary interests, insisting that Fanny and Freddie were just fine, denying all good sense and plain evidence that the smoke-and-mirrors real estate boom they had created was about to wreck the economy.  Even after the warned disaster hit us in 2008-09, they still denied it. Was it purposely done? The crash did give the "let no crisis go to waste" administration another excuse to grab even more power, by completing its take-over of the mortgage industry.

      The real estate debacle, including collapse of the market and all the foreclosures that it caused, began with Carter's misguided Community Reinvestment Act, which, during Clinton's watch, used bad law and ACORN intimidation to force banks to loan money to people who that were unlikely to pay it back. When the government (through its puppets, FNMA and FHLMC)  began to underwrite these shaky loans, the banks saw a chance to earn interest on loans without the usual risk of not getting the principal back. The banks couldn't believe their good fortune. They could get ACORN off their backs, crow about being good citizens of the community, and rake in interest on loans without risking loss of principal!

     All those newly-qualified borrowers greatly increased demand for houses. Builders couldn't build enough. Everyone knows that increased demand for insufficient supply raises the price.  No problem, just get bigger loans and don't worry too much about ability to pay. Everything's going up, and happy days are here again.

     When the inevitable defaults began to pile up, it was discovered that Fannie and Freddie couldn't sell the bad loans to other institutions. The banks were left holding the bag. It was either foreclose and try to sell property at a big loss, or write it off altogether. Both choices were bad, but the latter choice would often lead to ruin for the bank, harm to the entire locality, and possible ruin for many ordinary people who had invested in the bank as a business.

     Was the real estate disaster caused by banks or by government interference in the market? Can banks be blamed for complying with ACORN demands and government coercion?  Was it wrong for banks to avail themselves of government-offered loss protection? 

      Everyone lives with risk, every hour of every day. Some risks have life-changing potential, others are trivial. Each of us does our best to manage the uncountable risks we take by assessing them and making choices. Most of us don't think of it that way, if we give it any thought at all. We're just trying to get through life as well as we can. Sometimes our choices work. When we don't understand or remember the relationship between what has happened to us and earlier choices we made, we attribute our situation (good or bad) to luck.

     "There are no guarantees" is an immutable and unavoidable natural law, not a policy or lack of one. (Living=risk).

     An important kind of risk is probability of loss; the loss ranging in severity from inconvenience to death. I don't want to think about the amount of money I've lost by making bad choices, but I have only myself to blame. The decision regarding where and how to invest certainly isn't immune from the natural law of risk.

      Investment managers aren't necessarily crooked, but as in any sizable group, surely some of them are. They may be dumb as dirt and lose my money, but when I put my money in their hands, I authorized them to use whatever legal means they have to increase my investment's return. They were managing the investment before I put my money in, and they didn't force me to do it. (How unlike SS, into which you and I were indeed forced to pay, and no way can we take what's left of our money out and put it somewhere else it might do better for us. No risk? The thing is already bankrupt now; we're drawing and spending our children's contributions (not our own-- that was long gone years ago), and that boondoggle can be ended at any time, say, when the Chinese decide to demand full value in gold for the worthless dollars they now hold. Can't happen? Isn't that what we were told about GM, Bear-Stearns, Chrysler, on and on...)

     We rightly blame crooks and robbers in business and industry for the harm they do, and we have laws that authorize punishment for them. Instead of relying on a government program to help us avoid private business and industry that has been taken over by criminals, we ought to insist that current laws are enforced to put criminals out of business. That would enhance our freedom of choice, instead of inhibiting it.

"A">Paraphrased summary: FDR made Republican John G Winant first head of SS, calling him , called "Utopian John". Apparently FDR didn't consider "utopian" to be derogatory. FDR demonstrated restraint both in his programs, both domestic and international. 

    "B">In those days, I don't think "utopian" carried the baggage it does today, so Ambassador Winant might've accepted the label with pride. I read about him only briefly just now. He seems to have been an honorable man with great empathy for those affected by the distresses of the time. (Roosevelt also might have been so, but what I've read, saw, and heard of him left me with an image of a stereotypical blueblood imbued with a condescending sense of noblesse oblige and an appetite for personal power.)

     It seems that whenever influential people allow their empathetic emotions to overcome our Founders' warnings against increasing centralized power, the people becomes less free. I guess some would argue that the people need this program or that program more than they need freedom.  I believe one of the pitches for government take-over of our health care industry claimed, "You might not like it, but we're doing this for your own good. Someday you'll thank us." (Oops—bad example: I strongly doubt those who planned that take-over had any empathetic emotion, but plenty of power lust.)

     There doesn't seem to be much evidence that Roosevelt used restraint in pushing his policies; he even used radio to drum up popular support. (That was fine, and even admirable, but not restrained.) As a skilled politician, I'm sure he knew exactly how, where, and how hard to push each proposal.

     When the Supreme Court declared some of his plainest violations to be just that, there was no restraint at all in his proposal of a plan that would allow him to appoint five additional judges to the Court. He did this in a speech which he read on the radio. His speech was full of praise for the Founders and the Constitution, at the same time warning that the Constitutional amendment process (presumably to include the additional powers he wanted) would take too long.  He said his plan to permit him to appoint five more judges wasn't stuffing the court just to get his own way. He declared he was only restoring the Court to its original purpose. Maybe he thought no one would notice that his plan to "restore" the Court came soon after it had shot down some of his New Deal policies.

"A">Paraphrased summary: Because too many Republicans and supporters of big business opposed SS, welfare,  and minimum wage laws, it was probably necessary to pass laws so people could hope for life without debilitating poverty.

     "B">The thing I see here is the concept of a business. A business is a person or a group of people who spend large amounts of money on buildings, offices, equipment, licenses, and people to make it all work. These investors are painfully aware that their business might lose, but they decided to risk it anyway, because they hope to make enough money to have some left over after paying for all that. 

      So businesses take serious risks that are borne by the owners personally, whether they be tens of millions of shareholders or just a few partners. And this is real money out of their pockets, not fake printed or cook-book money. The crucial point that's often overlooked (intentionally by some politicians and most Big Labor bosses) is that the owners generally take those great personal risks not to provide jobs, security, or benefits to people, but to earn a (usually small) percentage return. Depending on the type and size of the business, people begin to sell their time and skill to the business in exchange for a price agreed by both at the time of hiring. These agreements can be ended or changed whenever either the buyer or the seller becomes dissatisfied. These initial agreements can be changed at any time by new agreements between buyer and seller.  (Sellers can band together against the buyer, but that's a whole other story.)

     I've heard people say things like "I gave x years of service to that company..." in a betrayed tone, as if they were talking about a cheating spouse. After some thinking about it, you'd have to conclude that nothing at all has been "given".  Likewise, no company can whine about ingratitude or disloyalty when a key person decides to leave the company. Each time a paycheck is cashed, complete equilibrium between buyer/employer and seller/employee is restored, leaving nothing owed on either side. That's not saying a business can or ought to ignore the health and happiness of its employees. Ordinary business sense combines with genuine feelings of caring about co-workers' future to justify a business in spending a large percentage of its income to provide retirement plans and myriad other benefits for its employees.

      Oh drat-- I have to say more about wages: A seller must find buyers or do without. (Been there a lot!) When I look for a job, the price I can charge depends solely on two things: (1) how hard a company thinks it would be to find somebody else with my talents, and (2) how many companies are looking for a person that has similar abilities and qualities. If 'most everybody has skills like mine, or if few companies are hiring people like me, I can't ask much. (I can ask, but I won't get it.) The only way I can improve my lot is to get rarer skills (get some training), or go someplace where there are more buyers that might need what I'm selling.  When government interferes with minimum-wage laws (=price controls), many bad things happen:

 1. The cost of non-rare skills becomes greater than the value they could add to the enterprise, so it no longer makes sense to buy those skills. People lose their jobs, and those who would otherwise be hired remain unemployed.  Some of these excluded people are principal breadwinners, but most are teenagers and part-time workers from families that aren't poor.

 2. A vicious cycle is created: Artificially increasing payroll costs forces price inflation, which soon wipes out any real wage increase, so demand is created for an even higher minimum wage, which increases payroll costs even higher... ad infinitum. (When I was a teenager, the minimum wage was $0.75/hr; I don't know how many repetitions of the vicious cycle have been completed since then.)

 3. When the law tells the employer he/she must pay a certain wage regardless of the rarity or quality of a person's talent, and regardless of what others are paying for similar talent, the natural-law link between merit and reward is severed. This is exactly the goal of those who purposely ignore the words "pursuit of" in the Founders' declaration of our God-given rights. At the risk of excessive digression, I must say that severing that connection with guaranteed annual wages and other "pay us for nothing or we walk" outrages is one way Big Labor bludgeoned Detroit (and even Michigan itself) down to its present sad state.

 

"A">Paraphrased summary:  FDR and Winant were trying to correct abuses by the rich, who had purchased politicians, judges, and laws that would benefit them at the expense of the defenseless people. Even if the income tax is unconstitutional, it's still the law. And if it's used to reverse some of the harm done to the poor and helpless by the evil rich, it's good. Today, we need a person who will set the country right, much as FDR did.
     "B">We're right to expect the government to make good on its promise to us of SS payments, on which we were taught to rely, on which we based our plans for the future. But the perfect wisdom of hindsight shows that the system has failed, cannot be repaired, and could never have worked. Mathematical impossibility. We'll get ours, (or some of it), but only an extremely foolish/thoughtless/ignorant/ parent of today would let his kindergartner grow up to count on SS the way we did.  A good parent would make certain the small child learns self-reliance, especially in matters of personal finance, including all its pitfalls.

     And about those crooks who buy laws-- How right you are! They purchase equally-crooked politicians to propose laws that will put their competitors out of business, destroy productivity and lives, and limit our freedom to buy a preferred product. They're careful to buy their access to government power without openly using an illegal amount of money, or they hide the illegal stuff with armies of lawyers. General Electric, General Motors (now Government Motors), Solyndra, to name tip-of-the-iceberg ones. Government and business collude to destroy the free exchange of goods and services, so whatever company promises to advance the administration's agenda most effectively is assured "too big or important to fail" support from government. ("Corporatism" and "crony capitalism" are keywords.)

     What's so bad about that [one might ask]? Government has the guns, the IRS, and a monopoly on counterfeiting, so there can be no competing product or service.  A corporate felon who sells out to government felons can enlist government power to foist the most unwanted product at the most outrageous price on the market, then enjoy free advertising and taxpayer-funded rebates to "sell"  it. Recent examples of corporatist genius include the taxpayer-funded $40,000 Government Motors' Volt (production recently halted), the $50 60w LED light bulb from Philips (a Dutch company, hoping to profit from a U.S. government ban on incandescent bulbs), and the heavily-subsidized (taxpayer-funded) solar panels (Solyndra) and windmills (GE) that can't pay for themselves.

     I also used to wish for the mythical all-wise man for the times who might rescue us from the bumblers and the exploiters, until I realized that we wouldn't want to confer enough power on anyone to correct the damage done to our country since freedom reigned and the several States were sovereign members of a federal union. We know what that much power does, and no person has ever resisted its intoxicating influence.  The Founders had personal experience of such matters, and wrote:

     "Good intentions will always be pleaded for every assumption of authority. It is hardly too strong to say that the Constitution was made to guard the people against the dangers of good intentions. There are men in all ages who mean to govern well, but they mean to govern. They promise to be good masters, but they mean to be masters."  --Daniel Webster

    “I know no safe depository of the ultimate powers of the society but the people themselves; and if we think them not enlightened enough to exercise their control with a wholesome discretion, the remedy is not to take it from them but to inform their discretion by education. This is the true corrective of abuses of Constitutional power.” ― Thomas Jefferson
    They're telling us from the grave that it's all up to you and I. We have to try to convince others to turn away from popular media, which has found that getting the truth is too expensive and risky, and telling it loses advertisers.

It's frightening to see how relevant their 200-year-old words are to the mess we're in today. And it's even more frightening when an influential legislator like Nancy Pelosi sneers "Are you kidding" when asked what part of the Constitution authorizes government to force citizens to buy a service from a company.

... Look how far we've come: can you imagine discussing this stuff five years ago? Maybe others will begin to shake off the old taboos against talking about important topics, and more people will begin to see political correctness as the Orwellian thought control it is.
 "A">Paraphrased summary of message sent  Fri 3/23/2012 09:36:
1. Businesses don’t stop at making profit, they tend to pursue it to the detriment of their workers. Government and unions counterbalance this tendency, but unions have become just as big a problem for workers as big business.

2. Business avoid paying union wages by moving out of the country.

3. Business exploit workers. Now it's the Chinese workers (poor, women, children) who are exploited.
4. FDR's attempt to stack the Court was not very different from any other President.

5. America is sadly declining.
From:   "B"                                                                                                    

To:   "A"

Sent:   Tue 3/27/2012 10:16

I base all of what follows on this premise:  The natural world (meaning geography, climate, weather, and all life) is so complex and so constantly variable that dissatisfaction can never be eliminated. Here, I apply the term "dissatisfaction" not merely to undesired circumstances, but to life-endangering ones also. 

If any animal (including a person) is dissatisfied, it's got to act (or else!).

Some, lacking the will, strength, or other resources necessary to act, succumb to the situation. Others, alone or with help, overcome or endure it.

When impelled by vital want, a person can become desperate enough to satisfy his need through acts against his society, including theft and property destruction. In doing so, he shifts his own bad circumstance onto others, and risks punishment by society.

What can society (the government) do to prevent this general harm?

1. The "Hard Line" remedy: Punish the offender to discourage others acting like that. This is ineffective as societies consider the circumstances and grant clemency.

2. The "Oh Well" attitude: Accept the behavior as inevitable part of life. This won't work because societies deteriorate as desperation-impelled crime rises.

3. The Socialist Remedy: Insure that no one is similarly impelled by re-distributing private property. (Take from the rich, give to the poor.) This fails because it is impossible to eradicate dissatisfaction. It creates a ruled class of equally-miserable proletariats while enriching the ruling class.

In short, the government can do nothing that will work; it can only make bad matters worse. I guess it goes back to natural (God-given) emotion of human charity. People in the vicinity of trouble want to help those who are least able to deal with it. They are the only ones able to judge the extent and kind of the help needed, and how to ration the help if there’s not enough to go around. (As in an emergency medical triage, only the personnel on the scene can do this – certainly not a remote group of "experts".) The local people and organizations are the only ones who understand the history and traditions of the society in which they operate, so are least likely to apply inappropriate and disruptive remedies. (For example, giving money to buy food and medicine to leaders who use what they don't keep to buy weapons instead.)

Our economy, like all others, is immune to the plans and schemes of Keynesians and others who believe that man can predict and control the behavior of man. The planners do make short-lived differences in their attempts to level the cycles of nature. But their meddling has made (and can only make) natural economic cycles more pronounced, like damming an inexorable flood until it overcomes the dam. The Europeans thought they had it solved with their tax-and-spend socialist planning after WWII, and look at them now. Did Marxism in China or the USSR eliminate hunger? Will we, in our seemingly-infinite capacity for emotional self-delusion, insist that a parental government or a Dear Leader can set aside natural law and erase the inherent inequality of native ability that separates the "got-its" from the "you-stole-its"? Whoa! Getting carried away there, but you get the point. Economy can't be fixed. It can be pushed and prodded in this or that direction, but it will always return to an equilibrium dictated by nature. The pushing and prodding only makes the booms and busts more severe, as in the boom of the '90s and the bust we now endure. John Maynard Keynes was a philosopher with interesting theories that became fashionable (thus implemented) before any real-world test. We now suffer the consequences. The sad part is that Mises, Hayek, and others wrote urgently about this 'way back in the 40s; so did Bastiat and others even earlier in history. The good news is that some people are beginning to get their message, albeit too late for us. If we can keep talking about it, maybe our grandchildren will have a chance.
"A">Paraphrased summary of message sent   Tue 3/27/2012 06:50:
Workers find themselves in situations over which they have no control. For example, the minimum-wage worker has to pay the same price for fuel as the skilled worker who makes ten or twelve times more per hour. Everything in our system prevents the poor person from shaking off poverty. If they don't take low-wage jobs, they must become criminals to survive.  All the while, rulers waste unseemly amounts of money on frivolous trips and other luxuries.
"A">Paraphrased summary of message sent Thu 3/29/2012 06:45 
1. The bad economy seems to increase crime, making us feel unsafe in our homes, 

2. The history books got it wrong. The War Of Northern Aggression against southern States had little to do with the putative cause (slavery), and everything to do with asserting absolute power of he central government. Since the States lost, there's little hope of ever stopping central government tyranny.
3. Government is needed to enforce civil order, but it sometimes steps overboard, as in the case of prohibition.

4. Given a choice, most people would probably choose to be productive.

5. For the multiple outrages against the honor and traditions of our America and violations of our Constitution, Obama should be tried by the Congress and removed from office.

 

From:   "B"                                                                                                      
To:   "A"

Sent:   Thu 3/29/2012 17:56
Public safety is probably the first reason any band of prehistoric people decided to choose a leader (=form a government). At that moment, the band had decided that the frequency of undesired behavior (like murder) would be reduced if it could be punished by government. To make it work, the members of the band had to give their government power (enforcers, weapons, and other resources) needed to carry out the punishment. They also had to make sure everyone knew what behavior would be punished, and what the punishment would be (=establish law).

So protection from criminals is not only a proper, but a fundamental purpose of government. But criminal law has become more and more dysfunctional as judges and juries are intimidated by the insidious mind-control of "political correctness". Rather than apply the written law with common sense and mercy, they are more concerned about how they might be portrayed on the evening news and morning shows. So woe betide a person accused of simple assault, if anyone (Jackson, Sharpton, Waters, etc.) calls his alleged offense a "hate crime".

For us to be safe in our homes, we need the government to enforce existing law, not invent new crimes. We can wish for this, but the sad fact is that our law-makers are politicians who need to get votes. They are always campaigning. Promising to nail this or that evil-doer by passing a new law to deal with this or that new threat is cheap and easy. Even getting it enacted is cheap and easy, compared to enforcing it. Enforcement takes hard work, great skill, and a lot of money, plus it can make enemies in high places. The politician crows about having "taken a bite out of crime", but the crime continues apace.

By the way, the Constitution reserves all police power to the States. This isn't supposed to be Mexico. The FBI is supposed to be a national resource for data collection, analysis, and dissemination, not an armed force.

I'm impressed! "The War Of Northern Aggression" indeed! Our government-controlled schools taught us (and still teach our children) to call it "The Civil War"; and that it was a necessary war to free people from slavery. As in all propaganda, the element of truth in that narrative was amplified greatly, and the larger and more feared truths regarding sovereignty of States and Constitutional limits on federal power were minimized, suppressed, or actually inverted. 

The famous quote "History is written by the victors" comes to mind. I think that quote expresses a universal Truth ever since the first account of "what happened" was scratched on a cave wall. It holds for unwritten histories as well: Only the survivor can tell the story, and he tells it his way. (Ancients would assert authority by intoning solemnly: "It is written!", while pointing to heaven as if to invoke its power, to boot.)

I believe southern States had begun already to phase out slavery when Lincoln sent troops to South Carolina. As railroads brought northern factories and southern raw materials closer together, as more factories were built in the southern States, as machines diminished reliance on human labor, and as popular opinion increasingly emphasized the immorality of slavery, the evil practice could not have continued.

I firmly agree that the War Of Northern Aggression was started not to "end slavery" or for any of the noble reasons given by Lincoln in his speech at Gettysburg, but mainly to change the character of the United States from a willing federation of sovereign States to an empire over states with all power concentrated in a national government. Its primary purpose was to put an end to the idea that the several States, which created a federal government, must remain the final judge of the its powers. As Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1798:

  "Resolved, That the several States composing the United States of America, are not united on the principle of unlimited submission to their General Government; but that, by a compact under the style and title of a Constitution for the United States, and of amendments thereto, they constituted a General Government for special purposes,--delegated to that government certain definite powers, reserving, each State to itself, the residuary mass of right to their own self-government; and that whensoever the General Government assumes undelegated powers, its acts are unauthoritative, void, and of no force: that to this compact each State acceded as a State, and is an integral party, its co-States forming, as to itself, the other party: that the government created by this compact was not made the exclusive or final judge of the extent of the powers delegated to itself; since that would have made its discretion, and not the Constitution, the measure of its powers; but that, as in all other cases of compact among powers having no common judge, each party has an equal right to judge for itself, as well of infractions as of the mode and measure of redress." --Thomas Jefferson, Resolutions Relative to the Alien and Sedition Acts

They didn't teach us that in gummint school! (...wonder why not...)

 I'm glad to see that you've been able to see beyond the veil of our gummint education, so no one can tell you, "The Civil War decided that once and for all" if you dare to mention State sovereignty or (heaven forbid!) States' rights. Each State has not only have the right, but the duty to protect its citizens from agents who attempt to enforce a law or order of the central government that the State declares to be outside the powers it has granted to the federal government. States must assert their sovereignty and that of the people, by nullifying any such law or order, and prosecuting any agent who attempts to enforce it. And this is without regard to the Supreme Court, which, as part of the federal government, can't be entrusted to determine the extent of its own power. (It's been doing just that since the 1910s "progressive" movement, and that's one reason we've lost so much today.) The ultimate check on federal power is the sovereign States and the sovereign people of those States. If that fails, all is lost.

You're right (and without rose-colored glasses) to think most people want to work and do for themselves, even those who are not able. It’s simple self-respect. Old-fashioned concepts of dignity and honor also play a part. But politicians undermine this tendency in people, because it won't keep them in power. Instead, they need people to rely on them. So they do everything possible to convince people that their wants and needs can be supplied, not personal risk-taking and effort, but by taking from the other guy. And of course, the politician promises to write and pass laws that make the plunder easy and legal -- in exchange for votes. A person in temporary straits is extremely likely to be receptive, and a habit of dependence on legal plunder can easily develop. This happens over so long a time, maybe generations, that what has been lost in the bargain (respect, dignity, virtue, family) is not noticed or is denied.

I never had the slightest respect for Barack Obama. My only hope was that his election would put all those professional race-baiters (Jackson, Sharpton, Waters, et al) out of business. But he turned out to be as bad as they. Ordering Marines to lay down their arms is an outrage in a long chain of affronts to our unique traditions, culture, and to what it means to be an American. I shudder to think what the next link might be...

You and I won't save America by talking, but more and more people seem to be awakening. If enough of us stop mistaking ObamaMedia propaganda (ABC, MSNBC, NYTimes, and that ilk) for news, and talk more about the varied sources and opinion found on the internet and on talk radio, they might see that there are more important things going on than "the game", gas prices, or the latest race-baiting "story". Then we can hope. (Those are my own rose-colored glasses.)
"A" sent a message  Sat 3/31/2012 08:09; I've summarized each point below, with my responses interleaved.
From:   "B"
 To:   "A"

Sent:   Sat 3/31/2012 15:34

Subject:   RE: Power and freedom

["A">Paraphrased summary:]

 It's overwhelming. We can't save the world by ourselves; it's almost all I can do to cope with my own little part.
["B">] True, you and I (by ourselves) can't save America, but I didn't mean to imply that we can't do anything. In one of my rare broadcast e-mails back in 2009 I wrote "Talking is doing something..." in the subject line, to try to make the point that one of the most important things we (everyone) can do is to free ourselves (individually) from the taboo against talking about politics -- to recognize "political correctness" as socialist-imposed thought control (Orwell's 1984), and to muster the courage needed to risk disapproval (or worse) from family and friends, in hope that our grandchildren might have a chance to know the freedom that our former silence has conceded to the "progressives". (Those oldies but goodies: "All that's required for evil to triumph is for good to remain silent" and "The squeaky wheel gets the grease." seem relevant here.)
["A">Paraphrased summary:]  

It's OK for the FBI to be armed. If the FBI weren't armed, corrupt and/or overwhelmed local police could never stop well-funded criminal organizations from dominating society.
["B">] I don't mind armed FBI agents either, but only within Constitutional limitations. The Founders, as representatives of sovereign States, knew the dangers inherent in a national police force from history and from personal experience, so they were careful to reserve police power to the several States or to the people, exclusively. Just as importantly, they prohibited the central government from interfering with people's right to bear arms. FBI agents are citizens who, like you and I, have a right to carry arms and to defend themselves, their families, and their property. And like any citizen, an FBI agent can use "proportionate" force to stop a crime-in-progress, under conditions set by State law. But we ought to be extremely worried about how a tyrannical national government (like the one now in power) might use FBI agents authorized to use deadly force to execute laws, orders, or mere policies of the central government. It's unsettling to me how much control the Executive exerts over the Justice Department, including the federal court system, which was supposed to have been an independent "check and balance". The NDAA (signed by Obama 3 months ago)  raises the specter of outspoken citizens being deemed "terrorists" by the present or future President, and arrested by FBI agents. In 2009, the Department Of Homeland Security issued a report declaring that returning veterans are likely suspects: "the return of military veterans facing significant challenges reintegrating into their communities could lead to the potential emergence of terrorist groups or lone wolf extremists capable of carrying out violent attacks..." That's scary, especially coming from the President's cabinet. The NDAA arguably allows for indefinitely detaining without trial anyone accused of terrorism. To me, "arguably" means the thing is so confused (what else is new?) that if you somehow get on the wrong list (and they do keep lists), you'll probably take little comfort knowing that others are arguing about whether your indefinite detention is unconstitutional. When the local police find themselves unable to cope, they can call on the State police; if that's not enough, there's the State militia and/or the National Guard.
["A">Paraphrased summary:]
California school books distort history so much, maybe history isn't written by victors, but by ideologues. And other states will probably follow, enriching publishers at the expense of our children's education.
["B">] I didn't mean to imply that what is written in the history books is, or ought to be, victorious. (I don't know what the Ministry Of Truth in the People's Republic Of California has done to their curriculum, but I can imagine.) I meant only that when the tale is told about "what happened and why", the vanquished will never get an equitable hearing because, well, they've been defeated (therefore, think the victors, they must've been wrong.) One of the things that stuck with me from Mrs. Fraley's English at Madison Heights High, was a fragment of Alexander Pope's "Essay On Man": Whatever is, is right. That phrase is full of profound meaning, but it's relevant here because it supports the idea that the vanquished must've been wrong. (I should go back and re-read Pope's poem, but...)
["A">Paraphrased summary:]

The ideas of Jefferson and other great men of our country's founding, are being denigrated in today's schoolrooms. Tyrants cannot abide the idea of a free citizen.
["B">] It's up to you and I and those we can reach to keep Jefferson alive. We are sadly doomed if we permit today's political opportunists to push the principles of our Founders aside in the name of progressive democracy. The hope is that are still a few in the public eye who are shouting against the tyranny, like Rep. Paul of TX, Sen. Paul of KY, Pat Buchanan, Thomas E. Woods, Sen. Lee of UT, Sen. DeMint of SC, and Mike Church of satellite radio, to name a few. I only wish I had become aware earlier...
["A">Paraphrased summary:]
Thanks for reading my messages so carefully.
["B">] No, thank you, "A". Your right-on-the-point [comments] lead me to greater understanding of the things I try to write about. It ain't easy or quick, but I think it's important. Only with a good understanding of what we face can we have any chance of encouraging others to help us stand up to it.

"A">Paraphrased summary of message sent Sun 4/1/2012 13:21
1. I wasn't aware of the NDAA. We can only hope that the FBI will operate for the good of America. It's sad that we can no longer trust the president or the judges, or any of the leaders.
2. The power-grabbers concede little bits of freedom until they've usurped enough to gain total control. Then the little bits fall as well.
3. We can hope that the few who are trying to reverse the damage can succeed before it's too late.  
From:       "B"                                                                                                 

To:   "A"

Sent:   Mon 4/2/2012 11:34

Yeah, Tyrants of Rome knew that free stuff and mindless entertainment would keep the people from watching 

their rulers or caring much about boring things like personal liberty and government-imposed bondage. They 

called it "bread and circuses". Today, the "bread" is government re-distribution programs, borrowing, and fiat 

currency, while the "circuses" are TV (including "news"), Hollywood, and professional sports. An unimaginable 

tidal wave of interest in freedom would instantly arise if any of that were harmed by government. 
