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      Why I Do This
    


    Monday, August 17, 2009


    

    



    I received this email this morning:


    Kevin,

    

    I've commented occasionally on your blog, under the name Splodge Of Doom.

    

    I have been reading TSM regularly for nigh-on three years now, starting when I was seventeen. I was pretty new to politics and the like, and started out very easily swayed by whoever I last listened to on any particular issue.

    

    You and the regulars on your blog have taught me a lot over the time I have been reading (although it is perhaps more fair to say I have learned from Markadelphia, rather than him teaching me anything) and I have grown quite a bit since I started reading.

    

    I do not always agree with you, but I pay attention when you speak. This critical thinking stuff is harder than it looks!

    

    This note is just to say thank-you, and I appreciate the lengths you go to to write TSM and reach the fence-sitters.

    

    Yours respectfully,

    

    (Splodge Of Doom)


    And this also why I'll never ban Markadelphia. He's too perfect an example of the Left in this country not to let him illuminate their failings.

    

    Damn, that made my week.


    

    



    
      (108 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1250525267-610938 Jim at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 16:07:47 +0000


    I agree wholeheartedly. I have been reading for a couple of years. While I was already a conservative (leaning libertarian), reading your blog has made me think about my political ideology. You've made me look at myself, and has helped me decide to become more active. Your work is appreciated. Thank you.

    

    Jim


    

    



    jsid-1250526179-610940 Jeremy at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 16:22:59 +0000


    I can add nothing to the statement made by Jim.


    

    



    jsid-1250530467-610944 DJ at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 17:34:27 +0000


    "This critical thinking stuff is harder than it looks!"

    

    The cliché is, "It's harder when you think."

    

    And you get a salute in return.


    

    



    jsid-1250535051-610947 Bilgeman at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 18:50:51 +0000


    Kevin:

    "And this also why I'll never ban Markadelphia. He's too perfect an example of the Left in this country not to let him illuminate their failings."

    

    Could you at least make him wear a ludicrous and demeaning hat?


    

    



    jsid-1250537235-610950 Reputo at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 19:27:15 +0000


    No nut job (right, left, straight, gay, forward, backward, or extra-terrestrial believing) should be banned. They should have a spotlight put on them for the whole world to see.


    

    



    jsid-1250538285-610951 theirritablearchitect at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 19:44:45 +0000


    Seventeen when you began reading this stuff.

    

    Pretty heady stuff for a teen.

    

    All I was interested in at seventeen was running and chasing skirt.

    

    We may have some hope for the future afterall.


    

    



    jsid-1250539796-610952 Kevin Baker at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 20:09:56 +0000


    Reputo, I ban nut-jobs. Well, the one.

    

    Markadelphia is not a nut-job. He's a True Believer, which is not at all the same thing.


    

    



    jsid-1250542682-610954 Ed "What the" Heckman at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 20:58:02 +0000


    To add a data point:

    

    My son also reads here, and occasionally comments. He's been doing so since he was 17.

    

    Okay, he's only 18 now, but I am pushing him. :)

    

    Sploge, thanks for giving Kevin hope. And thanks to Kevin for sharing that hope with the rest of us!


    

    



    jsid-1250549301-610955 Top of the Chain at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 22:48:21 +0000


    Turning that glaring light of self examination on yourself can be a painful thing. To open yourself up and examine your beliefs and find them wanting is I believe one sign of a flexible mind. Bully for you Sploge.


    

    



    jsid-1250551310-610956 Doom at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 23:21:50 +0000


    That is NOT my son. *grins* Though, if he keeps on reading here, I might be willing to wish he was. Hmmm, then again, I do have some unaccounted for wild seed out there.


    

    



    jsid-1250552041-610957 Lee Perla at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 23:34:01 +0000


    I am struck by two items here.

    

    First, the fact the young man thinks to thank someone for their efforts is striking. Almost all of the folks his age I know will not thank you unless you give them something tangible. Even then, short of a Porsche it tends to be half-hearted.

    

    The second point is a bit more subtle. That is, the comments are very readable. I don't know that the comments reflect his actual speech patterns, but it's nice to see someone that age who can string two sentences together without the addition of 28 repetitions of the work "like."


    

    



    jsid-1250580612-610972 Splodge Of Doom at Tue, 18 Aug 2009 07:30:12 +0000


    You're all welcome.

    

    As I said, I've been reading every morning for three years now. In a moment of introspection I realised how much of a difference this place has made.

    

    Kevin deserves Kudos for that, and so do you guys.

    

    Now if you'll excuse me, I need breakfast!


    

    



    jsid-1250594488-610975 Top of the Chain at Tue, 18 Aug 2009 11:21:28 +0000


    The second point is a bit more subtle. That is, the comments are very readable. I don't know that the comments reflect his actual speech patterns, but it's nice to see someone that age who can string two sentences together without the addition of 28 repetitions of the work "like."

    

    or the phrase "You know" NO, I DON"T KNOW! it drives me batty.


    

    



    jsid-1250605448-610983 DJ at Tue, 18 Aug 2009 14:24:08 +0000


    "... it drives me batty ..."

    

    ... and stuff.


    

    



    jsid-1250621239-610998 Markadelphia at Tue, 18 Aug 2009 18:47:19 +0000


    "He's too perfect an example of the Left in this country not to let him illuminate their failings."

    

    Ah, Kevin...I know you have been sad that I have not been posting of late but you really are quite kind to go to all the trouble of laying out an extra large tub of popcorn (butter and salt layered in the middle) like this for me.

    

    I tip my hat to you sir:)


    

    



    jsid-1250645241-611005 Greg Hunt at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 01:27:21 +0000


    There's been two sites that I've used to remind myself that the world has not gone bat$h1t fu¢k1ng 1n$ane! One was Kim duToit's site (RIP), the other is Kevin's.

    

    Polite, intelligent individuals discussing complex issues using logic and common sense. I live in sight of San Francisco. I thought those qualities had been lost from the world.

    

    Thanks.


    

    



    jsid-1250657991-611007 Adam at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 04:59:51 +0000


    "I live in sight of San Francisco. I thought those qualities had been lost from the world."

    

    Heh. I'm in L.A. for work this week, and this state is its own *universe*.


    

    



    jsid-1250683689-611008 Reputo at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 12:08:09 +0000


    kevin,

    

    We have different definitions of nut jobs then. To me all nut jobs have to be true believers first. This is different from wackos who are certifiably insane.


    

    



    jsid-1250692896-611009 Markadelphia at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 14:41:36 +0000


    Well, folks, I don't really see myself as a true believer. Obviously, I can't control what other people think about me, but it's simply not true. I am friends with true believers on the left and they...don't like my views on such issues as nuclear power, Israel, education, and hirabis at all. I was just ripped on my blog the other day for saying that Joe Scarborough is my favorite show to watch.

    

    This blog has changed me for the better as well. I find my perspective on information gathering has improved significantly. And earlier in the summer, a female student of mine expressed an interest in learning more about target shooting and gun collecting. I encouraged her to go and do it--she was nervous that other kids might think she was weird--so she did and she recently emailed me pictures of herself firing a SKS and and an AR-15 on the range, the former of which I told her should be her Facebook ID and now it is! I don't think that would've happened if a). female friends had not been mugged multiple times in Chicago and b). I never found this blog.

    

    Speaking of students, several of mine from last year read this blog but are largely too afraid to post. One emailed me and asked me to ask Splodge (a young person) if he reads any liberal/Democratic blogs that akin to this one traffic wise and visibility wise.


    

    



    jsid-1250695484-611010 Last in line at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 15:24:44 +0000


    Mark, lets fly down to Tucson and shoot guns with Kevin.


    

    



    jsid-1250698475-611013 DJ at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 16:14:35 +0000


    "Well, folks, I don't really see myself as a true believer."

    

    Here are your own words, from 10/31/08, little boy:

    

    "Belief is more important than reality."

    

    Now, let's analyze this, shall we? I'll use an example from your neck of the woods.

    

    On August 1, 2007, a bridge carrying I-35 over the Mississippi River in Minneapolis broke and fell into the river, killing 13 people and injuring 145. You can read about it here. The three key observations there are:

    

    "The NTSB has cited a design flaw as the likely cause of the collapse, and asserted that additional weight on the bridge at the time of the collapse contributed to the failure."

    

    and

    

    "In internal Mn/DOT documents, bridge officials talked about the possibility of the bridge collapsing and worried that it might have to be condemned."

    

    and

    

    "At the time of the collapse, four of the eight lanes were closed for resurfacing, ... and there were 575,000 pounds (261,000 kg) of construction supplies and equipment on the bridge."

    

    The bridge design was deficient, in that there was a "lack of redundancy in the main truss system, which meant the bridge had a greater risk of collapse in the event of any single structural failure." In engineering terms, the bridge could collapse due to a single point failure. It did collapse. Now, which was more important, the belief by the bridge designers that the bridge design was adequate for the job, or the reality that the bridge design was deficient and so it catastrophically collapsed as a result?

    

    The bridge condition was known to be unsafe at the time of the collapse, as cited above. It did collapse. Now, which was more important, the belief by the bridge inspectors that people should be allowed to travel over it, despite their knowledge of its unsafe condition, or the reality that the bridge condition was unsafe and so it catastrophically collapsed as a result?

    

    The bridge was being repaired at the time of the collapse, as cited above. This would make the lanes smoother, but it would not make the trusses stronger or less likely to collapse. It did collapse. Now, which was more important, the belief by the bridge repairers that the bridge condition was adequate for the load they placed on it, or the reality that the bridge was overloaded and so catastrophically collapsed as a result?

    

    Consider those who died as a result of this bridge collapsing. Which was more important, their belief that the bridge was safe to travel over, or the reality that the bridge collapsed and so killed them when they tried?

    

    Consider those who were injured as a result of this bridge collapsing. Which was more important, their belief that the bridge was safe to travel over, or the reality that the bridge collapsed and so injured them when they tried?

    

    Teacher boy, this notion of yours that "belief is more important than reality" is the most stupid statement you have made in Kevin's parlor, in my unhumble opinion. I've told you over and over and over again; reality is what it is regardless of what you believe. This concept is beyond your understanding.

    

    The incident I have described above shows that reality trumps beliefs, every goddamned time. Reality is the test of beliefs; if a belief does not square with observable, demonstrable reality, then that belief is wrong. Your three working neurons simply cannot handle this.

    

    But you go one step further. Here are some more of your own words, found right after the earlier citation:

    

    "Actually, I don't have any beliefs, only a bunch of ideas that can be easily changed. In other words, I am dynamic as opposed to static."

    

    You are thus two steps removed from understanding and dealing with reality. You flit from notion to notion, slathering on lahars of gibberish, just making noise for the sake of noise, like a three-year-old child who screams because he has learned how to.

    

    Despite all that, you are indeed a "true believer". You exhibit one belief that trumps all else, viz, that your ideas du jour are correct, without regard for reality, no matter how many times or how many ways it is demonstrated to you that they do not square with reality.


    

    



    jsid-1250700802-611015 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 16:53:22 +0000


    Um, DJ…

    

    I think that his "belief is more important than reality" statements was really Standard Response #2. He was trying claim that we're actually the ones that think that way.

    

    Of course, I think it was also a classic case of projection…


    

    



    jsid-1250709804-611019 Markadelphia at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 19:23:24 +0000


    I'm glad Ed brought this up again. I have one more to add

    

    #8-Letting my fellow TSM posters get the last word.

    

    I am going to try for 12 standard responses...12 is a good number...12 Apostles and all...so only four more to go....which will be 11 more than DJ's (and some others here) standard response:

    

    Gubmint Bad...Ugh...It am always wrong.


    

    



    jsid-1250712182-611021 DJ at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 20:03:02 +0000


    "Gubmint Bad...Ugh...It am always wrong."

    

    See what I mean about slathering on lahars of gibberish?


    

    



    jsid-1250712692-611022 DJ at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 20:11:32 +0000


    "I think that his "belief is more important than reality" statements was really Standard Response #2. He was trying claim that we're actually the ones that think that way."

    

    Of course he was, Ed, which is why I didn't respond to that statement back then as I did now. But given how well it describes him, I think it is quite appropriate as a preface to his statement that he doesn't see himself a true believer. Sarcasm is not my specialty, and perhaps this was a bit too subtle.


    

    



    jsid-1250713812-611024 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 20:30:12 +0000


    DJ's (and some others here) standard response:

    

    Gubmint Bad...Ugh...It am [sic]always wrong.

    

    Again, you demonstrate your lack of ability. For that is not the standard response.

    

    Usually we demonstrate why it's a piss-poor idea using other examples that you cannot understand, despite their real-world relevance.

    

    So you ignore it, write it off as "oh, they're anti-government," handwave, make some appeal to emotion in "rebuttal", make ludicrous claims, deny reality, deny your prior claims, reinforce the claim you just denied, and then say we're running on emotion.

    

    I don't really see myself as a true believer.

    

    Obviously. Of course, this also demonstrates how well you can self-evaluate. As I've linked to you in the past, the people who are the most incompetent think that they're the best.

    

    Obviously, I can't control what other people think about me,

    

    You can. You can influence it a great deal. We think that about you because of your behavior. Change the behavior, and you'll change the perception.

    

    but it's simply not true. I am friends with true believers on the left and they...don't like my views on such issues as nuclear power, Israel, education, and hirabis at all.

    

    And you're using another logical fallacy there.

    

    See, it's not that people agree, or disagree with you that soley matters. It's how did you come to that conclusion. If you come to all your conclusions via illogical methods, it doesn't matter that you "agree" with me on 1/2 of the issues - you're just as likely to flip over tomorrow when you see a dead squirrel in the road.

    

    You are a true believer. You believed all the claims Obama made, even as they were fanciful on their face. You'd whine and repeat them, even if they'd already been disowned, countered (By Obama or the campaign!) much less others. Even now, you're trying to support based only on belief, the belief that magically, amazingly, Obama will Make It Work.

    

    You get angry with us for describing the state of Education in this country, demanding that we cannot know - what is right in front of us. The evidence that you're a True Believer is so overwhelming that it's staggering to think of how many examples you've given us.

    In rebuttal you give us a generic misunderstanding of the argument. On top of that, you've never conclusively demonstrated that it's wrong, but you've conclusively demonstrated many times that you don't usually know what you're talking about. (FCC budget going up 40x, but you claiming it "got smaller".)

    

    Now, you left a thread after throwing down a challenge. After you were demonstrated to be totally incorrect, unable to "see" us as we "really were" (at least according to that quiz).

    

    That also demonstrates your True Believer status - when the Belief is credibly challenged - IGNORE. DENY. REVISE.


    

    



    jsid-1250714255-611025 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 20:37:35 +0000


    "#8-Letting my fellow TSM posters get the last word."

    

    Nope. Everyone is unable to complete a discussion from time to time. For example, I wound up having to drop the discussion with James Kelly due to lack of time even though I definitely still had things to say. It's disappearing nearly every single time when you don't like how the discussion is going that indicates that it's not being able to stand the heat, instead of normal "out of time."

    

    This is standard response #1, making your suggested #8 redundant.


    

    



    jsid-1250714539-611026 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 20:42:19 +0000


    "you're just as likely to flip over tomorrow when you see a dead squirrel in the road."

    

    ::: chuckling :::

    

    Is it just me, or has Marky's presence inspired new highs (or lows) in the Art of the Burn?


    

    



    jsid-1250715194-611027 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 20:53:14 +0000


    One more thought…

    

    If you know you don't have time to follow through on an argument, don't start one.

    

    For example, there are two relatively recent threads here that I decided not to participate in because I knew that I didn't have time to properly make my case. So I simply didn't post anything in them. (They're the capital punishment and homosexuality threads.)

    

    The simple fact of life here on TSM is that whenever there's a disagreement on a point, the accepted standard of making an argument is to do it right, providing reliable evidence and sound arguments. That takes time. Period.

    

    If you can't do the time, don't pick the fight.


    

    



    jsid-1250717938-611028 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 21:38:58 +0000


    "when the Belief is credibly challenged - IGNORE. DENY. REVISE."

    

    Check out Baghdad Bill Burton in action. He gets absolutely blasted by Shep Smith, who has acted as a lefist in the past.

    

    That Obama chose a guy who obviously believes in Geobbels style tactics told me all I ever needed to know about Obama's character.


    

    



    jsid-1250719173-611029 Markadelphia at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 21:59:33 +0000


    "It's disappearing nearly every single time when you don't like how the discussion..."

    

    So, Ed, are you saying that you have a magic ability that can tell how I feel? Awfully presumptuous of you...

    

    "If you know you don't have time to follow through on an argument, don't start one."

    

    It's quite clear that each of us has a different definition of following through. I define it as leaving several responses to several different comments. I would describe your definition as beating a dead horse.

    

    "If you can't do the time, don't pick the fight."

    

    Then I would never post here due to the fact that I am only one person debating anywhere from 4 to 10 people. I do have a life, folks, and don't have all day to spend time on the computer.

    

    But you have given me Standard Response #9 which is now "I am but one man."

    

    Ooo...and I just thought of #10..."I will not respond to childish comments, personal attacks or some combination therein."


    

    



    jsid-1250724081-611030 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 23:21:21 +0000


    So, Ed, are you saying that you have a magic ability that can tell how I feel? Awfully presumptuous of you...

    

    I'll say that it hardly requires magic. Just common sense.

    

    It's quite clear that each of us has a different definition of following through.

    

    Funny how you keep saying that - and then proving that your definition isn't close to reasonable.

    

    I define it as leaving several responses to several different comments.

    

    But you abandoned the thread that you started. Running over to comment elsewhere would be defined as "lack of follow through". (Seriously. Look up ADD and ADHD and see how they define the concept of "following through" and how it factors into that diagnosis.)

    

    Ooo...and I just thought of #10..."I will not respond to childish comments, personal attacks or some combination therein."

    

    Par for your course, you've missed the point of DJ's proof - they're a study of your comments and behavior, not an easy list to allow you to keep from debating. However, also keeping in par with your mentality, you don't realize that you just agreed with DJ and gave credibility to his "Standard Markadelphia Responses. That's right, by saying what you said, how you said it, the convention is that you now have incorporated the previous into reasonable discussion. You cannot now quibble over DJ's descriptions at all, because you have now accepted them.

    

    Amazingly, your "life" doesn't stop you from running in, dropping some bullshit, defending it poorly for a while, and then running away.

    

    It's one thing when you run away from the losing end of the argument, when we've asked things of you.

    But there's no excuse you can reasonably make to get away from running away from the topic that you challenged US on.

    Other than for us to quite reasonably (no "magic" required) observe that like all the others, you were losing, looking foolish, "suddenly your life called." As it always seems to. At exactly the same point in the debate.


    

    



    jsid-1250724539-611031 Russell at Wed, 19 Aug 2009 23:28:59 +0000


    Well, the dog keeps eating my homework.

    

    I blame the lack of socialized health care for canines.


    

    



    jsid-1250731698-611034 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 01:28:18 +0000


    Yet again, teacher boy, this is what happens when you don't think through the consequences of your comments before making them.


    

    



    jsid-1250764218-611040 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 10:30:18 +0000


    Gubmint Bad...Ugh...It am always wrong.

    

    If there is anyone here guilty of that one, it's probably me.

    

    Of course, you never seem to address the logical and philosophical underpinning of that opinion, that the fundamental flaw of government as opposed to the private sector is its power to take your money, your livelihood and your freedom if you fail to support its aims, regardless of whether you believe you are getting value from your investment or not.

    

    I've pointed out that flaw to you any number of times. Mostly you ignore that, treat it as if it doesn't exist at all or that I never said it.

    

    So can you explain to me why "Gubmint Bad...Ugh...It am always wrong" is any less logical than your standard, which seems to be "Gubmint Good, It am always right... except when it's an alleged conservative doing something, then it am always wrong." I mean, all the stuff the Democrats screamed at Bush about for 8 years, most of which Obama has continued... suddenly now it's all okay.

    

    Why is that, hmmm?


    

    



    jsid-1250777717-611044 Markadelphia at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 14:15:17 +0000


    "Yet again, teacher boy"

    "don't start one."

    "don't pick the fight."

    

    Hmmm...I think I just came up with SR #11: Since when are conservatives so authoritarian? :)

    

    GOF, the "gubmint good" idea is just as short sighted as the "gubmint bad" meme. Each share a complete lack of width of vision. I don't government is always right. If you read Carson's books on US History, he makes several good points about the nanny state we have created which have been echoed here by Kevin. Government isn't always bad either. The ball cupping worship by several here of the free market and the private sector is laughable...especially in light of this recent defection (aka waking up and smelling the fucking coffee).

    

    http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/18/us/18bar.html?_r=1&scp=1&sq=Richard%20Posner&st=cse

    

    Obviously, everyone here agrees that the government does a decent job (not perfect) with our military. In my opinion, this extends to other areas as well like Medicare. Overall, they haven't seemed to turn the corner on the failed notion of "just throw money at it" strategy for education. Education is not a money problem...it's a people problem that begins with a severe lack of motivation and an unwillingness to change.

    

    I don't everything that Obama is doing is OK. I take severe issue with his current policy in AfPak (same as Bush's), wonder wtf when it comes to his stance on gay marriage, and wish he would legalize all drugs (the libertarian in me). But he is still the most reflective, competent, and intelligent man we have had in office since JFK. Clinton was close but got mired in triangulation.


    

    



    jsid-1250780162-611047 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 14:56:02 +0000


    "Hmmm...I think I just came up with SR #11: Since when are conservatives so authoritarian?"

    

    I note for the record that your response to my analysis of you being a "true believer" is your Standard Response #1, you Simply Ignored It.


    

    



    jsid-1250780190-611048 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 14:56:30 +0000


    "Obviously, everyone here agrees that the government does a decent job (not perfect) with our military. In my opinion, this extends to other areas as well like Medicare."

    

    If you are age 65 or over, and you want health insurance coverage, your only option is Medicare. But trying to find a doctor who accepts Medicare patients is difficult, and the reason given by doctors who don't is "reimbursement rates are too low and paperwork too much of a hassle." In fact, only about one doctor in three is enrolled with Medicare.

    

    Medicare is a single-payer health care system that is administered by the gubmint and funded by payroll taxes. It is a clear example of why many of us oppose such a system.

    

    Five years ago, my mother died at age 84 after a long bout with lung cancer. Of course, her only insurance option was Medicare. Getting the gubmint to simply do what it was legally obligated to do, per its own rules, was like trying to herd cats.

    

    And you think the gubmint does a "decent job" with it. Why am I not surprised?


    

    



    jsid-1250780972-611049 Ed "What the" Heckman at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 15:09:32 +0000


    "Since when are conservatives so authoritarian?"

    

    Since you decided to change the meaning of the word "authoritarian" to something else.

    

    (DJ, Marky's private definitions of words isn't on your list. Response #8?)

    

    Here's what "authoritarian" really means:

    

    1. favoring complete obedience or subjection to authority as opposed to individual freedom: authoritarian principles; authoritarian attitudes.

    

    2. of or pertaining to a governmental or political system, principle, or practice in which individual freedom is held as completely subordinate to the power or authority of the state, centered either in one person or a small group that is not constitutionally accountable to the people.

    

    3. exercising complete or almost complete control over the will of another or of others: an authoritarian parent.


    

    



    jsid-1250781355-611050 Ken at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 15:15:55 +0000


    Allow me to provide an example of what Ed just described, Mark:

    

    http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/money_co/2009/08/the-obama-administrations-pay-czar-for-bailed-out-companies-kenneth-feinberg-sounds-like-hes-taking-the-czar-title.html

    

    First excerpt: "Feinberg said on Sunday he has broad and 'binding' authority over executive compensation, including the ability to 'claw back' money already paid, and he is weighing how and whether to use that power."

    

    Second excerpt: "'The statute provides these guideposts, but the statute ultimately says I have discretion to decide what it is that these people should make and that my determination will be final,' Feinberg said.

    

    "'The officials can't run to the Secretary of Treasury. The officials can't run to the court house or a local court. My decision is final on those individuals,' Feinberg added."

    

    Who appointed Mr. Feinberg again? And what was his Constitutional authority for doing so?


    

    



    jsid-1250782187-611053 Ken at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 15:29:47 +0000


    As for Judge Posner, there are plenty of fair-weather libertarians out there. In addition, one may argue that monetarist distortions of the market (which only a powerful central government and a central bank can create, by the way) help create the conditions that insulate corporate leadership from market forces with respect to compensation.

    

    I realize that to the outsider, this stuff sounds kind of like the arguments over prelapsarian vs. postlapsarian millenialism. To make up your own mind on the matter in a really informed way, you'd have to read up on the competing views of the Chicago School (as the Times article mentioned -- there's a blog out there called "The Chicago Boys," the URL of which escapes me) and the Austrian school (the best place to start, bar none, is http://www.mises.org).

    

    What is clear is that subsequent government interventions haven't solved the perceived problem. But what Posner is effectively proposing, whether he cares to admit to it or not, is a wage control scheme for executives. Apart from failing every time it's ever been tried, there is nothing remotely libertarian about that.


    

    



    jsid-1250784750-611056 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 16:12:30 +0000


    Less government == more authoritarians!

    

    Indeed, Humpty Dumpty makes words mean what he wants them to mean.

    

    "Obviously, everyone here agrees that the government does a decent job (not perfect) with our military. In my opinion, this extends to other areas as well like Medicare."

    

    No, it's not obvious. I, for one, have a lot of complaints about the way our government runs the military. Mostly because I have two brothers in it now (Army and Air Force), and my family has a long history of having at least one member serving every generation. My wife's family has a similar track record of members in the military. We have a long list of complaints of just how FUBARed the military is. One of the family's favorite complaints this generation is military health care, by the way. It sucks.

    

    I work in the health care industry, my company has government contracts to supply software services to different branches and hospitals. We work with the VA. The VA has so many problems it isn't funny. By dint of the position my company holds with the VA, I'm privy to information that the public doesn't know, not because it's secret, but it's just part of business that never gets reported. It ain't pretty.

    

    Second, the military is run different from the rest of the government. Much, much different, so unless you want to run the rest of the US like the military, then comparing the military "success" to potential "success" of socialized medicine isn't valid.

    

    In fact, what you said is because A is a success because it is run by the government, then B will be a success too, because it will be run by the government.

    

    This is known as the Weak Analogy Fallacy:

    (1) A and B are similar.

    (2) A has a certain characteristic.

    Therefore:

    (3) B must have that characteristic too.

    

    (It's also Arguing from Ignorance and the Cum Hoc Fallacy, but let's not get too tangled.)

    

    It's also easy to refute, one only points to a failure of a government run program, let's say Medicare as DJ so explicitly delineated, and now the weak analogy is deflated.

    

    Instead, the counter argument runs much like this

    1) Government programs spend taxes.

    2) Taxes are taken from the citizens.

    3) Increasing taxes takes more away from citizens.

    4) Any government program that requires a tax increase takes more away from the citizens.

    

    Therefore, Socialized Medicine will take more from citizens because it will require increasing taxes.

    

    Or,

    1) Command economies result in inefficient resource distribution.

    2) Command economies cannot determine and prioritize social goods better than the market can.

    3) Command economies infringe on individual freedoms.

    4) Socialized Medicine has the same principles of command economies. (Note, not just characteristics, but principles. If you read the bill, it has the same basic principle of command economy, namely ensuring the production of necessary goods and services that does not rely on the vagaries of free markets. The rest of the bill is designed to support that starting principle.)

    5) Socialized Medicine is the same as a command economy.

    Therefore, Socialized Medicine will have the same problems as a command economy.

    

    Or,

    1) Increasing government power over citizens decreases the liberty of citizens.

    2) Socialized Medicine increases government power.

    Therefore, Socialized Medicine decreases the liberty of citizens.

    

    There are a number of valid, sound arguments against Socialized Medicine, and it amuses me greatly to watch certain people fail to address any of them. At all. Mere appeal to emotion and bandwagoning passes as "opposition".


    

    



    jsid-1250785366-611059 Ed "What the" Heckman at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 16:22:46 +0000


    Russell,

    

    In case you missed it, this article is the clearest explanation I've yet seen of why socialized medicine cannot work.


    

    



    jsid-1250786127-611062 CAshane at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 16:35:27 +0000


    "The ball cupping worship by several here of the free market and the private sector is laughable...especially in light of this recent defection (aka waking up and smelling the fucking coffee).

    

    For the love of all that is holy, please do yourself a huge favor and get an education. Stop posting here and with all that time savings take a community college class in economics 101. You need to discover what a free market economy really is. (here's a hint, it doesn't start with the govt. forcing lenders to make high risk loans...)


    

    



    jsid-1250786490-611065 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 16:41:30 +0000


    Ed, thank you, I had missed that one.

    

    Very clear and concise, something I wasn't! :)


    

    



    jsid-1250788051-611066 Ken at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 17:07:31 +0000


    Even better than taking econ 101, Markadelphia, go here:

    

    http://jim.com/econ/

    

    It's the 1978 edition of Henry Hazlitt's Economics in One Lesson, in HTML format, free as the air.

    The book makes the free-market argument in plain language anyone can understand, starting from Bastiat's broken-window fallacy. What you do with the information is up to you, but whether you agree with it or not I think it will repay your time.


    

    



    jsid-1250790037-611067 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 17:40:37 +0000


    "DJ, Marky's private definitions of words isn't on your list. Response #8?"

    

    Yup. So adopted.

    

    Here they are again, now at Rev. 4:

    

    #1 The "I can't hear you" response. He behaves as if a request to respond or to answer a question was not made, or that he never read it. This seems to be his favorite.

    

    #2 The "What's the point" response. He complains that it is pointless to respond because he won't be believed anyway. One often finds this on a playground during third grade recess.

    

    #3 The "I'm not alone" response. He states his opinion, and then he points to the writings of other people who share his opinion, as if the request were about votes instead of verifiable facts, logic, and reasoned thought.

    

    #4 The "How 'bout that anthrax, eh?" response. He simply tries to change the subject. This is also known as the "Hey, look! A pony!" response.

    

    #5 The "I'm drowning in stupidity" response. He simply lays on the blather, slathering on one turgid catch-phrase, slogan, and cliché after another, and then declares, later, "I answered your question."

    

    #6 The "How 'bout a little fire, Scarecrow?" response. He deliberately misses the point, laying on one straw man after another.

    

    #7 The "Who you gonna believe, me or your lyin' camera?" response. Nothing is valid, no matter what the evidence for it is, unless it squares with the conclusions he's already jumped to.

    

    #8 The "Humpty Dumpty" response. He simply asserts that your words mean what he says they mean. Thus, no matter what you write, it means that he is correct. This is also known as the "We don't need no stinking dictionary!" response.


    

    



    jsid-1250790698-611068 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 17:51:38 +0000


    GOF, the "gubmint good" idea is just as short sighted as the "gubmint bad" meme.

    

    Except one has a lot of history and proof. Hint: not yours.

    

    Each share a complete lack of width of vision.

    

    No. By all that is holy, NO, NO, NO and NO.

    They share NOTHING. And it's not a "lack" of "width of vision" (whatever the hell that means). This is just your equivocation and lack of ability to use words correctly to try and prop up your ego. "Yes, well, you did it first!"

    You continually fail to notice, note, and honestly discuss the failures inherent in the system that you advocate.

    

    The Founding Fathers saw those failures, which are endemic to human nature, and built a system to work around it. To wit: keep government out of as much as possible.

    

    The ball cupping worship by several here of the free market

    

    And yet, your previous comment was whining about personal attacks.

    

    More hypocrisy along with the guttermind.

    

    and the private sector is laughable.

    

    Only by someone ignorant. Deliberately so. But we've proven that many times over.

    

    Obviously, everyone here agrees that the government does a decent job (not perfect) with our military.

    

    Military does not equal the rest of government, unless you're proposing a martial government. Are you? Yes or no.

    

    In my opinion, this extends to other areas as well like Medicare.

    

    Yes, and we've seen how well you arrive at correct opinions.

    

    Education is not a money problem...it's a people problem that begins with a severe lack of motivation and an unwillingness to change.

    

    So close, and yet, so so far.

    

    But he is still the most reflective, competent, and intelligent man we have had in office since JFK.

    

    And you call us "Ball-cupping?"

    Seriously, Mark, c'mon.

    Reflective? How? What has he done that DEMONSTRATES "reflective" behavior? He's acted like a petulant child (which you do as well) when stymied at places where obviously he was going to face opposition.

    Competent? What has he succeeded at?

    Intelligent?

    

    Mark, you really need to go read Reagan's writings, if you think that. But you might well believe that, but the evidence for all of that is at best arguable, and usually laughable.


    

    



    jsid-1250791171-611069 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 17:59:31 +0000


    "But he is still the most reflective, competent, and intelligent man we have had in office since JFK."

    

    I vote this sentence for the most amount of fail on this thread!


    

    



    jsid-1250792959-611071 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 18:29:19 +0000


    I'll second, just so I don't have to re-read all of them to find the other candidates.


    

    



    jsid-1250793250-611072 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 18:34:10 +0000


    This is known as the Weak Analogy Fallacy:

    

    I learned it as The Paradox of Socrates' Paws:

    

    1. My cat has four paws.

    2. My cat is dead.

    3. Socrates is also dead, ergo

    4. Socrates has four paws.


    

    



    jsid-1250793939-611074 Markadelphia at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 18:45:39 +0000


    A response to CAshane first,

    

    What country have you been living in for the last 10 years? Keep drinking the fucking Kool Aid on that "govt. forcing lenders to make high risk loans" horse shit and you will show how horribly uneducated yOU are. The high risk loans were made because everyone else was doing it so they had to do it to stay competitive. Go watch this:

    

    http://www.cnbc.com/id/28892719/

    

    Instead of reading right wing blogs that have a paranoid ax to grind about "gubmint bad" take a look at what actually happened. The government was busy doing its Claude Rains impression. This doc was shown to me by last in line, brw, and its message is quite clear: nothing can stop the free market. Nothing.


    

    



    jsid-1250796365-611076 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 19:26:05 +0000


    The high risk loans were made because everyone else was doing it so they had to do it to stay competitive.

    

    NEVERMIND THAT MAN BEHIND THE CURTAIN!

    And put that Kool-AID down! Here! DRINK THIS! Now go lie down somewhere, quick! Artistic-like!


    

    



    jsid-1250796374-611077 Kevin Baker at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 19:26:14 +0000


    (*sigh*)

    

    Markadelphia - where did the subprime mortgage market START?

    

    WHY was it initially seen as a profitable venture?

    

    BECAUSE GOVERNMENT BACKED ENTITIES WOULD BUY THE RISKY LOANS.

    

    What caused the sudden change in bank lending rules? PRESSURE FROM THE GOVERNMENT TO LOAN TO "SUBPRIME" BORROWERS.

    

    And the unintended consequences of this? Credit Default Swaps. Collateralized Debt Obligations. "NINA" loans. Etc. etc. etc.

    

    Note Greenspan's comment from that slide show: "Had we tried to suppress the expansion of the sub-prime market, do you think that would have gone over very well with the Congress, when it looked as though we were dealing with a major increase in home ownership, which is of unquestioned value to this society –- would we have been able to do that? I doubt it."

    

    That's not Claude Rains "I'm shocked, shocked!" That's deliberate interference.

    

    Do I need to pull up the YouTube videos of Barney Frank et al. coming unglued over proposed oversight of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac?


    

    



    jsid-1250796639-611078 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 19:30:39 +0000


    The high risk loans were made because everyone else was doing it

    

    Well, Russell, he had to top his previous line.

    

    Had to. You made him.

    

    As DJ pointed out to him, he cannot think through the crap he spews, before he says it. Just can't do it.

    

    Mark: you whine about "ball-cupping", and then miss the point that those loans were entered into because someone else (us, via the government) assumed the risk.

    

    In the name of "fairness", because all those people with poor credit, having to pay more for the likelihood they'd default, or get more loan than they could afford, was unfair.

    

    "High Risk" loans weren't the problem, it was the high-risk loans without the safeguards the industry has developed to protect themselves - the safeguards stripped away by the government, and shoved down the throat of lenders at quite literally the point of a gun.


    

    



    jsid-1250798392-611079 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 19:59:52 +0000


    "Do I need to pull up the YouTube videos of Barney Frank et al. coming unglued over proposed oversight of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac?"

    

    You should pull up YouTube videos of Barney Frank and Chris Dodd championing the cause of the problem, then later complaining about that cause of they had nothing to do with it.


    

    



    jsid-1250798633-611080 Ken at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 20:03:53 +0000


    The Community Reinvestment Act certainly comes in for a sizable share of the blame. Add to that the fact that interest rates were forced below market rates by, you guessed it, the Federal Reserve.* The current crisis is driven by real estate because real estate was explicitly chosen as the next bubble, to replace the previous NASDAQ bubble.

    

    http://www.businessinsider.com/krugman-in-02-greenspan-needs-to-create-a-housing-bubble-2009-6

    

    Artificially low interest rates promote malinvestment by making relatively bad deals look better than they would be in an environment in which interest rates are left to market forces. That's what government intervention does: it adds noise to price signals that would otherwise be absolutely unambiguous, eventually making economic calculation impossible because the actor can no longer be sure of the difference between a good opportunity and a bad one.

    

    The combination of artificially low interest rates (I'll be ecumenical and blame everyone from Bush the Elder on up to Obama for that, since they're the ones who appointed and reappointed Greenspan and Bernanke) and implicit (in the case of Fannie and Freddie) and explicit (in the case of FHA and VA, as well as the general case created by FDIC) government guaranteers led to the practice of "fog a mirror" loans (hat tip: Karl Denninger, http://www.market-ticker.org).

    

    *In a free market, there would be no Federal Reserve. Central banking is only necessary if the government intends a course of monetary inflation. One of the things the Fed is supposed to do is control inflation, which is risible both in principle and in practice.

    

    Principle, because only the Fed can increase the supply of money in such a way as to "make you an offer you can't refuse" (because it's implicitly backed by government guns). Absent the Fed, a private issuer of fiat or even fractional greenbacks would quickly finds itself at a disadvantage against issuers of sound money.

    

    Practice, because since 1913, the year the Fed came into existence, the U.S. dollar has lost some 97% of its value. Heck of a job they did controlling inflation, don't you think?


    

    



    jsid-1250798692-611081 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 20:04:52 +0000


    "The high risk loans were made because everyone else was doing it so they had to do it to stay competitive."

    

    Really? So if everyone else jumped off a cliff, they would have to do it too, to stay competitive?

    

    First, the premise needs to be proven: that making high risk loans was the only way to be competitive. And also, competitive on what grounds?

    

    If that is true, then there is another logical fallacy, namely the Appeal to Popularity, or the Bandwagon Fallacy. Everyone thought to stay competitive, one had to make high risk loans, so everyone made high risk loans.

    

    So then it must be proven that this is what everyone was thinking when they made the high risk loans. Which implies that everyone in the home loan business was engaging in mass fallacy. It seems to me to be a bubble mentality. Everyone wanted a piece of government backed pie, the good times would never end, etc, etc.

    

    (The bubble madness isn't part of a free market, btw, it's part of human nature and can manifest under any economic model.)


    

    



    jsid-1250798907-611082 Ken at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 20:08:27 +0000


    Add to Russell's most recent is that central banking makes bubbles easier to inflate, as my comment demonstrates.

    

    Also, one might reasonably ask why government would choose a course of monetary inflation? Well, whatever else monetary inflation does, it makes two things relatively easier:

    

    1. Expansion of government.

    

    2. Waging war on the industrial scale.


    

    



    jsid-1250799958-611083 Ken at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 20:25:58 +0000


    So then it must be proven that this is what everyone was thinking when they made the high risk loans. Which implies that everyone in the home loan business was engaging in mass fallacy. It seems to me to be a bubble mentality. Everyone wanted a piece of government backed pie, the good times would never end, etc, etc.

    

    Russell, this is a really good point. In fact, that is the case. People even published books:

    

    http://www.amazon.com/Real-Estate-Boom-Will-Bust/dp/0385514352

    

    Oh, and here's a customer review of the book from April 2005 that frankly creeps me out a little, it's so accurate:

    

    http://www.amazon.com/review/R3R4SJ8YZY5326/ref=cm_cr_rdp_perm

    

    From the review: "Further, the amount of leverage used to buy homes during this boom has been increased to absolutely unprecidented levels. Even during the last boom of the late 80s/early 90s, the standard was still 30 yr fixed and 20% down. Not anymore. Last year, less than 15% of borrowers put down 20% or more! Further, the 30 yr fixed has been replaced by the IO, or interest only loan. See now, we have the same borrower capable of bidding 30-40% more for a propery without any better credit or ability to repay. Neat trick, but sadly, Lereah at no point addresses any of these fundamentals.

    

    "Our stock/housing pattern appears remarkably similar to the one Japan had 20 years ago. First the stock market busted. Right after, the real estate market rallied, and it busted too. The current Japanese real estate market is in a 14 year slide to date, and houses are going for roughly their 1980 value."


    

    



    jsid-1250801265-611087 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 20:47:45 +0000


    Thanks Ken, this also illuminates another economic principle: money, like water, will seek the lowest level. As money pours in, that level rises, and as it rises, the incentive to pour money in decreases.

    

    What happened with this bubble, is that the government showed up with dump trucks to build levees around the level, artificially raising the potential level. So the money kept pouring in, investors filled with a false sense of security that the levees will hold, after all, the government is backing it up!

    

    Of course, the levees didn't hold, and a lot of money ran right out.

    

    From the comment "Historically, the ratio of housing price to annual income has been 2.1, with very little variation. In many parts of the country, this ratio is now approaching 10.5!"

    

    How was that ration achieved? What changed?

    

    To put it simply: government meddling caused Unintended Consequences.

    

    In short, it was free money, and everyone wanted some. Coming back to Ed's link to the article, the housing market performed much like the fictitious supermarket, to wit, there was a run on the free goods, and then there wasn't anything left to keep the business model, such as it was, moving forward.


    

    



    jsid-1250801909-611090 Mastiff at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 20:58:29 +0000


    Setting aside the CRA, the point needs to be repeated that the Fed's lowering the interest rate to 1.25% was critical in creating the mortgage bubble.

    

    This worked in two directions. First, obviously, the low interest rates made borrowing more attractive for home-buyers.

    

    Second, and this is a point that many people don't realize, the low rates severely damaged mortgage lenders' profits—both because they earned less on each mortgage, and because homeowners had more incentive to refinance existing mortgages.

    

    Thus the trend for looser lending standards. The Fed forced lenders to seek out more aggressive loans, just to stay profitable.

    

    Ergo, government policy led directly to the mortgage bubble. (I consider the Fed to be an arm of government, albeit one that is highly subject to influence by bank plutocrats.)


    

    



    jsid-1250803378-611092 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 21:22:58 +0000


    "The government was busy doing its Claude Rains impression."

    

    Is Hollywood the standard by which you gauge gubmint competence? If so, why?


    

    



    jsid-1250804129-611093 Markadelphia at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 21:35:29 +0000


    "Apart from failing every time it's ever been tried, there is nothing remotely libertarian about that."

    

    Ken, then what is your solution? Posner clearly illustrates that boards are powerless. If the government isn't the entity to take care of this, then what is?

    

    DJ, I never said Medicare was perfect. Certainly you would fall into the 20 percent or so that is not satisfied with its policies. Most people are, though, and getting rid of Medicare (something I think you would be in favor of) would be met with quite a bit of opposition.

    

    Our central problems with health care were recently summed up here.

    

    http://www.electoral-vote.com/evp2009/Senate/Maps/Aug17-s.html#1

    

    Andy, as always, provides a nice capsule of why our country has its head up its ass about health care. He also has a link from the Atlantic which you should all read by David Goldhill

    

    As to round 97 of why our economy went south, once again...for the cheap seats...the CRA only applies to banks and thrifts and the Fannie/Freddie debacle was largely caused by Alt A loans. Combine all of this with the information in the CNBC doc and it is quite clear that our economy tanking had nothing to do with government quotas/affirmative action/ACORN/secretly racist left wingers.


    

    



    jsid-1250804646-611094 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 21:44:06 +0000


    'Unhampered entrepreneurial action in free markets is not merely the most efficient and best way to achieve the common good, it is the only way. There is no "middle of the road." As Mises puts it, "The market economy … and the socialist economy preclude one another. There is no mixture of the two systems possible or thinkable. Production is either directed by the market or by the decrees of a production tsar."'

    

    From Caritas in Iustitia Distributiva


    

    



    jsid-1250804788-611095 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 21:46:28 +0000


    Certainly you would fall into the 20 percent or so that is not satisfied with its policies.

    

    That 20% being the 20% forced to use it. Important to know your populations.

    

    Most people are, though,

    

    The support has been dropping faster than doctors taking it.

    

    and getting rid of Medicare (something I think you would be in favor of) would be met with quite a bit of opposition.

    

    That would entirely depend on what we'd be replacing it with.

    

    As to round 97 of why our economy went south, once again...for the cheap seats...the CRA only applies

    

    And in the previous 96 rounds, you've been proven to not understand basic math, English, history, the legislation, blamed Republicans for the CRA... ignored the evidence that the CRA expansion which was Clinton's compromise requirement for your previous bugaboo...

    

    So you might want to settle down, Beavis, my fellow leftist, for you have not proven this other than your vehemence. Which is rather ill-sourced.

    

    it is quite clear that our economy tanking had nothing to do with government quotas/affirmative action/ACORN/secretly racist left wingers.

    

    Who the hell said they're secretly racist? They're out and out racists and that's what we've been saying.

    

    But you might want to actually look at what the CRA and regulators required.


    

    



    jsid-1250805203-611096 Russell at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 21:53:23 +0000


    Kevin's Irregulars: Blah, bubble, blah, interest rates, blah, government meddling in free market mechanics, blah, blah CRA.

    

    What Marky hears: "government quotas/affirmative action/ACORN/secretly racist left wingers."


    

    



    jsid-1250808090-611098 CAshane at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 22:41:30 +0000


    "Keep drinking the fucking Kool Aid on that "govt. forcing lenders to make high risk loans" horse shit..."

    

    Your swearing has thoroughly convinced me. What was I thinking? Clearly I'm wrong and you are right based on such a clearly detailed analysis consisting of one sentence on why high risk loans were made and a linked video preview that is “not available at this time”. The photo of the Wall street sign in the slideshow was awesome. I’m blown away.

    

    In answer to your question, I have been living in a country that does not have a free market economy.

    

    Free Market: “An economic system in which prices and wages are determined by unrestricted competition between businesses, without government regulation or fear of monopolies.” (source: Dictionary.com).


    

    



    jsid-1250811202-611100 DJ at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 23:33:22 +0000


    "DJ, I never said Medicare was perfect."

    

    You stated in plain English that, in your opinion, gubmint does "a decent job" with Medicare. I've talked about Medicare with lots of doctors (I've talked with a lot of doctors in recent years), with my sister-in-law, who is an RN, and with lots of friends and relatives who try to make use of it. I have not found ONE who describes it as other than "awful". Yes, not even ONE.

    

    "Certainly you would fall into the 20 percent or so that is not satisfied with its policies."

    

    And your source for this numerical statement is something other than thin air?

    

    "... and getting rid of Medicare (something I think you would be in favor of) would be met with quite a bit of opposition."

    

    Opposition by whom? Doctors don't like it because it doesn't pay enough and they don't like dealing with the gubmint paperwork. One in three refuses to deal with it at all. Dealing with insurance companies is a pain in the ass in absolute terms but a relative pleasure in comparison to Medicare. Patients don't like dealing with it because it is has the compassion of the IRS coupled with the efficiency of the DMV.

    

    Opposition for what reason? That depends on what replaces it, now doesn't it?

    

    Still can't think ahead, can you?

    

    "Combine all of this with the information in the CNBC doc and it is quite clear that our economy tanking had nothing to do with government quotas/affirmative action/ACORN/secretly racist left wingers."

    

    Damn, teacher boy, but you cranked up the random but important sounding blather generator again, didn't you?


    

    



    jsid-1250812277-611101 Markadelphia at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 23:51:17 +0000


    Alright Russell, fair enough. Then what happens with a UHC-Bill MacGuire situation crops up? The shareholders were begging the government to step in and the government refused due to Governor Keane's professed belief that you quote above. And I want to be clear about this, are you saying that "unhampered" means no regulation at all?

    

    "ignored the evidence that the CRA expansion which was Clinton's compromise requirement for your previous bugaboo..."

    

    I didn't ignore it. It's ludicrous.

    

    DJ, my experience has been different. I've heard good from everyone who is covered by it--and that includes a couple dozen in laws and several of my direct family--as well as every doctor and nurse I know save one...and, surprise surprise, he is ultra right wing.

    

    What is your source for 1 in 3 refuse to deal with it? From a post on my blog recently

    

    "I was speaking in terms of reimbursement when I said Medicare was the best system. Every day I work with practitioners in my field and it has gotten to the point where they prefer patients who are covered under medicare because they get reimbursement for their work in 2 weeks like clockwork from medicare. Insurance companies just throw the claims our practitioners submit to them into "review" for 45 or 60 days and we still have to deal with plenty of denials from the insurance companies."


    

    



    jsid-1250815267-611102 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 00:41:07 +0000


    Google, mofo, CAN YOU USE IT?

    

    Fitting, innit?

    

    Apparently you can&apos;t use Google in WHAT.

    

    First article:

    Medicare Payment Advisory Commission reported in 2008 that 28% of Medicare beneficiaries looking for a primary care physician had trouble finding one, up from 24% the year before.

    

    And that was only a 4% jump from 2007. Want to bet it's been in the 25% range for a while?

    

    More and more of my fellow doctors are turning away Medicare patients because of the diminished reimbursements and the growing delay in payments. I've had several new Medicare patients come to my office in the last few months with multiple diseases and long lists of medications simply because their longtime provider -- who they liked -- abruptly stopped taking Medicare.

    

    Apparently, you're the only one who's heard of the problem.

    

    Now, it's possible who you're quoting is in a niche speciality - without options, and very standard billing. There are a few - and getting to be fewer - that fall into that.

    

    But he's not indicative of the field.


    

    



    jsid-1250815499-611103 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 00:44:59 +0000


    "ignored the evidence that the CRA expansion which was Clinton's compromise requirement for your previous bugaboo..."

    

    I didn't ignore it. It's ludicrous.

    

    Then.. you ignored it.

    

    Ludicrous. You keep using that word. Bloody hell, you keep using ALL THE WORDS. They DON'T MEAN WHAT YOU THINK THEY MEAN.*

    

    * - Knowing of course that they mean whatever you mean them to at the time, and it's just unfair and a different set of rules to expect you to alpaca fit grumble electric.

    

    Sure ball went punch (God painted coffee lead) cloth sheeted fedora?


    

    



    jsid-1250817108-611107 Mastiff at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 01:11:48 +0000


    This is why I don't like the constant focus on the CRA. It tends to degenerate into a lot of "he said, she said," when its effects are distinctly secondary to the root of the problem, which is direct government manipulation of mortgage rates.

    

    The CRA itself came into existence, along with several similar laws in the 1970s when Congress was trying to compensate for the horrible distortions caused by its blatant attempt to use Regulation Q to subsidize mortages, by capping interest rates at artificially low levels.

    

    See here:

    

    http://research.stlouisfed.org/publications/review/86/02/Requiem_Feb1986.pdf

    

    You'll notice that Mark hasn't even tried to address this issue. Partly this is because he, like 99% of the public, likely knows nothing about it—but more importantly, while the CRA's effects are open to some dispute, the effects of the bigger issue are not.


    

    



    jsid-1250817313-611108 DJ at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 01:15:13 +0000


    "What is your source for 1 in 3 refuse to deal with it?"

    

    Just this morning, only forty minutes after you posted a comment, I posted this:

    

    If you are age 65 or over, and you want health insurance coverage, your only option is Medicare. But trying to find a doctor who accepts Medicare patients is difficult, and the reason given by doctors who don't is "reimbursement rates are too low and paperwork too much of a hassle." In fact, only about one doctor in three is enrolled with Medicare.

    

    My source for the statement you asked about was in that last cited article, wherein it states:

    

    "The number of Texas physicians willing to take on Medicare patients is declining, according to the Texas Medical Association, and even fewer doctors are expected to do so in the future.

    

    "Only 58 percent of Texas physicians are taking new Medicare cases, and only 38 percent of primary care physicians are doing so, according to a study conducted by the Houston Chronicle.

    
 "Across the country, only 600,000 of 1.5 million total physicians are currently willing to treat Medicare patients, the study notes."

    

    In round numbers, that's about one in three.

    

    Ah, liar boy, the only time you are believable is when you reveal something without knowing that you are revealing it. Y'see, that's what you just did. You responded to my statement with

    

    "DJ, I never said Medicare was perfect."

    

    and then asked me what the source was for my statment. You didn't actually read the whole comment and follow the links I cited, did you? Ah, what a guy. You comment on something that you won't actually read. I'm so impressed.

    

    Now, go google "doctors who don't accept medicare" and read all of the (about) 3,750,000 hits that come up. Show us what a scholar you are.


    

    



    jsid-1250817603-611109 Mastiff at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 01:20:03 +0000


    To be more blunt:

    

    By focusing on the CRA, you are allowing yourselves to be manipulated by banking interests who want to restrict the public debate to areas that don't inconvenience them.

    

    What you should be talking about is the entire political economy of government intervention into the banking sector, through direct legislation as well as through the Federal Reserve. (This system, although horrible in the aggregate, is what the biggest banks have grown used to and thrive under; therefore they will fight to keep it in place.)

    

    Mark, on the other hand, is allowing himself to be manipulated by those government power-seekers who want to nationalize the banks altogether (or at least exert de facto control through regulatory fiat), along the lines of the classic social-democratic program. If he would bother to study how the economy actually works instead of mouthing the slogans of the unscrupulous because they look good at first glance and confirm his prejudices, the world would be a better place.


    

    



    jsid-1250817614-611110 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 01:20:14 +0000


    Mastiff:

    

    The reason I, at least, keep harping on the CRA is that Mark has at times, claimed that the sole, only, proximate cause of the problem was the repeal of Glass-Steagall - while totally ignoring that repeal of Glass-Steagall was part of a compromise, and as part of that, the CRA was massively expanded. So to claim that "It's been around since the 70s, how could it be the problem" is nonsensical, because it was drastically changed.

    

    Mark thinks he's found a point - but he's forgotten about it apparently - despite the fact that his supposed point actually undermines his constant "unregulated" drumbeat. Such inconsistencies are for petty, small minds. Great minds can just vote Democrat, after all.


    

    



    jsid-1250819822-611111 Last in line at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 01:57:02 +0000


    Here's another good one. Peter Schiff was right, especially at 2:12.

    

    http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2I0QN-FYkpw&feature=related


    

    



    jsid-1250822010-611113 Mastiff at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 02:33:30 +0000


    U-J,

    

    Granted. It's ironic that Mark focuses so much on the repeal of Glass-Steagall, since there is a very good case to be made that had it never been passed in the first place, collateralized mortgage obligations would have never come into existence.

    

    Expansions of the financial markets tend to cannibalize direct lending. Thus, banks will tend to avoid financial innovation, since it will cut into their own profit margins. What Glass-Steagall did was create a class of banks (investment banks) who were forbidden to lend money, and thus had every reason to create new securities products. Fast-forward a few decades, and voila!


    

    



    jsid-1250823908-611115 Ken at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 03:05:08 +0000


    Ken, then what is your solution? Posner clearly illustrates that boards are powerless. If the government isn't the entity to take care of this, then what is?

    

    I question the degree to which there is a "this" to take care of. Here is what the issue of executive compensation amounts to, provisionally absent TARP taking or the like: "That guy makes a lot more money than I do, and I don't like it."

    

    Let's look at GE, just to pick a company out of the air. Here's a link to their 2008 audited financial statement:

    

    http://www.ge.com/ar2008/pdf/ge_ar_2008_audited.pdf

    

    Highlights: GE booked $17 billion net earnings on revenue of $182 billion.

    

    Here's the 2009 proxy statement:

    

    http://www.ge.com/pdf/investors/financial_reporting/proxy_statements/ge_proxy2009.pdf

    

    On page 23, we see that Jeff Immelt received 2008 compensation totaling $14,096,603.

    

    Total 2008 comp for the officers named in the summary compensation table on page 23 was in the neighborhood of $112-113 million. Handful of 'em made more than Immelt.

    

    Okay, they're getting to where we're talking about real money, but what does it amount to? $113 million divided by $182 billion is ...

    

    ...0.06% in round numbers. In the big picture, it's a drop in the bucket.

    

    It's a lot of money, but unless Richard Posner owns (or I own) a chunk of GE common, it's no more of his damned business (nor mine, for that matter) what they get paid -- beyond having the right to hold and express an opinion -- than it would be his business what I get paid by my private-sector employer.

    

    That's at least the second time in the last year you've trotted out McGuire, Mark. Using the same anecdote more than once does not make it more than one anecdote, and in any case the plural of anecdote is not data.

    

    I taught corporate governance to MBA students for three years, until I had to stop to pursue my doctorate because I already had e full-time job and a family, therefore enough already. Personally, I think there's considerable room for improvement in the performance of boards of directors with respect to representing the interests of common shareholders. (I also think there's entirely too much emphasis on "the cult of the CEO," thanks in part to authors like Ram Charan, but that's another story.)

    

    Where corporate misgovernance rises to the level of actual fraud, though...well, that's already against the law. The burden of proof lies with those who, like you, think the government should set executive compensation. I think it would, as wage controls have always and everywhere done, make things worse. The most qualified people are relatively less likely to get into the game. Their workload won't be capped, but their compensation will be. They will, to at least some extent, be replaced by corporate politicos, who will either sandbag or game the system with their Washington connections.


    

    



    jsid-1250824179-611116 Ken at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 03:09:39 +0000


    That's an interesting point about Glass-Steagall, Mastiff. I'd not heard that argument before.

    

    That's what makes reading both Denninger and Mike Shedlock so interesting. Denninger takes a more populist line, supports fractional reserve banking with strictly enforced 10:1 leverage limits, wants Glass-Steagall back in place, and wants a ton of people prosecuted, starting with Bernanke, Paulson, and Geithner. Mish, by contrast, is an Austrian. I tend to prefer his approach, but I think interested parties would be rewarded by reading both, to get a sense of the diversity of opinion out there.


    

    



    jsid-1250829489-611119 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 04:38:09 +0000


    "wage controls have always and everywhere done, make things worse."

    

    This statement struck a particularly strong chord with me because I already happen to know what triggered the appearance of employer provided health insurance: it was government restrictions on wages.

    

    "Although the earliest employer-sponsored health plans date to the 1920s, two public policies from the 1940s and 1950s firmly established the link between health insurance and the workplace. First, during World War II Congress responded to excess demand for labor by enacting limits on the extent to which employers could increase wages. Since these limits did not apply to fringe benefits, many employers began offering health insurance to attract and retain workers. Second, in 1954 the IRS created a permanent incentive for employers to substitute in-kind benefits for cash wages by declaring that fringe benefits are not taxable. Although workers ultimately pay for health insurance, either through direct premium contributions or reduced wages, this tax treatment provides a powerful incentive for workplace provision of health insurance."


    

    



    jsid-1250830672-611120 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 04:57:52 +0000


    * - Knowing of course that they mean whatever you mean them to at the time, and it's just unfair and a different set of rules to expect you to alpaca fit grumble electric.

    

    Sure ball went punch (God painted coffee lead) cloth sheeted fedora?

    

    ROTFL!! That's hysterically funny! Thanks U-J! You just made my whole month! (And since today was a bad day, that was a huge help!)

    

    Aphasia as humor. Wonderbar!

    

    Just to make sure I was using it right, I looked up the definition of aphasia. I was struck by some of what Wikipedia said:

    

    People with aphasia may experience any of the following behaviors due to an acquired brain injury, although some of these symptoms may be due to related or concomitant problems such as dysarthria or apraxia and not primarily due to aphasia.

    

    - inability to comprehend language

    - inability to pronounce, not due to muscle paralysis or weakness

    - inability to speak spontaneously

    - inability to form words

    - inability to name objects

    - poor enunciation

    - excessive creation and use of personal neologisms

    - inability to repeat a phrase
- persistent repetition of phrases

    - paraphasia (substituting letters, syllables or words)

    - agrammatism (inability to speak in a grammatically correct fashion)

    - dysprosody (alterations in inflexion, stress, and rhythm)

    - incompleted sentences

    - inability to read

    - inability to write

    

    I didn't recognize "neologisms" so I followed the link to its definition where I found this interesting sentence:

    

    "In psychiatry, the term neologism is used to describe the use of words that only have meaning to the person who uses them, independent of their common meaning."

    

    Hmmmmmm…


    

    



    jsid-1250832284-611121 Russell at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 05:24:44 +0000


    "Sure ball went punch (God painted coffee lead) cloth sheeted fedora?"

    

    U-J: I almost lost a good keyboard because of that. A warning that teapot couple Tuesday Bangkok, if you please.

    

    And speaking of non sequiturs, what does Bill McGuire's bloated salary have to do with the price of tea in China?

    

    As I understand it, McGuire earned $10 million in 2004, while the rest was made from cashing in on stock options. And just because the board of directors decided be be insane and throw money at McGuire doesn't mean the government should do diddly squat about it. Ken's further comments do a better job than I could, so just re-read them.

    

    I didn't say "unhampered", Mises did.

    

    He defines it thus: "A pure or unhampered (i.e., free) market economy is an imaginary construction which assumes: (1) The private ownership (control) of the means of production; (2) The division of labor and the consequent voluntary market exchanges of goods and services; (3) No institutional interferences with the operation of the market processes which generate prices, wage rates and interest rates which reflect the actual conditions of supply and demand for all goods and services; (4) A government, the social apparatus of coercion and compulsion, which is intent on preserving market processes while protecting peaceful market participants from the encroachments of those who would resort to the threat or use of force or fraud." (http://mises.org/easier/M.asp)


    

    



    jsid-1250863457-611130 Markadelphia at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:04:17 +0000


    So, Russell (and everyone else) would you say that the following characterizes your view point?

    

    The conservative worldview is totally committed to "the ideal of laissez faire, meaning minimal government interference in the marketplace, along with hostility to taxation, regulation, organized labor, state ownership, and all the business community's other enemies. "The conservative movement promotes the interests of business exclusively over all else in accordance with the motto, "More business in government, less government in business." So-called "big government," also tagged as the liberal state, is the enemy; in fact, virtually all government is the enemy, other than the national defense.


    

    



    jsid-1250864372-611132 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:19:32 +0000


    I don't see any pony... Where?


    

    



    jsid-1250864572-611134 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:22:52 +0000


    Oh, and fellow Leftist Mark, you get a automatic 0 on that assignment for plagarism.


    

    



    jsid-1250864762-611135 DJ at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:26:02 +0000


    Teacher boy, you give yourself away when you post such comments. You are neither intelligent enough nor grammatically correct enough to post such a comment. The giveaway is that this comment reads as if someone else wrote it.

    

    So, I googled "The conservative worldview is totally committed". Guess what I found? It's a comment in a thread of comments following a review of "A Depressingly Compelling Review of Conservatives' Philosophy of Government in Practice", by Steve Koss, on Amazon.com.

    

    Now, try to convince us that you actually understand the comment you copied and pasted. Go ahead. Try.


    

    



    jsid-1250865033-611137 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:30:33 +0000


    DJ:

    

    He's just looking for another excuse for "Life" to occur. See, it's another question, and once he gets us to answer it and roundly defeat him intellectually, he gets "busy" and will snidely comment about how busy he is from another thread.


    

    



    jsid-1250865153-611140 GrumpyOldFart at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:32:33 +0000


    Let me see if it makes sense to you this way, Mark. You say we all agree that there are some things government does well. Well for me, that's not quite true. There is one, count em, one, thing that government does well. And if you think about various opinions of the military, and my statements earlier re: the customer's freedom to spend his money elsewhere, which one thing government does well should be obvious:

    

    Government does well at enforcing particular behaviors from given groups of people through violence and the threat of violence.

    

    That is the only thing governments do well, and because of the nature of the whole "you can't spend your money elsewhere" problem, it's the only thing it's possible for a government to do well. Any government, no matter how constituted nor who's in charge.

    

    So really, the thing you need to ask yourself when thinking, "Should we have a government program for _______?" is "Is violence or the threat of violence the only means by which we can achieve ______ result? And is ________ result worth accepting the ongoing, daily use of violence and the threat of violence in order to have it?"

    

    The reason so many here disagree with you is because they think there are far too many issues that cause you to answer the above questions "Yes! Absolutely!"


    

    



    jsid-1250865324-611141 pdb at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 14:35:24 +0000


    Well, here's another thread that marky will abandon and forget about.


    

    



    jsid-1250869765-611149 Russell at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 15:49:25 +0000


    I think he's pulled quotes from there before. That comment sounded familiar...

    

    What amazes me that after years knocking about Kevin's parlor, he still requires someone else to speak for him to mischaracterize some conservative principles, and he still doesn't get that quite a number of people here aren't conservative.

    

    And the rest of this tread appears to be meaningless noise to the True Believer.

    

    Ah well, down the memory hole it goes, and another thread he'll be able to look back on with a warm glow for 'defeating' those knuckle dragging Rethuglicans again.


    

    



    jsid-1250875283-611154 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 17:21:23 +0000


    So, not only does he use Standard Response #6, he piles plagiarism on top?

    

    Just when you think the doppelganger can't get any lower…


    

    



    jsid-1250875462-611155 Markadelphia at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 17:24:22 +0000


    Way to answer the question, Russell.

    

    Yes, I did pull it from those comments and the quotes are from Thomas Frank. I wanted to know if this was an adequate summation of your view.

    

    Frank was on Morning Joe this morning and I remembered reading his book when it came out a year ago...now out in paperback. Russell's quote above regarding the free market made think about this comment from Steve Koss as they seemed to be similar. Before engaging in further debate, I wanted to see if that, was in fact, your view.

    

    So, is the comment with the quotes from Frank an accurate representation of your view point? GOF has answered...will anyone else care to answer?


    

    



    jsid-1250875675-611156 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 17:27:55 +0000


    Marky,

    

    Your mischaracterization misses one CRUCIAL point, which Russell already included in his quote from Mises. That is:

    

    "(4) A government, the social apparatus of coercion and compulsion, which is intent on preserving market processes while PROTECTING peaceful market participants FROM the encroachments of those who would resort to the threat or use of FORCE or FRAUD."

    

    That is an appropriate role for government, and I sincerely doubt you will ever find a genuine conservative who says otherwise.


    

    



    jsid-1250877408-611157 Russell at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 17:56:48 +0000


    "Way to answer the question, Russell."

    

    LOL! My irony meter just broke!

    

    "Before engaging in further debate"

    

    Whew, the irony meter was already broken when this hit.

    

    ", I wanted to see if that, was in fact, your view. "

    

    There are so many things wrong with your uncited cutnpaste "summary" that should be apparent after reading Kevin's blog lo these many years.

    

    It seems you have no ability to synthesize information. Compounded with your utter ignorance of the founding concepts of Western Civilization (again, proven many times here) and your inability to reason beyond a sound bite level, that the idea of a "debate" is risible, at best. Worrisome when held in the light that you are a teacher, entrusted with the young.

    

    We've given enough responses over the years for you to adequately formulate a rough response to your question, all by yourself. Failure to be able to do so doesn't make it incumbent upon me to do your work. The fact you are asking this, all doe eyed and innocent, after years of being here, speaks volumes.

    

    Ed: At the risk of invoking the "No True Scotsman Fallacy", yup.


    

    



    jsid-1250878252-611160 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 18:10:52 +0000


    will anyone else care to answer?

    

    We're still waiting for you over here.

    

    Your "life" seems to have abated, so how about going back to that previous demand you made of us and continue it.

    

    Before engaging in further debate, I wanted to see if that, was in fact, your view.

    

    For two years, many of us here have spelled out in a graphic, eye-straining-detail repeated many times form what "our views" are.

    

    They don't jibe with your "HEY, LOOK A PONY" moment, and there's no reasonable excuse you can have for myself, DJ, Ed, Russell, our host Kevin - and many others - for to to act like it's the first time it's come up.

    

    Now. About that thread you ran away from...


    

    



    jsid-1250878599-611161 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 18:16:39 +0000


    Quoting myself:

    About that thread you ran away from...

    

    I'm sorry. That's not very clear, is it, since it refers to so many of them?

    

    My apologies.

    

    I meant to refer to the most recent one, the one I had referred to earlier in that post.


    

    



    jsid-1250879970-611165 Mastiff at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 18:39:30 +0000


    Mark,

    

    You should know that Thomas Frank is a hack of the first water. His central argument in What's the Matter With Kansas? (that dumb voters were being misled by evil Republicans into voting for free trade) is completely vitiated when you realized that both Republican and Democratic candidates in Kansas were advocating free-trade policies.

    

    Could it be that the voters actually perceived free trade as being in their interest? Naaah…


    

    



    jsid-1250881438-611168 Markadelphia at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 19:03:58 +0000


    Ed, if that is the case then what is an acceptable way for the government to protect those peaceful citizens?

    

    Based on some of what I hear on here and out there...well...some of it is an almost pathological hatred of any sort of governmental regulations. You have to admit that Russell's original quote jibes more with Frank's assertion that the free market conservative has "hostility to taxation, regulation, organized labor, state ownership, and all the business community's other enemies."

    

    Mastiff, your point exactly proves Bill Maher's point to be true...the Democrats have become more conservative and less statist. In other words, they are now the new conservative party of America (running on free trade and cutting taxes) and the base of the Republican party has become...well...you know:)


    

    



    jsid-1250882883-611173 Ken at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 19:28:03 +0000


    Here's another quote from the same thread at Amazon:

    

    "Actually, taxation and regulation are friends of Big Business, because it allows them to gain an artificial monopoly rather easily. Many industries even lobby Congress to increase regulations to cut out small competitors. Big Business can easily meet these regulations. Look at Wal Mart. They support a higher minimum wage. The reason? Because they know it will hurt the small businesses trying to compete with them. Wal Mart is a big multinational corporation. They can handle a higher minimum wage easily."

    

    Now to be sure, if those we now describe as "big business" could find a way to

    

    A free market makes competition easier, not harder. I, for one, spelled this out for you -- in so many words -- in a recent thread. That you still ask these questions after all this time and all this evidence says far more about you than it does us, Mark (quite apart from your presuming to call anyone here to account for themselves to your satisfaction).

    

    The evidence that your worldview is one of group identity and class envy can no longer be doubted. Beyond that, you are either incompetent or dishonest. I see no third possibility (unless, of course, you are both). Fortunately for you, these things can be remedied, but the remedy is up to you.


    

    



    jsid-1250883160-611174 Ken at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 19:32:40 +0000


    Excuse me: I failed to complete a paragraph in the above. Here is the full paragraph:

    

    Now to be sure, if those we now describe as "big business" could find a way to use government to arrange matters to their advantage and to the disadvantage of competitors at less cost, they would so so. No one bears fixed regulatory costs because they enjoy it. Absent government, most business owners would avoid direct "extracurricular" means of limiting competition (sabotage, etc.), because it would expose them to the legitimate action of the wronged competitor in self-defense. If you have government agents to act as your muscle, why risk your own skin?


    

    



    jsid-1250884105-611178 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 19:48:25 +0000


    Democrats have become more conservative and less statist.

    

    Holy Dissonance, Batman!

    

    GOOGLE. CAN YOU USE IT?&amp;lt;br/&amp;gt;&amp;lt;br/&amp;gt;SAY STATIST ONE MORE TIME. GO ON, I DARE YOU.

    

    ...

    

    As the Democrats contemplate taking over HEALTH CARE, after dictating, ordering, and by fiat re-arranging the FINANCIAL SECTOR, you can, with a straight face, claim that they are less statist?

    

    "A major government or state role in the direction of the economy, both directly through state-owned enterprises and indirectly through the state-directed economic planning of the overall economy" - Wikipedia

    

    

    In other words, they are now the new conservative party of America (running on free trade and cutting taxes)

    

    WHERE? Obama claimed he wouldn't raise taxes. (Which was laughable then, and he's already been trying to raise taxes in multiple places. And he's still letting the "Bush Tax Cuts" expire.

    

    I don't recall him promising to lower taxes - and I note he, and the Democratic Congress have not. Free trade? The guy who ran and talked about bailing out of NAFTA?

    

    You paid attention to his campaign about as well as you did to DJ's medicaid sourcing, didn't you?

    

    and the base of the Republican party has become...well...you know

    

    I'm still waiting on you to manage to ID the base of the Republican party, much less chuckle and agree with you OH HEY WHERE'S THE PONY?


    

    



    jsid-1250884357-611180 GrumpyOldFart at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 19:52:37 +0000


    Based on some of what I hear on here and out there...well...some of it is an almost pathological hatred of any sort of governmental regulations. You have to admit that Russell's original quote jibes more with Frank's assertion that the free market conservative has "hostility to taxation, regulation, organized labor, state ownership, and all the business community's other enemies."

    

    I've never seen accurately recognizing something for what it is described as "almost pathological hatred" before. Let's take that a piece at a time, shall we?

    

    "taxation, regulation, organized labor, state ownership..."

    

    Is there a single piece of that which is able to function other than through violence and/or the threat of violence, as I stated above?

    

    If not, I would suggest that they are not merely "the business community's" enemies but everyone's. Keeping something in place by violence or the threat of it is something I wouldn't expect people to voluntarily do if they had any other choices at all, would you?

    

    Now, contrast that with how the US government typically operates, and how you apparently wish it to continue operating:

    

    1. A certain aspect of free-market economics is arguably placing an unjust burden on a given section of the citizenry.

    

    2. The government, seeing that the free market apparently is not correcting the problem all by itself, puts a regulation in place (that is, a behavioral modifier operating through the use of violence or the threat thereof) in hopes of correcting the behaviors that led to the injustice.

    

    So far, so good, until:

    

    3. The effects of the regulation show that those who wrote it were only human after all, and that the regulation results in unintended consequences that are just as unacceptable as the original problem that caused the regulation to be put into effect in the first place.

    

    Not good, but certainly predictable, and something that can't effectively be fixed as long as humans remain humanly fallible. Now comes the fun part:

    

    4. Does the body that wrote the original regulation change it, "tweak" it, in an effort to find something that will solve the original problem without generating the newly discovered "unintended consequences"? Generally... no. Instead, what happens is that the original problem-causing regulation is left in place, and a new regulation is slapped over the top to deal with the unintended consequences. What happens next? The new "band-aid" regulation generates an entirely new set of unintended consequences, thus generating an entirely new set of injustices.

    

    5. Repeat as necessary for 233 years.

    

    So the bottom line remains a question I have asked you before: If you can't be bothered to take the time to do it right, how will you manage to shake loose the time to do it again?

    

    And more to the point, why in hell would you want someone who has already screwed things up to add yet another layer of fuckedupness to the fuckedupness that is already giving you trouble? Doesn't it make more sense to get someone in who has an actual interest in fixing the fucking problem, correctly, ONCE?

    

    And if you're thinking the person referred to just above is Barack Obama, let me ask you why, even though healthcare reform is apparently a top priority and even though 10% of all medical costs are "defensive medicine" which serve no other purpose than to arm the providers against lawsuits, those who are demanding the aforesaid healthcare reform have yet to include even one word in favor of tort reform?


    

    



    jsid-1250884815-611181 DJ at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 20:00:15 +0000


    "Mastiff, your point exactly proves Bill Maher's point to be true...the Democrats have become more conservative and less statist. In other words, they are now the new conservative party of America (running on free trade and cutting taxes) and the base of the Republican party has become...well...you know"

    

    Thus, we see Standard Response #9.

    

    Here they are again, now at Rev. 5:

    

    #1 The "I can't hear you" response. He behaves as if a request to respond or to answer a question was not made, or that he never read it. This seems to be his favorite.

    

    #2 The "What's the point" response. He complains that it is pointless to respond because he won't be believed anyway. One often finds this on a playground during third grade recess.

    

    #3 The "I'm not alone" response. He states his opinion, and then he points to the writings of other people who share his opinion, as if the request were about votes instead of verifiable facts, logic, and reasoned thought.

    

    #4 The "How 'bout that anthrax, eh?" response. He simply tries to change the subject. This is also known as the "Hey, look! A pony!" response.

    

    #5 The "I'm drowning in stupidity" response. He simply lays on the blather, slathering on one turgid catch-phrase, slogan, and cliché after another, and then declares, later, "I answered your question."

    

    #6 The "How 'bout a little fire, Scarecrow?" response. He deliberately misses the point, laying on one straw man after another.

    

    #7 The "Who you gonna believe, me or your lyin' camera?" response. Nothing is valid, no matter what the evidence for it is, unless it squares with the conclusions he's already jumped to.

    

    #8 The "Humpty Dumpty" response. He simply asserts that your words mean what he says they mean. Thus, no matter what you write, it means that he is correct. This is also known as the "We don't need no stinking dictionary!" response.

    

    #9 The "Nuh-uh! Am not! You are!" response. He simply asserts that the other side is what he doesn't like his side being accused of. As with #2, one often finds this on a playground during third grade recess.


    

    



    jsid-1250890311-611200 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 21 Aug 2009 21:31:51 +0000


    Going back to something I already had pointed out..

    

    Mark:

    But he is still the most reflective, competent, and intelligent man we have had in office since JFK.

    

    Just ran across this, which makes the point even more sharply:


    What to do about all the promises made? Turn everything over to the haggard old, tax-and-spend liberals in Congress and their power-pimping lobbyists.

    

    Even Barack Obama himself admitted in his "Audacity" book that lawyers aren't good at solving problems, that they're trained to win arguments, not formulate policy or find workable solutions. He also denounced political operatives in print, summarizing that too many lawyers and too many political operatives were the very source of the mountainous un-workability of our federal government.

    

    Then, why oh why, is his whole administration a flailing mix of lawyers and political operatives?

    

    Of course, none of this should come as a surprise.

    

    We had the president's own shadowy record, with far more deletions than "allowable" information, which should have raised the skeptical antennae of anyone with half an ounce of common sense. What is the single reason why anyone assumed and portrayed as brilliant-beyond-brilliant hides his own scholarship and grade transcripts? If these records were demonstrably brilliant, they would be on prominent display.


    

    



    jsid-1250916157-611227 GrumpyOldFart at Sat, 22 Aug 2009 04:42:37 +0000


    [Tentatively raising hand]

    

    Um, teacher, I gotta question....

    

    Why doesn't this country have a drug control policy concerning the sniffing of unicorn farts? I mean, they're obviously addictive, they're obviously incredibly hallucinogenic, the young are obviously at greatest risk, and they glaringly obviously rot your brain, right?


    

    



    jsid-1251003650-611275 Russell at Sun, 23 Aug 2009 05:00:50 +0000


    Blaise Pascal, Pensees #98

    

    How is it that a lame man does not annoy us while a lame mind does? Because a lame man recognizes that we are walking straight, while a lame mind says that it is we who are limping.


    

    



    jsid-1251303171-611469 Stephen R at Wed, 26 Aug 2009 16:12:51 +0000


    Well I've been telling you this for years. ;-)

    

    Love ya Kev. Keep up the Good Fight!


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      Why I Keep Marxadelphia Around
    


    Tuesday, February 16, 2010


    

    



    As I said in Why I Do This,


    He's too perfect an example of the Left in this country not to let him illuminate their failings.


    This week he provided yet another example.

    

    In the comments to my post Critical Pedagogy, Marxadelphia responded:


    It's a good thing I have the day off today. What a load of lying bullshit. And further proof of ridiculous paranoia. As usual, you start with your belief and then succumb to confirmation bias.

    

    --

    

    These EDU posts, Kevin, serve no purpose nor present any sort of concrete solution whatsoever. They don't even accurately address the actual problems. In essence, they sum up an emotional reaction--one that typifies the right these days--comprised solely of hate, anger and fear combined with a complete lack of factual foundation.


    OK, two assertions are made here: One, the post linked is "a load of lying bullshit" and my Education posts "don't even accurately address the actual problems."

    

    Let's investigate those claims, shall we?

    

    The linked piece states:


    The Critical Pedagogy Movement is coming to a school near you and it means to change the world.

    One child at a time.

    Most people have never heard the term, ‘Critical Pedagogy’. That is intentional.

    Anyone not involved in the educational community would have little reason to be aware of this leftist theory of education. If it were merely a theory however, there would be little reason for concern.

    The primary assumption of critical pedagogy is that disparities between individual and social group outcomes in life are due to entrenched societal oppression. So, if anyone or any group has ‘more’ than another it is because they are either oppressing others or benefiting from the ‘oppression of the masses’.

    Thus, all whites benefit from an unjust social system and, as a result are inherently guilty of racism.

    Advocates implicitly deny any definition of the ‘pursuit of happiness’, which does not result in equality of outcome. That necessarily limits American’s liberty and their pursuit of happiness to the politically correct calculus of Critical Pedagogy theory.

    Pedagogy is defined as ‘the art or profession of teaching’. That definition is sometimes shortened by advocates into ‘the teaching’. The theory of critical pedagogy was first fully developed and then popularized in 1968 by the Brazilian educator and influential theorist Paulo Freire. His seminal work, the Pedagogy [The Teaching] of the Oppressed, was highly influential within the US leftist academic community and in 1969 Freire was offered a visiting professorship at Harvard University.

    His subsequent work was highly influential with the Bill Ayers of the world. One might think of Paulo Freire as the Saul Alinsky of the US leftist educational community. Critical Pedagogy is the educational arm of the ‘social justice movement’, which is the political arm of “liberation theology”, all of which are aspects of ‘Cultural Marxism’.


    OK, there's a pretty firm statement with assertions that a particular person is the focal point in pushing the "Critical Pedagogy" curriculum. A quick Google search on "Critical Pedagogy" brought up a link to the University of Colorado, Denver School of Education and professor Martin Ryder. Among the many links there, directly below one to The Frankfurt School, are several dedicated specifically to Paulo Friere. Nineteen, specifically, more than for any other topic covered on that initial page.

    

    It would appear that the author is on to something, no?

    

    Now, as to the assertion by that author that "The Critical Pedagogy Movement is coming to a school near you and it means to change the world," let's look at a piece I wrote in 2008, Balkanization. That piece was about a particular program that is apparently still running in the Tucson Unified School District schools called "Raza Studies." (The link to the original newspaper stories are broken, so you'll have to take my excerpts at face value.) The story indicates that the program, while "under fire" could grow, and reach younger children.

    

    What is it? It's described as an "ethnic studies" program. "La Raza" in Spanish translates to "The Race" in English.


    Raza Studies serves about 500 high school students, who take a four-course block of history, social justice and two Chicano literature classes.

    

    --

    

    It's the end of the school year and Raza Studies students at Tucson High Magnet School are presenting research findings to their principal.

    

    Their PowerPoint presentation is critical of policies toward English learners; some concerns hinge on whether students are funneled to vocational tracks, and some focus on inferior equipment.

    

    Then comes an exploration of classroom décor, with photos of classroom items students consider culturally insensitive.

    

    First up is a baseball poster, which they say should be soccer or rugby to validate other cultures. Next up flashes the Pledge of Allegiance and a patriotic poster featuring the Statue of Liberty, the American flag and an eagle.

    

    "Most of the kids are from a different country, and this is showing them that this is the country that's the greatest and yours doesn't matter," a student maintains.


    So they're not teaching math, English, physics, chemistry, anatomy, etc., they're teaching the students to see the world through the lens of oppression, are they not?


    Augustine Romero took over as head of ethnic studies two years ago, after running Raza Studies for four years. In his view, the system already divides students by ethnicity.

    

    When he was a senior at Tucson High, his father asked school counselors to make military recruiters stop calling. His counselor couldn't believe Romero planned to go to college.

    

    He proved the counselor wrong, and the 41-year-old just finished his doctorate. "Yes, there are examples of people who have made it, but we've made it by having to work harder than most people because we've had to endure the inequities of the system," he says.


    As I said back then, anybody who gets a Ph.D has to work harder than most people, but it would appear that Mr. Romero has an ethnic chip on his shoulder. But here's the kicker:


    Romero summons the work of Brazilian educationalist Paulo Freire to explain the premise of the program, hauling out a dog-eared and extensively highlighted copy of "Pedagogy of the Oppressed." He points to a passage: "This, then, is the great humanistic and historical task of the oppressed: to liberate themselves and their oppressors as well."


    (My emphasis.) I wonder where Dr. Romero got his Ph.D? Was it one of those schools of Education referred to in Critical Pedagogy, or another? And does it matter?

    

    Here's what a participant in the program, one of the teachers, had to say:


    John Ward taught in the department in the 2002-03 school year. Of Latino heritage despite his Anglo-sounding name, Ward was all for more thoroughly integrating the contributions of Mexican-Americans into U.S. history. But once he started teaching, he became concerned about the program's focus on victimization.

    

    "They really wanted to identify the victimizer, which was the dominant group — in this case white America — and they wanted students to have a revolution against upper-class white America," says Ward, who now works as a state auditor.

    

    "They had a clear message that political departments in the U.S. are arms of the dominant culture designed to keep minorities in the ghetto and to keep them downtrodden. They're teaching on the taxpayers' dime that police officers and teachers are trying to keep them down. What a perverse message to teach these kids."

    

    Such messages, he says, won't be found in the program's textbooks, such as "Occupied America."

    

    "The department doesn't look bad on paper. It's what happens verbally that moves the debate from benign to pernicious," Ward says.

    

    The tone worried him: "The students had become very angry by the end of the year. I saw a marked change in them."


    Of course this concern was played down by Romero:


    Romero says anger is essential for transformation, but insists teachers work to transform that anger into something positive. "For me, there's a real fine line between anger and awareness," he says.

    

    He chalks up the dispute with Ward to politics, saying Ward didn't fit in because he was a conservative while he and the teachers in the department are liberal.


    Gee, ya THINK?

    

    Now here's a really interesting part. In a second piece by John Ward himself, we're told:


    During the 2002-2003 school year, I taught a U.S. history course with a Mexican-American perspective. The course was part of the Raza/Chicano studies department.

    

    Within one week of the course beginning, I was told that I was a "teacher of record," meaning that I was expected only to assign grades. The Raza studies department staff would teach the class.

    

    I was assigned to be a "teacher of record" because some members of the Raza studies staff lacked teaching certificates. It was a convenient way of circumventing the rules.

    

    I stated that I expected to do more than assign grades. I expected to be involved in teaching the class. The department was less than enthusiastic but agreed.

    

    Immediately it was clear that the class was not a U.S. history course, which the state of Arizona requires for graduation. The class was similar to a sociology course one expects to see at a university.

    

    Where history was missing from the course, it was filled by controversial and biased curriculum.

    

    The basic theme of the curriculum was that Mexican-Americans were and continue to be victims of a racist American society driven by the interests of middle and upper-class whites.

    

    In this narrative, whites are able to maintain their influence only if minorities are held down. Thus, social, political and economic events in America must be understood through this lens.

    

    This biased and sole paradigm justified teaching that our community police officers are an extension of the white power structure and that they are the strongmen used "to keep minorities in their ghettos."

    

    It justified telling the class that there are fewer Mexican-Americans in Tucson Magnet High School's advanced placement courses because their "white teachers" do not believe they are capable and do not want them to get ahead.


    Yes, that's right, The MAN wants to keep them DOWN!

    

    Now, let me reiterate my point from Critical Pedagogy: Future teachers are being taught this stuff. They are coming to SCHOOLS NEAR YOU, and bringing it with them. They are INFLICTING IT ON STUDENTS in your school systems - not all schools, and not all students, but it is being spread. It is the outgrowth of the Frankfurt School, and it is part and parcel of Gramsci's plan to destroy Western culture from the inside. And it's working.

    

    So to Marxadelphia's assertion that Critical Pedagogy was "lying bullshit" and "paranoia," I say, "Fuck you and the horse you rode in on."

    

    I suggest, if you wish to read further, that you read the entire Balkanization post, The George Orwell Daycare Center (bring lunch, it's long), and also I Say We Take Off and Nuke the Site from Orbit . . .

    

    Now there's a "concrete solution"!


    

    



    
      (60 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1266378900-856 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 03:55:01 +0000


    Marxy argued: "Where is the evidence in schools that CP is being adopted at the K-12 level? Show me some data beyond theoretical papers."

    

    I would say that's a resounding answer. Good job Kevin!


    

    



    jsid-1266383672-668 Mastiff at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 05:14:32 +0000


    I found an interesting follow-up interview of dear Dr. Augustine Romero in a Latino magazine. Check out all the key words:

    

    http://www.latinopm.com/Latino-Perspectives-Magazine/March-2008/A-Revolutionary-Educator/


    

    



    jsid-1266384127-758 Mastiff at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 05:22:07 +0000


    Interestingly, I can't find Dr. Romero's cv or educational history. This suggests that his scholarly work, if any, was not impressive—and more importantly, is not the basis for his present employment and standing. He is, however, rather active in several administrative posts having to do with "student equity."

    

    (When I hear "student equity," my first thought is to ask what the share price is...)


    

    



    jsid-1266419641-461 perlhaqr at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 15:14:01 +0000


    Ah, yes, the "we got rich by oppressing people who have nothing and taking it from them" theory of wealth.


    

    



    jsid-1266424617-440 Russell at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 16:36:57 +0000


    "Once a State has been established the problem of the ruling group or 'caste' is how to maintain their rule. While force is their modus operandi, their basic and long-run problem is ideological. For in order to continue in office, any government (not simply a 'democratic' government) must have the support of the majority of its subjects. This support, it must be noted, need not be active enthusiasm; it may well be passive resignation as if to an inevitable law of nature. But support in the sense of acceptance of some sort it must be; else the minority of State rulers would eventually be outweighed by the active resistance of the majority of the public. Since predation must be supported out of the surplus of production, it is necessarily true that the class constituting the State — the full-time bureaucracy (and nobility) — must be a rather small minority in the land, although it may, of course, purchase allies among important groups in the population. Therefore, the chief task of the rulers is always to secure the active or resigned acceptance of the majority of the citizens."

    

    "Of course, one method of securing support is through the creation of vested economic interests. ...[T]his ... secures only a minority of eager supporters, and even the essential purchasing of support by subsidies and other grants of privilege still does not obtain the consent of the majority. For this essential acceptance, the majority must be persuaded by ideology that their government is good, wise and, at least, inevitable, and certainly better than other conceivable alternatives. Promoting this ideology among the people is the vital social task of the 'intellectuals.' For the masses of men do not create their own ideas, or indeed think through these ideas independently; they follow passively the ideas adopted and disseminated by the body of intellectuals. The intellectuals are, therefore, the 'opinion-molders' in society. And since it is precisely a molding of opinion that the State most desperately needs, the basis for [the] age-old alliance between the State and the intellectuals becomes clear."

    

    -- Murray Rothbard, "The Anatomy of the State"

    

    We see this happening in two ways, as outlined by Kevin with the "White Man is Oppressive" narrative and the one coming out of the White House since, well, at least the turn of the last century, if not before, of "The Government Knows Best" and lately with "I won".


    

    



    jsid-1266442428-428 Markadelphia at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 21:34:06 +0000


    So to Marxadelphia's assertion that Critical Pedagogy was "lying bullshit" and "paranoia," I say, "Fuck you and the horse you rode in on."

    

    And I say, show me the data. Show me the evidence of it "being spread." Show me the evidence of it "coming soon to a shool near you." I'm curious as to why in this post you did not publish the list of "excellent" schools where this is being taught. Why not? What are the sources for verumserum and powerline that show teachers in school districts teaching with the influence of CP?

    

    You claim that this is being taught at the U of M. Okay, that's fine but's it's just one theory in a sea of dozens. The school I went to used emphasized a Lasallian approach to education. The one thing I took away from that is to focus on the individual's learning needs. Show me concrete examples of teachers currently in the state of Minnesota (or anywhere else) that are teaching under the auspices of CP. I'm in the MN school system. We have so much on our plate to deal with that demonstrating to children that they are all oppressed doesn't even fucking come up in the conversation. No one talks of the community police being part of white oppression nor of white teachers keeping down non white students. Future instructors in this state are taught to adhere to the MDE standards which I have listed in the previous thread. Have you read them yet?

    

    What this whole discussion does show is that you have proven, beyond the shadow of a doubt, that you don't live by your own words. You have told me, time and again, to use reasoning, facts, logic and critical thinking when making an argument. The assertions you are making combined with the sources you have provided show little if any of that. They are all based on a fervent emotion that has no foundation in reality. Actually, I'm being kind by saying that. One of your main sources for this is Katherine Fucking Kersten, for crying out loud, Kevin! That would be like me stating that because Maureen Dowd published a column stating that forced prayer in school is being taught at Regent University that we need to nuke everything.

    

    You chide me for calling you paranoid and yet we have this...

    

    They are coming to SCHOOLS NEAR YOU, and bringing it with them.

    


    They are INFLICTING IT ON STUDENTS in your school systems

    


    it is being spread.

    


    it is part and parcel of Gramsci's plan to destroy Western culture from the inside. And it's working.

    

    No, it's not. None of this is true, folks. It's propaganda...a great lie...designed to provoke an emotional response and ultimately, sell a product. Sadly, Kevin fell for it. Even more distressing, we've seen this many times throughout history. Teachers are always the ones they come after first. Why? I think you all know....I'm sure it won't be long until we see things like this again....

    

    http://www.calvin.edu/academic/cas/gpa/images/sturmer/ds11.jpg

    

    Let me be clear, Kevin. On this particular topic, you are not well. You've gone funny in the head and I think you need to do some serious reflection on your factual basis for these claims. If you don't want to take my word for it, listen to these words...

    

    If you decide on a course of action with your emotional mind, and then let your rational mind justify a decision already made (i.e. engage in "rationalization"), you are doing things the wrong way.


    

    



    jsid-1266444647-653 khbaker at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 22:10:47 +0000


    Markadelphia, I realize that this is a complete waste of my time, but WHAT DO YOU THINK THE RAZA STUDIES PROGRAM IN THE TUSD IS? What was it that was described in "Why We Banned Legos"? Why on Earth should I assume either of these is an ANOMALY? I've watched test scores decline over my lifetime. I know that our schools are failing, and each generation that comes out produces another generation that falls further. You blame parents? They're the product of that system, too.

    

    I've read your blatherings here for the last three years, and YOU EMBODY the CP philosophy, even as you (apparently) don't realize it. You may not be able to quote Paulo Friere chapter and verse, but you've absorbed his ideas and they come through in your writing. (You're "enslaved" because you have to buy power from one company? Really? The Corporations are keeping you Down, man?) No, Markadelphia, I'm not paranoid, I'm observant.

    

    And bear in mind here, I'm not the one invoking Godwin's law.


    

    



    jsid-1266450837-504 Markadelphia at Wed, 17 Feb 2010 23:53:57 +0000


    Why on Earth should I assume either of these is an ANOMALY?

    

    Because it clearly is, Kevin. You would see this if you spent any reasonable amount of time in a classroom. Do you want to know why test scores have declined? There are a number of reasons why this is happening. Much of it has to do with our culture changing for the worse and I suspect that we share common views on this fact.

    

    YOU EMBODY the CP philosophy

    

    No, I don't. It's not something even remotely close to what I believe.

    

    Let me show what you I do believe. Since the U of M came up in this discussion, here is a page you might find interesting.

    

    http://www.cehd.umn.edu/ppg/coopteachers/Clinical/Standards/

    

    These are the standards that one must live by if they want to receive a teaching license. This list is based on national standards that are employed around the country. Here is what is "spreading" around our schools. Let's take a look at few of them, shall we?

    

    1.6 Use differing viewpoints, theories, "ways of knowing" and methods of inquiry in his/her teaching of subject matter concepts.

    

    1.7 Evaluate teaching resources and curriculum materials for their comprehensiveness, accuracy, and usefulness for representing particular ideas and concepts.

    

    1.9 Develop and use curricula that encourage students to see, question, and interpret ideas from diverse perspectives.

    

    3. Q. Develop a learning community in which individual differences are respected.

    


    4. E. Nurture the development of students' critical thinking, independent problem solving, and performance capabilities.

    

    4. F. Demonstrate flexibility and reciprocity in the teaching process as necessary for adapting instruction to student responses, ideas, and needs.

    


    5. D. Know how to help people work productively and cooperatively with each other in complex social settings.

    


    5. J. Recognize the relationship of intrinsic motivation to students' life-long growth and learning.

    

    9. F. Understand the value of critical thinking and self-direct learning as a habit of the mind.

    

    10. K. Identify and use community resources to foster student learning.

    

    Combine these with the MDE standards I listed in the other link.These are just a few that I picked that are in DIRECT CONFLICT with what you assert is "coming soon" and "spreading" to our schools. This is how "critical" pedagogy is truly defined. If you want to have a rational debate that includes actual data about why test scores are going down, I'm more than willing. Until that time, I suggest that you--all of you--reflect on 1.9 in the above list for a very big clue as to why the folks at verumserum, powerline, and Katherine Kersten are actually upset.


    jsid-1266452540-310 Linoge at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:22:37 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266450837-504


    YOU EMBODY the CP philosophy

    

    No, I don't. It's not something even remotely close to what I believe.

    

    Point of clarification (one that I cannot believe I am making to a supposed teacher): your claiming that you do not believe in something does not necessarily preclude you from embodying it. As to your beliefs, I have no particular inclination to believe you or your claims, especially given your history of flagrantly and whimsically redefining words on the fly to try and support your own particular arguments... as you are doing in this exact instance. For example, the definition of the word "embody" is as follows:

    

    "to give a concrete form to; express, personify, or exemplify in concrete form; to provide with a body; incarnate; make corporeal"

    

    Likewise, the definition of "personify" is as follows:

    

    "to attribute human nature or character to (an inanimate object or an abstraction), as in speech or writing; to represent (a thing or abstraction) in the form of a person"

    

    Your belief in something, or lack thereof, is completely immaterial to the proposition that you represent the nature of "critical pedagogy" nearly every single damned time you post a comment here at TSM. On the internet, it is difficult to separate 'actions' from 'words', but your comments over the past however-many-years of commenting here more than adequately prove Kevin's statement 100% true, and your "rebuttal" is nothing more than you exposing your ignorance of the English language, while simultaneously providing no defense whatsoever.

    

    Granted, I do not believe that you are an English teacher, but for any educator of children, your lacking grasp on our primary language is pathetically disappointing... but your willful and malicious abuse of it is just disgusting.

    

    (Motherflyingfrakker - I write up a nice long comment, log in to comment it, and it vaporizes. I hate this software.)


    

    



    jsid-1266451346-668 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:02:33 +0000


    

    



    .... This commenting software is a piece of shit.


    (this is a test)


    

    



    jsid-1266451442-252 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:04:17 +0000


    

    



    

    



    And I say, show me the data.


    


    ... So you can ignore it, and demand that you join the system or else have no standing to challenge it. While at the same time admitting to "some problems", but without addressing how to fix them.


    


    Show me the evidence of it "being spread."


    


    He just did. The education department near me teaches it as well.


    


    Show me the evidence of it "coming soon to a shool near you."


    


    He-LLO. Primary Source.


    

    



    jsid-1266451493-348 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:05:02 +0000


    

    



    'Im curious as to why in this post you did not publish the list of "excellent" schools where this is being taught. Why not? What are the sources for verumserum and powerline that show teachers in school districts teaching with the influence of CP?


    


    So only if you can publish every ones does it matter?


    Even if we accepted that from you, if we *did* publish it, you would dismiss it, or run away.


    


    You claim that this is being taught at the U of M. Okay, that's fine but's it's just one theory in a sea of dozens.


    


    And so you contradict yourself, and prove what would happen.


    "That's fine but it's just one theory...." It's one theory that you subscribe to, apparently in ignorance.


    


    Which was the point of Kevin's post - not only is it spreading, but it's not spreading obviously, but below the surface. Without specifically being named in most schools. You've imbued it in your own thinking.


    

    



    jsid-1266451518-34 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:05:28 +0000


    

    



    One of your main sources for this is Katherine Fucking Kersten, for crying out loud, Kevin! That would be like me stating that because Maureen Dowd


    


    No, it wouldn't. Your inability to form a comparison is probably why your SAT scores suffered.


    The question isn't who the "source" was, who brought it to attention but....


    


    Get ready...


    


    IS THE SOURCE CORRECT?


    


    THAT IS WHAT MATTERS.


    


    The reason we don't take Dowd seriously is that she's often wrong. Or uses something that's tangentially right as a basis for an argument that's totally off-base. Like you just did.


    


    But even if Dowd was your source, if she LINKED TO PROOF (which in this case you admit that you've EXPERIENCED, and you've conceded sure, exists), then using Dowd AS A SOURCE doesn't matter. If Dowd were to write a column and talk about how Baradar is being waterboarded and tortured (which appears to be true), and provide links and proof, then her rampant silliness is beside the point.


    


    But you can't get past SOURCES. You don't understand logic, or critical thinking, don't think to lecture us on it. It's all who about told you - or told us - to you. Rush! BAD! WRONG! BECK! WRONG! BAD! BAD!


    


    Michael Moore? Oh, my god, what a genius, didn't you know that Cuban had wonderful health care?


    


    ... You can't address the ideas that we're discussing, so you have to attack the messenger. Because it'sall you know.


    


    None of this is true, folks. It's propaganda...a great lie..


    


    EVEN AS YOU ADMIT THAT IT IS TRUE.


    It's gotta be loud in your head, it really has to be. You might disagree with Kevin's CONCLUSION (but before that you'd have to be ABLE to follow Gramsci's ideas and proposals and debate THEM). But you've self-refuted again. You keep claiming because Kevin saw it at Kersten's, it's not true, but yes, you've personally seen it, and it does exist and it does happen, but after all, it's one of a whole bunch of theories, and teachers are too overworked and underpaid to be successful at indoctrinating children...


    


    And then claim Kevin is insane, even though you've just supported his argument.


    

    



    jsid-1266451782-528 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:09:42 +0000


    Do you want to know why test scores have declined?

    

    Then. Fix. It.

    If you can make that statement, then you can fix it.

    

    But you don't know. But you can point to some damn interesting things - Kevin already has. Including the literacy rate from 1940, 1950, and 1965.

    I can tell you that it's dropped as we've poured money wholesale into the professional teaching system.

    

    But you were busy denying what the QOTD said, denying the existence of the facts, and accusing Kevin of being a depraved cat shaver for saying so.


    

    



    jsid-1266452025-67 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:13:45 +0000


    Kevin: YOU EMBODY the CP philosophy

    Marx: No, I don't. It's not something even remotely close to what I believe.

    

    It's exactly how. you. behave.

    

    We're primary sources to that. Exactly. That's how you behave. If you really don't believe it, you're acting incorrectly - instead of continuing to embody that philosophy, you should be changing how you act.

    

    But your comments here the past week have proven that it's exactly what you actually believe. Maybe you've successfully convinced yourself of another truth - but that's your problem. You're wrong. If you really think this isn't how you're behaving, you're wrong. Because it is.

    

    And for nothing else, if you didn't believe in it, you wouldn't be simultaneously denying it and attacking those who point it out.


    

    



    jsid-1266454220-857 Larry at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:50:35 +0000


    Facts exist, regardless of your ability (or willingness) to believe them.


    

    



    jsid-1266454611-348 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 00:57:01 +0000


    

    

    By the way...

    

    From the College of Education's web site...

    

    FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

    Semester Hours: 3

    

    ...

    The course is intended as an adventure for refining and extending the skills and art of "critical thinking." (...Aronowitz/Giroux, 1985, ...)

    

    (hey, wait, that sounds familiar...)

    

    Google Giroux....:

    "Henry Giroux, one of today's leading critical pedagogy scholars, "

    

    Hmmmm.

    

    Students will:

    1. read selected resources and develop an ethos for the course.

    2. examine and analyze the sociological "dimensions" of selected issues, examine pro and con positions, and discuss/respond to their concerns as they impact our profession. (References: Anyon 1980, Aronowitz/Giroux 1985, Berger/Lackmann 1967, Lasch 1979, Martin 1992, Nieto 1992, Shapiro/Purpel 1993); (Reflective, Decision Makers, Lifelong Learners, Culturally Sensitive; ISLLIC 1 C 12, 2 C 6); (PRAXIS Standard 1.E.1, 1.E.2);

    3. students will interview a student and examine specific relationships and the effect they have on learning and living.

    4. be encouraged to study course content phenomenologically. How does experience inform our understanding of what is critical?

    

    (wait.. phen.. what? Hey, a word *I* don't know... lessee...

    phenomenologically:

    A philosophy or method of inquiry based on the premise that reality consists of objects and events as they are perceived or understood in human consciousness and not of anything independent of human consciousness.

    Gee.. that sounds.. FAMILIAR.)

    

    The syllabus?

    Week 2 of 16:Theme: introduction to Critical PedagogyExamining the discourse of Critical Theory.


    

    



    jsid-1266455658-724 Markadelphia at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:14:18 +0000


    Linoge, classic Nixonian. You can't refute me on the facts so you attack me personally. And wrongfully so, I might add. I've given you the list of standards that are REQUIRED for licensure. Taking a class in critical pedagogy is not part of that requirement. I've also given all of you a list of standards that every teacher in this state must adhere to regarding the learning of the students. These standards are also in direct conflict with CP. And yet you continue to believe what you believe...very sad.

    

    Unix, are you saying tha you disagree with 1.9? If so, I'd like to hear why.

    

    Larry, yes they do. Again, I ask...show me the data that supports Kevin's claims. Thus far, his data simpy isn't valid. Let's see the list of "excellent" universities, the statements on school districts web sites around the country that support CP, your comparison of CP with the standards for licensure I have listed above, and the "spreading" of this philosophy.


    jsid-1266459538-948 Linoge at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 02:18:59 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266455658-724


    Linoge, classic Nixonian. You can't refute me on the facts so you attack me personally.

    

    Liar.

    

    You based an entire comment on your flawed understanding a word. I corrected you on that word - using facts (do you even know what "facts" mean?). If you consider that to be a "personal attack", then, once again, your understanding of the definitions of words is blatantly and obviously erroneous. Then again, given your flawed position to start with, it does not surprise me that you take it "personally" when someone points out that you were wrong, with the facts to support that observation.

    

    Additionally, you made a statement you quite obviously intended as a refutation of what Kevin proposed. That statement was a non-sequiteur - it had no basis on the discussion at hand, it had no bearing, and in terms of the context of the discussion, it had no meaning.

    

    

    

    In short, your beliefs are irrelevant when it comes to what you embody, insofar as your actions may or may not accurately portray your beliefs (or what you claim to be your beliefs).

    

    Coincidentally, the rest of your first paragraph is likewise irrelevant to my post - I demonstrated, factually, where you misunderstood a word being used in a conversation, and wrote an entirely pointless comment regarding your understanding of that word (an understanding, I would again point out, that flies in the face of the dictionary definition of the word). I do not care what classes you had to take, I do not care what certifications you had to pass, and I do not care what qualifications you claim to have. You misunderstood a word. You put forward an irrelevant argument. And now you are lying about my reaction to it here.

    

    

    Your actions are the basis upon which someone can judge what you are embodying and what you are not, and speaking as a primary source regarding your behavior on this weblog for the course of the past few years, the list blockquoted in Kevin's post concerning critical pedagogy might as well be a checklist for the vast majority of your comments here. It does not matter what you believe, or think you believe. It does not matter what you were taught, or think you were taught. It does not matter what you think you are doing.

    

    All that matters is what you are doing - as Kevin says "does it work?"

    

    In this case, does the hypothesis of "Markaphasia embodies critical pedagogy" work? However-the-hell many years of your comments here indicate "YES".


    

    



    jsid-1266455885-832 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:18:07 +0000


    You can't refute me on the facts so you attack me personally.

    

    Because the SUBJECT OF THE DISCUSSION IS YOU.

    

    You said - you - "*I* DO NOT...". You made yourself the subject, and thereby it's hardly NIXONIAN TO STAY ON TOPIC.

    

    Unusual for you, yes, but not sinister and certainly not "Nixonian".

    

    Unix, are you saying tha you disagree with 1.9? If so, I'd like to hear why.

    

    You can't even stay on topic! Much less within the English language? You don't want to hear why, you want to throw out requirements - which you'll note I just shredded - we're not one of the universities on the list, and YET IT TURNS OUT CRITICAL PEDAGOGY IS BEING TAUGHT.

    

    Thus, it's "spreading".

    

    It would be gracious to admit your errors.


    jsid-1266456386-72 khbaker at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:26:26 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266455885-832


    As I said, he's too perfect an example of the Left in this country not to let him continue to illuminate their failings.


    

    



    jsid-1266456238-114 emdfl at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:23:58 +0000


    Game, set, match to Unix-Jedi...


    jsid-1266464164-115 juris_imprudent at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 03:36:04 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266456238-114


    Hell I was going to invoke the mercy rule.


    

    



    jsid-1266456335-770 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:25:35 +0000


    But, what the hell:

    

    1.9 Develop and use curricula that encourage students to see, question, and interpret ideas from diverse perspectives.

    

    No. I don't agree with that. The "diverse" ideas is irrelevant. The question I want schools to teach children is evaluating ideas against reality.

    

    We've seen the perversion of the word "Diversity" to mean "whatever someone of a protected class thinks - regardless of facts".

    

    If it's meant - as in my experience - in that way, no, that's not a good goal, milestone, and is the opposite of what should be being taught.


    

    



    jsid-1266456971-117 khbaker at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:36:11 +0000


    Of Latino heritage despite his Anglo-sounding name, Ward was all for more thoroughly integrating the contributions of Mexican-Americans into U.S. history. But once he started teaching, he became concerned about the program's focus on victimization.

    

    "They really wanted to identify the victimizer, which was the dominant group — in this case white America — and they wanted students to have a revolution against upper-class white America," says Ward, who now works as a state auditor.

    

    "They had a clear message that political departments in the U.S. are arms of the dominant culture designed to keep minorities in the ghetto and to keep them downtrodden. They're teaching on the taxpayers' dime that police officers and teachers are trying to keep them down. What a perverse message to teach these kids."

    

    C'mon, U-J, that's just another perspective, right?


    

    



    jsid-1266457952-842 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:52:32 +0000


    It's all about the diversity!

    

    We've got to hear from all the victim groups!


    

    



    jsid-1266458119-631 Sladuuch at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 01:55:19 +0000


    

    



    I can't speak as to the assertion that this stuff is picking up steam, but the college I was educated at — a super-expensive, top tier liberal arts school — was absolutely steeped in this stuff. In every class that dealt with history, psychology, literature, and sociology, we were encouraged to view events through the lenses of victimization, racial power dynamics, and cultural relativism. For example, atrocities and outrages in third world countries were explained away or justified on the basis of insufficient compassion, understanding, or positive intervention on the part of Western nations (e.g genocide in Darfur, female genital mutilation). Meanwhile, impersonal economic actions or political sausagemaking in the first world (such as failures raise the minimum wage or crack down on welfare abuse) were violently attacked as examples of deliberate assaults on the oppressed.


    


    I don't think Kevin et al. are suggesting that some sinister force is marching in (with high-capacity bullet-hose assault weapons spray firing from the hip, no doubt) and forcing professors against their will to teach this stuff; it's just that the academic culture is slowly and subtly changing to accommodate and accept it. This is just the way academia works. It moves in waves and cycles, with particular theories becoming more published, noticed, and ultimately accepted. It wouldn't surprise me if this was the new one, because most college professors I've known are very open to these ideas. If you've read A conflict of Visions (or Kevin's review of it, perhaps), it's really easy to understand this debate in Sowellian terms.


    jsid-1266461672-74 EMP at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 02:54:32 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266458119-631


    atrocities and outrages in third world countries were explained away or justified on the basis of insufficient compassion, understanding, or positive intervention on the part of Western nations (e.g genocide in Darfur, female genital mutilation). Meanwhile, impersonal economic actions or political sausagemaking in the first world (such as failures raise the minimum wage or crack down on welfare abuse) were violently attacked as examples of deliberate assaults on the oppressed.

    

    Ironically (if not surprisingly) this is one of the most racist viewpoints I've ever encountered. Makes it so only first-world whitey is responsible for his actions; those other people just don't know any better without our help.


    

    



    jsid-1266471284-245 Markadelphia at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 05:34:44 +0000


    Linoge, alright...we're going to do that now? The word game? You know what I meant...stop being a baby. You know very well that Kevin's sources are thin and that's being kind. You also know that there is a difference between having an opinion that corporations run the world and being a Marxist. Make up whatever you want about me...it just shows how weak your points are...

    Unix, 1.9 is on topic. Try to link that with your post regarding Foundations of Education. I believe in you 8-)

    

    that political departments in the U.S. are arms of the dominant culture designed to keep minorities in the ghetto and to keep them downtrodden.

    

    This bears no resemblence to reality whatsoever. This is not what is being taught in schools. We encourage children of all ages that in this country that we are lucky. We can do anything we set our mind to as long as we are intrinsically motivated. Any instructor, K-12, who teaches this should be fired immediately if they don't have tenure. If they do, they would ripped a new one by their team and told to encourage, not discourage kids.

    

    I'm not certain if any of your read this link but I've been talking about it over on my blog.

    

    http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/16/us/politics/16teaparty.html?pagewanted=1&hp

    

    The quote from it is pretty much dead on in terms of this discussion:

    

    Mr. Mack was selling Cadillacs in Arizona, his political career seemingly over, when Mr. Obama was elected. Disheartened by the results, he wrote a 50-page booklet branding the federal government “the greatest threat we face.” The booklet argued that only local sheriffs supported by citizen militias could save the nation from “utter despotism.” He titled his booklet “The County Sheriff: America’s Last Hope,” offered it for sale on his Web site and returned to selling cars.

    

    But last February he was invited to appear on “Infowars,” the Internet radio program hosted by Alex Jones, a well-known figure in the Patriot movement. Then Mr. Mack went on “The Power Hour,” another Internet radio program popular in the Patriot movement.

    

    After those appearances, Mr. Mack said, he was inundated with invitations to speak to Tea Parties and Patriot groups. Demand was so great, he said, that he quit selling cars. Then Andrew P. Napolitano, a Fox News legal analyst, invited him to New York to appear on his podcast.


    jsid-1266493877-732 Linoge at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 11:51:17 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266471284-245


    Do you ever get tired of lying, Mark, or is it simply such a deeply-ingrained part of your psyche that you do not even notice when you do it?

    

    I made up nothing - I pointed out, factually, where you misunderstood standard American English words, and made arguments that had absolutely no bearing or basis on the argument at hand (as you continue to do - corporations and Marxism have nothing to do with Kevin's statement that you embody Critical Pedagogy). Furthermore, all of those observations I made were backed up with sources, as I linked to and quoted in the comment itself.

    

    My "points" are that of the dictionary - if you consider those to be "weak", then what, exactly, are you doing teaching?

    

    I do not know what you meant. I have no way of knowing what you meant. All I know is what you wrote. And what you wrote indicated a basic, elemental misunderstanding of the vocabulary at play, logic, and how to engage in an argument. These are not new shortcomings on your part - in fact, they are all systemic, repeatable, observable problems with nearly every comment thread you have ever participated in, especially now that we are exposing your characteristic inability to admit error. In reality, this little conversational sidebar has been a convenient microcosm showing more than a few of the items that have plagued you since your very beginning here.

    

    Now, if you can admit to your erroneous understanding of "embody", and come up with a better rebuttal to Kevin's observation that you embody Critical Pedagogy than simply "Nu-uh!", then more power to you, and let us hear it. However, be forewarned - you are working against threeish years of your own words that indicate Kevin is right, nothing you have said previously has even been relevant to the observation, and your apparent inability to stay on-topic really needs to be tended to. At this point, you are staring up at us from a crevasse of your own making, and stomping your feet and gnashing your teeth at being at the bottom of it. "Tapping into your inner rage" indeed...


    

    



    jsid-1266471293-616 Markadelphia at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 05:34:57 +0000


    

    

    He said he has found audiences everywhere struggling to make sense of why they were wiped out last year. These audiences, he said, are far more receptive to critiques once dismissed as paranoia. It is no longer considered all that radical, he said, to portray the Federal Reserve as a plaything of the big banks — a point the Birch Society, among others, has argued for decades.

    

    People are more willing, he said, to imagine a government that would lock up political opponents, or ration health care with “death panels,” or fake global warming. And if global warming is a fraud, is it so crazy to wonder about a president’s birth certificate?

    

    “People just do not trust any of this,” Mr. Mack said. “It’s not just the fringe people anymore. These are just ordinary people — teachers, bankers, housewives.”

    

    And that's just what we have here. Tap into your inner rage...make up a bunch of shit....exagerate a few things...and, since you already have a built in audience, presto! You are in like flynn.

    

    We start with Kevin who is pissed off that test scores are going down and children aren't being educated as they should be. This is true and he should be angry. I am as well. Then we add in his hatred of the government and his hyper paranoia and sensitivity that anything....even a sliver to the left of his hard right or classic liberal position...is Marxist. He then seeks out information (confirmation bias) that will be a vehicle for his hatred. This is where he loses rationality which is quite sad because there are actual reasons why test scores are going down...reasons that he could address on this blog and perhaps assist in moving towards significant change....especially in his area of expertise: science.

    

    Enter the "car salesmen" like Mack. They have something to sell and Kevin is all too willing to completely embrace it....chuck reason and logic out the window....and offer no facts whatsoever to show that instructors in K-12 school districts are "infecting" students and "spreading" CP. His fear, anger, and rage clouds his judgment...so much so that he can't see the real intention of the used car salesmen (in addition to making money)...wreck all critical thinking that goes on in education so the only provider of information is them.

    

    And all of the things that he rants about happening due to the left actually come to pass at the hands of friends....truly stunning.

    



    jsid-1266475832-969 juris_imprudent at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 06:50:32 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266471293-616


    even a sliver to the left of his hard right or classic liberal position

    

    That is a remarkably dim statement there M. Hard right isn't anywhere near classic liberal. You just don't get that though, do you?

    

    Now, compare this post to the one on your blog about the tea-partiers. Do you begin to grasp the similarities - they're there if you but look.

    

    Back to Gramsci again Kevin? This fellow will surely go down in history as the most influential man in Western Culture in more than a 1000 years. To a small degree I agree with Markadelphia - this is one of many theories of education. It is a crackpot one no doubt - but then what leftist dogma isn't? But I don't see evidence of growth - hell sixteen (not particularly impressive) schools 40 years after the peak of leftism in the U.S., 20 some years after the fall of communism in the West?

    

    I remember La Raza from when I was in HS in the 70s. It was just as stupid, out of place and non mainstream then. The old radicals carved out a little niche that they still hold onto - big whoop. That does NOT explain the overall decline in education that has taken place since the 50s/early-60s. Nor do I buy into any Gramsci-rooted plot to destroy Western Civ, any more than I buy into Truther, Birther or ChemTrailer folderol.

    

    Everyone has a favorite bogeyman in education. Once it was New Math, then whole language followed by that self-esteem stupidity. A true conservative would argue for the tried and true (all the way back to teaching Latin), but the graduate system of our universities demand new and novel ideas or you just aren't a PhD. So a lot of bad ideas end up getting floated into a lot of areas; education is not immune, and may be more susceptible than others for a number of reasons.


    jsid-1266546494-261 khbaker at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 02:28:16 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266475832-969


    This deserves its own post, and it shall have it! :)


    

    



    jsid-1266472314-799 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 05:51:54 +0000


    He then seeks out information (confirmation bias) that will be a vehicle for his hatred. This is where he loses rationality which is quite sad because there are actual reasons why test scores are going down...reasons that he could address on this blog and perhaps assist in moving towards significant change....especially in his area of expertise: science.

    

    He's linked to something incredibly telling already, and you first denied it, then ignored it.

    

    Literacy rates *dropped* after "professional education" took hold. Literacy rates were steady from colonial times up to the 1940s, when they started to drop.

    Gee, what changed there?

    

    

    What of your philosophy explains that?

    

    This is true and he should be angry.

    

    Coming from the same person who claimed there he and I have no standing to discuss the educational system and it's results. Pick one, again, you're arguing with yourself. And losing.

    


    Tap into your inner rage...make up a bunch of shit....exagerate a few things...and, since you already have a built in audience, presto! You are in like flynn.

    

    Lessee. S-CHIP, WMD inspections of Iraq.. Ah, fuckit. You're too stupid to realize how bad you sound.

    

    Bloody hell, you've already admitted you didn't know what the critical pedagogy was when you were taking it.

    

    1.9 is on topic. Try to link that with your post regarding Foundations of Education. I believe in you

    

    And you didn't address what I said.

    

    Nor did you address the cut and paste from the educational school where I am. Which is teaching "critical pedagogy" as a fundamental building block.

    

    No, time for you to start cutting and running. I'm sure "Life" will kick in shortly, in order for you to justify for yourself how badly you've argued your side.

    

    And that's even aside from what you're dismissing as crazy - you don't even start to understand the Federal Reserve.

    

    You won't even admit that the mortgage market is heavily regulated. Don't try and talk to me about the Fed. There's no pony over there, I'm not looking. You laid down challenges, they were answered, and now you're ignoring them. And you owe Linoge, among others, a direct apology for your slanders. He stayed on topic, you tried to (as is your wont - we're used to this, it's why DJ has your "Standard Responses" up - you follow a pretty regular gameplan) avoid and accuse HIM of bad thoughts.

    

    Your failure to apologize for your transgressions demonstrates more about you than you realize.


    

    



    jsid-1266474988-980 Britt at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 06:36:29 +0000


    Mark, what the hell does some pamphlet selling car dealer have to do with the topic at hand? You must be a truly awful teacher. You can't even stay on topic.



    jsid-1266494439-955 Linoge at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 12:00:39 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266474988-980


    His only way of communicating appears to be non-sequiturs. It is like those guys from ST:tNG who could only talk in idioms... only stupider.


    

    



    jsid-1266499067-224 Rich at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 13:17:47 +0000


    Just to throw fuel on the fire, when I was in College in NYC in the 70's I had to take several sociology courses, I was an engineering major at the time. Each one was filled with radical left, I love Fidel and Che professors who also blamed all the ills of the world on Whites. I was personally responsible for slavery in the US. When I said my family did not come here from Scotland until the 1900's I was told I was white and so I was responsible. And the professors back then were all white. Where did they go to school? Columbia U school of education mostly.

    

    I teach at the university level at a pretty good state school and it is sickening how uneducated the students are, but they are so ready to scream that it is unfair, whatever the it is. If you want a perfect cartoon of what the current state of education is see this link:

    http://www.phdcomics.com/comics/archive.php?comicid=1280


    

    



    jsid-1266499146-288 Rich at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 13:19:06 +0000


    Oh in addition it started a lot further back - look at the education phiosophy of John Dewey in the 1920's. Professional education programs in Colleges have basically ruined education in the US.


    

    



    jsid-1266501017-516 khbaker at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 13:50:19 +0000


    That's been one of my points from the beginning, Rich. Thanks for your input.


    

    



    jsid-1266505393-245 BobG at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 15:03:13 +0000


    "Oh in addition it started a lot further back - look at the education phiosophy of John Dewey in the 1920's."

    

    "You can't make Socialists out of individualists - children who know how to think for themselves spoil the harmony of the collective society which is coming, where everyone is interdependent."

    -John Dewey


    

    



    jsid-1266506366-465 khbaker at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 15:19:26 +0000


    Bob: I've seen that (and quoted it) but do you have a source link? I'd really like to find one.


    jsid-1266516843-477 Russell at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 18:14:03 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266506366-465


    Me too.

    

    After scouring the intertubes, the best I can find is a quote from Stormer's "None Dare Call It Education" who is quoting Rosalie Gordon who said "You can't make socialists out of individualists." as a summary of Dewey's obsession with the group and group activity. But I can't find a source to that, either.

    

    The Dewey quote may be bunk.

    

    Of course, he did say this:

    

    "I believe that the teacher's business is simply to determine on the basis of larger experience and riper wisdom, how the discipline of life shall come to the child.

    I believe that all questions of the grading of the child and his promotion should be determined by reference to the same standard. Examinations are of use only so far as they test the child's fitness for social life and reveal the place in which he can be of most service and where he can receive the most help."

    

    "I believe that we violate the child's nature and render difficult the best ethical results, by introducing the child too abruptly to a number of special studies, of reading, writing, geography, etc., out of relation to this social life.

    believe, therefore, that the true centre of correlation of the school subjects is not science, nor literature, nor history, nor geography, but the child's own social activities."

    

    "I believe that education is the fundamental method of social progress and reform."

    

    "My Pedagogic Creed" by John Dewey

    http://dewey.pragmatism.org/creed.htm

    

    

    



    

    



    jsid-1266510169-309 Russell at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 16:23:03 +0000


    CP isn't a cause, it's a symptom. There are many such programs, most steaming from the Frankfurt School (see any program with the word 'Critical' or 'Studies' in them). The fact that this sort of nonsense is accepted, at all much less accepted with open arms in some circles, is a sign that the immune system is weak. Indeed, it seems as if the profession of teaching acts an incubator for this rot, instead of providing a defense.


    

    



    jsid-1266510744-354 Wolfman at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 16:32:38 +0000


    Whether or not this is germane to the subject, I have another point of contention with racial oppression. Historical context. It is difficult to find any single group that has not either perpetuated or fallen victim to racial oppression in relatively recent history. I'm not referencing long history, but within the span of this nation, which is, I believe, a viable measure of time when referring to the ruling class of this nation.

    

    Yes, black people have been treated horribly, regarded as property, and killed out of hand within the history of this nation.

    

    Irish immigrants and their decendants have been oppressed by the ruling class of this nation, to the point of racial hatred, within the history of this nation.

    

    Likewise, in varying degrees and locales, Poles, Jews, Catholics, Italians, Mexicans, Chinese, Germans, Japanese, people of various Nordic countries, Cubans, Communists, Greeks, Russians, El Salvadorans, Indians (I grew up on a reservation in Montana, and find the term 'Native Americans' does no justice to these people, hence I use the shorter term); the list continues ad nauseum.

    

    What I find offensive is the practice of victimization. When the Irish were being oppressed in New England, upon their arrival from overseas, were they vocal about it? Yes, I imagine so. We are a vocal people. Were they unhappy and angry? Yes. Do their decendents currently cry out for reparations? No. They engaged in self-serving ends and felt they were well justified in and of themselves. They fought for their position in society, and now that it is assured, they rest upon the knowlege that they did what was necessary to survive. They feel no need to liberate the oppressors, or try to wrap their selfish ends in noble causes. The Irish are not victims. They saw a challenge, and overcame it. In doing so, they earned their position in society. It is my hope that someday, the current ideology of 'being a victim' will fade, and be replaced again with self-actualization. Its difficult to pull one's self out of a hole when using one's hands to point fingers at the one who pushed you into it.


    

    



    jsid-1266514511-368 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 17:35:11 +0000


    ...and find the term 'Native Americans' does no justice to these people...

    

    I don't claim any tiniest admixture of American tribal blood, but reading of history etc. suggests to me that the only name that would "do justice" to them would be to refer to them individually by their tribal names. For example, if memory serves the various Lakota allies were not the friends of the Comanche by any measure. To treat them as monolithic ignores the history of both, not to mention ignoring the fact that in most American tribal languages the word for "stranger" and the word for "enemy" were the same word.

    

    For a reasonably accurate historical context without all the information tracking involved in using tribal names, I prefer the term the Canadians use: "First Nations".


    

    



    jsid-1266515578-780 Scott at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 17:53:20 +0000


    Long time lurker here. This conversation fascinates me for many reasons; not the least of which is that I'm 36 and have recently returned to college to finish my degree. I've been shocked at the degree to which doctrine is the central theme to virtually every course I'm enrolled in (with mathematics being the sole exception).

    

    This is slightly OT but here's a recent story that, if true, will only add fuel to the fire:

    

    "School Used Student Laptop Webcams to Spy On Them At School and Home"

    http://www.boingboing.net/2010/02/17/school-used-student.html

    

    A class-action lawsuit has been filed against a school district after a student was disciplined by the school for his behavior at home. The principal used a screenshot from the kid's laptop as "evidence" of his wrongdoing.



    

    



    jsid-1266515692-842 Wolfman at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 17:54:52 +0000


    Very good point, GOF, and well taken. Each tribe has its own distinct history and there is no cohesive term for any of them. However, my point was more in regards to the euphemistic nature of 'Native American.' If I am going to address the myriad tribes by a single term, I simply do not wish to wrap it in extra syllables. However, First Nations does address both the plurality and sovereignty issues, and does seem to be a more accurate term. This has, of course, become a totally separate conversation. If Markadelphia can speak in non-sequitors, so can I.


    jsid-1266525118-465 Ed "What the" Heckman at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 20:31:58 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266515692-842


    "First Nations does address both the plurality and sovereignty issues, and does seem to be a more accurate term."

    

    True. But what do you call an individual from that ethnic group? A "First National"? ;)


    

    



    jsid-1266516308-407 Jason at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 18:05:08 +0000


    Perhaps we can agree there are a lot of problems in education. What is more damaging than CP, are the vast number of snakeoil salesmen ready to offer quick fixes to the complex problems in education. As for declining test scores, perhaps we should be cautious before believing declension narratives. Look at graduation rates then and now, what subjects were being taught then and now and then show me actual test scores from then and now and I'll believe it.

    

    The CP thing is a trend, a horrible one, and I'm not convinced it's widespread. There are bigger problems in education. Here are a few:

    

    Mediocre teachers--given the job requirements, pay scale, and prestige of being a teacher in a public school are we surprised that the best and brightest aren't attracted? Those of you on the "failing schools" bandwagon should quit your jobs and go become wonderful teachers and if you're unwilling start thinking about why you're unwilling.

    

    Crap flavor of the month teaching philosophies--ask any long time teacher and they will tell you about the BS programs that have came and went during their time teaching.

    

    Bloated administrations that suck funding away from classrooms and buy the snakeoil salemen's "fixes." And far too many education "experts" and "Saturday Morning teachers" who've never actually taught.

    

    Spoiled, undisciplined students with no work ethic who are supported by doting parents. Look at why kids are failing and you will see many times that they simply aren't doing any work. And learning is work.

    

    These are just a few of the problems. I generally like what you have to say, Kevin. But "Gramsci's plan" sounds like fear mongering (almost like the "blood in the streets" fallacies that gun banners used against ccw). I wholeheartedly agree that CP is bad and we should fight against it, but let's not blame all of education's problems on it. The problems in education are complex and removing one horrible practice won't fix them (although it would help).


    jsid-1266519080-288 Britt at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 18:51:25 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266516308-407


    I'm not sure where it was asserted that CP was the root of all the problems with the school system. No one here argues that if CP was removed that the public school system would function well. The whole "it's complex" thing is a tautology if there ever was one. Of course it's complex, the real world is. Any time we discuss issues we are summarizing, we do not have the time or the ability to analyze every single facet of the issue. The question at hand is simple "Is CP having a negative effect on the students in the government schools?" Just because we're focusing on one of the many bad things with the school system doesn't mean we're ignoring the rest of the problems, it just means we are discussing one particular problem.


    jsid-1266536713-231 Jason at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 23:45:35 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266519080-288


    except it really is complex and the arm chair education experts tend to forget about it. you're wrong about the question at hand--the OP was a little more extreme: "destroying western culture"--my point is that if you are summarizing and offering an end of life as we know it sermon to it that you ought to acknowledge the real issues instead of exaggerating others. because most of the time, it does mean your ignoring the rest of the problems.


    

    



    jsid-1266526230-80 theirritablearchitect at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 20:50:30 +0000


    "...GIVE ME DATA, GIVE ME DATA, GIVE ME DATA!..."

    

    And you haven't a clue as to why that is a sack-of-shit argument, do ya, teacherboy?


    

    



    jsid-1266526977-418 Markadelphia at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 21:02:59 +0000


    But I don't see evidence of growth - hell sixteen (not particularly impressive) schools 40 years after the peak of leftism in the U.S., 20 some years after the fall of communism in the West?

    

    Right. What a relief that someone else sees this...even if it is in a small way agreeing with me.

    

    That does NOT explain the overall decline in education that has taken place since the 50s/early-60s. Nor do I buy into any Gramsci-rooted plot to destroy Western Civ, any more than I buy into Truther, Birther or ChemTrailer folderol.

    

    It doesn't explain the decline. There are certainly a myriad of factors that have contributed. And your inclusion with the truthers, birthers and chemtrailers is quite appropriate.

    


    But "Gramsci's plan" sounds like fear mongering (almost like the "blood in the streets" fallacies that gun banners used against ccw).

    

    Correct. That's exactly what it is and a perfect comparison when you consider that none of the predictions of gun control advocates have every come true.

    

    Mediocre teachers-

    

    I'd go even farther than that. How about horrible teachers? First of all, if you are going to gripe about pay, stop fucking being a teacher. The last thing education needs is more money. What we need is for teachers to stop thinking of themselves as underpaid intrusctors and start thinking of themselves as overpaid missionaries. We need people to invest their time and have the patience to manage the complexities of diverse learners. It's a question of intrinsic motivation which is one of the main reasons why test scores are falling. We live in an extrinsic society. "I won't do this unless a get a cookie" are how many students have been taught to learn...by their parents as well as their teachers. It's awful.

    

    I want to also throw in that tenure is bullshit and that's not because I don't have it. If offered, I probably won't take it. Of course, that may get me into trouble with the union but oh well...it wouldn't be the first time.

    

    Those of you on the "failing schools" bandwagon should quit your jobs and go become wonderful teachers and if you're unwilling start thinking about why you're unwilling.

    

    Amen.

    

    Crap flavor of the month teaching philosophies

    

    No shit. School administrators see something that worked in New York and think it will work in MN or somewhere else. What they also don't get is that it takes a certain kind of person to connect with young people of multiple generations. Sadly, many instructors suffer from the conviciton of their own vanity and think they're good with students. Many are not. So they dress up their incompetence in these silly philosophies and think that everything will be fine.

    

    Bloated administrations that suck funding away

    

    Again, we don't need money. We need serious engagement from the community, parents, and the media. We need people to give their time and expertise...and actually giving a shit about it. Of course, that will mean changing our entire culture which seems to be on a perpetual quest for new holidays and leisure time.

    


    Spoiled, undisciplined students with no work ethic who are supported by doting parents.

    

    Or lazy parents who tell their kids if they play basketball three times a week, then someday they will be "lucky" and be in the NBA...making millions of dollars. So, who cares about school, right? This is what our culture is all about now: The Michael Jordan Generation. It's not about honest work or even finding work that you would do if no one paid you. It's about buying into the pyramid scam that you just have to be lucky and then you will have riches. Of course, once you have those riches, you can sit around and play WOW all day, eat Cheetos, and fiddle (like way too many people) while our country falls apart.



    jsid-1266547201-963 juris_imprudent at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 02:40:02 +0000 in reply to jsid-1266526977-418


    What a relief that someone else sees this...even if it is in a small way agreeing with me.

    

    I say that guardedly because I need to remind you that even when I am criticizing Kevin's argument, it doesn't mean you have my whole-hearted support. You have been to known to make that kind of mistake, though of late you appear to be a bit more aware. Don't make me regret saying that.


    

    



    jsid-1266528032-912 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 18 Feb 2010 21:20:32 +0000


    Right. What a relief that someone else sees this

    

    Nevermind my claims for wanting data, let me skip all of that and pretend it never happened.

    

    Sadly, many instructors suffer from the conviciton of their own vanity and think they're good with students.

    

    Don't overdose on the irony supplements.

    

    So they dress up their incompetence in these silly philosophies and think that everything will be fine.

    

    No, they demand MORE MONEY. And more control. And less oversight. The more they fail, the more they gain.

    

    That's what your inability to synthesize a whole idea, to see the forest and the trees hides from you.

    

    That's what we're talking about. The educational system as it's currently constituted, with the CLAIMED GOALS IT HAS, has utterly failed. Which means that 1) The stated goals aren't the real goals or 2) it's incapable of meeting the goals. (Conceivably, 3) the goals are unreachable, despite the fact historically they have been met.)

    

    In no case do you understand the situation.

    


    Of course, once you have those riches, you can sit around and play WOW all day, eat Cheetos, and fiddle (like way too many people) while our country falls apart.

    

    Even as your insistence on adhering to failing philosophies makes the "falling apart" even more likely.

    But - even aside from that.

    

    Playing WoW all day and having enough food to eat. That's not "rich?" How rich do you insist people become? Or how poor do you insist that they become before they're sanctified? Why would you look down on someone who has - through his own means, not handouts - the wealth to sit all day and merely consume?

    

    It's an ugly bigotry under your hood, Mark, that's for damn sure.

    

    And someone who I care about very much was complaining at christmas about "The Rich". Why did they need "so much", why did they have to have "all this money and try and make more" it just made no sense.

    

    The person complaining?

    Owns 3 houses and a quarter share of a farm with another.

    One is on a river connected to the ocean.

    One is on a 50 acre farm.

    One is 5400 square feet.

    The quarter share is on a 200 acre farm, with approximately 600 more acres in nearby tracts.

    Owns 2 boats, 1 34 footer, and 1 14 footer.

    4 Kayaks. (2 to keep at the river).

    

    And he damn sure doesn't think _he's_ rich.

    But by any _worldwide_ average of wealth and possession, he's rolling in the dough.

    

    That person you look down on, happy to play games all day and eat "Cheetos" is fabulously wealthy if they can do that...

    

    If you could learn to actually synthesize information, you'd start to understand that.

    Maybe I should tell you _my_ ethnic background, since it appears it _might_ change my opinion - since you claim (and defend the philosophy that) facts change with the diversity of background....


    

    



    jsid-1266545045-88 EMP at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 02:04:15 +0000


    Maybe I should tell you _my_ ethnic background

    

    Why? You've heard how staggeringly white this place is. He already knows your ethnic background even if you don't.


    

    



    jsid-1266550854-444 GrumpyOldFart at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 03:40:54 +0000


    Besides, if you agree with the majority of the tea partiers' views, you're white anyway even if you aren't. Remember Chris Matthews?

    

    "All of them, every single one of them is white."

    

    Obviously that includes Lloyd Marcus

    

    http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=812am1zg0Jg

    

    Ken Gladney

    

    http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RgjMF3y1ytQ

    

    and Katrina Pierson.

    

    http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sV6bNpNU4ls

    

    Oh, and that black guy you can see over Katrina's left shoulder? He doesn't actually exist. Like Katrina, Ken and Lloyd, he is an "unperson", MS-NBC has spoken.

    

    But then the left had already decided that conservatives are white racists even when they're not anyway, as in their treatment of this man:

    

    http://www.azcentral.com/members/Blog/PHXBeat/60504

    

    in this piece:

    

    http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UYKQJ4-N7LI


    

    



    jsid-1266557170-163 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 05:26:10 +0000


    

    

    As usual, Mark misses the forest for the trees. To go back to an earlier quote of his:

    He said he has found audiences everywhere struggling to make sense of why they were wiped out last year. These audiences, he said, are far more receptive to critiques once dismissed as paranoia. It is no longer considered all that radical, he said, to portray the Federal Reserve as a plaything of the big banks — a point the Birch Society, among others, has argued for decades.

    Notice Mark is willing to dismiss them as "paranoids" - *without addressing their issues*. Just like he'll call racist, or us "anti-academic".

    

    So let's bring up some _discussion_ of the Fed, shall we?

    

    http://tcsdaily.com/Article.aspx?id=082709A

    

    From 1776 to 1912 (136 years), the value of the dollar, relative to the Consumer Price Index, increased by 11% ... A loaf of bread for Thomas Jefferson cost the same as a loaf of bread for Lincoln 50 years later and again the same for J.P. Morgan 50 years after that.

    The United States Federal Reserve System was created in 1913. The stated purpose of the Fed, by the definition taken from its own website, is to "conduct the nation's monetary policy by influencing money and credit conditions in the economy in pursuit of full employment and stable prices."...

    After the Fed's creation, from 1913 to 2008 (95 years), the value of the dollar, relative to the Consumer Price Index, decreased by 95%. A dollar could buy 95% fewer goods in 2008 than in 1913. ...

    In other words, the value of the dollar remained extremely stable for 150 years, the Fed was created in order to "stabilize the value of the dollar," and the result has been a 95% devaluation of the dollar in less than 100 years following its creation.

    

    Back to Mark:

    People are more willing, he said, to imagine a government that would lock up political opponents, or ration health care with “death panels,” or fake global warming. And if global warming is a fraud, is it so crazy to wonder about a president’s birth certificate?

    “People just do not trust any of this,” Mr. Mack said. “It’s not just the fringe people anymore. These are just ordinary people — teachers, bankers, housewives.

    

    Yep. Ordinary people who are *questioning what they are being told*.

    

    Correctly in (at least) several of those cases, as it turns out.

    "Death Panels?" Yep. Exactly. You might object to the name, preferring something like the "Bipartisan Incorporated Almagated Compassionate Rational Health Care Commitee".

    But the *concept* is the same, and exactly correct in the critique. Not "paranoid".

    Global Warming? Dealt with well here already. Definately proven to BE at least an attempted fraud, despite what the climate is doing.

    Birth Certificate? Well, it's a mooted point now.

    

    But that's what happens when you find out the powers-that-be aren't doing their

    job and/or are lying. You start to doubt all sorts of things. (Especially when nobody will bother to, you know, actually check on obvious things.)


    

    



    jsid-1266603102-661 Oren Truitt at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 18:11:49 +0000


    While I can appreciate the depth of your research and am certain of the validity of your reasoning, you are wasting your efforts on the 'Liberals'.

    I taught school for 13 years and quit because I could no longer be a part of a system run by left-wingers who were more interested in being politically correct than they were in enforcing discipline and learning.

    As the old saying goes,"Never teach a pig to sing, it wastes your time and annoys the pig".


    

    



    jsid-1266621014-468 khbaker at Fri, 19 Feb 2010 23:10:20 +0000


    Who says I'm doing it for the "Liberals"?


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      The Standard Responses of Markadelphia
    


    Saturday, August 01, 2009


    

    



    I've backdated this post so that it doesn't appear on the front page of the blog, but it can be pulled up as a link at need. Reader DJ has kindly composed this list of my single leftish commenter Markadelphia's "Standard Responses" which he has exhibited over the last two years or so:


    #1 The "I can't hear you" response. He behaves as if a request to respond or to answer a question was not made, or that he never read it. This seems to be his favorite.

    

    #2 The "What's the point" response. He complains that it is pointless to respond because he won't be believed anyway. One often finds this on a playground during third grade recess.

    

    #3 The "I'm not alone" response. He states his opinion, and then he points to the writings of other people who share his opinion, as if the request were about votes instead of verifiable facts, logic, and reasoned thought.

    

    #4 The "How 'bout that anthrax, eh?" response. He simply tries to change the subject. This is also known as the "Hey, look! A pony!" response.

    

    #5 The "I'm drowning in stupidity" response. He simply lays on the blather, slathering on one turgid catch-phrase, slogan, and cliché after another, and then declares, later, "I answered your question."

    

    #6 The "How 'bout a little fire, Scarecrow?" response. He deliberately misses the point, laying on one straw man after another.

    

    #7 The "Who you gonna believe, me or your lyin' camera?" response. Nothing is valid, no matter what the evidence for it is, unless it squares with the conclusions he's already jumped to.

    

    #8 The "Humpty Dumpty" response. He simply asserts that your words mean what he says they mean. Thus, no matter what you write, it means that he is correct. This is also known as the "We don't need no stinking dictionary!" response.

    

    #9 The "Nuh-uh! Am not! You are!" response. He simply asserts that the other side is what he doesn't like his side being accused of. As with #2, one often finds this on a playground during third grade recess.

    

    #10 The "Brave Sir Robin" response. When the monsters get too close, he disappears for a few days, only to reappear and treat everyone as if they didn't see the monsters.

    

    #11 The "You're Not Smart Enough For Me To Converse With" response. Found for the first time in this thread from December '09

    

    #12 The "I'm a deliberate fuckwit!" response. When he discovers, yet again, that he cannot counter his opponent's argument, he intentionally mischaracterizes his opponent's argument, reasoning, meaning, and even the plain language of his statements, and then argues against his own mischaracterization as if it shows his opponent to be wrong. He does not care that this shows him to be fundamentally dishonest and/or unable to understand what his opponent actually wrote, but it gives him yet another opportunity to avoid admitting that he is wrong and/or that his opponent is correct. While this response often embodies one or more of his other Standard Responses, overall it is a distinct form that is easily recognized.

    Numerous examples of many of these standard responses are to be found in the epic-length comment thread to this post.


    I will probably update this post periodically with examples of each, such as this textbook example of Standard Response #1: An Investment in Failure

    

    Not a peep out of him in the comments to that one.

    

    Oh, and as of Sept. 23 2010 this is Rev. 8 of the list.


    

    



    
      (4 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1262645274-779 Stephen R at Mon, 04 Jan 2010 22:47:54 +0000


    New one for the list: "I don't need to answer that because I've already answered it a whole bunch of times," even though he has in fact never, ever given a straight answer to the question at hand.


    jsid-1285249762-404 khbaker at Thu, 23 Sep 2010 13:49:22 +0000 in reply to jsid-1262645274-779


    That's a subset of #5, Stephen.


    

    



    jsid-1285205714-628 DJ at Thu, 23 Sep 2010 01:35:15 +0000


    I'm posting his Standard Response #12, just so they can all be found in one place:

    

    Standard Response #12 is the "I'm a deliberate fuckwit!" response. When he discovers, yet again, that he cannot counter his opponent's argument, he intentionally mischaracterizes his opponent's argument, reasoning, meaning, and even the plain language of his statements, and then argues against his own mischaracterization as if it shows his opponent to be wrong. He does not care that this shows him to be fundamentally dishonest and/or unable to understand what his opponent actually wrote, but it gives him yet another opportunity to avoid admitting that he is wrong and/or that his opponent is correct. While this response often embodies one or more of his other Standard Responses, overall it is a distinct form that is easily recognized.

    

    And this comment thread is from this post:

    

    http://smallestminority.blogspot.com/2009/08/standard-responses-of-markadelphia.html


    jsid-1285249711-659 khbaker at Thu, 23 Sep 2010 13:48:31 +0000 in reply to jsid-1285205714-628


    And it's been included in the body of the post, DJ. Thanks!


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      Quote of the Day
    


    Tuesday, June 09, 2009


    

    



    In its entirety, a rant of beauty by LabRat right here in my comments:


    I just finished reading this whole thread after looking at it once when the number of comments was 3.

    

    UJ and others are doing quite all right at the quote-fisk game. They have that covered.

    

    So far as I can determine from having read Round XIV of Markadelphia versus everyone else including, apparently, Fox News and an imaginary army of slavering violent right-wing neojihadists who will begin mutilating the genitals of women, blowing up school buses, introducing compulsory Christianity on pain of death, and outlawing nonBiblical education just as soon as, um, they finish their beers or something, the following is the grounds for argument. I provide so we can understand each other better, and as we all know all conflict stems from a lack of understanding.

    

    Furthermore, any and all dishonest or incompetent thing that any liberal does- especially Mark himself- is just fine because unidentified conservatives do it all the time only more betterer and Dick Cheney said something about it just last week and by the time you finish watching the obvious violent enemy of all that is good in the world by watching Fox News we'll have entirely forgotten whatever thing Mark the liberal did because LOOK A PONY

    

    Conservatives are bad, terrible people that hate freedom and anyone different from them and education and intelligence and success and the beautiful flower of human reasoning and hope and we will all be better off just as soon as we've gotten rid of them. Oh, and the worst thing about them is they try to fool you into seeing your normal fellow Americans with different opinions as stupid and evil.

    

    If you have ever agreed with a Republican about anything you obviously LOVED it when Bush spent like a drunken trophy wife with no plan for debt and you're a HUGE HYPOCRITE for disapproving of Obama spending like a drunken Imelda Marcos with no plan for debt. Also you hate doing ANYTHING about ANY problem and you just want problems to continue because you hate change. Any sputtering about how you actually want to overhaul most of American government, just not the same way Obama does, IS VICIOUS LIES. So stop lying, dammit! It gets us nowhere.

    

    Obama has proved forever he's nonpartisan because he's kept basically the entirety of Bush's evil antihuman terror policies also Republicans never have useful plans except when they do only it's evil but not after Obama redeems it SO DO YOU THINK WE SHOULD WATERBOARD DEMOCRATS OR WHAT? HUH, YOU LIBERTY-HATING SECURITY FREAK oh hey pony

    

    We will spend our way out of this recession even though I said that was lies and foolishness when it was the Bush administration and we should believe Obama utterly on this because he's said he'll make mistakes. The economy will turn around under his policies because the Republican policies I will now make up wouldn't work.

    

    And now I'll make a prediction. One week from now, in a distant other thread of the FUTURE:

    

    "Taxes? Economy? Torture? Libel? Stop waving all those links to sourced information. What the hell do you people want from me, I have a life, I don't have time to feed your goddamn pony."


    LabRat, I am not worthy. Thank you for that inspired response. I hereby tag this post with the coveted "Moment of Zen" tag.


    

    



    Who says I'm doing it for the "Liberals"?


    

    



    John Hardin


    LabRat's original comment is available at http://www.impsec.org/smallest...


    

    



    
      (119 comments + more recent)
    


    

    



    jsid-1244357311-606984 ben at Sun, 07 Jun 2009 06:48:31 +0000


    Sowell is a lot smarter than you or me, or DJ. I'm not sure if he's a Christian or not, but he sure does defend them a lot. Just FYI.


    

    



    jsid-1244375407-606990 J.T. Wenting at Sun, 07 Jun 2009 11:50:07 +0000


    Obama can indeed change the world. His policies are in fact are already doing just that, by turning control over a large part of it over to Jihadist.

    With Iran soon to have nukes (all that will take is them waiting until the DPRKs can build them some or ship them the plans, those two are working together closely and the DPRKs have demonstrated to be able to construct them) that means Hezbollah and Hamas will soon have them as well.

    

    Not quite Al Qaeda (in fact, quite the opposite as AQ are Sunni and Iran is Shiite, those are mortal enemies whose animosity is worse than the bloodfeud they share with the Jews and Christians) but bad enough.


    

    



    jsid-1244379524-606991 NinjaViking at Sun, 07 Jun 2009 12:58:44 +0000


    It was my understanding that the nork nukes are implosion type plutonium devices, while the mad mullahs are going for uranium bombs. Is that incorrect?


    

    



    jsid-1244386048-606998 Hypnagogue at Sun, 07 Jun 2009 14:47:28 +0000


    Why would a rational person deliberately destabilize both the global economy and global security?

    

    a) Foolish naivete.

    b) Lust for absolute power.

    

    Judge the actions to judge the man. Is he a fool?


    

    



    jsid-1244387142-606999 Rog McF at Sun, 07 Jun 2009 15:05:42 +0000


    Along similar lines F.A. Hayek states in Road to Serfdom: “But it would make the very men who are most anxious to plan society the most dangerous if they are allowed to do so – and the most intolerant of the planning of others. From the saintly and single-minded idealist to the fanatic is often but a step.”


    

    



    jsid-1244419869-607018 Thane Eichenauer at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 00:11:09 +0000


    Sowell's predictions of apocalypse seem much like predictions of the takeover of communism decades ago. India, Israel and Pakistan all have nuclear weapons. None of those three has used them against anybody. North Korea and Iran would not be a worry of the US if the US government would cease involving itself in those regions.

    

    http://www.amazon.com/Educating-Rudy-Paul-reading-list/lm/RJML1CA9L0NCZ

    

    Could this list apply to educating Thomas?


    

    



    jsid-1244420568-607019 Kevin Baker at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 00:22:48 +0000


    India, and Pakistan haven't sworn to see Israel destroyed. India and Pakistan don't consider the U.S. to be the Great Satan (some in Pakistan do, but their fingers are not - yet - on the trigger.)

    

    North Korea possessing nuclear weapons is less worrying to me than Iran having them, though I can certainly see Kim selling the technology to whoever wants it. Remember that recent Israeli air raid on the Syrian facility? Amazing how little protest the Syrians made over that.

    

    No, there's a tipping point. That's the problem I have with Ron Paul's foreign policy (or lack thereof) and why I cannot take him seriously as a contender for the Presidency.


    

    



    jsid-1244444258-607027 Thane Eichenauer at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 06:57:38 +0000


    I don't swallow the line that Iran has sworn to see Israel destroyed. I partially give North Korea and Iran a pass when it comes to having a beef with the US when we maintain tens of thousands of troops in an adjoining country. Calling the US the Great Satan might make for good approval ratings at home but what does it hurt me here in the continental US.

    The tipping point analogy just doesn't fly in my book. Russia and China are much closer to both these countries and I don't hear a peep out of either of them. Why? Perhaps because they stick to defending their own borders (eh, exempting Tibet for the moment) and the US Army/US Navy/US Air Force doesn't.


    

    



    jsid-1244445562-607028 RobM at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 07:19:22 +0000


    I'm sorry to read the comments that see Iran's and North Korea's right to have nuke weapons.

    

    It's not that they will directly attack, but that they will sell to the highest bidder, smuggle out this or that, etc.

    

    You will have a nation blown to smithereens, and instant denial regarless of the telemitry.

    

    Then what? Nothing, that's what. Watch as great cities of the west and nations get blown up and irradiated. That's the tipping point.

    

    And Russia sticks to it's borders? What? Tell that to Georgia...


    

    



    jsid-1244467477-607036 Kevin Baker at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 13:24:37 +0000


    I don't swallow the line that Iran has sworn to see Israel destroyed.

    

    Which tells us all we need to know about you.


    

    



    jsid-1244470135-607039 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 14:08:55 +0000


    I don't swallow the line that Iran has sworn to see Israel destroyed.

    

    Right. Iran hasn't. The guys who will have the "button" have. It's a meaningless distinction without a real difference.

    

    I partially give North Korea ... a pass when it comes to having a beef with the US when we maintain tens of thousands of troops in an adjoining country.

    

    In NorK's case, in a purely defensive posture - due to merely a cease-fire in a war NorK started almost 60 years ago and refuses to concede defeat.

    

    Yeah, they've got a "beef" with us daring to stand in the way of their plundering.


    

    



    jsid-1244470380-607041 Matt at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 14:13:00 +0000


    I don't for one second believe that any of these countries would sell their nukes to the highest bidder. It would be determined in quick order that they did that if they were used, and in quick order they would be destroyed by the US.

    

    "No, there's a tipping point. That's the problem I have with Ron Paul's foreign policy (or lack thereof) and why I cannot take him seriously as a contender for the Presidency."

    

    What? You can't take him seriously because he argues that interfering in other country's affairs only makes it worse for us? That by interfering, we are giving them a reason to hate us, to attack us? If we would just stay out of world affairs (like the Founders wanted us to) we would be much better off, and a lot less Americans would die.

    

    There is NO reason to believe we would be attacked because "they hate use since we are free". They attack us because we KILL them. Stop killing them and we will be fine.

    

    So they get nukes! Who cares? The precedent has already been set that if you have nukes, you won't be attacked. So, DUH they are going to want them.


    

    



    jsid-1244472880-607046 Kevin Baker at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 14:54:40 +0000


    What? You can't take him seriously because he argues that interfering in other country's affairs only makes it worse for us? That by interfering, we are giving them a reason to hate us, to attack us?

    

    You are familiar with the concept of entropy? That all the king's horses and all the king's men can't put Humpty-Dumpty together again?

    

    We've BTDT. Saying "Oops! Sorry!" isn't going to fix anything.

    

    You assume that our opponents are rational. Bad bet.


    

    



    jsid-1244474363-607048 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 15:19:23 +0000


    You assume that our opponents are rational. Bad bet.

    

    Kevin:

    That's not what he's assuming.

    He's assuming he understands their motivations, and they're in the same value system and meaning that he uses.

    

    That's the really bad bet.

    It's the same sort of conceit that can't understand using the atomic bombs on Japan, and that it actually saved Japan as a country and a culture. Because they try and project their purported motivation onto the culture, without understanding how alien it was to the culture.

    

    Matt:

    I don't for one second believe that any of these countries would sell their nukes to the highest bidder.

    

    That's a 3 part statement.

    * You don't believe:

    Possible. But that's your problem.

    

    * Sell the nukes:

    Possible. But you're arguing against history. NorK and Pakistan were *selling nuclear tech and renting out nuclear scientists*. Plus, your verb "sell" means "Trade for money." That statement could be true if the weapons were given away. "Well, they didn't *sell* them!"

    

    * To the highest bidder:

    You're projecting here. That it would be a sale merely for money's sake. The issue isn't merely money here, but power, control, and opportunity. The dynamics are such that you cannot model this with a small classroom exercise.

    

    

    It would be determined in quick order that they did that if they were used, and in quick order they would be destroyed by the US.

    

    That's the point of "plausible deniability". Look at the morass of intelligence that occurred with the run up to the Invasion of Iraq. Look at the screaming about innocent civilians being slaughtered by US troops (Nevermind this was by far the least-bloody invasion ever.)

    

    No. It's by no means a foregone conclusion that the US would "destroy" a nation that - according to the CIA - supplied nuclear components used against the US.

    

    Arrogantly presuming that is the most demonstrable example that you've failed to understand what you're talking about and what the stakes here are.


    

    



    jsid-1244481882-607053 Thane Eichenauer at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 17:24:42 +0000


    Kevin Baker, I might not be in the top 10% of those who keep current on Iran but I believe that I am in the upper 25%. I've seen claims that Iran has "sworn to see Israel destroyed" but upon reading further on those claims I find them to be weak. I would think if you sincerely believed in your assertion that you would provide a reference supporting that claim.

    

    Unix-Jedi, Your assertion is also weak. You refer to "the guys" who have the button but you don't mention an actual name. As for plunder, the US government plunder of the US taxpayer is my concern. If South Korea wants to maintain armed forces sufficient to defend their country let them hire them locally (or abroad) - but the US taxpayer should not be paying for South Korea's defense 55 years after the war ended.


    

    



    jsid-1244486505-607059 DirtCrashr at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 18:41:45 +0000


    After the reeducation camp, when my brain has been scrubbed clean of all this negativity, I will be happy riding my unicorn across fields of golden popcorn beneath a rainbow colored sky...


    

    



    jsid-1244487154-607060 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 18:52:34 +0000


    You refer to "the guys" who have the button but you don't mention an actual name.

    

    Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. What do I win?

    

    But for the real world, you might merely observe Hezbollah (Army of God). Which is an extention of the Iranian government. You might want to compare your hypothesis to their actions. I wouldn't stand in missile range in Israel while you dithered, however.

    

    

    As for plunder, the US government plunder of the US taxpayer is my concern.

    

    That it may well be, but it does not explain why you justified North Korea's pursuit of weaponry by insinuating that the US was "threatening" it with troops on the border.

    If that was your case, you should have made it as such, rather than making it clear that your thinking is muddled. You were justifying the North Korean weapons program, not bemoaning the supposed cost of the US troops.

    

    Those are two very separate issues.


    

    



    jsid-1244489735-607066 Thane Eichenauer at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 19:35:35 +0000


    Unix-Jedi, can you give me a quote of what Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said?


    

    



    jsid-1244491426-607070 DJ at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 20:03:46 +0000


    Hmmm ...

    

    Note that

    

    "... I might not be in the top 10% of those who keep current on Iran but I believe that I am in the upper 25%."

    

    and

    

    "... can you give me a quote of what Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said?"

    

    are more than just a bit contradictory.


    

    



    jsid-1244492216-607074 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 20:16:56 +0000


    DJ:

    

    Nah, he's just trying to catch me out.

    

    Because he doesn't know.

    

    But, since he insists, the latest I heard from him, (Don't forget, he was one of the kidnappers of the Americans in Iran in '79)

    

    "I must announce that the Zionist regime (Israel), with a 60-year record of genocide, plunder, invasion and betrayal is about to die and will soon be erased from the geographical scene"


    

    



    jsid-1244492743-607077 Kevin Baker at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 20:25:43 +0000


    "Death to Israel" ring any bells?

    

    "Israel will disappear from the map"? Or, alternately "The Imam said this regime occupying Jerusalem must vanish from the page of time." Which is a difference only in translation, not intent.

    

    More here.


    

    



    jsid-1244494489-607079 Markadelphia at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 20:54:49 +0000


    I'm glad this topic has come up because I have come to several conclusions of late.

    

    There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country. That includes some people who post here. I would also add in extremists in Iran, Syria, Lebanon, Hamas, Venezuella, and North Korea. President Obama is indeed a threat...to all of these groups' way of life. How can they possibly function without someone to fight and hate? All of these groups central tenets are fear, hate, ignorance, and violence. All justify these tenets and their actions in the name of whatever idiocy they believe in by saying that it will keep people "safe." As was written in comments on my blog recently:

    

    "The real problem is not Muslims or Christians. It's the demagogues and extremists like Osama bin Laden and Bill O'Reilly who brain-wash susceptible people into becoming their minions by inflaming them with hatred and the idea that they are somehow enabled by God to do His will. And somehow that will always involves killing people, when both religions firmly say that killing is just plain wrong."

    

    It's not surprising to me that Sowell, desperately in search of a Goldberg fan boy base, says stuff like this. It's the political porn that I have been talking about recently and there are plenty of people around to pop it into their DVD players to have a wank.

    

    My real question is this...when did those on the right (some here) suddenly become so afraid of...well...everything...that they have lost all reason? Suddenly, Iran and North Korea are bigger threats than...Hitler? Really? (side note: and Pakistan is NOT a problem? Huh?)

    

    We prevailed in conflicts in the past because we clearly understood our enemies and defeated them because of our reason, our intellect, and the fact that our values are based on freedom and liberty. So why do we still have a group of people in this country that say that we must act in direct contradiction to this in order to "win?" Or not be "weak?" What a load of shit.

    

    There's no doubt that the countries listed above are threats but if one listens to the Sowells, Becks and Limbaughs of the world, we will surely fail for not knowing our enemy at all. Calling them "jihadists," for example, is just flat out moronic. They are hirabis. Look it up. It just shows how little we know about their culture and how we continue to shoot ourselves in the foot on a daily basis. Kevin, the fact that you interpret President Obama's speech as an "apology tour" is also ridiculous. I didn't hear any "I'm sorry" in regards to our country and BP overthrowing the Iranian government in the 1950s.

    

    Sowell, and others here I'm certain, see our country as Manifest Destiny (see: everything we do is right and if call it wrong, time for the gallows, boy!)...moving through the world in the most honest and innocent way imaginable...constantly needing to be as belligerent as possible to the All Powerful evil doers. Nothing could be further from the truth.

    

    Take a look at the desperation on the face of Hugo Chavez, for example, as he sucked up to Obama when the president was down there...bringing him a book like 14 year old girl. Or how about Ahmandinejad (Iran's Dick Cheney) who might very well be out of a job on Friday. It's a pretty tough sell to call America "The Great Satan" with a president that has lived in Muslim countries and understands that part of their culture better than any previous president. Or Kim Jong Il in NK, currently on his death bed, vainly trying to show the world his "power" as a 10 year old proves his penis is bigger than his buddy's.

    

    All of these countries are acting in a way that smacks of desperately trying to be relevant in the world and clearly see that their days are numbered. I say it's time to exploit that as much as we can. Of course, we are also going to have to calm down the 98 year old grandmas in this country that want to shoot first and ask questions later. If it's not OUR way, it's weak!

    

    I'm back to thinking President Obama might not make it out of his first term alive...both sides have a common enemy now.


    

    



    jsid-1244495892-607083 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 21:18:12 +0000


    All of these groups central tenets are fear, hate, ignorance, and violence.

    

    You forgot our nice red uniforms.

    

    when did those on the right (some here) suddenly become so afraid of...well...everything...that they have lost all reason?

    

    "All reason"? Just for grins and giggles, what argument recently have you - in your mind at least - won? Using "reason"?

    

    desperation on the face of Hugo Chavez, for example, as he sucked up to Obama when the president was down there...bringing him a book like 14 year old girl.

    

    Obviously it flew over your head what I said above.

    I said:

    He's assuming he understands their motivations, and they're in the same value system and meaning that he uses.

    That's the really bad bet.

    

    This has been explained to no avail to you in the past, and you still don't understand. You don't want to, you want to just rage and try and make us fit your script, your template, your preconceived notions, because you can't synthesize information.

    

    clearly see that their [countries that Obama is attempting to emulate] days are numbered.

    

    This might. Possibly. It's still arguable. But I think it's got a very good chance of being the absolute stupidest, most illogical, wrong-headed thing you've ever said (On this site, anyway.)

    

    I'm back to thinking President Obama might not make it out of his first term alive...both sides have a common enemy now.

    

    You've not made it yet to "Gee, government control of the economy by taking over and dictating terms in bankruptcy, financial dealings and employment is ___________ ." So I'm not too concerned where you've gotten "back to thinking". (I won't even get into how obtuse that statement is.

    

    There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country. That includes some people who post here. I would also add in extremists in Iran, Syria, Lebanon, Hamas, Venezuella, and North Korea.

    

    If this were true, you'd be afraid for your life.

    1) Most who post here aren't in the "conservative base". You're so obtuse you can't see that.

    2) The "conservative base" isn't in the business of wholesale killing. Those others are. Yes, abortion doctor, wave the bloody flag. Horrible. They're going to put his killer on death row, and they should. If we were the same, as you say, we'd object to that. (Or at least his trial and almost-certain-imprisonment. the DP is hardly a lockstep issue.)

    3) And finally, that sort of vastly-over-the-top slander demonstrates how desperate you're getting. You can't in any serious manner correlated the base, much less a raucous bunch such as us, who hardly see eye-to-eye about much.

    

    The true similarity there is power. You've been told this many times. Those countries are about power. Control. Dictating to people how they will be allowed to live their life in the service of the higher-ups.

    No, there's no correlation there with the vast number of regulars here, who insist on self-determination. That's where you are the regular who insists on that sort of control. Your preferred political party has only one controlling principal - POWER. Getting, and maintaining power.

    

    The republicans were distracted, and they've lost their focus, their voice - and notice the disarray they're in, when they tried to emulate the Democrat methods. The way that the Democrats of today hold power doesn't work with Republican voters.

    

    Meaning that there's no similarity, except in the fevered imagination of people who can't parse an argument.


    

    



    jsid-1244498169-607088 Kevin Baker at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 21:56:09 +0000


    There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country.

    

    Really? And when was the last time one of us sawed someone's head off (literally) for the crime of being an infidel? Slipped into Semtex Underoos and blew ourselves up for the Greater Glory of Allah?

    

    U-J covered the rest of it.

    

    Sometimes, Markadelphia, I'm amazed you are able to remind yourself to breathe.


    

    



    jsid-1244499636-607090 NinjaViking at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 22:20:36 +0000


    Markadelphia,

    

    "[...]And somehow that will always involves killing people, when both religions firmly say that killing is just plain wrong."

    

    Just plain wrong, I see. Here are a few quick quotes from the Qu'ran:

    

    

    Mohammed said, “Whoever changes his Islamic religion, kill him.” (Hadith Al Buhkari vol. 9:57)

    

    Mohammed said, “I have been ordered to fight with the people till they say, none has the right to be worshipped but Allah” (Al Bukhari vol. 4:196).

    

    (Abu Hurayah) reported the messenger of Allah as saying: The last hour will not come before the Muslims fight the Jews and the Muslims kill them, so that Jews will hide behind stones and trees and the Stone and the tree will say, O Muslim, O servant of God! There is a Jew behind me; come and kill him. The only exception will be the box-thorn for it is one of the trees of the Jews. (Sahih of Muslim, quoted by Israel and the Prophecies of Al Quran by Ali Akbar, Bismi Publishers 1992, p.44)

    

    Of the Unbelievers: Sura 4:89 “seize them and slay them wherever you find them: and in any case take no friends or helpers from their ranks.”

    

    Slay the idolaters wherever you find them, and take them captives and besiege them and lie in wait for them in every ambush. (Sura 9:5)

    

    4:101 “When ye travel through the earth, there is no blame on you if ye shorten your prayers, for fear the Unbelievers May attack you: For the Unbelievers are unto you open enemies.”

    

    9.123 “O you who believe! fight those of the unbelievers who are near to you”

    

    “War is prescribed to you: but from this ye are averse.” (Sura 2:212).

    
 Sura 2:187-189 “And kill them wherever ye shall find them, and eject them from whatever place they have ejected you; for civil discord is worse than carnage: yet attack them not at the sacred Mosque, unless they attack you therein; but if they attack you, slay them. Such the reward of the infidels...Fight therefore against them until there be no more civil discord, and the only worship be that of God: but if they desist, then let there be no hostility, save against the wicked.”

    

    “During the last days there will appear some young foolish people, who will say the best words, but their faith will not go beyond their throats (i.e. they will leave the faith) and will go out from their religion as an arrow goes out of the game. So, wherever you find them, kill them, for whoever kills them shall have reward on the Day of Resurrection.” (Bukhari volume 9, no.64)

    

    It goes on and on like this. I'm not sure that these words mean "killing is just plain wrong".


    

    



    jsid-1244502073-607092 Markadelphia at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:01:13 +0000


    "He's assuming he understands their motivations, and they're in the same value system and meaning that he uses.

    That's the really bad bet."

    

    I know there's been a great LIE circulating (with many all too willing people believing)that Barack Obama is Jimmy Carter. It's a bunch of horse shit. President Obama kept Gates and currently has a 40 year Marine veteran serving as his national security advisor. This administration is made up of people who are far more pragmatic than Carter. President Obama's speech in Cairo was anything but naive. Some quotes:

    

    "I'm aware that there's still some who would question or even justify the events of 9/11. But let us be clear: Al Qaeda killed nearly 3,000 people on that day. The victims were innocent men, women and children from America and many other nations who had done nothing to harm anybody. And yet al Qaeda chose to ruthlessly murder these people, claimed credit for the attack, and even now states their determination to kill on a massive scale. They have affiliates in many countries and are trying to expand their reach. These are not opinions to be debated; these are facts to be dealt with."

    

    "...if we could be confident that there were not violent extremists in Afghanistan and now Pakistan determined to kill as many Americans as they possibly can. But that is not yet the case."

    

    "Indeed, none of us should tolerate these extremists. They have killed in many countries. They have killed people of different faiths --"

    

    "Six million Jews were killed -- more than the entire Jewish population of Israel today. Denying that fact is baseless, it is ignorant, and it is hateful. Threatening Israel with destruction -- or repeating vile stereotypes about Jews -- is deeply wrong"

    

    Hmmm...pretty much the same thing said on here. So, help me out, Unix, where is he naive, again?

    

    "who insist on self-determination."

    

    If that were true, then why the foreign policy view you have? Don't other countries have the same right?

    

    "when was the last time one of us sawed someone's head off (literally) for the crime of being an infidel? Slipped into Semtex Underoos and blew ourselves up for the Greater Glory of Allah?"

    

    Yet you supported the slaughter that went on Iraq. In fact, you said it was necessary to keep us safe which is exactly what they say when they slaughter us. In addition, you and others have said that "the time is past for reasoned discourse." You have gone on to say that it might be time for the pitch forks and torches. Granted, that might be a joke (I hope it is) but it is the same type of mentality that our enemies have in regards to their country's "liberals."


    

    



    jsid-1244502129-607093 Eric at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:02:09 +0000


    "There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country."

    

    Just wow.


    

    



    jsid-1244502413-607094 Markadelphia at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:06:53 +0000


    Ninja, you bring up an interesting point, one which kind of blew me away when I was talking with my friend Eric who is an evangelical minister. He told me that only "true Muslims" follow Osama bin Laden. If they don't believe the passages you listed above, then they aren't really Muslims. And yet, there are many Muslims who don't follow the Suras because they claim that they are representative of a different time in Mohammed's life.

    

    So, take these suras and compare them to the Old Testament. And then think about what my friend Eric said (and what he says about "true Christians") in juxtaposition to my contention that there is very little difference between Al Qaeda and "the base." (which, in fact, is the English translation of Al Qaeda)


    

    



    jsid-1244502615-607095 Markadelphia at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:10:15 +0000


    "Just wow."

    

    Yep...well...time to be reflective. Start with the definition of what Al Qaeda defines as "weak" and what some in our country call "weak." Compare what Dick Cheney says to what bin Laden says.

    

    Do you want to beat these guys, Eric? Or do you want to help them out?


    

    



    jsid-1244503478-607096 juris imprudent at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:24:38 +0000


    There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country.

    

    You've said some stupid things before M, but I think you will have a difficult time topping this. Yet I remain confident that you will try, really, really hard to do so.


    

    



    jsid-1244504006-607097 DirtCrashr at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:33:26 +0000


    Let's stone the adulteress without habaeus corpus!


    

    



    jsid-1244504709-607099 pdb at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:45:09 +0000


    There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country.

    

    This is the single most stupid, ignorant and hateful thing I have ever read on this blog.

    

    You are either an attention whoring troll or the most oblivious idiot I have ever come across.


    

    



    jsid-1244504751-607100 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:45:51 +0000


    I know there's been a great LIE circulating (with many all too willing people believing)that Barack Obama is Jimmy Carter. It's a bunch of horse shit.

    

    Emote much?

    Actually, most of the joke is that he's going to rehabilitate Carter's reputation!

    Nobody believes that Obama *is* Carter. But lots of us see lots of similarities in their backgrounds and approaches to problems. We know what happened when Carter did these things - and it didn't work out well. Obama is already following in his path in several key areas.

    

    And let's look at the complete morass Carter left us in the Middle East - which we're still dealing with. It's very directly tied to the entanglement with Iraq for the last 15 years.

    You can pull selective quotes - and you're good at that. You're bad at reading the whole thing.

    

    President Obama's speech in Cairo was anything but naive.

    

    You don't have the authority to make that determination. But more importantly, you keep citing Obama when he says something you like, and refusing to even discuss when he says something that counters your promises and predictions.

    What might be very instructive to you, is if you were to go look up Neville Chamberlain's speeches prior to the outbreak of World War Two. Not that I am saying that Obama is Chamberlain. But even you should be able to trace the words, threats, and intent that he outlined, and the actual outcome.

    

    So, help me out, Unix, where is he naive, again?

    

    You've left dozens of arguments where we illustrate this, from economics to statistics to history. Hey, I'll give him credit for following the Bush policies he and you frothed about for the last 2 years - because amazingly it's not as easy as he (and you) claimed it was. Has he yet apologized to Bush for his rhetoric?

    

    If that were true, then why the foreign policy view you have? Don't other countries have the same right?

    

    Specifically where are you talking about? Where are you pointing to to refute me? Specifically.

    

    Yet you supported the slaughter that went on Iraq.

    

    ... Iraq was the least bloody - by an order of magnitude - of any conflict of it's size.

    If you call it a "slaughter", what level of conflict are you willing to engage up to, and don't you realize how naive it is to set that level for your enemies to know?

    But you just cannot give Bush and his people the respect and recognition they deserve.

    

    No, now you call them "slaughterers".

    

    Tell me, what atrocities can you cite? (Of course, we want ones where we didn't punish the offenders.)

    

    You've equated the US fighting military with Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and his ilk.

    

    I suppose that since you have no credibility, you don't care, but I strongly protest your base libel.

    

    As usual, I can't do a better job of discrediting you than you do.

    

    Do you want to beat these guys, Eric? Or do you want to help them out?

    

    Compare 2002 with 2009.

    Gee, seems like they got beat pretty damn well to me. Doing what you swore would never work.

    

    And you call them a bunch of "slaughterers".

    And object when we describe you and your Chosen One for being naive.


    

    



    jsid-1244504902-607101 NinjaViking at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:48:22 +0000


    Markadelphia, the Old Testament is completely irrelevant to the claim that under Islam, "killing is just plain wrong."

    

    Are you perhaps suggesting that the words of prophet Mohammed have nothing to do with Islam?

    

    You have refuted nothing.


    

    



    jsid-1244505299-607102 Unix-Jedi at Mon, 08 Jun 2009 23:54:59 +0000


    So, take these suras and compare them to the Old Testament. And then think about what my friend Eric said (and what he says about "true Christians")

    

    I'd like to see what your friend Eric says about that.

    

    I notice you juxtaposed him in (in an appeal to authority), yet didn't quote him where he's an authority.

    

    Adding to that the minor problem that a large percent (Ed or Sarah might can chime in) believe that the Old Testament is completely irrelevant to a Christian. When Jesus was sent to take men's sins, it was a wholly new covenant.

    

    How about you tell us what Eric thinks about that, or does it ruin your argument (Again?)


    

    



    jsid-1244508822-607103 juris imprudent at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 00:53:42 +0000


    [Markadelphia is] either an attention whoring troll or the most oblivious idiot I have ever come across.

    

    You are assuming a logical distinction between those alternatives. M doesn't do well with logic, so it might be possible for him to be both.


    

    



    jsid-1244509029-607104 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 00:57:09 +0000


    "I know there's been a great LIE circulating (with many all too willing people believing)that Barack Obama is Jimmy Carter."

    

    No, teacher boy, there is an expectation circulating that he will be as damaging to our economy as Ol' Jimmy was, if not more so. That is what we have been saying, explicitly so.

    

    Still dense as (Hah!) depleted uranium, ain'tcha?

    

    And you still can't admit what a lie is, can you, liar boy?


    

    



    jsid-1244509667-607106 Markadelphia at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:07:47 +0000


    "You are either an attention whoring troll or the most oblivious idiot I have ever come across."

    

    Well let's see..it's already been established that I am not a troll so let's handle the idiot part...

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently anti intellectual

    

    Both the base and hirabis want to inject religion into education.

    

    Both the base and hirabis use the media to disseminate propaganda (Fox News/Right Wing Radio/Blogs---Al Jazeera, hirabis web sites) specifically designed to spread hate, ignorance and fear.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently against liberalism.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently ideological to the point of extreme ego centrism and hyper jingoism.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently religious (or at least their own distorted view of their respective religions)

    

    Both the base and hirabis vehemently justify violence as a means to achieve utopia.

    

    Both the base and hirabis vehemently justify violence as a means to achieve "safety."

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently anti homosexual.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently against "the other" in this case the infidel or the jihadist.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are against a wide variety of rights for women and use their religion as justification for it.

    

    Both the base and hirabis seek to destroy, in whatever way possible, anyone who questions them as the ultimate authority on everything. They are not interested in compromise. Compromise is for the weak. Anyone who detracts from their ideology is an enemy. And they make sure that their followers know this through their propaganda outlets mentioned above.

    

    Now, I know there will be cries of mis-characterizations and blaspheme (another shared trait) but I'm not the one who defines the base...they do a pretty good job of that themselves. All one has to do is turn on the TV, radio, or spend some time on the web.


    

    



    jsid-1244509808-607107 Adam at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:10:08 +0000


    Hrm... two Mark-involved threads prior to this one, and he still hasn't even bothered to account for his B.S. here. I don't know what's sadder - that someone can somehow function thinking like that, or that we can practically place bets on the remainder of his time in this thread.


    

    



    jsid-1244509815-607108 pdb at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:10:15 +0000


    Ah, so the answer is: "oblivious idiot".


    

    



    jsid-1244510116-607109 Markadelphia at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:15:16 +0000


    Well, pdb. Show me how my comparisons are wrong. I'll be waiting.

    

    "place bets on the remainder of his time in this thread."

    

    Being the sole voice of dissent on this blog, it would require a 40 hour work week to respond, in the rules reserved only for myself, to every thread in perpetuity. And isn't this a blog built on the concept of individual freedom and liberty?


    

    



    jsid-1244510170-607110 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:16:10 +0000


    Oh, my.

    

    Well, on one hand, that's one of the best ATTEMPTS I've seen you make to make an argument, Mark.

    

    It's too bad it's laughable, emotionally driven, and you're using words without clear definitions and shifting them during your comparisons.

    

    For example:

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently anti intellectual

    

    Is laughable.

    

    It's even more laughable when you consider that you're grouping commenters here into the "base". Several of whom are "intellectual".

    But let me give you credit where credit is due. This needs to have a lot more work shown, and a lot more explanations.

    

    So instead of your usual F, this is a good, solid D as it stands right now. D+, even.


    

    



    jsid-1244510359-607111 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:19:19 +0000


    (But you still haven't either confirmed your libel or retracted it. Remember, this will go on your Permanent Record.)


    

    



    jsid-1244510482-607112 pdb at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:21:22 +0000


    You've repeatedly demonstrated a complete and total imperiousness to facts, and now you're just hurling ad hominem insults. So why waste more effort on you?

    

    You're an idiot and picked the wrong hill to die on (metaphorically speaking).

    

    I don't have the patience for this, but I'm glad others do. I'm going to enjoy this.


    

    



    jsid-1244511191-607113 NinjaViking at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:33:11 +0000


    Markadelphia said: All justify these tenets and their actions in the name of whatever idiocy they believe in by saying that it will keep people "safe."

    

    You're kidding, right? You come to this place and claim that the people who comment here believe that doing this or doing that will keep people safe?

    There's a fundamental idea rolling around on this blog and comment threads that could be verbalised something like this: Complete safety is an illusion, all we can hope to achieve is to manage risk.

    It's more or less the basic idea behind this blog, as I understand it. Trying to achieve perfect safety with rules, regulations, tenets or actions will always backfire in depressingly predictable ways. Have you even read this blog at all?

    

    

    

    P.s. I would love to see a partial or complete list of commenters here who are Al-Qaeda analogues.


    

    



    jsid-1244511993-607114 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:46:33 +0000


    "Show me how my comparisons are wrong."

    

    We are not the base. You do understand that, don't you, teacher boy?


    

    



    jsid-1244512315-607115 Adam at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 01:51:55 +0000


    "Being the sole voice of dissent on this blog,"

    

    Please, demonstrate how we think and act in step. It doesn't take me but ten seconds to find Unix and DJ arguing over something or discussing ideas (and note that their arguments somehow entirely fail to be vehement and hateful - they are, in fact, composed of _arguments_).

    

    "It would require a 40 hour work week to respond, in the rules reserved only for myself, to every thread in perpetuity."

    

    Yet you find time to write lengthy new posts in other comment sections, such as this one. You do this time after time - you start a discussion (and you really do, because rarely are you contributing or evaluating points, but rather coming in here and ranting something about us "right-wingers"), you're engaged for what you said, you're defeated, and you just disappear.

    

    If these intellectual beat-downs were just jousts of emotion, I'd see Unix ending a post with "and that's that" or some other campy, "I won" argument. But I don't. What I see are questions posed back to you to rationalize your original or new statements which are left open and ignored by you.

    

    You're a pissant for calling yourself a thinker.

    

    "And isn't this a blog built on the concept of individual freedom and liberty?"

    

    What the fucking hell point are trying to make? Is there a jury you're waving to?


    

    



    jsid-1244513461-607116 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 02:11:01 +0000


    "And isn't this a blog built on the concept of individual freedom and liberty?"

    

    Yup.

    

    You are free to make as big a jackass of yourself as you please, and it apparently pleases you mightily. You are not prevented from posting anything you care to.

    

    So, do you seek by such a question to escape criticism for what you write?


    

    



    jsid-1244516102-607117 geekWithA.45 at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 02:55:02 +0000


    Ya know gang, despite all the projection and faulty reasoning, M. Delphia's usually been a pretty reliable bellwether of where the opposition's troops are in the processing of their master's scripts.

    

    I for one, am disquieted by the fact that they've gotten to binding the whole "conservatives as ignoranti" meme together with the "..and dangerous enemies of progress" meme, which is garnished with the "desperation to remain relevant in a world that has passed them by" meme, and peppered with the "brain washed subhuman" meme to paint the mental picture of a dangerous, feral and desperate enemy ready, willing and able to lash out.

    

    Such a group of people are clearly a latent public menace, a problem in need of solution, a solution that will, at the right time, be offered by the Big Man.

    

    It's a delicious act of irony that this is offered in the context of a critique of those who need to create enemies...I wonder if M. delphia can really appreciate the depth of subtle irony he sometimes displays?

    

    

    All this bears a more than a passing resemblance to a pattern students of history know well.

    

    If this script holds to historical precedents, the preparation of the mental battle space will continue until an event that can be exploited as a catalyst occurs, a la Reichstag fire.

    

    Let us hope that cooler heads prevail, and that it does not go much further in that direction.

    

    Yes. Let us hope for peace.


    

    



    jsid-1244516447-607118 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 03:00:47 +0000


    This deserves a comment all its own:

    

    "Being the sole voice of dissent on this blog ..."

    

    No, you are by no means the only voice of dissent who comments here. You do, however, exhibit the lowest level of reading comprehension, and this statement of yours illustrates that nicely.

    

    "... in the rules reserved only for myself ..."

    

    No, the rules are the same for everyone, and so are the expectations.

    

    You can post most anything you please. Kevin is extraordinarily tolerant, even of you. I have stated repeatedly that you do a great service for our side of the fence by doing such a piss poor job of representing your side.

    

    Posting something that is wrong in any significant way is likely to result in criticism by any number of people, including showing you by documentary evidence that you are wrong. Not admitting the truth of the evidence is likely to result in you getting hammered therefore. This means that making shit up, not corroborating it, and lying are damned nearly guaranteed to get you hammered.

    

    Well, guess what, Sparky? The same applies to all of us. We hammer each other when we write something egregiously wrong or stupid, and there's not one of us who hasn't been on the receiving end of such, deservedly so.

    

    The great difference between you and the rest of us is that you appear to revel in being shown to be wrong and we don't. The pathology of your personality is that, while you revel in it, you cannot admit it. You are like a masochist who cannot admit that it hurts.

    

    You have nothing to complain about regarding the treatment that you receive here. What you get is the result of the decisions you make, and you simply refuse to do it any better. What you cannot understand is that the hammering you get is not because of what you believe, it is because of how you attempt to defend what you believe. You have no one to blame for that but yourself.


    

    



    jsid-1244518511-607120 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 03:35:11 +0000


    Hey. This is interesting.

    

    Mark, here's somebody (An intellectual, no less!) who totally disagrees with you on the speech today:

    http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/?q=M2NiZDc0N2VkN2I5ZmQwNzcyYjk4MzJjMGQ4YWJiYWM=

    

    President Obama’s Cairo speech was nothing short of an earthquake — a distortion of history, an insult to the Jewish people, and an abandonment of very real human-rights victims in the Arab and Muslim worlds. It is not surprising that Arabs and Muslims in a position to speak were enthusiastic. It is more surprising that American commentators are praising the speech for its political craftiness, rather than decrying its treachery of historic proportions.


    Obama equated the Holocaust to Palestinian “dislocation.” In his words: “The Jewish people were persecuted. . . . anti-Semitism . . . culminated in an unprecedented Holocaust. . . . Six million Jews were killed. . . . On the other hand, it is also undeniable that the Palestinian people — Muslims and Christians — have suffered in pursuit of a homeland.” This parallelism amounts to the fictitious Arab narrative that the deliberate mass murder of six million Jews for the crime of being Jewish is analogous to a Jewish-driven violation of Palestinian rights.

    

    Speaking in an Arab country to Arabs and Muslims, Obama pointedly singled out European responsibility for the Holocaust — “anti-Semitism in Europe culminated in an unprecedented Holocaust.” In other contexts, the European emphasis would be a curiosity. In Egypt, it was no accident. The Arab storyline has always been that Arabs have been forced to suffer the creation of Israel for a European crime.

    ...

    After expressing his belief in a moral equivalence between the claims of Palestinians and the claims of the victims of slavery and apartheid, Obama juxtaposed his admission of Israel’s “right to exist” with his assertion that “the United States does not accept the legitimacy of continued Israeli settlements.” Every word of this speech was carefully weighed. It was therefore no mishap that for the first time a U.S. president has denied the legitimacy of Israeli settlements, period. Such an assertion abrogates every agreement between Arabs and Israelis, which have always left the ultimate determination of which settlements will stay or go to a bilateral peace process and final status negotiations.

    ...

    But judging by Obama’s speech, only one “dislocation” counts. After placing the Holocaust side-by-side with the Palestinian “pain of dislocation,” he ignored the dislocation of 800,000 Jewish refugees from all over the Arab Middle East in response to the creation of Israel.

    

    Jewish refugees from Arab intolerance were not the only human-rights casualties the president chose to dismiss. Three different times Obama defended the right of Muslim women to cover up their bodies. Never once did he mention the right of Muslim women to refuse to cover up their bodies — a right denied on pain of arrest and death by many of the very communities he was addressing.


    

    Read. The. Whole. Thing. (Emphasis mine. I also didn't quote several other paragraphs that Mark is unlikely to refute.)

    

    And then tell me. Who's got it more correct? You who claimed "President Obama's speech in Cairo was anything but naive.", or Anne Bayefsky, who is a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and at Touro College who says "This manufactured human-rights fantasy has done a tremendous disservice to the oppressed across the Arab and Muslim world." and "President Obama’s meticulously planned and executed Egyptian speech marks the lowest point in the U.S. presidency’s understanding and appreciation of the Jewish state, its history, and its people’s future.

    

    Don't forget your reverence for the academy.


    

    



    jsid-1244518937-607121 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 03:42:17 +0000


    geek:

    

    I wonder if M. delphia can really appreciate the depth of subtle irony he sometimes displays?

    

    The evidence would say "No."

    

    In a discussion of Kevin's observation that the Left never will admit error, always blame the implementation on Utopia, "We'll do it AGAIN, only this time HARDER!" Mark objected, and in the ensuing thread, insisted that Obama was "smarter" and would "do [communal programs] correctly. And then got very upset when we pointed out that was exactly Kevin's point, and that that the road to hell was paved with Great Intentions.

    

    Just the other day, he ran into the thread where the student had "learned to yell racism" to "win" an argument in school....

    

    ... and called us all racists and ran off.

    

    

    Many, many, many times I have told him to call Alanis, take his arguments to the steel recycling center, that he couldn't use his argument to get wrinkles out of shirts...

    

    All to no obvious avail. So no, I don't think he's capable.


    

    



    jsid-1244519285-607122 juris_imprudent at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 03:48:05 +0000


    but I'm not the one who defines the base...

    

    Oh, but you are. Both parties refer to their respective bases, but you choose to ONLY refer to the Republican base with respect to the Arabic word for base.

    

    That is rather intellectually debased IMO.


    

    



    jsid-1244520493-607123 emdfl at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 04:08:13 +0000


    The scariest thing about our resident socio-fascist is that he is the absolute stereo-typical propogandist in the (re)-education system, shaping young minds.


    

    



    jsid-1244520697-607124 GrumpyOldFart at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 04:11:37 +0000


    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently anti intellectual

    

    I don't know if I'd go that far, but I'll agree the conservative base has little patience for the "shut up, I'm smarter than you so I know best" attitude typical of big government supporters on both the right and the left.

    

    Both the base and hirabis want to inject religion into education.

    

    Marginally true. Some do. Of course, there's a distinction between something being offered and something being required, a distinction you seem to often fail to see.

    

    Then again, the other half of the conservative base is fighting directly against that, which you unaccountably fail to mention. Read Little Green Footballs sometime, it's that guy's hobbyhorse.

    

    I'm sorry that Christianity apparently terrifies you, but it doesn't seem to scare most of us. You were saying something about acting out of fear rather than reason?

    

    Both the base and hirabis use the media to disseminate propaganda (Fox News/Right Wing Radio/Blogs---Al Jazeera, hirabis web sites) specifically designed to spread hate, ignorance and fear.

    

    Thst's priceless, it really is. Anytime you want to compare Fox News to MSNBC for bias, propaganda, fear/hatemongering, and playing fast and loose with the facts, you be my guest.

    Same goes for comparing mainstream right wing political blogs to HuffPo and Daily Kos, too.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently against liberalism.

    

    True, by the current definition. But then, neo-socialists of various stripes have redefined "liberalism" until it bears little resemblance to "libertarianism". The similarity of the words should clue you in as to how similar the meanings were once.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently ideological to the point of extreme ego centrism and hyper jingoism.

    

    Are you seriously gonna try to claim that the American political left is not "vehemently ideological"?

    

    Two words: Madame Speaker.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently religious (or at least their own distorted view of their respective religions)

    

    ...he says, in the comments section of a blog run by a conservative atheist. Once again, I think you're conflating "not scared of Christians" with "vehemently religious".

    

    Both the base and hirabis vehemently justify violence as a means to achieve utopia.

    

    Have you forgotten respected liberal intellectual Bill Ayers' plans to kill 25 million people? Or Jeremiah Wright's "Chickens coming home to roost"? Or the violent backlash from the losers in Prop. 8?

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently anti homosexual.

    

    Miss California underwent a thorough character assassination for having the same opinion of gay marriage as President Obama. Dick Cheney's opinion is to the left of President Obama's.

    

    Both the base and hirabis are vehemently against "the other" in this case the infidel or the jihadist.

    

    See above. Also see Joe the Plumber, Sarah Palin, John McCain and others. Any lie, any character assassination, any fraud, any intimidation tactic... nothing is too dirty a trick as long as it's used by a "liberal" against a "conservative".

    

    Both the base and hirabis are against a wide variety of rights for women and use their religion as justification for it.

    

    I'm going to go out on a limb here and assume you're talking abortion, since I can't think of any other "rights for women" conservatives oppose. Since a) conservatives are by no mean monolithic on the issue, and b), I know more pagan or atheist pro-lifers than I do Christians, I'd call that accusation rather thin.

    I'd call it especially thin since the political right is forever taking fundamentalist Islam to task for their abuse of women, while the political left has been strangely silent on the subject for decades.

    

    Both the base and hirabis seek to destroy, in whatever way possible, anyone who questions them as the ultimate authority on everything.

    

    See "the other", above. Also, two words: Global Warming.

    

    Two more: "I won."

    

    Four more: "He's sort of God."

    

    Gimme a freakin break.


    

    



    jsid-1244523088-607125 Thane Eichenauer at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 04:51:28 +0000


    Kevin Baker and Unix-Jedi, thank you for the references I asked for. I will make two points.

    

    1) Both your quotes are in English and in contrast to what is implied by quote marks are _not_ a quote it is a translation.

    

    2) Your claims are based on translations and I do not agree that your translation is accurate as to meaning what a reasonable person would characterize as "sworn to destroy Israel".

    

    Again thanks for you followup. I do appreciate it even if I do not agree with it.


    

    



    jsid-1244523207-607126 juris_imprudent at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 04:53:27 +0000


    Such a group of people are clearly a latent public menace, a problem in need of solution, a solution that will, at the right time, be offered by the Big Man.

    

    If I didn't know better geek I might think you were describing Ernst Rohm and his followers there.

    

    This is of course what makes Markadelphia's obsession with Rush all the more ridiculous. Rush is a pantywaist, opportunist entertainer - almost literally another Face in the Crowd whereas the much less popular G. Gordon Liddy is someone that any sane person should be at least a little frightened of.


    

    



    jsid-1244530171-607128 NinjaViking at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 06:49:31 +0000


    Thane Eichenauer, you appear to be intimately familiar with either Farsi or the quotes/translations in question. I would be very interested in seeing a correct word-for-word translation, if you can supply one, since people have been arguing a lot about his words. Proving Kevin wrong should be especially easy for you since he didn't merely copy a translation, he provided links to videos of Mr. Ahmadinejad's speeches. Surely that's at least as good, and vastly more useful, than providing quotes in Farsi?


    

    



    jsid-1244565586-607142 Thane Eichenauer at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 16:39:46 +0000


    NinjaViking, I am afraid I am not Farsi literate. Kevin Baker referenced:

    http://www.antiwar.com/orig/norouzi.php?articleid=11025

    which is a good analysis (in my opinion) of the false claim of "wiped off the map" and related exaggerated claims.

    

    I am all in favor of translations but I do object to taking a translation and putting quote marks around it. Should Mahmoud Ahmadinejad makes an inflammatory statement in Farsi, I hope that an accurate translation is made and that it is identified as such.


    

    



    jsid-1244566391-607143 Kevin Baker at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 16:53:11 +0000


    So . . . if a translation doesn't match your personal beliefs, then that translation is in error?

    

    Who do you trust? Upon what criteria do you decide?


    

    



    jsid-1244566619-607144 DirtCrashr at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 16:56:59 +0000


    Define the "is" in Istanbul, is it a translation or a quotation?

    After the translation camp my brain will be cleansed of such negativity and I will ride my unicorn across golden fields of popcorn beneath a rainbow colored sky.


    

    



    jsid-1244569135-607145 Russell at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 17:38:55 +0000


    Egads, Marky has us mouthbreathers on the ropes! I can't run away fast enough from his blistering insight, so I am going into hyper jingoism mode! (Cue reverb effect)

    

    Or is hyper jingoism just normal jingoism after eating too much sugar?

    

    Wait, didn't Hubert France's Foreign Minister Vedrine call the US a hyper power? Are those related?


    

    



    jsid-1244572993-607149 Markadelphia at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 18:43:13 +0000


    "You've repeatedly demonstrated a complete and total imperiousness to facts"

    

    Not really. This is what the right says all the time. They are the ones who define themselves not I.

    

    "We are not the base. You do understand that, don't you, teacher boy?"

    

    Then why tow the party line about Al Qaeda? Iraq? Iran? Goldberg and Sowell are quoted often here. The things they write and say are used extensively in the current form of the GOP. Some here support Sarah Palin vigorously. She is not part of the base now?

    

    "What the fucking hell point are trying to make? Is there a jury you're waving to?"

    

    My point is that individual rights and liberty don't apply to me when it comes to how I respond on this blog. I do have a life outside of posting here. Much as I would like to spend my days writing several long paragraphs, sadly, I can only write a few. But that's not good enough and we all know why :)

    

    "until an event that can be exploited as a catalyst occurs, a la Reichstag fire."

    

    I agree completely with this. And one already happened on Sept 11, 2001.

    

    "Read. The. Whole. Thing."

    

    I have and I respectfully disagree. Read or watch Obama's whole speech, Unix, and judge for yourself. There was nothing anti Israeli at all. I really doubt that he would tread even close to that path with a former member of the Israeli Defense Force on his staff. And, hey, everyone's entitled to their opinion...

    

    "I'm sorry that Christianity apparently terrifies you"

    

    Actually, it doesn't. I am Christian...well...actually not according to the right because I don't subscribe to their warped version of it. They warp in the same way Al Qaeda warps their religion.

    

    "compare Fox News to MSNBC for bias"

    

    I agree that MSNBC has leaned left in the last couple of years but please be so kind as to show me the Fox liberal equivalent of Joe Scarborough, whose new book is wonderful btw. More than likely will be an assignment next year. Hmmm...yeah...really am the "tereo-typical propogandist in the (re)-education system" (see: load of shit)

    

    "Bill Ayers..."

    

    Talk about a dog that won't hunt. Ayers and his shabby mal contents were never anywhere near as organized or numerous as the right's wingnuts.

    

    Grumpy, although I don't agree with some of your points, I do appreciate you taking the time to comment on them in a thoughtful and reflective way. And you certainly have given me some things to think about.


    

    



    jsid-1244573190-607150 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 18:46:30 +0000


    My point is that individual rights and liberty don't apply to me when it comes to how I respond on this blog.

    

    Then you have no point at all. For you are so egregiously wrong as to be unarmed in a battle of wits.


    

    



    jsid-1244573692-607152 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 18:54:52 +0000


    Me: ""We are not the base. You do understand that, don't you, teacher boy?"

    

    Doofus: "Then why tow the party line about ..."

    

    No, you don't understand it.


    

    



    jsid-1244576145-607156 Adam at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 19:35:45 +0000


    "Much as I would like to spend my days writing several long paragraphs, sadly, I can only write a few."

    

    Funny how those never seem to take into account any of the things you've been taken to task for. Hell, let's take my post. Maybe three main points there, and they're more vitriol than statement.

    

    Yet you ignore all of those except that one. You ignore the ones that point out - as it has been pointed out repeatedly - your utter refusal to engage any conversation past the refutation of your bullshit points.

    n't and still haven't.

    

    It's "funny" how you conveniently have enough time to post several paragraphs worth of new bullshit every few posts and, once facts enter the equation of other ones, you disappear there.

    

    Oh, yes, you'll argue subjective, nonsensical bullshit, but the minute a chart, a date, or a statistical evaluation from practically any source comes up, you're gone.

    

    I have met people who could not think, could not disseminate information, could not understand.

    You are exceptional in that you seem capable of writing English in decent grammar, almost making logical connections in your arguments, and yet are utterly and completely incapable of understanding information. You cannot absorb and compare data. I am amazed that someone can be so godamned dysfunctional - it calls for Freudian explanations, because conventional, logical ones simply don't apply to your stupendous fucking ignorance.


    

    



    jsid-1244579316-607157 Ed "What the" Heckman at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 20:28:36 +0000


    "but the minute a chart, a date, or a statistical evaluation from practically any source comes up, you're gone."

    

    Exactly. For example, he claimed that schools are still teaching the classics, but he refuses (or can't) name the classic books students at his school are required to read. (No Marky, I don't forget the pointed questions you run away from. Yes, you did once try to answer some of them months later, but your answers were nonsense—generally non sequiturs—and didn't apply at all to the discussions which prompted the questions.)


    

    



    jsid-1244581754-607159 Yosemite Sam at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:09:14 +0000


    I see a lot of ranting and raving about conservatives like Sowell & Goldberg and long diatribes about how they are racist and just horrible people, but completely lacking are any factual arguments that attack their positions.

    

    Can Marky even explain a conservative position without resorting to ad-hominem?

    

    Does he even have a clue what conservatives believe?

    

    Does he even know what a conservative is? Clue, there are many kinds of conservatives. Many of the type you rant about the most absolutely loathed Bush. Pat Buchanan for example. I know this has been explained to Mark before but I guess it dropped down the memory hole.


    

    



    jsid-1244581885-607160 GrumpyOldFart at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:11:25 +0000


    "I'm sorry that Christianity apparently terrifies you"

    

    Actually, it doesn't. I am Christian...well...actually not according to the right because I don't subscribe to their warped version of it. They warp in the same way Al Qaeda warps their religion.

    

    I have a hard time buyin this one, Mark. You've made it plain that you consider protesting against abortion on religious grounds equal to (or worse than) genital mutilation or forced marriage by fundamentalist Muslims. You've made it plain you consider that five total murders of abortion doctors by fundamentalist Christians since Roe v. Wade to be at least as horrific and scary as the hundreds or thousands of fundamentalist Muslims who have screamed praise to Allah as they blew themselves up in the middle of a crowd of civilians during the last few years, and the hundreds of thousands who danced in the streets when they heard how many infidels were killed and wounded.

    

    If you aren't terrified of Christianity, why are five murders at the hands of Christian fundamentalists more worrisome to you than hundreds of thousands at hands of some other kind of fundamentalists?

    

    I agree that MSNBC has leaned left in the last couple of years but please be so kind as to show me the Fox liberal equivalent of Joe Scarborough,

    

    I don't watch enough TV to know who that is. Will you seriously suggest that there is anyone on any major news network more nakedly propagandist than Keith Olbermann?

    Keep in mind that MSNBC does not bill KO as opinion, he is billed as news, is he not? Even Rush Limbaugh, who openly proclaims his show to be opinion and is quite proudly partisan, is less willing to manufacture facts that don't exist and ignore ones that do than Keith Olbermann.

    

    "Bill Ayers..."

    

    Talk about a dog that won't hunt. Ayers and his shabby mal contents were never anywhere near as organized or numerous as the right's wingnuts.

    

    So what's your point? That was a response to

    

    Both the base and hirabis vehemently justify violence as a means to achieve utopia.

    

    So...organized or not, Bill Ayers, who the left considers "a respected intellectual", justified in his ideology the deliberate murder of twenty-five million people as the price of achieving utopia.

    

    I've seen a few conservative whack-jobs do the "that sumbitch is gonna DIE" thing. Usually one guy dies, besides the shooter. I've heard any number of conservatives say a variation on the theme of "if they come after us, we'll defend ourselves, and the price will be high."

    

    I've heard a number of people who have experienced war themselves say "F*ck it, kill em all and let God sort em out", a phrase as tired and hackneyed, and with as little relation to reality, as the automatic, formulaic cry of "Racism!" from the left to anything any conservative ever says.

    

    I've never heard of anyone on the right seriously claim "we'll have to kill ______ million people to achieve X political goal, but I'm cool with that." The closest I've seen was some politicians' justifications for war, on both sides of the political spectrum.

    

    But on the left, there's "respected", "intellectual" Bill Ayers, who has indeed decided he's cool with that.


    

    



    jsid-1244582170-607161 Yosemite Sam at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:16:10 +0000


    I can even get Marky started.

    

    President Obama recently has reaffirmed that the stimulus plan is working and we need to stay the course(couldn't help myself).

    

    Conservatives point out that it isn't working and that the unemployment figures are off what the administration predicted before passage of the stimulus. They also argue that the huge rise in deficit spending will harm the U.S. economy for a long time to come.

    

    Now Marky, without resorting to ad-hominem or attacks, explain why Obama is right and the Conservatives are wrong.


    

    



    jsid-1244583449-607162 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:37:29 +0000


    Sam, are you supplying free popcorn with this? I hear it's stimulating ...


    

    



    jsid-1244583633-607163 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:40:33 +0000


    Ah, but sometimes 


    jsid-1244584476-607164 Ed "What the" Heckman at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 21:54:36 +0000


    DJ,

    

    From the article:

    

    "The latest Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 45% now trust the GOP more to handle economic issues, while 39% trust Democrats more."

    

    Yes, the Republicans are slightly more trustworthy on economics. But that's kind of like saying that the drunk wearing a seatbelt is a better driver than the drunk without one.

    

    There are more individual Republican representatives who actually are economically reliable than there are Democrats, but overall, the Republican party as a whole has proven to be untrustworthy.

    

    'Course, by Marky's standards, that means I'm a brain slave of the Republican party. :: rolls eyes ::


    

    



    jsid-1244587368-607166 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 22:42:48 +0000


    I agree, Ed. What is (ahem) remarkable is how many people now realize the turd doesn't have a clean end, and that is why I noted it.


    

    



    jsid-1244587760-607167 Markadelphia at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 22:49:20 +0000


    "Will you seriously suggest that there is anyone on any major news network more nakedly propagandist than Keith Olbermann?"

    

    Bill O'Reilly, Sean Hannity, and Glenn Beck...that's just three off the top of my head.

    

    And while we are on this subject, I had a thought the other night when flipping around the channels regarding Keith Olberman. Watch or listen to conservative media and you will find them against a whole host of people, ideas, and events. They pretty much are contrary to...well...everything that does not meet with their stringent standards. And what is Olberman against?

    

    People who think, talk and act like that.

    

    "name the classic books students at his school are required to read."

    

    If you recall, I have repeatedly discussed Huckleberry Finn, perhaps the greatest American novel, as being taught at my school despite attempts to ban it. You can throw in Catcher in the Rye, Jane Eyre (snooze), and the Republic as well. There are whole host of others. I challenge you, Ed, to visit your local high school and see if your bitching is warranted. Make a list of what is taught and what is not and report back.

    

    For that matter, will all of you please spend some time observing at a school and discover with your own eyes what is actually going on? Whenever the subject of education comes up, it's like segment two of Glenn Beck or Bill O'Reilly.

    

    "Clue, there are many kinds of conservatives."

    

    Sure, I know this. That's why I use "some" as a prefix. And I happen to agree with Pat Buchanan on some things. I am curious if anyone here thinks that there are many kinds of liberals because it sure doesn't sound that way.

    

    "that five total murders of abortion doctors"

    

    Actually it's 8 now. And, if you live by the rules as to how"terrorism" is defined , then why the gripe about the DHS report? Everyone agrees that the recruiters being killed was an act of terrorism. Still not quite in agreement about Roeder, though, are we? I wonder...since Roeder has promised more killings, does that mean you support water boarding him for information on these attacks?

    

    "explain why Obama is right and the Conservatives are wrong."

    

    First of all, Ed and DJ, if you think those poll numbers are accurate in and of themselves...wow. Compare them to other reports at

    

    http://www.pollingreport.com/budget.htm

    

    Obama is right because he stated quite plainly that it is going to get worse before it gets better and that it is going to take time. This is the "getting worse" part as well as the taking time part. It took years to make this mess and it will take at least a year...maybe more...to get out of it.

    

    And it's not as black and white as him being right or the Republicans being wrong. Both parties got us into this mess and Republicans make fair points about the ability to handle the deficit. To call them "wrong" about everything is simply not accurate. What they lack is any new ideas when it comes to taxes, for example. We cut taxes on the wealthy in this country during Bush 43 and look at how well that worked out. The greatest wealth transfer in the history of the world.

    

    My economic adviser, Last in Line, even admits now that "trickle down" does not work. I'm not certain that President Obama will be "right" about what he says will happen other than the fact that he has predicted he will make mistakes. I think he will. At least he is weighing several options and adapting to each area of industry as needed. Banks are now starting to buy back government owned shares.

    

    In the end, I guess I just I don't see many viable options at this point coming from Republicans. Letting everything fail and having the free market sort it all out has some pretty dangerous possibilities. Cutting taxes for the top 1 percent is absolutely moronic. Continuing to ignore health care and alternative energy is just silly. These are hard issues that need change in order to help this country financially.


    

    



    jsid-1244589999-607168 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 23:26:39 +0000


    Bill O'Reilly, Sean Hannity, and Glenn Beck...that's just three off the top of my head.

    

    None of whom are news anchors.

    

    This will go over your head as all the other times.

    Does 22 million exceed 15 million yet in your math?

    Or do you only figure in billions?

    

    Watch or listen to conservative media and you will find them against a whole host of people, ideas, and events.

    

    If you can find the conservative media, anyway.

    And, really? You've avoided Estrada, Bork, J.C. Watts, Condi Rice and the treatment they received as a result of their skin color from your liberal friends.

    But you avoid everything. We need to stop letting you get away with it, because that is your MO. You wriggle away and refuse to engage on substance. You try and attack us and open up tangents, because you've learned you cannot argue on the facts. I've asked you - where would you link me, that you've thoroughly disproven any of us here?

    

    What I just quoted you saying is the concept of "Wet streets cause rain." You can't even conceptualize what principled opposition means because you've never learned what principals are. (Hint: Read some classic books for a clue.)

    

    will all of you please spend some time observing at a school and discover with your own eyes what is actually going on?

    

    Why? I've told you that we've done that! We've got experience in the schools. Bloody hell, I work at a college and have to instruct Freshmen - and you ignore that. Not even in the schools, but the supposed SUCCESSFUL PRODUCT of them!

    And even if we let you specify how we had to observe and reported it (I've got no less than 5 relatives who teach in middle-and-high schools, in schools around the country, and yet they report the same things.) We now spend 8x more per student nationwide than we did in 1970. And student achivement is 70% of 1970. The SAT's have been graded down - twice - since Carter created the Education Department.

    But for all of that: YOU'LL STILL IGNORE WHAT WE SAY. Want to talk about FEMA and hurricane response pre-Katrina? Oh, right. I was actually on Hurricane Task Forces. Where'd Mark go? No matter what we say, you'll ignore our opinions and slander us with ad hominium arguments.

    

    Above, I gave you an opposing view of your gushing report on the speech Obama gave. From someone with massively more intellectual papers than you. And you say? I have and I respectfully disagree. But you don't say WHY. You don't explain where she's wrong. What she's wrong about. Just... Read or watch Obama's whole speech

    

    Why? What would that change? And why do you presume I haven't? It was a staggeringly bad speech from my viewpoint, and one that despots and true slaughterers of the innocent are cheering!

    

    There was nothing anti Israeli at all.

    

    Bayefsky specifically noted many places it was. I quoted and emphasized some of them.

    But you call me anti-intellectual.

    

    So you dismiss Ayers, and facts, and statistics, just as you have for the past 2 years, the past year of which you've been insisting, promising, pleading with us, that Obama was not going to take over the economy. He was going to improve our standing in the world. He was going to fix all these things, because he was a thoughtful man and would have thoughtful staffers. He wasn't going to ban our guns, even thought he spent a ton of political capitol promising to do just that. That he'd somehow fix health care in a manner that no other nation organization, or entity has yet managed.

    

    ...

    Well, here we are. You and he won. And your predictions are off. Ours aren't.

    

    So you slander Bush and our fighting men and women - and don't even notice. You excuse Obama's mentor Ayers, because he was merely incompetent and blew up his girlfriend, rather than the soldiers he meant to. Nor the fact that he zealously guards his property and refuses to share it communally.

    You've minimized the horrors and depravity of slavery by calling people who lent you the money to have a house and who pay your salary so you can eat the exact same as slaveowners.

    

    Quite often I'm asked if you can possibly be for real, if anybody can actually be that utterly, totally, intentionally clueless and self-absorbed. And I say, there's no way he can't be. Nobody could fake it, not for this long.

    

    We cut taxes on the wealthy in this country during Bush 43 and look at how well that worked out. The greatest wealth transfer in the history of the world.

    

    I didn't think you'd surpass yourself that quickly, but let me admit, I was wrong.

    

    I was wrong.

    

    That's the most gobsmackingly ignorant, idiotic, proof of how bad the educational system is that you can say it with a straight face and not laugh, thing you've ever said And let's recap! This includes being schooled REPEATEDLY in the meanings and definitions of words (that you insisted you knew), not being able to figure out which was greater, 22 or 15, not being able to do basic research, and possibly best of all, screeching that we were unfair for calling you a banner for advocating - wait for it - a ban.

    That is the mark that you have now surpassed.

    

    Tax. Cuts. Don't. Trans. Fer. Wealth. You. Ignorant. Fool.

    

    Taking less from you is not giving you anything from anybody else!

    

    AND TAX REVENUES ON THE RICH WENT UP! How many times has DJ tried to pound that fact into your head? The government took in MORE MONEY despite cutting tax RATES.

    (And besides, the biggest "wealth transfer is dwarfed by the Spanish conquest of the New World, but that would make you know some history, now, wouldn't it?.

    

    You've raised your high water bar of ignorance three times in this one thread. And then told us we - we!!! - aren't capable of figuring out what the malpractice currently conducted in public schools is.


    

    



    jsid-1244590206-607169 DJ at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 23:30:06 +0000


    "First of all, Ed and DJ, if you think those poll numbers are accurate in and of themselves...wow."

    

    I don't claim they are accurate, and yes, you did use "if" rather than jump to the conclusion that I do. I haven't kept score, but that might be a first.

    

    What the numbers show is large and increasing disaffection with your wonder boy. When the miracles don't happen and the shine wears off, the crowd disperses. Thus it has ever been with hucksters, and it is no different with this one.

    

    "My economic adviser, Last in Line, even admits now that "trickle down" does not work."

    

    Your "economic advisor"? You have a staff?

    

    He tells us that has corrected you on this assertion before, and he has done so here in Kevin's parlor. Apparently, you are ignoring your "advisor". Betcha he'll correct you again.

    

    "I'm not certain that President Obama will be "right" about what he says will happen other than the fact that he has predicted he will make mistakes. I think he will."

    

    Amazing. He already has made mistakes, but you can't admit it, can you?


    

    



    jsid-1244590967-607170 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 09 Jun 2009 23:42:47 +0000


    You know, it's actually refreshing to see Mark just be normally stupid after that.

    

    Letting everything fail

    

    Why would it "fail?" Why is more government always "Better" to you, and why can't you ever admit to it's failures? Why do you call the mortgage market "unregulated", and are you ever going to admit that it's not?

    

    and having the free market sort it all out has some pretty dangerous possibilities.

    

    How would you know? Where have you ever been, or seen, a free market?

    

    Cutting taxes for the top 1 percent is absolutely moronic.

    

    Even if - as every major tax cut as demonstrated, tax revenues go up? Isn't it more moronic, if your goal is more money for the government to spend, to maximize that?

    

    Continuing to ignore health care

    

    Ignore? Or fail to make the same mistakes that others are - observing their failures?

    Why is it "ignoring" if the government doesn't take it over in totality? And why then do you claim not to be some variant of facist/socialist/communist?

    

    and alternative energy

    

    It's not being ignored. And I promise you, as soon as you can get the same amount of power for 1/2 the cost, you'll make a *killing*. Or do you mean, taking that tax money and wasting it and giving it to politically-connected people is good?

    

    is just silly.

    

    Ought to be careful with your adjectives.

    

    These are hard issues that need change in order to help this country financially.

    

    And the single. best. thing. we can do is get the government out of them.

    

    Why do you want to do screw them up more and more, since you can't point to successes where the government has dealt with them?

    

    Had Obama been elected 100 years ago, he'd be propping up the whalers for whale-oil, outlawing petroleum, and subsidizing the horse buggy makers.

    

    And you think that's good?


    

    



    jsid-1244594278-607171 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 00:37:58 +0000


    Hey - I loaded that comment *in another browser* .. oh, I had the key in the URL. Crappit. Sorry, Kevin.


    

    



    jsid-1244594594-607172 LabRat at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 00:43:14 +0000


    I just finished reading this whole thread after looking at it once when the number of comments was 3.

    

    UJ and others are doing quite all right at the quote-fisk game. They have that covered.

    

    So far as I can determine from having read Round XIV of Markadelphia versus everyone else including, apparently, Fox News and an imaginary army of slavering violent right-wing neojihadists who will begin mutilating the genitals of women, blowing up school buses, introducing compulsory Christianity on pain of death, and outlawing nonBiblical education just as soon as, um, they finish their beers or something, the following is the grounds for argument. I provide so we can understand each other better, and as we all know all conflict stems from a lack of understanding.

    

    Furthermore, any and all dishonest or incompetent thing that any liberal does- especially Mark himself- is just fine because unidentified conservatives do it all the time only more betterer and Dick Cheney said something about it just last week and by the time you finish watching the obvious violent enemy of all that is good in the world by watching Fox News we'll have entirely forgotten whatever thing Mark the liberal did because LOOK A PONY

    

    Conservatives are bad, terrible people that hate freedom and anyone different from them and education and intelligence and success and the beautiful flower of human reasoning and hope and we will all be better off just as soon as we've gotten rid of them. Oh, and the worst thing about them is they try to fool you into seeing your normal fellow Americans with different opinions as stupid and evil.

    

    If you have ever agreed with a Republican about anything you obviously LOVED it when Bush spent like a drunken trophy wife with no plan for debt and you're a HUGE HYPOCRITE for disapproving of Obama spending like a drunken Imelda Marcos with no plan for debt. Also you hate doing ANYTHING about ANY problem and you just want problems to continue because you hate change. Any sputtering about how you actually want to overhaul most of American government, just not the same way Obama does, IS VICIOUS LIES. So stop lying, dammit! It gets us nowhere.

    

    Obama has proved forever he's nonpartisan because he's kept basically the entirety of Bush's evil antihuman terror policies also Republicans never have useful plans except when they do only it's evil but not after Obama redeems it SO DO YOU THINK WE SHOULD WATERBOARD DEMOCRATS OR WHAT? HUH, YOU LIBERTY-HATING SECURITY FREAK oh hey pony

    

    We will spend our way out of this recession even though I said that was lies and foolishness when it was the Bush administration and we should believe Obama utterly on this because he's said he'll make mistakes. The economy will turn around under his policies because the Republican policies I will now make up wouldn't work.

    

    And now I'll make a prediction. One week from now, in a distant other thread of the FUTURE:

    

    "Taxes? Economy? Torture? Libel? Stop waving all those links to sourced information. What the hell do you people want from me, I have a life, I don't have time to feed your goddamn pony."


    

    



    jsid-1244595185-607173 DJ at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 00:53:05 +0000


    "So far as I can determine from having read Round XIV of Markadelphia versus everyone else including, apparently, Fox News and an imaginary army of slavering violent right-wing neojihadists ..."

    

    DAMN! I got that far and had to go get some popcorn, and I don't even like popcorn!

    

    ...

    

    BRAVISSIMO!

    

    Hey look! A kitten ...


    

    



    jsid-1244595240-607174 Adam at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 00:54:00 +0000


    You know, the thing that gets me is that when I was younger - say, just on the edge of teenagery-ness and before I did that whole college thing - I'd argue on forums and usenet groups. Quite often I was wrong.

    

    However...

    

    If I found myself in Mark's situation, I'd have hidden my head from here a year ago out of sheer fucking embarrassment for making such an ass of myself.

    

    Let's play a game. It's called "back up at least ONE of your arguments with data." So far, the round is probably something like 300-0, definitely not your favor.

    

    Go on. Pick an argument in just this thread (never mind just the last two I've been waiting for your intellectually defective ass to return to) and argue it rationally with data and evidence.


    

    



    jsid-1244597971-607176 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 01:39:31 +0000


    Thanks LabRat. I enjoyed that summary of Marky's… SQUIRREL!


    

    



    jsid-1244598699-607177 Britt at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 01:51:39 +0000


    He doesn't need facts damn it, because

    

    *all recite together the words of our host*

    

    The philosophy cannot be wrong. Do it again, harder.

    

    It's funny, because I hear leftwingers spewing vitriol toward Christianity and arguing against the existence of God, but they have an all consuming faith in government that far surpasses the faith most Christians have in God.

    

    Leftists expect government to fix everything, right now, and do it cheaper then it is being done at this moment. They want it better, cheaper, and faster. Never mind that it's impossible to have all three simultaneously, fill another building with bureaucrats.

    

    When does the colony ship board? My bags are packed.


    

    



    jsid-1244601269-607178 GrumpyOldFart at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 02:34:29 +0000


    Even though the federal government couldn't run a whorehouse in Nevada at a profit. That's gotta be a first.


    

    



    jsid-1244628556-607182 GrumpyOldFart at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 10:09:16 +0000


    Actually it's 8 now.

    

    What are the odds of more than 8 forced marriages at the hands of extremist Muslims today? What are the odds of more than 8 accused (but not proven guilty) 'adulteresses' or gay men stoned to death by extremist Muslims this week?

    

    I don't know either, but they're higher than the odds of another abortion doctor being murdered by an extremist Christian this year, and you know it. Yet it's the unlikely one that has you hiding under the bed, while the likely one gets a big yawn from you and the entire American political left.

    

    Why is that, ya think?


    

    



    jsid-1244641172-607184 Ken at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 13:39:32 +0000


    Why is that, ya think?

    

    What is moral degeneracy, Alex?


    

    



    jsid-1244644963-607188 Russell at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 14:42:43 +0000


    Ed: … SQUIRREL!

    

    Great, now all of Marky's posts will be read in Alpha's voice in my head!


    

    



    jsid-1244648139-607192 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 15:35:39 +0000


    Read or watch Obama's whole speech, Unix, and judge for yourself. There was nothing anti Israeli at all.

    

    You don't need to convince me. But the Israelis seem to think you're full of it, too.

    

    http://www.cbsnews.com/blogs/2009/06/09/world/worldwatch/entry5076128.shtml

    

    Whether or not it is true, it shows the mood in Israel. They feel cornered. The reactions out of Israel reflect that feeling.

    

    Netanyahu is making a speech Sunday, in part as a response to Mr. Obama's address to the Arab world last week in Cairo.

    

    Israel's Channel One TV reported that Netanyahu was told Tuesday by an "American official" in Jerusalem that, "We are going to change the world. Please, don't interfere." The report said Netanyahu's aides interpreted this as a "threat."

    

    See what putting the Right Man in charge can do? He'll cut through thousands of years of strife, fighting, history and myth, and change the world.

    

    My. If only we'd seen this coming.


    

    



    jsid-1244649637-607196 Russell at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 16:00:37 +0000


    "The President is merely the most important among a large number of public servants. He should be supported or opposed exactly to the degree which is warranted by his good conduct or bad conduct, his efficiency or inefficiency in rendering loyal, able, and disinterested service to the Nation as a whole. Therefore it is absolutely necessary that there should be full liberty to tell the truth about his acts, and this means that it is exactly necessary to blame him when he does wrong as to praise him when he does right. Any other attitude in an American citizen is both base and servile. To announce that there must be no criticism of the President, or that we are to stand by the President, right or wrong, is not only unpatriotic and servile, but is morally treasonable to the American public. Nothing but the truth should be spoken about him or any one else. But it is even more important to tell the truth, pleasant or unpleasant, about him than about any one else."

    

    "Roosevelt in the Kansas City Star", May 7, 1918

    

    My, how far we have fallen as a Republic.


    

    



    jsid-1244650506-607198 rocinante at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 16:15:06 +0000


    Markadelphia: "There is little difference between Al Qaeda and a substantial portion of the conservative base in this country. That includes some people who post here."

    

    Kevin, isn't it past time for a ban? Personally, I won't ever read anything he writes again.

    

    Also, there must be some way to get his comments in front of his employers and the parents of the students he "teaches".

    

    This person should not be allowed anywhere near impressionable young minds.


    

    



    jsid-1244652087-607200 Ken at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 16:41:27 +0000


    He ought either name names, or withdraw the statement and apologize to all hands.


    

    



    jsid-1244656489-607205 Thane Eichenauer at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 17:54:49 +0000


    Kevin Baker,

    I don't expect the translation to meet my preconceptions. My primary objection is that too many people are taking a translation and often erroneously put it in quotes. I say that putting a translation in quotes is an act akin to lying as the "quote" was never a quote and was and will always be a translation. On this issue if I really want to know what Mahmoud Ahmadinejad meant I would find a exact recording of what he said and find someone who understands Farsi and ask them what it means. The news and those who don't read Farsi cannot be relied upon to use quote marks properly and often fail to note that the claims being made about "sworn to destroy Israel" are based upon suspect translations.

    

    That being said I would much rather rely on the actions of the country of Iran rather than the statements of its President. Words can be lies, actions are less subject to dispute.


    

    



    jsid-1244658393-607209 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 18:26:33 +0000


    My primary objection is that too many people are taking a translation and often erroneously put it in quotes.

    

    How would you prefer that we denote a translated quote? I actually can't fault you for pointing that out, this has been an issue - for instance, Arafat was famous for providing English Translations of his speeches wildly at odds with what he actually said.

    

    But I don't know of any convention to denote that.

    

    I would much rather rely on the actions of the country of Iran

    

    Which is fine - notice the military actions funded against Israel and the US in Iraq for starters.

    What actions can you point to that are at odds with Ahmadinejad's speeches?


    

    



    jsid-1244660237-607213 Kresh at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 18:57:17 +0000


    "Words can be lies, actions are less subject to dispute."

    

    I'd has financial support of Hamas and other, er, less-reputable organizations is a pretty good battle-flag.


    

    



    jsid-1244660268-607214 Kresh at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 18:57:48 +0000


    ..I'd say... *eyeroll*


    

    



    jsid-1244664261-607217 geekWithA.45 at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 20:04:21 +0000


    Thane,

    

    Rewinding the thread (and filtering all the M'Delphia related noise), you voiced the position that

    

    "I don't swallow the line that Iran has sworn to see Israel destroyed. "

    

    Readers responded to that by citing numerous references to translations of statements coming from Iran that reflected the sentiment of dedication to Israel's destruction.

    

    In response to that, you object based on the generalized, potential mistranslation of the statements.

    

    Essentially, it seems that you're taking the position that that the translations are suspect.

    

    

    We're reasonable folks, and that's a possibility we can entertain.

    

    

    If you can demonstrate to us that the various quotes are mistranslated to the point that their meaning is substantially affected, that's evidence we're willing to consider and evaluate.

    

    In the absence of such evidence to the contrary, however, it is not unreasonable for us accept the translations as offered.


    

    



    jsid-1244666783-607220 Yosemite Sam at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 20:46:23 +0000


    Why is it hard to believe that Iran or its President would want to destroy Israel or see Israel destroyed? This has been the stated objective of most of the Arab world ever since the Israeli state was formed.

    

    A better argument would be that it is none of our business what Iran intends to do. Israel should take care of itself and the U.S. should do likewise. I don't agree with this line of argument, but it makes more sense than trying to believe that Iran has no desire to destroy Israel. There is too much of a mountain of evidence to the contrary.


    

    



    jsid-1244666862-607222 Last in Line at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 20:47:42 +0000


    "Your "economic advisor"? You have a staff? He tells us that has corrected you on this assertion before, and he has done so here in Kevin's parlor."

    

    Yep DJ, I'm on the staff. My official title is economic advisor/director of entertainment/jack-of-all-trades-master-of-none.

    

    I know I've mentioned my views about trickle down on here, can't remember when though...was a few months ago. My opinion is that trickle down does exist, but the money doesn't trickle down to the extent that many of its supporters claim it does. Sure there are plenty of folks out there hiring people with their wealth but there are plenty more people who plop their millions down into a hedge fund and leave it set. That ain't what I call hiring people. Unix correctly stated that the money does stay in circulation. That is true, but it isn't trickling down very much.

    

    All that being said, I completely reject any redistributive action the government takes because the guy hiring folks is also penalized when taxes are raised on the rich. I'm all about freedom and if the rich guy wants to put his dollars in the headge fund...more power to him.

    

    I have my money in the stock market just like everyone else as I think our capitalist system is a cold-hearted yet highly effective way to allocate resources. While I would be overjoyed with a 12% annual return on my money every year, I also think that our stock market is set up to make those folks up there on wall street a shitload of money off of people like me. Not even saying that that's a bad thing - it is what it is (they certainly aren't going to work for free on wall street and I don't expect them to). There probably hasn't been a time in recorded history where that hasn't been the case in one form or another.


    

    



    jsid-1244669577-607230 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:32:57 +0000


    but there are plenty more people who plop their millions down into a hedge fund and leave it set.

    

    And the hedge fund.... buries it under the hedge?

    

    No, they take it and invest it in things. Give companies money to expand, make drugs to grow hair, build new machinery... That's what they're doing.

    

    I'm appreciate you explaining what you've said to Mark, because it reflects on him more than you, that he takes your - sorry, but it is - misconception of how money operates and uses it to defend his ignorant notions. (Which could easily be corrected, if he read


    

    



    jsid-1244669654-607231 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:34:14 +0000


    *headdesk*

    *facepalm*.

    

    Sorry, Kevin. I clicked on the window to bring it to the front - and hit "ok". If you'd close that 2nd


    

    



    jsid-1244669894-607232 Keivn Baker at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:38:14 +0000


    Everything looks OK to me.

    

    Except I'd recommend this instead. Much easier, lighter read with all of the crunchy goodness of the original.


    

    



    jsid-1244669901-607233 Markadelphia at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:38:21 +0000


    "None of whom are news anchors."

    

    Neither is Olberman. Where does it say he is? That is Brian Williams or David Gregory.

    

    "If you can find the conservative media, anyway."

    

    To quote you Unix..."Wow. Just wow."

    

    "He already has made mistakes, but you can't admit it, can you?"

    

    I have plenty of times, DJ, you are just blind by your obsession with me (see: truth hurts) that you don't remember. I think he is making the same mistake Bush made in Pakistan. Wow, you really want him to fail don't you? What will it mean to you if he doesn't?

    

    "It's called "back up at least ONE of your arguments with data." "

    

    I've done that a hundred times or more. All of my data is summarily dismissed as being biased, lies, or my own "idiocy." But I'll tell you what...you pick an argument and when I get back from vacation, I'll back it up.

    

    "The philosophy cannot be wrong. Do it again, harder. "

    

    Isn't saying this phrase over and over...um...the same thing as the phrase itself?

    

    "This person should not be allowed anywhere near impressionable young minds."

    

    "there must be some way to get his comments in front of his employers and the parents of the students he "teaches".

    

    "isn't it past time for a ban?"

    

    Well, that's up to Kevin at the end of the day. As I have always said, I will abide by his wishes since I have an enormous amount of respect for him.

    

    Funny you mention my school, rocinante. The comment about Al Qaeda and some of the base being similar came from them, not me. Students have asked me over the last few years similar questions. I tell them, if the topic is relevant in class, to give a presentation on it. I think if you heard some of them, your head would probably explode.

    

    Parents are well aware of what we talk about in class and I receive few complaints. In fact, the few I do get come from the left recently who are upset about the fact that I teach Clarence Carson and have my friend Eric (evangelical minister) come in to speak on a regular basis.

    

    I laid out the similarities above, rocinante. Rather than blow a gasket about it, why not reflect and see if there is any merit to it?


    

    



    jsid-1244670529-607234 Markadelphia at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:48:49 +0000


    "No, they take it and invest it in things. Give companies money to expand, make drugs to grow hair, build new machinery... That's what they're doing."

    

    Talk about gullible...do honestly think that is what they do with their money? How can someone have such a massive distrust of government but think that the corporation and the wealthy individuals of this nation are the equivalent of an innocent girl in the woods?

    

    Last's assessment is dead on accurate. While I don't agree entirely with his view on government, it is a valid argument and one that I am happy to see that at least he carries his mistrust over to the private sector.


    

    



    jsid-1244670819-607236 Yosemite Sam at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:53:39 +0000


    "do honestly think that is what they do with their money?"

    

    So what do they do with the money? Put it in Fibber McGee's closet or Scrooge McDuck's money vault?

    

    Of course they invest it because they want to make more money. Unless you want to assert that these rich geezers love money baths.


    

    



    jsid-1244670905-607237 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 21:55:05 +0000


    I've done that a hundred times or more.

    

    No. You're lying. Sorry, but you are. You've not done this thing. You might be exaggerating, but it's still not an honest assessment.

    You've posted something and declared "point proven". You've misused "theory" "hypothesis", and "evidence" in order to come up with some Olbermannish Ad Hom. (And then declared that you don't use logical fallacies.)

    You've ignored all the refutation tossed your way, and then claimed it was "point proven" and anyway..

    

    All of my data is summarily dismissed as being biased, lies, or my own "idiocy."

    

    Oh, no, we don't summarily dismiss it.

    We shred the everlasting hell out of them (usually) or occasionally note a point they might have - but then point out they don't support you like you'd like - and you run away.

    You said Obama's speech was great, and "not naive" and then claimed we're anti-intellectual (hah), and then waved away one of the best experts on the area - and the reactions of the Israelis.

    That's par for you, and why you don't know how to support yourself with citations. We've established - using your own words - that you don't actually understand critical thinking.

    

    Care to go back and deal with your slanders of the US fighting men and women?

    

    How about the fact that everybody who talks about the educational system knows more than you're willing to concede? Not only have most of us been through it, we've seen it continually decline despite huge increases in funding.

    

    -----

    However, while I agree with:

    "This person should not be allowed anywhere near impressionable young minds."

    

    There's absolutely no call for:

    "there must be some way to get his comments in front of his employers and the parents of the students he "teaches".

    

    That's beyond the pale, and isn't within the realm of discourse here.

    

    I post with a pseudonym, largely because I work at a college. And my opinions would not be tolerated if they were exposed to the administration. (Mark won't notice the obvious truth there- I'm in the education system too.)

    

    Mark should be thrown out of teaching for incompetence, there's no way he can do a good job.

    But it's not our job, duty, in fact it's absolutely wrong for us to organize a witch-hunt and try and punish him.

    That's for his supervisors and fellows to deal with, not us.

    

    ----

    Mark: Now, how about go deal with LabRat's comment?

    

    Or at least explain how tax cuts transfer wealth. I'd like to hear THAT one.


    

    



    jsid-1244671214-607238 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 10 Jun 2009 22:00:14 +0000


    Unix-Jedi: "No, they take it and invest it in things. Give companies money to expand, make drugs to grow hair, build new machinery... That's what they're doing."

    

    Talk about gullible...do honestly think that is what they do with their money? How can someone have such a massive distrust of government but think that the corporation and the wealthy individuals of this nation are the equivalent of an innocent girl in the woods?

    

    Because I've studied basic fucking economics, advanced economics, and money theory?

    (And I'm being lectured to by someone who can't be bothered to look up "Verbatim"?)

    

    Talk about gullible...do honestly think that is what they do with their money?

    

    What else are they doing with it?

    

    I think you just nudged the bar up again!

    Kevin! Bronze this comment thread!

    

    Last's assessment is dead on accurate.

    

    It's totally *inaccurate*, as I explained.

    

    While I don't agree entirely with his view on government, it is a valid argument and one that I am happy to see that at least he carries his mistrust over to the private sector.

    

    You really don't have a clue how anything works, do you?

    

    You really don't. And you're telling us to shut up and listen to you that the "classics" are being taught and public education isn't a disgrace?


    

    



    jsid-1244679577-607250 juris_imprudent at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 00:19:37 +0000


    Hey M, as someone with an undergrad degree in econ, trust me, neither you nor last_in_line have anything more than a populist distrust and ignorance of economics. I really think you're smart enough to know better, but you'd rather fight for what you believe than bother to learn more and have to alter some core vision - and THAT is what Kevin is talking about with the "do it again harder" line.

    

    Last, money does not "flow" differently if you spend (or invest) it then if anyone else does. Buying a yacht isn't fundamentally different from buying a bass boat. Harping on what the rich do is just cheap populist rhetoric (which can split left or right).


    

    



    jsid-1244688095-607259 Ken at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 02:41:35 +0000


    While you're at it, Mark, my statement stands:

    

    Name names of the commenters here who are little different from al Qaeda, or apologize and withdraw the statement.


    

    



    jsid-1244694613-607271 Last in line at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 04:30:13 +0000


    Juris, I'm not harping on the rich. I said that it's their money and they can do what they want. Funny thing is...I don't even care if it trickles down or not because I don't view our economy as a zero-sum game where if one guy has a bigger slice of the pie, that means I must have a smaller piece of the pie. That is B as in B, S as in S.

    

    Unix, I know that I don't know all there is to know about economics so we'll just have to agree to disagree. I don't trust wall street but my distrust of government runs deeper than my distrust of wall street. I'd certainly be open to any readings or links you may suggest to me. The theories you spoke of...given what we know today...would you say they are being practiced in the way your textbook described? Not trying to play "gotcha" or anything, I'm genuinely curious.


    

    



    jsid-1244724488-607284 Ken at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 12:48:08 +0000


    Last in line, I won't presume to speak for Unix-Jedi, but I recommend mises.org (the Ludwig von Mises Institute). Henry Hazlitt's Economics in One Lesson is available online, and I believe you can get to it via mises.org. If not, leave a note here and I'll find it for you.

    

    And no (still speaking for myself and not Unix), the practice bears no resemblance to Austrian economic theory...but if you read Hazlitt, you'll see it for yourself.

    

    Another good short book is William Smart's An Introduction to the Theory of Value (on the Lines of Menger, Wieser, and Böhm-Bawerk). There's a nice capsule discussion there of marginal utility and subjective value. You may need an affordable mid-sized university library to track it down (I have it from Cleveland State University), but it's pretty good.

    

    I think you can now also find Murray Rothbard's The Case Against the Fed reproduced online -- if not, a university library should be able to get a copy for you, or there's always bookfinder.com. I know for sure his The Panic of 1819 is available as a free PDF. I started it, but haven't finished it yet.

    

    The big kahuna of the field is probably von Mises' Human Action. It's long, and I'm holding off on it until I get my dissertation sorted out (no, not economics -- marketing).


    

    



    jsid-1244730742-607292 DJ at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 14:32:22 +0000


    "I know I've mentioned my views about trickle down on here, can't remember when though...was a few months ago. My opinion is that trickle down does exist, but the money doesn't trickle down to the extent that many of its supporters claim it does."

    

    Some months ago, Doofus made the same accusation, to wit:

    

    "... Last in Line, even admits now that "trickle down" does not work."

    

    That's what he said this time. I can't quote what he said last time because I don't have a link to it.

    

    Last time, you explicitly told us that such is not what you told him. You then expanded your comment much as you did here.

    

    The point is that, once again, he didn't learn, he ignored the correction, and he has no respect for the truth.


    

    



    jsid-1244732223-607294 DJ at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 14:57:03 +0000


    Me: ""He already has made mistakes, but you can't admit it, can you?"

    

    Doofus: "I have plenty of times, DJ, you are just blind by your obsession with me (see: truth hurts) that you don't remember.

    

    Show me. I keep looking for any admission by you that Obamamateur has made a significant mistake of any kind. Show me, liar boy.

    

    "I think he is making the same mistake Bush made in Pakistan."

    

    Whis is what, exactly?

    

    "Wow, you really want him to fail don't you?"

    

    Damn, but you are a child, aren't you?

    

    What I want is for him to fail at doing what he is and has been doing, in that, if he won't stop, then I want the goddamned Congress to oppose him. In any case, I want the goddamned sheeple to grow up and oppose him.

    

    "What will it mean to you if he doesn't?"

    

    Personally, it will mean, at a minimum: more kinds of taxes, higher tax rates, inflation of the currency (meaning my investments, on which I live, will be of much less value and so less able to support me), higher energy prices way over and above inflation (electricity, gas, and gasoline), higher costs for damned nearly everything way over and above inflation due to higher costs for energy, less access to medical care, higher cost of medical care, and gubmint sticking its goddamned nose between me and my doctors, where it has absolutely no fucking business whatever.

    

    If his success is great, it could also mean: abrogation of my constitutional rights, such as the right to keep and bear arms, the right to criticize the gummint in general and him personally, and outright theft of a significant portion of my investments for redistribution to others.

    

    And, to anticipate, we have explained these fears to you, in detail, over many weary months, and we have thoroughly documented our reasons why. Your reading comprehension is no better than your honesty, is it?


    

    



    jsid-1244732229-607295 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 11 Jun 2009 14:57:09 +0000


    Unix, I know that I don't know all there is to know about economics so we'll just have to agree to disagree.

    

    Hold on up there. It's obvious that you're missing a huge part of the picture, and if you talk to Mark regularly, I can see where you'd be confused.

    

    I don't trust wall street but my distrust of government runs deeper than my distrust of wall street.

    

    Wall street is looking to make money. :) Government is looking to take - and keep - control. That doesn't mean you have to trust everything anybody says about investing, but try and junk all that you've heard from Mark and let's start over.

    

    This also, by the way, torpedoes Mark's assertions about public education - this used to be a base lesson.

    

    

    OK. Let's postulate a small economy.

    

    You come to my bank, with $200, and you want to "save" $100 and "invest" $100. I take your $200, make some bookkeeping entries. Now what? If that's all that happens, you get no money back, you don't increase your wealth at all.

    So what I as the banker do, is reserve $50 of that (the actual number depends) and loan out the other $150.

    Now, this is where a lot of people trip up. So how much money is now in circulation?

    

    $50? $200? $350?

    

    $350. For your money's been loaned out. Say... Mark comes in and wants a loan to build a school to teach the classics. So I loan him $80 from your "investment" fund and charge him 8% interest. As he pays that back, I credit your account with 5% interest, and 3% is my gross from which I have to pay my overhead and make my profit.

    

    Because running a private school when you're a lousy teacher is a risky business, right? So that's a riskier investment, you charge more to cover the risks that he'll not pay it back.

    

    Now, your "savings" account might go to a really good credit risk with a proven track record... Say a 2nd loan for a expansion of a pharmacy. The Pharmacist has always paid us back and he's doing a lot of business, so we charge him 3%, and you get 1% in savings.

    

    So after a year, you've got, on paper, $101 in savings and $105 in investments. $206 total.

    I've actually got $55 in the bank vault (yeah, horrible oversimplification, but that's a whole nother story) and Mark has his school, and the pharmacist has his expansion, and we've increased wealth.

    

    Now, that's horribly oversimplified. In the real world, all of this gets mushed up and computer-planned and averaged to a fare-the-well, and "bank reserves" are a theory and...

    Yeah. But that's the basics.

    

    If you invest, if you hand your money for investment, in order for you to make more money, it's got to be loaned to someone, who's paying more in interest.

    

    So they've got to go do something that profits them, in order to pay back the loan.

    

    With me?

    

    So if the "fatcats" are putting their money in "hedge funds", they're actually putting their money into the whole investing machine, increasing the amount available across the board, and making it easier to get credit and create wealth. Hedge funds do a lot with all the non-simple things that don't fit our model well.. but that money is *still out there, still being invested*.

    

    That's good. What's bad is when it starts getting stuffed into mattresses. Or if the taxation is such it's not worth investing. What happens every time we stop taxing capital gains - taxes on wealth creation, mind you, is that more people invest, more wealth is created, and from that total pool, more actual tax revenue is seen.

    

    Mark still talks of this as if it's a zero-sum game. His utterly idiotic statement (and watch, it's so stupid he'll ignore it and deny it soonish) that tax cuts were the biggest transfer of wealth is staggering in the ignorance he reveals, and his moral and practical equivalence between taxes, spending, and investment. Staggering even for Mark's demonstrated level ignorance.

    

    But let's leave the theoretical examples alone, and ask you, what do you see in America? Do you see a super-rich set with things that the middle and lower classes are utterly forbidden to have?

    

    http://michellemalkin.com/2009/03/06/priceless-photo-of-the-day-homelesswith-a-cellphone/

    

    Mark will froth over the site, but it was the first in the google search, plus has another couple of good photos.

    

    In America, we've obsoleted the term "poverty". We've had to come up with a new definition for it. Because our "impoverished" are now facing what's being called a health crisis - obesity. That's right. Our poor have too much to eat. The definition of "impoverished" used to be, didn't have, or barely had enough FOOD for sustained survival!

    Now we have people with "no income" with luxuries. Almost everyone lives - or has the ability to - live in a luxury home (compared to 150 years ago, especially.) Think of the difference between the rich and poor 150 years ago.

    Now tell me that if you offered a huge landowner with a huge mansion from 150 years ago a modern doublewide trailer with A/C and heat, you think he'd rather stay in his drafty in the winter and stifling in the summer mansion?

    The "gap" that Mark likes to talk about that basically is the total worth is damn near meaningless.

    

    What distinguishes you, LiL, from a "Rich man"? Do you have a car? House? dishwasher, washing machine, dryer?

    You just don't employ a servant to do that work for you. Cloth seats in your car, rather than leather? Right? But barring really stupid decisions or horrible bad luck, you've got all the same options as the "Rich", just perhaps not as ostentatious. You've only got a 60" HDTV, instead of a JumboTron. Right?


    

    



    jsid-1245088088-607508 Last in Line at Mon, 15 Jun 2009 17:48:08 +0000


    Sorry I haven’t replied till now. Thanks for typing up the basics for me Unix.

    

    That is is certainly one of the ways that money is made in hedge funds but it isn’t the only way, and I know you know that. It would be nice if that was the only way money was made...an average Joe hiring folks to build his addition to his store. Even my most recent business law textbook devoted several pages to "friendly takeovers" where it claimed both sides benefited. The reality is that when there is a takeover like the one they described, there is always 1 winner and 1 loser. I’m not calling you naïve because your scenario certainly exists, I’m clarifying that the reason I don’t entirely trust wall street is not due to the basics, it is the fine print that exists nowadays such as short selling, FTD’s aka Failure to Deliver where phanton shares of stock are created that are indistinguishable from actual company issued shares, naked short selling, broker-level netting, pre-netting, Stock Borrow Programs, ex-clearing and off-shore failures, unsettled trades, desked trades, CNS netting, wall street firms marketing a new hedging product that would allow them to short stocks (even stocks on the banned short sale list), short sellers circulating false market rumors to drive down the price of stocks, the large market of credit-default swaps (insurance contracts to debt instruments that trade outside of established exchanges and are unregulated), hedge-fund managers purposefully avoiding reporting losses by marking up the value of their portfolios, painting the tape, wall street firms converting subprime loans into investments for sale to financial institutions around the world (without bothering to look a little more closely at whether the borrowers of these subprime loans really actually could repay them) while actually relying on a “guarantee” from the federal government, speculation in oil commodity markets (where a large percentage of the oil contracts in the futures markets can be held by speculative entities, not by companies that actually need oil...nothing illegal about it, just a little shady to me), etc.

    

    I always leave the possibility open that there are some markets that can and sometimes are manipulated up or down buy big fish tipping the scales. Just my opinion and just a hunch.

    

    I see America as the most upwardly mobile society on the planet today. I agree with you about how the left loves to define down terms like poor, poverty, racism, etc. Indeed our poor are obese for a number of reasons, too much cheap, fatty foods is more like it. I’ve traveled to Colombia so I’ve seen poor and our poor here seem pretty rich compared to the poor down there. There is zero upward mobility there, zip, zero, nada.

    

    I do see a super rich set that has lots of things. I don’t call that unfair, I call that Life. I may not have those things but I know I am not utterly forbidden to have them. I know that free societies naturally gravitate toward a system where some people have a lot, some people have nothing, with a whole slew of intermediate levels inbetween. It’s a consequence of human nature, plain and simple. The thing is, I’m not looking to tear down wall street in order to narrow some gap, I just don’t entirely trust them.

    

    To answer a few more of your questions, I own a Toyota Corrola that I simply wrote a check for, I own a home and rent out the spare bedroom for $500 a month, I haven’t done the dishes in 2 years because I have a gay roommate who does them every night, I do own a washer and a dryer and my TV is very basic 35 incher. In terms of consumerism, I do have all the same options that a rich person has but I choose to spend my money on experiences and not things. I’d much rather go to Europe for 2 weeks than spend a grand on that gigantic new gas-burner grill with the pancake griddle on the side. Who the hell sits on their deathbed, looks back at their life and says "Boy, that was such a great backsplash I installed in my kitchen back in 2008!". I surround myself with friends who don’t care what kind of a car I drive, what kind of clothes I wear and how big my home is. If one of my friends wants to get a BMW, that is their decision and I am happy for them. I wouldn't because vehicles do not go up in value. I don’t spend tons of money on updates to my house because I’m usually not in it. I’m always out doing something like salsa dancing, lifting weights, hanging out at the girlfriends place, doing hot yoga, bass fishing, playing softball, furthering my education, etc.


    

    



    jsid-1245160978-607569 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 16 Jun 2009 14:02:58 +0000


    That is is certainly one of the ways that money is made in hedge funds but it isn’t the only way, and I know you know that.

    

    Wait, you're off in Markland again. :)

    

    The reality is that when there is a takeover like the one they described, there is always 1 winner and 1 loser.

    

    Now you're getting into moral equivalence and judging by the results. Now, it's true that there can be a loser. But the overall point is for the market overall to be stronger.

    

    That's a basic I think you're missing. In fact, most of what you list as examples are results of attempting to legislate and regulate in order to push "fairness" and make a results fit a predetermined goal.

    

    such as short selling, FTD’s aka Failure to Deliver where phantom shares of stock are created that are indistinguishable from actual company issued shares,

    

    That's not legal, ethical or allowed. It might be happening - but it's doing so in violation of the rules.

    

    But more importantly, none of that matters. What matters is that money is in the investment pile. From that flows credit, in accordance with risk. That's what you're missing when you say "trickle-down doesn't work".

    

    But in your ending paragraph, you reinforce what I was trying to say to you. When you complain (or listen to Mark bitch) about the "gap" between the "rich and the poor", the "disparity of wealth"...

    

    Are you a rich man? What does the rich man do that you cannot?

    

    Do you not have leisure time - a huge surfeit of it, compared to someone who is poor historically? Do you not have fun?

    

    What's the difference between you and the "rich"? These days, almost nothing of substance. The Rich Man gets to vacation in Hawaii. You go to Florida. He rides First Class, you ride coach. He hires a maid, you scrub your own toilet.

    

    But you've both got the same luxuries.

    

    I don't mean to insult you, but I see why Mark calls you his "economic advisor". You're missing the big picture in the mishmash of little grievances. Which Mark has many of.

    By the way, no, Wall Street isn't always ethical, and lots of things go on that aren't according to the rules. That's true. A number of your examples are examples of people breaking the law outright or covering up breaking the law.

    

    But all of that aside: Show me a society aside from those where capitalism has been embraced, where the "poor" have almost identical living conditions to the rich.

    

    That's what demonstrates that "Trickle-down" works more than anything. The Real World example.


    

    



    jsid-1245898387-607953 Tam at Thu, 25 Jun 2009 02:53:07 +0000


    It's the demagogues and extremists like Osama bin Laden and Bill O'Reilly...


    

    

    HAHAHAHAHAHAHAHA!

    

    Anybody who can type that with a straight face shouldn't be allowed in the room when grownups are talking...

    

    Fuck you, "Markadelphia".


    

    



    jsid-1245898766-607954 Tam at Thu, 25 Jun 2009 02:59:26 +0000


    "...Osama bin Laden and Bill O'Reilly..."

    

    For FUCK's SAKE, Kevin, why do you let this fundamentally unserious assclown continue to contaminate your comments section?

    

    Is his douchebag-esque trollery worth the extra fifty hits a day you get from the diehards that live to spar with him?

    

    Have you run an IP check on him? Are we sure he isn't Patterico posting under a false flag to rile the base?


    

    



    jsid-1245899512-607956 Kevin Baker at Thu, 25 Jun 2009 03:11:52 +0000


    For FUCK's SAKE, Kevin, why do you let this fundamentally unserious assclown continue to contaminate your comments section?

    

    Because the replies he elicits are often GOLD. Some of the finest stuff that's ever been written in the comments has been inspired by Markadelphia's douchebaggery.

    

    Seriously. I have some of the most intelligent, erudite commenters on the web, and sometimes they write some damned fine stuff when provoked.


    

    



    Windy Wilson • Tuesday, April 3 2012 1:04 PM


    It was awfully hard to have any sort of conversation about debt B.O. (Before Obama) because all you could get out of the leftists was "Bush lied people died." which detoured the argument into the same old $417 about who knew what when and what Clinton said about Saddam Hussein's weapons programs, which the leftists considered ancient history as relevant as what Pope Gregory said 1000 years ago.


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      All Markadelphia All the Time
    


    Monday, May 12, 2008


    

    



    Well, not much longer.

    

    Perennial commenter and fellow blogger Markadelphia has decided to spend more time at his own blog and less at mine (*sniffle*), but I dropped by the other day and found a couple of posts that just begged commentary, so I indulged.

    

    Dammit.

    

    Anyway, Markadelphia responded with a comment that just requires a reply. Here's his comment with my response. (Yes, I fisked it):


    I don't really have a belief system, Kevin, other than my belief in Christ. I have plenty of problems with liberals. In fact, the list is probably at least two thirds as long as the problems I have with conservatives.


    So far, Mark, the problems you appear to have with most self-described liberals seems to be that they're not liberal enough. It's that "turning up the power" problem that I keep referring to as "Do it again, only HARDER!"


    If I don't understand your philosophy, it certainly isn't for lack of trying...it is for lack of clarity on your part.


    No, it's because our worldviews are so completely divergent. You simply cannot comprehend that I do not believe the things you believe are true about all people, thus you keep trying to make me fit into your mental image. You convince yourself that if you try just a bit harder you can convince me that you're right. After all, it's so obvious to you. You have, after all, asked yourself the right questions! (You knew I had to throw that one in, didn't you?)


    You say you are a classic liberal, the champion of freedom and liberty, and yet you are willing to sign it all away in the name of national security.


    That's how you interpret it, but (as exampled in the comments to the post above) you keep misinterpreting perfectly good complete, meaningful sentences. Meanwhile, what are you willing to sign away in the name of "social justice"?


    You shout at the top of your lungs about free speech and yet you blow a bowel when any book, tv program, or film questions our current international policy-calling them kooks and/or traitors and discouraging critical thought.


    Here's a perfect example. What does the First Amendment's protection of free speech mean? As I understand it, it means that the government cannot shut people up. It does not protect people from any repercussions. If I want to stand directly across from protesters and tell them they're assholes, the GOVERNMENT can't shut me up either. If I want to take out a full-page ad directly across from theirs, same thing. If I want to boycott their product or their advertisers and encourage others to do the same, I'm perfectly free to do so. The First Amendment's freedom of speech clause does not mean you get to protest unopposed. It means the government doesn't get to threaten you, jail you, or kill you for exercising it. This has, however, been violated under color of law. Abraham Lincoln did it, Woodrow Wilson did it. FDR did it.


    You aggressively advocate an "alternative" education to the "socialist crap" being taught in our "collapsing" schools and yet it is clear to me that what you really desire is dissemination of propaganda--propaganda which does go farther back than eight years.

    

    The irony of your view on education is that the exact opposite of your view is the reality: virtually all American History textbooks include your version of US history. We are always acting as a force of good and when we are misunderstood it is the fault of the other and not us. I would recommend you read the book Lies My Teacher Told Me by James Loewen for what is actually the problem with social studies curriculum as opposed to the psychosis that is Goldberg's view.


    First, that little factoid must explain why history doesn't appear to be taught in school much anymore. My daughter graduated from high school in 1997. She had no idea what Pearl Harbor was or its significance. She was aware, however, that Thomas Jefferson fathered children on one of his slaves though!

    

    I looked up the book. I found this (since one of your commenters mentioned how "Loewen really busts out the whupping stick on Woodrow Wilson") very interesting. From the Barnes & Noble site, first part of the Publisher's Weekly review:


    Loewen's politically correct critique of 12 American history textbooks-including The American Pageant by Thomas A. Bailey and David M. Kennedy; and Triumph of the American Nation by Paul Lewis Todd and Merle Curtis sure to please liberals and infuriate conservatives.


    Surprise, surprise. Now, from an excerpt from the book itself:


    Over the past ten years, I have asked dozens of college students who Helen Keller was and what she did. They all know that she was a blind and deaf girl. Most of them know that she was befriended by a teacher, Anne Sullivan, and learned to read and write and even to speak. Some students can recall rather minute details of Keller's early life: that she lived in Alabama, that she was unruly and without manners before Sullivan came along, and so forth. A few know that Keller graduated from college. But about what happened next, about the whole of her adult life, they are ignorant. A few students venture that Keller became a "public figure" or a "humanitarian," perhaps on behalf of the blind or deaf. "She wrote, didn't she?" or "she spoke" -- conjectures without content. Keller, who was born in 1880, graduated from Radcliffe in 1904 and died in 1968. To ignore the sixty-four years of her adult life or to encapsulate them with the single word humanitarian is to lie by omission.

    

    The truth is that Helen Keller was a radical socialist. She joined the Socialist party of Massachusetts in 1909. She had become a social radical even before she graduated from Radcliffe, and not, she emphasized, because of any teachings available there. After the Russian Revolution, she sang the praises of the new communist nation: "In the East a new star is risen! With pain and anguish the old order has given birth to the new, and behold in the East a man-child is born! Onward, comrades, all together! Onward to the campfires of Russia! Onward to the coming dawn!" Keller hung a red flag over the desk in her study. Gradually she moved to the left of the Socialist party and became a Wobbly, a member of the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), the syndicalist union persecuted by Woodrow Wilson.


    So we've established the horrible hidden historical secret that Helen Keller was a socialist! And more, that Woodrow Wilson persecuted the union to which she belonged!

    

    But wait! There's more!


    What we did not learn about Woodrow Wilson is even more remarkable. When I ask my college students to tell me what they recall about President Wilson, they respond with enthusiasm. They say that Wilson led our country reluctantly into World War I and after the war led the struggle nationally and internationally to establish the League of Nations. They associate Wilson with progressive causes like women's suffrage. A handful of students recall the Wilson administration's Palmer Raids against left-wing unions. But my students seldom know or speak about two antidemocratic policies that Wilson carried out: his racial segregation of the federal government and his military interventions in foreign countries.

    

    Under Wilson, the United States intervened in Latin America more often than at any other time in our history. We landed troops in Mexico in 1914, Haiti in 1915, the Dominican Republic in 1916, Mexico again in 1916 (and nine more times before the end of Wilson's presidency), Cuba in 1917, and Panama in 1918. Throughout his administration Wilson maintained forces in Nicaragua, using them to determine Nicaragua's president and to force passage of a treaty preferential to the United States.


    Fucking right-wing capitalist warmonger!


    Wilson's invasions of Latin America are better known than his Russian adventure. Textbooks do cover some of them, and it is fascinating to watch textbook authors attempt to justify these episodes. Any accurate portrayal of the invasions could not possibly show Wilson or the United States in a favorable light. With hindsight we know that Wilson's interventions in Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, and Nicaragua set the stage for the dictators Batista, Trujillo, the Duvaliers, and the Somozas, whose legacies still reverberate.

    

    --

    

    All twelve of the textbooks I surveyed mention Wilson's 1914 invasion of Mexico, but they posit that the interventions were not Wilson's fault. "President Wilson was urged to send military forces into Mexico to protect American investments and to restore law and order," according to Triumph of the American Nation, whose authors emphasize that the president at first chose not to intervene.


    See! He did all this for the corporations!


    But "as the months passed, even President Wilson began to lose patience." Walter Karp has shown that this version contradicts the facts -- the invasion was Wilson's idea from the start, and it outraged Congress as well as the American people. According to Karp, Wilson's intervention was so outrageous that leaders of both sides of Mexico's ongoing civil war demanded that the U.S. forces leave; the pressure of public opinion in the United States and around the world finally influenced Wilson to recall the troops.


    See! See! Warmonger!

    

    And he was a rabid anti-communist!


    His was the first administration to be obsessed with the specter of communism, abroad and at home. Wilson was blunt about it. In Billings, Montana, stumping the West to seek support for the League of Nations, he warned, "There are apostles of Lenin in our own midst. I can not imagine what it means to be an apostle of Lenin. It means to be an apostle of the night, of chaos, of disorder." Even after the White Russian alternative collapsed, Wilson refused to extend diplomatic recognition to the Soviet Union. He participated in barring Russia from the peace negotiations after World War I and helped oust Béla Kun, the communist leader who had risen to power in Hungary. Wilson's sentiment for self-determination and democracy never had a chance against his three bedrock "ism"s: colonialism, racism, and anticommunism. A young Ho Chi Minh appealed to Woodrow Wilson at Versailles for self-determination for Vietnam, but Ho had all three strikes against him. Wilson refused to listen, and France retained control of Indochina.


    And, like all right-wingers, he was a racist!


    At home, Wilson's racial policies disgraced the office he held. His Republican predecessors had routinely appointed blacks to important offices, including those of port collector for New Orleans and the District of Columbia and register of the treasury. Presidents sometimes appointed African Americans as postmasters, particularly in southern towns with large black populations. African Americans took part in the Republican Party's national conventions and enjoyed some access to the White House. Woodrow Wilson, for whom many African Americans voted in 1912, changed all that. A southerner, Wilson had been president of Princeton, the only major northern university that refused to admit blacks. He was an outspoken white supremacist -- his wife was even worse -- and told "darky" stories in cabinet meetings. His administration submitted a legislative program intended to curtail the civil rights of African Americans, but Congress would not pass it. Unfazed, Wilson used his power as chief executive to segregate the federal government. He appointed southern whites to offices traditionally reserved for blacks. Wilson personally vetoed a clause on racial equality in the Covenant of the League of Nations. The one occasion on which Wilson met with African American leaders in the White House ended in a fiasco as the president virtually threw the visitors out of his office. Wilson's legacy was extensive: he effectively closed the Democratic Party to African Americans for another two decades, and parts of the federal government remained segregated into the 1950s and beyond.


    A racist and an anti-communist, a warmonger and a colonialist. All undeniably true.

    

    But there's still more:


    Wilson displayed little regard for the rights of anyone whose opinions differed from his own. But textbooks take pains to insulate him from wrongdoing. "Congress," not Wilson, is credited with having passed the Espionage Act of June 1917 and the Sedition Act of the following year, probably the most serious attacks on the civil liberties of Americans since the short-lived Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798. In fact, Wilson tried to strengthen the Espionage Act with a provision giving broad censorship powers directly to the president. Moreover, with Wilson's approval, his postmaster general used his new censorship powers to suppress all mail that was socialist, anti-British, pro-Irish, or that in any other way might, in his view, have threatened the war effort. Robert Goldstein served ten years in prison for producing The Spirit of '76, a film about the Revolutionary War that depicted the British, who were now our allies, unfavorably. Textbook authors suggest that wartime pressures excuse Wilson's suppression of civil liberties, but in 1920, when World War I was long over, Wilson vetoed a bill that would have abolished the Espionage and Sedition acts. Textbook authors blame the anticommunist and anti-labor union witch hunts of Wilson's second term on his illness and on an attorney general run amok. No evidence supports this view. Indeed, Attorney General Palmer asked Wilson in his last days as president to pardon Eugene V. Debs, who was serving time for a speech attributing World War I to economic interests and denouncing the Espionage Act as undemocratic. The president replied, "Never!" and Debs languished in prison until Warren Harding pardoned him. The American Way adopts perhaps the most innovative approach to absolving Wilson of wrongdoing: Way simply moves the "red scare" to the 1920s, after Wilson had left office!


    So Wilson was quite happy to use the Constitution as toilet paper, too.

    

    And all those words are taken from the text of Loewen's book.

    

    But what does Loewen leave out?

    

    That Woodrow Wilson wasn't just associated "with progressive causes like women's suffrage," he was a dyed-in-the-wool Progressive - the predecessor to today's "liberal" (who today want to call themselves "Progressives" because we've figured out that "liberal" is a word that's been hijacked). He was the perfect Progressive for his time - nationalist, Darwinist, admirer of Hegel, Christian, and a staunch advocate of reform of the nation through the power of the Federal government.

    

    PBS reports (you believe PBS, right? Bill Moyers' network?):


    An academic rising star, Wilson returned to Princeton in 1890 to become a professor of jurisprudence and economics at his beloved alma mater. The most popular professor on campus, Wilson lectured on the growing gap between the haves and the have-nots in America in the early 1890s. Captains of industry like the Rockefellers, Carnegies and Morgans had become fabulously wealthy, while the majority of American workers lived in poverty. Wilson proposed the federal government be given more power to rein in big business. Publishing his views in magazines like Harper's and accepting numerous speaking invitations, Wilson soon became a nationally-known public figure. In 1902, Wilson was unanimously elected president of Princeton University.


    and


    "He apparently had an extraordinary effect on audiences. His voice was powerful and very moving...I think he's probably at his best when he spoke." - Louis Auchencloss, historian


    Boy, does that description remind you of anyone?


    The New Jersey Democratic Party political bosses, who mistakenly thought the college president would play the part of political stooge, convinced Wilson that their support would guarantee his election as the state's governor. Once in office, Wilson successfully pushed a decidedly progressive agenda, and along the way outwitted the very bosses who thought Wilson a puppet for their use. His New Jersey successes positioned Wilson at the forefront of the cresting, national wave of progressivism.


    Surprised?


    During his first two years as president, Wilson demonstrated his political acumen in accomplishing one of the most impressive strings of domestic legislative victories in history.


    Under Wilson the income tax was passed. Under Wilson, the eight-hour workday, child labor laws, and anti-trust legislation were all herded through Congress.


    The Democrats carried majorities in both houses of Congress, and many newly elected rank-and-file lawmakers were eager to gain favor with Wilson by supporting his agenda. Party leaders, controlling powerful committee chairs after many terms in the minority, were also willing to give the president much of what he wanted. Wilson exerted his power boldly-more than any chief executive had done before-by drawing from his strengths as orator, educator and political scholar. He cast complex legislation in moral and uplifting terms. He often conferred with party leaders, to find and build consensus. He participated actively in drafting the details of proposed legislation.


    Lest anyone claim that all he did was sign the bills that came to his desk.


    Looking ahead to re-election, however, Wilson calculated that further reform was the only politically viable means to capture a second term. Wilson saw as his best course a consolidation of his support among Democratic Party progressives and those of the former Progressive Party. Political realities dovetailed with his own convictions to produce a legislative agenda attractive to social reformers, farmers and labor. In a second flurry of legislative productivity, Wilson championed some of his more far-reaching, previously shelved reforms, including the Nineteenth Amendment extending suffrage to women.


    All this from that racist, warmongering, colonial, anti-communist corporatist!

    
 Whose philosophy was thoroughly modern Leftist - the use of power to make the world a better place, as he saw it.


    Don't you find it ironic that you bemoan Rousseau and yet, when it comes to you country, all you see is the good in it?


    No, Mark, I see a lot more than just the good. I'm not the one who wrote "We have to face the unpleasant fact that our country is horribly broken and I am simply not going to attempt to appease these psychotic putzes anymore."

    

    Is the country broken? No, it's about as fucked up as it usually is, but at least I see the good.

    

    You were bang-on-the-money when you said this, though: "I realize that it is pointless to try to see the middle ground on issues where there is no middle ground."

    

    You almost grasp that there is no "Third Way" (which is what Obama keeps promising, though he never calls it that) when the philosophies are so widely divergent. You have a philosophy, Markadelphia, a belief system. But it's one that you've just slapped together haphazardly. It's internally contradictory (most are, but yours... whew!), and you bend it to suit whatever situation comes up, but it's a system you apply daily. I have read your blog.

    

    I'll finish up with one more excerpt from one of your posts, and then I suggest that we not darken each others doorsteps again:


    Fellow blogger Kevin Baker asked me this question on his blog the other day: how will Obama heal our souls? The question reminded of another question that was asked in comments last week: how will Obama get able bodied men to work who are lazy and don't want to? The answer to both questions is the same.

    

    Barack Obama is not the messiah. He will not heal our souls. What he can do is lead us to the beginning of the path and the rest of it is up to us.


    So he's not the Second Coming of Jesus, he's the Second Coming of Moses?


    In effect, each one of us is a messiah to ourselves. Believe me when I tell you, we really NEED to start down that path or it's over for our country.

    

    Each of us has that Christ power that inside of us. Every one of us has the capacity for love, hope, and peace. Everyone of us has the power to take these three fundamental traits and put them into action, not just in our communities but in our country at large. We can do this by picking an issue in our communities, getting involved and making it better. I think the reason why most conservatives don't grasp this concept is that they don't understand the difference between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation.


    Sure we do. But we also understand that a lot of people who say they're doing things to improve the world are doing things to improve themselves at the expense of others. As for the ones who really are trying to make a better world, the majority of them get damned dangerous if they get their hands on that power.


    They can't understand people who are motivated to do the things purely for the joy of doing them. Most conservatives believe the only way to motivate people is through money...and fear. It really doesn't have to be that way.

    

    When you break out of that system, you gain power.


    Woodrow Wilson believed precisely what you believe - that the Power of God would allow him to fix everything. Everything he did, he did believing that it would Make the World a Better Place. You think Obama can inspire people to Make the World a Better Place, but for some reason the only place he can do that is from behind the desk in the Oval Office.

    

    What that last excerpt proclaims is what was once known as Social Gospel. Well, you're at least keeping in theme. Give that last link a read. You'll reject it out of hand, but still, I keep trying...

    

    Personally, I'm against government trying to make people... better. Because the only tool governments have is force, and using that tool, they tend to break a lot of things. When they build mass social movements, they tend to kill a lot of people.

    

    Like the people they think they can make better.

    

    And when that doesn't work, they try again, only HARDER!

    

    Just remember one thing: THIS "psychotic putz" is armed.


    

    



    
      (12 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1210655613-591977 pdwalker at Tue, 13 May 2008 05:13:33 +0000


    Some people are so deluded that insanity can be the only explanation.


    

    



    jsid-1210656476-591980 Kevin Baker at Tue, 13 May 2008 05:27:56 +0000


    They'd be the first ones to call the kettle black.


    

    



    jsid-1210687828-591983 Sailorcurt at Tue, 13 May 2008 14:10:28 +0000


    Most of his stuff is just inane so I haven't gotten into too many of the conversations you've had with Mark...but this was just mind-boggling:

    

    Each of us has that Christ power that inside of us. Every one of us has the capacity for love, hope, and peace. Everyone of us has the power to take these three fundamental traits and put them into action, not just in our communities but in our country at large. We can do this by picking an issue in our communities, getting involved and making it better. I think the reason why most conservatives don't grasp this concept is that they don't understand the difference between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation...They can't understand people who are motivated to do the things purely for the joy of doing them. Most conservatives believe the only way to motivate people is through money...and fear. It really doesn't have to be that way.

    

    Say WHAT???

    

    Conservatives believe that it is not the government's role to force charitable activity upon free citizens.

    

    Liberals are historically proven to be measurably less charitable than conservatives but consistently demand that the government coerce charitable activity at the point of the gun.

    

    But it's CONSERVATIVES who don't understand Christ's teachings...don't understand the difference between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and think that the only way to motivate people is through fear?

    

    Christ advised the rich man to give his belongings to the poor. He didn't advise the rich man to entreat the government to take everyone else's belongings and give them to the poor; and when the rich man decided that was too much to ask and turned away, Jesus didn't call the government and demand that the rich man's belongings be given to the poor. He let him walk away.

    

    I'd say Mark is a bit confused about what constitutes charity and love for one's neighbors.

    

    Mark loves me so much he wants the government to take what I've earned at the point of a gun and give it to someone else. Except the way I was raised, that's not called love, that's called armed robbery.

    

    Mark loves me so much that he wants the government to dictate to me how to live my life. Except the way I was raised, that's not called love, that's called slavery.

    

    I don't remember the bible versus that condone robbing and enslaving your neighbors...perhaps Mark could point them out to me.


    

    



    jsid-1210690313-591984 DJ at Tue, 13 May 2008 14:51:53 +0000


    Ah, the coincidences. Goddamn, but did you ever hit a sensitive spot with this post!

    

    Lies My Teacher Told Me sits in an honored place in the bookcase behind me as I write this. I read it for the first time years ago and have read it again several times since then. It had so strong an impact on me partly because The American Pageant was the textbook of my American History class at university. That was the most perfectly useless course I took while I was there.

    

    This statement by Markadelphia:

    

    "Everyone of us has the power to take these three fundamental traits and put them into action, not just in our communities but in our country at large. We can do this by picking an issue in our communities, getting involved and making it better. I think the reason why most conservatives don't grasp this concept is that they don't understand the difference between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation."

    

    is priceless. "... and making it better" HOW? By what mechanism? Well, two methods come to mind:

    

    o By waiting for people to change their minds and their behavior. Just present the truth, by golly, and they'll come 'round. No, that this doesn't work is self-evident, and Markadelphia himself is a perfect example that it doesn't and why it doesn't.

    

    o By forcing people to change their minds and their behavior. Ah, there we have it! And what was Michelle Obama's statement? Oh, yeah, he's gonna require us to change, right?

    

    But I find this statement of his:

    

    "They can't understand people who are motivated to do the things purely for the joy of doing them. Most conservatives believe the only way to motivate people is through money...and fear. It really doesn't have to be that way."

    

    to be simply infuriating.

    

    Explicitly it declares that conservatives are not motivated to do anything purely for the joy of doing it. The depth and breadth of that degree of arrogant ignorance simply numbs the mind.

    

    Does he really not understand that the motivating factor of socialism is fear, manifested as the power of the state to force people, at the point of a gun, to do as they are told? Does he really have so little understanding of his own mind?

    

    The first statement of his comment:

    

    "I don't really have a belief system, Kevin, other than my belief in Christ."

    

    is dead wrong, but it's perfectly correct that he believes it's right. He doesn't know what he doesn't know.


    

    



    jsid-1210692476-591985 GrumpyOldFart at Tue, 13 May 2008 15:27:56 +0000


    "Every one of us has the capacity for love, hope, and peace. Everyone of us has the power to take these three fundamental traits and put them into action, not just in our communities but in our country at large."

    

    Yes, we do have the capacity for those things. Let's examine their roles in life, shall we?

    

    Love: I have a lot of loves in my life. People, things, concepts. And yes, I am motivated by those loves. I think that's pretty nearly universal, and has nothing whatever to do with your political ideology, nor should it.

    Note that love is not objective. Therefore to inject any one person's/group's loves into politics or government is to declare the loves of anyone who does not agree with the subjective assessment of that majority to be invalid, not of any consequence.

    And yet everyone else will fight just as hard for that which they love as you will. Sounds like a way to make everyone "just one big family." Ask any cop who's been sent to a domestic dispute just how well that tends to work out.

    

    Hope: Hope is always nice. Hopelessness is a recipe for failure in ANY endeavor. To quote one of my favorite authors, "Believing won't make it happen, but not believing will make it *not* happen." But as the old saying goes, faith without works is dead. Hope all by itself is nothing but wishful thinking. If backed by effort, then the question of course becomes, "Hoping for *what*, exactly?" I suspect Markadelphia and I would disagree widely on what we are hoping for from our government. And of course, if we are all expected to hope for the same result from government, then "hope" becomes synonymous with "tyranny." To quote another of my favorite authors, "Pulling together is the goal of despotism and tyranny. Free people pull in all sorts of directions."

    

    Peace: I'm all for peace. Any sane person is. But "peace" must always be put in context. Someone holding up a liquor store naturally hopes the job will go peacefully. But while I consider myself to favor peace, I will admit that I hope that guy's desire for peace go unfulfilled. Does the fact that I consider that guy's death at the hands of a liquor store owner to be a *positive* result make me a violence monger? I don't believe so, but I would not be surprised if Markadelphia disagrees.

    The problem with advocating "peace" is the differing definitions of where "advocating peace" ends and where "just lie back and enjoy it" begins.

    

    "We can do this by picking an issue in our communities, getting involved and making it better."

    

    Absolutely. The place where the conservative-leaning-strongly-toward-libertarian philosophy of most of those here parts ways with nearly all of the Socialist Left (and a fair amount of the Authoritarian Right as well) is that the libertarian defines "getting involved in your communities" as individuals doing individual things, where the above groups seem to define it as *having* to involve a government agency (preferably creating a new one)and at least one judge's ruling. I can't speak for others, but for my money, once government agencies and judges get involved, my chance to make a difference in my community vanishes like the morning mist. Why? Because once the government is part of the equation, the dominant concern becomes whether or not you followed the rules, not whether or not you got results.

    So what happens? My loves, my compassions, that motivated me to get involved are unchanged, but my hope of making a difference has died, because authority is now vested in those who don't care whether or not any difference is made so long as it is according to procedure. Peace can still be had, but only the peace of the sleeping or the dead.


    

    



    jsid-1210693909-591987 Russell at Tue, 13 May 2008 15:51:49 +0000


    "You'll reject it out of hand, but still, I keep trying..."

    

    Kevin, you just need to do it again, only harder!

    

    Funny for someone with so many 'complaints' about the left, he sure marches in lockstep with the rest of them. Almost as if there was some sort of 'groupthink' involved...


    

    



    jsid-1210705153-591994 Kresh at Tue, 13 May 2008 18:59:13 +0000


    Couldn't stand that bloody book. I don't mind being told that I'm wrong, especially if there's facts to back it up, but the white guilt that poured from the book turned my stomach.

    

    Good idea, poor execution.


    

    



    jsid-1210709136-591996 Mastiff at Tue, 13 May 2008 20:05:36 +0000


    Personally, I'm against government trying to make people... better. Because the only tool governments have is force, and using that tool, they tend to break a lot of things.

    

    This is a particular narrow conception of government which misses the very thing that makes totalitarianism so powerful, and so attractive.

    

    Governments can also control the education process. They can exert tremendous influence on the very thoughts of their population.

    

    Now you may argue that this is a special case of the use of force, and on a technical level you would be right. The difference is, however, that a good program of indoctrination does not feel like force, and will not be opposed so long as it is not blatantly flawed—and even then, it will be opposed with great difficulty.

    

    In a more positive light, education is a powerful tool to make society better—and the most durable sociopolitical systems (such as traditional Judaism) place a tremendous emphasis on rigorous education, according to a particular program of morality meant to deliberately affect the behavior of the student.

    

    I worry about America most of all because our education program does not know what it wants to achieve.


    

    



    jsid-1210709484-591997 Kevin Baker at Tue, 13 May 2008 20:11:24 +0000


    Dammit, Mastiff! You just made me delay the next überpost AGAIN!

    

    So much for me getting it done before I leave for Louisville.


    

    



    jsid-1210717727-592003 Mastiff at Tue, 13 May 2008 22:28:47 +0000


    I always aim to please :-)


    

    



    jsid-1210774696-592018 GrumpyOldFart at Wed, 14 May 2008 14:18:16 +0000


    "Now you may argue that this is a special case of the use of force, and on a technical level you would be right. The difference is, however, that a good program of indoctrination does not feel like force, and will not be opposed so long as it is not blatantly flawed—and even then, it will be opposed with great difficulty."

    

    I suspect a parakeet in a cage, well fed and kept safe from the housecat, doesn't feel like he's been forced to live behind bars, either.


    

    



    jsid-1210807180-592049 Mastiff at Wed, 14 May 2008 23:19:40 +0000


    Precisely.


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      What We Got Here is . . . Failure to Communicate
    


    Saturday, January 30, 2010


    

    



    A few weeks ago my wife and I watched the 1979 film Time After Time. I hadn't seen it in many years. At the time I was still working my way through Thomas Sowell's magnum opus A Conflict of Visions: Ideological Origins of Political Struggles, so the second scene, set in H.G. Wells' London dining room about 1894, grabbed my attention as it had not before:


    H.G. Wells: Socialism is the path man must tread on the way to a utopian society.

    

    --

    
 Wells: In three generations, social utopia will have come to pass. There'll be no war, crime or poverty. And no disease either, John. Men will live like brothers, and in equality with women as well.

    
 John Leslie Stevenson (Jack the Ripper): I can't agree with you. You astonish me. In the midst of all your theorizing, you ignore the facts. We live in a cosmic charnel house. Mankind has not changed in two thousand years. We hunt, we're hunted. That's how it is. How it will always be.


    Coincidences are funny things.

    

    About a week before I started writing this essay, as Quote of the Day I selected something by Thomas Sowell from his most recent NRO Uncommon Knowledge interview:


    Peter Robinson: If you had a sentence or two to say to the Cabinet assembled around President Obama, and this cabinet holds glittering degrees from one impressive institution after another, if you could beseech them to conduct themselves in one particular way between now and the time they leave office, what would you say?

    

    Thomas Sowell: Actually, I would say only one word: Goodbye. Because I know there's no point talking to them.


    In March of 2005, before (I think) I started running explicit "Quotes of the Day," I quoted The Anarchangel from his post Superiority Complex:


    There can be no useful debate between two people with different first principles, except on those principles themselves.


    These are, essentially, the same statement. There's "no point talking to them" because - as Sowell points out subsequently - his first principles and theirs are diametrically opposed. "A sentence or two" would be entirely inadequate and misdirected.

    

    I'd previously read Sowell's Vision of the Anointed: Self-Congratulation as a Basis for Social Policy, and I've read a lot of his columns, speeches and essays, but I hadn't gotten around to reading A Conflict of Visions until now.

    

    I wish I'd read it decades ago. The man's a freaking genius.

    

    In Conflict, Sowell looks at the span of Western philosophy and divides it - crudely, he acknowledges, but usefully - into two conflicting fundamental first principles he calls "social visions": the Constrained and the Unconstrained. I've dealt with this concept before a few times, but this überpost is going to go into exhaustive detail. (Remember, I did warn you!)

    

    I'm doing this for me, to get my head fully around the concept, but I hope you'll follow along.

    

    A social vision, Professor Sowell explains, "is our sense of how the world works." It has been described, he says, "as a 'pre-analytic cognitive act.' It is what we sense or feel before we have constructed any systematic reasoning that could be called a theory, much less deduced any specific consequences as a hypothesis to be tested against evidence." Visions are crucial, because they are "the foundations on which theories are built." BUT: "The final structure depends not only on the foundation, but also on how carefully and consistently the framework of theory is constructed and how well buttressed it is with hard facts."

    

    The Constrained vision, Sowell says, is one that - at the extreme - sees the nature of Man as the character of John Leslie Stevenson describes it above, but in general it is in agreement with the part about how human nature doesn't change with time. As the character says later in the film, we just get better at being what we have always been and always will be. Sowell quotes Alexander Hamilton:


    It is the lot of all human institutions, even those of the most perfect kind, to have defects as well as excellencies -- ill as well as good propensities. This results from the imperfection of the Institutor, Man.


    Friedrich von Hayek explains the constrained vision succinctly in a couple of paragraphs of his own seminal work, The Road to Serfdom:


    Perhaps the best illustration of the current misconceptions of the individualism of Adam Smith and his group is the common belief that they have invented the bogey of the "economic man" and that their conclusions are vitiated by their assumption of a strictly rational behavior or generally by a false rationalistic psychology. They were, of course, very far from assuming anything of the kind. It would be nearer the truth to say that in their view man was by nature lazy and indolent, improvident and wasteful, and that it was only by the force of circumstances that he could be made to behave economically or carefully to adjust his means to his ends. But even this would be unjust to the very complex and realistic view which these men took of human nature. Since it has become fashionable to deride Smith and his contemporaries for their supposedly erroneous psychology, I may perhaps venture the opinion that for all practical purposes we can still learn more about the behavior of men from the Wealth of Nations than from most of the more pretentious modern treatises on "social psychology."

    

    However that may be, the main point about which there can be little doubt is that Smith's chief concern was not so much with what man might occasionally achieve when he was at his best but that he should have as little opportunity as possible to do harm when he was at his worst. It would scarcely be too much to claim that the main merit of the individualism which he and his contemporaries advocated is that it is a system under which bad men can do least harm. It is a social system which does not depend for its functioning on our finding good men for running it, or on all men becoming better than they now are, but which makes use of men in all their given variety and complexity, sometimes good and sometimes bad, sometimes intelligent and more often stupid. Their aim was a system under which it should be possible to grant freedom to all, instead of restricting it, as their French contemporaries wish, to 'the good and wise.'


    The Unconstrained vision, Sowell says (quoting William Godwin from his 1793 book Enquiry Concerning Political Justice) is one in which "man (is) capable of directly feeling other people's needs as more important than his own, and therefore of consistently acting impartially, even when his own interests or those of his family were involved." If true, this would of course inevitably lead to the H.G. Wells character's vision of Utopia, but even Godwin acknowledged that while man could be what he described, he is not naturally so: "...this preference arises from a combination of circumstances and is not the necessary and invariable law of our nature." Sowell notes that "Godwin referred to 'men as they hereafter may be made,' (my emphasis) in contrast to (Edmund) Burke's view: 'We cannot change the Nature of things and of men -- but must act upon them as best we can.' "

    

    In the Unconstrained vision, man is perfectible, or can at least approach perfection. But such men must be made because they do not occur naturally.

    

    Here's a key passage:


    Where in Adam Smith moral and socially beneficial behavior could be evoked from man only by incentives, in William Godwin man's understanding and disposition were capable of intentionally creating social benefits. Godwin regarded the intention to benefit others as being "of the essence of virtue," and virtue in turn as being the road to human happiness. Unintentional social benefits were treated by Godwin as scarcely worthy of notice.


    So in the Constrained vision human nature is flawed, and while some flaws in some - even most - men can be ameliorated with time and teaching, this does not hold true for the whole of mankind. We are imperfect, and being imperfect the systems we establish, the institutions that we build, the traditions, laws and rituals that we practice carry along with them vulnerabilities to our inherent flaws. In order to achieve social benefits those institutions, traditions, laws and rituals must offer individuals some incentive. But more, those institutions, traditions, laws and rituals must also carry protections against abuse by those in which the flaws are extreme. In the extreme Unconstrained vision, intentions are more important than results, and results without intention are "scarcely worthy of notice."

    

    The readers of this blog (at least the ones who regularly leave comments) are, almost without exception, followers of the Constrained vision.

    

    ALMOST without exception.

    

    The singular exception is "Markadelphia," who has been doggedly commenting here since The Great Zumbo Incident of March, 2007, sparking epic-length exchanges, inspiring loads of bile and venom, but also some truly outstanding responses from my other commenters.

    

    I'll give Markadelphia credit, there&apos;s not a lot of "quit" in that boy. This blog has been visited from time to time by others of that bent, however Markadelphia is our poster child for the Unconstrained vision.

    

    I would like to say that the Unconstrained Vision is just another way of looking at the world, and harmless.

    

    I'd like to, but I can't. Several years back former blogger "Ironbear" wrote something that has stuck with me (link no longer available):


    It would be a mistake to paint the conflict exclusively in terms of "cultural war," or Democrats vs Republicans, or even Left vs Right. Neither Democrats/Leftists or Republicans shy away from statism... the arguments there are merely over degree of statism, uses to which statism will be put - and over who'll hold the reins. It's the thought that they may not be left in a position to hold the reins that drives the Democrat-Left stark raving.

    

    --

    

    This is a conflict of ideologies...

    

    The heart of the conflict is between those to whom personal liberty is important, and those to whom liberty is not only inconsequential, but to whom personal liberty is a deadly threat.


    In the comment thread to another past Quote of the Day, Francis Porretto expressed the situation thus:


    The sincere left-liberal is fixated on the production of a certain set of outcomes. That those outcomes can only occur momentarily, and at the price of a totalitarian control of society that's never been achieved in human history, is either incomprehensible or insignificant to him.

    

    But the important part is this: those outcomes are, in the left-liberal's eyes, a moral mandate. Therefore, anyone who suggests that they're unachievable, or that the only means to those ends are inherently evil, must himself be evil. It is therefore permissible to the liberal to destroy his opposition by any means expedient.


    (This behavior has most recently and vividly been illustrated by the media-wide scathing personal attacks on Sarah Palin and her family.) And here's the problem: the Left's Vision is defined by a moral mandate to drag us all, kicking and screaming if necessary, into that Utopia. It is, after all, for our own good. On the Right? Our Vision has no such organizing force.

    

    To illustrate, here are a couple of comments by Markadelphia in the same thread that the Porretto citation comes from:


    I would suggest that if you think they are unachievable than(sic) you are a cynic. From time to time, I feel the same way. I look at our culture right now...our obsession with people like Paris Hilton and Lindsey Lohan....how your average person's eyes glaze over when you start talking about our debt to China and I, too, feel it is impossible.

    

    But then I think about my kids and my students and then I know that at least I have to try.

    

    --

    

    I think that Gene Rodenberry's(sic) vision of the future is achievable. It's going to take a lot but I do think it is possible. People need to believe in themselves though and right now, they don't.


    Of course the Star Trek utopia promised by Gene Roddenberry (where money is no longer used, everyone has all their basic needs met, and there is "social justice" for all) is achievable! And he sees it as his job to help in dragging us (if necessary) there. (Even more, his chosen profession - public school teacher - allows him to influence children towards that end.) All we have to do is believe! Those who don't believe may not be evil, but are at a minimum cynics who need an "attitude adjustment."

    

    Or "re-education."

    

    I am once again reminded of a Lileks quote:


    Personally, I’m interested in keeping other people from building Utopia, because the more you believe you can create heaven on earth the more likely you are to set up guillotines in the public square to hasten the process.


    The defining test of any system is "does it work?" Sowell sets out to illustrate the differences of the two competing visions in a variety of areas affected by politics. He divides his book up into sections to illustrate the differences between the Visions on five specific topics:


    Knowledge and Reason

    Social Processes

    Equality

    Power

    Justice


    

    On "knowledge and reason," Sowell writes:


    In the constrained vision, any individual's own knowledge alone is grossly inadequate for social decision-making, and often even for his own personal decisions. A complex society and its progress are therefore possible only because of numerous social arrangements which transmit and coordinate knowledge from a tremendous range of contemporaries, as well as from the even more vast numbers of those from generations past. Knowledge as conceived in the constrained vision is predominately experience -- transmitted socially in largely inarticulate forms, from prices which indicate costs, scarcities, and preference, to traditions which evolve from the day-to-day experiences of millions in each generation, winnowing out in Darwinian competition what works from what does not work.


    What works from what does not work. As an engineer, I am keenly interested in what works.

    

    And the unconstrained vision?


    The unconstrained vision had no such limited view of human knowledge or its application through reason. It was the eighteenth-century exemplars of the unconstrained vision who created "the age of reason," as expressed in the title of Thomas Paine's famous book of that era. Reason was as paramount in their vision as experience was in the constrained vision.

    

    --

    

    Given the ability of a "cultivated mind" to apply reason directly to the facts at hand, there was no necessity to defer to the unarticulated systemic processes of the constrained vision, as expressed in the collective wisdom derived from the past.

    

    --

    

    Implicit in the unconstrained vision is a profound inequality between the conclusions of "persons of narrow views" and those with "cultivated" minds. From this it follows that progress includes raising the level of the former to that of the latter.


    Here you see the beginnings of the conflict between the Left's love of "intellectuals" and the Right's "anti-intellectualism" as illustrated here just a few weeks ago. For those of the Constrained vision, reason holds an important place, but it is not the only place nor even necessarily the most important. Experience counts for a lot. ("BTDT, got the T-shirt.") For those of the Unconstrained vision Reason is all, yet bound by their Vision they too often have to deliberately ignore reality that doesn't fit. A recurring theme of this blog has been the concept of cognitive dissonance, once brilliantly expressed by Steven Den Beste:


    When someone tries to use a strategy which is dictated by their ideology, and that strategy doesn't seem to work, then they are caught in something of a cognitive bind. If they acknowledge the failure of the strategy, then they would be forced to question their ideology. If questioning the ideology is unthinkable, then the only possible conclusion is that the strategy failed because it wasn't executed sufficiently well. They respond by turning up the power, rather than by considering alternatives. (This is sometimes referred to as 'escalation of failure'.)


    Or, as I put it, "The philosophy cannot be wrong! Do it again, ONLY HARDER!" Perusing the archives, I found another interesting example of this. From the comments to my February 2006 post Culture, let me quote "tgirsch" of the group blog Lean Left on the topic of the welfare state and its effects on segments of society:


    Actually, I'm not denying that the welfare state is a contributing factor per se, but I suspect that has more to do with it being poorly implemented than with it being inherently deleterious to society.


    "The philosophy cannot be wrong!" If you cannot accept the idea of a flaw in an ideology, then - regardless of the ideology - all the knowledge in the world will still result in flawed reasoning.

    

    On "social processes" Sowell writes:


    The constrained vision puts little faith in deliberate social processes, since it has little faith that any manageable set of decision-makers could effectively cope with the enormous complexities of designing a whole blueprint for an economic system, a legal system, or a system of morality or politics. The constrained vision relies instead on historically evolved social processes and evaluates them in terms of their systemic characteristics -- their incentives and modes of interaction -- rather than their goals or intentions. Language is perhaps the purest example of an evolved social process -- a systemic order without deliberate overall design. Rules of language are indeed written down, but after the fact, codifying existing practices ... languages are extremely complex and subtle and of course vital to the functioning of a society.

    

    --

    

    Language is thus the epitome of an evolved complex order, with its own systemic characteristics, inner logic, and external social consequences -- but without having been deliberately designed by any individual or council. Its rationality is systemic, not individual -- an evolved pattern rather than an excogitated blueprint. Language is, in effect, a model for social processes in legal, economic, political, and other systems, as viewed within the constrained vision.

    

    --

    

    In much the same way, the complex characteristics of an economic system may be analyzed in skeletal outline, after the fact, but the flesh-and-blood reality has often evolved on its own -- and it is considered more efficient when markets have evolved than when "planned" by central authorities. Deliberate action or planning at the individual level is by no means precluded by the constrained vision, just as individuals choose their own words and writing style, within the scope and rules of language. What is rejected in both cases by the constrained vision is individual or intentional planning of the whole system. Man, as conceived in the constrained vision, simply is not capable of such a feat, though he is capable of the hubris of attempting it.


    With respect to language, here's a quote I've used a few times here from Lewis Carrol's Through the Looking Glass:


    "When I use a word," Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather scornful tone, "it means just what I choose it to mean - neither more nor less."

    

    "The question is," said Alice, "whether you can make words mean so many different things."

    

    "The question is," said Humpty Dumpty, "which is to be master - that's all."


    Time here for another pertinent quotation. Courtesy of reader Russell in another epic Markadelphia comment thread comes this selection from Richard Mitchell's "Less Than Words Can Say":


    From the center of our civilization -- our system of education, the largest single enterprise we have -- the fog of thoughtlessness and imprecision spreads in all directions. People who cannot get their thoughts straight through the control of language live baffled and frustrated lives. They must accept stock answers to their most vexing questions; they are easily persuaded by flawed logic; they cannot solve their problems because they cannot express them accurately. Worst of all, they cannot even discern their plight, for to do so requires a kind of 'discerning' of a world not present to immediate experience, a world that 'exists' only in the discourse that they have not mastered.


    As I have said repeatedly in this forum, it is my carefully considered judgment that this result has been due to the deliberate efforts of a small and ever-changing population of "true believers" over the course of the previous century, and the guiding purpose of that effort was to determine just "who is to be master - that's all." Those people are a subset of the group known as "public school teachers."

    

    Sowell:


    Language does not remain unchanged, but neither is it replaced according to a new master plan. A given language may evolve over the centuries to something almost wholly different, but as a result of incremental changes, successively validated by the usage of the many rather than the planning of the few. In politics as well, evolution is the keynote of the constrained vision.

    

    --

    

    The same basic view has been expressed in the twentieth century by F.A. Hayek:


    Tradition is not something constant, but the product of a process of selection guided not by reason but by success.


    It is not, however, a theory of the survival of the fittest individuals but of the fittest social processes.


    Again, does it work?

    

    And the unconstrained vision?


    Without an underlying assumption that man's deliberate reason is too limited to undertake comprehensive social planning, an entirely different set of conclusions emerges in field after field. If, for example, effective rational planning and direct control of an entire economic system is possible, then it is clearly more efficient to reach desired results directly in this way, rather than as the end result of circuitous and uncontrolled processes.


    Sowell goes on in this vein for a bit, specifically on the topic of economics, then:


    In the engineering analogy, growing out of the unconstrained vision, one can begin with society's "needs" because it is possible to have an "objective analysis" of "what is really desirable." The "public interest" can be specified, and therefore pursued rationally. It is then a question of assembling the relevant facts, and articulating them -- "a full presentation of the items we can choose among," -- to determine how to achieve the resulting goals. Social issues thus reduce to a matter of "technical coordination" by experts. Unlike the systemic vision, in which there are inherently conflicting uses because of multiplicities of conflicting values in the populace at large, in the rationalistic vision select third parties can agree on what constitutes "needs," "waste," or the "spoiling" of the natural or man-made environment.

    

    In this perspective, there are not only social solutions but often obvious solutions -- though not necessarily easy solutions, given the opposition of those with a vested interest in the status quo. "Truth, and above all political truth, is not hard of acquisition," according to Godwin. What is required is "independent and impartial discussion" by "unambitious and candid" people. "The nature of good and evil" was in Godwin's view "one of the plainest subjects" to understand. What is needed is for "good sense, and clear and correct perceptions" to "gain ascendancy in the world."

    

    Very similar assessments are to be found in later writers with the unconstrained vision. Evil in the existing society is "neither incurable nor even very hard to cure when you have diagnosed it scientifically," according to George Bernard Shaw.


    I am reminded of another Markadelphia bon mot from this comment thread:


    "How is it that you are able to read these people's minds such that you know these things?"

    

    I don't have to read their minds. Their words speak for themselves. So do their actions. Of course, you have to be open to hearing and seeing these things and I guess I'm not sure that you are or you want to, DJ.


    It's not "some dude." It's me. I examine daily events in the world and usually begin by asking myself: what is the motivation behind this action? Why are they doing this? Once you know the right questions, the answers become obvious.


    (My emphasis. And 'nuff said.)

    

    Further on the topic of "social processes," Sowell makes an important point:


    All social processes -- whether economic, religious, political or other -- involve costs. These costs are seen very differently by those with the constrained and the unconstrained visions, just as they see differently the kinds of attitudes needed in these processes -- sincerity versus fidelity, for example. These costs may be due to time or to violence, among other sources, their corresponding benefits may be apportioned justly or unjustly, and their recipients may be free or unfree. All these aspects are assessed differently in the constrained and the unconstrained visions.


    He then explains one aspect of this difference that has puzzled and angered those of us who follow the Constrained vision:


    The passage of time, and its irreversibility, create special decision-making difficulties, social processes, and moral principles -- all of which are seen quite differently by those with the constrained and the unconstrained visions. Both recognize that decisions made at one point in time have consequences at other points in time. But the ways of coping with this fact depend upon the capabilities of human beings and especially of human knowledge and foresight.

    

    Accretions of knowledge over time mean that individual and social decisions made under conditions of lesser knowledge have consequences under conditions of greater knowledge. To those with the unconstrained vision, this means that being bound by past decisions represents a loss of benefits made possible by later knowledge. Being bound by past decisions, whether in constitutional law cases or in marriage for life, is seen as costly and irrational.


    This is the source of "liberal judicial activism," but it explains other behaviors as well:


    In the unconstrained vision, there are moral as well as practical consequences to intertemporal commitments. Gratitude, as well as loyalty and patriotism, for example, are all essentially commitments to behave differently in the future, toward individuals or societies, than one would behave on an impartial assessment of circumstances as they might exist at some future time, if those individuals and societies were encountered for the first time. Where two lives are jeopardized and only one can be saved, to save the one who is your father may be an act of loyalty but not an act of justice. Thus, in behavioral terms, gratitude and loyalty are interteporal commitments not to be impartial -- not to use future knowledge and future moral assessments to produce that result which you would otherwise consider best, if confronting the same individuals for the first time. From this perspective, loyalty, promises, patriotism, gratitude, precedents, oaths of fealty, constitutions, marriage, social traditions, and international treaties are all constrictions imposed earlier, when knowledge is less, on options to be exercised later, when knowledge will be greater.

    

    --

    

    All of those things ... loyalty, constitutions, marriage, etc. ... have been lauded and revered by those with a constrained vision. The process costs entailed by intertemporal commitments depend on (1) how much more knowledge, rationality, and impartiality human beings are capable of bringing to bear as a result of the passage of time and (2) on the cost of accepting the disadvantages of moment-to-moment decision-making.


    There is a classic science-fiction short-story about the often irrevocable consequences of decision-making that I think is illustrative of this particular topic, The Cold Equations by Tom Godwin. (I have to wonder if Tom is distantly related to William.) Highly recommended.

    

    But here's the crucial distinction between the Constrained and Unconstrained visions with respect to social processes, and this is a point Sowell hammers home repeatedly throughout the rest of his book:


    (W)here those with an unconstrained vision see a solution, those with a constrained vision see a trade-off.


    (My emphasis.) The "Global Warming" conflict is an excellent example of this. "The problem," as defined by those with the Unconstrained vision, is that human-generated CO2 is driving an increase in global temperatures. They've asked themselves the right questions! These increased temperatures are detrimental to the planet, and must be corrected. The solution is simple: we must stop dumping CO2 into the atmosphere! The constrained vision says, "Wait a minute - yes, we're dumping CO2 into the air, but what are the actual costs? How much of an effect is it having? What does the data say? Is a warming Earth really a bad thing, or are there trade-offs? How much will it cost to stop producing CO2, or to cut production substantially, and will doing so actually fix anything? And - most importantly - can any of this be conclusively proven?" Remember Fran Porretto's admonition above? The result of questioning the "solution," of raising any objections at all has been (until recently) "the politics of personal destruction." The Left has used "any means expedient" to destroy the opposition, up to and including calling for Nuremberg-style trials, and the execution of "deniers."

    

    There's a difference between reason and knowledge. Reason produces climate models - many, many climate models - none of which have predicted the last decade's pause in warming. The last decade's pause is knowledge acquired through the passage of time. It's interesting that those with the Unconstrained vision apparently aren't willing to use that new knowledge to modify their decisions.

    

    Moving on, Sowell opens his chapter on the topic of equality thus:


    Equality, like freedom and justice, is conceived in entirely different terms by those with the constrained vision and those with the unconstrained vision. Like freedom and justice, equality is a process characteristic in the constrained vision, and a result characteristic in the unconstrained vision.

    

    From Edmund Burke in the eighteenth century to Friedrich Hayek in the twentieth century, the constrained vision has seen equality in terms of processes. In Burke's words, "all men have equal rights; but not to equal things." Alexander Hamilton likewise considered "all men" to be "entitled to a parity of privileges," though he expected that economic inequality "would exist as long as liberty existed."


    He continues on in this vein for a bit before reaching the key point:


    The constrained vision of man leads to a constrained concept of equality as a process within man's capabilities, in contrast to a results definition of equality which would require vastly more intellectual and moral capacity than that assumed. The argument is not that it is literally impossible to reduce or eliminate specific instances of inequality, but that the very processes created to do so generate other inequalities, including dangerous inequalities of power caused by expanding the role of government. Milton Friedman exemplified this aspect of the constrained vision when he said:


    A society that puts equality -- in the sense of equality of outcome -- ahead of freedom will end up with neither equality or freedom. The use of force to achieve equality will destroy freedom, and the force, introduced for great purposes, will end up in the hands of people who use it to promote their own interests.


    This is a point made repeatedly by myself and my commenters here, but to no avail when it comes to Markadelphia. Our first principles are too different.

    

    Sowell continues:


    But to those with the unconstrained vision, such dangers are avoidable, if not illusory, and therefore to stop at a purely formal process-equality is both needless and inexcusable. "What could be more desirable and just," Godwin asked, than that the output of society, to which all contribute, should "with some degree of equality, be shared among them?" Both visions recognize degrees of equality, so the disagreement between them is not over absolute mathematical equality versus some degree of equalization, but rather over just what it is that is to be equalized. In the unconstrained vision, the results are to be equalized -- to one degree or another -- whereas the equality of a constrained vision is the equalization of processes. Godwin was prepared to concede some advantages to talents and wealth, though other believers in the unconstrained vision varied in how far they would go in this direction. What they shared was a concept of equality -- of whatever degree -- as being equality of result. When Godwin lamented seeing "the wealth of a province spread upon the great man's table" while "his neighbors have not bread to satiate the cravings of hunger," he voiced a lament echoed many times throughout the history of the unconstrained vision."


    Once again, Markadelphia gives us a contemporary example in this comment thread:


    The insurance industry has enjoyed quite a good life for themselves working unfettered for all these years. Now, they are going to have to give up that third vacation home and live by a few rules . . . .


    Equality of outcome, enforced by government power. But he's a reasonable man, willing to let them keep that second vacation home. He's no extremist!

    

    Sowell makes another important distinction regarding the visions of equality:


    So long as the process itself treats everyone the same -- judges them by the same criteria, whether in employment or in a courtroom -- then there is equality of opportunity or equality before the law as far as the constrained vision is concerned. But to those with the unconstrained vision, to apply the same criteria to those with radically different wealth, education, or past opportunities and cultural orientations is to negate the meaning of equality -- as they conceive it. To them, equality of opportunity means equalized probabilities of achieving given results, whether in education, employment or the courtroom.


    And to achieve this equality of outcome?


    This may require the social process to provide compensatory advantages to some, whether in the form of special educational programs, employment preference policies, or publicly paid attorneys.

    

    --

    

    Those with the unconstrained vision see no need to neglect at least trying efforts toward equalizing the chances for particular results. But to those with the constrained vision, attempting to single out special individuals or group beneficiaries is opening the floodgates to a dangerous principle whose ramifications go beyond the intentions or control of those initiating such a process. Again, it was not argued that it is literally impossible to reduce specified inequalities seratim, but rather that the generation of new inequalities by this process defeats the overall purpose and creates additional difficulties and dangers.


    Like being called "RACIST!" for making that very argument. Or in Sowell's case, race-traitor.

    

    Now let's look at equality in economics. Sowell:


    The issue between the two visions is not simply of the inequalities but also of the extent to which those inequalities are merited. This issue, like the others, goes back for centuries. In the eighteenth century, Godwin wrote of "a numerous class of individuals, who, though rich have neither brilliant talents nor sublime virtues."

    

    --

    

    Variations on these themes have remained a prominent feature of the unconstrained vision. In the twentieth century, Shaw declared that "enormous fortunes are made without the least merit," and noted that not only the poor, but many well-educated people "see successful men of business, inferior to themselves in knowledge, talent, character and public spirit, making much larger incomes."


    Markadelphia again, from yet another comment thread:


    If I were an owner of a company and my salary was 5 million a year and my lowest workers made 30k a year, that would be just plain wrong. I think I can "get by" on a million a year or even less and pay my workers 80K a year. I like buying CDs and DVDs but really I don't care what kind of car I drive or how big my house is. Most wealthy people, not all but most, are greedy and want to keep as much as money as they possibly can to wield power.


    Sowell continues:


    Because those with the unconstrained vision emphasize the unmerited nature of many rewards, it does not follow that those with the constrained vision assume rewards to be individually merited. Merit justifications have been very much the exception rather than the rule, and largely confined to secondary figures ... The moral justification of the constrained vision is the justification of a social process, not of individuals or classes within that process. They readily concede that "inevitably some unworthy will succeed and some worthy fail," that rewards are "based only partly on achievements and partly on mere chance." This is a trade-off they accept, on the conviction that no solution is possible. But those with the unconstrained vision do not share that conviction and therefore find acceptance of known inequalities intolerable.


    Intolerable.

    

    Thus our ongoing conflict, because - by definition - if something cannot be tolerated, one is forced to do something about it. Those who can tolerate it have two options - ignore those who can't, or fight back.

    

    But in the midst of this, Sowell points out something I found fascinating - the difference between how classic champions of each vision have viewed "the common man." Sowell writes:


    If individuals were all equal in their developed capabilities and shared the same values and goals, then equal processes could produce equal results, satisfying both visions. But neither vision believes this to be the case.

    

    --

    

    No one believed in the innate equality of human beings more than Adam Smith. He thought that men differed less than dogs, that the difference between a philosopher and a porter was purely a result of upbringing, and he rejected with contempt the doctrine that whites in America were superior to the blacks they enslaved.

    

    --

    

    Adam Smith's sweeping egalitarianism was by no means unique among those with the constrained vision. Alexander Hamilton, for example, had similar views regarding the moral level of different groups:


    Experience has by no means justified us in the supposition that there is more virtue in one class of men than in another. Look through the rich and poor of the community; the learned and the ignorant. Where does virtue predominate? The difference indeed consists, not in the quantity but kind of vices, which are incident to the various classes. . .


    Ah, but the other side. . .


    In an eighteenth-century world where most people were peasants, Godwin declared that "the peasant slides through life, with something of the contemptible insensibility of an oyster." Rousseau likened the masses of the people to "a stupid, pusillanimous invalid." According to Condorcet, the "human race still revolts the philosopher who contemplates its history." In the twentieth century, George Bernard Shaw included the working class among the "detestable" people who "have no right to live." He added: "I should despair if I did not know that they will all die presently, and that there is no need on earth why they should be replaced by people like themselves."

    

    --

    

    Among contemporary economists proposing ways of advancing Third World nations out of poverty, those representing a constrained vision (P.T. Bauer and T.W. Schultz, for example) depict the peasant masses of the Third World as a repository of valuable skills and capable of substantial adaptations to changing economic conditions, if only the elite will leave them free to compete in the marketplace, while those further to the left politically, such as Gunnar Myrdal depict the peasant masses as hopelessly backward and redeemable only by the committed efforts of the educated elite.


    Sound familiar? Another selection from "tgirsch" along these lines:


    I'm reasonably sure that (for example) before Social Security, senior citizens collectively were one of the largest "poor" demographics, and Soc. Security largely did away with that.

    

    There's also the issue of how that extra money would have been distributed were it not for such social programs. Would it have been relatively evenly distributed, or would it have concentrated in a few hands? My suspicion is the latter.

    

    --

    

    If modern history teaches us anything, the majority of the people would piss away that extra money. A few would save it or invest it wisely, but most would not. If you think even half of people would use the extra money (and that is the correct term -- people would have more in their pockets, according to you, without the tax than with it) to bolster their savings, I've got some Enron stock to sell you.


    Damned stupid greedy proles! If the government didn't take Social Security (that "extra money") out of their paychecks, they'd just piss it away! It is only through the efforts of the sincere, intellectual elite that their "extra money" gets properly spread around, where "properly spread around" is defined as "evenly distributed" so things are "more fair." But my how they bristle when we call it "redistribution of wealth," and accuse us of "language manipulation" when we define something so accurately it stings.

    

    Let us move on now to the visions of Power, since taking money from people and "spreading the wealth around" to "make things more fair" requires an exercise of power. Sowell writes:


    The role of power in social decision-making has tended to be much greater in the tradition of the unconstrained vision than among those with the constrained vision. That is, much more of what happens in society is explained by the deliberate exertion of power -- whether political, military, or economic -- when the world is conceived in the terms of the unconstrained vision. As a result, unhappy social circumstances are more readily condemned morally -- being the result of someone's exertion of power -- and more readily seen as things which can be changed fundamentally by the exertion of power toward different goals. The constrained vision, in which systemic processes produce many results not planned or controlled by anyone, gives power a much smaller explanatory role, thus offering fewer opportunities for moral judgments and fewer prospects for sweeping reforms to be successful in achieving their goals.


    Sowell then goes on to discuss the topic of power in relation to war, crime, and politics, but first he discusses the difference between the visions on their views of reason versus force:


    The causal reasons and moral justifications for force differ completely as between the constrained and unconstrained visions. Reason, as an alternative to force, likewise plays a different role in the two visions, in everything from child-rearing to international relations. It is not a difference in "value premises," however. Both visions prefer articulated reason to force, at a given level of efficacy. But they differ greatly in their assessment of the efficacy of articulated reason. The use of force is particularly repugnant to those with the unconstrained vision, given the effectiveness they attribute to articulated reason.


    And these people are overwhelmingly over-represented in the U.S. Department of State, among other places. But here's a really fascinating bit I had not previously considered:


    Given the horrors of war, and the frequent outcome in which there are no real winners, those with the unconstrained vision tend to explain the existence and recurrence of this man-made catastrophe in terms of either misunderstandings, in an intellectual sense, or of hostile or paranoid emotions raised to such a pitch as to override rationality. In short, war results from a failure of understanding, whether caused by lack of forethought, lack of communication, or emotions overriding judgment. Steps for a peace-seeking nation to take to reduce the probability of war therefore include (1) more influence for the intellectually or morally more advanced portions of the population, (2) better communications between potential enemies, (3) a muting of militant rhetoric, (4) a restraint on armament production or military alliances, either of which might produce escalating counter-measures, (5)a de-emphasis of nationalism or patriotism, and (6) negotiating outstanding differences with potential adversaries as a means of reducing possible causes of war.


    That part I was familiar with. I have, after all, lived through the end of the war in Vietnam, the Iranian hostage crisis, Panama, Grenada, Gulf War I, 9/11 and its aftermath. What Sowell described in 1987 is still SOP for those of the Unconstrained vision today. What I hadn't considered was this:


    Those with the constrained vision see war in entirely different terms. According to this vision, wars are a perfectly rational activity from the standpoint of those who anticipate gain to themselves, their class, or their nation, whether or not these anticipations are often mistaken, as all human calculations may be. That their calculations disregard the agonies of others is no suprise to those with the constrained vision of human nature. From this perspective, the steps for a peace-seeking nation to take to reduce the probability of war would be the direct opposite of those proposed by people with the alternative vision: (1) raising the cost of war to potential aggressors by military preparedness and military alliances, (2) arousal of the public to awareness of dangers in times of threat, (3) promotion of patriotism and willingness to fight, as the cost of deterring attack, (4) relying on your adversaries' awareness of your military power more so than on verbal communication, (5) negotiating only within the context of a deterrent strength and avoiding concessions to blackmail that would encourage further blackmail, and (6) relying more on the good sense and fortitude of the public at large (reflecting culturally validated experience) than on moralists and intellectuals, more readily swayed by words and fashions.


    Here's the kicker:


    Like other evils, war was seen by those with the constrained vision as originating in human nature and as being contained by institutions. To those with the unconstrained vision, war was seen as being at variance with human nature and caused by institutions.


    This goes back to the Wells/Stevenson quote that opened this essay. Sowell continues:


    Within (the) constrained vision, war did not require a specific explanation. Peace required explanation-- and specific provisions to produce it.


    And here, again, Sowell illustrates the why behind one of the major visible differences in the two visions:


    One of these provisions was military power.

    

    --

    

    To Godwin, the buildup of military power and the forging of military alliances or balance-of-power policies, were likely to lead to war. Godwin deplored the cost of maintaining military forces, which included not only economic costs but also such social costs as submission to military discipline and the spread of patriotism.... Within this vision, the military man was a lesser man for his occupation.

    

    Within the constrained vision of Adam Smith, however, the demands on a soldier, and the weight of responsibility on him for defending his people, elevated his profession to a nobler plane than others, even though Smith conceded that there is a "dimunition of humanity" when one is repeatedly in a situation where one must either kill or be killed.


    And again:


    This was apparently an acceptable cost - or trade-off, a solution being impossible.


    (My emphasis.) Once again, the Unconstrained vision sees solutions, the Constrained vision sees only trade-offs.

    

    Which vision works?

    

    On crime, Sowell writes:


    The underlying causes of crime have been a major preoccupation of those with the unconstrained vision of human nature. But those with the constrained vision generally do not look for any special causes of crime, any more than they look for special causes of war. For those with the constrained vision, people commit crimes because they are people -- because they put their own interests or egos above the interests, feelings, or lives of others. Believers in the constrained vision emphasize social contrivances to prevent crime or punishment to deter it. But to the believer in the unconstrained vision, it is hard to understand how anyone would commit a terrible crime without some special cause at work, if only blindness.

    

    --

    

    Within this vision, people are forced to commit crimes by special reasons, whether social or psychiatric. Reducing those special reasons (poverty, discrimination, unemployment, mental illness, etc.) is therefore the way to reduce crime.

    

    --

    

    In both visions, the conclusions follow logically from the initial assumptions. Both visions also recognize that most people are horrified at certain crimes and would be morally incapable of committing them. They differ as to why this is so. The constrained vision of human nature sees this revulsion at the thought of committing certain crimes as the product of social conditioning -- a sense of general morality, personal honor, and humane feelings, all cultivated by the many traditions and institutions of society. The unconstrained vision sees human nature as itself adverse to crime, and society as undermining this natural aversion through its own injustices, insensitivities, and brutality.


    This difference in logic-trains also leads to an obvious difference in how to address the problem:


    (I)n the constrained vision of human nature, natural incentives to commit crimes are so commonplace that artificial counter-incentives must be created and maintained -- notably moral training and punishment. Adam Smith acknowledged that the infliction of punishment is itself a negative experience to humane individuals, but again it was a cost he was willing to pay --a necessary trade-off in a situation with no solution.

    

    --

    

    But whereas Smith saw the infliction of punishment as a painful duty, believers in the unconstrained vision have seen it as an unnecessary indulgence in vengeance, a "brutalizing throwback to the full horror of man's inhumanity in an earlier time." With this vision, the criminal is seen as a victim - a "miserable victim" in Godwin's words -- first, of the special circumstances which provoked the crime, and then of people with a lust for punishment. The criminal's "misfortunes," according to Godwin, "entitle him" to something better than the "supercilious and unfeeling neglect" he is likely to receive. The death penalty, especially, imposed on "these forlorn and deserted members of the community" highlights the "iniquity of civil institutions." True, the criminal inflicted harm on others, but this was due to "circumstances" -- these circumstances being the only distinction between him and the highest members of the society.

    

    --

    

    Punishment as a trade-off is barbaric within the framework of the unconstrained vision, for there is a solution at hand: rehabilitation.


    I believe I made this exact point back in 2004, only I attributed the mindset to what I called the "pacifist culture." I did not then understand that it was part and parcel of a larger and more fundamental Vision. If I'd only read this book twenty years ago. . . .

    

    I know this post is already excruciatingly long, but there is still more to be gleaned from this chapter. Sowell writes:


    In the unconstrained vision where the crucial factors in promoting the general good are sincerity and articulated knowledge and reason, the dominant influence in society should be that of those who are best in these regards. Whether specific discretion is exercised at the individual level or in the national or international collectivity is largely a question then as to how effectively the sincerity, knowledge, and reason of the most advanced in those regards influence the exercise of discretionary decision-making.


    In other words, the system would work and utopia can be achieved if only the right people are in charge; the good, sincere, articulate intellectuals. You know, people like Obama. This assertion produced another entire post, The Mystery of Government, again inspired by Markadelphia, the gift that keeps on giving.

    

    Sowell continues:


    (T)hose who have shared the unconstrained vision of man in general, but who lacked Godwin's conviction as to how effectively the wisdom and virtue of the few would spontaneously pervade the decisions of the many, wished to reserve decision-making powers in organizations more directly under the control or influence of those with the requisite wisdom and virtue. The unconstrained vision thus spans the political range from the anarchic individualism of Godwin to totalitarianism. Their common feature is the conviction that man as such is capable of deliberately planning and executing social decisions for the common good, whether or not all people or most people have developed this innate capability to the point of exercising it on their own.


    And in totalitarian societies when some people won't go along, these good, sincere, articulate, wise and virtuous intellectuals have no problem with "liquidating" them for the greater good. For example "liquidation" was OK with Walter Duranty of the New York Times. After all, not all of the Kulaks would be "physically abolished" (a euphemism for "starved to death").


    The constrained vision sees no such human capability, in either the elite or the masses, and so approaches the issue entirely differently. It is not the sincerity, knowledge, or reason of individuals that is crucial but the incentives conveyed to them through systematic processes which forces prudent trade-offs, utilization of the experience of the many, rather than the articulation of the few. It is to the evolved systemic processes -- traditions, values, families, markets, for example -- that those with the constrained vision look for the preservation and advancement of human life. The locus of discretion may also range from the individual to the political collectivity among adherents of the constrained vision, but the nature of that discretion is quite different from what it is among those with the unconstrained vision Where adherents of the constrained vision emphasize the freedom of individuals to make their own choices -- the theme of Milton Freedman's Free to Choose for example -- it is to be a choice within the constraints provided by the incentives (such as prices) conveyed to the individual and derived from the experiences and values of others.


    (My emphasis.) But these constraints, Markadelphia tells us, are the equivalent of enslavement:


    You are somewhat correct in saying that I have a choice here in Minnesota for my gas and electricity. For my gas, I have a). Center Point Energy or b). Logs from the trees in my back yard. No one is forcing me to choose 1 but 2 really isn't much of a choice either. This is what I mean when I talk about enslavement. Bilgeman made this point very well up top… Centepoint(sic) is going to raise prices this year so they can make more money. They no(sic) people don't really have a choice so they can do whatever they want.


    (That comment thread went 178 posts. I thought LabRat was going to blow a frontal lobe.) So what is freedom to the unconstrained vision?


    Among contemporary followers of the unconstrained vision, individualism likewise centers on exemption of moral and intellectual pioneers from social pressures or even, in some cases, from laws. For example, conscientious objections to military service, or militant advocacy of violence in the face of perceived social injustice are among the exemptions Ronald Dworkin justifies, while denying that racial segregationists have any corresponding rights to violate civil rights laws.


    So as long as you believe the right things, you should be exempt from breaking the law to achieve the right ends. Of course, only they can be the final arbiters of what the "right" ends are.

    

    On power and the economy, Sowell goes right to the point:


    It is hardly surprising that the reasons why government exercises power in the economy also differ between the two visions. In the unconstrained vision, it is a matter of intentions while in the constrained vision it is a matter of incentives. The government's intention to protect the public interest forces it to intervene in the economy to undo the harm done by private economic power, according to the unconstrained vision. But the government's inherent incentive to increase its own power leads it into intervention that is often both unneeded and harmful, according to the constrained vision. Incentives are central to the constrained vision -- "the prime problem of politicians is not to serve the public good but to get elected to office and remain in power."


    How's that "stimulus" working out? The bank bailouts? Ownership of GM and Chrysler?

    

    And we're supposed to acquiesce to the takeover of our health care?

    

    Sowell spends a good deal of time on the last topic, Justice. I cannot do it justice (no pun intended) here. I urge you to read the book for this chapter if nothing else. I'm only going to cover two subtopics, the first being individual rights:


    Both visions believe in rights. but rights as conceived in the unconstrained vision are virtually a negation of rights as conceived in the constrained vision. Social theorists in both traditions recognize that rights are not absolute, and there are variations within both visions as to the weights given one right over another when they conflict, as well as differences in the scope accorded a particular right. But the fundamental difference between the two visions is in what the very concept of rights means.


    I find this section particularly interesting in light of the time and effort I've personally put into thinking and writing about the subject. Sowell doesn't delve into the source or definition of rights, but in how the two Visions deal with them:


    (T)he constrained vision thinks of legal boundaries within which private individuals and groups may make their own decisions, without being second-guessed by political or legal authorities as to whether those decisions are wise or foolish, noble or mean. From the standpoint of the constrained vision, the scope of those boundaries of immunity from public authority are the scope of people's rights. This is a process conception of rights -- the legal ability of people to carry on certain processes without regard to the desirability of the particular results, as judged by others.


    This comports well with my understanding of rights as defined by Rand:


    A 'right' is a moral principle defining and sanctioning a man's freedom of action in a social context.


    Sowell uses property rights as his first example:


    Although these rights, as zones of immunity from public authority, belong to individuals, their whole purpose is social, in the constrained vision. In that vision, the sacrifice of the individual for the social good has a long tradition going back at least as far as Adam Smith in philosophy and economics, and Holmes and Blackstone in American and British law, respectively. Yet it is precisely this tradition which has consistently emphasized the importance of individual property rights, for example. The crucial benefits of property rights have been conceived as social -- as permitting an economic process with less strife, and a political process with more diffused power and influence than that possible under centralized political control of the economy.


    The unconstrained vision sees things differently:


    Unlike the constrained vision, which sees individual rights as instrumentalities of the social processes -- their scope and limits justified by the social processes from which they are derived -- the unconstrained vision sees rights as inhering in individuals for their own individual benefit and as fundamental recognitions of their humanity. Free-speech rights or property rights are therefore justified or not by their relative importance to the individuals who exercise them. Given the uneven distribution of property and the universality of speech, freedom of speech logically becomes a far more important right than property rights in this vision. Free-speech rights are thus entitled to sweeping exemptions from interventions of public authority, but not so property rights.

    

    --

    

    Issues involving property rights are seen in a results context in the unconstrained vision.... While those with a constrained vision focus on the incentive effects of a property-rights system on the economic process, those with the unconstrained vision focus on such social results as the existing distribution of property.


    Seen in this light, the result in Kelo v. New London is much easier to understand, as are the precedents that made it possible; Hawaii v. Midkiff and Berman v. Parker.

    

    Sowell next considers "social justice":


    William Godwin's Enquiry Concerning Political Justice in 1793 may have been the first treatis on social justice. The term "political" in its title was used in the sense common at the time, referring to organized society -- much as the contemporary expression "political economy" referred to the economics of society as distinguished from the economics of the household. In short, Godwin wrote on social justice, as that term is used today. Social justice as depicted by Godwin, was a pervasive and demanding duty. He said "our debt to our fellow men" includes "all the efforts we could make for their welfare, and all the relief we could supply to their necessities." According to Godwin: "Not a talent do we possess, not a moment of time, not a shilling of property, for which we are not responsible at the tribunal of the public, which we are not obliged to pay into the general bank of common advantage." He rejected "the supposition that we have a right, as it has been phrased, to do what we will with our own." He denied its premise: "We have in reality nothing that is strictly speaking our own."

    

    However, these were all moral duties, not political duties, such as might be imposed by a welfare state or a socialist government.

    

    --

    

    It is not difficult, however, to see how the kind of social analysis pursued by Godwin . . . has led others to oppose laissez-faire economics and to have reservations about property rights, if not outright opposition to the concept. It was their faith in the power of reason to eventually make moral duties effective guides to individual conduct which made it unnecessary for Godwin or (others) to resort to government as the instrument of the sweeping social changes they sought.


    I could go on, but this is as good a place to make my final point as I can find.

    

    The Unconstrained Vision sees injustice and inequality as intolerable, and although they give lip-service to the idea that the power of reason will lead us all inevitably to enlightenment, will inevitably make us into Godwin's vision of men who can feel others needs as more important than our own, it is indeed not difficult to see how they come to the conclusion that resorting to government power to achieve their sweeping social changes is perfectly reasonable, logical and inevitable. Their vision is an activist vision, while the constrained vision is a largely passive one, intent largely on limiting the power of government to judge or interfere with individuals exercising their individual rights.

    

    It is, indeed, a conflict of visions, and the time for passivity is over.

    

    I titled this piece with a quote from a film - Cool Hand Luke. I opened the essay with a quote from another film - Time After Time. I will close it with a quote from a third, 2005's Serenity:


    Y'all got on this boat for different reasons, but y'all come to the same place. So now I'm asking more of you than I have before. Maybe all. Sure as I know anything, I know this - they will try again. Maybe on another world, maybe on this very ground swept clean. A year from now, ten? They'll swing back to the belief that they can make people... better. And I do not hold to that. So no more runnin'. I aim to misbehave.
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    jsid-1264928545-413 RC at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 09:02:25 +0000


    Damnit. Teach me to not read to the end....I had read about 4/5 of your post before skipping to the comments because one of the comments you make about 1/5 of the way in - about making people perfect - reminded me of the Serenity quote you used at the very end. I was going to use it as a basis for my post in response to yours, and I had already typed several paragraphs on it before I noticed you already used it.

    

    Anyway, here's another one:

    

    People don't like to be meddled with. We tell them what to do, what to think, don't run, don't walk. We're in their homes and in their heads and we haven't the right. We're meddlesome.

    

    -River Tam, on why the outer planets hadn't accepted Alliance rule.

    

    (I knew there was a reason I liked that movie...)

    

    Again, this goes back to the unconstrianed view of people needing someone smarter than them, better than them, to decide how their lives are to be run, because they are incapable of doing it themselves. The philosopher kings, the intelligencia, will meddle in your life to make you a better person, for your own damn good.

    

    Kind of reminds me of that quote, that I can't seem to remember now, about how the tyrant who believes he is doing it for the good of society is the worst kind, because he will be tireless in his quest to force society into the utopia he envisions.


    jsid-1264943422-848 khbaker at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 13:10:22 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264928545-413


    That would be this one:

    

    Of all tyrannies, a tyranny exercised for the good of its victims may be the most oppressive. It may be better to live under robber barons than under omnipotent moral busybodies. The robber baron's cruelty may sometimes sleep, his cupidity may at some point be satiated; but those who torment us for our own good will torment us without end, for they do so with the approval of their consciences. - C.S. Lewis


    

    



    jsid-1264944329-364 HappyAcres at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 13:25:35 +0000


    Thanks for the essay. I'm circulating it to many friends.


    

    



    jsid-1264944755-453 khbaker at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 13:32:35 +0000


    Thank YOU! :)


    

    



    jsid-1264947492-775 Dave Sherman at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 14:18:12 +0000


    Long-time reader, never commented before. But this post is outstanding, and I will be linking it from my Facebook page.


    

    



    jsid-1264948175-660 GrumpyOldFart at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 14:29:35 +0000


    I too had a couple of quotes come to mind as I read this. The first was a result of reading the comments regarding "economic man" near the beginning:

    

    "The value of a thing is always relative to a particular person, is completely personal and different in quantity for each living human—"market value" is a fiction, merely a rough guess at the average of personal values, all of which must be quantitatively different or trade would be impossible." Robert A. Heinlein, Starship Troopers

    

    The other was prompted by the two different views of 'the common man':

    

    "Sin, young man, is when you treat people as things." Terry Pratchett, Carpe Jugulum

    

    The other thing this post made me think of was a point I attempted (I assume unsuccessfully) to make to Markadelphia regarding greed, equality and duty to others. I'm not sure it's as accurate to say I believe in the constrained vision as to say it's something I hope and pray for, and work toward every day. I don't wish to live in a society where some total stranger half a world away is as important to me personally as my own mother, wife or child, and I doubt anyone who has actually thought that idea through does. Once you accept Godwin's premise that "everyone has a debt to everyone else", it ultimately leads you to the conclusion that your "right" to live in peace is no more important in the big scheme of things than Slobodan Milosevic's "right" to rape and murder Muslims en masse, or Kim Jog Il's "right" to nuke Japan. The only thing that gives any goal more or less weight than another is whether or not it agrees with the prejudices of those currently in power. The unconstrained vision considers this a good thing, as it all hinges on "the right people" being in power and therefore the "right" prejudices being the ones that are pandered to and given the force of law.

    

    I, one of the tens of thousands who proudly volunteered for military service and thoroughly reject the idea of reinstituting the draft, have no patience nor sympathy with "duty to humanity", nor really to anyone else for that matter. As far as I'm concerned, "duty" is a child's name for "shit", and nothing more. If I can't have your willingness, perhaps even your enthusiasm, &^$%% your *&^#@#% duty! My "duty" to my wife and children isn't owed, it's proudly and joyfully chosen, every moment of every day. And I will unhesitatingly choose to die in a firefight with "the authorities" before I allow anyone to take that choice away from me and turn it into something mandatory.


    

    



    jsid-1264955752-779 6Kings at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 16:35:52 +0000


    First of all, very nice post. What was screaming out at me during unconstrained property rights section was related to Zimbabwe. Where Constrained Vision was part of the culture, it was the breadbasket of Africa. Unfortunately, a large group of Unconstrained visionaries swept in by violence and 'redistributed' property because white farmers had a disproportionate ownership according to their "vision". Now look at that disaster.

    

    As soon as the unconstrained vision gets put into any action, things go bad. Historically shown over and over yet people never learn.

    

    By the way, even the Bible talks about the constrained view of humanity - one example being the parable of the Talents (Matthew 25:14-30 and Luke 19:12-28). So, the unconstrained vision is factually, historically, and Biblically in error.


    

    



    jsid-1264956668-185 DJ at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 16:51:08 +0000


    Bullseye, Kevin.


    

    



    jsid-1264956880-49 Russell at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 16:54:40 +0000


    Bravo, Kevin!


    jsid-1264962342-480 khbaker at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 18:25:42 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264956880-49


    Bravo yourself. You helped!


    jsid-1264981710-915 Russell at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 23:48:30 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264962342-480


    Thanks, but a couple of quotes do not an uberpost make :)


    

    



    jsid-1264957293-196 RobertM at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 17:01:34 +0000


    Very good read. Ironic that I just watched Serenity last night.


    

    



    jsid-1264962098-548 Ken at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 18:21:38 +0000


    A society that puts equality -- in the sense of equality of outcome -- ahead of freedom will end up with neither equality or freedom. The use of force to achieve equality will destroy freedom, and the force, introduced for great purposes, will end up in the hands of people who use it to promote their own interests.

    

    As Nock argues (convincingly, in my view), society cannot do any such thing: nor, for that matter, its opposite. Only the individuals making up the society can do that, by making choices and acting. If any of you withdraw your association from a group of actors (not actors in the dramatic sense, in the "one who takes action" sense), is the association -- the society -- the same as it was? Or, if you join one, is it the same as it was before you joined?

    

    No and no. Does it matter if it's a very large association you enter or leave? In practical terms, your entering or leaving may not make a huge difference to the aggregated actions of the association. But morally? It doesn't matter beans. The Law of Large Numbers is no law at all. If you think utilitarianism is a useful philosophy, I invite you to read Ursula LeGuin's "The Ones Who Walk Away from Omelas" and reconsider.

    

    Scratch someone talking about "society's interests," or "humanity's interests," and you find someone who either claims to speak on behalf of (and, more to the point, exercise authority on "behalf" of said society/humanity), or who wishes he could, or carries water on behalf of those who do. The greatest moral evil this world offers is the one who claims the right to set aside your will to act on behalf of yourself and the others you choose to aid, harming no one, in favor of his. This formula lies at the bottom of every intentional evil I can think of offhand. This is the point that Tolkien made in The Lord of the Rings, (and why he called himself an anarchist in a 1943 letter to his son Christopher), and what (again, in my opinion) makes the Professor the foremost moral philosopher of the 20th Century (the others being C.S. Lewis, G.K. Chesterton, and Ayn Rand, in no particular order). The problem lies not in who wields power, but in the fact that power is there to be wielded.

    

    Who grasps for the Ring wills evil in the end, whatever he thinks his motives were in the beginning.


    

    



    jsid-1264964751-78 Adam at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 19:05:51 +0000


    "I, one of the tens of thousands who proudly volunteered for military service and thoroughly reject the idea of reinstituting the draft, have no patience nor sympathy with "duty to humanity", nor really to anyone else for that matter. As far as I'm concerned, "duty" is a child's name for "shit", and nothing more. If I can't have your willingness, perhaps even your enthusiasm, &^$%% your *&^#@#% duty! My "duty" to my wife and children isn't owed, it's proudly and joyfully chosen, every moment of every day. And I will unhesitatingly choose to die in a firefight with "the authorities" before I allow anyone to take that choice away from me and turn it into something mandatory."

    

    Amen.


    

    



    jsid-1264965158-952 Stormy Dragon at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 19:12:38 +0000


    If I can complicate your dichotmy a bit, I think what this ultimate has to do with is Kohlberg&apos;s stages of moral development. People like H. G. Wells think that it's possible to construct a society where everyone (or nearly everyone) reaches a post-conventional state of development. At the other extreme, people like Hobbes think that most people never make it out of a pre-conventional state. People like Smith or Hayek fall between the two extremes.

    

    I guess I fall somewhere in the middle. I think you can design society to encourage a certain degree of development but there's a limit somewhere beyond which further growth only occurs by the application of concerted personal effort. I also think that limit occurs before the stage where all but exceptional people find such an effort worthwhile.

    

    So society ends up with a bimodal distribution: one group that never made it to the tipping point and is stuck in some lower conventional or pre-conventional stage and another group that made it past the tipping point and has moved on to a post-conventional stage.

    

    The problem is that a lot of people in the latter group assume that because they made it, necessarily everyone can. And in trying to alter society to get more people into their group, they end up destroying the things keeping the lower group as high as it is.

    

    This sets of a vicious cycle of the lower group sinking lower, which causes it to enlarge as it does because the lower it goes, the fewer people make it to the tipping point.


    

    



    jsid-1264965980-772 Mark at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 19:26:21 +0000


    I would argue about Roddenberry's utopia is that it is only possible because the technology exists to allow it to be that way, and that even a thoroughly constrained society would be indistinguishable from utopia with such technology. I mean, come on, who wouldn't want their very own replicator?

    

    But this Trekkie sometimes reads into things to much, so... ;)


    jsid-1264966914-930 JR at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 19:41:54 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264965980-772


    Yeah, but even in Roddenberry's utopia there were con men like Harry Mudd. And crap-jobs like mining that no one would do if there wasn't some significant motivation (profit) to do so. Fictional utopias can work because they can ignore the real world and human nature. But his utopia isn't even consistently utopian.


    

    



    jsid-1264966701-989 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 19:38:22 +0000


    One of my very favorite science fiction books is The Artifact by W. Michael Gear. The artifact of the title is a superpowerful machine created by a super-advanced alien race capable of viewing and manipulating all matter in the universe; essentially a godlike level of power. By necessity this machine was given intelligence as a necessary feature in order for the machine to function. But to make sure the machine intelligence (which made Skynet look like a sane moron) could not abuse this power by itself, it was given a "Spring" which the being controlling the machine had to physically move in order for the machine's power to be used. But the artifact's insanity drove it to find ways to destroy every species that discovered it despite the "Spring". Of course, this story is about humanity's encounter with this artifact.

    

    I couldn't help but think of this story as I was reading the überpost. In many ways, a government—any government—is similar to the artifact in that it can wield immense power affecting every individual, where even good intentions can produce catastrophic results. Those with the unconstrained view would have us remove the "Spring" limiting the power of government action so that it can produce Utopia. But the rest of us realize that it is necessary for that power to be held in check if we are to survive. In our case, the "Spring" is our Constitution—and especially the Bill of Rights—which is intended to hold the power of the government in check. But thanks to the efforts of The Unconstrained, our government is on the verge of breaking free of its "Spring".


    

    



    jsid-1264968587-220 geekwitha45 at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 20:09:47 +0000


    

    I find it *fascinating* that Time after Time casts the thoughtful, erudite inventor of useful things as the socialist proponent of the unconstrained vision, and the murderous sociopath as the proponent of the constrained vision, wholly inverting the verdict of history.

    

    

    People whose societies foster ordered liberty have for the most part have solved items lower down in Maslow's heirarchy, such as food and shelter, leaving them free to attend to items higher up, building airplanes in their garages. People whose societies foster command economies for the good of the people have never solved the basic issues, and tend to spend their free time amassing misery, if not actual piles of bleached skulls in a effort to rectify that condition.

    

    

    --==|==--

    

    

    So, regarding the two vision, let me explain. No, there is too much. Let me sum up.

    /InigoMontoya ;)

    

    

    

    

    >>There can be no useful debate between two people with different first principles, except on those principles themselves.

    

    

    * These axioms and their consequences are largely incompatible, and mutually exclusive.

    

    * Consequently, there may be little point in debating the first principles themselves, other than to highlight the facts of their fundamental differences and incompatibility.

    

    * Holders of the unconstrained vision can't seem to constrain themselves from inventing the basis for making claims on their fellow man's lives, pockets and prerogatives. This is intrinsic to their vision: the simply cannot leave others alone, nor can they succeed under their own steam, and so they keep escallating their failure to engulf everyone in their cannabalistic negative sum game.

    

    * Consequently, the price of being left alone, that is, the cost of opting out of participation in such schemes becomes crucial to the question of liberty. So long as such schemes are genuinely voluntary, they can be deemed harmless utopian social experiments, examples of which litter American history, accruing little harm if any to the whole.

    

    * Unfortunately, history is littered with much more than the debris of truly voluntary utopian schemes. In modern practice, the schemes are given the force of laws intentionally designed to prevent exit from the scheme, which negates any theory of harmlessness for non participants that might be put forward. This also sets up the tension between participation in the scheme, and the integrity of our life, liberty and property.

    

    * Thus: the rubber meets the road. It is no mere conflict of visions, contained wholy on dry academic paper and in public dissertation, but it is given life and action in the real world, setting up an inevitable collision of real world forces.

    

    

    * It is also a sad truth that given the facts of the unconstrained vision's longstanding influence over our institutions and laws, far too many members of our society remain wholly ignorant of any other mode of being. They serve this dark vision, never having wholly evaluated it, embracing it by default rather than by the thoughtful choice of fully informed consent. If you look around, you'll see many sad examples of such people who are eager to resolve their perplexity in the balms offered by their thought leaders. These people will spend their lives, and ultimately go to their graves in confusion and ignorance.

    

    * As a final thought, one of these systems is primarily compatible with the founding documents and structure of our Republic, and one is entirely incompatible. In order for the unconstrained vision to prevail, the Republic must be rendered into something that it is not, and therefore destroyed, even if no man dare label it thus.


    

    



    jsid-1264969186-8 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 20:19:46 +0000


    "I find it *fascinating* that Time after Time casts the thoughtful, erudite inventor of useful things as the socialist proponent of the unconstrained vision,"

    

    I think it's entirely appropriate to portray him that was because Wells actually was a proponent of the unconstrained vision. In fact, he's the guy that coined the phrase "Liberal Fascism*" in the process of promoting the "benefits" of a kinder, gentler form of socialism.

    

    (*used by Jonah Goldberg as the title for his book)


    jsid-1264969415-160 khbaker at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 20:23:57 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264969186-8


    That wasn't the point, Ed. The point was that the HERO was the advocate of the Unconstrained vision, and the VILLAIN was the advocate of the Constrained. THAT's what was (tongue-in-cheek) "fascinating."


    jsid-1264982419-788 Ed "What the" Heckman at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 00:00:19 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264969415-160


    At least Wells was portrayed true to type. And labelling the most evil person they could find as a conservative is boringly common.

    

    What I found fascinating was making Spock the spokesperson for "Damn the logic, follow your heart" in the latest Star Trek movie.


    

    



    jsid-1264973517-330 perlhaqr at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 21:31:57 +0000


    Dude. You can be a longwinded sumbitch sometimes. ;)

    

    I'm still reading, but I got to this point and wanted to at least start my comment, to make sure I get it out in case you don't address it later in the post:

    

    Accretions of knowledge over time mean that individual and social decisions made under conditions of lesser knowledge have consequences under conditions of greater knowledge. To those with the unconstrained vision, this means that being bound by past decisions represents a loss of benefits made possible by later knowledge. Being bound by past decisions, whether in constitutional law cases or in marriage for life, is seen as costly and irrational.

    

    It seems insane though, that anyone would advocate not re-evaluating circumstances once "the future" has come and more knowledge has accumulated. To do otherwise would be like stubbornly continuing to design circuit boards operating on phlogiston. I tend to think of it as a virtue that I'm capable of learning from the past, admitting when I was wrong, and doing better in the future.

    

    ----

    

    Damned stupid greedy proles! If the government didn't take Social Security (that "extra money") out of their paychecks, they'd just piss it away! It is only through the efforts of the sincere, intellectual elite that their "extra money" gets properly spread around, where "properly spread around" is defined as "evenly distributed" so things are "more fair." But my how they bristle when we call it "redistribution of wealth," and accuse us of "language manipulation" when we define something so accurately it stings.

    

    "People are mostly too stupid to run their own affairs, which is why it's vital that they be allowed to vote on how you run yours." ;)

    

    ----

    

    I have some sympathy for those who see the current distribution of wealth as "unfair" and in need of balancing. For so much of human hostory, it has been the case that those who had much often acquired it at the unjust expense of those who created it. In a very real sense, those who see the man running the company making $5 million a year while his lowest paid employee earns but $30 thousand in that same time and find this desperately in need of correction are still living in the 16th century.


    jsid-1264973630-737 perlhaqr at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 21:33:50 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264973517-330


    Dangit, apparently HTML doesn't work here any more. :(


    jsid-1264975446-495 DJ at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 22:04:06 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264973630-737


    "Dangit, apparently HTML doesn't work here any more."

    

    HTML tags in the form of text don't work here, but you can select text and apply HTML attributes to it via the buttons above. It's the only proofread you'll get, but at least it works.


    jsid-1264975706-415 khbaker at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 22:08:26 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264973630-737


    No, but I can fix it.

    

    It seems insane though, that anyone would advocate not re-evaluating circumstances once "the future" has come and more knowledge has accumulated.

    

    Longwinded or not, this is the problem with excerpting only the pertinent parts. The Constrained vision DOES allow for re-evaluation, but because changes of existing systems should not be made hastily, the processes used (remember, the constrained vision is interested in processes, the unconstrained in intentions) are necessarily difficult and time consuming. See, for example, the amendment process of our Constitution, and the power of the Supreme Court to overturn stare decisis. It's slow, it's often painful, but it prevents us from running around like chickens with our heads cut off any time something happens we don't like. Change is SLOWED, and UNNECESSARY change is often (but not always) prevented.


    

    



    jsid-1264975311-9 DJ at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 22:01:51 +0000


    "I tend to think of it as a virtue that I'm capable of learning from the past, admitting when I was wrong, and doing better in the future."

    

    This is the flip side of Marxadopia. He does not possess such a virtue.


    

    



    jsid-1264976025-131 Old NFO at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 22:13:45 +0000


    Kevin, outstanding post! The one thing you never touch on is the military- I 'think' anyone who has been in the military for any length of time comes to the constrained point of view, simply because they HAVE SEEN man's inhumanity to man. They also come to realize freedom is earned, not 'granted' on a whim; and the real world simply cannot be forced into anyone's ideal utopia. It is 'easy' in words, but very hard in reality... Keep up the good work!


    jsid-1264976722-846 khbaker at Sun, 31 Jan 2010 22:25:22 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264976025-131


    I didn't touch on it because none of the excerpts I pulled from the book did, and I am not ex-military. You make an excellent point that I wanted to make, however the piece is already 10,520 words long!


    jsid-1265387931-79 Guest (anonymous) at Fri, 05 Feb 2010 16:38:51 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264976722-846


    

    

    K, now it makes sense :) I now understand!


    

    



    jsid-1264985968-186 GrumpyOldFart at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 00:59:28 +0000


    It seems insane though, that anyone would advocate not re-evaluating circumstances once "the future" has come and more knowledge has accumulated. To do otherwise would be like stubbornly continuing to design circuit boards operating on phlogiston. I tend to think of it as a virtue that I'm capable of learning from the past, admitting when I was wrong, and doing better in the future.

    

    Is it like"stubbornly continuing to design circuit boards operating on phlogiston"? Or is it more akin to realizing that just because Newton has been dead for many years now is not sufficient reason to throw out Newtonian physics and start over from scratch?

    

    In the Navy back in the 80s I was a computer tech. At the time, one of the things I ended up learning the basics of was called "hole flow theory". That was over 20 years ago, I assume things have moved on. Nonetheless, hole flow theory or whatever has since replaced it doesn't change the fact that many of the fundamentals of electronics date back to Newton or even Aristotle, does it?

    

    The point is not rejection of new data. The point is refusal to reject old data simply on the basis of its age, until and unless it is shown to be flawed, as phlogiston was long ago. Even more to the point, even if you have found old data to be flawed, rejecting it is not helpful until you have something less flawed to replace it with. Phlogiston may be deeply flawed, sure... but is it more or less flawed than what it replaced, ie "lightning is the judgment of the Gods"?


    jsid-1265000824-565 perlhaqr at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 05:07:04 +0000 in reply to jsid-1264985968-186


    Is it like"stubbornly continuing to design circuit boards operating on phlogiston"? Or is it more akin to realizing that just because Newton has been dead for many years now is not sufficient reason to throw out Newtonian physics and start over from scratch?


    

    I dunno. I guess it depends on how radical (and accurate) your new knowledge is.

    

    The point is not rejection of new data. The point is refusal to reject old data simply on the basis of its age, until and unless it is shown to be flawed, as phlogiston was long ago. Even more to the point, even if you have found old data to be flawed, rejecting it is not helpful until you have something less flawed to replace it with. Phlogiston may be deeply flawed, sure... but is it more or less flawed than what it replaced, ie "lightning is the judgment of the Gods"?

    

    Point firmly taken. :) The process (there's that word again...) for properly rejecting old information was what was missing from the relevant Sowell quotes.


    

    



    jsid-1264990566-299 John Luiten at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 02:16:06 +0000


    To bad you've gotten hooked, now you have to read Intellectuals and Society by Sowell. Which explores the question of why intellectuals (primarily of the unconstrainded vision) can get it wrong so often and still be listened to.


    

    



    jsid-1264992339-672 khbaker at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 02:45:39 +0000


    It's on the reading list, John. I especially liked this from a review of that book:

    

    In his 1988 book Intellectuals: From Marx and Tolstoy to Sartre and Chomsky, Paul Johnson wrote that one of the lessons of the 20th century was “beware intellectuals. Not merely should they be kept well away from the levers of power, they should also be objects of suspicion when they seek to offer collective advice.”

    

    Not long after Johnson released his book, economist Thomas Sowell appeared on the C-SPAN program Booknotes. The host, Brian Lamb, asked Sowell what his next book would focus on, and he said he was considering writing about intellectuals. When Lamb asked how his book would be different from Johnson’s, Sowell threatened, “Mine would not be as generous as his.”

    

    :-D


    

    



    jsid-1265000656-616 JebTexas at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 05:04:16 +0000


    I agree that there can be NO reasoned discussion with the unconstrained types, but that leaves the question of What do we do to limit their impact? The UC vision class is out breeding the rest of us 4 to 1 (my WAG). Even if we get out the majority today and win, what about 10 years from now? Or 25? Can we influence them NOT to vote? I see no viable solution to the problem. I guess Heinlein's Starship Troopers class of voters is about the only half-way workable system I've heard of, and IT disenfranchises most of the population, thus making it non-viable without bloodshed. Great post! Passed on to about half my mail list (no reasoned discussion, right?)


    jsid-1265051960-980 Armaggedon Rex at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 19:19:21 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265000656-616


    With the exception of immigrants, legal and illegal, "conservative" Americans spearheaded by self identified religious conservatives are outbreeding self identified "progressives" by a considerable margin. If it were not for immigrants, the U.S. would have a birth rate on par with some European countries. In other words we would now be or soon be in a declining population spiral. The "progressives" are so busy living the SWPL lifestyle and trying to be Peter Pan that they will go self extinct in the next couple generations if we can:

    

    1) Seriously curtail immigration.

    2) Prevent the Education / Indoctrination establishment from creating a new generation of self indulgent, Peter Pan wannabe, statist, nincompoops!

    

    I know both those are a tall order, but if Kennedy's old senate seat can be taken by a Republican, albeit a RINO, who's to say we as a people can't fix those two problems?

    

    Get involved with your county Republican party, and the Tea Party movement. If your local Republican party aparatchicks are RINO pieces of crap work to replace them with a fiscal conservatives who respects our constitution!

    

    Get out there and work!!! It won't change on it's own or through wishful thinking.


    

    



    jsid-1265002246-208 Ed "What the" Heckman at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 05:30:46 +0000


    

    

    Sorry for the off topic post, but I just had to point out that Al Qaeda is once again saying the exact same thing as cons… uh… some political ideology again:

    

    Bin Laden blasts U.S. for climate change

    

    "Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden has called for the world to boycott American goods and the U.S. dollar, blaming the United States and other industrialized countries for global warming, according to a new audiotape released Friday.

    

    "In the tape, broadcast in part on Al-Jazeera television, bin Laden warned of the dangers of climate change and says that the way to stop it is to bring "the wheels of the American economy" to a halt."


    

    



    jsid-1265003768-381 Kevin S at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 05:56:08 +0000


    Man, I don't know how you do it... but I'm very glad you do. Posts like this are the reason that your place is my first stop every day. Thanks!


    

    



    jsid-1265006165-359 Sandwell at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 06:36:05 +0000


    The Left has used "any means expedient" to destroy the opposition, up to and including calling for Nuremberg-style trials, and the execution of "deniers."

    

    Executions? Um, what? Where'd you get this from?


    jsid-1265032525-476 Kevin Baker at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 13:55:25 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265006165-359


    The execution talk came from Talking Points Memo post before they thought better of it and yanked it.

    

    Grist magazine called for "Nuremburg-style trials." The Nuremburg trials of 22 defendants resulted in 12 death penalties.


    

    



    jsid-1265012013-562 Matthew at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 08:13:33 +0000


    The Left including Communist Utopianism.

    

    Those who were, or might even become, a threat to the program were executed.

    

    Pol Pot, Stalin Che et al...


    

    



    jsid-1265012239-204 Matthew at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 08:17:19 +0000


    More recently, folks of the GW alarmist mein, like James Hansen, calling for trials of CEOs and opposition politicians and critics on charges of "high crimes against society and nature".

    

    Boot meet human face, forever.


    

    



    jsid-1265034137-429 jason at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 14:22:17 +0000


    Holy wall of text, Batman! re: star trek utopia--wasn't really a utopia--it looked like it because we just see the bridge and all the officers. meanwhile the people needed to keep the ship running are rarely seen (except for the sacrificial red shirts). who's doing all the work while kirk is banging some babe or piquard et al are role-playing in the holodeck (and do the grunts get time there?).

    

    and I'm cautious about Sowell. I agree with the points made in this post, but too often, he is dishonest. He once stated that all frogs were one species (until that statement he'd been making a good point). I watched a canned interview where he claimed that poor college students were being deprived of 8:00 classes because professors were too lazy to get up--these classes fill up last because students don't want to get up--he knows this or was too lazy to find out, which I doubt.


    jsid-1265046622-23 Britt at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 17:50:38 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265034137-429


    I'm currently a student, and I have always backed him up on the class times thing. I went to a school in DC my freshman year. Every professor would leave at 3pm to beat traffic. Forget working in the morning and scheduling your classes later in the day. Forget night classes.Trying to grid out a schedule? Good luck. Some semesters it is impossible, literally impossible, to take the classes I want to take, at any time. I don't mean having to suck it up and wake up earlier then I like, I mean that classes conflict to the point that you can't do a proper schedule.Which delays my degree.

    

    If I were a college professor, I'd love to schedule classes from 2pm to 10pm. I'm a night owl. I'd put 8 hours in. Fact is, a lot of profs think that having a 10pm, an 11pm, a 1pm, and a hour in the office is a hard day's work. They're just plain lazy.


    jsid-1265051633-842 jason at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 19:13:53 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265046622-23


    And that't the problem with anecdotal evidence. I worked forty hours of week for over half of my undergraduate years. I scheduled classes in the morning. I took night classes. I was able to graduate in a timely manner. Maybe in some schools (like your school in DC) Sowell's comments are accurate, but that's different from making a blanket condemnation--he doesn't limit his argument. There are plenty of schools with those 10am to 2pm classes filling up first because those times are convenient for students.

    

    How do you know what a lot of profs think? I'm guessing you have know idea how much prep goes into those classes. I'll agree that some professors don't put enough time in, but that's different than saying all, or even most, and that's what's wrong with Sowell sometimes. A blanket condemnation is really a piss-poor argument; in other words, it's easy to argue against a strawman.

    

    The other side of your argument is that maybe your schedule is impossible--colleges can only offer so many courses--many colleges will cancel classes if enrollment in a particular course is low. Find a job with a different time, take out more loans, schools can't accomodate every students' particular scheduling need. I bet most students don't have your problem and it's a cop out to blame the professors for your problems, which is why Sowell's arguments about lazy professors are so attractive to you.


    jsid-1265079969-843 Britt at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 03:06:11 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265051633-842


    When did you take your undergrad? Because I argue this is a recent phenomenon, cause mainly by the realization by the universities that they had a lock on the market.

    

    I've attended three separate schools. Two private universities and one community college. I've seen the same issue at all 3 schools. It's not that professors don't have classes, it's that all professors schedule the vast majority of their classes in the 5 hours between 10am and 3pm. It's not a matter of classes being spread out from 8am to 8pm. It's a matter of a very large majority of classes being clustered in a period that fits the schedule of the professors. There are outliers, of course. There are always 20 freshman comp sections, for example, that meet from morning to evening or online, weekly, etc. The issue is the courses with one or two sections, which will almost always be scheduled for 11am and 1pm, which allows a professor to rise at his leisure, drive to campus unimpeded by traffic, teach, lunch, teach, then do an office hour or two. Then they leave before the roads get busy again.They can do this because of tenure. The non-tenured instructors are the ones you'll find teaching night classes or early mornings. The full professors, the ones who teach the higher level courses, they follow this 5 or 6 hour day thing.Which sucks for me because I need these courses to graduate and they are offered at certain, limited times.

    

    You see the issue?

    

    Personally I think higher education is mostly a racket. Graduating with a BA is, at this point, roughly equivalent to a high school diploma 30 or 40 years ago. The jobs held by communications majors, for example, could easily done by a bright high school graduate. The utter destruction of the public high schools means that a HS diploma simply means that you attended high school for some portion of the time you were supposed to. Which is why every college freshman now has to take courses on reading and writing: because you cannot assume American public schools are producing literate people anymore. I'm a junior, but I just transferred to a new school and I am taking these courses again because credits failed to transfer. I'm in this class, and these people cannot write. They cannot construct a coherent sentence, they cannot construct an argument, they have terrible grammar, etc. That's anecdote, and I'll give you another one. My first real class in college, after I finished the crappy required stuff, was Intro to Comparative Politics. My professor was a woman with a PhD from Georgetown in International Relations. The first day we are talking about how governments acquire legitimacy. One of them, according to her, is a defining moment. She asked for examples of American defining moments. The usual ones came up: 9/11, Pearl Harbor, Lexington and Concord, etc. One guy said the Monroe Doctrine. I thought that was a bad pick, and waited for her to explain why. Instead she said "What is the Monroe Doctrine?" She didn't know what it was. An "expert" on international relations did not know what the Monroe Doctrine was.

    

    I'm sorry I lack the funding and the time to do a proper statistical survey, but from what I've seen with my own eyes, something is very wrong.

    

    

    

    

    For the record, I disagree with you on prep time. I'm a history major, maybe math and science is harder to prep for. From what I've seen though, it is far more common for a TA to walk through the door and give a lecture that covers nothing I didn't already know. Except this time, I'm paying beaucoup bucks for it, not 20 bucks on Amazon or leeching off of tax dollars like I did in high school. So yeah, I am a little pissed that at the end of my expensive education, I will have a small piece of parchment that says I'm a Bachelor of Arts, and another piece of paper that says I'm licensed to teach high school in the Commonwealth of Virginia, having learned.....well, not nothing. But it's certainly not 100,000 dollars worth of something.

    

    Most students don't have my problem because most students don't work more then 40 hours a week. If I lived in a dorm and leeched off my parents I'd be done. That's not an option for me, so I do it this way. The problem is that the schools cater to the morons who change majors every semester and end up being 25 year old college students with maybe half of an actual degree in hand.


    jsid-1265081118-948 Ken at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 03:25:18 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265079969-843


    That's an unfortunate anecdote, Britt. Still, I dunno, I kind of like the Monroe Doctrine as a defining moment in American history. It said "We're gonna take notice of what goes on outside our borders," and put us into the imperial game, if in a sort of inverse way.

    

    It's also important because of what it implied: "We can tell the great powers of Europe to stay out of our back yard, and make it stick."


    jsid-1265252242-361 Larry at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 02:57:22 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265081118-948


    I don't think the Monroe Doctrine came anywhere close to telling, " the great powers of Europe to stay out of our back yard, and mak[ing] it stick." For many decades, it was toothless except insofar as the Royal Navy agreed (for British reasons of state).


    jsid-1265082878-853 DJ at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 03:54:38 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265079969-843


    Britt, I offer this for its humor.

    

    My wife's roommate her first two years always picked her sections so as to be done with final exams as early as possible. The section schedule book always included a timetable for finals week, which most instructors adhered to. She didn't care whether her classes met at 7:30 AM or 4:30 PM, and some did. But she was done with finals by the second day of finals week.

    

    It always seemed a poor tradeoff to me.


    jsid-1265098801-611 Sendarius at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 08:20:01 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265079969-843


    I offer my own anecdote.

    

    I am an electrical engineering graduate with an MBA. I have a full-time job, a wife, and two children.

    

    I wanted to get a B.SC. in pure maths both for shits and giggles and as a career and mind expander.

    

    I went to my alma mater here in Oz to enquire about a part-time degree program, how much it would cost, and to see what credits they would give me for my engineering maths units.

    

    The university would have been happy to have me, but their idea of "part-time" was simply a reduced study load - five one-hour lectures per week plus a three hour tutorial.

    

    The ONLY time the required units were presented was 10 AM for lectures, and 2 PM Wednesdays for the tutorial (presented by a TA). I could not possibly accommodate that AND keep my job, and I don't know of anyone that could if they were working 9 - 5. Other faculties had lectures at 5:15 PM for part-timers, but not the Maths department.


    jsid-1265140504-934 jason at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 19:55:04 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265079969-843


    I'll say it again--you claim that 11 and 1 are most popular because professors are lazy--the flip side to that is that those are the most popular times for classes--they fill up the fastest. If the class is only offered a few times it will be in that range. That's the school catering to traditional students. Schools offer a variety of course times and I'm betting that professors may request time/days, but they don't always get to pick. I'm sorry you've had incompetent teachers. I don't expect you to do a statistical survey, just show a little restraint. It's kind of like the anti-gunnies finding the worst kind of gun owners and holding them up as examples of all of us.


    jsid-1265245124-585 Britt at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 00:58:44 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265140504-934


    I've never really said any different. I realize schools will cater to traditional students. Maybe I wasn't clear though. I had this problem when I still was a traditional student.

    

    The problem is that, if I need to take Class A, B, C, D, E that semester in order to proceed down my degree track/planned progression, then I find that scheduling A at time 1, means I have to schedule B at time 2, but C is only offered at time 1, and D only at time 2, and E is offered at time 3 and I need to take all these classes right there to fill requirements and prerequisites. So I can take 3 classes, then waste money on electives, or I can fit the work I'd like to do in one semester into an entire year. Which means I might be out of school by the time I turn 25. What you find is that the classes everyone has to take can be easily fit in, but as you move up into higher level work the options become limited and it basically becomes a matter of choosing which classes you will put off till next semester.

    

    Again, higher level courses are taught by higher level staff, who think it is beneath them to work the hours that people outside academia work. Maybe that's not fair. Maybe they just think "I paid my dues, I taught 8am classes and long night classes, I can do it this way now". However you slice it, they do not want to schedule outside of that nice little midday time period. I get it, and I understand because there is no incentive to schedule outside that, because education is one of those industries where the ones paying for it are separate from the ones who actually consume it. Having angry phone calls with my parents because I'm only taking 4 classes due to one of these foolish scheduling conflicts are not fun. I get the blame for something that I have no control over. You don't get paid more for coming in early or staying late, and there is a very large group of students who not only are willing to accept a slowed education, but love the idea of spending an extra year or two shaving infrequently and living off of their parents. So people like me, who want to get out of this walled garden and into the real world have to go at their pace, or something closer to it then I'd like.

    



    

    



    jsid-1265051181-72 Matthew Hiouse at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 19:06:21 +0000


    There is a key point everyone is missing. All through history, there was an option. The 'Constrained' could flee the 'UnConstrained'.when the UnConstrained reached such a point of power as to make life intolerable for the Contstrained, the Constrained would simply flee the country.

    

    Now, we ( the constrained ) are trapped. We cannot flee them. There is no where left to run to.

    

    The end results of this are not going to be pleasant.


    jsid-1265162873-691 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 02:07:53 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265051181-72


    Thus our only choice is to misbehave.


    

    



    jsid-1265053624-571 NMM1AFan at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 19:47:04 +0000


    Dang! What is that, six months of Uberpost backlog in one shot?

    

    A good read, as always!

    



    jsid-1265071199-47 khbaker at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 00:40:05 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265053624-571


    Pretty much. This one marinated in my head (and languished in the "DRAFT" folder) for several weeks before I was finally able to find my muse and sit down and finish it.


    jsid-1265180422-923 juris_imprudent at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 07:00:23 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265071199-47


    You must have a large muse.


    

    



    jsid-1265067516-862 Kevin Friebergstein at Mon, 01 Feb 2010 23:38:36 +0000


    The essay flat out rocks.

    Hmmmmm. Wasn't but a couple days ago that I mentioned Reid, Pelosi, and Obama and their vision of turning this country into another "Miranda."

    Damned straight I bought the Firefly DVD season (twice), went to Serenity on opening night, and bought the Serenity DVD the day it went on sale.

    There was a message far greater than the "space cowboy" nonsense the mass media used to describe Firefly.


    

    



    jsid-1265131547-963 Russell at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 17:25:48 +0000


    Speaking of Sowell: http://townhall.com/columnists/ThomasSowell/2010/02/02/politicians_in_wonderland?page=full


    

    



    jsid-1265149606-358 rocinante at Tue, 02 Feb 2010 22:26:46 +0000


    Kevin,

    

    When are you going to bite the proverbial bullet and write a book? (Hell, with an overall frame to hang them on and a little editing, you could compile a dozen of your uberposts into quite an uplifting and provocative book. I'd buy five or six copies.)


    jsid-1265156216-652 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 00:16:56 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265149606-358


    How about "When I get a contract (and an advance) from a publisher"?

    

    I'm sure as hell not going to go the vanity press route.


    jsid-1265172192-819 perlhaqr at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 04:43:12 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265156216-652


    I'll alpha read it. I have references in that capacity. This is a service I will provide for free, obviously.

    

    Write it, get it alpha-edited, shop it around. I won't push the vanity press route (though Correia and Scalzi did ok on that path) but it doesn't hurt to have a finished manuscript on file. I mean, you write like a demon anyway... :)

    

    It's certianly not a surefire thing, but, well, this is the internet age. You're two steps away from a number of published political commentary authors. Someone on your reader list can corner Bill Whittle, or someone on that echelon, and make him look at your page. Hell, you've gotten comments from him already...

    

    It's not my intention to push you at this, but merely to point out that you're already more than halfway there.


    jsid-1265211227-780 DJ at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 15:33:58 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265172192-819


    What is Microsoft Word for if it can't do chores?


    jsid-1265223015-538 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 18:50:15 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265149606-358


    Here's the problem: What works in a blog doesn't work in a book. For one thing, no hyperlinks. For another, what I do here I do under the banner of "Fair Use." With a book, that's a for-profit venture. I'd need to get legal permission for the overwhelming majority of the excerpts and citations that I post. In case you hadn't noticed, I use a LOT of other people's words in my pieces. As I've said, when someone else says it better than I can, I let them, and I give them the credit.

    

    My "style" is to collect, coallate, and then tie it all together into a (hopefully) coherent whole with a point. This works very well in blogging (except for those with short attention spans). It might work in a book, but I don't see overcoming the legal permissions hurdle, given the sheer volume of some of the stuff I quote. Hell, probably 70% of the words in this essay are Sowell's!


    jsid-1265228182-151 DJ at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 20:16:22 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265223015-538


    Hadn't thought of that. I haven't published a book, either, but then I don't have anything to publish.

    

    Well, if you don't mind foregoing the royalties, then I don't mind not paying them. That's the advantage of the internet; once you're online, it's free!


    

    



    jsid-1265157328-853 markofafreeman at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 00:35:28 +0000


    Wow, man. Just wow. I haven't even finished reading it yet, but just wow. I've come to some similar conclusions here.

    

    I typically only read this blog when others link to it. After this post, I think I'll be reading it daily.


    jsid-1265158185-170 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 00:49:45 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265157328-853


    Check the archives. The Überposts have been (prior to this) about monthly.


    

    



    jsid-1265169605-286 DirtCrashr at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 04:00:05 +0000


    I'm not seein' any comments from our favorite commentator...


    

    



    jsid-1265170195-952 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 04:09:55 +0000


    He's already dismissed this post in a previous comment thread.

    

    As Churchill said, people trip over facts all the time, but most just pick themselves up and brush themselves off and continue on as if nothing happened . . . .


    

    



    jsid-1265172219-980 concerned american at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 04:43:40 +0000


    I did read to the end, amigo.

    ;)

    

    Keep putting it out there....


    jsid-1265216958-698 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 17:09:25 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265172219-980


    Actually that was directed at your Anonymous commenter, CA, not you. But thanks again for the link!


    

    



    jsid-1265209437-440 RCD at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 15:03:57 +0000


    Geez...I've stumbled into the promised land. Only read about one third; so I'll withhold commentary.

    

    Heartfelf thanks.

    

    RCD


    jsid-1265230835-450 khbaker at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 21:00:35 +0000 in reply to jsid-1265209437-440


    By all means, comment away!


    

    



    jsid-1265234871-840 ruralcounsel at Wed, 03 Feb 2010 22:07:51 +0000


    Reminds of a book called "The Coercive Utopians".

    

    Nice summary of the basic irreconcilability of the two fundamental political/social philosophies.

    

    As my father used to facetiously say, I could solve all the problems if they'd only make me World Dictator for Life.


    

    



    jsid-1265250672-18 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 02:31:16 +0000


    Well, kh, I'm longwinded, and not nearly as smart as you and Thomas Sowell, in expressing that which I (currently) believe. But the highest of praise and thanks anyway. from me, for what little that is worth. Your essay puts the basic conceptual moral conflicts, and their real world (political) dynamics, in the light...and makes perfect sense. And I suspect that you, like me, obviously seek a true understanding of what are critical issues re individual and collective life and death, survival and prosperity...the basis of that 'pursuit of happiness ' dream...because you desire to do the right thing. To arrive at a place of peace, and satisfaction, that can only be had by those who are of a pure conscience. We probably both agree, that knowledge is indeed power, and we seek the power or knowledge, through understanding, in order to employ such...if nothing more than to lay that critical issue of conscience at rest. Rest...meaning that we can feel - or better yet - know, that we ARE doing the *right* thing. Especially if - God forbid - we have to shed the blood of other's who act in (perceived) good conscience, or sacrifice our own, or our loved ones, toward the ideals which we know, to be good and true.

    

    After going through the whole essay...I feel like the wind is out of my (optimism) sails. Guess I'm just a naive country bumpkin out here in Hillsdale...but as such, I always believed that men of good conscience, who seek the same prosperity, for as many as possible, could always come to an agreement. At least enough to avoid bloodshed. That the 'second coming' (of Truth) would be an understanding vision, which would enable us to reach the Star Trek Utopia. But now - as prophesied, and I suspected all along - dont think that 'second coming' will come...without a big free for all fight. It's like a moral, ideological version of the unstoppable force meeting the immovable object. Oh well.

    

    I find Goodwin's basic premise, as being almost strangely parallel to that of Jesus'; though Goodwin might have been a secularist. In that his (Goodwin's) single-minded commitment to the collective, at the expense of the self, is without limitation. Dangerous...if employed as a coercive mechanism, in either a religious or secular form. The profound difference between the two, being that even God (assuming that God exists) gives man the free will to choose to validate /worship God (the Whole)...or reject the *Collective Whole*...for the gratification of the Individual. I have long sensed a great paradox, in Jesus' admonition that "he that seeks to save himself, shall lose it...and he that looses shall gain" (paraphrase). Now I dont know whether believeing - and acting upon said belief - that sacrificing, or subordinating the innate value of the individual as opposed to the Whole, makes me an 'unconstrainer', but gets me in 'Heaven'. I do believe that there is indeed, "a way that seemeth right unto man...but the end thereof is destruction".

    

    That said...in my gut...I feel that coercion of any sort - especially from those who seek to "build upon another's foundation" - for whatever perceived altruistic reason...is pure evil. Like some sort of body - or worse - soul snatcher. Arrogantly desiring to remake everyone; clones of their own high-minded image. Now I can wholeheartedly embrace truthful EDUCATION...as opposed to half truthful indoctrination. Even and especially, an un-censored version...that all concerned may make an educated choice, as to whether their ultimate choosen, ideal value, is their *Self* (which ceases to be, or at least transforms), or the Collective Whole (wherein the transformative process of *death*, would assure union w *God*). Both have their payoffs...according to one's natural preference. To each their own. Most certainly, the former (Self), will assure some serious competition...bigtime "wailing and gnashing of teeth".

    

    Anyway...don't know whether yall argue religion or not. And I am kind of religiously biased...but for me, it's all tied together. Knowledge (Truth)...power...happiness. That is, if the power don't corrupt the individual who gains it. Thank you Jesus.

    

    And thank you for your excellent work. God speed...and I'll definitely put you in my favorites list.

    

    RCD


    

    



    jsid-1265250741-304 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 02:32:21 +0000


    (oops! Double post!)


    

    



    jsid-1265251764-865 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 02:49:24 +0000


    ps...sorry for that double post. My computer skills mirror my philosophical pov...rather convoluted.


    

    



    jsid-1265278681-190 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 10:18:01 +0000


    Ruralcounsel...do you really believe that - as 'first principles' - these two ideas are irreconcilable?

    

    I have a lifelong friend...scientist sort...a man who would make a great neighbor. He's a Progressive...although I not sure he knows the totality of his chosen ideology. Or where it will ultimately take him. And I myself - when I look out over all the ACORN yahoos who use their vote to thrive off of the hard labor of industrious individuals - then I too come to the conclusion that the smart people, should run the show. So I guess what we of oppositional ideologies argue...is...what is the *smart* view.

    

    Civic responsibility, toward a beloved neighbor...or in the larger collective - like our good ole USA - is no doubt the cornerstone of our country. Good people agreeing, and laying down their blood and treasure, to see that prosperity and that 'pursuit of happiness' clause, is made possible, for as many who pay the price. It seems that the 'unconstrained' model. is just an unconstrained extension, of what is a virtuous, civic ideal. We make laws that constrain the greedy excess of the Capitalist (individual freedom) model, when dealing with Corporations such as the power company. A good thing? I think that we would all agree on that. To make a good thing (cheaper energy), available to as many honest folk as who were willing to pay for it. And of course, charity - in particular instances -but not without discression. I.e., qualifiers, for said charity.

    

    Knowing my good friend, and assuming the good hearted intent of a large majority of those intellectuals who promote the Unconstrained version as being morally superior...I just can not believe, that there can not be some sort of pragmatic deal cut here. That we are all going to draw a line...and fight it out...to a bloody end. I would expect nothing more from Islam (proper), for they seem to be the religious version of the Unconstrained pov. But from those like myself, who are motivated by their Christian responsibility...I just find it hard to believe that there is not a form of practical government, which takes all this new information into account, being guided by our Founder's wisdom (in regard to the corrupting influence of too much govt power), and hammer out a system where we/We mandate an honest (all sides) education, create responsible and loving citizens, and purse the Star Trek model.

    

    

    Though I have been a dreamer and idealist since the beginning...I am a realist. I know that there will always be problematic individuals and behavior; and I include myself in that group. I've (philosophically) reconciled that, as a 'necessary evil', and ultimately...a good thing. But I just cant give up on the idea that good men, who both feel compelled either by their secular conscience, or by their religious nature, to indeed be their brother's keeper, in a sense of true brotherly love (the kind that grows in a foxhole, or some version of mutual suffering)...well, I'm sure you see my dilemma. Or better said...my fondest hope.

    

    Regards...RCD

    

    Now on my first post,


    

    



    jsid-1265285609-561 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 12:13:29 +0000


    RCD, I think perhaps you may be missing a salient point.

    

    The "constrained vision", so far as I can tell, does not belittle the value of, nor the need for, charity and other forms of individual sacrifice for the greater good. The fact that conservatives in the US apparently give more to voluntary charitable organizations than any other group in the world suggests that, in fact, the opposite is the case.

    

    No, I think the constrained view is that requiring sacrifice for the greater good ("Charity at gunpoint" as I have called it elsewhere) not only reduces the value of such sacrifice, but is quite often counterproductive to the very aims one hopes to achieve.

    

    In short, you cannot 'frog march' people into heaven. The end does not justify the means, ever. If the means cannot justify themselves, they will ultimately pollute, if not actually destroy, the end for which you strive.


    

    



    jsid-1265296986-610 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 15:23:29 +0000


    Absolutely in agreement, GOF. Philosophically, I think that when (assumption) God created *man*, it would have been a self-ingratiating act, UNLESS he gave man the free will to reject God as the Supreme value. Duhhh...I know. Would be hard to deny the very fount of basic reality, as the 'Supreme Value'...butttt...it would have to be that way...or God would risk the act of creation of lesser beings, as one of a supreme egotist. In that God would full well realized, and expect (not illogically or immorally so) that his 'children' would worship, and give due credit for such a supreme gift.

    

    And I an inclined to believe (dangersously so), that the evidence, does indeed, render that the 'end', does 'does justify the means'. Now I expect to take heat for such belief, and God does too. As His tolerance/ordaination/creation of (necessary) *Evil*...does carry substantial, incriminating baggage. Atheists and open-minded Agnostics, have long hung their hats on the philosophical argument, that if God exist, and allows evil to wantonly (no justice) fall as the rain (on the just and unjust)...then such is and act of universal mal-practice. An abbrogation of Supreme Authority, at the highest level...and good reason for none of us to worship such an one, even if some form of a god/God does exist.

    

    But for the purpose of this particular discussion, re these two oppositional 'first premises', I am inclined to believe, that ALL THINGS...CAN, and will be reconciled. That is, if one possesses the all inclusive Vision (of Truth), which accomplishes that purpose. It seems, on this matter though, that the issue is not charity - unless one envisions the act of a forced indoctrination of known and agreed upon Truths - as not only one of supreme charity...but of supreme civic responsibility. Not unlike one would assume, in the rearing of one's own children. You make em...you break em...you own em. If (BIG IF)there is supreme Justice (I.e., God)...then we most surely be held accountable, to at the very LEAST, fully educate, by bearing witness, any and all whom we might see in ignorance. If not, we have to know it (their action) will come back to bite us.

    

    So what we are contemplating...is...what perfected ideas (ideology), can - knowing what we now know - we know (as did our Founding Fathers), which we can offer, and which will capture the high moral ground, from those powerful forces and individuals, whose beliefs and actions threaten the general welfare (good intentions, nws).

    

    I do think humanity has reached a point, in it's evolutionary advance, wherein the power (scientific) which we now access, will no doubt, destroy us, and any further (Star Trek) progress...unless we can harmonize - even homogenize - our social/political/religious belief. Any hope that we can unite on a common vision of Truth - at least before a major scrap - might be kinda like Einstein's fruitless search for the 'theory of everything', which he knew MUST (ovbiously so) exist...but like I said, I have to believe that humanity has only begun on our eternal journey *upward*, that both the good inherrent in the Constrained and Unconstrained 'first premises'...can be reconciled, and claimed and employed as Power, for perhaps, that 'millenial kingdom'. But then...I am a dreamer. And having been accused of being much worse...I hold tight to a healthy skepticism.

    

    Best wishes...RCD

    

    ps...I think I've figured this posting problem out. The yellow banner appears at the top, saying post was unsuccessful...but really it aint. So, I'll just hit it once, and if the ethers eat it...so be it.


    

    



    jsid-1265297490-371 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 15:31:30 +0000


    "Young man, can you restore my eyes?"

    "What?!? No sir."

    "You'd have better luck with that than trying to instill civic virtue, social responsibility, in someone who doesn't have it, doesn't want it, and resents having the burden thrust upon him."

    

    - Robert Heinlein, Starship Troopers

    

    (Apologies if it's a paraphrase, I did it from memory rather than looking it up.)


    

    



    jsid-1265301972-524 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 16:46:21 +0000


    I'm inclined to agree on that too, G. And I could hold my own testimony from the public...and it would probably spare said public, the pain therein.

    

    But that we do not know, just WHO will be affected positively...and who wont'. If we neglect to enact morally agreed upon laws, which specify beneficial and harmonizing ideals...simply because we believe that our rebellious and competative nature (by degree) is apt to reject such, and lose those harmonizing benefits...and then shoot it out with biotech or nuclear weapons...then...wouldn't we realize (assuming there is someone to do the monday morn judging), that it would have been better, to at least try. Good conscience, in at least the effort. That may be the intuituve basis, for the whole Unconstrained, 'good intentions, bad results' mindset.

    

    Oh well...love learning this stuff.

    

    Best wishes...RCD


    

    



    jsid-1265303881-428 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 17:18:01 +0000


    Of course. That's why laws should be limited to rooting out the use of force and fraud, and nothing else. That way those led by civic virtue are free to follow it, those who are not are free to refuse to follow it, and yet "shooting it out" is still agreed upon by all concerned as unacceptable.


    

    



    jsid-1265309472-995 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 18:51:13 +0000


    Kinda lost me, on that point.

    

    Law, is the epitomy of positive, beneficial, collective coercion. If a little is good...well...assuming the we can dodge the 'power corrupts' hurdle...then how would it be beneficial to limit, good and beneficial (coercive) law? (I guess you realize that I sometimes play the devil's advocate, in order to 'coerce' debaters, into clarifing ideas, which I might not fully understand).

    

    When my mama was in the hospital, and I sat with her...I was reading this book entitled 'Politica'...written by a man named J. Althusius, in 1603...and lo and behold...the man would think we are flat out stupid, for not empowering the state to maintain and promote true Religion. And I have often thought to myself...why in the hell does the state mandate an education of the three r's; or that we pass a driving test...yet...absolutely no civic/moral (read, 'religious') responsibilty cirriculum. WTF!!! So, we turn out smart heathen, who can drive a car? That ought to really work out well. Althusius would not be surprised, at the problematic state of our current culture.

    

    It just seems to me, that it would be a basic, first premise, of any successful culture, to take to heart the task of (coercive law) educating all the citizenry, as to their civic responsibility. Its one thing to pronounce judgment on an ignorant murderer...it's another, to pronounce such on a man who can not use ignorance as an excuse. Or blame his ignorance, on a society, wherein individuals with power, with the responsibility to lead, did not do so. At least not sufficiently so, to at least offer all the citizenry, an 'educated choice'.

    

    My suspicion is, that if a culture is to make the leap - being able to successfully access great technological power - and avoid societal suicide...that such a culture will most certainly understand that THE first premise, and responsibility, of any collective leaders (and there are leaders, gifted individuals, such as those on this forum)...then it is up to those individuals, to publically (screw the elitist, back room stuff) argue, lucid presentations, of these basic, moral concepts....and see that they are presented in a form understood by ALL.

    

    Moral responsibility, rules such as 'don't do to someone else, what you would not want them to do to you'...dont require a rocket scientise IQ, or even much over 77, to comprehend. And I'm not promoting the Obama version of 'community service/Socialist' version. I'm talking about PERSON, INDIVIDUAL responsibility, to pull at least your own share, and not step on anyones toes.

    

    Wondering...am I an 'Unconstainer'...for considering what seems common sense to me?

    

    Gotta work...regards...RCD


    

    



    jsid-1265314609-171 GrumpyOldFart at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 20:16:49 +0000


    It just seems to me, that it would be a basic, first premise, of any successful culture, to take to heart the task of (coercive law) educating all the citizenry, as to their civic responsibility.

    

    And there is precisely the problem. Do you know any two people who agree precisely as to the definition of "civic responsibility"? If not, how are you going to get a majority of the citizens to agree on the definition so precisely that it can be codified into law, knowing in advance that it's simply not possible for people to foresee all the myriad ways in which said law will be applied?

    

    And if a majority can't agree that precisely, what happens then? Your choices become 1) either go back to square one, or 2) abandon the rule of law entirely, in favor of rule at the whim of a despot with whose prejudices you happen to agree.


    

    



    jsid-1265324311-425 RCD at Thu, 04 Feb 2010 22:58:31 +0000


    

    Benevolent dictator! ;)

    

    Seriously...for starters...civic responsibility would be offering a good or service in the market place, to earn a living...instead of voting it out of someone's pocket. I'll bet me and you could sit down, and agree on a lot of educational virtues which should be taught. Hell, there was 18 in my graduating class...and the whole faculty...didn't need a law, to be responsible people. People used to know that stuff. Now...not so much. But it'll be back...after a severe ass kickin.

    

    Hey GF...you a Tiger fan. Thought i saw you on the 'rant'.

    

    C


    

    



    jsid-1265382701-968 GrumpyOldFart at Fri, 05 Feb 2010 15:11:42 +0000


    And yet as much as our viewpoints already agree, we'd probably still have our differences. Now think about getting closer agreement than you and I probably have from 535 people. Or better yet, over 150 million. You see the problem?

    

    "More than three people can't agree on when to have dinner, much less when to strike."

    

    Earning a living instead of voting it out of someone's else's pocket? We tried that. And yet 200+ years later, scarcely a single page in the history of most of the countries in the world, here we are.

    

    A whole lot of the problem lies in words used in the writing of laws that don't have a single objective definition. "Reasonable" is bad enough, but "fair" probably doesn't mean precisely the same thing to any two people on the planet. Which tells you all you need to know about "the Fairness Doctrine" and Obama's willingness to redistribute wealth "in the interests of fairness", doesn't it? Given how large a percentage of laws are written by lawyers, in other words by people who make their living making words do what they want regardless of their actual meaning, what are the chances that such sloppiness being built into laws is accidental?


    

    



    jsid-1265400791-71 RCD at Fri, 05 Feb 2010 20:13:11 +0000


    Eloquently spoken. I gotta go...back later.

    

    Regards...RCD


    

    



    jsid-1265599321-988 philmon at Mon, 08 Feb 2010 03:22:02 +0000


    Kevin ... how different is "A Conflict of Visions" from "The Vision of the Annointed"?

    

    I read the latter. I just recently heard about "A Conflict of Visions". I may have to get it -- but I was skeptical because I was afraid it might pretty much cover the same ground.


    

    



    jsid-1265602903-810 khbaker at Mon, 08 Feb 2010 04:21:43 +0000


    Philmon, Conflict describes the differences between the two visions across the spectrum of political topics. Vision of the Annointed is an exposition of those of the unconstrained vision exclusively. I wish I'd read Conflict first, but like you I read Vision first, some time ago.


    

    



    jsid-1265930483-654 WWWebb at Thu, 11 Feb 2010 23:21:23 +0000


    I'm an unreconstructed Sowellite-- whenever I inhabit a bookstore I always check to see if they have one of his works that I don't already own on their shelves.

    

    I've given away at least five copies of Vision of the Anointed, and have loaned out many of his other works over the years.

    

    You may call A Conflict of Visions a magnum opus, but that's because you haven't gotten to Knowledge and Decisions yet.


    

    



    jsid-1266165025-107 RCD at Sun, 14 Feb 2010 16:30:25 +0000


    Geez Webb...new work, or older? Dont matter, think I'll order the thing now...next read. Just dont see how it can get much better though, than the above essay.

    

    Still, I am perplexed, that the two opposing visions, cant find a common ground synthesis. Maybe thats why Jesus said that his kingdom...'was not of this world'.

    

    Oh well...fascinating.


    

    



    jsid-1268470449-883 Brad at Sat, 13 Mar 2010 08:54:09 +0000


    Super post. I couldn't read it all at one sitting - it took some "coming back to". One minor point that seems odd:

    

    "...freedom of speech logically becomes a far more important right than property rights in this vision. Free-speech rights are thus entitled to sweeping exemptions from interventions of public authority."

    

    Part of what I see coming from the "unconstrained" is the whole PC concept: thoughts we may not express and shouldn't even have. Most recent example: scattering cotton balls in front of a black cultural center leads to felony charges for "hate crimes". Somehow, free speech is only allowed to those who agree with the intellectual elite...


    jsid-1268504504-253 khbaker at Sat, 13 Mar 2010 18:21:44 +0000 in reply to jsid-1268470449-883


    Yes, that's "hate speech" which doesn't count. Freedom of speech is for people who think the right thoughts. Jonah Goldberg said it in Liberal Fascism: Progressivism, liberalism, or whatever you want to call it has become an ideology of power. So long as liberals hold it, principles don't matter. It also highlights the real fascist legacy of World War I and the New Deal: the notion that government action in the name of "good things" under the direction of "our people" is always and everywhere justified. Dissent by the right people is the highest form of patriotism. Dissent by the wrong people is troubling evidence of incipient fascism.


    

    



    Josh


    You need to read your Bible a little more thoroughly. Humanity is now in a fallen state. Where once we may have been perfect, we are now free-wheeling through the universe until that day when the sheep are separated from the goats. If some will go to heaven and some will go to hell, how can we all be perfect? Wouldn't it stand to reason that some of us are devils in disguise?


    Live your life as a good Christian, but don't try to push that on everyone else. You could put in place a good man as a dictator, and maybe things would be good for everyone for his lifetime, but then his rotten brat of a son takes the throne and where are we?


    

    



    John Pryce


    I read "The Cold Equations" many years ago, but I had forgotten what it was called. Thank you for that trip down memory lane. It brought tears to my eyes.


    

    



    JP


    @Josh : I don't recognize the Biblical conception of man as fallen. I consider that to be utterly fallacious, and as Rand did, necessarily conducive to the general intent of organized religion to induce in its adherents an --unearned-- guilt.

    Man rose from lower animals via a long and oft-violent campaign that we call evolution. For much of his history, the capacity of a man for violence was - quite literally - the difference between LIFE and DEATH. And he faced that issue EACH DAY. So the more violent amongst us were more likely to have children, and thus pass it on both through genetics and through nurture. Men have so long found it necessary to engage in barbarism - in the simple cause of survival - that we may never root out the remnants of barbarism in him, so we can safely presume the capacity for violence to remain part of human nature and human culture permanently.


    Selfish behavior is not, unto itself, something evil. Rather it is to be expected; as Rand noted time and time again (and it was central to her philosophy), the rational animal is daily confronted with the basic choice to live or die that day. His WHOLE BEING centers around the maintenance of his life, as do all of his physical needs. This is a PROFOUNDLY selfish point of view, and one that we cannot disassociate ourselves from. So, as Sowell contends, the primary issue is one of incentive. The capacity to take the long view of things, the drive to survive, and the limited nature of his capacity (as compared with his obstacles) combine to form profound incentives towards social cooperation, and thus society, amongst men.


    ...Not sure how cognizant this is coming out, as its 6am and I have to go to work soon.


    

    



    Kevin Baker Mod


    JP: I don't go with the biblical "fallen" bit either, but I acknowledge that human nature is what it is, and we aren't going to be changing anytime soon. If God had, in fact, made us perfect, we never could have "fallen." Further, I concur with your observation on humanity's penchant for violence. One of my favorite siglines I've ever seen belonged to a usenet contributor named Trefor Thomas: "To be civilized is to restrain the ability to commit mayhem. To be incapable of committing mayhem is not the mark of the civilized, merely the domesticated."


    Regarding selfishness, I am reminded of the number of times I've heard Democrat/Progressive/Leftists decry people "voting against their own best interests," as an indication of them NOT "being selfish." I think I'm going to get a post out of that, and it might be a long one.


    

    



    JP


    Immanuel Kant, now? He espoused what's known as the "deontological" theory of ethics. I'll admit to having trouble reading a damn thing he wrote (its incredibly dense and hard to follow. "False prophets muddy the waters to make them appear deep" and all that), so when Rand describes his moral theory I have to take her word for it (regardless, what she describes is unmitigated evil. At worst it fails to accurately describe HIS ideas). His ethics were based on the twin problem of selfishness being inevitable but bad at the same time. He asserted that men who do good for others are only morally exemplary if they do not personally benefit from doing so. Further, there was nothing morally praiseworthy in his doing so if he WANTED to do so. He had to go against his own instincts in order for it to be a moral action.


    To illustrate, an American soldier puts himself between Iraqi civilians and the enemy during a firefight, using himself as a human shield for them (I've seen photos of American soldiers doing exactly this). According to Kant, this IS praiseworthy, but it is not a moral action as such, because it is in the nature of the American soldier, given the values he is taught and his training, to do so. A MORAL action, according to this theory of ethics, would be one of the Islamist militants (in a battle they were about to win, lets say), turning on his fellows for no good reason and shooting them, even though he has not become delusional and has no intention of surrendering or defecting.


    Kant took this to its logical conclusion, and stated openly that the only way to ensure that one is not behaving selfishly is to willingly go into slavish servitude to whatever the given subject considers to be evil. That is, to go against EVERYTHING you value and serve what you consider to be evil is the only way to ensure that you are not selfish.


    That this would be his conclusion would have prompted me to (as Rand suggests when we come across a conclusion that either makes no sense or is somehow contradictory) check my premises.


    .... If I've erred in this post, I'll blame it on a long week.


    

    



    Philippa


    'He has put down the mighty from their seat and exalted the humble and weak. He has filled the hungry with good things; the rich he has sent away empty'. God turns all of our ideas of society upside down in Jesus!

    '...but God has chosen the foolish things of the world to shame the

    wise, and God has chosen the weak things of the world to shame the

    things which are strong' , Where does God and a relationship with Him [or Her] fit with these political ideas explored above?


    So God created man in his own image,in the image of God he created him;male and female he created them.

    And God blessed them.[Gen 1].


    According to the Bible, we were created by God and blessed at the beginning. This is *before* all the business with the forbidden fruit and the serpent. When God created humanity, He made us perfect. That's more important than the stuff which came later [IMHO].


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      Call it What it REALLY Is
    


    Sunday, January 10, 2010


    

    



    Markadelphia emailed me today with a link to an in-depth Christian Science Monitor piece, Targeting guns to reduce violent crime. His comment:


    Can't wait to hear what you think about it!


    OK, here's my comment:


    More leftist language manipulation


    

    Let me explain. Here are the opening paragraphs of the piece:


    In the roll call room of Baltimore's Northwestern District Police Headquarters, a squat building in a neighborhood of liquor stores and crumbling row houses, photos of the city's most wanted suspects flash on a new, flat-screen TV.

    

    They are not necessarily drug kingpins or murderers or even dealers. But to Police Commissioner Frederick H. Bealefeld III, they are top priority in this city with one of the highest homicide rates in the country; a city that residents occasionally, grimly, refer to as Bodymore, Murderland.


    This would be one of the areas of the country with the strictest gun controls outside of Chicago, in a state where former Attorney General J. Joseph Curran published his 1999 manifesto A Farewell to Arms: The Solution to Gun Violence in America (PDF). Curran's "solution"?


    We are overrun with guns. Despite waiting periods, one-gun-a-month laws, and other faltering attempts to stem the flow, we are hemorrhaging guns into our streets, schools and homes. In a country of about 270 million people, there are over 200 million guns - 65-70 million of which are handguns - and these numbers are climbing. Forty-four million Americans - or 25% of all adults and 38% of American households - possess at least one gun.

    

    --

    

    Thus, there are two critical questions we must ask ourselves. First, what do we pay to indulge the minority among us who accumulate firearms? In other words, what is the cost of gun ownership in America? The answer lies in our daily headlines, in the quiet mourning for lives lost, and in the economic toll of these recurring tragedies. The costs are at once incalculable and astronomical.

    

    --

    

    As this tragedy has unfolded, how has the gun industry responded? It has refused to make guns safer. It has failed to market and distribute its products in a way calculated to keep guns out of the hands of children and criminals. It has reacted to a saturated market by creating new products with greater killing power and by attempting to expand its market to women and children.

    

    --

    

    The time is now. We must get serious - no more band-aids, no more excuses. The moral fiber of our society will be measured by our response. The problem is not just guns in the wrong hands or a failure to enforce laws already on the books. Yes, we should use all the tools at our disposal to prevent crime. Yet this is about more than crime. It is a public health crisis - an epidemic of violent yet preventable death. Modest measures that keep guns away from criminals, together with all the punishment a civilized society can impose, will never stop all the dying.

    

    --

    

    For me, therefore, the answer is easy. I have added up the costs, and they outweigh the benefits. As a grandfather, I am ready to say enough children have died. In short, I believe that we should no longer allow unrestricted handgun ownership. More effective laws and vigilant enforcement can reduce criminal firearm injury. Increased safety and child-proofing features on handguns can prevent unintentional shootings. Personalized guns can prevent teen suicides and injury from stolen guns. Yet even all these measures would still leave untouched thousands of preventable handgun injuries and deaths every year. We would still be left mourning the multitude of deaths and disabling injury which result from the adult suicide attempts and domestic assaults which occur in homes across

    America every day.

    

    Thus, our public policy goal should be to restrict the sale and possession of all handguns to those who can demonstrate a legitimate law enforcement purpose or can guarantee that the use of such guns will be limited to participation in a regulated sporting activity. Handgun ownership that advances reasonable law enforcement purposes must be permitted. Individuals with a professional need to have a licensed gun - law enforcement officers, gun collectors, some business owners and certain other professional groups - will continue to keep handguns on business premises or for use on the job. The rest of us, however, must give them up.


    (My emphasis.)

    

    THAT is "Targeting Guns," and it's hardly a new idea. It's been the unstated focus of Handgun Control/Brady Center and most all of the rest of the gun control safety organizations, with the exception of the Violence Policy Center (I still think that would be a great name for a gun shop) which has stated that a ban on handguns is their goal since their inception.

    

    No, what the cops in Baltimore are doing now is what the NRA has been advocating for decades - enforcing the laws on the books, and in spite of the title of the CSM article they're not "targeting guns," they're targeting criminals:


    "If you start boiling down the violence in Baltimore – the homicides and the nonfatal shootings – you find that 50 percent of all the people we charge with those offenses have one thing in common: They have gun offenses in their backgrounds," Mr. Bealefeld says. "And we know that when bad guys get out, they get guns again. They don't work for IBM. They don't hand out Bibles. They stand outside with guns waiting to perpetrate another crime."

    

    And so, Bealefeld says, he has made it clear whom his officers should be targeting.

    

    "I don't aim to make [it] all that complicated," he says. "Find out all we can about gun offenders and focus on those guys."


    (My emphasis.) Those guys, not "those guns."


    "For a long time, many police departments in this country really focused on the war against drugs – they believed that drug trade sparked violence…. [Now] we're seeing a shifting of that focus to gun trafficking and getting guns off the street."


    Not according to this story. They're getting "those guys" off the street. There are plenty of guns and always will be.


    Baltimore, under the guidance of Bealefeld, shows one of the clearest breaks with old police strategy.

    

    The commissioner has encouraged his officers to focus their efforts on gun crime, even if that means letting some drug arrests slide. The "bad guy" with the gun, he says, is the focus.

    

    "When my cops pull up to a corner, what I want them to do is look for that guy first," Bealefeld says, pointing to a face on the flat-screen. "The 15-year-old with three bags of weed? He's going to drop the weed and run and lead them on a four-block foot chase. The guy with the gun, with the baggy pants and no belt? With the Glock jammed down there? He's going to saunter off very quietly. He's been arrested before; he knows what cops do.… I want my cop to get out of my car and say, 'Run, Forrest, run. But you sit down. I'm talking to you."

    

    Bealefeld's strategy is multipronged: He has created a gun-trace task force, coordinated more closely with parole officers, and has worked with city and court officials to develop a gun offender registry – one of the first in the country – that tracks his "bad guys" much the way sex offender registries do.


    Tracks bad guys - not bad guns.


    For example, on Dec. 17, police got a tip that a man named Marcus Ellis was involved in a narcotics deal. After checking with parole and probation officers, the police realized that not only was Ellis on probation for recent drug offenses, but he also had a history of handgun violations.

    

    They quickly got a search warrant, and found that Ellis was carrying a semiautomatic 9mm handgun. These sorts of arrests happen regularly, Bealefeld says.


    YES! And felon-in-possession is a FEDERAL FELONY with a mandatory FIVE YEAR SENTENCE. But the Feds tend not to prosecute most of these cases - they would "clog the courts" as Janet Reno once said.

    

    But why target these specific criminals?


    Though national rates of robbery, murder, and rape have fallen since the 1990s, gun violence in inner cities has persisted or increased. Criminologists at Northeastern University in Boston, Mass., for instance, released a study in early 2009 showing that the number of young black men and teenagers who either killed or were killed in gun crimes has increased 40 percent since 2000.


    Gun crime, particularly homicide and attempted homicide, is concentrated in a very small, very identifiable group - young urban black males. It is even more concentrated than that - an easily identifiable subset of that group - young urban black males with firearm and violent offenses on their records. In 2006, according to the CDC, there were 416 homicides by firearm in Maryland out of a total population of 5,602,000. Young black men 34 and younger made up only 7.7% of that population, but they were 63.7% of the victims. Nationwide in 2006 there were 38,595 non-fatal gun injuries due to assault among the 73 million males under the age of 35. Of those, 20,472 were young black males. That group represented only 15% of that population, but were 53% of the victims. Again, the overwhelming majority of those homicides were concentrated in the "inner cities" like "Bodymore Murderland." We don't really have a "gun crime" problem. We have an "inner city" crime problem.

    

    Perhaps we ought to do something to address that, eh?

    

    Eric S. Raymond in his essay The Myth of Man the Killer makes a convincing argument that "Individual human beings, outside of a tiny minority of sociopaths and psychopaths, are simply not natural killers." This is backed up by Lt. Col. Dave Grossman's study of men in combat, On Killing: The Psychological Cost of Learning to kill in War and Society. It takes time and conditioning to bring someone to the point where they can and will deliberately try to kill another person. People thus conditioned are a very small portion of the public, but that conditioning can come from living a criminal lifestyle. Criminal records illustrate this. Per Don Kates et. al:


    Looking only to official criminal records, data over the past thirty years consistently show that the mythology of murderers as ordinary citizens does not hold true. Studies have found that approximately 75% of murderers have adult criminal records, and that murderers average a prior adult criminal career of six years, including four major adult felony arrests. These studies also found that when the murder occurred "[a]bout 11% of murder arrestees [were] actually on pre-trial release"--that is, they were awaiting trial for another offense.

    

    The fact that only 75% of murderers have adult crime records should not be misunderstood as implying that the remaining 25% of murderers are non-criminals. The reason over half of those 25% of murderers don't have adult records is that they are juveniles. Thus, by definition they cannot have an adult criminal record. Juvenile criminal records might well show these murderers to have extensive serious criminal records. "The research literature on characteristics of those who murder yields a profile of offenders that indicates that many have histories of committing personal violence in childhood, against other children, siblings, and small animals." Though juvenile criminal records are not generally available, they occasionally become known in connection with some high-profile cases. In one recent case which generated nationwide publicity, a five-year-old boy was thrown from a fourteenth story window by two other boys because he had refused to steal candy for them. Police revealed that both killers, ages ten and eleven, had prior arrests for theft, aggravated battery, and unlawful use of a weapon. At the time of the murder, one of the perpetrators was supposed to be confined to his home on a weapons conviction.


    Most of the rest of the article talks about other efforts at reducing gun violence - gunshot-detection cameras, California's new restrictions on ammunition sales, gun "buybacks," the "gun show loophole" that isn't, even handgun bans like D.C.'s and Chicago's (boy, those really worked, didn't they?) It even mentions Mayors Against Illegal Guns without, of course, noting the number of members who have had to drop out due to criminal activities of their own, nor the recent release of MAIG&apos;s 40 point plan to make it harder for the law-abiding to get firearms (without, of course, affecting the illegal traffic in arms at all). All of those have been tried before, but targeting known offenders seems to be working:


    Since Bealefeld took the commissioner job two years ago, with the explicit goal of targeting gun crimes, homicide numbers in the city have dropped to record lows. The 234 murders in the city in 2008 was the lowest annual total in two decades; by Dec. 29, 2009, the city had 235, indicating a sustained trend rather than – as usually happens in Baltimore – a one-year dip.

    

    Nonfatal shooting numbers have also dropped. In the early 2000s there were close to 1,000 nonfatal shootings in Baltimore annually; by Dec. 29 of 2009 there were 447 – down 23 percent from last year.


    The story implies this improvement is due to getting "illegal guns" off the street, even going so far as to imply that "10 percent of the guns sold legally in Maryland" were seized from criminals. Why?

    

    Violent crime is down nationwide, despite the fact that gun sales in 2009 were the greatest ever recorded, but it would appear that Baltimore has had better than average improvement. Perhaps, just perhaps, this is because they're concentrating on the criminals instead of the guns.


    

    



    
      (29 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1263187229-221 Markadelphia at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 05:20:29 +0000


    I was intrigued by the story regarding Bealefeld and the youths who got busted with the pot. He brought them home to their mother and, upon finding out it was the day of their grandmother's funeral, let them go with a verbal ass rip. Focusing on the drugs is not the right way to go about it.

    

    I do agree that it was leftist propaganda. I couldn't help but think that the focus on "bad guys with guns" begged the question...who defines who is "bad?"

    

    Of course, the 400 pound elephant in the room is this:

    

    "Violent crime is down nationwide, despite the fact that gun sales in 2009 were the greatest ever recorded"

    

    This is actually interesting for two reasons. One, it torpedoes any notion that more guns means more violence. Two, it completely demonstrates how irrational and fearful our country has become even in the face of statistical fact.


    jsid-1263261162-506 Linoge at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 01:52:42 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263187229-221


    Two, it completely demonstrates how irrational and fearful our country has become even in the face of statistical fact.

    

    Jesus Christ on a gorramed pogostick... Even in comments where you start off sounding borderline reasonable, you have to wrap it all up with incorrigible, nonsensical, partisan bullshit.

    

    1. You are making bald-faced assumptions as to the reasonings behind the purchases. If you are not, I would love to see your studies.

    

    2. If a person promises to do something, damned if people do not occasionally believe him. Granted, the "him" in this case has proven to be a spineless liar, but one might as well plan for the worst.

    

    2. a. If a person promises to assist in imposing laws stopping the legal transfer of certain items you wish to possess, the logical response is to purchase those items while it is still legal to do so. This is not 'fear', this is 'planning ahead'.

    

    3. Speaking anecdotally/personally, I have purchased two firearms in the past year, and aquired a third through family. None of them were purchased due to "fear" - for Heaven's sake, one is a single-action open-top revolver!

    

    Sadly, this post almost showed promise... but then that cranial-rectal-impaction habit you have took over.


    

    



    jsid-1263190226-574 khbaker at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 06:10:26 +0000


    I couldn't help but think that the focus on "bad guys with guns" begged the question...who defines who is "bad?"

    

    That's easy: They're the ones with violent criminal records.

    

    One, it torpedoes any notion that more guns means more violence. Two, it completely demonstrates how irrational and fearful our country has become even in the face of statistical fact.

    

    That depends on what all those guns were purchased for, doesn't it? Since November of 2008 I have personally purchased five firearms, and I've had one more on order for over a year now. That's about three more than average for me (not including the one on order.) They weren't bought out of fear.


    

    



    jsid-1263192588-330 geekwitha45 at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 06:49:48 +0000


    >>. Two, it completely demonstrates how irrational and fearful our country has become even in the face of statistical fact.

    

    And when, in your view, did the irrational fear begin, hmmm?

    

    Say it!

    

    Go ahead!

    

    I dare you!


    

    



    jsid-1263220665-305 Jeff the Baptist at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 14:37:45 +0000


    But the Feds tend not to prosecute most of these cases - they would "clog the courts" as Janet Reno once said.

    

    This may be true, but they have a much better history of it than local government. When the NRA got together with prosecutors to go after these gun offenders in Richmond, Philly, etc., they always team up with the Feds because the locals won't give them the time of day.


    

    



    jsid-1263221917-830 Russell at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 14:58:37 +0000


    "In a country of about 270 million people, there are over 200 million guns - 65-70 million of which are handguns - and these numbers are climbing. Forty-four million Americans - or 25% of all adults and 38% of American households - possess at least one gun."

    

    Sweet! But why is he saying that like it's a bad thing?


    

    



    jsid-1263225066-76 Rob at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 15:51:06 +0000


    Hmmm... Sounds like our household is slacking on gun inventory... -- Have to fix that...


    

    



    jsid-1263229738-237 rocinante at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 17:08:58 +0000


    First poster: Who are you, and what have you done with Markadelphia?


    jsid-1263231056-923 DJ at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 17:30:56 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263229738-237


    Aw, give a guy some warning, willya? There's hot tea all over my keyboard again!


    

    



    jsid-1263233663-501 DirtCrashr at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 18:14:23 +0000


    I buy guns out of love, not fear. :)


    jsid-1263241787-171 Matt at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 20:29:57 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263233663-501


    DirtCrashr:

    

    Out of love of country and make the government fear its people. As it should be.


    

    



    jsid-1263238577-324 Dan F at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 19:36:17 +0000


    "It has refused to make guns safer."

    As opposed to the British method of making knives safer? Gravity makes a lot of things dangerous. Perhaps we should ban that.

    As the joke goes about the Mosin-Nagant, "Is not SAFE. Is GUN!"


    jsid-1263241722-866 Matt at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 20:28:42 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263238577-324


    Dan F, hadn't heard that one but it is SO true! The Mosin-Nagant makes no pretensions as to what it is: an honest weapon-of-war. So ugly only its designers could love it. It's why I own 4 of them: a 91/30, M44, M91/59 and a 1935 91/30 sniper. You use the "safety" on a M-N as a hand strengthing exercise in the absence of proper equipment.

    

    The sight of a 91/30 with bayonet affixed (aka "pike") is enough to make any authoritarian, nanny statist leftist faint dead away. Also good for keeping hippies clear of the property line.


    jsid-1263287568-472 Sendarius at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 09:12:48 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263241722-866


    ... keeping hippies clear of the property line ...... all without leaving the porch! :)


    jsid-1263306209-802 Bilgeman at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 14:23:29 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263287568-472


    If you need to leave the porch, you need some more range-time, or something with a little more range...depending on the size of your property.


    jsid-1263307451-785 khbaker at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 14:44:11 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263306209-802


    He was talking about keeping the hippies clear of the property line using only the mounted bayonet.


    

    



    jsid-1263243441-902 Ed "What the" Heckman at Mon, 11 Jan 2010 20:57:21 +0000


    Isn't there some story about a famous Ranger who pointed out that he carries a gun because it's dangerous?


    jsid-1263271944-427 Britt at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 04:52:24 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263243441-902


    I don't go out with girls anymore

    I live a life of danger

    I sit in a tree and play with myself

    Wee! I'm a Ranger!


    jsid-1263402710-23 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 13 Jan 2010 17:11:50 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263271944-427


    Nooot exactly what I was thinking of…


    

    



    jsid-1263268661-567 Firehand at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 03:57:41 +0000


    Sort of like the sheriff who, when asked if he was wearing his sidearm because he expected trouble that night, replied "If I was EXPECTING trouble, I'd have the shotgun."


    

    



    jsid-1263277044-72 FlockofOne at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 06:17:24 +0000


    "Violent crime is down nationwide, despite the fact that gun sales in 2009 were the greatest ever recorded"

    

    ...Two, it completely demonstrates how irrational and fearful our country has become even in the face of statistical fact.

    

    Crime down and people buy more guns? Why? Not because they are irrationally following the wrong statistical facts, but because they are fearful of the other facts.

    

    You're conflating violent crime with political crime.


    

    



    jsid-1263301016-70 Kerry at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 12:56:56 +0000


    "...how irrational and fearful..." Assuming facts not in evidence. Similarly, the rise or decline in the purchase of, what, shoes...fishing rods...breakfast cereals...what, indicate other emotional states? What is the baseline metric for anxiety? Euphoria? Fearlessness? Prudence? Dated from when? I suggest that the rise in boat ownership here is MN, and the change from aluminum outboards steered by the motor handle, to today's zillion horsepower, GPS, sonar fish finding, live well mansions on the water is directly proportional to an increased fear of drowning in water, and is indirectly proportional to a reduction in rabies in humans. Your state is next.

    If we give Mr. Bean a gun, into what historical mass murderer will he instantly, and irrevocably morph? Alternately, disarming the Jews was a good idea, Ya?


    

    



    jsid-1263306125-895 Bilgeman at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 14:22:05 +0000


    Kevin;

    "We don't really have a "gun crime" problem. We have an "inner city" crime problem."

    

    A clarification is in order on this: We have an inner-city RACIAL crime problem.

    

    Let's call it for what it is.

    

    I spent 10 years sailing out of Bawlmer, Murlin, and 5 years "houseboating" the gray hulls in her harbor, so I am fairly familiar with "Charm City's" crime problems.


    jsid-1263307938-756 khbaker at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 14:52:18 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263306125-895


    Bilgeman, our inner cities are predominately populated by blacks, but the crime problem is elevated there for all races. For whatever reasons the inner cities are where America's black population is concentrated. Race is merely a marker. The problem is, as I detailed in the link, the CULTURE of the inner-city blacks.


    jsid-1263311373-796 Bilgeman at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 15:49:33 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263307938-756


    Nifty little interactive map by the Baltimore Sun at the link. I'm sure you've seen it, but it bears review, especially since they're keeping it current.

    

    http://essentials.baltimoresun.com/micro_sun/homicides/index.php?range=2009&amp;amp;district=all&amp;amp;zipcode=all&amp;amp;age=18to25&amp;amp;gender=male&amp;amp;race=black&amp;amp;cause=all&amp;amp;article=all&amp;amp;show_results=Show+Results


    jsid-1263320256-455 DirtCrashr at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 18:17:43 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263311373-796


    Try "Asian" and you get a Zero from 18-through-50 - and only one over-50 shooting...


    

    



    jsid-1263315142-81 Cargosquid at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 16:52:22 +0000


    That is a GREAT map. When you play with the different input modifiers the variance in homicides according to race is astounding!. I thought that the rate for homicides for blacks would drop if I raised the age. Not so much.....

    

    187 murders in all age groups. The next highest is whites with 16, hispanics with 7. Now, figure in the ratios according to population. (I can't do it.) WTF? Why are black males killing each other so much? I knew that the crime rate was bad, but THIS? Btw, black females had 20. Whites, 17. ???????

    

    And the NAACP chastises Cosby when he brings it up.....


    

    



    jsid-1263320051-36 DirtCrashr at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 18:14:11 +0000


    My understandingf is that "Hispanic" in Baltimore (Nancy Pelosi's hometown - she's NOT a Califoirnian) predominantly means Puerto Rican, not Mexican as in California or The West...


    jsid-1263332307-431 Bilgeman at Tue, 12 Jan 2010 21:38:46 +0000 in reply to jsid-1263320051-36


    In Bawlmer nowadays it's far more the case that "Hispanic" would mean Salvadoran, Guatemalan and Honduran.

    

    Puerto Ricans have always been something of an oddity in Bawlmer. most of the PR's who ventured that far south down the mid-Atlantic are upper-caste, and are as likely to grow up in a barrio or public housing as the Rockefellers...street criminals, they ain't.

    

    Thought y'all would find that map educational.

    Anyone wanna hang with the Bilgeman when I go kickin' it with my peeps along North Avenue or up Druid Hill Park?


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      Still the Man Hears What He Wants to Hear and Disregards the Rest...
    


    Friday, February 08, 2008


    

    



    (with apologies to Simon & Garfunkel)

    

    Markadelphia dropped this in a comment on the post about the school shooting in Portsmith Ohio:


    So, there were guns there and nothing could be done to stop it. Having people armed in schools will prevent nothing. While I think that if many people here were armed in a school would be responsible, most Americans, unlike Israelis, are fucking morons who jump at their own shadow and would probably shoot someone by accident. Simply put, I don't trust most American and I don't think you do either, Kevin, as evidenced by your writings.


    Let us parse:


    So, there were guns there and nothing could be done to stop it.


    Really? You again exhibit your God-like powers of prescience and prognostication. Wherever do you find those? Is there a pill?


    Having people armed in schools will prevent nothing.


    Is that so? Well it is difficult to "prove a negative." The probability that such an incident doesn't happen because a gunman was dissuaded due to the fact that one of his victims might shoot back (or first) is, admittedly, impossible to calculate. Oregon school teacher Shirley Katz seems to believe with a weapon she could prevent her ex-husband from doing something unpleasant to her (since restraining orders are essentially tissue paper and she knows it), but the law requires her to be a disarmed target while she's at work.

    

    Just like Christi Layne.

    

    However, it's never really been that much about prevention, Markadelphia, it's been about attenuation. Only two things will stop a rampage shooter - either he (or she) decides they're done, or someone with a gun stops them.

    

    As Tam put it so eloquently after the Montreal college shooting in 2006:


    I ain't goin' out like that. Whether it's some Columbine wannabe who's heard the backward-masked messages on his Marilyn Manson discs, distressed daytrader off his Prozac, homegrown Hadji sympathetic with his oppressed brothers in Baghdad, or a bugnuts whackjob picking up Robert Frost quotes transmitted from Langley on the fillings in his molars, I am going to do my level best to smoke that goblin before my carcass goes on the pile. I am not going to go out curled into a fetal ball and praying for help that won't arrive in time.

    

    --

    

    Even if the police are right there, it might not do me any good. Heck, I might not do me any good. But, dammit, I am going to try. If a 51 year-old nurse can overcome a hammer-wielding psycho with her bare hands, the least I can do is go out on my feet. I'm not going to wait for the coup de grace under a desk; I'm not going get in the abductor's car; I'm not going to comply with their demands; I'm not going gently.


    Help in this case didn't arrive in time to stop the shooter before he decided he was finished, nor did it in the Baton Rouge shooting yesterday, but it did in the City Hall shooting in Missouri. There's no way to know how many people Charles Lee 'Cookie' Thornton intended to kill before he decided he was finished, is there?

    

    But now we get to the heart of the matter:


    While I think that if many people here were armed in a school would be responsible, most Americans, unlike Israelis, are fucking morons who jump at their own shadow and would probably shoot someone by accident. Simply put, I don't trust most American and I don't think you do either, Kevin, as evidenced by your writings.


    Then you've not been reading what I've been writing. (There's a surprise.)

    

    Prior to Florida starting the current trend in 1987, there were eight "shall-issue" states, where citizens who applied for a CCW permit and who passed a background check and a minor licensing requirement had to be issued a permit. It was not at the discretion of local law enforcement to deny. Vermont has always been a "no permit required" state. Seventeen states were "no issue" - you couldn't get a CCW at all. Since then the number of "shall issue" states has increased to 37, Alaska has joined Vermont in not requiring a permit, and only two states remain "no issue."

    

    In each of the states where "shall issue" is the law, approximately 1-3% of the eligible population jumps through the relatively minor hoops in order to get a permit. The number of people who actually carry is unknown. What we do know is that those people are remarkably law-abiding. They are much less likely to be arrested for anything than the general population.

    

    In point of fact, they do not "jump at their own shadow" or "shoot someone by accident" - at least if they do shoot someone by accident, it's at rates far below those of police officers. It is a fact that the worst thing you can say about "shall issue" concealed-carry legislation is that it might not have contributed to the decline in violent crime during the same period. In state after state, opponents to the laws have had to admit that none of the "blood in the streets" and "shootouts over fender-bender" fearmongering came true.

    

    You're right, Markadelphia, I don't trust "most Americans," and with reason. Apparently "most Americans" are like you. But I do trust those who get CCW permits far above and beyond "most Americans" because - for the overwhelming majority - they've given thought to their own protection, and understand that the police can't be everywhere, all the time. They are connected to reality in a way "most Americans" really aren't.

    

    And if you're interested in the efficacy of concealed carry, I suggest you peruse the archives of Clayton Cramer's Civilian Gun Self-Defense blog. Admittedly, the number of CCW defensive gun uses are low, but they do happen.

    

    Contrast Tam's words above with these of Barry of Inn of the Last Home from a while back:


    I just...I just blink my eyes in amazement everytime this crops up - actually watching people feel the need to carry a concealed weapon in public...

    
 If I were to take a live, armed weapon and carry it on my person, in public, it would eat away at my sanity just as if it were emitting lethal radiation. To know that I carried an instrument of sure and certain death on my person, available and ready to be pulled out and used at a moment's notice to possibly kill...a child. A homeless person. An innocent.

    

    Obviously that is not your intent. You want to protect yourself - maybe that is how you feel in California. But being brought up in Eastern Tennessee I've never once felt the need to protect myself from imminent bodily harm in public. And if I were aware of a location that might be unduly hazardous - a dark alley, a badly lighted parking area - I would avoid it. I've never been mugged, nor can I readily pull up a name of any person I've ever met that's been mugged or even bodily threatened in my whole life.

    

    What scares me most is the arbitrary nature of self-defense. What line must be crossed to signal to you that there is imminent danger or threat? Is it a criminal pulling a gun on you? In which case, unless you're a gunslinger, you're not going to outdraw him. Is it someone pulling a knife? Threatening words? Bad language or rude gestures? Where is that one point where you decide, "Yes, my life or the life of my loved ones is in danger and I must now take it upon myself to take the life of another person." What if the guy is reaching into his jacket, and you are sure, absolutely certain that it is a weapon. You pull your gun and shoot--and see he's reaching for his wallet. Or worse, you miss and hit a child running in the street. Where is that line?

    

    The radiation would rot my brain and I would never be able to live with myself.

    

    Maybe it's different in California. Maybe it's different in Tennessee. Maybe I don't love my family enough...maybe I love them too much. But I know myself, and know that if I surrendered to the paranoia - and I mean that in the most basic sense - there would be no turning back.


    You can bet your ass I don't trust him to make decisions for me.


    

    



    
      (28 comments + more recent)
    


    

    



    jsid-1202532564-587607 Ambulance Driver at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 04:49:24 +0000


    "While I think that if many people here were armed in a school would be responsible, most Americans, unlike Israelis, are fucking morons who jump at their own shadow and would probably shoot someone by accident."

    

    I think the word we're all looking for here is projection.


    

    



    jsid-1202535126-587610 Kevin Baker at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 05:32:06 +0000


    Yup.


    

    



    jsid-1202536047-587611 USCitizen at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 05:47:27 +0000


    Well-placed cluebat swing, Kevin.

    I'm glad your Texas trip was enjoyable.


    

    



    jsid-1202536104-587612 Kevin S at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 05:48:24 +0000


    Holy crap! Guns emit mind-rotting radiation?! Why wasn't I notified! I've had guns since I was 18! Is it already too late? Am I doomed?


    

    



    jsid-1202542028-587613 pdb at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 07:27:08 +0000


    To know that I carried an instrument of sure and certain death on my person, available and ready to be pulled out and used at a moment's notice to possibly kill...a child. A homeless person. An innocent.

    

    Woah, waitasec. You mean to tell me that there's a bag limit on hoboes?

    

    Since when?


    

    



    jsid-1202543406-587615 bob r at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 07:50:06 +0000


    Turing test

    Reading Markadelphia is kind of a strange twist on the Turing test: you're pretty sure it's not a computer; you're damn positive it's not intelligent. Seriously.

    I find that after about two sentences I find myself thinking: this crap is from Markadelphia. I haven't been wrong yet.

    But enough of the ad hominem.


    You're right, Markadelphia, I don't trust "most Americans," and with reason. Apparently "most Americans" are like you.


    

    Damn right. I trust more people with a gun than I trust with a vote -- and that still isn't _most_ people.

    .


    

    



    jsid-1202569920-587626 Unix-Jedi at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 15:12:00 +0000


    most Americans, unlike Israelis, are fucking morons who jump at their own shadow ... Simply put, I don't trust most American

    

    There we have, again, the basis for the Democrat party policy.

    

    You're an idiot, hand us the money/control so we can spend it smarter than you.

    

    I don't trust most American and I don't think you do either

    

    After all, surely you agree with me! Your writings prove it!

    

    My trust of my fellow man, and my fellow Americans is tempered. On the one hand, overall, I do trust them on a daily basis. (I spent a good deal of my precious leisure time in places where 90+% of the other people have a weapon on them.)

    

    On the other hand, I know that the educational system has been working at collectivism, emotional responses, and feeeeelings. Not critical thinking (I can't not point this out for irony, Markadelphia claims to teach to others.)

    

    But yes, by and by, I do trust people. Except when I don't.

    

    And since I don't know at any given time if someone I don't trust is going to be the next person I encounter, I do my best to carry concealed. Because the gun is civilization.

    

    There are multiple times where I've been able to stop and help someone in need, because if they weren't really to be trusted, I had the ability to defend myself. It has not yet turned out to be the case. Without that ability, I'd have passed them by, and they would have been forced to wait for the "professionals" (assuming they were on duty/available/could be contacted).

    

    That's Markadelphia's world, where everybody wears a uniform to denote their job, everybody is issued chits for required (as determined by the bureaucracy) jobs. No "money" to corrupt or taint. No free will, or pesky free thinkers.

    

    Well. I got a Red shirt on, I'm not stupid, and I'M NOT BEAMING INTO THAT HELL. Because I've got the capability of seeing where that's been tried, how well it worked, and how badly it's failed.

    

    And, no, trying it HARDER this time won't help.


    

    



    jsid-1202575657-587632 Markadelphia at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 16:47:37 +0000


    So, this piece begs the question...what if guns were allowed in schools and people chose not to carry one? Would that person be a moron? Is anyone that choses not to arm themselves stupid?

    

    I understand where you are coming from, Kevin. It's not prevention but having a gun does give you a chance. Basically what you are saying, though, is that you are giving up, right? There is no possible way we can elminate this problem at the cause so having a gun is the only reasonable solution? I don't buy it. Sorry.

    

    There needs to be a serious examination of SSRIs and what they do to people. Let's see if it comes out that both of these recent shootings had them involved. I bet they do and I bet you won't hear about it in the MSM. We can't have a billion dollar industry (pharmeceuticals) threatened now, can we?


    

    



    jsid-1202575740-587633 Robb Allen at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 16:49:00 +0000


    My favorite song from the Doobie Brothers comes to mind

    

    What a fool believes he sees

    A wise man has no power

    To reason away

    

    (great, now I have to go listen to it).

    

    This is what I don't get. Idiots like Mr. Mind-Rotting-Psychic-Powers confuse themselves for others. Nobody is forcing him to own a gun. If he *truly* believes his pap, then by all means don't buy one.

    

    However, I'm 100% sure he doesn't believe it. He simply writes it out hoping that others who read it think "OMG! WTF? Someone as sane as this would go crazy carrying a gun? We probably should ban them!."

    

    I'm going to start marketing a line of "Power Crystals" that will negate the mean feelings a gun gives you. If people truly believe an inanimate object causes this kind of thinking, then I can easily make some money by selling them another object which will cancel it out.


    

    



    jsid-1202575968-587634 DJ at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 16:52:48 +0000


    Regarding the shooting in Kirkwood, we have this from the Gateway Pundit, a prolific blogger from the Gateway City:

    

    "The Post Dispatch reported:

    

    [...]

    

    "McNichols said the shooter first fired at a police officer at the meeting, then began firing at the council. As people went to the floor, the shooter walked toward the council area.

    

    "He fired at the city attorney, who fended the attacker off by throwing chairs, McNichols said. The shooter went behind a curved desk where the council sits and fired more shots at members of the council, she said.

    

    Then police arrived and shot the attacker."

    

    Now, which takes more time: 1) throwing chairs (note the plural); or, 2) drawing a weapon and firing it?

    

    If someone were shooting at you, which would you prefer to do in response?

    

    Goddamn, but reality is a bitch.


    

    



    jsid-1202578719-587635 Snapper at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 17:38:39 +0000


    "

    I understand where you are coming from, Kevin. It's not prevention but having a gun does give you a chance. Basically what you are saying, though, is that you are giving up, right? There is no possible way we can elminate this problem at the cause so having a gun is the only reasonable solution? I don't buy it. Sorry."

    

    so what your saying is although gun free zones don't work they shouldn't be removed because that wouldn't be a 100% solution, but we should wait for a perfect solution that will stop people commiting mass murders? have you heard of the phrase the perfect is the enemy of the good?

    

    i'm also not sure where you got the idea that removing the ban on guns would stop the other possibilities you mentioned being investigated - it seems to me that gun control is more likely to block other things as it gives the politicians something to say - how many laws have been proposed/enacted like waiting times and licences that would in no way help but get the magic headling 'tough new gun laws'?

    Shortly after the abolition of hanging in the UK 2 known criminals illegally acquired a pistol + ammunition, illegally carried it around and illegally shot and killed a policeman. The govts response was to bring in shotgun licences

    

    is it geekwitha .45 who likes to say "gun control is something you do instead of doing something"?

    

    (No, that's SayUncle - Ed.)


    

    



    jsid-1202579009-587638 Unix-Jedi at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 17:43:29 +0000


    We can't have a billion dollar industry (pharmeceuticals) threatened now, can we?

    

    I have to say, I was not expecting Mark's deep, dark, murderous conspiracy (du jour) to be the Pharmas at the root.

    

    (I expected one, because, there's always a conspiracy behind his thinking... that is, if you know the right questions to ask. Just not that conspiracy.)


    

    



    jsid-1202579975-587639 Kevin Baker at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 17:59:35 +0000


    So, this piece begs the question...what if guns were allowed in schools and people chose not to carry one? Would that person be a moron? Is anyone that choses not to arm themselves stupid?

    

    Mark, as noted in the piece, 97-99% of the eligible population chooses not to get a CCW permit in the first place. In 2006 there were approximately 836,000 sworn full-time police officers in the U.S. according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics. Approximately 70% of those are "field" officers, as opposed to desk officers, so that brings the number down to about 585,000. Split by three shifts, and you get about 200,000 officers "on the street" at any particular time.

    

    Divide that up among a population of 300,000,000 and there is one cop for every 1,500 of us. Obviously we don't have a uniform distribution of either population or police officers, but still, you can see why police officers so seldom prevent or stop a crime in progress, they show up afterwards usually to take a report.

    

    "Most Americans," Mark, don't think about it. Many do, and weigh the odds of needing a firearm against the irritation and responsibility of actually carrying one, and decide that they like their chances. (And carrying a firearm is a pain in the ass.) I'm OK with that. It's called rational decision-making. You pays your money and you takes your chances.

    

    Some people are like Barry - terrified of the responsibility and convinced that they are not mature and competent enough to be trusted with a firearm. I'm OK with that, too so long as they do not work to deny me the right to choose for myself.

    

    Consciously choosing not to carry is not a mark of stupidity. Not considering the question is, however.

    

    As noted above, there are about 836,000 sworn officers in the U.S. - that's about 0.3% of the total population. If 1% of the general adult population (which the CDC estimates at about 210,000,000) chose to carry concealed, an additional 2.1 million people would be out there, armed in defense of themselves and (one would hope) their neighbors.

    

    Out of every 100 teachers and administrators, one would probably be armed, familiar with the school and staff, and on site if anything should happen that would require armed response - because when seconds count, the police are only minutes away.

    

    It's not stupid to decide to go unarmed in this world, Markadelphia. It IS stupid (and in my view, evil) to deny people the CHOICE.


    

    



    jsid-1202580204-587640 longrifleman at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 18:03:24 +0000


    "To know that I carried an instrument of sure and certain death on my person, "

    

    I trained in some martial arts in my younger days. I always have a lethal weapon on me. But, I'm not stupid enough to bring an elbow strike to a gun fight.

    

    I'm not armed because I'm paranoid, I'm armed because I'm a realist. Unless you live in a very unusual area, individual crime will be way down the list of problems to prepare for. That's why you do all the other things first. First aid kits, insurance etc. Then buy your carry piece.

    

    What I have a difficult time understanding is the liberal attitude. A good many of them will work down the same type of list until they get to the point of self defense and then their minds sort of go bugga bugga and refuse to deal with reality. Projection of their own insecurities is probably part of it, but I'm still trying to understand it. I think my mind just works so differently than most liberals we are almost different species.


    

    



    jsid-1202580805-587641 Kevin Baker at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 18:13:25 +0000


    There needs to be a serious examination of SSRIs and what they do to people. Let's see if it comes out that both of these recent shootings had them involved. I bet they do and I bet you won't hear about it in the MSM. We can't have a billion dollar industry (pharmeceuticals) threatened now, can we? - Markadelphia

    

    I have to say, I was not expecting Mark's deep, dark, murderous conspiracy (du jour) to be the Pharmas at the root.

    

    (I expected one, because, there's always a conspiracy behind his thinking... that is, if you know the right questions to ask. Just not that conspiracy.) - Unix Jedi

    

    Never attribute to malice what can be adequately explained by human stupidity.

    

    In this case I agree that antidepressants are quite probably involved (perhaps not in the domestic violence cases, but in Missouri I would not be at all surprised). I'm convinced that they have contributed to the overwhelming majority of the school shooting cases involving young perpetrators.

    

    Why don't we hear about it? I don't think it's because the pharmaceutical companies are paying off the media companies, it's because the "media template" has been in place since the 1960's - the number of guns is at fault, nothing else, and the "gun lobby" stands in the way of "common-sense gun control."

    

    You aren't going to turn that behemoth quickly, no matter what you try.


    

    



    jsid-1202584008-587644 Unix-Jedi at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 19:06:48 +0000


    Kevin:

    

    Oh, I'm not in favor of SSRIs.

    But I don't blame big pharma for 'em. There's a huge demand - and more and more people want more of them.

    Sure, they push them, and I think some of their efforts are less than savory at times.

    But where Mark comes in as SshhH! Conspiracy! They can't know we've told you!, you're looking at it much more logically.

    

    What Mark's not considered, but I bet you have: so what then do you do? Go on an SSRI, and lose your civil rights? Maybe should be locked up in an asylum again? You and I know that's not likely. But Mark's not considered the "next step", he just throws those sorts of barbs around.

    The "conspiracy" is nothing of the sort. Every SSRI I'm aware of has somebody I know who say it makes all the difference. As well as someone who says it didn't do a thing, or made them worse.

    In the worst cases? Doctors prescribe to keep patients happy - many of whom want a pill/excuse. Patients demand the drugs to avoid having to come to grips with their own mind.

    

    Pharma companies research what the problems are, and try and bring out solutions. There's a long way to go - obviously We don&apos;t understand all the ramifications of changing 1 variable.

    

    But for every massive screwup... There&apos;s also something to admire about big Corporations.

    

    Anyway, SSRI or not, the problem is that this person felt slighted, and felt the need to go revenge himself.

    The problem ultimately lies with that individual. Not corporate conspiracy, not Rovian mind-rays, not "systems". The root cause was one person decided to kill others.

    

    We've never found a "cure" to that, other than being prepared to kill someone so deranged.


    

    



    jsid-1202584866-587645 Kevin Baker at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 19:21:06 +0000


    The root cause was one person decided to kill others.

    

    Yes, but the evidence seems to indicate that SSRIs reduce normal inhibitions against doing things like suicide and mass-murder. I've seen it described as "not making the thoughts go away, but making the fear of the consequences go away."

    

    I think that if some clinical conclusion were reached concerning that, SSRI usage would decrease, or at least doctors, patients, and families would know to look out for such symptoms.

    

    However, there is no pressure for such study because, as we all know, the guns are at fault.

    

    Of course the pharmaceutical companies don't want to hear this. They didn't want to hear about the possible side-effects of Thalidomide, either. But, unlike Markadelphia, I don't think that makes them evil.


    

    



    jsid-1202588542-587647 Unix-Jedi at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 20:22:22 +0000


    However, there is no pressure for such study because, as we all know, the guns are at fault.

    

    Plus, if we can find a pill that'll fix it, or a drug that handles that side effect, we can prescribe it. And bill for it. And demand legislation for it for free, etc. etc.

    

    I think this is an indicator, a weathervane for the failure of the Individual Culture. Something people'll look back on later and say "Yeah, it was obvious here", and we'll say "At the time, not so obvious."

    

    Yeah, lots easier to go after the guns. To do otherwise endangers the Perfect Society.


    

    



    jsid-1202588860-587648 Ach at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 20:27:40 +0000


    Just to add my two cents:

    

    Paradoxically, in my experience, most people seem to know if they are not responsible enough to own a firearm or not (granted, none of them are young and stupid. Old and stupid perhaps, but not young and stupid).

    

    I can think of several people I know whom have passed on the opportunity because they don't believe they're responsible enough. All of them are law abiding. They just don't want the responsibility.

    

    Fair enough. But just b/c someone refuse responsibility for their own safety is no excuse for them to impose such limitations on the rest of us.


    

    



    jsid-1202589980-587651 LabRat at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 20:46:20 +0000


    On trust:

    

    I trust most people to be complete idiots, and I don't trust that CCW seekers and holders are necessarily any better because they recognize the potential necessity.

    

    The reason I still favor concealed-carry is that I trust them to retain the basic inhibition against committing murder that normal civilized people have inculcated in them from birth and predators have lost. The reason police have higher rates of accidental homicide than CCW holders is that that basic internal hesitation has been eroded by constant contact with people that genuinely want to and will try to hurt or kill them.

    

    Carrying a gun doesn't make you any more likely to "shoot at shadows" than carrying a knife makes you to stab at them or carrying martial-arts training makes you to kick at them. The reluctance or eagerness to kill does not recognize instrument.


    

    



    jsid-1202590278-587652 Ach at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 20:51:18 +0000


    LabRat:

    

    Basically, people either understand there will be consequences for their actions (law abiding), or they don't (criminals)?

    

    Seems about right.


    

    



    jsid-1202591563-587653 Kevin Baker at Sat, 09 Feb 2008 21:12:43 +0000


    The reason police have higher rates of accidental homicide than CCW holders is that that basic internal hesitation has been eroded by constant contact with people that genuinely want to and will try to hurt or kill them.

    

    Actually, I think it has more to do with the fact that they are required to walk into situations where they don't know who may or may not be a "bad guy," rather than the situation most civilian defenders are in where the person perpetrating a crime is pretty damned obvious.


    

    



    jsid-1202602198-587665 Barry at Sun, 10 Feb 2008 00:09:58 +0000


    I can't believe that you're stilling referencing that post of mine four years later, and even more so continue to misunderstand when I spoke about radiation, I was speaking metaphorically.

    

    But still, four years ago, let it go man...


    

    



    jsid-1202602559-587667 LabRat at Sun, 10 Feb 2008 00:15:59 +0000


    Kevin: Fair point, but I think we're both right.

    

    At the time I wrote that, I was thinking back specifically on the Amadou Diallo shooting, in which the police in question shot an unarmed man multiple times, when they had not specifically been called to the scene. (They thought he resembled a serial rapist that had been reported in the area.) They reported seeing him draw a gun- actually his wallet- and some of them reported seeing the gun. I actually have no question that this was so; the kinds of tricks the mind plays under conditions of high arousal and and expectation are well-documented. However, the way a police officer looking for a rapist somewhere in the neighborhood would have interpreted the man's actions- turning to look at the police cruiser, stepping back, and reaching for his wallet to pull out his ID- and the way a civilian who just happened to be there would, are two very different animals.


    

    



    jsid-1202606624-587670 Robb Allen at Sun, 10 Feb 2008 01:23:44 +0000


    Barry - Do you feel any different today? Do you think that if you held a gun you'd kill someone? You have the power to kill your neighbors quite easily. A knife across the throat, a little anti-freeze in a glass, some gasoline and matches, or you could just run over them with your car.

    

    Why is a gun is different? Because 270,000,000 firearms in the US alone would indicate that if people generally felt like you, we'd have a population of about 3 to 4.

    

    So, unless you've changed your tune, why should we drop it? You clearly indicate the gun would give you the urge to kill someone else as if it's the gun's fault and not yours. What's different now?


    

    



    jsid-1202611610-587676 Kevin Baker at Sun, 10 Feb 2008 02:46:50 +0000


    Sorry, Barry, but your initial comment was archetypal for the anti-gun side, and I have yet to find another person to...

    

    ...unmask himself so.


    

    



    jsid-1202618429-587684 Unix-Jedi at Sun, 10 Feb 2008 04:40:29 +0000


    The lady doth protest too much, methinks.


    

    



    jsid-1202840576-587775 Lame-R at Tue, 12 Feb 2008 18:22:56 +0000


    "most Americans, unlike Israelis,..."

    

    Sounds like someone's never been to Israel. I would venture to say the poster hasn't even done much travelling inside the US, let alone outside.

    

    No disrespect, but you should know better than to make sweeping generalizations. Different cultures definitely have their peculiarities, but it seems to me it's just like the genders: we have more similarities than we do differences. People are people, and that holds true pretty much across the board.

    

    Barry, I'm confident you could safely carry a loaded gun every day and never have a problem. After all, you drive a car (and perhaps even talk on the phone while doing so) with probably only a few mishaps. And the numbers will back me up that guns are much safer than cars--not just in total deaths, but also in number of accidents.


    

    



    BeGe1 • Sunday, June 23 2013 12:02 PM


    Yes, it seems many confuse the idea of a mass shooter vs. a one-off murderer. Both horrible, no doubt. But both are very different things with different motivations, different deterrents, and different ways that the attacks end. When you flip around the deterrents/motivations/stopping methods of the two it is possible to make an argument that self defense weapons seem invalid. But when properly approached the role of self defense weapons becomes clear.


    

    



    In murders (of the "normal" variety, not mass), the problem is that the motivations involved are almost never deterred by the murderer having lack of access to a firearm (especially if they are fully aware that their victim is going to be unarmed), so gun control doesn't stop murders in that way. This is a subject thoroughly explored in this Harvard released study. If you want to argue that point then argue them against the myriads of professors involved (many of which entered the study with the intention of proving gun-control a positive thing, but were forced to change their mind by the end of it). You can find it here: http://tinyurl.com/yobqcz - Carrying concealed doesn't give you a guarantee of survival, it only increases odds. The murderer to be is still selecting the time, place, and conditions of an attack. Even an armed person is not guaranteed to survive that, but they are significantly more likely to survive (especially when carrying concealed, as concealed weapons means a factor that the assailant did not properly plan for, negating some of the inherent advantage of the attacker). So for this category gun control does not stop murders from being attempted and increases odds of survival of an attempted murder, even if it is no guarantee. Since this does still include some people being murdered even while carrying, using stories of people being murdered while "guns are around" is not a logical "proof" to the contrary, rendering Markadelphia's argument invalid. Especially when you are talking about the victim themselves not being the one armed. If being armed yourself only ups your chances of survival instead of being a guarantee, then of course an attacker can still kill before someone ELSE that is armed can convene. Armed guards will deter and possibly intervene to stop some murders, which is a positive thing. But their largest effectiveness is in immediate reaction, preventing someone that has designs on continuing to kill from realizing those designs. While not a perfect solution (no perfect solution exists) it is a massive improvement. Which brings us to to mass shootings...


    

    



    For mass shootings the motivations are obviously quite different. The goal of the disturbed mind in question is to kill as many as possible. Because of this, areas where an armed person may intervene hold considerably less appeal. Considering the massively lopsided nature of there being FAR more land in this country that is not "gun-free" than land that is "gun-free", yet the inverse of ALMOST ALL mass shootings taking place on the small areas that are gun free...it would be very hard to argue that such areas are not being targeted. Considering the motivations of the shooter this is hardly surprising. Eliminating such zones would undoubtedly not dissuade all people of such a mindset, but it would dissuade some. So that's a good first step, removing soft targets doesn't stop all attacks, but it does dissuade some. On top of that, while armed guards or concealed weapons owners are not of any guarantee to stop an attack outright, their main effectiveness is the already covered dissuasion, but after that they serve to lessen any damage the attacker does. Even simply engaging the shooter slows them down during a time where seconds mean more deaths. Even the slightest improvement in response time is an enormous difference in mass shootings, and it would be hard to argue that having armed people already on scene does not better response time.


    

    



    There is, unfortunately, no possible way to have a free nation while still stopping all men that desire to hurt others from realizing some of their desires. The important thing is to attempt to dissuade it as much as possible, and lessen the damage/respond quickly whenever it is not dissuaded. I think I have made a proper case that both concealed carry and guards are tools of both dissuasion and lessening of damage/quick response, and that lack of these things and increases in gun control do NOT dissuade or lessen the damage. That makes the course of action clear.


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      The Mystery of Government
    


    Sunday, October 21, 2007


    

    



    Kevin, here's a thought. I will attempt to logically explain to you my thoughts on government and corruption. You said:


    ( From everything I've seen out of you, Markadelphia, your answer to any problem is to ) increase the involvement and control of government - insisting that will solve all our problems. After, of course, admitting that the government is completely screwed up and full of corrupt criminals. But, somehow, if we just put the right people in charge, this will all change.


    Yes it will. Government can work, if you want it to. You don't want it to work. So it never will, in your eyes. Think of it this way.

    

    1. People in our government are, for the most part, corrupt and evil.

    2. Our government has federal programs run by these people.

    3. The programs are, for the most part, corrupt and evil, doing more harm than good.

    

    Now change the paradigm.

    

    1. People in our government are, for the most part, competent and effective.

    2. Our government has federal programs run by these people.

    3. The programs are, for the most part, effective and help people.

    

    Our country is like any company, Kevin. If you have an ineffective CEO or employee, a change is made and many times, that company performs more effectively. Let's do that now.

    

    Can't you see what's going on here? Bush/Cheney want the government to be viewed as incompetent and/or evil. This allows them to increase the privatization agenda that they, and other like minded individuals have. They can say "See? Look at how big government screws thing up!" and then dance their merry way into increased profits and furthering the class divide.


    This is from a comment left by one Markadelphia, fellow blogger, and recent vociferous, er, enthusiastic commenter at this blog. If you haven't been following the various comment threads, Mark is self-admittedly from the left side of the political spectrum, and though older than you might think, is as polyannish as any twenty year-old when it comes to the question of government. He has, obviously, very strong opinions from which I and all of the other commenters here have been little able to sway him, with the sole exception being gun control. Fair enough.

    

    But it's time once again to attempt to reach him. As the proverb goes, you can lead a horse to water, but you can't make him drink. You can lead a human being to facts, but you cannot make him think.

    

    But you can try. To mix proverbs, "Who knows? The horse might learn to sing."

    

    Government has been another of the ongoing themes of this blog, but once again, I think we're going to have to go back to first principles, as Markadelphia has exhibited a tendency to dismiss or misconstrue points that are not made explicitly. We shall begin with a definition of the term:


    Government - (n): the political direction and control exercised over the actions of the members, citizens, or inhabitants of communities, societies, and states; direction of the affairs of a state, community, etc.; political administration: Government is necessary to the existence of civilized society.


    That is definition #1 at Dictionary.com, and it is short, succinct, and (I believe) accurate - even the last part in italics, from the original.

    

    Not everyone agrees with that last part. Anarchists of all stripes do not, and have said so ad nauseam in comments on this blog. (If you have not, Mark, I strongly urge you to read Lysander Spooner's 1870 treatise No Treason: The Constitution of No Authority. While I risk converting you into an Anarchist, I would be interested in your take on Spooner's arguments.) There is, in fact, a broad spectrum of beliefs on just what role government should play, and what form government should take to bring the best results to their citizenry as a whole. (We'll ignore those forms of government whose stated purpose is to benefit only the minority.) These beliefs range the gamut from the Anarcho-capitalist to the fully Communist. I would think that most of my readers would agree that our Constitutional Republic has so far exhibited the best results for the greatest number, but by all available evidence it is now damaged - the only questions remaining are how badly damaged, and is the damage irreversible.

    

    Mark accuses me: "Government can work, if you want it to. You don't want it to work. So it never will, in your eyes."

    

    (*sigh*)

    

    No, Mark. That's not it at all. To paraphrase P.J. O'Rourke slightly, the mystery of government is not that it works, but how to make it stop.

    

    The first principle of government is that, no matter the form, government is the organization of violence and the threat of violence (a term usually reframed as "force," or "power") to coerce others; "political direction and control exercised over the actions of the members, citizens, or inhabitants of communities, societies, and states." Because of this fact (and I am in complete agreement with the big-"A" Anarchists on this one) government is by definition an evil. It doesn't matter if this force, power, or violence is in the hands of a priestly caste, a warrior class, or guys with dark sunglasses and little earbud radios. It doesn't matter if the form of government is a tribal band, a theocracy, a monarchy, a communist dictatorship, or a liberal democracy: the core of all government is violence and the threat of violence.

    

    But here's where I depart from the Anarchists and fall in line with Thomas Paine: It's a necessary evil, because I agree with the Dictionary.com definition's last line - "Government is necessary to the existence of civilized society." As Paine put it in Common Sense:


    Society in every state is a blessing, but Government, even in its best state, is but a necessary evil; in its worst state an intolerable one: for when we suffer, or are exposed to the same miseries BY A GOVERNMENT, which we might expect in a country WITHOUT GOVERNMENT, our calamity is heightened by reflecting that we furnish the means by which we suffer. Government, like dress, is the badge of lost innocence; the palaces of kings are built upon the ruins of the bowers of paradise. For were the impulses of conscience clear, uniform and irresistibly obeyed, man would need no other lawgiver; but that not being the case, he finds it necessary to surrender up a part of his property to furnish means for the protection of the rest; and this he is induced to do by the same prudence which in every other case advises him, out of two evils to choose the least. Wherefore, security being the true design and end of government, it unanswerably follows that whatever form thereof appears most likely to ensure it to us, with the least expense and greatest benefit, is preferable to all others.


    I believe that government is a necessity because, regardless of its inherent evil, governments will form from human societies, and as even a member of the Left can recognize,


    The natural state of mankind is tribal war. The strong will always dominate the weak if they can get away with it. This is historically true, and remains true to this day unless I have missed some subtle evolutionary sea change.


    Because government is the organization of violence and the threat of violence, governments are always more effective at violence than individuals. Thus, the only effective defense against hostile governments is another government. This is a fact that history teaches us, unless I, too, have missed some subtle evolutionary sea-change.

    

    In an attempt to keep this essay from becoming textbook-length, I'm going to avoid discussion of other forms of government and concentrate only on ours - a Constitutional Federal Republic, a specific kind of representative democracy. This form of government was agreed upon by the Founders because they realized that the Articles of Confederation did not give the central government of these United States enough power to defend against other, hostile, governments. But because they understood that government is evil they did their absolute best to constrain that power to certain, specific functions and to exclude it from others.

    

    The founding American philosophy of government is that of John Locke, and the purpose of that government is spelled out in the preamble to the Constitution:


    We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.


    The Constitution, about which P.J. O'Rourke quipped,


    is less than a quarter the length of the owner's manual for a 1998 Toyota Camry, and yet it has managed to keep 300 million of the world's most unruly, passionate and energetic people safe, prosperous and free


    spells out in detail the construction, powers, limits and duties of the various branches of the federal government. It also spells out how that government is to be funded. Our form of government was conceived to do what no previous government had ever proposed: to recognize and protect the rights of its individual citizens.

    

    We have since failed to respect that ideal, repeatedly, because human beings are what they are, and government is what it is.

    

    I challenge you to find anywhere in that document the power to redistribute wealth from any one group for the benefit of another in the name of "charity" or "fairness." Read the story of Davy Crockett and charity and comment on that, if you would; particularly this quote:


    The power of collecting and disbursing money at pleasure is the most dangerous power that can be entrusted to man, particularly under our system of collecting revenue by a tariff, which reaches every man in the country, no matter how poor he may be, and the poorer he is the more he pays in proportion to his means.


    First, tell me if that statement is wrong, and if so tell me why. If it is not wrong, then explain to me whether that power is any less dangerous if the system of collecting revenue by income tax, property tax, excise tax, death tax, or name-your-tax places the burden on only a small part of the populace, and if so, how.

    

    You proposed that "People in our government are, for the most part, competent and effective." That may be true, but it does not mean that those people may not also be corrupt and evil. These characteristics are not mutually exclusive. Someone can be corrupt, competent, effective and evil, all at the same time. But the Founders were, by any ability I have to measure, competent, effective, and altruistic. I often wonder at the timing of our Revolution and the philosophies our Founders adhered to that produced their behavior and resulted in the Constitution of the United States, compared to the French revolution and the horrors that developed there. Regardless, the successful function of our form of government hinged on one overarching prerequisite - a moral populace.

    

    John Adams said


    We have no government armed with power capable of contending with human passions unbridled by morality and religion. Avarice, ambition, revenge, or gallantry, would break the strongest cords of our Constitution as a whale goes through a net. Our Constitution was made only for a moral and religious people. It is wholly inadequate to the government of any other.


    Being a product of his age, I think his distinction between "morality" and "religion" is one merely of emphasis, because I believe one can have morals without being religious, but I doubt he did. Alexis de Tocqueville observed


    The American Republic will endure until the day Congress discovers that it can bribe the public with the public's money.


    We've arrived there, because - while the majority of the populace may be moral - too many people actually running the government are not. Lord Acton said that "power corrupts." It also attracts the corrupt. Another O'Rourke quote:


    Authority has always attracted the lowest elements in the human race. All through history mankind has been bullied by scum.


    Again, Mark, government is evil. It corrupts and it attracts the corrupt. You acknowledge the corruption, but deny the source, insisting that putting the right people in charge will fix the problem. This is the primary fundamental error you make. It won't. Exposure to power tends to corrupt them too. A Mencken quote:


    A professional politician is a professionally dishonorable man. In order to get anywhere near high office he has to make so many compromises and submit to so many humiliations that he becomes indistinguishable from a streetwalker.


    He wrote that in the 1930's. Not much has changed.

    

    The solution is not to abandon government - I've already stated that it is a necessary evil - it's to keep government at the absolute minimum size possible where it can still perform its necessary functions. This is what the Constitution attempted - and failed.

    

    Finally, you said "Our country is like any company."

    

    NO IT IS NOT. This is the second fundamental error you and your ideological brethren make. Government is absolutely unlike business. Businesses provide products and/or services and are in competition with other businesses. They must earn your money, resulting in a trade in which both parties find advantage. Government is a monopoly its citizens are forced to support. If a business fails to provide good quality or service, it ceases to exist. Government coerces you out of your money and regardless of its performance simply gets bigger. Donald Sensing once wrote,


    A long time ago Steven Den Beste observed in an essay, "The job of bureaucrats is to regulate, and left to themselves, they will regulate everything they can." Celebrated author Robert Heinlein wrote, "In any advanced society, 'civil servant' is a euphemism for 'civil master.'" Both quotes are not exact, but they're pretty close. And they're both exactly right. Big government is itself apolitical. It cares not whose party is in power. It simply continues to grow. Its nourishment is that the people's money. Its excrement is more and more regulations and laws. Like the Terminator, "that's what it does, that's all it does."


    I invite you to visit your local law library and take a look at the U.S. Code. The Constitution may run 48 pages complete with all 27 Amendments, a copy of the Declaration of Independence, and an index in the pocket edition, but the U.S. tax code, Title 26 alone, one of 50 in the U.S. Code, runs 3,387 pages in two volumes. Title 26 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (the part written by the IRS, not Congress itself) is in twenty volumes and runs 13,458 pages. And both grow, each and every year.

    

    And each and every law and regulation therein is backed up by the threat of violence. Replacing the CEO or the bureaucrat tends to have little to no effect on this. Check your history.

    

    So let's turn this around and let me logically explain to you my thoughts on government and corruption.

    

    Government "works" if you want to define it as taking money from the populace and providing services to that population without discussion of efficiency, "fairness" or anything else. You want it to work as defined by "making things more fair and equitable for everyone." It won't. Think of it this way.

    

    1. People in our government are, for the most neutral, but government is power, and power corrupts and attracts the corrupt. It only takes a few.

    2. Our government has federal programs run by these people.

    3. The programs are, for the most part then, corrupted. How much good and how much harm they do is difficult to measure, but the fact remains that the majority of those federal programs have no basis in the Constitution. It does not give the government authority to do most of the things it does. But because we, the populace, are convinced we want those things, we go along.

    

    Now change the paradigm.

    

    1. The government should not be doing most of the things it is doing.

    2. If those programs had never started, the interference that the government has placed on society would have resulted in a different result. Perhaps better, perhaps not, but we'll never know now, and entropy argues that we can't reverse the path we've taken.

    3. The programs in place are all inefficient (sometimes spectacularly so), often counterproductive (sometimes spectacularly so), and they never suffer market forces that in business result in change.

    4. Because all of this is paid for by people coerced by the threat of force.

    

    In a later comment you stated:


    Well, you are going to have to define "force." I don't have a problem with the government taking my tax money in order to form a standing army and protect our nation. Do you? Is it only certain groups that you don't want your money given to or all of them? Or is it something else? Another way of looking at it?


    Force is the threat that police will come to your home and confiscate your property, arrest you and put you in jail if you do not pay; and will wound or kill you if you resist. I don't have a problem with government taking my tax money in order to form a standing army and protect our nation either. It's one of the powers and duties spelled out plainly in the Constitution, and one of the few jobs that governments are necessary for. Charity is not, nor should it be, because the power of collecting and disbursing money at pleasure is the most dangerous power that can be entrusted to man.

    

    I'll close with two quotes from other bloggers:


    Here's a truly American Revolutionary idea. You let me pay for my own health care. In return, I get to eat all day and drink all night if I want to. If I start missing work, fire me. If I commit a crime, imprison me. If I die, bury me. Until then, leave me the hell alone. - Ravenwood

    

    --

    

    It makes one look like a savage to say so, but if your house burns down, blows over, or floats away, it's not the job of the federal government to fix it for you. Charity is one thing, but federal tax dollars coerced at 1040-point from a single working mother of two in Dubuque (and then filtered through a morbidly obese federal agency) to rebuild your bungalow in Destin is not charity, okay? It's extortion. – Tamara K.


    Charity is not the business of government. Health care is not the business of government. Retirement planning is not the business of government. Flood insurance is not the business of government.

    

    But there seems to be no way to make it stop.

    

    OK, everybody, thanks for your patience. Fire away!


    

    



    
      (178 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1193012809-582337 Sebastian at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 00:26:49 +0000


    Good post Kevin.


    

    



    jsid-1193013661-582338 Mastiff at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 00:41:01 +0000


    As an interesting contrast re. the treatment of coerced charity, Jewish law requires that you donate upwards of 10% of your net income to charity—but does not mandate to whom the money goes.

    

    (There are specified ways to measure the social efficacy of your charity, and some types don't count under this definition. E.g. money given to "Save the Whates" does not benefit people, so it does not count towards the 10% requirement.)

    

    The charitable donation, while mandated, is under your complete control, not that of a central government or organization. Unless you choose to give your charity to such an intermediary.

    

    The US system, while making a grudging nod toward this idea by making charity tax-deductible, largely works in the opposite fashion, as you have noted, Kevin. It is less a method of charity than of subjugation.


    

    



    jsid-1193013742-582339 Bilgeman at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 00:42:22 +0000


    FWIW;

    

    In a capitalist democracy, government is a prostitute competing in a beauty pageant.

    

    It does what those who can afford to pay it wish it to do, but it wants to remain "popular".

    

    It is thus always vaccillating(sp?)between the Scylla of Massive Suction, and the Charybdis of Public Esteem.

    

    It has no conscience, no morality, and loyalty only to the twin Gods of Money and Media,(which is really but one God with two faces, Janus-like.).

    

    That's about it, gang.


    

    



    jsid-1193018527-582341 Robb Allen at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 02:02:07 +0000


    Mark,

    

    Who are the "right" people? Fundamentalists would like the right people in place to ban homosexuality. Some liberals would like to ban free speech ('cept they call it "hate" speech to not ruffle any feathers or raise the suspicions of the plebes).

    

    The problem with people like you is that you assume you and your brethren are the right people when from my point of view, you're more dangerous than helpful.

    

    So you vote for more power, but fail to realize that those you give the power to are temporary and that eventually, another Bush is elected and now has all this power to control your life.

    

    That you can't see that simply is astounding.

    

    The mess we're in today is from people like you thinking a central government can somehow make laws that apply to 300 million people. You can't run a 3 person business without stepping on someone's toes, much less 3M. You cannot do it. Period. It has never worked, it will never work, and anything else is wishful thinking.

    

    The best thing you can do is to severely limit the government's reach. That way, if you want to sail your dingy into someone else's port, you can. If you want to give to charity, you can. If you want to mainline Flintstones Vitamins, go ahead. The government can't stop you.

    

    But if, instead, you want some bureaucracy mandating exactly which church you must go to, what words you may not use when discussing your rulers, and what brand of trans-fats you must use when cooking, then by all means believe in the magic government fairy that will never make the wrong decision (because somehow, a bunch of Republicans got voted in and now they control the reigns).

    

    I may agree with a lot of Republican ideas, but I don't want to give them power to enact them because Democrats often get elected and do exactly what I don't want them to do.

    

    How do you plan on getting enough people together to elect the "right" people when you know most people don't agree with you?


    

    



    jsid-1193019453-582342 geekWithA.45 at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 02:17:33 +0000


    :)

    

    Truly, a thing of beauty.


    

    



    jsid-1193019958-582343 pdwalker at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 02:25:58 +0000


    Excellent post. Spot on.

    

    The kind of government Mark believes in can only happen if all people in government were perfectly "good" and altruistic.

    

    That will never happen.


    

    



    jsid-1193020670-582344 Cindi at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 02:37:50 +0000


    Kevin!

    

    That's it, that's all; it's perfect!

    

    Since the day has arrived that normal people have to WORRY about what the President or Congress is going to DO TO THEM, we indeed must make it stop.


    

    



    jsid-1193023847-582345 ben at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 03:30:47 +0000


    Government reminds me of my anti-virus software. Completely irritating and evil, except for what happens when you don't have it.

    

    Well, not entirely true, since I don't have it, but the less computer-versed out there seem to have trouble without antivirus and other security software.


    

    



    jsid-1193024747-582346 JohnS at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 03:45:47 +0000


    I rather like James Madison's take:

    If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls would be necessary. In framing a government which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself.

    The Federalist No. 51


    

    



    jsid-1193026272-582347 Bilgeman at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 04:11:12 +0000


    pdwalker:

    

    "The kind of government Mark believes in can only happen if all people in government were perfectly "good" and altruistic.

    

    That will never happen."

    

    And thank the Almighty for THAT.

    

    What a nightmare.


    

    



    jsid-1193033690-582350 Joe Huffman at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 06:14:50 +0000


    A useful reference for this topic is The Road to Serfdom by Nobel Prize winner (economics) F.A. Hayek.

    

    Good job Kevin.


    

    



    jsid-1193061193-582357 Kevin Baker at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 13:53:13 +0000


    Joe:

    

    That book is in my truck right now. I started reading it in January, as a matter of fact.


    

    



    jsid-1193062287-582358 Matt at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 14:11:27 +0000


    Nice post. The "just change the people and it will be better" argument is used a lot when bad government shows up- especially with socialists and the USSR.


    

    



    jsid-1193062814-582359 Russell at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 14:20:14 +0000


    Well done, Kevin. Thank you!


    

    



    jsid-1193063983-582360 DJ at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 14:39:43 +0000


    100/10X, Kevin. I'm saving this one.


    

    



    jsid-1193064140-582362 ravenshrike at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 14:42:20 +0000


    1. People in our government are, for the most part, competent and effective.

    

    Bwahahaaaaaa. How exactly does he guarantee this?


    

    



    jsid-1193064832-582363 Markadelphia at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 14:53:52 +0000


    Ah, alas poor Yorick, I am but an individual, now, in a sea of collective thought. Ironic, isn't it? :)

    

    Let me take some time to thoroughly respond to your post, KB.


    

    



    jsid-1193065394-582364 Mark Alger at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 15:03:14 +0000


    The difference between government and business:

    

    Business exists to serve others. It is how a businessman gets rich -- by serving as many people as he can as well as he can so that they will voluntarily part with their money in exchange for his product -- goods or services.

    

    Government exists to control others. It is how governors get rich -- by controlling as many people as they can by controlling them well, so that they can be forced to part with their money in exchange for... what? Protection? Whatta racket.

    

    The best government is that which governs least. (Thoreau by way of Joe Huffman)

    

    The difficulty lies in the uncomfortable fact that a strictly limited government has a power vacuum at the top -- all that power just lying around waiting to be used... and it will.

    

    And government does not -- WILL not -- listen to reason. It can only be stopped or slowed by application of counter-force, in the nature of a two-by-four right between the eyes. As a means of getting its attention, you see.

    

    The purpose of the Constitution was to provide We the People with a mechanism to wield that force short of resort to the gun. And insofar as today's government wilfully ignores the provisions of our founding documents, it invites the alternative to the the alternative.

    

    And more's the pity.

    

    M


    

    



    jsid-1193066480-582365 Kevin Baker at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 15:21:20 +0000


    It's "collective thought" Mark, because we've actually studied Constitutional history.

    

    And aren't you a big one for "consensus"?

    

    I await your reply, though I'm going out of town again, so things might get slow.


    

    



    jsid-1193068623-582368 Robb Allen at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 15:57:03 +0000


    I wouldn't say "collective thought".

    

    Kevin added 2 plus 2 and got 4.

    I added 2 plus 2 and got 4.

    

    "Collective thought" would read:

    Kevin added 2 plus 2 and got 4.

    I think Kevin is smart so I'm also saying 4.

    

    So, no, not collective.

    

    The fact that we both studied the data and came to the same conclusions indicates our ability to discern the truth and or accuracy of the issue at hand.


    

    



    jsid-1193069974-582369 Russell at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 16:19:34 +0000


    I'm confused, what does Hamlet's dead court jester have to do with self-proclaimed victimhood?


    

    



    jsid-1193074461-582374 Markadelphia at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 17:34:21 +0000


    I'm still working on my response but I saw this and I just about coughed up a lung..

    

    "that they will voluntarily part with their money in exchange for his product -- goods or services."

    

    That is the funniest thing I have heard in months. Voluntarily? Hee Hee Hee...yeah....that's it.


    

    



    jsid-1193074716-582375 Kevin Baker at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 17:38:36 +0000


    What was the last item you purchased at gunpoint, Mark?


    

    



    jsid-1193075609-582376 DJ at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 17:53:29 +0000


    Kevin has the short explanation, Mark. He's dead on, as usual. I'll give you the long explanation, free of charge.

    

    When you buy something, you value what you buy more than you value the money you buy it with, hence you are willing to exchange one for the other.

    

    When you sell something, you value the money you get more than you value what you sell, hence you are willing to exchange one for the other.

    

    So, when someone sells and someone buys, each side gains. This is how wealth is created.

    

    Tell us, Mark. What's funny about this?


    

    



    jsid-1193077245-582377 Tam at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 18:20:45 +0000


    Bill Gates can't send a SWAT team through my door to make me buy Vista, but just try not buying the services of the Department of Homeland Security or the DEA one year and see who shows up...


    

    



    jsid-1193077634-582378 Magus at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 18:27:14 +0000


    Another article along the same vein:

    

    The Song That Is Irresistible: How the State Leads People to Their Own Destruction

    By Robert Higgs

    

    http://www.mises.org/story/2749


    

    



    jsid-1193079319-582379 Kresh at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 18:55:19 +0000


    "Bill Gates can't send a SWAT team through my door to make me buy Vista..."

    

    I'd bet he'd like to, seeing as how it's such a success. /snark

    

    Thank you Kevin, it was a very interesting read. Good stuff, etc, etc.


    

    



    jsid-1193079730-582380 Bilgeman at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 19:02:10 +0000


    The Great Whore at Work:

    

    "MOFFETT FIELD, Calif. (Oct. 22) -- Anxious to avoid upsetting air travelers, NASA is withholding results from an unprecedented national survey of pilots that found safety problems like near collisions and runway interference occur far more frequently than the government previously recognized.

    

    NASA gathered the information under an $8.5 million safety project, through telephone interviews with roughly 24,000 commercial and general aviation pilots over nearly four years. Since ending the interviews at the beginning of 2005 and shutting down the project completely more than one year ago, the space agency has refused to divulge the results publicly."

    

    You might fucking DIE in a fiery plane crash, but The Prostitute wouldn't want to upset you by giving out the data that YOU paid for.

    

    Mark...any input on this?


    

    



    jsid-1193082375-582381 FabioC. at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 19:46:15 +0000


    Partly off-topic - but still regarding governmental intrusions -

    

    Kevin, the comment you left at my place finally gave me the impulse to write a post.


    

    



    jsid-1193083295-582382 LabRat at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 20:01:35 +0000


    *fingers to temples*

    

    I'm getting a vision... of an incoherent explanation of how the only reason people buy consumer goods is because they've been brainwashed to by the Corporate Empire...

    

    I hate using my precognition, it gives me such a headache.


    

    



    jsid-1193091882-582386 Circa Bellum at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 22:24:42 +0000


    Your statement about the founding fathers' notion of morality and religion being nearly one and the same rings true. Many of our FF were Masons, and the Masons require the belief in one living God in order to become a member because "no oath being binding on an atheist."

    

    As to the one commenter's suggestion that Jewish law doesn't specify where to "donate" your ten percent, nothing could be further from the truth. It is to be given at your synagogue (church). Specifically your "home" church.


    

    



    jsid-1193095055-582390 Brett Bellmore at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 23:17:35 +0000


    Speaking as one of those anarchists, I'd just like to remind everyone that, while government is evil by definition, it is only contingently necessary. We should aspire to the day when we find a way to render government unnecessary. That day will never arrive if we just give up and assume that necessity...


    

    



    jsid-1193096771-582391 fits at Mon, 22 Oct 2007 23:46:11 +0000


    Hogwash. Its virtually impossible to find an owners manual for a 1998 Camry.


    

    



    jsid-1193101875-582394 Markadelphia at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 01:11:15 +0000


    I am going to parse out my response in a couple of key areas.

    

    First, I am going to try to explain the seeming hypocrisy of “government is evil” on the one hand and why I think government can work on the other. Second, I will respond specifically to Kevin’s points. Third, I will respond to some of the other points made here in comments.

    

    Part One

    Government is evil because it has been taken over by the private sector i.e. special interests groups. I think it is very possible that what we have here is an oligarchy. It’s not as bad as China but some days I really wonder….

    

    Anyway, lobbyists run Washington, not politicians. Pretty much every current politician has been greased by some lobbyist group to further whatever cause they represent. The reason why I support someone like Barack Obama as opposed to Hillary Clinton is that one wants to change the way things work and the other wants to keep business as usual. “Of the people by the people for the people” is effectively gone. People like Obama (and me) want to open up the government to the people again. Accessibility is the key here. That is how government CAN work. There are good people out there. Some of them post on this blog. And, although I don’t agree with many things, I see a lot of honesty and integrity here. Someone like DJ or Unix, based on what they have written, would do an excellent job serving our country. Could they be corrupted? I doubt it.

    

    Now, think of several hundred people or even a thousand that have that kind of integrity and who want to “ask not what their country can do for them but what they can do for their country.” That is how government can work. We let these people in and show them that the old ways are over. Right now they aren’t being allowed in because they refuse to suck off Corporate America. I am not espousing an all reaching all powerful government that does everything. Just the best and the brightest providing a framework in which the individual can live a better life.


    

    



    jsid-1193102060-582395 Markadelphia at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 01:14:20 +0000


    Part Two

    Now onto some direct responses….

    

    I will read the Spooner site and give you my take. Looks interesting 

    I mostly agree with Paine’s statement that government is a necessary evil. But I don’t think that the natural state of mankind is tribal warfare…at least exclusively. There is a natural state of man that has gone largely ignored in our modern society. I know you are an atheist, Kevin, but the spiritual side of man…the part of him that is not animal….is not nurtured in our society. Call it the Grace of Christ, the Great Spirit or whatever you believe in but our nation is spiritually bankrupt at present. Most of our world is as well…therein lies the majority of our problems. We are too focused on the material and should our focus shift more to the spiritual, I wonder what kind of a creature man would be? But I digress…

    

    In regards to taxation and the Crocket statement, I would refer you to my post, in response to DJ, regarding the taxation of the wealthy. I believed I showed that people like Paris Hilton are actually paying less tax now than they did 30 years ago. People are keeping more of their money, Kevin. And they are using it to fuck people over everyday. They are using it, not to be “individualistic”, but to acquire more control over the population through buying off politicians who will help them keep more of their money. I agree that government is broken, Kevin, but not for the reasons you believe it to be so.

    

    “Businesses provide products and/or services and are in competition with other businesses. They must earn your money, resulting in a trade in which both parties find advantage.”

    

    Absolutely false. There is no competition at all for my electricity or my heat. I have one, affordable choice, for each and that is it. And health care? While there are several choices, their main goal is take your money and still make you pay. There are some exceptions to this but for the most part, this industry has become so unregulated both parties rarely find advantage. Honestly, I don’t see much choice in corporate America. And it’s getting worse..

    

    The Ravenwood quote was interesting…ok, let’s see he pays for his own health care. Fine. Now, he gets sick and his insurance company won’t cover him. Now what? He can’t go anywhere else because of his pre-existing condition. He dies. So what is the organizing principle to fix this problem. The free market will just take care of it? People are going to…what….stop buying insurance? Go to a different company?

    

    Kevin, you have this notion that the free market is a magical place which allows people to be individuals. Your hero worship of Ayn Rand fails to take into context life that she led. She lived in a totalitarian regime whose family life was ruined during the nascence of the Soviet Union. Of course she is going to perceive the world in this way. It was her life. But it wasn’t American life…at least not until Bush Co has taken over.

    

    Ironic that by voting for Bush (as I assume most of you did) and not voting for Gore or Kerry, you actually got what you thought Gore or Kerry would give you....probably worse than you thought it would be...

    

    Government is not corrupting the free market. The free market is corrupting government. We are a society that is run by concentrated corporate ownership. Since you are fond of Orwell, I highly recommend the film ORWELL ROLLS IN HIS GRAVE for a much more compelling argument than I think I can make. For a brief description check out this link:

    

    http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orwell_Rolls_in_His_Grave.

    

    I know I have been evoking Kennedy a lot here but basically if you want to sum up the way I feel about government, this is it.

    

    “I am an idealist without illusions.”


    

    



    jsid-1193102116-582396 Markadelphia at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 01:15:16 +0000


    Part Three

    

    Comments on the comments….

    

    “How do you plan on getting enough people together to elect the "right" people when you know most people don't agree with you?”

    

    Good question, Robb, and I think I started to answer that above. But here’s a little more…the right people would be people like yourself. Your post was thoughtful and intelligent which means that you probably are as well. Go work for the US government. Your experience, vision, and knowledge will change both the government and your point of view once you see things from a different perspective.

    

    “…if all people in government were perfectly "good" and altruistic.That will never happen.”

    

    Unix, what would Yoda say to this? “That is why we fail 

    

    JohnS, great quote! Love it!

    

    Bilgeman, so….you want a world with evil as well as good? I will comment on the NASA thing when I read more about it.

    

    DJ, what’s funny is that you think “someone sells and someone buys, each side gains.” This might be true if I sell you jewelry that you give to your wife. But what about the people who work hard, pay for their health plan, and then are told they still have to pay? Sure, they could get another health plan outside of the employer’s but how much would that be? I only have once choice for heat and one choice for electricity. Why? One thing I have noticed as I have gotten older is that there is LESS choice, not more, as Corporate America has marched onwards.


    

    



    jsid-1193107309-582399 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 02:41:49 +0000


    Mark:

    

    Government is evil because it has been taken over by the private sector i.e. special interests groups. I think it is very possible that what we have here is an oligarchy. It’s not as bad as China but some days I really wonder….

    

    Rather than directly argue with you on this, let me do the following. (But I have to note that essentially *every answer* you give has 2 components: Companies are evil, and there's a conspiracy to subvert wills.)

    Let me just ask you to explain this: Since lobbying by corporations is a recent concept - why is our Constitution written as it is? Kevin spent a fair bit of time going back to "first principles" - the Constitution.

    If you're correct, that government is evil because it's been taken over by the private sector, how does that gibe with concept of government embodied by the Constitution?

    

    . Someone like DJ or Unix, based on what they have written, would do an excellent job serving our country. Could they be corrupted? I doubt it.

    

    While I appreciate the compliment - and I've served the .fed directly, and currently work for a state government - don't doubt that I can be corrupted. Down that way lies utter foolishness!

    Mark, we keep telling you you put your faith in people, not their actions, this is more proof of that. If someone says something you like, you implicitly trust them.

    But Mark, I don't trust people that much. Neither should you. Evaluate them. Make sure they're still honest and uncorrupted "Trust, but Verify", to quote a wise man.

    This is why the Constitution is (among) the most brilliant piece of human applied psychology. Notice the constant balance of power. The "may not" "shall not". Which almost outnumbers the may and shalls.

    The problem with our current Government - is for the best of reasons and intentions, we've abandoned those protections in favor of large, institutional bureaucracies. With essentially no checks or balances. Virtually no oversight, and close to ultimate power.

    

    That is how government can work. We let these people in and show them that the old ways are over.

    

    How? How are you going to negate the Civil Service protections and hire these people (And who will select them?) into slots superior to people who have been there their entire career?

    

    Right now they aren’t being allowed in because they refuse to suck off Corporate America.

    

    Since this is such a cornerstone of your belief system, you really need to actually, you know, prove this is the case before you keep stating it as THE problem and all we do is fix that and things are fixed.

    (Alternatively, you could trust me - as you said you would - to tell you that no, the government on the local, state, and federal level is not about "Sucking Off Corporate America")

    

    Just the best and the brightest providing a framework in which the individual can live a better life.

    

    Mottos make really shitty plans, Mark. Trust me on this.

    "[To] provide solutions in real time to meet our customers' needs." - Halliburton Mission Statement

    

    We are too focused on the material and should our focus shift more to the spiritual, I wonder what kind of a creature man would be?

    

    In the last century, some ~200 million died for that very concept. Before that, the nature of god and worship of said same was the leading cause of conflict between "enlightened" nations. That's been used as a joke about "civilization" for a long time. "'How can you tell when you've got civilization?' 'Oh, that's when you have plenty to eat, and you go kill people for non-material reasons'".

    

    Absolutely false. There is no competition at all for my electricity or my heat. I have one, affordable choice, for each and that is it.

    

    Actually, there is. You're right, there's not a lot.

    But that's because of government intervention, Mark, not because of the market. The Government awards those monopolies, allows "acceptable" margins of "profit". But there's always alternatives, Mark.

    

    People are keeping more of their money, Kevin. And they are using it to fuck people over everyday.

    

    *sigh*. Mark, statements like this give me pause that you can realistically be reached, or dealt with as a thinking individual.

    Keeping more of their money, and you see that as a bad thing. *boggle*

    Mark, unless they go bury the money in the backyard, it benefits the economy. If they're spending it, or even putting it in investments, then it's a good thing.

    

    but to acquire more control over the population through buying off politicians who will help them keep more of their money.

    

    Which is totally at odds with your prior statement. If the government has no power, then "buying it" buys you nothing. It's only because there's huge amounts to be had are those sorts of "buying politicians" worthwhile. Which is why ADM is all about ethanol.

    

    "Farm Subsidies". In Manhattan. (The map was everywhere, it was the first to load out of Google).

    

    But what about the people who work hard, pay for their health plan, and then are told they still have to pay?

    

    As usual, you're not specific, so we can't really evaluate your arguments. "But what happens when..." But Mark, how is that different from your home or auto insurance? (You've been asked this before, and you didn't answer)

    

    Other than only one of those you're a consumer, not a customer, and you have no choice in the plan, or it's coverage.


    

    



    jsid-1193108008-582400 Kevin Baker at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 02:53:28 +0000


    “I am an idealist without illusions.”

    

    ROFLOL!!!

    

    THANK you Markadelphia for the best belly-laugh of the week! And it's only Monday!

    

    I'm out of town at the moment, typing this on a laptop actually perched on my lap, but let me address just one of the juicy tidbits you dropped here, actually the first sentence of your response:

    

    Government is evil because it has been taken over by the private sector i.e. special interests groups. I think it is very possible that what we have here is an oligarchy.

    

    NO. Government is evil because it concentrates the power to coerce into the hands of a few. IT IS BY DEFINITION AN OLIGARCHY. Some more, some less, but government concentrates power - somebody makes the decisions and hands out the orders which will be executed by the people with the guns/swords/great big sticks.

    

    Unless and until you UNDERSTAND that FACT you will harbor the ILLUSION that government is NOT an inherent evil, best kept small and watched closely.

    

    One of the bits of design genius in our Constitution was to attempt to make OUR oligarchy as large and cumbersome as possible while still allowing it to function as a government, with TWO houses of legislature, an executive, and a judicial branch, any ONE of which could STOP any grouping of the others, but requiring cooperation among all in order to accomplish anything. It took about 200 years to circumvent most of the roadblocks thrown up by that system.

    

    But our government is STILL an oligarchy. Look the word up in the dictionary.

    

    What you seem to be pining for is direct democracy - a system of government historically proven to be an unmitigated disaster.

    

    Oh, and use that little search function on the upper left corner of the page to do a search on "Ayn Rand" in this blog. Look for a quotation from "Dipnut" concerning my purported "hero worship" of Ms. Rand. It should pop up in the first post on that page.

    

    Really, Mark, that was beneath you.


    

    



    jsid-1193108259-582401 Bilgeman at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 02:57:39 +0000


    Mark:

    

    "Bilgeman, so….you want a world with evil as well as good? I will comment on the NASA thing when I read more about it."

    

    You can save your time, I used it as but one of a long list of examples to choose from.

    

    And don't get off-track, what I want is totally immaterial to the discussion at hand,which is the character of our government in particular, government in general, and whould we allow it greater power over our lives.

    

    Evil and good exist whether I acknowledge their existence or not.

    

    My aim here is one of clarifying the perception of reality.

    

    You seem to believe in the inherent altruism of Government with a wistful faith mirrored only by those who profess the inherent altruism of Business.

    

    From where I stand, both parties are worshipping at the feet of false idols.

    

    Both Business and Government are the works of Man...and Man, no matter how hard he tries, will not build Paradise on Earth.


    

    



    jsid-1193108402-582402 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 03:00:02 +0000


    Couldn't quite fit this in:

    

    Ironic that by voting for Bush (as I assume most of you did) and not voting for Gore or Kerry, you actually got what you thought Gore or Kerry would give you....probably worse than you thought it would be...

    

    Actually, no. While I was mostly agnostic in 2000, Bush did cut my taxes. Which wouldn't have happened under Gore.

    

    Bush isn't conservative (or even a "neo-con"), and thus he's basically only done 2 things that really stand out:

    Cut Taxes

    Killed Terrorists.

    

    So I gotta give him props for those.


    

    



    jsid-1193113626-582405 Sarah at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 04:27:06 +0000


    I concur with Unix-Jedi. Whereas Gore or Kerry would have been an unmitigated disaster, Bush has merely been a disaster.

    

    Speaking of political agnosticism, taxes and terrorists seem to be the two things that convert people. A standout example of the latter is former liberal Charles Johnson of LGF. My mother is an example of the former: a lifelong liberal Democrat who, upon receiving a huge tax bill from Clinton in 2000, told my brother and I in all seriousness that if we didn't vote for Bush we were out of the will.


    

    



    jsid-1193115849-582407 Mastiff at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 05:04:09 +0000


    Not to hijack the thread, but I couldn't let this one pass by.

    

    Circa Bellum,

    

    As to the one commenter's suggestion that Jewish law doesn't specify where to "donate" your ten percent, nothing could be further from the truth. It is to be given at your synagogue (church). Specifically your "home" church.

    

    Don't confuse Jewish law with the Christian system of tithes. If you actually got that impression of charity from a Jew, he is either ignorant, or lying to you for personal gain.

    

    The laws of charity are laid out in exhaustive detail by Maimonides. Here is a sample:

    

    "The highest degree [of charity], exceeded by none, is that of a person who assists a poor Jew by providing him with a gift or a loan or by accepting him into a business partnership or by helping him find employment — in a word, by putting him where he can dispense with other people's aid."


    

    



    jsid-1193144386-582415 Kevin S. at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 12:59:46 +0000


    I suppose as far as Mark is concerned, it boils down to the evils of "Big Business" vs the evils of "Big Government". Mark obviously feels "Big Business" is the bigger threat. Personally, I'd rather have to put up with "Big Business", since it does not have the power to imprison or kill me.


    

    



    jsid-1193145340-582416 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 13:15:40 +0000


    Kevin S:

    Until it uses the money that's untaxed to buy the favors of the Big Government to force you to it's whim.

    Thus, we should tax everything,, and give it all to the government to prevent this collection of power.

    (Dammit, just trying to make Mark's points unify gives me a splitting headache)


    

    



    jsid-1193145923-582417 Mark Alger at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 13:25:23 +0000


    Government is evil because it has been taken over by the private sector i.e. special interests groups.

    

    Mark;

    

    What is a "special interest group"? (rhetorical question)

    

    It is a group of individuals banded together to "petition the government for redress of grievances."

    

    Ask yourself, "Why is this necessary?" (For, rest assured, were it not necessary, nobody would do it.)

    

    The answer is pellucid in its clarity. Lobbying is necessary because, without it, the government will interfere in the business of private citizens -- pro-actively and gratuitously -- to said citizens' detriment.

    

    The case of Microsoft is educational as a cautionary tale. Prior to being attacked at the behest of Netscape et all by the Clinton justice departments aintitrust division, Microsoft did not lobby. Had no corporate representatives in Washington.

    

    Then, apparently on that basis, Microsoft was cut out from the herd and its corporate property strewn about the landscape to be pawed over by passersby. Why? For no reason other than the company refused to pay the Danegeld.

    

    Well. They certainly learned THAT lesson. So now they have lobbyists. To protect their interests from the attention of the leviathan state.

    

    Why is the NRA the most powerful lobbying group out there? (Possibly after AARP.) Why, because the government seems bent on vitiating the right of the people to keep and bear arms. Without that, the NRA would be a backwoods fraternal organization, nothing more.

    

    For that matter, why AARP? Couldn't be because the state has arrogated to itself the power (it has nowhere in the Constitution) to rob from Peter to pay Paul. Of COURSE Paul lines up to get some. Who wouldn't?

    

    So where does the corruption lie in this? In the people who react to what statists pervert government to do? Or the government which has inherent in its nature the power to corrupt?

    

    When you twist a thing to a purpose for which it was never intended -- indeed, was designed NEVER to do -- that is a perversion. And when you pervert something so that it destroys people's lives -- as government does -- then that is evil.

    

    M


    

    



    jsid-1193146540-582418 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 13:35:40 +0000


    Mark A:

    The case of Microsoft is educational as a cautionary tale. Prior to being attacked at the behest of Netscape et all by the Clinton justice departments aintitrust division, Microsoft did not lobby. Had no corporate representatives in Washington.

    Then, apparently on that basis, Microsoft was cut out from the herd and its corporate property strewn about the landscape to be pawed over by passersby. Why? For no reason other than the company refused to pay the Danegeld.

    

    Trust me, that's a really really really misunderstood reading of the whole situation. (I'd thought about bringing it up, as it's somewhat relevant, but it'll tangent off the discussion far away from this target. So I won't get into it, other than, no, that's really not a good example. (Though you're right about Microsoft not lobbying prior - they thought they had enough "control" not to need it.))


    

    



    jsid-1193146910-582419 6Kings at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 13:41:50 +0000


    Unix: (kind of off topic)

    "In the last century, some ~200 million died for that very concept. Before that, the nature of god and worship of said same was the leading cause of conflict between "enlightened" nations.

    

    Might want to do some more thinking and research on this statement. Last century had very little to due with religion except as a veneer to a power grab. Even before the 20th century, you can't make that statement accurate. Good site: http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/WSJ.ART.HTM

    

    http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/MURDER.HTM

    

    and to tie that in to the topic, the more power the government gets, the more likely we are looking at trouble. Humans are flawed and these flaws get magnified when people are given power. Power with no checks has caused calamity in every case. THAT shows the nature of man. You can't wish it away.


    

    



    jsid-1193148944-582420 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 14:15:44 +0000


    6Kings:

    

    I think you're misreading what I'm saying.

    When Mark says: "should our focus shift more to the spiritual, I wonder what kind of a creature man would be?", he echos, either intentionally or not, the Fascist/Marxist view of the world. Their "attempts" (not all really attempts, mind you) to "fix materialism" (and their stated goal of "Utopia") caused somewhere in the vicinity of ~200M deaths between 1900 and 2000. (Which your Rummel link actually backs up: " numbers killed in war during the lifetime of some still living, and largely unknown, is this shocking fact. This century's total killed by absolutist governments already far exceeds that for all wars, domestic and international. Indeed, this number already approximates the number that might be killed in a nuclear war.")

    

    Rather than argue further, I'll suggest that I think you've misread me, as we're almost totally in agreement here.


    

    



    jsid-1193154326-582421 Joe Huffman at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 15:45:26 +0000


    People have only one choice for their electricity and heat is because of a government enforced monopoly.

    

    If one wishs to reduce the influence of "big business" on government the one effective way to do this is to reduce the power of government. That concentration of power, physical force, compels "big business" to attempt appeasing it.

    

    As a worker for the Borg (Microsoft) off and on since '95 I know a little more about the internal culture and attitudes than most. A close friend of mine testified in one of the anti-trust actions the DOJ brought against MS.

    

    MS wouldn't have even worried about the government granted monopoly of patents if they hadn't been forced to. Government, the threat of physical force, caused MS to hold it's nose and associate with the slime in Washington D.C. MS would love to sever this relationship. The only way this can be done is if the government threat of force is removed.


    

    



    jsid-1193156331-582422 DirtCrashr at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 16:18:51 +0000


    1. People in our government are for the most part, stupid, jealous and lazy.

    2. Our government has federal programs run by these people and staffed by identical people.

    3. The programs are for the most part, bloated, inefficient, and overstaffed, doing more nothing than anything, but employing undeserved millions.


    

    



    jsid-1193157219-582423 DJ at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 16:33:39 +0000


    Part 1, due to line break limits:

    

    "Government is evil because it has been taken over by the private sector i.e. special interests groups."

    

    Mark, you confuse symptoms with causes. The influence on our gubmint by private interests is merely a symptom. Yes, it is a significant symptom, but it is nonetheless only a symptom. To gain a very clear picture of the cause, consider a very clear statement by Lord Acton in 1887:

    

    "Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely."

    

    Gubmint concentrates the power to coerce, enforced literally at the point of a gun, in the hands of a relatively few people. It thus tends to attract people who lust after power, and it tends to corrupt all whom it attracts. And your solution is:

    

    "Now, think of several hundred people or even a thousand that have that kind of integrity and who want to “ask not what their country can do for them but what they can do for their country.” That is how government can work. We let these people in and show them that the old ways are over."

    

    I'm a student of history, Mark, not a scholar of history, just an absorbed, lifelong reader thereof. To the best of my knowledge, what you describe has never been successfully implemented during the whole of recorded human history. In my opinion, it never will be because it can't be.

    

    And your solution is, "Try it again, only harder!

    

    Sigh ... What's that called again?

    

    No, Mark. You cannot have gubmint without evil. The two are inseparable. The very nature of gubmint is that you give others power and authority over you, depending only on the blind hope that they will not abuse it, and you.

    

    No, your vision of fixing gubmint by putting the right people in it is a fool's dream. It won't work because it can't work.I don't know of a single person, anywhere in the world, to whom I would willingly cede such authority over me with the expectation that he would not be corrupted thereby and would not abuse the power he is given. And so, the buying of influence by private interests, and the selling of influence by those in gubmint, are all merely symptoms of, and results of, the corrupting influence of power.

    

    Kevin points out, quite correctly, I think:

    

    "What you seem to be pining for is direct democracy - a system of government historically proven to be an unmitigated disaster."

    

    There is nothing in this world as politically powerful as a newly-elected House of Commons in London. There are no limits to their authority save the conscience of each individual member. Think not? Consider that the private citizen in England is now disarmed, that he can and will be imprisoned if he simply defends himself when he is attacked, and that there is nothing he can do about it, as Parliament Has Spoken.

    

    Our system of gubmint was designed specifically to prevent the national gubmint both from having and from exercising such power. It is failing at both, more and more, because the people who are elected to it do not obey the rules laid down in its defining document, despite taking an oath to do so.

    

    On a more practical note, I am not the answer, Mark, nor is a few thousand people like me. I do not have the patience to lead those who will not be lead, nor do I have any tolerance (as you well know) for the irrationality that drives the average person. Such people as I am are not attracted to gubmint service, and for that reason. To get them to serve, you would "... let these people in and show them that the old ways are over." Golly, gee, Mark, has the notion of making an uncorruptible gubmint corrupted you such that you would force these good people to do your bidding?


    

    



    jsid-1193157256-582424 DJ at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 16:34:16 +0000


    Part 2, due to line break limits:

    

    Now, let's move on to taxes. We find this gem:

    

    "I believed I showed that people like Paris Hilton are actually paying less tax now than they did 30 years ago. People are keeping more of their money, Kevin. And they are using it to fuck people over everyday. They are using it, not to be “individualistic”, but to acquire more control over the population through buying off politicians who will help them keep more of their money. I agree that government is broken, Kevin, but not for the reasons you believe it to be so."

    

    My goodness, what a magnificently revealing statement!

    

    The clear inferences are ...: 1) ... that you believe it is an awful thing if people keep more of what they own, instead of having it taken from them by the gubmint; 2) ... that people ought to have their money taken away from them because they might do things with it that you don't approve of; and, 3) ... that gubmint is broken because it doesn't do #2 to fix #1. You reveal yourself as a socialist, Mark, and there is nothing in the Constitution that empowers the feddle gubmint to do these things.

    

    Kevin is right, Mark. You pine for a democracy, wherein the gubmint can do whatever its current members desire, which translates into whatever such power has currupted its current members into desiring, such as taking money from people because they have too much and because they might use it to buy things and/or to influence people.

    

    Now, let's move on to economics. Your response to:

    

    "Businesses provide products and/or services and are in competition with other businesses. They must earn your money, resulting in a trade in which both parties find advantage."

    

    was to describe it as being "absolutely false". Mark, this shows an astounding lack of understanding about simple economics. Let's look at two examples, shall we?

    

    #1: You are hungry. You have money. You go to the supermarket, put food in a shopping cart, and roll it up to the checkout stand. You exchange money for the food and then take the food home and eat it. You valued the food more than the money, which is why you willingly traded the money for the food. The supermarket owners valued the money more than the food, which is why they willingly traded for the food for the money.

    

    Now, compare this to the statement you called "absolutely false". The supermarket is in competition with many other businesses selling food, as are the suppliers to the supermarket. It earned your money by providing what you wanted to buy. You and the supermarket engaged in a trade in which each found advantage. The statement is absolutely true, Mark.

    

    #2: I am cold. I want to be warm. I can be warm by purchasing natural gas, which I can burn to provide heat, and by also purchasing electricity, which I can use to control the burning process and to distribute the heat throughout my house.

    

    I buy natural gas from Oklahoma Natural Gas, Co., which is a distribution company. It in turn buys natural gas on the open market from any of the dozens of suppliers who produce natural gas in many states in the southwest. ONG thus buys gas at prices set per the law of supply and demand, in the same manner as the supermarket of the previous example. ONG in turn sells gas at rates that are set by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, which is part of the gubmint. The rate schedules set by the OCC are intended to limit the profits of ONG, and they do a remarkably good job of doing so.

    

    I buy electric energy from Oklahoma Electric Cooperative, which is a distribution company. It in turn buys electric energy on the open market from any of the dozens of suppliers who produce electric energy from many sources in many states in the southwest. OEC thus buys electric energy at prices set per the law of supply and demand, in the same manner as the supermarket of the previous example. OEC in turn sells electric energy at rates that are set by the Oklahoma Corporation Commission, which is part of the gubmint. The rate schedules set by the OCC are intended to limit the profits of OEC, and they do a remarkably good job of doing so.

    

    Now, compare this to the statement that you called "absolutely false". The producers of natural gas and of electric energy are in competition with each other to supply such energy to the companies who distribute it to me. Those distribution companies are limited by the gubmint to rates that prevent them from price gouging, indeed to rates that force them to be very efficient to make a profit at all. ONG and OEC are in competition with each other, as I could use either natural gas or electric energy to provide the heat that I need, and people choose one or the other when they buy, build, or remodel a home. The service they each provide is first class, in my opinion. They earn my money by providing me with what I want to buy. We engage in a trade in which we each find advantage. Again, the statement is absolutely true, Mark.

    

    And finally, we find this:

    

    "DJ, what’s funny is that you think "someone sells and someone buys, each side gains.""

    

    It's not funny at all, Mark, it is absolutely true. If neither the seller nor the buyer are forced to trade, then the trade doesn't happen unless both the buyer and the seller are willing. That both are willing means that each gains by the trade. If one side didn't think he would gain by the trade, then he wouldn't trade.

    

    It is true in ALL cases that are not coerced. The gathering of taxes and property by the gubmint is coercion, Mark, not free trade, as you are forced to buy what the gubmint sells at the point of a gun. Buying health insurance, electricity, and gas is free trade, Mark, not coercion, as you are not forced to buy anything at all.

    

    If you don't fundamentally understand this, then you have no business discussing economics at all, as such is its cornerstone.


    

    



    jsid-1193158062-582425 Ed at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 16:47:42 +0000


    Mark, I'm interested as to why you think Obama is a desirable candidate?

    

    Obama never met a gun control law he didn't like. It matters not one whit where he stands on any other issue. He will never get my vote, or the vote of any other in my camp. It is the right of a free man to be armed, otherwise you're just a slave.

    

    The left just doesn't understand the power of "The Gun Lobby." It's no mystery. I just told you.


    

    



    jsid-1193159939-582427 Markadelphia at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 17:18:59 +0000


    Unix,

    

    "Since lobbying by corporations is a recent concept - why is our Constitution written as it is?.....that government is evil because it's been taken over by the private sector, how does that gibe with concept of government embodied by the Constitution?"

    

    It doesn’t. Kevin is correct in stating we are way off the mark on what was originally intended. It is a sign that our country is heading for a downfall. It’s my opinion that the Republicans, more so than the Democrats, are responsible for this unholy marriage between corporate America and our government.

    

    "you put your faith in people, not their actions, this is more proof of that. If someone says something you like, you implicitly trust them."

    

    Well, I don’t like pretty much everything you say at all but I still trust you because you are actually passionate about something. You care and it shows. Based on this, I predict your actions will be honorable.

    

    "How? How are you going to negate the Civil Service protections and hire these people (And who will select them?) into slots superior to people who have been there their entire career?"

    

    I think you start by identifying who has been bought off and who hasn’t. Who is trying and who is not? Most of us know who these people are. Most of us also know that if the system was changed people like Colin Powell would be involved. Do you trust Colin Powell? I think he could marshal a large force of people willing to actually do some good for our country. He talks about this in his book. Beyond this, I honestly don’t know. It certainly requires more thought.


    

    



    jsid-1193160926-582429 Markadelphia at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 17:35:26 +0000


    Some Shorter responses…

    Kevin,

    “Really, Mark, that was beneath you.”

    

    Well, I apologize if I offended you but your blog does lead with a quote from her. The Dipnut quote does round out your perspective a little more. There is a pervasive, Randian view on Communism on this blog, though, that seems to me to be very single minded…based on her unquestionable personal bias. I literally feel like her ghost is channeled here.

    

    Bilgeman, I see your points and agree for the most part.

    

    Sarah, “Whereas Gore or Kerry would have been an unmitigated disaster, Bush has merely been a disaster.”

    

    I completely disagree. We would have been ok with a Kerry presidency and much better off with Gore to begin with….I think bin Laden and Zawahari would actually be dead or behind bars by now. Just my opinion…

    

    Kevin S., “since it does not have the power to imprison or kill me.”

    

    Yes it does. Some of them do it everyday.

    

    Mark Alger, “So where does the corruption lie in this? In the people who react to what statists pervert government to do? Or the government which has inherent in its nature the power to corrupt?”

    

    The corruption lies in the fact that these groups pay for politicians campaigns and then when they are elected are expected to vote in favor of continued profits. This is especially true of that behemoth, the military industrial complex.


    

    



    jsid-1193161114-582430 Markadelphia at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 17:38:34 +0000


    DJ,

    How about “Try it again only smarter and actually with qualified, energetic, inspired, and motivated people who love their country?”

    

    They are out there, DJ, and you are one of them. You sell yourself short.

    More responses for you later….off to class…


    

    



    jsid-1193165053-582432 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 18:44:13 +0000


    Mark:

    

    Unix-Jedi: Let me just ask you to explain this: Since lobbying by corporations is a recent concept - why is our Constitution written as it is? Kevin spent a fair bit of time going back to "first principles" - the Constitution.

    If you're correct, that government is evil because it's been taken over by the private sector, how does that gibe with concept of government embodied by the Constitution?

    
 Mark: It doesn’t. Kevin is correct in stating we are way off the mark on what was originally intended. It is a sign that our country is heading for a downfall. It’s my opinion that the Republicans, more so than the Democrats, are responsible for this unholy marriage between corporate America and our government.

    

    You've missed the point of my question, totally, I'm afraid.

    

    If, according to you, the problems with big government are only due to corporate "purchases" of bureacrats... Why is the Constitution so wary of big government, written 130 years before that was a realistic problem?

    

    In other words, Mark, you're missing that your "explanation" doesn't jibe with the concerns of the "Founding Fathers" - who had the same concerns we do now - but you attribute those to realities that didn't become dominant until well after their lifetimes. If you are correct as to the problem, then explain why the Constitution is written as it is, when there weren't those kinds of corporations. Please.

    

    Unix-Jedi: "How? How are you going to negate the Civil Service protections and hire these people (And who will select them?) into slots superior to people who have been there their entire career?"

    
 Mark: I think you start by identifying who has been bought off and who hasn’t. Who is trying and who is not? Most of us know who these people are.

    

    And again, how do you negate Civil Service Protections? Mark, have you ever fired anyone? Seen anyone fired out of government? Do you have any freaking idea how hard it is? This is not something you just get to wave your hand and say "Handle it! handle it, Roy!" - explain How Do You Do That?

    

    Because it's not that simple. How do you identify these people? Sure, I could. I'd also fire all the nursing mothers and Dallas Cowboy fans. Hate the smell of stale milk and the Cowboys suck.

    

    I mean, if we're just firing people without due process and recourse, why not? Mark, that's what you really don't get - Obama can't just come in and "fix" things. Hell, Bush can't even get the CIA to actually, you know, work to overthrow governments other than the United States of America. These aren't petty little details, they're fundamental to your cause, and you don't understand them in the slightest!

    

    It's like trying to build a nuclear reactor when you can't pass basic physics - there's no practical way it could ever, possibly, safely work.

    

    Or operate on someone without any idea of anatomy. Or surgical proceedures. "Sutures? They're just knots, right? Can't be that hard, we'll deal with that when we come to it!"

    

    Most of us also know that if the system was changed people like Colin Powell would be involved. Do you trust Colin Powell?

    

    Not particularly. Depends on what you're asking do I trust him about. His track record is less than stellar, even though he was a Media Golden Child for a long time. I don't necessarily distrust him, but he's got a track record of both success and failure, I wouldn't automatically expect him to be a success.


    

    



    jsid-1193165063-582433 Sarah at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 18:44:23 +0000


    I think bin Laden and Zawahari would actually be dead or behind bars by now. Just my opinion…

    

    What makes you think this? What, exactly, would either of them have done to lead to this outcome?

    

    Can't help commenting on this: Well, I don’t like pretty much everything you say at all but I still trust you because you are actually passionate about something. You care and it shows. Based on this, I predict your actions will be honorable.

    

    Hitler was very passionate about things. He cared, and it showed. Based on that, I guess you would have trusted his actions to be honorable?

    

    This is why I think the liberal-Democrat mindset, at its root, is quite feminine. Women want to hear the right things, they want to be smooth-talked and placated. They care about lofty things like intentions and caring without much regard for the outcome. This is why the commies -- who are responsible for upwards of 100 million deaths -- get a free pass, since their intentions were good, but the Nazis and Richard Nixon were the greatest evils ever to befall mankind. You think that Republicans are cold-hearted and uncaring, but that's untrue -- we do care, but we care about the outcome, i.e. screw the intentions, does it actually work? We're pragmatists, not idealists.


    

    



    jsid-1193165282-582434 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 18:48:02 +0000


    Mark:

    

    Kevin S., “since it does not have the power to imprison or kill me.”

    

    Yes it does. Some of them do it everyday.

    

    

    Then you should have no problem naming the specific corporations doing the imprisioning and killing, as well as some of the victims/prisioners.
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    MDelphia...

    

    The corruption lies in the fact that these groups pay for politicians campaigns and then when they are elected are expected to vote in favor of continued profits. This is especially true of that behemoth, the military industrial complex.

    

    And yet, you STILL don't get it, do you? It is not the nature of commerce to order things this way. Only so long as government has and wields the power to take from this one and give to that one, such corruption will exist.

    

    Businesses do not spend money on things that are not necessary to accomplish their ends. You don't increase the sales of widgets by paying Washington protection money. There's a reason they call them taxes. Same goes for lobbying money. if it wasn't NECESSARY, it wouldn't exist. And it's not commercial interests which make it necessary.

    

    That is, unless the businessmen are themselves statists, bent on using the power of the state to gain what they can't gain fairly in the marketplace. Is that a fault of business or of government?

    

    It has to do with the fundamental natures of things. Government REQUIRES this relationship as its raison d'etre. What is the frequent left-justification for government overreach? Government must provide those things that the private sector can't or won't. IOW, government must provide those things self-appointed "elites" deem right and proper, even though the population at large -- through the mechanisms of the market -- has determined that they are not desirable or too costly to pursue.

    

    Meanwhile, commerce REQUIRES that the participants be, en large, moral individuals. Without trust, the market cannot exist. (Absent coercion, but then you get back to the government's monopoly on the initiation of the use of force.)

    

    Yes, there are honest, good, and righteous civil servants, just as there are venal capitalists. But in neither case is it the majority of the breed -- or even the run of the mill.

    

    But if even that will not persuade, look on it from a practical viewpoint. Where has government succeeded? Not, "where has government done things some deem good" but where has government SUCCEEDED -- done what it set out to do, in the time allotted and for the amount budgeted? I would argue that government, again, by its very nature, is bound to fail -- and miserably -- at anything it attempts. (And I do not exempt the military -- wars are won by those who fuck up the least.) The failure rate in government would put a businessman out of the game.

    

    Which is perhaps beside the point, but then, perhaps spot-on it.

    

    M
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    DJ, (and others) I do have some specfic responses for some of the comments here but I want to share this quote with all of you. It pertains to many of the things that DJ said in his two posts. See if you can guess who said it.

    

    "I take away the compelling idea that there's serious evil in the world, and hardship and pain. And we should be humble and modest in our belief we can eliminate those things. But we shouldn't use that as an excuse for cynicism and inaction. I take away the sense we have to make these efforts knowing they are hard, and not swinging from naïve idealism to bitter realism."


    

    



    jsid-1193174470-582438 Unix-Jedi at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 21:21:10 +0000


    Mark:

    Who else would you quote but Obama?


    

    



    jsid-1193181267-582442 juris_imprudent at Tue, 23 Oct 2007 23:14:27 +0000


    Hey Mark,

    

    You claim that govt is evil all because of nasty, wicked Corporations. But on your own blog you point out that Qwest Communications rebuffed the illegal overtures of the Federal Govt.

    

    Don't you feel just a tiny bit foolish?
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    No, I don't believe I said that all corporations were evil. If I did, I was in error.

    

    Unix, you are correct that was Obama. In answer to an earlier question by Ed, this would be one of the reasons why I like Obama. You are correct in his stance on gun control but I think if all of you sat in a room with him for an hour or two and conveyed your thoughts, I suspect he might change his mind. And maybe he might show you a different perspective as well :)


    

    



    jsid-1193185676-582445 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:27:56 +0000


    Mark (quoting Obama): "I take away the compelling idea that there's serious evil in the world, and hardship and pain. And we should be humble and modest in our belief we can eliminate those things. "

    

    Me: Did you realize that his logic breaks down right there? Every one of us does evil. Some more than others, but no one, not one single person is completely good. Sometimes that evil is intentional, sometimes it's accidental (through error or misplaced good intentions), but we all are broken, evil human beings. There is only a difference of degree.

    

    To claim that we can eliminate evil, hardship and pain is not "humble and modest", it is massive, overwhelming hubris and ego of galactic, neigh, universe spanning proportions.

    

    That simple fact is why designing a governmental system based on a mythical "perfect human" is such a stupid idea. Such a government must—in order to be truly effective—have absolute and total power of those being ruled. But because a "perfect human" is only a feverish wet dream never to be accomplished, you would only be able to put an evil being in a position to inflict evil on the governed.

    

    Mark, you need to give up the fantasy of a perfect, benign, caring politician—nevermind an entire government bureaucracy full of them—because there is no such creature. Period. Only then can we actually discuss why it is necessary to have feedback systems which punish evil and reward good, not only for corporations (bad customer service/goods leads to lost sales, good service/goods leads to more sales), but also for governments which have no such natural feedback systems.
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    this would be one of the reasons why I like Obama.

    

    Yes, Mark, we know.

    

    I think if all of you sat in a room with him for an hour or two and conveyed your thoughts, I suspect he might change his mind.

    

    No, Mark. He's not "for" gun control because he's misled. he's for gun control because his policies require control. More and more of it. The very opposite of liberty, actually. Individuals who pose a threat to his utopia have to be.. dealt with. Marginalized. Powerless.

    

    No, we'd have very little to talk about. Especially if all he did was talk in florid but meaningless sound bites like the above. Oh, it's very nice and scripted. It's also not a plan.

    

    (Note, this reply does not absolve you of the outstanding questions you've been asked above, about how it would work, and especially what corporation is imprisoning and killing daily in the US.)
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    DJ,

    

    OK, DJ, your stuff. The reason why I put this quote up from Obama is I think you might be giving in to “cynicism and inaction” when you say “No, your vision of fixing gubmint by putting the right people in it is a fool's dream. It won't work because it can't work.”

    

    Or when you say

    

    “what you describe has never been successfully implemented during the whole of recorded human history.”

    

    Well, America is unlike any country in human history. Look at all of the things we have accomplished in 231 years. Not bad, eh? You see, DJ, for all of my bitching, I still think we have great potential. Based on what you have written, you have us defeated right out of the gate because we have a government.

    

    I guess I am curious as to what our country would look like with no taxes and a barely minimal government. I suspect you would say something like “a nation filled with self-reliant people who can all be responsible for themselves, with the free market providing services.” That sounds more like Utopia to me than my vision. The authority you speak of, while not being the government, would then be corporations….which is kind of where we are heading now, if not there already. If man is corrupted in government, wouldn’t he also be corrupted in corporations as well?


    

    



    jsid-1193185997-582448 DJ at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:33:17 +0000


    "DJ, How about “Try it again only smarter and actually with qualified, energetic, inspired, and motivated people who love their country?”"

    

    It's been tried for about 230 years, Mark. It hasn't worked because such people don't necessarily feel the call to gubmint service. Absent "finding them" (by what method? compulsory testing?) and forcing them to serve (by what method? holding their children hostage?) it won't happen any more in the future than it has in the past.

    

    And, you've just validated, quite forcefully, my observation that "do it again, only harder!" characterizes your thinking on the matter.

    

    "They are out there, DJ, and you are one of them. You sell yourself short."

    

    Mark, this is quite revealing about you. You have no idea how shallow this observation of me is, and how shallow your similar observations about Obama are.

    

    I know myself considerably better and more completely than you do. I'm a loner, Mark, a hermit by nature and an engineer by trade. I am motivated by history, by science, by engineering, by rational thinking, and by reality and truth, as best they can be determined. I am emphatically not motivated by thoughts of people management, or by thoughts of gubmint service, or by thoughts of political activity. I spent a profitable 26 year career in engineering in which I never once had anyone report to me in a table of organization, which was a condition I insisted on and which my employer agreed with. I was offered the job of Executive Vice President, and I turned it down. No, I did real work, not management.

    

    I've seen politics close up, too. As I related before, my last employer (of 22 years) is a big but quiet contributor to Republican causes. The result is that I've met and conversed with Representatives, Senators, Attorneys General, and even a sitting Vice President. A few were quite intelligent, but most were just normal people, and a few were dumb as hammers. I want nothing to do, personally, with the world they work in.

    

    And, everyone is corruptible, Mark, including me. The only difference between one person and the next is the price.

    

    Now, just what do you not know about Obama that matters?
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    Sarah,

    I think Gore would’ve immediately recognized the intricacies of the Islamic threat. I think he would’ve pinpointed, with much greater accuracy, how to fight and defeat Al Qaeda. I go back to the Wilkerson quote I put up here a while back…about how we should be leading with our ideas, which I think are better than bin Laden’s. Blowing stuff up is a smaller tool in a greater game of international public relations, something I think everyone can agree that Bush stinks at.

    

    Gore would’ve used the world’s goodwill that we had after 9-11 and defeated bin Laden using a much wider array of force and not just military force.


    

    



    jsid-1193186785-582450 Markadelphia at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:46:25 +0000


    “but we all are broken, evil human beings.”

    

    Ah, Ed, spoken like a true evangelical. Simply put, I don’t agree. While I think man does good and man does bad…broken and evil? Everyone? Even in a small degree? It seems to me like we are wavering into that territory of “we are all evil sinners and God will punish us.” Sorry, I don’t buy it. I know I am going off an a tangent here but everyone is capable of having the Grace of Christ, which I believe is inherently good. No doubt, there is great evil in the world but I find it hard to qualify what your everyday joe does on daily basis as “evil and broken.”


    

    



    jsid-1193186843-582451 DJ at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:47:23 +0000


    "Well, America is unlike any country in human history. Look at all of the things we have accomplished in 231 years. Not bad, eh? You see, DJ, for all of my bitching, I still think we have great potential. Based on what you have written, you have us defeated right out of the gate because we have a government."

    

    Well said, Mark, and almost correct. I wouldn't describe us as being "defeated right out of the gate because we have a government", rather I state categorically that we are suffering despite having the best form of gubmint mankind has ever come up with. As you agreed earlier, gubmint is a necessary evil. The biggest imperfection of our gubmint is that it doesn't have enough teeth to keep those we elect from ignoring it and/or violating it.

    

    "I guess I am curious as to what our country would look like with no taxes and a barely minimal government. I suspect you would say something like “a nation filled with self-reliant people who can all be responsible for themselves, with the free market providing services.” That sounds more like Utopia to me than my vision."

    

    No, I would say, "a nation that would be overrun in short order by some other nation with at least a small, but effective, military force." I don't believe in utopia, and dreamy thoughts of such have little, if any, influence on my understanding of reality.

    

    "The authority you speak of, while not being the government, would then be corporations….which is kind of where we are heading now, if not there already.

    

    I disagree completely. We are headed for more and more gubmint control of our lives, not less. Such is the dream of the Dimocrat Party in general and its leadership in particular.

    

    "If man is corrupted in government, wouldn’t he also be corrupted in corporations as well?"

    

    Certainly. Man is corrupted by being given power, no matter what that power is. Just watch a teenager when he is promoted from "french fryer" to "assistant shift supervisor" at the local Burger Barn. Suddenly, he gets to tell his classmates what to do, and they do it. Such is the essence of corruption by power; all else is details.
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    Mark: "Gore would’ve used the world’s goodwill that we had after 9-11 and defeated bin Laden using a much wider array of force and not just military force."

    

    Me: Really? Like what?

    

    You've argued repeatedly against the use of military force. How do you fight a war without engaging in warfare?

    

    Mark: "I think he would’ve pinpointed, with much greater accuracy, how to fight and defeat Al Qaeda. "

    

    Me: If such an idea actually exists, why haven't we heard it, even once? C'mon Mark. Really, really wishing hard enough that your chosen prophet would have come up with an idea if he was President, when he hasn't managed to come up with that idea anyway, is nothing more than building castles in the sky. What is the magical difference between Al Gore sitting in the White House and Al Gore sitting in his private jet? Al Gore can't even tell the difference between real science and the junk science he's pushing!
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    Mark:

    

    I think Gore would’ve immediately recognized the intricacies of the Islamic threat. I think he would’ve pinpointed, with much greater accuracy, how to fight and defeat Al Qaeda.

    

    Because we didn't do that. Uh, Mark, do you remember how fast we cut Al Queda and the Taliban apart in "The Quagmire of Afghanistan?" "Afghanistan won't be like Iraq!" "The Brutal Afghan Winter"? No, you don't know how well we did. No, no, "Gore would have done better!"

    

    That web of complexity? Why would Gore have realized it then, when he'd been part of the administration for the prior 8 years that had a track record of 0-for-10?

    

    Gore would’ve used the world’s goodwill that we had after 9-11

    

    Mark, that "goodwill" lasted less than a week. And it was largely based on envy, and belief that the US would somehow do their laundry list of items. Bloody hell, less than a week after September 11, NATO - NATO was already waffling about the mutual defense pact.

    

    You're welcome to your own opinions. Not your own facts.

    

    and defeated bin Laden using a much wider array of force and not just military force.

    

    Wishful thinking, Mark. That's all it is. You've got no evidence that that would have worked that way. Just your belief that of course they'd have done better! Because.. Because.. Because... Well, they just would have, dammit!


    

    



    jsid-1193187066-582454 Markadelphia at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:51:06 +0000


    Unix, sorry. I am going through and answering as many questions as I can.

    

    Corporations that are killing people? Well, you can start with PG & E. You can also take a look at 3M in my own home state. In fact, how about Blackwater? Oh, maybe I shouldn't mention them...that one might sting a little.

    

    Imprisoned? Well, I guess there are no corporations that have prisons like the government does.....but they do have other ways of imprisoning us. Actually, it's more like enslave us. I need to think a little more on this one...I will get back to you...


    

    



    jsid-1193187118-582455 DJ at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:51:58 +0000


    "I think Gore would’ve immediately recognized the intricacies of the Islamic threat. I think he would’ve pinpointed, with much greater accuracy, how to fight and defeat Al Qaeda."

    

    [...]

    

    "Gore would’ve used the world’s goodwill that we had after 9-11 and defeated bin Laden using a much wider array of force and not just military force."

    

    Y'know, Mark, if you ever write a book, a good title would be Platitudes, Platitudes.

    

    Remember the comments of John Kerry's CO on his fitness reports: "Needs constant supervision."

    

    So, how about giving us a whole slew of specifics here, of details about just why these two buffoons would have done so well if only we'd let them?


    

    



    jsid-1193187459-582456 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:57:39 +0000


    Corporations that are killing people? Well, you can start with PG & E. You can also take a look at 3M in my own home state. In fact, how about Blackwater? Oh, maybe I shouldn't mention them...that one might sting a little.

    

    Where Mark?

    

    Where are they killing people?

    

    Blackwater? I knew you were going to do there, because you can't not. (I'm just surprised you didn't use the "HALLIBURTON" verbal talisman again.)

    

    Ok, Mark, again, where are those corporations imprisoning and killing people?

    

    Now, we're talking inside the US. Not the war zone that's Iraq.

    

    But OK, Mark, you want to go there? How is Blackwater operating in Iraq?

    

    BECAUSE THEY'VE GOT GOVERNMENT SANCTION. They're working under the US and Iraqi government aegis.

    

    Mark, you're not even able to make the handicap for this battle of wits.


    

    



    jsid-1193187474-582457 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 00:57:54 +0000


    Mark: "Sorry, I don’t buy it."

    

    Me: You are soooo predictable.

    

    You're right, the Bible does teach that. Yet even if there was no such thing as the Bible, the truth of such a statement should be as bloomin' obvious as the nose on your face.

    

    So, point out any perfect human being in all of history. (Jesus Christ doesn't count.) You know, the one without any character flaws or mistakes of any kind.

    

    Now think about these phrases:

    

    "To err is _______ …"

    

    "Remember, I'm only _______."

    

    Finally, if you've never read it, I strongly suggest that you read Theodore Dalrymple's article on The Frivolity of Evil to fully understand just how easy it is for an average person, or even an above average person, to slip into committing evil acts.


    

    



    jsid-1193192173-582458 LabRat at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 02:16:13 +0000


    I'm still mostly eating peanuts and watching the usual Weeknight Fight, but if Theodore Dalrymple (a conservative) is too unpalatable to glue your eyeballs to long enough to digest, Mark, you might try Zimbardo's The Lucifer Effect. He's a psychologist, a self-described "bleeding heart liberal", and he ran one of the most seminal experiments on the psychology of power and the propensity to evil behavior in normal people in the history of the field.

    

    He even spends the last half of the book on a Quixotic crusade trying to use the excellent first half of the book to prove that Bush and Cheney and Rumsfeld should be directly responsible for the Abu Ghraib abuses. I can handle hearing about that for the next several months if you can get scrubbed of the idea that there are good people and bad people and good people always do good and bad people always do bad.


    

    



    jsid-1193193469-582459 Kevin Baker at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 02:37:49 +0000


    Damn! Y'all have been busy.

    

    Unfortunately, so have I.

    

    Only a couple of quick comments, then I will leave you to hash it out with Mark some more:

    

    There is a pervasive, Randian view on Communism on this blog, though...

    

    That's because I believe, on that topic, Rand was RIGHT.

    

    It doesn't mean I worship at her feet.

    

    To get back to commerce: There is no competition at all for my electricity or my heat. I have one, affordable choice, for each and that is it.

    

    Not so. You have the freedom to move. If you do not wish to move, you have (unless government regulation prohibits it) the ability to switch your home heating to, say, trucked-in LP Gas. You could even purchase a generator that runs off the same source and disconnect yourself from the grid. You could build a rammed-earth house and operate on solar. Or, if you really want to be cantankerous, you can have your gas and electricity shut off, cook and heat water with charcoal and bottled propane and use kerosene catalytic heaters to stay warm in the winter. Neither the gas nor the electric company will come to your door with guns and demand that you reconnect and buy energy from them.

    

    But the government might come - with guns - and take you away for violating any number of environmental regulations. Regulations passed democratically with the blessings of your neighbors in an effort to "save the environment" from people burning fossil fuels.

    

    I now return the spanking to the regularly scheduled commenters.

    

    Carry on.


    

    



    jsid-1193194221-582461 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 02:50:21 +0000


    Kevin: "But the government might come - with guns - and take you away for violating any number of environmental regulations."

    

    Me: You could also say, "But the government might come - with guns - and take you away for refusing to buy government services—i.e., not paying ALL of your taxes—even if you never use any of those "services'."


    

    



    jsid-1193195223-582462 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 03:07:03 +0000


    Kevin B:

    

    Right. I was waiting for Mark to reply to that point to point out that no, you don't have to buy electricity from the Electric Co. Sure, if you want the convenience of the wires outside - it's a monopoly (enforced by the .gov).

    

    But you can (at least, depending on your zoning codes (which are which, Mark,

    A) Corporations

    B) Government

    mandated and enforced?) make your own, via bike-mounted generator, solar, or other generation methods.

    

    I'm currently very irritated at my electric (Which is a co-op, and apparently very not-professionally run) - and I'm seriously figuring out how much it would cost to get a NG generator, and generate my own power full-time.

    

    And no, my co-op's not going to kick in my door, shoot my dogs, and stomp my cats if I do that. (Unless there one of the one's that Mark is going to enlighten us that's imprisoning and killing people here in the US.)


    

    



    jsid-1193198029-582463 Bilgeman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 03:53:49 +0000


    Unix-Jedi:

    

    You want a corporation that is killing people as a matter of course in its' business?

    

    Here's two:

    

    Phillip Morris

    

    and

    

    RJ Reynolds.

    

    Fact is, Mark-A is right about businesses killing people, and those who say otherwise have conveniently forgotten that growing, processing and retailing crack, meth and heroin are ALSO businesses.

    

    They also are perhaps forgetful of Ford's Pinto, Minimata, and Thalidomide. As well as the airlines' ro;e in suppressing that NASA study i posted earlier.

    

    In any major construction project, there are always some deaths "factored in" to the cost of completion.

    

    These deaths, since they CAN be foreseen, could also be avoided, but it doesn't make "economic sense" to take the added precautions.

    

    Someone who thinks that a few human lives will stop the Prostitute of Business in its' quest for Profit,(which, someone's notions of altruism notwithstanding, is what Business REALLY serves), is an utter fool.


    

    



    jsid-1193198493-582464 Bilgeman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 04:01:33 +0000


    And BTW, if you wanted to end the "Gun Control" bandwagon near as forever as you could, the Gun manufacturers need only advertise their products through the MSM.

    

    Producers and Publishers HATE to offend advertisers.

    

    Look at what advertising has done for the Brewing Industry, as opposed to the Tobacco Industry.

    

    Whores...the lot of 'em.


    

    



    jsid-1193199961-582466 Sebastian at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 04:26:01 +0000


    It's not really that simple. Not everyone smokes, not everyone owns a gun, but nearly everyone drinks, or accepts drinking. It's not so much advertising that's saved the alcohol industry, but the fact that most people are familiar with alcohol, and it's socially accepted.

    

    But it's worth pointing out that no one is coming to my house and threatening me with violence if I don't drink or smoke. The corporations who are selling this stuff aren't killing anyone, it's people choosing to do something that's unhealthy.

    

    One of the things that continually irritates me about the left is that they refuse to accept that people are free to make choices. The left wants to remove the wrong choices, for your own good, you see.

    

    Piss on that.


    

    



    jsid-1193228624-582467 emdfl at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 12:23:44 +0000


    Sebastian -

    "The left wants to remove the wrong choices - AS THEY DEFINE WRONG -,for your own good, you see."

    There fixed it for you


    

    



    jsid-1193232907-582471 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 13:35:07 +0000


    Bilgeman,

    

    You're right that those companies (and drug dealers) are selling a lethal product. However, it's not quite the same thing as the government's power to kill.

    

    In the case of companies selling a product, they're simply providing a product, but it's the user of that product who is choosing to put their life on the line. The victims of the companies' greed are voluntary victims.

    

    In the case of governments, a person does not necessarily choose to become a target in order to die from government action. In fact, sometimes a person can be targeted by the government because they choose to do the right thing (think China), or even just because of things they have no control over, such as intelligence (think Cambodia) or race.

    

    I'm not saying that our government does these things, at least not on a regular basis. However, the potential is always there because there are humans involved. The main point in this whole thread is that such events do not happen here because our government is held accountable by design.

    

    While some corporations (and drug dealers) are guilty of wanton disregard for human life, the simple fact is that their victims are self-selecting. If no one chose to victimize themselves using those products, those companies would not be able to exist.

    

    Governments have the potential to be far more dangerous than corporations because they have the power to victimize everyone. In fact, if you look back through history, you will find only governments killing large groups of people.

    

    In short: companies = voluntary victims, government = involuntary victims. This is why governments are the greater danger and must be treated as such.


    

    



    jsid-1193235599-582473 DJ at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 14:19:59 +0000


    Mark, you need to read Kevin's last comment until you understand it. In response to your statement:

    

    "There is no competition at all for my electricity or my heat. I have one, affordable choice, for each and that is it."

    

    Kevin replied (with my emphasis):

    

    "Not so. You have the freedom to move. If you do not wish to move, you have (unless government regulation prohibits it) the ability to switch your home heating to, say, trucked-in LP Gas. You could even purchase a generator that runs off the same source and disconnect yourself from the grid. You could build a rammed-earth house and operate on solar. Or, if you really want to be cantankerous, you can have your gas and electricity shut off, cook and heat water with charcoal and bottled propane and use kerosene catalytic heaters to stay warm in the winter. Neither the gas nor the electric company will come to your door with guns and demand that you reconnect and buy energy from them.

    

    But the government might come - with guns - and take you away for violating any number of environmental regulations. Regulations passed democratically with the blessings of your neighbors in an effort to "save the environment" from people burning fossil fuels."

    

    Dig for the essence here, Mark. It is:

    

    1) Business, even the gas and electric companies, compete with each other for your money. You are not compelled by them to deal with them, to purchase their services or the products.

    

    This is true even when, as with gas and electric companies, the competition happens in relative slow motion. As Kevin points out, you can move and so change what you need, you can stay where you are and change what you need, and you can even change such that you have no need to purchase gas and/or electricity. The choice is real and it is yours, even though it takes time and money to implement.

    

    Been there, seen that. I lived in the mountains of northern New Mexico for a time. Just west of Taos is an "earth ship" community, in which the houses are built to take good advantage of solar power. Some have satellite TV and such, but they are not connected to the electric power grid, they have wells for water (which is damned tricky there), and they are not connected to piped-in natural gas. You can see the odd propane tank, but there are lots of propane suppliers in the area, all in cutthroat competition with each other.

    

    Mark, here in Oklahoma, you can see commercials on TV, usually during the winter months, in which companies selling natural gas and companies selling electricity advertise their wares, each claiming that its source of energy is better for heating your house. They do this because they know that you have a choice about how to heat your home and that builders have a choice when they build new homes. This is competition, Mark, not coercion, and the fact that it happens in slow motion doesn't make it irrelevant.

    

    2) Gubmint competes with no one. The primary difference between gubmint and business is that you are compelled by gubmint to deal with gubmint on gubmint's terms. You can lose your assets and your freedom by refusing to comply with gubmint's demands.

    

    And, more and more gubmint control over our lives is not the answer to anyone's dislike of high prices. It doesn't solve the problem, it doesn't make anything any cheaper, it simply replaces the freedom to choose for yourself with coercion.


    

    



    jsid-1193240283-582475 juris_imprudent at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 15:38:03 +0000


    Mark, you need to read Kevin's last comment until you understand it.

    

    I daresay that is a fundamental problem for Mark. I used HIS point about corporate influence making govt evil (with a counter example from HIS blog) and his reply was he never said all corporations are evil. Sheesh!

    

    So Mark, let's try again. Qwest rebuffed the govt on conducting illegal surveillance. Who was the bad guy in this little scenario? The govt, right? So how exactly does the govt contract it's evilness from corporations - in this SPECIFIC case?


    

    



    jsid-1193240712-582476 Markadelphia at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 15:45:12 +0000


    “So, how about giving us a whole slew of specifics here, of details “about just why these two buffoons would have done so well if only we'd let them?”

    

    I think Gore would not have invaded Iraq and actually finished the job in Afghanistan, hopefully taking the time to realize that you can’t use proxy troops, as Rumsfeld did, to fight a war. And it would take a lot more than 50 guys to find bin Laden at Tora Bora. In addition, I think he would’ve seen that, rather than sliming political opponents at home (Karl Rove and the you are either with us or a’gin us infantile, paranoia crowd), he would’ve used his PR acumen to get the message out to the Muslim World that we are not the demons bin Laden paints us to be. We are about hope, not death and destruction.

    

    By not invading Iraq, Iran would not have benefited as greatly as it has right now. I don’t think they would have as much power as they currently enjoy and Amendinejad may never have come to power. It’s possible that we might have been able to run the table in the Middle East, making countries like Syria and people like Hamas look foolish in the face of our great (and benevolent) might. Of course, this is just my opinion….and about 1 billion others as well

    

    “Where are they killing people?”

    

    Well, Bilgeman did a good job of answering this question but here is some more….

    

    PG & E used hexavalent chromium in water cooling towers to prevent scale and rust. They told the residents of Hinkley, CA that it was alright and that chromium was present in multivitamns so they could actually drink more water if they wanted to. As a result, many cancers, birth defects, and organ failures resulted. This happened in other communties as well.

    

    3M is currently embroiled in a similar situation here. No one has died yet but our State Health Department has said it is only a matter of time before unusual cancer rates in the area start popping up. Predictions are that up to 150,000 people will be affected.

    

    “Gubmint competes with no one.”

    Actually government would compete with private industry for your dollars in regards to health care in Edwards’, Hillary’s or Obama’s plan. You’re example of choice in regards to electricity and heat applies here as well. That is how their health care plans would work. You are somewhat correct in saying that I have a choice here in Minnesota for my gas and electricity. For my gas, I have a). Center Point Energy or b). Logs from the trees in my back yard. No one is forcing me to choose 1 but 2 really isn’t much of a choice either. This is what I mean when I talk about enslavement. Bilgeman made this point very well up top….Centepoint is going to raise prices this year so they can make more money. They no people don’t really have a choice so they can do whatever they want.


    

    



    jsid-1193241157-582477 Markadelphia at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 15:52:37 +0000


    Juris, I was wrong if I said that all coporations are evil.

    

    Your example of Qwest actually proves all of our assertions. It proves yours because the evil is coming from the government. It proves mine because when you let scumbags like Dick Cheney run the show, than you get bad government. I wonder whether someone with even half a moral would do the same thing...?

    

    Remember, Cheney is acting in the interests of corporations, not the safety of our government. By tracking phone calls, he is protecting his and his pals business interests in the Middle East. He is a coporate proxy, more or less, who is using the power of government to further their ends.


    

    



    jsid-1193242143-582479 Yosemite Sam at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 16:09:03 +0000


    “Where are they killing people?”

    

    As a good Leftie, Mark, I can't believe that you didn't bring up the use of armed corporate security in the early decades of the 20'th century to bust unions.

    

    But, that is beside the point. The point was: Where are the instances of corporations using armed force to get people to buy their products? It's not there. I can choose not to associate with a particular corporation. It may be difficult, but it is not impossible. There are books and websites that are dedicated to self sufficiency. But, and this is important, you can't disassociate from the government. They won't allow it and will, in the end, throw you in jail if you try.

    

    As far as government competition with private enterprise: How can you have legitimate competition when the government doesn't have to make a profit?


    

    



    jsid-1193244772-582481 Bilgeman at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 16:52:52 +0000


    Yosemite Sam:

    

    "I can't believe that you didn't bring up the use of armed corporate security in the early decades of the 20'th century to bust unions."

    

    Jeeze, as a arank and filer, I'm surprised that I didn't bring up our chums at Pinkerton and their Goon Squads.

    

    The Copper Wars, anyone?

    The Pullman Strike?

    Bloody Thursday?

    The Haymarket Strike?

    Homestead Steel?

    The Battle of the Overpass at GM,(with pictures!).

    

    Ravenswood Aluminum Corporation Strike/Lockout?

    (No deaths, but that was a classic for demonstrating what a pack of whores Business AND Government can be). On one side, Marc Rich, fugitive from justice, screwing over his employees, and then Billary Clinton "stands up for the little guy" by pardoning the filthy cocksucker.


    

    



    jsid-1193246997-582485 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 17:29:57 +0000


    Mark:

    

    I think

    

    Pretty much, after that statement, I, and others know that a fantasy statement is going to occur. Devoid of reference to history, law, physics, thermodynamics. But, all those things! Pish! Posh!

    DO it again, but HARDER THIS TIME!

    and actually finished the job in Afghanistan

    

    He'd have gotten us into the Afghan quagmire that all the Media and Democrats were screaming Bush was getting us into.

    

    And it would take a lot more than 50 guys to find bin Laden at Tora Bora.

    

    Oh, sure, let's just drop in a million Green Berets! Wait, no, TWO! TWO MILLION! We'll get him now!

    

    It’s possible that we might have been able to run the table in the Middle East, making countries like Syria and people like Hamas look foolish in the face of our great (and benevolent) might.

    

    I'd ask "How", but I think I know the answer, so I'll forgo the dead horse.

    

    Of course, this is just my opinion….and about 1 billion others as well

    

    Nothing like ginning up your own supporters. Wait, if you and a billion others are on the same page, why aren't you fixing it?

    

    “Where are they killing people?”

    

    Well, Bilgeman did a good job of answering this question but here is some more….

    

    No, he didn't. He pointed out 2 companies producing currently legal, but dangerous items that may affect your health. Just as Ford and GMC do. I'm not surprised you found his argument compelling, because it seemed to back you. But it didn't, really.

    

    PG & E used hexavalent chromium in water cooling towers to prevent scale and rust.

    

    Mark, you know how you get mad when we call you an idiot?

    

    That's not the same thing, Mark. You cannot stay - hell, you can't understand the subject. You bounce around, with no concept of proof, chains of logic, logical followings....

    

    Even a company deliberately poisioning the water isn't the same as the Governmental Force, Mark. The vast gulf between them is so staggering that it just defies description to try and elaborate how you don't understand what you're talking about. (More likely, you spouted, then when I asked for specifics, you dove for Wikipedia to find something.. Companies killing people. Here! Here!)

    

    And how would I have guessed that it would only be something you could have seen in a movie?

    

    Furthermore, at the time, Hexavalent chromium was considered safe. Brocovich's "investigation", while (with some major dressing up) is a great story, but its an example of the facts not getting in the way of a novel legal theory. It's not as bad as say, Edward's case, but in that case, everything that possibly happened was blamed on the water. Birth defects, by the way, have never been linked to Hexavalent chromium. But there I go again with those pesky facts.

    

    Ok, what companies are imprisioning US citizens in lieu of the government?

    

    The others have already given you better examples. Notice they're not common today. Notice the corporations don't go to your home, kick in your door, and force you to go to work. No, you won't notice that.

    

    Mark, that comparision shows that you really, really, just have no idea what in the hell you're talking about.

    

    If you didn't see it on USA Late At Night, didn't hear Obama say something soothing, you just can't grasp it, can you?


    

    



    jsid-1193249785-582487 Kevin S. at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 18:16:25 +0000


    "PG & E used hexavalent chromium in water cooling towers to prevent scale and rust. They told the residents of Hinkley, CA that it was alright and that chromium was present in multivitamns so they could actually drink more water if they wanted to. As a result, many cancers, birth defects, and organ failures resulted. This happened in other communties as well."

    

    Hafta call BS on this one, regardless of how the court case went. Hexavalent Chromium is indeed toxic, but it cannot exist in an acidic environment. It reverts to plain old trivalent Chromium immediately. The holding time for this unstable analyte is TWENTY-FOUR HOURS - the time we have from sampling to analysis before the stuff breaks down into more stable forms. So. Stomach acid being at a pH of around 2 takes care of this quite handily. Therefore ingestion of this won't poison you. Inhalation might, but not ingestion. I put this in the same pseudoscience category as that Dow lawsuit with regards to the breast implants.


    

    



    jsid-1193250066-582488 LabRat at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 18:21:06 +0000


    U-J: Nothing kills the urge to debate in me faster than realizing I could be arguing the other guy's position better than he's doing it. Absent the possibility of changing someone's mind, either my opponent's or the audience's, the good I get out of it is practicing; if I could be doing better talking to myself, why bother?


    

    



    jsid-1193250134-582489 Markadelphia at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 18:22:14 +0000


    "But, and this is important, you can't disassociate from the government. They won't allow it and will, in the end, throw you in jail if you try."

    

    False. I can think of three people I know personally, 2 in Montana and 1 in Oregon (my godfather), who live off the land, don't pay taxes, and provide their own means of self sufficiency.

    

    "let's just drop in a million Green Berets! Wait, no, TWO! TWO MILLION! We'll get him now!"

    

    How about starting with the 600 rangers that Gary Bernsten requested while he was closing in on Tora Bora and heard nothing but silence from the Pentagon?


    

    



    jsid-1193251125-582490 Yosemite Sam at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 18:38:45 +0000


    "False. I can think of three people I know personally, 2 in Montana and 1 in Oregon (my godfather), who live off the land, don't pay taxes, and provide their own means of self sufficiency."

    

    The IRS will get them, sooner or later. They'll get their chunk out of their estate when they die, if they don't while they're alive. Notice I said "in the end". The IRS will really go after them if they become activists, eg. the family in New Hampshire that recently went to jail for tax evasion.


    

    



    jsid-1193251935-582491 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 18:52:15 +0000


    LabRat:

    

    Absent the possibility of changing someone's mind, either my opponent's or the audience's

    

    Occasionally - Mark shows glimpses of potential. He quickly reverts back to form and fantasy, but it's often enough to get my hopes up that he's reachable. I've had luck in the past with someone who sounded almost exactly like him - who's still a flaming liberal, but far less rapidly judgmental than he had been.

    

    But also, it is for the audience. The people reading who say "Yeah! PG&E! When Pretty Woman went all Tom Cruise and you CAN'T HANDLE THE TRUTH! ... Hey, wait, that's wrong... Yeah, yeah, actually..."

    

    I've had a fair amount of success through the years. I just have to keep from getting sidetracked by the actual stalking horse.

    

    Call it a personal failing.


    

    



    jsid-1193252868-582492 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 19:07:48 +0000


    Mark:

    How about starting with the 600 rangers that Gary Bernsten requested while he was closing in on Tora Bora and heard nothing but silence from the Pentagon?

    

    Just as a idle curiosity, you understand, can you give me any possible, potential, devil's advocate reasons why those 600 Rangers wouldn't be supplied on demand? (Ignoring that it's the CIA, not the DoD asking, according to you.)


    

    



    jsid-1193253724-582495 Sarah at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 19:22:04 +0000


    Donald Luskin's post "WHY DO RICH CORPORATIONS GIVE MONEY TO POPULIST DEMOCRATS?" is worth checking out.

    

    Is it some kind of death-wish? Hardly. It's called payola. And the "culture of corruption" surrounding it would make Tom DeLay blush...


    

    



    jsid-1193263359-582501 Markadelphia at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 22:02:39 +0000


    "He quickly reverts back to form and fantasy"

    

    Just to let you know, Unix...my stalwart and worthy opponent...I feel the same way about you :)

    

    "can you give me any possible, potential, devil's advocate reasons why those 600 Rangers wouldn't be supplied on demand?"

    

    Berntsen requested 600-1000 Army rangers at Tora Bora when they had intercepted radio signals which indicated that they had bin Laden and many of his forces cornered...Zawahari as well. He requested these troops from CENTCOM and did not even get a response. So, bin Laden slipped away because the people on the Pakistani side of the border were sympathetic to his cause.

    

    Berntsen believes that the DoD wanted to minimalize US casualties and decided that they proxy force might do the job. The proxy force didn't care or was bought off by al Qaeda itself. I say that the Bush administration didn't care. They had the excuse they needed to go to Iraq and as early as Thanksgiving 2001 (maybe earlier) were looking at Iraq.

    

    The greatest attack on our country's soil and the main perpatrators got away because bin Laden was deemed "unimportant."


    

    



    jsid-1193268106-582502 BenD at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 23:21:46 +0000


    Sort of off topic, but I just had to say that after so many years of watching debates break down into vitriol and bile without any real attempt to continue on with logic and reason, this is like a breath of fresh air!


    

    



    jsid-1193270043-582504 juris_imprudent at Wed, 24 Oct 2007 23:54:03 +0000


    Mark,

    

    Juris, I was wrong if I said that all coporations are evil.

    

    OK. But if govt is evil BECAUSE of corporate influence, then you must assume most corporations are evil. I mean, if it was 50/50 (or better), govt shouldn't end up evil, right?

    

    Remember, Cheney is acting in the interests of corporations, not the safety of our government.

    

    Uh-huh. So what corporate interest was being served by the illicit NSA surveillance? If it was beneficial to corporate interests, why did Qwest balk at it? Oh, let's not forget that neither Bush nor Cheney can force a federal agency to do something illegal if the EMPLOYEES of that agency refuse to comply. None of those employees actions can be excused by, or blamed on, corporate influence, now can they?


    

    



    jsid-1193273903-582507 Kevin Baker at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 00:58:23 +0000


    Sort of off topic, but I just had to say that after so many years of watching debates break down into vitriol and bile without any real attempt to continue on with logic and reason, this is like a breath of fresh air!

    

    That's because I have the best commenters on the internet!

    

    An no, Mark, your options include far more than just burning logs from the trees in your back yard. I listed several.

    

    If I get time this weekend, I think I'm going to get another post out of this.


    

    



    jsid-1193275906-582510 juris_imprudent at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 01:31:46 +0000


    Berntsen believes that the DoD wanted to minimalize US casualties and decided that they proxy force might do the job.

    

    So where is the corporate corruption of good govt in this example Mark? Sure sounds like a classic case of bureaucratic ass-covering to me. Or did Rumsfeld meet Cheney in a room full of [illegal Cuban cigar] smoke with a cabal of fat CEOs to make sure the war didn't end too soon?


    

    



    jsid-1193280459-582515 DJ at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 02:47:39 +0000


    I asked you a simple question, Mark:

    

    "So, how about giving us a whole slew of specifics here, of details about just why these two buffoons would have done so well if only we'd let them?"

    

    Your response was:

    

    "I think ..."

    

    Sigh ...

    

    We know what you claim to think. All you did was reiterate it. That explains nothing. In particular, it doesn't explain why these two buffoons would have done so well if only we'd let them.

    

    Remember, Mark, they would have had no benefit of hindsight, had they been elected, and so any explanation of why they would have done so well cannot benefit from hindsight either. To explain why, you have to show that they would have acted differently, and thereby would have achieved better results, using only what they would have known at the time they knew it, and not by simply stating that you think so. Projection doesn't work here, either, so dig deep for the facts and show 'em to us.

    

    And, Mark, go back to school. I suggest beginning with Economics 101. If you took it, you must have slept through it. LabRat's comments are dead on point, and are quite enlightening, as it explains much of my reaction to your blather. I could argue your position much better than you do, and it would still be dead wrong. Why bother?


    

    



    jsid-1193285939-582518 pdwalker at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 04:18:59 +0000


    behold! The power of the state

    

    This is just one of many reasons why governments should never be given so much power over people's lives.


    

    



    jsid-1193286020-582519 Bilgeman at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 04:20:20 +0000


    Unix-Jedi:

    

    "Just as a idle curiosity, you understand, can you give me any possible, potential, devil's advocate reasons why those 600 Rangers wouldn't be supplied on demand? (Ignoring that it's the CIA, not the DoD asking, according to you.)"

    

    I can conjecture on why this was the case, even IF it had been a DoD request.

    

    You have to understand that Afghanistan was a Special Operations Command war, not a CentCom show.

    

    SOCOMM beat the Taliban with something less than 500 US boots on the ground in-country.

    

    The rest of the Army, (of which CentCom is very definitely cut), did NOT like this AT ALL.

    

    When less than a battalion of "Snake-eaters" armed with language skills, radios and laser designators, can deliver victory, the Heavy Armored big budget toys,(and commands), get left to the budget-cutters.

    

    So, rather than the Rangers, the 10th Mountain Div gets sent in...to get a share of the win for the "Regular" team.

    

    And just as an aside, I'm not at all certain that the CIA really WANTS to gakk bin Pig-Fucker.

    

    If you wanted to zap the kinds of unknown people who share his shitty attitude towards us, picking a "plague baby" who's a 6 foot 5 inch Arab dependent on a kidney dialysis machine to keep him on this side of Allah's Paradise, ain't too bad a choice, see?

    

    Look, converted Suburban Middle Class California White Boy Johnny Walker Lindh was able to get "face time" with the Butt-plug.

    

    And the Spook Academy can't?


    

    



    jsid-1193287213-582520 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 04:40:13 +0000


    Bilgeman:

    

    That was one hellvua lot better Devil's Advocate piece than Mark's "attempt". (One sentance, and then back to his opinion isn't really a real "Gee, let's see" try.)

    

    Personally, I would have gone the logistics route, but that would have lost Mark quickly.


    

    



    jsid-1193320629-582526 DJ at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 13:57:09 +0000


    "No one is forcing me to choose 1 but 2 really isn’t much of a choice either. This is what I mean when I talk about enslavement."

    

    Once more, Mark, words have meaning. Try using them accurately, willya? Your bad habits are showing yet again. They served you badly before and they don't serve you well now.

    

    You are not a slave, Mark. There is not one aspect of your life that can be accurately characterized as "enslavement".

    

    Regarding buying energy, you are free to choose whether to buy or not to buy the energy and services offered by CenterPoint Energy. You will not be chained, hobbled, beaten, imprisoned, killed, or otherwise harmed by CenterPoint Energy or by the gubmint regardless of the choice you make.

    

    That you don't like the choices offered (which is quite apparent) does not negate the fact that the choice is yours to make. Despite the fact that the choice would be made in slow motion, that it would involve side effects such as upheaval and expense, it is your choice nonetheless.

    

    "Centepoint is going to raise prices this year so they can make more money. They no people don’t really have a choice so they can do whatever they want."

    

    Well, lessee now ...

    

    I visited http://mn.centerpointenergy.com/global_navigation/Rates_tariffs/index.asp, where I found this:

    

    "The following is a complete description of CenterPoint Energy's current rates and tariffs as approved by the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission."

    

    Yup. CenterPoint Energy is a publicly traded energy distribution company that is regulated, in your area, by the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. It cannot simply raise its rates so it can make more money because the rates it charges the public for the energy it sells them are set by the gubmint.

    

    Now, see what I mean by going back to school?


    

    



    jsid-1193322364-582527 Bilgeman at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 14:26:04 +0000


    Unix-Jedi:

    

    "Personally, I would have gone the logistics route, but that would have lost Mark quickly."

    

    Actually, I was anchored at Diego Garcia for the Afghanistan opening act.

    

    Supplying 600 Light Infantry Rangers would have been very "do-able".

    

    The ship I was sitting on carried the war supplies for a Marine Expeditionary Brigade for 30 days in combat.

    

    We could have offloaded the gear at the dock, trucked it to the airstrip, and then the Air Force could have airlifted it into Bagram or Uzbekistan.

    

    From Bagram, truck it up to Tora Bora.

    

    Total time to accomplish this...1 week or so.

    

    But the deal of giving Marine supplies to the Army, and co-ordinating the AF...that would require some heavy "whip-cracking" at the Pentagon.

    

    And Hell to Pay in the bureaucratic wars afterward.


    

    



    jsid-1193325665-582530 Markadelphia at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 15:21:05 +0000


    BenD, thanks. I have a lot of respect for everyone that posts here.

    

    "I mean, if it was 50/50 (or better), govt shouldn't end up evil, right?"

    

    Eh...that's a tough one. Look, bureaucracy is certain to always be there. It really is bad now. Can anyone stop it? I don't know. Will it be our downfall? Possibly.

    

    "So what corporate interest was being served by the illicit NSA surveillance?"

    

    This is only my opinion...I have no proof whatsoever of anyone of this...but I think Dick Cheney, like some (not all) conservatives have dictator fantasies. By listening in on certain people's conversations...say a CEO of a rival company...competition can be elminated. Perhaps some of the rival bidders for certain Iraqi contracts?

    

    "why did Qwest balk at it?"

    

    Because they actually have people there who are mostly decent and understand the law.

    

    "did Rumsfeld meet Cheney in a room full of [illegal Cuban cigar] smoke with a cabal of fat CEOs to make sure the war didn't end too soon?"

    

    I highly recommend the film Why We Fight (2005 d: Eugene Jarecki) for an answer to this question. It explains fully why we are in Iraq and what corporate interests Cheney was acting on behalf of when we went to war. Just to let you know, it is very well balanced...plenty of conservatives like Richard Pearle are interviewed at length.

    

    DJ, any point I make about Gore is pure conjecture and opinion so that's why all my sentences begin with "I think." As far as economics goes, why don't you read either of John Perkins books on how American business works?

    

    pdwalker, Ah, yes. Some grist for the Republican fake outrage machine.


    

    



    jsid-1193335955-582534 Yosemite Sam at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 18:12:35 +0000


    "Ah, yes. Some grist for the Republican fake outrage machine."

    

    No wonder there is so much anger between both sides on these issues. Just because you don't think that the situation that was linked was outrageous, doesn't make the outrage felt by many people, fake.

    

    Geez, I guess we should to be told what or what not we are supposed to be outraged about. Just think a whole new government department staffed by those good people you go on about could be created. The Department of Homeland Outrage.


    

    



    jsid-1193337112-582535 Kevin S. at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 18:31:52 +0000


    "It explains fully why we are in Iraq".

    Hell, I can do that in a few sentences.

    - Saddam repeatedly violated the ceasefire he signed onto in the first gulf war.

    - Saddam had WMDs in the form of chemical weapons. He used them on the Iranians in the 80-89 gulf war, and on his own people. He was not co-operating with the UN inspection teams and which led the western world (NOT just Bush) to believe that he still had stockpiles.

    - Saddam was harboring and supporting terrorists. Zarqawi was being hosted by him prior to the war (harboring) and he was paying something like $25K per Palestinian suicide bomber family (supporting).

    - This was not a stated reason, but its good enough for me: he attempted to assassinate one of our presidents. That really chaps my ass, and I feel it's grounds for war. I would feel the same way if Clinton had been the target. He's a bastard, but he's OUR bastard.

    There. Two minutes of reading could have saved you having to sit through 1.5 hrs of propaganda.


    

    



    jsid-1193337371-582536 LabRat at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 18:36:11 +0000


    You want real outrage? Here's some absolutely 100% genuine not-from-a-can, not-from-talk-radio freaking outrage.

    

    Enslavement? ENSLAVEMENT?!! I refuse to just let that go with an "Oh, what can you expect from him anyway".

    

    Using the same word for different situations implies that THEY ARE THE SAME THING, and it implies it for BOTH SITUATIONS. It doesn't just go "not liking my limited range of choices, most of which would involve great cost or inconvenience to me, is like slavery", it also goes:

    

    Being ripped from your home, forcibly separated FOREVER from your family members, being forced to work- sometimes at intense manual labor tasks far beyond your capacity, living and dying with just about every single aspect of your life controlled by someone else's whim, IS JUST FREAKING LIKE LIMITED OR COSTLY HOME HEATING OPTIONS. WOW. I CAN SEE WHY PEOPLE GOT ALL UPSET ABOUT THAT AND HAD THAT WAR AND EVERYTHING!

    

    You've annoyed me, but not until now have you actively disgusted me. You had your chance to redeem yourself when DJ pointed out you ONCE AGAIN weren't thinking clearly when you chose your words- hey, you're a mentally flexible guy, we keep having all these unrealistic expectations of you, you think on the fly, man! But instead you chose to gloss over it and act like nothing happened, and instead once again mock those evil, uncaring conservatives getting all in a tizzy about no big deal, really.

    

    I'd ask how the hell you even look yourself in the eye when you look in the mirror, but I already know the answer.

    

    I'm sorry if I just pissed in the "remarkbly civil discussion" well, but I also think there are some things that just never, ever deserve a civil response, and acting like slavery was a trivial issue because you can't bring yourself to acknowledge that your issue is comparatively trivial is one of them.


    

    



    jsid-1193342508-582542 Unix-Jedi at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 20:01:48 +0000


    No, LabRat, I think you deserve some Kudos.

    We've been trying to talk sense to Mark, to lead him to water, but he just can't drop his loaded ways of thinking, his overloaded "meanings" of words (to mean what he wants them to, no more and no less). Perhaps we've gone too far.

    I'm tired of it right now - He's left tons of questions I've tried to ask him unanswered, and shown he can't see the world but through his view, he's incapable of trying to see it through any other lens, which means he fails to understand.

    I think you've hit a nail on the head with a hammer. He was misusing slavery, and we overlooked that, trying to get to "the real point". But the "real point" might should have been our opprobrium for his use of "slavery" to mean "convenience".

    Well said, ma'am.


    

    



    jsid-1193348511-582547 Markadelphia at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 21:41:51 +0000


    Yosemite, first of all this incident took place in England. The last time I checked that means none of our business.

    

    Second, homosexuals are treated like crap in this country and it makes me sick to my stomach. People should have a right to be with whoever they want.

    

    "Two minutes of reading could have saved you having to sit through 1.5 hrs of propaganda."

    

    Have you seen the film, Kevin S.? Until you have, I think you should not judge it as propaganda. In addition, I recommend reading or watching President Eisenhower's farewell address, the central theme of the film, as to why we are in Iraq.

    

    "We've been trying to talk sense to Mark"

    

    could be translated as "getting him to think the same way all of us do." Doesn't sound like a great bastion of individuality to me at all. Many of you make good points and I can see how you think and feel the way you do. Most of the time I simply don't agree. Unix, I apologize if I don't answer all of your questions. There simply isn't time in my life. It's not that I don't have answers-it's that sometimes the answers require a 2-3 page essay.

    

    Lab, there are different levels of enslavement. Are we enslaved like the people of Somalia? No. But there is a form of slavery going on here and I think you need to really take a look at it. Corporations in this country bank on keeping the level of fear up in this country so we consume more goods. I am a slave to the "Man." So are you and everyone else. Sure, we are one of the most free countries on the planet but we could do a heckuva lot better.


    

    



    jsid-1193349908-582549 Kevin S. at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 22:05:08 +0000


    "Have you seen the film, Kevin S.? Until you have, I think you should not judge it as propaganda."

    Sorry, man. The fact that you're recommending it is the dealbreaker. That tells me plenty about the content.


    

    



    jsid-1193351384-582552 Bilgeman at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 22:29:44 +0000


    MarkA:

    

    " Corporations in this country bank on keeping the level of fear up in this country so we consume more goods."

    

    Oh, it's not just corporations that want us hand-to-mouth in debt,(and that's MOSTLY for the purpose of employee discipline), but the government as well.

    

    " But there is a form of slavery going on here and I think you need to really take a look at it."

    

    Correction: strike "slavery" and insert " debt serfdom".

    

    And those who would argue the point:

    

    Who owns your mortgage now? Is it the same company as it was when you closed, or did some other outfit buy it?

    And yes, I'm going somewhere with this.

    

    If your mortgage was sold, it's a no-brainer that it was purchased for less than its' face value.

    

    But I'll betcha that YOU weren't allowed to buy your own note back by refinancing the same property,(at the new, lower price), for the purchase.

    

    Because YOU are a debt serf.

    

    

    

    It's a whole lot easier to keep people passive and obedient if they're working all the overtime they can to make the payment on the speedboat/dirtbike/Home Theatre/ Mortgage.


    

    



    jsid-1193352111-582553 DJ at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 22:41:51 +0000


    "DJ, any point I make about Gore is pure conjecture and opinion so that's why all my sentences begin with "I think."

    

    No shit, dude, we understand that. We keep asking you why you think what you think, i.e. for something more than just conjecture. Reading comprehension still not up to speed yet, is it?

    

    "As far as economics goes, why don't you read either of John Perkins books on how American business works?"

    

    Because I prefer the works of Milton Friedman. Only this morning, I started reading Capitalism and Freedom again. Why don't you read his works?

    

    "'We've been trying to talk sense to Mark' could be translated as "getting him to think the same way all of us do." Doesn't sound like a great bastion of individuality to me at all."

    

    No, Mark, yet again, a thousand times, NO.

    

    We're not trying to get you to think "like us", we're trying to get you to think "rationally", i.e. to explain your thinking, to provide logical explanations for your thinking, and to base your thinking on facts, not on emotion driven dogma. You won't do it.

    

    "Unix, I apologize if I don't answer all of your questions. There simply isn't time in my life. It's not that I don't have answers-it's that sometimes the answers require a 2-3 page essay."

    

    BULLSHIT.

    

    You don't answer his questions because you plainly don't like the answers to his questions. You spend endless barrels of ink dancing around the answers, but as I stated before, you just can't get the peanut butter out of your jaws. You spend time by the fortnight pounding your keyboard here, and so your available time is not the issue.

    

    Yet again, Mark, you are a phony, and nothing more. You don't fool anyone here.

    

    "Lab, there are different levels of enslavement. [...] I am a slave to the "Man."

    

    You're damned lucky she's not standing next to you.

    

    No, Mark, you are not a slave to anyone in any way except to your own inability to admit it when you are shown to be wrong.

    

    "Corporations in this country bank on keeping the level of fear up in this country so we consume more goods."

    

    And you would teach us about economics?

    

    Unix, you're right, man. What the hell's the point?


    

    



    jsid-1193353866-582555 Bilgeman at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 23:11:06 +0000


    Here's an interesting tidbiit I ran across that shoiws how both business and government kill people.

    

    This is about European shipping, but ships are arrested in US ports also, and their crews are effectively abandoned without visas.

    

    Following the sea is a hard row to hoe to begin with, and being a crewman aboard an arrested ship can be very a grim fate.

    Literally, death by corporate malfeasance and government bureaucracy:

    

    "If in Ireland, UK and some other countries, the Admiralty Marshall or his equivalent can be relied upon to handle the safety issues, and the crew, decently, the same is not valid in many other countries of the world. Furthermore, even in European countries they are many cases of starving crews who had to be assisted by seamen's mission or other charitable organizations. Not later than July 1996, In Brussels, the capital of the European bureaucracy, the Baltiest 7, a Russian coaster damaged the loading installation. For two weeks the owner could not pay the damage not amounting to $100.000, the ship was promptly arrested but the crew was left without proper food supplies. One pilot had to take the initiative to bring some decent provisions collected from generous persons of his community. This case, among tens if not hundreds of the kind, shows that the actual implementation of the arrest laws have no provision to protect the dignity of seafarers.

    

    At this stage, any civilized human being would question the legality, if not the sanity, of a court order which can bring a crew to starvation. Not one European country, and perhaps not one country in the world, is depriving the convicts of food, even the worse of them, the children killers, are taken care of while in custody. But this can happen to seafarers who are not guilty of any offense at all!

    

    Many also are not realizing that the seafarers have often a peculiar immigration status, restricting some of their freedoms to act, to move, and for sure not affording them the same protection as the common citizen or the average tourist."


    

    



    jsid-1193354367-582556 Heartless Libertarian at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 23:19:27 +0000


    Somebody else may have mentioned it already, but I'm just taking a study break and don't have time to sort through 119 comments...

    

    Kev, I'm surprised you missed this quote from the guy who mostly wrote the Constitution, James Madison:

    

    "I cannot undertake to lay my finger on that article of the Constitution which granted a right to Congress of expending, on objects of benevolence, the money of their constituents."

    

    -quoted in the Annals on Congress, 3rd Congress, 1st Session, 1794.

    

    Or, a century later, Grover Cleveland:

    

    "I can find no warrant for such an appropriation in the Constitution, and I do not believe that the power and duty of the General Government ought to be extended to the relief of individual suffering which is in no manner properly related to the public service or benefit. A prevalent tendency to disregard the limited mission of this power and duty should, I think, be steadfastly resisted, to the end that the lesson should be constantly enforced that though the people support the Government the Government should not support the people."


    

    



    jsid-1193355505-582557 Markadelphia at Thu, 25 Oct 2007 23:38:25 +0000


    Bilgeman, you know what? Debt serfdom is a more appropiate word than slavery. Your points are spot on, sir!

    

    And your second post is also very interesting.

    

    DJ, "Why don't you read his works?"

    

    I will.

    

    Since HL just mentioned James Madison, how about this quote?

    

    "If Tyranny and Oppression come to this land, it will be in the guise of fighting a foreign enemy"

    

    Yep.


    

    



    jsid-1193357891-582559 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 00:18:11 +0000


    Eh...that's a tough one. Look, bureaucracy is certain to always be there.

    

    Mark, you really are the master of the non-answer. No wonder you are so apt to swallow leftist pablum. No points until you explain how corporations, on balance are evil, and thus cause govt to be evil. You can't have it both ways.

    

    This is only my opinion...I have no proof whatsoever of anyone of this...

    

    Mark, that's about what I'd expect from a fundamentalist Christian justifying (to himself as much as anyone) a dubious theological position. In short, you're long on belief and very, very short on facts. I can rather picture you as a medieval monk PASSIONATELY debating a meaningless point of religious trivia.

    

    As far as economics goes, why don't you read either of John Perkins books on how American business works?

    

    Would that include his work on time travel and shamanic transformation? Everything Perkins has written is fiction. There isn't a shred of real economics. That man is a certifiable fruitcake - and you would expect us to treat him as some kind of authority on economics? Howard Zinn is at least a man with a passing acquaintance with reality, even if he is far from a first-rate economist.

    

    But there is a form of slavery going on here and I think you need to really take a look at it.

    

    You DARE call yourself a member of the reality-based community? WRONG, WRONG, WRONG. Only an imbecile would say he is addicted to air, or a slave to breathing, and dammit man, you are THIS close to that kind of absurdity. [I say this because I've had lefties tell me we are slaves to food, because, like after all dude, we gotta eat.]


    

    



    jsid-1193357985-582560 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 00:19:45 +0000


    It's a whole lot easier to keep people passive and obedient if they're working all the overtime they can to make the payment on the speedboat/dirtbike/Home Theatre/ Mortgage.

    

    The Conspiracy to Keep You Poor and Stupid, right?


    

    



    jsid-1193358318-582561 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 00:25:18 +0000


    LabRat, Unix-Jedi

    

    If I may assist. Poor Markadelphia, and those who think like him, are overwhelmed upon exiting the womb - and all they long for is the care and safety they received while therein. You two beastly types, who use words for their plain and simple meaning, are actually terribly insensitive to the pains endured by these suffering souls. For them, having to pay for heat is slavery, because heat was provided without payment, nor even request, in that comfortable pre-birth existance. All of their needs should be met likewise, and when not - well, they must whine (or wail) at the injustice of the cold, cruel world - peopled by heartless, incompassionate sorts like you (and me).


    

    



    jsid-1193361564-582563 Markadelphia at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 01:19:24 +0000


    "until you explain how corporations, on balance are evil, and thus cause govt to be evil. You can't have it both ways."

    

    Why should I when Bilgeman did such a great job?

    

    You could also check out the film "The Corporation" for a more compelling argument than I could ever make. Milton Friedman, mentioned above, is in the film.

    

    "That man is a certifiable fruitcake"

    

    Well, anything is possible but his books are pretty stunning. Considering the fact that much of the rest of the world views us this way there Why don't you read one and tell me what you think?

    

    As to your last paragraph, I don't think anyone here is cold and heartless. Actually, what it really comes down is the pure definition of the word learning.

    

    "A relatively permanent change in an organism's behavior due to experience."

    

    My experiences in life have been different than yours have, juris. Throughout your life, these experiences have not only changed my behavior but they have altered my outlook on life. The same is true for you. Seeing the things I see on a daily basis leads me to question certain institutions and processes that you think, it appears, don't warrant observation because they are the living embodiement of your belief system and, naturally, your experiences.


    

    



    jsid-1193361650-582564 Markadelphia at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 01:20:50 +0000


    Oops....bad sentence above...should be...

    

    Considering the fact that much of the rest of the world views us this way there is probably some truth to what he says. His books are pretty heavily backed up with facts. Why don't you read one and tell me what you think?


    

    



    jsid-1193362366-582565 Bilgeman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 01:32:46 +0000


    juris:

    

    "The Conspiracy to Keep You Poor and Stupid, right?"

    

    Pretty much.

    

    Although no-one really cares if you're stupid or smart, so long as you're economically dependent on the whim of your creditors, employers,and,(ahem), public servants.

    

    Which renders one effectively powerless.


    

    



    jsid-1193365477-582569 LabRat at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 02:24:37 +0000


    But there is a form of slavery going on here and I think you need to really take a look at it. Corporations in this country bank on keeping the level of fear up in this country so we consume more goods. I am a slave to the "Man." So are you and everyone else.

    

    Fuck. That. Noise.

    

    You mendacious little slime mold. There aren't "forms" or "levels" of slavery, there's just slavery, THE PRACTICE OF OWNING HUMAN BEINGS. Anything else is NOT FUCKING SLAVERY. It may suck, it may be bad, it may be wrong, or it (like your refusal to consider any heating option that requires high degrees of work or cash investment to be a choice) may only be inconvenient, but it's NOT SLAVERY.

    

    Using the word for anything other than slavery- pure, unadulterated, buying and selling and putting to labor- is moral vampirism. Every time you use that word for something that IS NOT SLAVERY, you rob some of the horror, some of the pain, some of the visceral wrongness from real slavery, the kind where people were sold at auction and worked until they died and never saw their families again. They didn't work for "The Man", they worked for A MAN, or men, with names and addresses and rational or irrational expectations who would send other men with guns and chains if they tried to do anything else. The same goes for genocide: every time you use the word to refer to anything that is not the systematic attempt to extirpate all members of a particular designated group from the earth- not annoy them, not kill some of them that happen to be in your way, not hurt their feelings- you suck out the horror. Notice how Hitler is practically treated as a joke now? Notice how there are people going around more and more openly insisting the Holocaust wasn't all that bad? It, and genocide in general, have been victims of that same fucking vampirism from complete worthless fools who try to borrow legitimacy for their pet issues by making it sound like a bigger deal by using the vocabulary of the true depths of human evil.

    

    You know what you can do? You can quit your job. You can find another job. You can start your own business. You can go totally off the grid and become a hunter-gatherer. You can leave this bad nasty place altogether and move to Tora Bora. You know what slaves can't do? ANY OF THAT, or anything other than what their masters decide they're going to. Don't give me any bullshit about it's too hard, or it's uncomfortable, or that's not reasonable- it's POSSIBLE, and it's what REAL SLAVES did when they were finally freed, because ANYTHING IS BETTER THAN SLAVERY. I'm a spoiled rotten product of the twenty-first century too, which is why I haven't done any of that- but I would not ever have the unmitigated self-centered fucking NERVE to compare my preference for sacrificing a bit of my principles regarding self-reliance in order to get water and electricity and heat largely through the city.

    

    I don't know if it's because you're a cynical asshole trying to borrow moral authority from someplace you should never touch, or if you're just so goddamned narrow-visioned and over-exposed to other vampires that you really truly cannot wrap your head around what slavery really was and why we should never, ever cheapen its horrors with trivial comparisons. The effect is the same: it's evil. Trivializing the greatest evils of history may be a relatively small evil, and thanks to millions of the self-centered and the lazy it may be a common evil, but it is nonetheless.

    

    And no, hiding behind Bilgeman's legs now that he's suggested a different comparison (still exaggerated, as few serfs in history ever had the choice not to go into debt as most Americans do, but not nearly as revolting as the slavery thing) doesn't count. The fact that you were capable of writing that at all tells me all I need to know about your moral integrity- it's nonexistent.


    

    



    jsid-1193368314-582572 Bilgeman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 03:11:54 +0000


    LabRat:

    

    You should chill out with the ad hominem attacks. You're not doing your arguments any good when you respond to your opponent's arguments by calling him a "mendacious little slime mold",(although I am SO tealing that!).

    

    Look, ace, MarkA has a lot of bullshit that has been pumped into his head about the government.

    And you have a bunch of bullshit floating around in YOUR nugget about Business.

    

    The difference is that Mark, so far, doesn't come across like he's chewing the carpet and fixing to blow a gasket.

    

    His use of the term "slavery" was, to my mind, overly broad, but not incorrect:

    

    http://www.iabolish.org/slavery_today/primer/types.html

    

    You might check the term below the definition of "chattel slavery" given in the link.

    

    Debt Bondage...

    

    And frankly, I don't get your outrage over SLAVERY anyway.

    

    If slavery wasn't an example of free-market business capitalism at its' finest, I don't know what is.

    

    Oh, yeah...and it was GOVERNMENT action that emancipated the chattel here, in Europe, in South America, and at sea...NOT Business.

    

    Go figure...

    

    (If the right thing is done, it's probably for all the wrong reasons.).


    

    



    jsid-1193368384-582573 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 03:13:04 +0000


    (standing well back from LabRat)

    

    Oh, and Mark? Bilgeman didn't, actually, prove your point that you're grinning and pointing to.

    

    That question, among many other, still stands.

    

    "until you explain how corporations, on balance are evil, and thus cause govt to be evil. You can't have it both ways."

    

    Every answer you give has the same "out". A slippery, non-"hard" answer.

    

    Government's bad, mmmmkay, but you need good people in government, mmmkay, and then it's good, mmmmkay?

    

    Gore would have done everything good Bush did, and nothing of the bad, and nothing bad of his own! He'd have done better! At everything!

    

    Now, you've raised LabRat's ire, and she's insisting on a defined term. Instead of noticing why she's upset, and trying to understand that, you're just continuing down the same path.

    

    But don't worry, you're really paying attention to people, their concerns, an what they need, right? Except, you're missing LabRat's point rather incredibly badly.

    

    And you don't notice why this would color casual reader's opinion on your OTHER political views and insistences.


    

    



    jsid-1193368891-582574 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 03:21:31 +0000


    Why should I when Bilgeman did such a great job?

    

    Sorry, but he never answered the question posed to you. Another non-answer, what a surprise.

    

    You could also check out the film "The Corporation" for a more compelling argument than I could ever make.

    

    Yet another appeal to authority. Are you unable to provide a cogent summary of the argument(s) and facts in the film? Or, are you like the lead character in Jerzy Kosinski's "Being There" (the novel or the film)?

    

    His books are pretty heavily backed up with facts.

    

    Does that include his books on time travel and shamanic transformation? I'd love to hear about those FACTS. Do tell.

    

    Considering the fact that much of the rest of the world views us this way there Why don't you read one and tell me what you think?

    

    Much of the world believes in a He-man Sky-God who is personally involved in each of our lives. Their viewpoint is not much of an endorsement in my eyes. And I don't need to read all the words of a fraud to know one when I see one. I really thought, at the beginning of this thread, that you weren't that gullible. I stand corrected.


    

    



    jsid-1193369389-582575 Unix-Jedi at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 03:29:49 +0000


    Bilgeman:

    You're not doing your arguments any good when you respond to your opponent's arguments by calling him a "mendacious little slime mold"

    

    Oh, when you've got someone ... err... like Mark, occasionally you've got to cut loose.

    

    If slavery wasn't an example of free-market business capitalism at its' finest, I don't know what is.

    

    Outside of certain tribal concepts, (where if you're removed from the tribe you're not allowed to rejoin - even then is still "governmental"), slavery requires a governing structure.

    

    Without the ability to project a lot more force than the sole slaveholder, slavery is a very small and limited operation.

    

    Debt slavery? I kind of understand where you're going, but the downside of bringing up those sorts of detail issues gives people like Mark who can't grasp the big picture the psuedo-intellectual out "see! see! yeah! that!"

    

    And I still haven't seen anybody be beaten, kidnapped, or tasered for failing to fill out a credit application.

    

    I haven't forgotten, by the way, Mark, you still owe me what corporations are detaining/imprisioning citizens "on a daily basis".


    

    



    jsid-1193369452-582576 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 03:30:52 +0000


    If slavery wasn't an example of free-market business capitalism at its' finest, I don't know what is.

    

    Ah, you mean aside from slavery pre-dating free-market capitalism by a millenia or two? That slavery was ended within a century or so of the advent of Anglo-American capitalism (except in those realms of the world not under that particular hegemony). Yeah, capitalism was really to blame for slavery.

    

    Seriously. Or are you racing Mark to the bottom?

    

    I understand my delusion - that most people are rational. I don't want to live in a world where that isn't true - despite the boatloads of evidence to the contrary. There are times when I read Chomsky and go, okay - you got a point there. The problem is that leads to an unbreakable cycle where the only thing that ever changes is the elite doing the exploitation.

    

    That's a rather sorry reading of the human condition - but I have to admit, it can be compelling.


    

    



    jsid-1193369612-582577 LabRat at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 03:33:32 +0000


    Bilgeman, I am far from a worshipper of total free market capitalism; one of my many problems with the large-L Libertarian Party is their near-total blindness to its past abuses and potential for abuse. I do not, however, agree remotely with your "debt bondage" argument that Markadelphia might have had some kind of point; note the part in there about the staggering poverty there forces many parents to offer themselves or their own children as collateral against a loan.. In the US, you cannot claim a person, much less their child, if they default on a debt- and while it's not nearly as offensive to me as trying to claim that having choices that require sacrifices is like slavery, it's still pretty lousy to claim fear of bankruptcy or fear of wage garnishing is the same as fear of having to essentially sell your children.

    

    That said, while I still think open contempt was a justifiable response, you're right in that the only useful thing I'm doing at this point is reminding people who are already on my side that this isn't just a word game. Mark doesn't get it and I'm dead sure at this point that he never will; turning up the volume will have no effect on him.


    

    



    jsid-1193376433-582583 Bilgeman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 05:27:13 +0000


    juris:

    

    "Ah, you mean aside from slavery pre-dating free-market capitalism by a millenia or two?"

    

    Uhhh, fella, as soon as any commodity, humans included, was purchased rather than being taken by force, free market capitalism was born.

    

    "That slavery was ended within a century or so of the advent of Anglo-American capitalism"

    

    Y'know, I'm sitting on a ship in Hampton Roads, just downriver from Jamestown. Anglo-American capitalism is what sent settlers here.

    

    The tobacco plant is what made the colony economically viable, and chattel slavery was what made tobacco cultivation possible.

    

    I wouldn't toot the "Anglo-American" exceptionalism horn too loudly, given this context.

    

    "Yeah, capitalism was really to blame for slavery."

    

    One did not purchase a slave FROM the government,slaves were not provided BY the government.

    One bought slaves from a private firm, or a private party, chum. These are facts...it is also private free-market capitalist.

    

    Deal with it.

    

    "Seriously. Or are you racing Mark to the bottom?"

    

    I work in the bilges of ships...far from any eeeeevil Gummint interference, and totally at the mercy of the Big Benevolent Company.

    

    I was at "the bottom" long before MarkA knew there WAS a bottom. And I've been doing this for twenty years.

    

    "The problem is that leads to an unbreakable cycle where the only thing that ever changes is the elite doing the exploitation."

    

    That "problem" just happens to be the truth.

    

    "That's a rather sorry reading of the human condition - but I have to admit, it can be compelling"

    

    Well, there you are...my aim has been to clarify the perception of reality.

    

    You're coming 'round...(though you don't want to).


    

    



    jsid-1193378073-582584 Bilgeman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 05:54:33 +0000


    Unix-Jedi:

    

    "Oh, when you've got someone ... err... like Mark, occasionally you've got to cut loose."

    

    I understand that...do YOU understand that, to him, some of the folks here come off exactly the same way?

    

    It seems that a lot of "icons" are getting "clasted" hereabouts.

    

    Why scream at him for his obduracy about his beloved Government, when the most I've been able to elicit here is that cherished Business can show "wanton disregard" for human life?

    

    "...slavery requires a governing structure.

    Without the ability to project a lot more force than the sole slaveholder, slavery is a very small and limited operation."

    

    Force IS "governing structure"..."governing structure" IS force.

    Whether that "structure" is called Business or is called Government, what difference does that make to the Smallest Minority?

    

    "Debt slavery? I kind of understand where you're going, but the downside of bringing up those sorts of detail issues gives people like Mark who can't grasp the big picture the psuedo-intellectual out "see! see! yeah! that!""

    

    If he's such a dullard, you should have no trouble at all convincing him of his erroneous beliefs...right?

    

    "And I still haven't seen anybody be beaten, kidnapped, or tasered for failing to fill out a credit application."

    

    Well, pallie, I've seen people beaten for failing to repay a loan.

    

    You wanna know what sound a kneecap makes when it's crushed by a tire iron?

    

    Loan-sharking is ALSO a Business, (and one remarkably free of pesky goverment regulation, too!).

    

    Maybe something that I'm afraid we'll be seeing more of before too long,(given the record foreclosure rates); folks who can't or won't meet their mortgages get evicted if they don't vacate.

    

    In most jurisdictions, this is done by the Sheriff...and he IS "authorized to use Force" to accomplish this task.

    

    Meet the "governing structure"...(now get the Hell out, you deadbeat!).


    

    



    jsid-1193379207-582588 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 06:13:27 +0000


    Unix-Jedi: "Where are they killing people?"

    

    Markadelphia: "Well, Bilgeman did a good job of answering this question but here is some more…."

    

    Me: Mark, you and Bilgeman have done a good job of pointing out times when businesses have done something evil, even where people have died as a result. I agree that those actions were wrong.

    

    However, I don't recall ever saying the businesses don't commit evil acts. In fact, I don't recall anyone claiming that businesses don't sometimes do evil things. They do. There's no question about it. So why are you trying to convince us of a point we already agree with?

    

    Fortunately, I think your examples actually help make the point we are trying to get across to you. I'll lay them out as simply as I can:

    

    1) Did these companies actively try to murder these people? That seems highly unlikely. At worst, these companies were criminally negligent. In other words, they just didn't care that they were hurting people.

    

    On the other hand, there are numerous examples throughout history of governments targeting specific groups of people in order to kill them. Saddam's Iraq was a perfect example. He used WMD's against the Kurds. He had his secret police actively hunting down people so they could be tortured and murdered. (If you haven't already, you should definitely watch Innocents Betrayed. It's about gun control, but it is filled with example after example of governments actively murdering their own citizens.)

    

    Do you understand the difference between these two types of evil? Tossing a brick off the roof of a building without checking to make sure no one would be hit by it is negligence. Looking over the edge to try to hit someone with the brick is a far more active kind of evil.

    

    How many companies do you know of who have actively sought to kill people? Blackwater doesn't count because they are acting as the government's agents, i.e., they're temporarily part of the government.

    

    This issue is actually the least important of these points, but you've been hung up on it, therefore I felt it was important to respond to it to try to help you understand it.

    

    2) What is the source of the evil that these companies did? Did it come from viruses in their computer systems? Did it rise like a fog from the ground the buildings are built on? Was it due to words magically appearing in their business process documents? No. The evil came from human beings making decisions for their own purposes.

    

    Once again we're back to the fact that it is the human factor that makes the difference. Whether it is human beings acting as individuals doing evil (we call them criminals), human beings acting within businesses doing evil (we call them white collar criminals), or human beings within governments doing evil (we call them bureaucrats or politicans), the simple fact is that humans are the problem, not their environment.

    

    As I've said before, some humans are better at doing good acts more often than others, but there is no such thing as a perfect human being. Mark, how are you doing on that search for a perfect human being? Remember, you are free to search all through history for one.

    

    Mark, you're convinced that we have an evil man as President. I can agree with that, though likely for different reasons. I think we can also agree that there are a heck of a lot of bad people in various levels of government who are harming the people that they're supposed to be serving.

    

    If we can't keep bad people out of government now—or at any time in the past—what makes you think that we will ever be able to change that in the future?

    

    3) Now that those companies have been caught, what is happening to them? Quite simply, they're facing consequences for their actions. There are lawsuits, fines, and a loss of credibility which should have lead to lost sales. Those men and/or women who have made particularly evil choices can find themselves losing everything and even facing jail time.

    

    In other words, there is accountability for their actions. The government holds them accountable. Their customers hold them accountable. Their employees sometimes hold them accountable. And this is how it should be. By holding their feet to the fire in multiple ways, businesses are more careful to avoid making bad choices.

    

    But where is the accountability for government? If the police don't bother to show up if you need their help, you can't sue them. The Supreme Court recently decided that the government can steal someone's home if it results in higher tax revenues. The government can take and keep assets by simply claiming that someone might be a drug dealer, and they frequently won't return the taken assets even when it is proven that the person is innocent. Police can make a mistake in doing a hot entry and kill someone innocent without suffering any significant consequences. Politicians can be caught taking bribes, writing bad checks, or even killing someone and get away with it.

    

    And that's just in America (so far). If you look at history, you will see example after example of governments doing massively evil acts (for example, Stalin killing 20 million or so people) without having to answer for their crimes.

    

    The point is simple, the ability to wield power with little or no accountability is an inherent attribute of governments. Therefore, every action which leads to less accountability and more government power is an action which allows the government to be more destructive when some person or group decided to misuse that power. (Remember, we cannot keep bad people out of the government.)

    

    Finally, we get to the easiest AND MOST IMPORTANT point:

    

    4) Where in the Constitution is the Federal Government allowed take money from taxpayers to provide any kind of charity? Hearless Libertarian hit this point square on the head when he quoted James Madison:

    

    "I cannot undertake to lay my finger on that article of the Constitution which granted a right to Congress of expending, on objects of benevolence, the money of their constituents."

    

    Of course you responded with another quote from Madison:

    

    "If Tyranny and Oppression come to this land, it will be in the guise of fighting a foreign enemy"

    

    Fine, it's an important topic, and it's from James Madison. It deserves some serious discussion. BUT, what does it have to do with the Constitution permitting the Federal Government of the United States of America to engage in "charity"? The ONLY quote which could legitimately answer this point MUST come from the U. S. Constitution. After all, it is the final authority on what the Federal Government can and cannot do.

    

    Finally, keep this in mind. Point 4 is the most important point in this whole discussion. Points 1 through 3, and most of the discussion in these comments are all about Why point 4 is what it is.


    

    



    jsid-1193379758-582589 pdwalker at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 06:22:38 +0000


    Well, pallie, I've seen people beaten for failing to repay a loan.

    

    You wanna know what sound a kneecap makes when it's crushed by a tire iron?

    

    Loan-sharking is ALSO a Business, (and one remarkably free of pesky goverment regulation, too!).

    

    Did they bust his kneecaps before or after they forced him to take out the loan from unscrupulous money lenders?


    

    



    jsid-1193380421-582590 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 06:33:41 +0000


    DJ and others,

    

    I've been noticing that you've been getting rather abrasive with Markadelphia, especially lately. I definitely understand the impulse. I have to fight it too. However, might I suggest that calling him names is counterproductive? It's always harder to agree with someone who has put you on the defensive by calling you names, even when you realize that they're right. Calling names gets our pride involved, and it's next to impossible to swallow it.

    

    Our goal is to educate Markadelphia, not torture him into submission. We're not in a position to do that. Besides, rock solid logic and evidence are the only things that have a chance of producing a true and long lasting change of mind. ("A man convinced against his will is of the same opinion still.") If he rejects those, then nothing you can say will change his mind. Bruising his ego is a sure fire way of having him retreat behind his shields where nothing can reach him.


    

    



    jsid-1193381127-582591 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 06:45:27 +0000


    juris_imprudent: "Mark, that's about what I'd expect from a fundamentalist Christian justifying (to himself as much as anyone) a dubious theological position. In short, you're long on belief and very, very short on facts."

    

    Ummm, point of order. Mark is anything but a fundamentalist Christian. I, on the other hand, am. Furthermore, I am probably more militant about using facts, evidence and solid reasoning than probably 99.9% of the population. If you need some proof, just see the argument between Mark and I in the comments on Kevin&apos;s abortion post. I can point you to solid evidence supporting the accuracy of the Bible, but I will not do so here because it is wildly off topic.

    

    We need to remain focused on the two most important points in this thread.

    

    A) The Consitution does not allow the Federal Government to engage in any kind of charity.

    

    and

    

    B) Why the Founding Fathers designed our government that way.


    

    



    jsid-1193381155-582592 Bilgeman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 06:45:55 +0000


    LabRat:

    

    " note the part in there about the staggering poverty there forces many parents to offer themselves or their own children as collateral against a loan.."

    

    I don't need to note it, LabRat, I've seen it.

    

    The modern form of slavery is seen in a bar in Phuket, Thailand. And it presents as an overweight and sweaty middle-aged Western "sex tourist" taking a child right by your table to her,(in this particular joint), crib upstairs...to fuck.

    

    It happened right in front of me.

    

    Did I kill it? Boy, did I want to...follow him upstairs and slide my shank right into the back of his skull.

    

    Ahhh, but did I?

    Of course not.

    

    There was a cop there,y'see, to make sure that everyone behaved...and that the johns didn't "damage the goods".

    

    And ain't that a heart-warming example of a Public-Private co-operative venture?

    

    So...if I killed a child-fucker in a legally licensed whorehouse where children were pimped out, I'd go to jail,(and a very unpleasant one at that).

    

    And if that doesn't tell you all about the characters of business and government, two mobs allied to exploit chidrens' bodies, then MarkA isn't the ONLY one 'round here who ain't "getting it".

    

    There are nations on this Earth where I will not set foot on shore. And this has meant my not standing upon land for 94 days. (Try living 24/7 at your place of work for a week).

    

    "In the US, you cannot claim a person, much less their child, if they default on a debt- and while it's not nearly as offensive to me as trying to claim that having choices that require sacrifices is like slavery,"

    

    One of the main reasons this is so is that in this country, every citizen, if they so desire, can be armed to the fucking teeth. (Force/Governing Structure again...here it is not monopolized by the Government gang OR the Business gang.).

    

    "...it's still pretty lousy to claim fear of bankruptcy or fear of wage garnishing is the same as fear of having to essentially sell your children."

    

    It's a matter of degree, not of difference.

    

    Fear is the common denominator, and Fear is exactly what "Force/Government Structure" aims to instill in the Smallest Minority.

    

    Because Fear is the chains of the mind that make you a slave.


    

    



    jsid-1193381640-582593 Ed "What the" Heckman at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 06:54:00 +0000


    Bilgeman: Fear is the common denominator, and Fear is exactly what "Force/Government Structure" aims to instill in the Smallest Minority.

    

    Because Fear is the chains of the mind that make you a slave.

    

    Me: Exactly! That is why it is critical to keep government from getting any larger than it absolutely has to be.


    

    



    jsid-1193403334-582601 Kevin Baker at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 12:55:34 +0000


    I have to say, this is probably the finest comment thread at TSM - EVER.

    

    Good work, y'all.


    

    



    jsid-1193410093-582613 DJ at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 14:48:13 +0000


    "DJ and others,

    

    I've been noticing that you've been getting rather abrasive with Markadelphia, especially lately. I definitely understand the impulse. I have to fight it too. However, might I suggest that calling him names is counterproductive? It's always harder to agree with someone who has put you on the defensive by calling you names, even when you realize that they're right. Calling names gets our pride involved, and it's next to impossible to swallow it.

    

    Our goal is to educate Markadelphia, not torture him into submission. We're not in a position to do that. Besides, rock solid logic and evidence are the only things that have a chance of producing a true and long lasting change of mind. ("A man convinced against his will is of the same opinion still.") If he rejects those, then nothing you can say will change his mind. Bruising his ego is a sure fire way of having him retreat behind his shields where nothing can reach him."

    

    All true, Ed, and well said. But we've tried that approach for a long, long, time, and it hasn't worked with Mark.

    

    His behavior is the same, day after day after day. He endlessly tells us what he "thinks" and he tries to justify what he "thinks" by pointing out that other people "think" the same. When asked for details, when asked for logical explanations, when asked for citations of facts in support such that we can check them for ourselves, indeed when asked questions of almost any kind, his response is almost invariably to repeat what he "thinks", to accuse us of trying to trap him, or to try to change the subject.

    

    We have tried endlessly to get him to understand a simple thing, to wit, that if his beliefs are valid and supported by the facts, then he doesn't need to offer up bullshit in their defense, and that if his beliefs are not valid nor supported by the facts, then offering up bullshit in their defense will not redeem them. He gives no indication whatever that he understands this. In short, his behavior is stereotypical, almost surreal, actually, of a person who believes what he believes simply because he finds pleasure in his beliefs and who will not brook any intrusion of reality that upsets his beliefs.

    

    The manner of the attempts that you deride are simply a form of, for lack of a more descriptive term, shock treatment. It is simply an attempt to find some level, some manner of communication, on which to reach him. And you're right, it doesn't work. He appears to be unreachable.


    

    



    jsid-1193410138-582614 DJ at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 14:48:58 +0000


    "Good work, y'all."

    

    Thanks for having us.


    

    



    jsid-1193412008-582615 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 15:20:08 +0000


    B-man,

    

    Uhhh, fella, as soon as any commodity, humans included, was purchased rather than being taken by force, free market capitalism was born.

    

    Wrong. Exchange, and property, long pre-date what we call free-market capitalism. Lefties usually make that mistake, but mostly because they haven't actually read Marx - they've just read about him. Adam Smith first described capitalism as it had been forming in the 18th century. Some would argue that you could push the formation date back a couple of centuries to the guild era, but I think that's a bit of a stretch. Anyhow, no one with any familiarity with economic history equates capitalism with the first farmer's market!

    

    I wouldn't toot the "Anglo-American" exceptionalism horn too loudly, given this context.

    

    William Wilberforce was English. Care to name someone more influential in ending slavery? Particularly someone outside of the Anglo-American context?

    

    That "problem" just happens to be the truth.

    

    I suppose that could be, but I'm not giving in just yet.


    

    



    jsid-1193412413-582617 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 15:26:53 +0000


    B-man,

    

    One of the main reasons this is so is that in this country, every citizen, if they so desire, can be armed to the fucking teeth.

    

    No, it doesn't happen in this country, in that manner, because of govt. If that means chalking up a point for Markadelphia's side, so be it.

    

    Trust me, you won't get off on a manslaughter (at least) charge just because you decided to end some pimp's life - no matter how justifiable in your mind. We don't take the law into our own hands except in rather limited circumstances.

    

    By the way, this is a good time to note that capitalism (in my more narrow definition than yours) really only works [well] when you have a number of met preconditions. Our economic system isn't much more exportable than our system of govt, and I don't count many countries that have wholesale adopted either.


    

    



    jsid-1193412865-582619 juris_imprudent at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 15:34:25 +0000


    Ummm, point of order. Mark is anything but a fundamentalist Christian.

    

    Ed, no offense intended to either party. The intent was to illustrate faith triumphing over facts. Since secular lefties claim to be appalled by that (seeing it only in the caricature of their polar opposites), I find it a potent tonic.

    

    As for faith justified by reason, there aren't too many fundamentalists defending St. Thomas Aquinas. Y'all tend to be much more Augustinian in outlook. But we should take that discussion offline.


    

    



    jsid-1193415991-582621 LabRat at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 16:26:31 +0000


    It's a matter of degree, not of difference.

    

    In which case our disagreement is perhaps largely semantic, but I still disagree. Part of my original point was that certain words lose their power the more you stretch them, and "degree"- when sufficiently large- is such a stretch. So long as neither wound is lethal, getting scratched and getting deeply slashed are matters of "degree, not difference", but one is a minor inconvenience that only very small children complain about and one is a matter for the emergency room. Insisting they're basically the same thing would serve no purpose for anyone except, say, a particularly slimy personal-injury lawyer trying to make a case out of the scratch.

    

    For me, when one case is a set of options that looks like:

    

    1)Take out a highly risky loan under totally unmeetable conditions, putting up yourself or your children as collateral

    

    2)Die of starvation

    

    and one looks more like:

    

    1)Take out a loan with people who are bound by laws governing loans (though they may not obey them, and these people are usually, if not identifiable, at least somewhat shadier), under onerous conditions, with all your worldly assets as collateral

    

    2)Don't take out a loan

    

    ...Then it's a disservice to the first case to call them both "debt slavery".

    

    Fear may be "the chains of the mind", but hi, welcome to life. There are always going to be consequences for bad decisions, some of them are extremely severe- like death, which can be the consequence for a lot of bad choices- and we damn well SHOULD fear them. It's healthy. Classifying any set of conditions where decisions are made or work done out of fear of the consequences as something so dire as slavery is rendering the word utterly meaningless.

    

    I agree that power in the hands of any concentration of people is, like fire, an inherently dangerous thing. That's why I'm a regular at a site like this. I also agree with Kevin that it's an inherently necessary thing.

    

    As for my rudeness to Mark, I haven't changed my mind; he's been quite rude to us for a long time (repeated accusations of groupthink, constantly telling us what we think and why, etc.), I think that particular situation crossed my boundaries for politeness being required in response, and like DJ, I no longer think he IS reachable. I won't repeat it, because everyone who's pointed out it's not really productive is right, but I'm also not sorry. The fact that my religion doesn't require me to be civil no matter what the provocation probably plays into that. ;)


    

    



    jsid-1193417768-582625 Markadelphia at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 16:56:08 +0000


    Wow. I'm speechless. I don't even know where to begin.


    

    



    jsid-1193425670-582632 Phil B at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 19:07:50 +0000


    As ever, a spot on posting from Kevin.

    

    If Markaelphia wants to come across the pond and see what a full-on Government utopia Britain has become with its liberalist ideals taken to the extreme ("If it will save a single life it will all be worth it" mantra) then he's most welcome to do so.

    

    If he wants a taster before committing to paying for a ticket, take a look at this blog :-

    

    http://burningourmoney.blogspot.com/

    

    It's patchy but it will be what America is headed for if you are not VERY careful.

    

    I'm sure Markadelphia will argue that if ONLY the right people were in "power" then it will all be fine. I wonder if he wants to apply that argument to guns?? If ONLY the "right" people have guns then ...!! Hmmmmmmmmmmm I thought not.

    

    Here the Government consumes over 42% (that's forty two percent in case you think I've typed it incorrectly)of the gross domestic product of the country and one in four working people work for the Government in one form or another.

    

    My vote is with Kevin - government should exist ONLY to provide what the individual cannot such as armed forcees to defend the country.

    

    Me? The house goes up for sale tomorrow and as soon as I have the cash in my hot little hands, I'm emigrating.


    

    



    jsid-1193440048-582644 DJ at Fri, 26 Oct 2007 23:07:28 +0000


    "Wow. I'm speechless. I don't even know where to begin."

    

    You are speechless? That's a first. You're the most unspeechless person I know, except for one person in particular whom I worked "around" a long time ago, but I suspect he's dead now.

    

    And, don't assume you have to begin at all. If you have nothing to say, then don't say it.


    

    



    jsid-1193449165-582651 Kevin Baker at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 01:39:25 +0000


    "The house goes up for sale tomorrow and as soon as I have the cash in my hot little hands, I'm emigrating." - Phil B

    

    Where to?


    

    



    jsid-1193453963-582653 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 02:59:23 +0000


    Markadelphia: "I don't even know where to begin."

    

    Me: I suggest keeping it simple. Show us where the Constitution supposedly gives the Federal Government the power to use tax money for charity. The "Why" is more complicated and can be dealt with later.


    

    



    jsid-1193473371-582662 Phil B at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 08:22:51 +0000


    New Zealand - they have an anti political correctness minister. New Zealand may not be perfect but at least it's a start, unlike here where the lunatics definitely have taken over the asylum big style.


    

    



    jsid-1193509747-582681 Bilgeman at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 18:29:07 +0000


    Ed-Man:

    

    "Me: Exactly! That is why it is critical to keep government from getting any larger than it absolutely has to be."

    

    Some Patrick Henry is in order here on this blog that is concerned about the Second Amendment:

    

    "Guard with jealous attention the public liberty.

    Suspect every one who approaches that jewel.

    Unfortunately, nothing will preserve it but downright force.

    Whenever you give up that force, you are inevitably ruined."

    

    The wording "suspect every one" best sums up my own feelings in this matter.

    

    Someone, waaaaaay upthread, posted that "Business exists to serve people", and this gob-smackingly stoopid statement, set off my rusty and cobwebbed old "Marxist Alarm".

    

    No-one, save Mark, stood up and called "double-bullshit!" at this, yet folks trampled each other to castigate Government.

    

    The "groupthink" that developed was apparently that Government was BAD, so Business must be GOOD.

    

    Is business negligent in its' Evil?

    

    I ask you...what would you say of the manufacturers of crematoria, the producers of Zyklon-B, and the merchants of barbed wire who actively sought, and jealously protected, their government contracts with the 3rd Reich?

    

    This wen far beyond any sane person's definition of negligence, and ran, like a loaded freight train, into collusion.

    

    Yes...this is a gun blog, and government is a well-defined, and closely watched threat to our Liberty.

    

    But, let's not be wilfully blinded to Business, which is more often than not, the "penis" inside the Government "condom" that would fuck us all over.

    

    I'd also point out, to one and all, that the Mainstream Media is elmost exclusively, a Business-owned, and Business-supoorted, organ...and they have proven themselves, again and again, to be no friends of our Second Amendment Liberty.


    

    



    jsid-1193516830-582695 Kevin Baker at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 20:27:10 +0000


    Phil B: New Zealand, eh? Lovely place, I understand. But stay out of the mines of Moria!

    

    Bilgeman: Someone, waaaaaay upthread, posted that "Business exists to serve people", and this gob-smackingly stoopid statement, set off my rusty and cobwebbed old "Marxist Alarm".

    

    No-one, save Mark, stood up and called "double-bullshit!" at this, yet folks trampled each other to castigate Government.

    

    The "groupthink" that developed was apparently that Government was BAD, so Business must be GOOD.

    

    You are correct here, and my excuse is that I was out of town and didn't have time to respond - thus leaving it for others. Business, too, is a concentration of power. It is unsurprising that business often sucks at the hind teat of government to maintain that power, but that doesn't make it excusable and we shouldn't be apologists for it here.


    

    



    jsid-1193517870-582697 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 20:44:30 +0000


    Bilgeman: "Someone, waaaaaay upthread, posted that "Business exists to serve people", and this gob-smackingly stoopid statement, set off my rusty and cobwebbed old "Marxist Alarm".

    

    No-one, save Mark, stood up and called "double-bullshit!" at this, yet folks trampled each other to castigate Government."

    

    Of course none of us disagreed with that statement, because it is a fundamentally true statement about what businesses do! They provide goods and/or services in exchange for money. That holds true for everything from young children selling lemonade or raking leaves for money all the way up to the largest corporations.

    

    The fact that businesses sometimes do things that are wrong does not contradict with this statement one iota.

    

    Can you point to even one business which gets money without providing any kind of product or service? Take a look at your local yellow pages. Can you point to any companies in there which are NOT competing to provide something in exchange for something they want (money)?


    

    



    jsid-1193520106-582701 Kevin Baker at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 21:21:46 +0000


    Ed:

    

    Businesses exist to make a profit. They do that by serving people, true, but the difference is not one of semantics. If a business can make a profit through harming people, then that niche will be filled. But usually such a business must have at least the tacit, if not direct support of government to do so.


    

    



    jsid-1193524643-582707 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 22:37:23 +0000


    Kevin, how can a business make a profit at harming people? I know organized crime engages in protection rackets, but that's a parasitic activity which cannot exist without legitimate businesses, not a true business activity.

    

    Even businesses which sell something harmful, or which can be used for harm, can only do so if someone wants their product. In other words, they're serving those people.

    

    Let's take illicit drugs for instance. Even though they're known to be harmful, people still buy them. That's why those businesses can still exist. If the demand were to dry up, so would the business.

    

    Arms manufacturers are a prime example of where their products can be used for harm. If someone buys weapons to use them to commit murder, harm has been committed, but not by the business itself. Those same weapons could be used to prevent murder. Once again, the business is providing something which people want to buy. If no one wants to buy their weapons, the business ceases to exist.

    

    Whether what the business does produces harm or not, it still boils down to the fact that the business provides a good or service for a price.


    

    



    jsid-1193529522-582714 juris_imprudent at Sat, 27 Oct 2007 23:58:42 +0000


    Ed, Bilgerman's rather generous definition of "business" includes organized crime. Then again, he thinks capitalism existed at the time of the first trade between bronze age farmers.

    

    That said, too few proponents of capitalism have actually READ Adam Smith, who is none too kind to the owners of the means of production. He notes that they will make all effort to avoid competition and that one of the key roles for govt is to preclude collusion between producers, and to NOT grant selected producers govt favors (e.g. monopolies). What Smith didn't take into account was externalities - which is probably how most harms arise from business.


    

    



    jsid-1193534811-582723 Joe Huffman at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 01:26:51 +0000


    Bilgeman, I tried to respond here but was thwarted by the comment software which said I had to many links. See my post here for a response to your question:


    I ask you...what would you say of the manufacturers of crematoria, the producers of Zyklon-B, and the merchants of barbed wire who actively sought, and jealously protected, their government contracts with the 3rd Reich?


    

    



    jsid-1193537896-582725 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 02:18:16 +0000


    juris,

    

    I think I'm following what you're saying. In general terms, a pure, undiluted free market can produce situations where producers can cause harm. Is this correct?

    

    "What Smith didn't take into account was externalities"

    

    I'm not sure what you mean by "externalities." Could you elaborate?


    

    



    jsid-1193544583-582733 Joe Huffman at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 04:09:43 +0000


    Just a guess on my part but I assumed "externalities" meant things like lead in paint and gasoline being toxic to non-customers. Poor logging practices setting up the circumstances for a flood on downhill neighbors, things like that.


    

    



    jsid-1193547167-582734 Bilgeman at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 04:52:47 +0000


    juris:

    

    " Bilgerman's rather generous definition of "business" includes organized crime."

    

    You're not a member of a union, are you?

    

    "Then again, he thinks capitalism existed at the time of the first trade between bronze age farmers"

    

    I said a "purchase", not a trade.

    

    Would you prefer that I'd used the term "mercantilism" perhaps?

    

    The rootstock of capitalism.

    

    The point, ace, was that when people stopped shooting arrows and sticking spears into each other to obtain the goods and services they wanted or needed, and rather began bartering and/or buying these, "markets" were born.

    

    Markets begat Trade and Trade begat Mercantilism which begat Capitalism.

    

    The seed is THE vital and necessary precursor to all that follows.


    

    



    jsid-1193547199-582735 Bilgeman at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 04:53:19 +0000


    Kevin:

    

    "They do that by serving people"

    

    Some people.


    

    



    jsid-1193595953-582751 Kevin Baker at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 18:25:53 +0000


    Gun manufacturers only serve part of the population. Candy manufacturers, ditto.

    

    What's your point? If there's a market, it gets served.


    

    



    jsid-1193597490-582755 juris_imprudent at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 18:51:30 +0000


    Ed: Joe points in the right general direction on externalities. Usually unintended consequences the costs of which aren't borne by the original actor(s). It isn't insurmountable, or pervasive, but it can be a pretty big problem.

    

    B-man: You're not a member of a union, are you?

    

    Not me, but my brother was - until the union screwed him over. He has his own business now.

    

    The rootstock of capitalism.

    

    Lots of unpleasant things preceded capitalism. Even Marx saw capitalism as an improvement over the lot of the masses in pre-capitalist societies. That's a whole different game then saying that capitalism is to blame for those defects. Slavery existed for millenia before even mercantilism, let alone capitalism. It was the cradle of capitalism that led to the abolition of slavery. That slavery exists at all in this world today, it does so in non-Western societies.

    

    btw - how you doing with finding a renowned non Anglo-American abolitionist?


    

    



    jsid-1193601067-582756 LabRat at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 19:51:07 +0000


    It isn't insurmountable, or pervasive, but it can be a pretty big problem.

    

    Given the right industry, it's both- the nature of mining as an industry, for example, makes running an operation in a clean and easily remediated fashion actually more expensive than it would be to "ruin and run" even if the company gets hit with the fullest extent of penalties for doing so. Mining doesn't have much of a direct-to-consumers market, and the people that DO buy direct can't afford to do without their products, so there's very little market pressure from people unhappy about an individual company's environmental record as well.

    

    It's why mining still has such a black eye as an industry, environmentally speaking, as opposed to businesses like power plants- it was much easier and cheaper to run clean for the latter industry.


    

    



    jsid-1193605762-582760 Kevin Baker at Sun, 28 Oct 2007 21:09:22 +0000


    Being involved in a support industry for mining, I have to back up LabRat on this. Environmental remediation is exorbitantly expensive, and no mining company would do it if not forced to.


    

    



    jsid-1193618550-582772 juris_imprudent at Mon, 29 Oct 2007 00:42:30 +0000


    By pervasive, I meant throughout the entire economy. Mining though is a problematic case. Some of that has to be in part relying on laws written in the middle of the 19th century - claims on "public land" for a fraction of the value, etc.

    

    The biggest problem is in trying to recapture the costs of the existing externalities. As you note, it ain't cheap, and resistance is stiff. If the costs were built in from the beginning then there isn't such an issue. Of course, that's not an easy thing to do either. Plus, remediating damage is more expensive then preventing it.


    

    



    jsid-1193619330-582775 Kevin Baker at Mon, 29 Oct 2007 00:55:30 +0000


    (R)emediating damage is more expensive then preventing it.

    

    Well, digging a great big pit in the ground and turning the contents into dust the consistency of flour is, to a miner, progress. To an environmentalist, it's a disaster. Tough to convince people to prevent it, though, when in that dust is copper, gold, silver, molybdenum, rhenium, lead, iron, etc., etc., etc.

    

    If it can't be grown, it must be mined. (And drilling for oil & gas is just a very specific kind of underground mining.)


    

    



    jsid-1193624453-582778 Joe Huffman at Mon, 29 Oct 2007 02:20:53 +0000


    Kevin, I hate to be nit-picky but that is pretty much my compulsive nature...

    

    Which categories do you place software, solar energy collection, wind energy, hydroelectric production, and liquid nitrogen (and other liquid gas products)?


    

    



    jsid-1193626162-582779 Kevin Baker at Mon, 29 Oct 2007 02:49:22 +0000


    Liquid gases are physical products that are mined out of the air.

    

    Software, like other products of the human mind (novels, films, poetry - blogs for that matter) are incorporeal. The media they are carried on (paper, plastic, celluloid, silicon memory chips and magnetic hard-drives) must be either grown or mined. Otherwise it exists only in the relatively few minds that can be reached directly by the originator - whose very existence depends on that which can be grown.

    

    Solar, wind, and hydro are the conversion of one form of energy into another, but again those energy conversions cannot take place without physical products that must be either grown or mined.


    

    



    jsid-1193626403-582780 DJ at Mon, 29 Oct 2007 02:53:23 +0000


    "Kevin, how can a business make a profit at harming people?"

    

    By making, marketing, and selling cigarettes.


    

    



    jsid-1193627973-582781 Bilgeman at Mon, 29 Oct 2007 03:19:33 +0000


    Kevin:

    

    "What's your point? If there's a market, it gets served."

    

    The people that businesses serve are called stockholders and customers.

    

    And, judging by the constant kvetching of consumers and the incessant mewling of stockholders, they don't really serve them all that well.

    

    So who does business really serve?

    

    Follow the money

    

    I'd say the Board of Directors and the upper management. And the politicians who bend (us) over for all that industry PAC money.

    

    Pretty much everyone else can usually count on getting the middle finger most of the time.
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    I have this T-shirt, I got it recently, that says:


    FAITH in GOVERNMENT

    Defies Both
HISTORY and REASON


    

    But that's not the Quote of the Day. This is:


    The administration has admitted to spying on everybody, including the press; collecting every bit of communications and personal data it can, including credit ratings, purchases, and browsing history. Nowhere have they said Congress is exempt. Verizon was the first phone company where it was admitted that everything they touch goes to the NSA. Upon taking office, every member of the House and Senate is handed a Blackberry to do everything on. Who has the contract for the Congressional Blackberries? Verizon.

    

    Since this started in 2009, one has to assume that every member of Congress regardless of party has been compromised, or has family that has been compromised; and is being blackmailed, extorted, or bribed in some form or combination, and is under the control of the administration. This explanation is the Occam’s Razor for why the Congress, the Republican Caucus in particular, has been so passive and refused to fight back against Obama.

    

    There are implications for the future of the country.


    Indeed there are. And they're not pretty.

    

    I'm most of the way through reading the book Why Nations Fail. The overarching theme, it seems to me, is the same one put forth by Adam Smith, F.A. Hayek, Milton Friedman and Thomas Sowell, among others - human nature doesn't change. Added to that is Robert Heinlein's observation:


    Throughout history, poverty is the normal condition of man. Advances which permit this norm to be exceeded — here and there, now and then — are the work of an extremely small minority, frequently despised, often condemned, and almost always opposed by all right-thinking people. Whenever this tiny minority is kept from creating, or (as sometimes happens) is driven out of a society, the people then slip back into abject poverty.

    

    This is known as "bad luck."


    Prosperity - a good marker for societal success - follows liberty. Though it is far from the sole condition necessary for prosperity, liberty is an essential condition. But liberty is quite rare, difficult to win, and apparently impossible to maintain for extended periods. In contrast to the Declaration of Independence, throughout history governments have been instituted among men almost exclusively not to secure the rights endowed upon them by their creators, but instead to secure the power and privilege of the powerful and privileged. Because human nature is what it is, who it is that has power and privilege may change over time, but the function of government remains, with few exceptions, to protect that power and privilege - regardless of who holds it.

    

    Liberty endangers the power and privilege of those currently holding it. The authors of Why Nations Fail point out repeatedly that governments - again, almost without exception - tend to do whatever they can to prevent economic "creative destruction," because with it comes shifts in who holds economic, and thus political power.

    

    Liberty is dangerous, and it is most dangerous to the powerful and privileged. I am once again reminded of something I've quoted repeatedly from a post by blogger Ironbear several years ago:


    It would be a mistake to paint the conflict exclusively in terms of "cultural war," or Democrats vs Republicans, or even Left vs Right. Neither Democrats/Leftists or Republicans shy away from statism... the arguments there are merely over degree of statism, uses to which statism will be put - and over who'll hold the reins. It's the thought that they may not be left in a position to hold the reins that drives the Democrat-Left stark raving.

    

    --

    

    This is a conflict of ideologies...

    

    The heart of the conflict is between those to whom personal liberty is important, and those to whom liberty is not only inconsequential, but to whom personal liberty is a deadly threat.

    

    At the moment, that contingent is embodied most virulently by the "American" Left. This is the movement that still sees the enslavement and "re-education" of hundreds of thousands in South Vietnam, and the bones of millions used as fertilizer in Cambodia as a victory. This is the movement that sees suicide bombers as Minute Men, and sees the removal of a brutal murder and rape machine from power as totalitarianism. This is the movement that sees legitimately losing an election as the imposition of a police state. This is the movement that believes in seizing private property as "common good". That celebrates Che Guevara as a hero. The movement who's highest representatives talk blithely about taking away your money and limiting your access to your own homestead for your own good. The movement of disarmament.

    

    The movement of the boot across the throat.

    

    Think about it. When was the last time that you were able to engage in anything that resembled a discussion with someone of the Leftist persuasion? Were able to have an argument that was based on the premise that one of you was wrong, rather than being painted as Evil just because you disagreed?

    

    The Left has painted itself into a rhetorical and logical corner, and unfortunately, they have no logic that might act as a paint thinner. It's not possible for them to compromise with those that they've managed to conflate with the most venal of malevolence, with those whom they're convinced disagree not because of different opinions but because of stupidity and evil, with those who's core values are diametrically opposed to what the Left has embraced. There can be no real discourse, no real discussion. There's no common ground. There can be no reconciliation there - the Left has nothing to offer that any adherent of freedom wants. The only way they can achieve their venue is from a position of political ascendancy where it can be imposed by force or inveigled by guile.

    

    And all adherents of freedom have far too many decades of historical precedent demonstrating exactly where that Leftward road leads - to the ovens of Dachau.


    But it's not just the Left. BOTH sides currently in power are threatened by personal liberty. Creative destruction threatens them. The Left calls itself "progressive," but as was noted a while back, they're not - they&apos;re the very definition of conservative, because they're trying to conserve their power and privilege. They do that by building a class dependent upon government, a class that will keep reelecting them to ensure their gravy train doesn't stop. The only thing they want to change is the size of that dependent class to further guarantee their power and privilege. And the GOP? They want to conserve their power, too, but they've earned the sobriquet of "the Stupid Party."

    

    Steven Den Beste wrote an excellent essay on the topic back in 2002, Liberal Conservatism, in which he put it this way:


    I am a humanist. I am a liberal, in the classic sense of the term, meaning that I think that the goal of a political system should be to liberate the individuals within it to have as much ability to make decisions about their own lives as is practical, with as little interference by other citizens or the mechanisms of the state. I strongly believe in diversity at every level: diversity of opinions, diversity of political beliefs, diversity of lifestyles. When in doubt, permit it unless it is clearly a danger to the survival of the state or threatens the health and wellbeing of those within the state.

    

    Which, in 2003 in the United States, makes me a "conservative", at least in the reckoning of self-anointed "Liberals" in this nation.


    But what it really makes him is a libertarian.

    

    What threatens the power of the established classes?

    

    Personal liberty. Private property. Rule of law. The things the Constitution was originally written to defend. Why? Because these things mean change, change that cannot be controlled, and change threatens the status quo.

    

    Rand Paul frightens the hell out of both sides. So does the Tea Party.

    

    Perennial gadfly Markadelphia has, in repeated comments here, decried the fact that more and more of the wealth of this nation is being concentrated in fewer and fewer hands. He is right to notice that and raise objection. However, his "solution" is to use government force to take that wealth ("make the rich pay their fair share") and redistribute it according to, I suppose, some wise plan conceived by our betters in Washington. Markadelphia has an overweening faith in government.

    

    What that concentration of wealth indicates to people like me, on the other hand, is what is known as "regulatory capture" and "crony capitalism." Government is seen by us as unlikely to be a solution, because it is part of the problem. In point of fact, people like me don't see "solutions" - we see trade-offs. Whatever we do will have consequences over and above what might have been intended. We recognize that fact, and are concerned with minimizing such consequences. The Left seems oblivious to negative outcomes. Intention it seems, is more important than result.

    

    For our skepticism, we are accused of "hating the government," and being "insurrectionists." I've been up front ever since I started this blog that if I thought a revolution would fix anything I'd be on the front lines pulling a trigger. But I, like the majority of people on my side of the fence, understand that Ambrose Bierce was right:


    Revolution, n. In politics, an abrupt change in the form of misgovernment.


    The authors of Why Nations Fail illustrate this truism repeatedly. The number of times in recorded history where revolution has resulted in an improvement in conditions for the common man can be counted on one hand with fingers left over. We don't have guns so we can revolt against the government, we have guns to make the government think twice about what it can do to us. Robert Averech put it well:


    Liberty is too messy, too chaotic for the forces of the Democrat party. They yearn for conformity, for a uniform sameness that gives the illusion of a serenely content society. That’s why they want to get rid of cars and shove us all into railroad cars. Socialists just love cattle cars; they just relabel them high-speed rail.

    

    That’s why Democrats want to get rid of the Second Amendment. An armed citizenry can resist an unjust government.


    Not revolution, what we want is a restoration of government to its original mandate - the protection of the rights of individuals. The problem is, over two-and-a-quarter centuries of entropy has made the majority of the population of this nation unwilling, if not unable to accept that the government shouldn&apos;t stand in loco parentis.

    

    Take, for example, this Facebook post I came across the other day:


    NEW MEME I'M WORKING ON

    Here's the first draft. Interested in feedback for revisions, additions or deletions:

    

    *****

    

    ENTITLEMENT:

    We, the human beings on Plant Earth are endowed with certain inalienable rights. We receive these from our Creator and/or the intrinsic sense of justice that dwells in all people of good conscience.

    

    We are entitled to:

    • Freedom of Speech

    • Freedom of Worship and the Freedom from Worship

    • Freedom from Want

    • Freedom from Fear

    • Access to Health Care

    • Clean Air

    • Clean Water

    • Freedom from Economic and Sexual Exploitation

    • Justice and Transparency in Financial Transactions

    • A Living Wage

    • Democratic Governance; Free and Fair Elections

    • Equal Justice, Due Process, and the Rule of Law

    • Public Education

    • Public Libraries

    • Public Parks

    • Public Roadways

    • Collective Bargaining

    • Just Distribution of the Tax Burdens of Individuals and Corporations


    I've already taken on the "freedom from fear" meme, but I could make a career out of fisking this list. Hell, the nine posts on the left sidebar under the banner The "Rights" Discussion do a pretty good job of demolishing it, but there are a LOT of people out there who would read this list and nod their heads sagely headbang while throwing up "hang loose" and peace sign hand gestures.

    

    Here's the author's profile picture:


    [image: graphics1]

    


    Yup, another unreformed 60's hippie. According to his "about me" page, he taught English as a Second Language from 1981 through 2007, he currently lives in Washington, D.C. and he is an "Aggressive Progressive." Quelle surprise! Gee, I wonder if he's read Paulo Friere's Critical Pedagogy.

    

    This is, quite literally, what we're up against. People like this are every bit as activist as NRA members, and I'd venture to guess there are MORE of them (since they have infested the public school systems and taught our kids for decades), albeit less focused or organized. Or rational.

    

    A while back, Oren Litwin, aka "Critical Mastiff" when he comments here, said this:


    If the non-socialist end of the political spectrum cannot create a political philosophy that is both good theory and emotionally appealing, we're doomed.

    

    Any political philosophy that is not self-reinforcing is by definition not the best political philosophy. Libertarianism (with a small "l") features a stoic acceptance of individual risk (i.e. the lack of government intervention) for the sake of long-term freedom and prosperity--yet takes no measures to ensure that the society educates its young to maintain that acceptance of risk. The equilibrium, if it ever exists in the first place, is unstable and will collapse.

    

    This aside from the fact that libertarianism is emotionally cold and unfulfilling to most people, who have not trained themselves to consider lack of outside restraint to be worth cherishing.


    Bill Whittle has described the Left's "emotionally appealing" political philosophy thus:


    

    



    [ Embedded video link to http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M5HT64S_wJY – ed ]


    

    I think he's on to something there. But what about a good "emotionally appealing" alternative? Orin says Libertarianism is "cold and unfulfilling to most people," (or downright frightening some), but that's a marketing thing, I think. Bill Whittle has something to say on that subject, too. Here's the first part:


    

    



    [ Embedded video link to http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=okF-UPzUvrQ – ed ]


    

    I have a major quibble with Bill on this, though. "Leave Me Alone" is not the position of the Republican Party. Both the Democrats and the Republicans are shot through with people who very much DO want to tell people what to do. It seems that wanting to tell people what to do is a primary requirement for wanting to run for public office. "Leave Me Alone" is a libertarian position. Heinlein wrote in his 1966 Hugo and Nebula winning novel The Moon is a Harsh Mistress:


    Must be a yearning deep in human heart to stop other people from doing as they please. Rules, laws — always for other fellow. A murky part of us, something we had before we came down out of trees, and failed to shuck when we stood up.


    Andrew Klavan just the other day echoed the thought:


    If I could reach into the heart of humankind and pluck one flaw from its unknowable depths, it would be our seemingly irresistible desire to tell one another what to do.


    It seems the only response to that deep yearning, that seemingly irresistible desire, is to try to do something about limiting their ability to act on it. Heinlein also wrote in Mistress:


    It may not be possible to do away with government — sometimes I think that government is an inescapable disease of human beings. But it may be possible to keep it small and starved and inoffensive — and can you think of a better way than by requiring the governors themselves to pay the costs of their antisocial hobby?


    Now there's a thought!

    

    On to the second leg of the Libertarian tripod, "It's Your Stuff":


    

    



    [ Embedded video link to http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ur2ewO9B2FM – ed ]


    

    If you don't believe that "six or seven out of ten" college students self-identify as socialists, consider the fact that a 2002 Columbia Law poll found


    Almost two-thirds of Americans think Karl Marx's maxim, "From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs" was or could have been written by the framers and included in the Constitution


    That's right in the middle between six and seven out of ten for the math impaired.

    

    Seems like things haven't changed much in the last decade.

    

    On to part three - "Don't be a Jerk":


    

    



    [ Embedded video link to http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jX8ZGSkGOFI – ed ]


    

    But they're not conservatives - they're libertarians. And they're not represented by either side currently in power.

    

    And they're not likely to be, either. Go back up and re-read that first quote. If in fact the Ruling Class is that firmly entrenched, then there is little hope left for those of us in Angelo Codevilla's "country class" - those of us who are "small 'L'" libertarians. Liberty is on life-support. The continued concentration of wealth into fewer and fewer hands is guaranteed, and the inevitable outcome will be a failed state and eventual societal collapse at the hands of people who live to tell others what to do.

    

    Billy Beck calls it "The Endarkenment." He's been predicting it for quite a while. And it comes from "Faith in Government," in defiance of history and reason.


    

    



    
      (111 recent comments)
    


    

    



    [ Migration of comments from the blog is pending, they can be viewed here. – ed ]


    

    


  


  
    
      I Guess I'm Not... HUMAN
    


    Wednesday, October 07, 2009


    

    



    Normally I don't comment over at Markadelphia's blog. He does enough of that here, but yesterday I couldn't resist. Read his very short post, Yep.

    

    I was the first to comment:


    Great! Let him and his organization provide that coverage, and let's see how long he and his organization stay in business.

    

    Health care is not a RIGHT.


    There were, of course, responses to that, but here's the one I'm going to respond to with an Überpost:


    blk said...

    

    From the preamble to the Constitution:

    

    We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.

    

    A basic education is a right in this country. It wasn't always. Most people would agree that protection by the fire and the police departments is a right. It wasn't always that way.

    

    Why isn't health care a right? What else would promote the general Welfare of our population than ensuring that everyone has a long and healthy life? What could be more Just than making sure that every child, worker and elderly person can see a doctor when they're sick?

    

    National health care would promote domestic Tranquility by giving everyone peace of mind, knowing that if their kid comes down with some awful disease they can get treatment. If you have cancer, the emergency room just ain't gonna cut it.

    

    To enjoy the Blessings of Liberty you have to be alive. Many people die in this country because they don't have health care.

    

    We are a rich country. As we've become wealthier and as technology and science have advanced the notion of what is a right has changed. Now that we can afford them, education, police and fire protection are rights. The way health care costs are exploding, we are going to go bankrupt. We have to change the way the system works to reign in costs. By covering everyone we can make it cheaper for each person. When everyone is covered and everyone is paying, we'll finally have the leverage we need to prevent the explosive rise in costs.

    

    That will mean squeezing out unnecessary middlemen who get between you and your doctor. The most expensive and least useful middlemen are insurance industry execs. By eliminating them we can squeeze literally billions of dollars from health care overhead (health care company execs pull in salaries, bonuses and options in the range of tens of millions, to hundreds of millions to a billion dollars).


    Where to begin? Why, at the beginning!

    

    A basic education is a right in this country. It wasn't always.

    

    No, indeed it was not. Back when I started this blog, one of the very first posts I published was an essay entitled What is a "Right"? That essay has, over the years, drawn a lot of commentary and inspired a six-part exchange with a professor of mathematics on just that very topic. (Check the left sidebar if you want to read the whole discussion. I recommend it.) The original essay was written to win me a year's membership at AR15.com, and that contest required that I limit myself to, I think, 800 words, but the core point of the essay was this:


    A "right" is what the majority of a society believes it is.


    That's the pragmatist in me coming out. What people believe is a "right" they will agitate for and defend against encroachment. Conversely, if they don't believe, they won't defend. Is universal education really a "Right"? Philosophically, no, it's not, but we've had it hammered into us for so long the majority believes it is. They believe that it is the job of the government to educate our children to the point that many parents no longer take any responsibility for that education on themselves, and don't pay any attention to what their children learn (or don't) while those children spend six to eight hours a day under the control (or not) of our public education system.

    

    I'll come back to that.

    

    Most people would agree that protection by the fire and the police departments is a right. It wasn't always that way.

    

    Obviously I'm not "most people." I know better. I've lived where residents had to pay a local private fire company to get them to come to their homes if there was a fire. If they chose not to pay, the firefighters could choose not to come. Or if they did, the homeowner would get a big damned bill for their appearance afterward that would represent a lot more than a few years of subscription to their services. If the homeowner chose not to pay that bill, they'd be taken to court.

    

    Does that sound like a "right"?

    

    I also understand that I have no "right" to police protection. That happens to be just one of many reasons I'm an activist for the right to arms. As I said, I'm a pragmatist. I try to deal with the way the world works rather than how people think it ought to be. And given your assertion that police protection is a "right," you ought to read both pieces of that essay. You might be surprised.

    

    Why isn't health care a right? What else would promote the general Welfare of our population than ensuring that everyone has a long and healthy life? What could be more Just than making sure that every child, worker and elderly person can see a doctor when they're sick?

    

    Let's take these one at a time, because they're not a set. This is a textbook example of argumentum ad consequentiam - the proposition that belief in X will lead to good consequences, therefore X is good.

    

    Why isn't health care a right? For the same reason having a fire engine show up at your door in the event of a fire isn't a right - it demands that someone else do something for you. One thing I try to do with this blog is make sure that if someone can say something better than I can, I let them. Let me quote Dr. Pat Santy, a psychologist and MD on the topic:


    Let me be clear. I don't believe that people have a "right" to health care; because, what advocating such a "right" basically means is that you believe you have a "right" to my mind; you have a "right" to my professional competence; i.e., you have a "right" to enslave me.


    In that six-part series on 'What is a "Right"?', I concluded that there is only one fundamental right, and all others are corollaries of it, but one defining factor is that YOUR rights end when they require DEMANDING something of another. That's the idealist in me.

    

    And I'm able to tell the difference between idealism and pragmatism.

    

    What else would promote the general Welfare of our population than ensuring that everyone has a long and healthy life? Excuse me? Everyone? What do you do with the chronically ill? The disabled? The terminally ill? Define "long" and "healthy." Who gets to be the arbiter of what is and what isn't a "long and healthy life"? You? Or some bureaucrat? You're postulating a utopian outcome as achievable fact when it is obviously fantasy.

    

    What you're doing is appealing to emotion: "Wouldn't it be wonderful..." Why yes, it would. But back to reality. Life doesn't work that way, Sparky. Some people get roses, some get fertilizer. Wishing it weren't so won't make it not so. If you are incapable of dealing with what is, you shouldn't be advocating change.

    

    What could be more Just than making sure that every child, worker and elderly person can see a doctor when they're sick? And they can't? This is Argumentum ad Misericordiam - the appeal to pity. Let me quote the author of the blog Bloodletting, an up-and-coming doctor now doing his residency training, from a post he wrote in 2004 back when Bush was pushing for expanded Medicare drug prescription entitlements. Fisking Nancy Pelosi's response to a Bush speech:


    HEALTH CARE AND MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUGS


    Third, our "opportunity society" is built on the belief that affordable, available health care is not a luxury, but a basic foundation of a truly compassionate society. [OK, now we are going to get into the real nitty-gritty about the difference between "want" and "need." Healthcare is denied to nobody. NOBODY. Nobody is denied a ferrari, either, but most people do not want to spend the money on one.]


    This is from a man in the system, providing that care - what Markadelphia calls "a primary source." And let's stop playing semantic games. What you're advocating is universal health care insurance - the method of paying for health care. If health care is a right, why should anyone have to pay? What we're debating about here is the level of that care and its cost. I'll come back to this, too.

    

    Next up, National health care would promote domestic Tranquility by giving everyone peace of mind, knowing that if their kid comes down with some awful disease they can get treatment. If you have cancer, the emergency room just ain't gonna cut it. I'm tempted, but let's wait until I come back to the "level of care" question.

    

    To enjoy the Blessings of Liberty you have to be alive. Many people die in this country because they don't have health care. No, they may die because they don't have sufficient or sometimes competent health care, but health care is available. If you're deathly ill and call 911, an ambulance will come, an EMT will examine you, you will be transported to a hospital, and (assuming you live long enough) you will get looked at by a doctor, and probably admitted somewhere. Might be a crappy hospital, might not be enough to save you, but it's a lot more than our Founders got when they wrote the Constitution you quoted.

    

    Now to the meat of it.

    

    We are a rich country. Well, I'd say we were a rich country, but not any more. You are aware of the thing called "the national debt"? As of Monday the Treasury reports that our national debt was $11,919,879,121,739.54. That's $11.9 trillion dollars. That's the total of what the government has spent in excess of its income and not paid off. Per the CIA World Factbook the 2008 US GDP - defined as "the sum value of all goods and services produced in the country valued at prices prevailing in the United States" - was $14.26 trillion. On Sept. 30, 2008 (end of the 2008 fiscal year) the national debt was $10,024,724,896,912.49. According to this site, the total federal income in 2008 through taxes, fees, etc. was $2.524 trillion, or a mere 17.7% of GDP, and each and every year our federal government spends several hundred billion dollars more than it takes in - thus making the national debt ever larger.

    

    Are we a "wealthy nation" or are we a debtor nation, living on money we don't have? Could you run your household that way? Can you spend, each and every year, more money than you earn, borrowing to make up the difference? EVERY year? Do you owe more than five times your annual income to creditors?

    

    As we've become wealthier and as technology and science have advanced the notion of what is a right has changed. That's the only thing you've said that I agree with without reservation. We certainly have "advanced the notion," but that doesn't change the reality. As we've changed the notion of what is a right, we've spent ourselves into the poor house. "Entitlement" spending - and "health care" is just an expansion of entitlement spending - makes up about 45% of the federal budget now. (PDF)

    

    Now that we can afford them, education, police and fire protection are rights. Really? Police protection isn't a right. The courts say so. Fire protection isn't a right. Education isn't a right either, but I will agree that the majority certainly believes that it is.

    

    But can we still "afford" it? I invite you to read The George Orwell Daycare Center. Pack a lunch.

    

    The way health care costs are exploding, we are going to go bankrupt. Regardless of what health care costs do, we are going bankrupt. All you have to do is look at the numbers to see that.

    

    We have to change the way the system works to reign in costs. Who's this "we"? You want the government to do it, no? An army of bureaucrats appointed by our elected officials. Lots of GSA employees with great benefit packages, administering health care claims or monitoring those evil health insurance companies to ensure no one (especially Uncle Sugar) gets ripped off?

    

    By covering everyone we can make it cheaper for each person. Really? Show me the data. Then explain, using small words, why a healthy 25 year old should be made to pay for the dialysis of an 86 year old (s)he has never met and will never meet? Explain to me how making that healthy 25 year old pay will make it cheaper for him/her.

    

    When everyone is covered and everyone is paying, we'll finally have the leverage we need to prevent the explosive rise in costs. Again, really? Everyone? So you're going to make the poor pay too? I thought the deal was to cover everybody including those who can't pay. Who picks up their tab? I've heard various numbers bandied about, but we'll use 47 million, since that seems to be a popular number. You honestly are going to tell me that adding 47 million people to the health care system is going to make it work better? That it's going to reduce costs? How long does it take for you to get an appointment with your regular doctor, and when you go, how long do you spend in that doctor's actual presence? You're playing in fantasy-land again. It sounds wonderful, but it doesn't pass the smell test.

    

    That will mean squeezing out unnecessary middlemen who get between you and your doctor. And here we go. Who decides who is "unnecessary"? And won't this add to unemployment? Why do those "unnecessary middlemen" exist in the first place? How about this example: What if lawyers had to bill like doctors do? (Stolen without shame from Dr. Westby G. Fisher, MD.)


    Beginning July 1, 2010, under the Legal Billing Obfuscation Act of 2009, lawyers will receive their payments for services rendered after approval by a central US government Payment Distribution Authority (USPDA). To receive payment from the Authority plaintiff and defendant complaints must be coded and filed electronically using the International Classification of Legal Complaints, 10th edition (ICLD-10), copyright © 2009, American Bar Association and Legal Proceeding Terminology (LPT) codes, copyright © 2009 American Bar Association. The full publication of each of these codes will be available in print March 1st 2010 and in electronic form on DVD in July 2011.

    

    To familiarize lawyers with the new coding scheme requested by the USPDA, a small sample for the complaint of “Spilling” is shown below:


    
      	
        Spilling 200


        
          	
            Spilling, Water – 210


            
              	
                Spilling, Water, Hot – 211


                
                  	
                    with blisters 211.1

                  


                  	
                    without blisters 211

                  

                

              


              	
                Spilling, Water, Warm – 212

              


              	
                Spilling, Water, Cold – 213

              

            

          


          	
            . . .

          

        

      


      	
        Spilling, Coffee - 240.1


        
          	
            Spilling, Coffee, Hot - 240.11


            
              	
                Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Cream only - 240.12


                
                  	
                    with blisters - 240.121

                  


                  	
                    without blisters 240.122

                  

                

              


              	
                Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Regular Milk only – 240.13

              


              	
                Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With 2% milk only – 240.14

              


              	
                Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Skim Milk – 240.15

              


              	
                Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Soy milk only 240.16

              


              	
                Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Sugar only - 240.17 Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Artificial Sweetner (of any type, including, but not limited to Nutrasweet, Splenda, Sweet ‘n Low) – 240.18

              

            

          


          	
            Spilling, Coffee, Hot, With Cream and Sugar 240.16 . . .

          

        

      

    


    Pairing of improper complaint codes with legal proceeding codes will result in non-payment. “Up-coding” of legal proceedings shall constitute grounds for prosecution with some additional fines imposed by the IRS, as determined by the Office of Health and Human Services. For instance, pairing a legal complaint of “Spilling, Coffee, Hot, with blisters” to and of those of Divorce, same gender, living apart, male (or female) (shown below) will result in non-payment.


    
      	
        Divorce: 100-199


        
          	
            Between husband and wife 100.1

          


          	
            Between same gender couple, living together, male, 100.011

          


          	
            Between same gender couple, living together, female, 100.012

          


          	
            Between same gender couple, living apart, male, 100.021

          


          	
            Between same gender couple, living apart, female, 100.022 . . .

          

        

      

    


    Valid code pairings for spillage include Accident codes (0010-0059), Assault codes (4400-4499), or Battery codes (5500-5599) provided documentation supports the requests for payment.


    You're talking about adding another layer of government oversight to a system already buried under paperwork. You won't be "squeezing out unnecessary middlemen," you'll be replacing them with government drones. Yet you think that will make the system more efficient?

    

    What planet do you live on, because it isn't mine.

    

    And, finally: The most expensive and least useful middlemen are insurance industry execs. By eliminating them we can squeeze literally billions of dollars from health care overhead (health care company execs pull in salaries, bonuses and options in the range of tens of millions, to hundreds of millions to a billion dollars). Ah, yes: Argumentum ad Invidiam, the appeal to envy.

    

    Total health care expenditures in fiscal year 2009 are estimated to reach $2.5 trillion, according to the National Coalition on Health Care. (Edit: Did, in fact, reach $2.6 trillion in 2009 according to this site.) According to Crooks and Liars, the compensation of the top 10 highest-paid insurance company CEOs totals out to $85,429,970. Assuming the top 100 insurance company executive's compensation is ten times that amount, you're still looking at less than a billion dollars total. Hell, lets assume that the top 1,000 is 100 times that amount, you're looking at $8,542,997,000 You're talking about cutting - at most - 0.3% of total expenditures, even if you don't include what the government employees that replace them will cost.

    

    Whoopee-fucking-doo.

    

    Halving total health care expenditures would increase that savings to a whopping 0.6%! Be still my beating heart! But by G*d those greedy fucking fat-cat executives won't have three vacation homes!

    

    You believe that everyone should have a right to health care. How noble of you! Another example of self-congratulations as a basis for social policy. You asked, What could be more Just than making sure that every child, worker and elderly person can see a doctor when they're sick? You're concerned about Justice? OK, here are some questions for you: How much health care is "Just"? Who decides, and on what basis? Is it "Just" that someone who can afford to pay gets more care than someone who would be dependent on government provided insurance alone? Or do we "level the playing field" and require everyone to accept the same level of care? Would that be "Just"? Or should everyone get every single bit of care that modern medical science can provide? What would that do to the costs you're so concerned about?

    

    Here's the deal, from my perspective. The government does only two things well: nothing, and overreact. (Thank Congressman Adam Putnam for that pithy observation.) You want the federal government, which took in only $2.54 trillion last year, to expand by another $2.5 trillion, and you expect me to believe that it will do better than what we have now. You honestly expect me to believe that the federal government, currently responsible for the administration of Public Education, Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid, will run America's health insurance system better?

    

    Go ahead, pull my other leg. And read today&apos;s Quote of the Day.

    

    Don't deny that what you are advocating is the doubling of the amount of money flowing through Washington D.C. You hold up Education, Policing, and Fire Protection as equivalent "rights" yet all those are all paid for through taxation. You claim that the U.S. is a "rich nation," yet you ignore the fact that at our current level of national debt, every man, woman, and child in the country is on the hook for over $39,000 to pay off that debt - far more, in fact, since we're doing it on time and paying interest.

    

    Do you have a spare $39k laying around? I don't know about you, but my VISA card limit is pretty far below that, and I don't think I could float a loan for it, either. And if 47 million people can't pay for health insurance, how many can pay their portion of the national debt?

    

    You've interpreted the Preamble of the Constitution to require the federal government to do a lot of different things. You're hardly alone. FDR put forth the idea of an Economic Bill of Rights that I'm sure you'd love, but have you read the rest of the original document? It's quite short. As P.J. O'Rourke put it,


    The U.S. Constitution is less than a quarter the length of the owner's manual for a 1998 Toyota Camry, and yet it has managed to keep 300 million of the world's most unruly, passionate and energetic people safe, prosperous and free.


    That document spells out, with brevity and clarity, how the federal government is arranged, how it is to be staffed, and what the powers of each branch are and are not. As you've noted, the public's perception of what are and aren't "rights" has certainly changed over the years, and I put the blame - yes, blame - on our education system. The founding documents of our nation were based on the idea of limiting how much government could do, both for us and to us, yet we've been taught for decades that it's the job of government to take care of us, that only government is big enough to do certain jobs, that we're not qualified to do things for ourselves. In fact, we should be actively discouraged from doing so.

    

    Alexis de Toqueville wrote long ago, "The American Republic will endure until the day Congress discovers that it can bribe the public with the public's money." Congress discovered that little trick some time back, and the bill is now coming due.

    

    And that's brought us to where we are today, $14-plus trillion in the hole and digging ever faster. Yet you and millions like you want us to redouble our digging in the name of "Social Justice!"

    

    No, health care is not a right. Fire protection is not a right. Police protection is not a right. And pretty damned soon if we don't get our shit in one sock and our heads on straight with the nose in front, just living is going to become damned difficult because Reality won't be ignored forever.

    

    And I guess I'm just not human for realizing and articulating that fact.

    

    (Ah, well, only 3,500 words or so in this one. I may be losing my touch.)

    

    UPDATE: Marko writes on the specifics of why health care is not a right. It is, typical of Marko, crystal clear and precise.
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    jsid-1254929376-613124 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 15:29:36 +0000


    Nice Job, Sam.

    

    Ralph's stuck on the phone. ACME outsourced ordering, and it's taking him a while to get his order through. Especially since he keeps using different words than what's in the catalog.


    

    



    jsid-1254930026-613127 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 15:40:26 +0000


    And a nice post, Kevin, in all seriousness.

    

    Shorter blk:

    

    "I'm not the one being shafted (so I think), so I'm all for shafting somebody else!"

    

    Of course, what Mark and blk don't - and despite how much you point it out, show them, demonstrate in theory and reality - understand is the people getting shafted aren't going to stand still for it.

    

    Not when it's basically class warfare like that. They'll stop working. We're already understaffed for doctors, due to many reasons - and this will merely accelerate people getting out of medicine.

    

    So, just like every other system that's done this, we'll start "promoting" lower classifications to doing work that it was unthinkable for then to do before. (And hey, that's not all bad. Nurse practitioners, for instance, can handle upwards of 95% of all "primary physician" issues without anybody looking over their shoulders.)

    

    But guess what happens when you push more work without more pay or other compensations to the NPs?

    

    Gee, maybe RN's can do 80% of the work the NPs that we're now so short on can do...

    

    And soon you end up, like the NHS in England, where "techs" with 6 months of training, are tasked with doing procedures with serious implications if done wrong - that requires at least a RN supervising an LPN here. (And most places require the RN do do it themselves.)

    

    blk: Now that we can afford them, education, police and fire protection are rights.

    

    I wonder if blk lives in California - where they cannot afford them now.

    

    blk: What could be more Just than making sure that every child, worker and elderly person can see a doctor when they're sick?

    

    They can. But they won't be able to under your system.

    Oh, you mean, for no more extra money out of their pocket!

    (and, hey, blk? Mark? If you're willing to pick up their bill, more power to you! Go for it! Many places run charity operations! We aren't stopping you! Go on, spend your money. We'll cheer! We'll throw parades for you!)

    

    But in the meantime, trying to shaft the system - to get free stuff means you get shafted.

    

    "There ain't no such thing as a free lunch."


    

    



    jsid-1254930148-613128 Mastiff at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 15:42:28 +0000


    It continues to astound me that people refuse to acknowledge that inventing rights necessarily imposes a reciprocal obligation to avoid trampling that right (for a negative right), or to actually fulfill that right (for a so-called positive right).

    

    A "right" that is physically impossible to fulfill, such as free health care for all, is no right at all. At worst, it is an impetus for the breakdown of social institutions.


    

    



    jsid-1254930436-613129 Grumpy Student at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 15:47:16 +0000


    blk said...

    

    "National health care would promote domestic Tranquility by giving everyone peace of mind, knowing that if their kid comes down with some awful disease they can get treatment. If you have cancer, the emergency room just ain't gonna cut it."

    

    Of course, under socialised healthcare, be prepared for your child to go on a seven month waiting list to see a cancer specialist during which time if they have cancer it will transition from treatable to not treatable.

    

    Yeah. It works real well here in the UK. Just as long as you can afford to pay for your healthcare twice (by taxation and then directly to go private).


    

    



    jsid-1254931730-613139 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:08:50 +0000


    Grumpy Student:

    

    We covered that issue last year here, with the run up to the election.

    The apparent solution is to elect the "Right" people with the "Right" ideas and they'll fix all that insanity. Because they care, unlike the right (politically) in this country.

    

    They'll fix it all. And if they fail the first time, we'll increase their power until they do it better!


    

    



    jsid-1254931841-613141 Robb Allen at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:10:41 +0000


    I've had rather good success getting my leftist coworkers to admit that yeah, they want someone ELSE to foot the bill. When I challenge them to empty their wallets to pay for specific things (we had a lady who had to work here until her water broke), they weren't so keen on the whole thing.

    

    Which is weird. They complain that we, as Americans, don't care about X and yet when presented an opportunity to DIRECTLY affect someone in the X category, they won't.

    

    Hmmm..

    

    The other thing people seem to forget is that if the only thing we needed to worry about was health care, then I'd be all over it. Alas, my taxes pay for roads, schools, shuttle launches, private stadiums, college tuition for children of blind, left handed dentists without tonsils*, research into the mating habits of Norwegian tree frogs, zoos, parks, someone to mow the highway medians, environmental impact studies of new toothpastes, the FDA, FDIC, CIA, FBI, EPA, NEA, EIEIO, the FTC to ensure me talking about my dealings with Crimson Trace is well disclosed, the FCC to ensure you don't see wrinkly, has-beens' nipples during the Superbowl (in a stadium paid for byu taxes), money to Hispanic Heritage Museums, cops, firemen, courts, stenographers, painters to repaint city hall, people to evaluate the amount of sodium in said paint, people to take OFF said paint, sewage plants, water companies, electricity companies, and the endless streams of lawyers to ensure compliance is met in every last area.

    

    And that's not even getting into paying for the supplies needed for that infinitesimally small portion of the overall list. Teachers need books, chalk, and desks. Cops need guns, bullets, and vests.

    

    These people do not understand even the most basic tenets of economics. To them, as long as everyone pays, there's an infinite pool of resources. They don't understand that money is finite and that by over taxing people, they'll have less money to do with what they feel is best for them.

    

    Make no mistake about it, they don't give a rat's ass about the health care of the 'other', they only want to make themselves feel better by forcing everyone else to live up to their morals. When Republicans are in charge, they chant about not shoving morals down people's throats, but the instant they're in 'charge', out come the plungers to force feed their morality.

    

    And they're shocked we're fighting back.


    

    



    jsid-1254932272-613142 DJ at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:17:52 +0000


    Nah, you're not losing your touch, and you are human for recognizing and articulating what ought to be recogized and articulated.

    

    Damn, but the ability to think is a burden, ain't it?


    

    



    jsid-1254932803-613143 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:26:43 +0000


    What's so inhuman in recognizing unavoidable restrictions imposed by reality and working within those restrictions to produce the best possible outcome for as many people as possible?


    

    



    jsid-1254933039-613144 Unix-Jedi at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:30:39 +0000


    Seen in a couple of places around the web, original attribution unknown and presented slightly edited:

    

    If a conservative doesn't like guns, he doesn't buy one.

    If a liberal doesn't like guns, he wants all guns outlawed.

    

    If a conservative is a vegetarian, he doesn't eat meat.

    If a liberal is a vegetarian, he wants all meat products banned for everyone.

    

    If a conservative sees a [foreign] threat, he thinks about how to defeat his enemy.

    A liberal wonders how to appease the threat without admitting that he's surrendered and claim that he didn't give in.

    

    If a conservative is homosexual, he quietly leads his life.

    If a liberal is homosexual, he demands legislated respect.

    

    If a black or Hispanic are conservative, they see themselves as independently successful.

    Their liberal counterparts see themselves as victims in need of government protection and the former as a sellout who was given success for bootlicking.

    

    If a conservative is down-and-out, he thinks about how to better his situation.

    A liberal wonders who is going to take care of him and demands free help.

    

    If a conservative doesn't like a talk show host, he switches channels and possibly informs advertisers that their sponsorship is negatively affecting their product.

    Liberals demand that those they don't like be shut down by the government in the name of "fairness".

    

    If a conservative is a non-believer, he doesn't go to church.

    A liberal non-believer wants any mention of Christian/Jewish God and religion silenced.

    

    If a conservative decides he needs health care, he goes about shopping for it, or may choose a job that provides it or budgets for it.

    A liberal demands that the rest of us pay for his. To be fair.


    

    



    jsid-1254933070-613145 CTone at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:31:10 +0000


    Whoa! I'm not able to be as responsive in comments right now as some here are, but I wanted to say great post!


    

    



    jsid-1254933196-613147 Ed "What the" Heckman at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 16:33:16 +0000


    Once again, Laura Hollis' excellent article, "Health care slaves?" seems to apply:

    

    "Saying that health care is a “public good” sounds wonderful – the kind of statement with which no intelligent and compassionate person could disagree. But, as with so many blanket statements made by liberals, it does not hold up under scrutiny, and in fact the infrastructure necessary to deliver on such an apparently compassionate policy inevitably results in disappointment, failure, and – if the latter is not acknowledged – oppression by the very government it was hoped would be the solution to all human ills. Why is this so? Three basic reasons, all inarguable:"

    
 1. No one “owns” another human being’s work.

    …
2. If people think it is “free,” they will demand more of it than can be provided.

    …
3. There is no such thing as completely “equal” care, anyway

    …


    

    



    jsid-1254936084-613151 Anna at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 17:21:24 +0000


    Just wanted to say, "Great post!" I rarely read long essays online, but this one I did, and forwarded it to my friends, too.


    

    



    jsid-1254936353-613152 theirritablearchitect at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 17:25:53 +0000


    Someone else's production is should never be at the disposal of another person, except at a mutually agreed upon price.

    

    Basic economics.

    

    End of story.


    

    



    jsid-1254936976-613154 Jeff the Baptist at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 17:36:16 +0000


    "A "right" is what the majority of a society believes it is."

    

    It's sad that this has become true, because it is such an awful idea. The whole purpose of having "a right" is as a protection against majority and government domination. They're basically ways to say "doing this is wrong no matter who says it is or how many of them there are." Therefore rights are created as a way to restrict the governing majority not matter how much they want something, not as a way to justify their over-reach.


    

    



    jsid-1254944676-613161 rocinante at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 19:44:36 +0000


    I've never understood why some people think that the Preamble to the Constitution has the force of law.

    

    It's a preamble, people.


    

    



    jsid-1254945283-613162 Stuart_the_Viking at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 19:54:43 +0000


    "A "right" is what the majority of a society believes it is."

    

    Does that mean that the world was once flat? A vast majority of the people in the world once believed so. So much so that even saying that it wasn't could get you branded as a heritic. Did this make it so? Is the moon made from green cheese? Does the Pope poop in the woods? All good questions. I'm pretty sure the moon ISN'T made of green cheese, but if enough people believed it was would it magically be? If enough people believed that the Pope was strictly a woods pooper would the force of that belief be enough to constipate the man until he found a stand of trees?

    

    Belief alone does not equate to reality! The very idea of it is crap! (Possibly Pope crap extricated from the woods... I'm just sayin).

    

    s


    

    



    jsid-1254945590-613164 Kevin Baker at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 19:59:50 +0000


    Does that mean that the world was once flat? A vast majority of the people in the world once believed so.

    

    Stuart, you're comparing apples and oranges. I'd refute your premise, but I've already done so in excruciating detail. Read the six part series on the left sidebar below "What is a 'Right'?"


    

    



    jsid-1254949764-613166 Stuart_the_Viking at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 21:09:24 +0000


    All I was saying is that mere belief alone, no matter how universal, does NOT create reality.

    

    The belief that "Health Care is a Right" does not escape this (and is far from universal anyway). I see your point that a right that isn't believed in can go away.

    

    "Your rights are meaningless when the system under which you live does not recognize them. Or worse, scorns them."

    

    I see that, but I don't think it goes both ways. Society can loose a right if nobody believes in it and nobody fights for it, and nobody gives a crap, but it takes much more than just belief to create a new "right".

    

    Maybe it's just symantics. You can call a pile of shit a sandwitch. You can get people to believe it is the most yummy sandwitch ever. You can start a religion centered around your yummy sandwitch that takes over the world and everyone will believe to the core of their being that you have a sandwitch. But... in the end, all you will have is a pile of shit.

    

    or... in our case: Universal health care would be so fantastic that nobody could possibly argue against it if it could magically happen with absolutely no downside. BUT it still wouldn't be a "right". No matter how many people called it one.

    

    s


    

    



    jsid-1254953190-613167 Kevin Baker at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 22:06:30 +0000


    But when enough people believe, they're willing to fight to keep whatever it is they believe in.

    

    So, pragmatically, it looks like a duck and sounds like a duck . . .


    

    



    jsid-1254958459-613170 Matt at Wed, 07 Oct 2009 23:34:19 +0000


    But again- it doesn't matter that they believe it to be true and will fight for it. That doesn't make it a right. If everybody thinks its a right to kill every white male, does that make it a right? No. Its still not a right.

    

    Rights are those things that demand nothing from others without their consent.

    

    Otherwise, great fisking of that comment from blk.


    

    



    jsid-1254960640-613173 Kevin Baker at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 00:10:40 +0000


    Yeesh. Would you read the other six essays? ;)


    

    



    jsid-1254970070-613180 geekWithA.45 at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 02:47:50 +0000


    Kevin, you needn't have labored as hard.

    

    >>What else would promote the general Welfare of our population than ensuring that everyone has a long and healthy life?

    

    The appeal to some imagined power to promote the general welfare through unlimited means is central and telling.

    

    The premise is false, as is all else that flows from it. It is definitively disposed of in Federalist #41, about 2/3 of the way down:

    

    Quote:

    -------------

    Some, who have not denied the necessity of the power of taxation, have grounded a very fierce attack against the Constitution, on the language in which it is defined. It has been urged and echoed, that the power "to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to pay the debts, and provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United States," amounts to an unlimited commission to exercise every power which may be alleged to be necessary for the common defense or general welfare. No stronger proof could be given of the distress under which these writers labor for objections, than their stooping to such a misconstruction.

    

    Had no other enumeration or definition of the powers of the Congress been found in the Constitution, than the general expressions just cited, the authors of the objection might have had some color for it; though it would have been difficult to find a reason for so awkward a form of describing an authority to legislate in all possible cases. A power to destroy the freedom of the press, the trial by jury, or even to regulate the course of descents, or the forms of conveyances, must be very singularly expressed by the terms "to raise money for the general welfare."

    

    But what color can the objection have, when a specification of the objects alluded to by these general terms immediately follows, and is not even separated by a longer pause than a semicolon? If the different parts of the same instrument ought to be so expounded, as to give meaning to every part which will bear it, shall one part of the same sentence be excluded altogether from a share in the meaning; and shall the more doubtful and indefinite terms be retained in their full extent, and the clear and precise expressions be denied any signification whatsoever? For what purpose could the enumeration of particular powers be inserted, if these and all others were meant to be included in the preceding general power? Nothing is more natural nor common than first to use a general phrase, and then to explain and qualify it by a recital of particulars. But the idea of an enumeration of particulars which neither explain nor qualify the general meaning, and can have no other effect than to confound and mislead, is an absurdity, which, as we are reduced to the dilemma of charging either on the authors of the objection or on the authors of the Constitution, we must take the liberty of supposing, had not its origin with the latter.

    

    The objection here is the more extraordinary, as it appears that the language used by the convention is a copy from the articles of Confederation. The objects of the Union among the States, as described in article third, are "their common defense, security of their liberties, and mutual and general welfare." The terms of article eighth are still more identical: "All charges of war and all other expenses that shall be incurred for the common defense or general welfare, and allowed by the United States in Congress, shall be defrayed out of a common treasury," etc. A similar language again occurs in article ninth. Construe either of these articles by the rules which would justify the construction put on the new Constitution, and they vest in the existing Congress a power to legislate in all cases whatsoever. But what would have been thought of that assembly, if, attaching themselves to these general expressions, and disregarding the specifications which ascertain and limit their import, they had exercised an unlimited power of providing for the common defense and general welfare? I appeal to the objectors themselves, whether they would in that case have employed the same reasoning in justification of Congress as they now make use of against the convention. How difficult it is for error to escape its own condemnation!

    -------------

    

    

    Today's Americans are strangers to that passage, thanks largely to the conditions in which they find themselves, wherein their government does that which is forbidden to it with every tick of the clock.


    

    



    jsid-1254973087-613182 Kevin Baker at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 03:38:07 +0000


    I like my version better, but yours is far more authoritative.


    

    



    jsid-1254974329-613185 Nathaniel at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 03:58:49 +0000


    In my experience as a former rabid liberal, appeals to financial prudence don’t hold much water because most liberals don’t have any eduction in or understanding of economics. When you start talking about GDP and national debt, their eyes glaze over and they just think you’re spouting nonsense because the numbers you’re talking about are too large to comprehend.

    

    Then again, that's not their biggest issue. I would say that its their tendency to basically see the government not as the other, but as a part of us. They view the government as merely another term for the tribe, a big strong umbrella everyone shelters around when it rains. And most tribes take care of their members by either outsourcing or at the very least spreading around the work of things like medicine, child care, protection, food gathering, etc.

    

    The problem is that this noble and romantic notion pretty much keeled over dead around the time that civilizations sprang up, because they easily outcompeted and exterminated the weak tribes — a fact that liberals despise. Read Daniel Quinn sometime; he's basically made a career out of advocating the obsolescence of civilization and a gradual return to tribalism, and every one of my most liberal friends holds him up as a genius.

    

    Of course, in the real world, the government is nothing like a tribe, it is very much not a part of us, and neither money nor selfishness are going away anytime soon. All the wishing in the world will not make any of this so. I pretty much snapped out of the utopian haze I'd been living my life in when I took an economics class and got into guns, but some people never will. That utopia over the horizon just looks too good not to drive towards, even if the road's in a minefield and anyone else can see that it's just a pretty billboard in front of a slave labor camp.


    

    



    jsid-1254975105-613186 geekWithA.45 at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 04:11:45 +0000


    Yours covers important ground...it ~should~ be self evident that the right to have a thing = someone's duty to provide it, but apparently, that's a novel thought for some people, especially those who find no distinction between taxes to operate the courts and taxes to give people free stuff.

    

    Ah...let's face it. They don't see any distinction because they really don't want to.

    

    They desperately want to find some basis/framework to make it OK to coercively take from whoever has so they can get a charge out of their enlightened giving to whoever hasn't. I know more than a few who have told me that they ~gladly~ pay their taxes for that reason, and that in essence, I'm a selfish shit for objecting.

    

    Furthermore, they just can't accept that coercion is central to their scheme, because if it could be effected and sustained on a voluntary basis, those who found it in their interests to partake would do so. But hey, coercion is just fine with them. Consider their mentality around social security, which contents that since people didn't save resources for their old age, the need to be forced to do so. Apparently, from the dawn of time until 1930whatever no valid voluntary solution was to be found, and so FDR's ponzi-eque scheme is therefore justified.

    

    

    The limit of their vision is that "conservatives" are ignorant, greedy racist people who don't want to pay their fair share, and who, motivated primarily by malice and just plain ornery mean spirits seek to prevent the bestowing of Good.

    

    It's an impoverished viewpoint and fending it off day in and out ranges from tedious to tiresome.

    

    It's little different from being a party to this conversation several times a day:

    

    A: 2+3!

    B: You realize that mean 5, right?

    A: I never said 5! 5 is ungood! I said 2+3!

    

    As far as I'm concerned, the more authoritative arguments that are marshaled against those of the grasping hands, the better.


    

    



    jsid-1254992352-613192 Charles at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 08:59:12 +0000


    The Gods of the Copybook Headings

    -R. Kipling

    

    AS I PASS through my incarnations in every age and race,

    I make my proper prostrations to the Gods of the Market Place.

    Peering through reverent fingers I watch them flourish and fall,

    And the Gods of the Copybook Headings, I notice, outlast them all.

    

    We were living in trees when they met us. They showed us each in turn

    That Water would certainly wet us, as Fire would certainly burn:

    But we found them lacking in Uplift, Vision and Breadth of Mind,

    So we left them to teach the Gorillas while we followed the March of Mankind.

    

    We moved as the Spirit listed. They never altered their pace,

    Being neither cloud nor wind-borne like the Gods of the Market Place,

    But they always caught up with our progress, and presently word would come

    That a tribe had been wiped off its icefield, or the lights had gone out in Rome.

    

    With the Hopes that our World is built on they were utterly out of touch,

    They denied that the Moon was Stilton; they denied she was even Dutch;

    They denied that Wishes were Horses; they denied that a Pig had Wings;

    So we worshipped the Gods of the Market Who promised these beautiful things.

    

    When the Cambrian measures were forming, They promised perpetual peace.

    They swore, if we gave them our weapons, that the wars of the tribes would cease.

    But when we disarmed They sold us and delivered us bound to our foe,

    And the Gods of the Copybook Headings said: "Stick to the Devil you know."

    

    On the first Feminian Sandstones we were promised the Fuller Life

    (Which started by loving our neighbour and ended by loving his wife)

    Till our women had no more children and the men lost reason and faith,

    And the Gods of the Copybook Headings said: "The Wages of Sin is Death."

    

    In the Carboniferous Epoch we were promised abundance for all,

    By robbing selected Peter to pay for collective Paul;

    But, though we had plenty of money, there was nothing our money could buy,

    And the Gods of the Copybook Headings said: "If you don't work you die."

    

    Then the Gods of the Market tumbled, and their smooth-tongued wizards withdrew

    And the hearts of the meanest were humbled and began to believe it was true

    That All is not Gold that Glitters, and Two and Two make Four

    And the Gods of the Copybook Headings limped up to explain it once more.

    

    As it will be in the future, it was at the birth of Man

    There are only four things certain since Social Progress began.

    That the Dog returns to his Vomit and the Sow returns to her Mire,

    And the burnt Fool's bandaged finger goes wabbling back to the Fire;

    

    And that after this is accomplished, and the brave new world begins

    When all men are paid for existing and no man must pay for his sins,

    As surely as Water will wet us, as surely as Fire will burn,

    The Gods of the Copybook Headings with terror and slaughter return!


    

    



    jsid-1255015297-613215 M Gallo at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 15:21:37 +0000


    Kevin, don't forget unfunded entitlements in your debt calculations. We're actually on the hook for something like 73 trillion dollars, an amount of wealth that does not exist today. That's $243K per man, woman, and child, or roughly half a million dollars per (current) taxpayer.


    

    



    jsid-1255016759-613219 Kevin Baker at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 15:45:59 +0000


    That's what we're projected to spend. The National Debt is what we've already spent above and beyond our income.

    

    And it's bad enough all by itself.


    

    



    jsid-1255016904-613221 monkeyfan at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 15:48:24 +0000


    Methinks the Class Warfare advocates of the left are missing the fact that the warfare part sometimes manifests itself outside the realm of the Skittle-shitting-unicorn.


    

    



    jsid-1255043512-613252 Gmac at Thu, 08 Oct 2009 23:11:52 +0000


    No one has a right to product of my labor.


    

    



    jsid-1255066441-613272 perlhaqr at Fri, 09 Oct 2009 05:34:01 +0000


    Gmac: That's what I keep saying, and people keep telling me I'm crazy for taking it so far.

    

    I prefer not to let them put the tip in.


    

    



    jsid-1255089769-613377 Trackback at Fri, 09 Oct 2009 12:02:49 +0000


    Trackback message

    Title: Quote of the Day: Why Health Care Is Not a Right

    Excerpt: Dr. Pat Santy threatens to quit:

    Let me be clear. I don’t believe that people have a “right” to health care; because, what advocating such a “right” basically means is that you believe you have a “right” to m...

    Blog name: ricketyclick


    

    



    jsid-1255098120-613282 TheGunGeek at Fri, 09 Oct 2009 14:22:00 +0000


    Amen to what rocinante said. You didn't actually start at the beginning when you fisked this. You skipped entirely over his use of the preamble as a declaration of rights. It's a statement of goals and justifications for the document to follow.

    

    Look at any law today. It starts out with a declaration of purpose that is intended to aid in the interpretation and implementation of the law. That section does NOT have the force of law, however.


    

    



    jsid-1255197009-613383 Unix-Jedi at Sat, 10 Oct 2009 17:50:09 +0000


    Ladies and Gentlemen... Markadelphia has left the debate...ate...ate..ate..

    

    Bungee Mark!

    

    *BOING* HEYGUYSGEEYOU'RETALIBANANDI'MSMARTERTHANYOUWHOOPSGOTTAGOLIFECALLS

    *BOING*

    

    He's not ignoring us, you see. He's just.. not paying attention to us. Which if we could understand WORDS the way he does, each individual and beautiful, we'd know what he meant.


    

    



    jsid-1255206949-613396 Ken at Sat, 10 Oct 2009 20:35:49 +0000


    Or Seagull Mark: flies in, squawks, craps everywhere, and leaves.


    

    



    jsid-1255230035-613410 Russell at Sun, 11 Oct 2009 03:00:35 +0000


    Ken, how insulting!

    

    To seagulls, that is.


    

    



    Windy Wilson • Wednesday, December 1 2010 5:13 PM


    You know, if Health Care is now a right, and police protection, and fire protection, and basic education (whatever THAT is), then why not housing? Shelter is pretty high up on Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs, so why not housing? And why not food? After one is protected from bleeding to death, and one has air to breathe and one will not die of hypothermia, the next need on the list is food. And why only basic calories, proteins, carbs and fats with the required vitamins? Why not good-tasting and organic food to provide for the person's long term health, administered in appropriate amounts with appropriate calorie and nutrient levels? It's getting to the point that humans have all the human rights of cattle in a feedlot.


    

    



    Windy Wilson in reply to Windy Wilson • Wednesday, December 1 2010 5:15 PM


    I am worried about giving the leftists more ideas of what to petition government for, but I'm sure that some one some where has already thought of the run-up to asking for government supplied shelter and food.


    

    



    Windy Wilson in reply to Windy Wilson • Monday, August 29 2011 2:59 PM


    The only things that really can be considered rights are those things that the society recognizes as rights to say "Don't do this to me!", and the society through its system of police, courts and lawyers agrees and says, "don't do that to him."


    

    



    Kevin Baker Mod in reply to Windy Wilson • Monday, August 29 2011 3:26 PM


    Please read the "Rights" posts found on the left sidebar of this blog. I pretty much start and end with that assertion, with a fairly long philosophical discussion in between.


    

    



    

    


  


  
    
      An Investment in Failure
    


    Sunday, August 16, 2009


    

    



    The 6/23/09 QotD:


    Before the 1994 Republican takeover, Democrats had sixty years of virtually unbroken power in Congress - with substantial majorities most of the time. Can a group of smart people, studying issue after issue for years on end, with virtually unlimited resources at their command, not come up with a single policy that works? Why are they chronically incapable?

    

    One of two things must be true. Either the Democrats are unfathomable idiots, who ignorantly pursue ever more destructive policies despite decades of contrary evidence, or they understand the consequences of their actions and relentlessly carry on anyway because they somehow benefit.

    

    I submit to you they understand the consequences. For many it is simply a practical matter of eliciting votes from a targeted constituency at taxpayer expense; we lose a little, they gain a lot, and the politician keeps his job. But for others, the goal is more malevolent - the failure is deliberate. Don't laugh. This method not only has its proponents, it has a name: the Cloward-Piven Strategy. It describes their agenda, tactics, and long-term strategy.

    

    American Thinker, 9/28/08 - Barack Obama and the Strategy of Manufactured Crisis by James Simpson


    My 6/11/09 QotD:


    Philosopher Bertrand Russell suggested that "Men are born ignorant, not stupid. They are made stupid by education." And, it was Albert Einstein who explained, "Insanity: doing the same thing over and over again and expecting different results." So which is it -- stupidity, ignorance or insanity -- that explains the behavior of my fellow Americans who call for greater government involvement in our lives?

    

    According to latest Rasmussen Reports, 30 percent of Americans believe congressmen are corrupt. Last year, Congress' approval rating fell to 9 percent, its lowest in history. If the average American were asked his opinion of congressmen, among the more polite terms you'll hear are thieves and crooks, liars and manipulators, hustlers and quacks. But what do the same people say when our nation faces a major problem? "Government ought to do something!" When people call for government to do something, it is as if they've been befallen by amnesia and forgotten just who is running government. It's the very people whom they have labeled as thieves and crooks, liars and manipulators, hustlers and quacks.

    

    Walter E. Williams, Americans Love Government


    Now, Thomas Sowell from August of 2007:


    It is not just in Iraq that the political left has an investment in failure. Domestically as well as internationally, the left has long had a vested interest in poverty and social malaise.

    

    The old advertising slogan, "Progress is our most important product," has never applied to the left. Whether it is successful black schools in the United States or Third World countries where millions of people have been rising out of poverty in recent years, the left has shown little interest.

    

    Progress in general seems to hold little interest for people who call themselves "progressives." What arouses them are denunciations of social failures and accusations of wrong-doing.

    

    One wonders what they would do in heaven.

    

    --

    

    They have shown no such interest in how tens of millions of people in China and tens of millions of people in India have risen out of poverty within the past generation.

    

    Despite whatever the left may say, or even believe, about their concern for the poor, their actual behavior shows their interest in the poor to be greatest when the poor can be used as a focus of the left's denunciations of society.

    

    When the poor stop being poor, they lose the attention of the left. What actions on the part of the poor, or what changes in the economy, have led to drastic reductions in poverty seldom arouse much curiosity, much less celebration.

    

    This is not a new development in our times. Back in the 19th century, when Karl Marx presented his vision of the impoverished working class rising to attack and destroy capitalism, he was disappointed when the workers grew less revolutionary over time, as their standards of living improved.

    

    At one point, Marx wrote to his disciples: "The working class is revolutionary or it is nothing."

    

    Think about that. Millions of human beings mattered to him only in so far as they could serve as cannon fodder in his jihad against the existing society.

    

    If they refused to be pawns in his ideological game, then they were "nothing."


    Now, three quotes from my perennial "progressive" commenter Markadelphia:


    Show me Nancy Pelosi calling for violence and cheering when a comment is made about lynching. I don't doubt that she is corrupt--mostly everyone is up there--but fervent and psychotic? No. - 08/10/09

    

    --

    

    I have spent my entire life (41 years) studying history and have no problem admitting that, on the whole, Democrats have been more criminal and racist then Republicans. - 10/31/08

    

    --

    

    Correct me if I am wrong. You believe that government is corrupt and would make the health care situation worse. I too believe that government is corrupt but that's because we elect nincompoops to office. If we elected people who were skilled and intelligent rather than someone you can have a barbeque chicken sandwhich with, then I believe government can work. - 09/08/07


    We've established that Markadelphia (and by extension, I would hope, most on the Left) understands and admits that "mostly everyone" on Capitol Hill is corrupt, and that, "on the whole" Democrats have been more criminal than Republicans (not that that distinction matters a great deal, other than the fact that they are in complete control of the legislative and executive branches of government at the moment.)

    

    After the 2008 election, I have to ask: Did we get rid of the "nincompoops"? Or did we just swap out a few?

    

    And, given that "mostly everyone" on Capitol Hill is still corrupt, why on EARTH should we assume that "Cap & Trade," "Health Care Reform," "The Stimulus Plan," or any other piece of massive legislation being proposed is anything OTHER than another DELIBERATE "Investment in Failure"? Another power grab by the corrupt and criminal class already seated in the halls of power?

    

    Which is it - ignorance, stupidity, or insanity? I really want to know.


    

    



    
      (33 comments)
    


    

    



    jsid-1250430453-610865 geekWithA.45 at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 13:47:33 +0000


    >>Which is it - ignorance, stupidity, or insanity? I really want to know.

    

    Perhaps it is a distinction without a difference, and the strongest possible argument for minarchism.


    

    



    jsid-1250432765-610867 Blackwing1 at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 14:26:05 +0000


    "Which is it - ignorance, stupidity, or insanity?"

    

    For many of them it's simply stupidity.

    

    But for the select few, the correct answer is, "None of the above." For the die-hard Marxist/socialist/collectivists, it is simply all about POWER. The power over other people that politics gives them; power that they can have in no other way (largely because they're unproductive drones otherwise). The side effects of their grasping for power include minor things like the slaughter of hundreds of millions, but to them these are easily ignored.

    

    The ignorant are easily taught, the stupid have little impact, and the insane can be ignored. But the truly venal will use every tool at their command, including the morals and ethics of good people, to bring themselves to power. That it will destroy the country in the long-term is a nice side-effect, offering them even more opportunity for power.


    

    



    jsid-1250433393-610868 DJ at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 14:36:33 +0000


    "Which is it - ignorance, stupidity, insanity, or power?"

    

    There. Fixed it for you.

    

    The answer is, "Yes, at least one for all, some for most, and all for some."


    

    



    jsid-1250435270-610869 Top of the Chain at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 15:07:50 +0000


    You know what? I get it. I mean I really get it, self reliance, personal responsibility, making my own way in this world. Oh sure, I was conservative even in high school. Hell, I went as Elmer Fudd hunting scwewey wibewals for Halloween my senior year. The majority of my teachers were not amused. Screw em if they couldn't take the joke.

    

    Now twenty years later I find myself pissed off. I mean that long train of abuses our founding fathers talked about, well it's a hotshot express a mile long.

    

    When these politicians cry "CRISIS!!" I almost puke. Every god damn thing is a freaking crisis. From the house ordering additional funding for their private air service to health care.

    

    What's gonna be next? Swine Flu? High risk gay sex in Brazil or Argentina? Another 2 billion to buy off the auto dealers that are left?

    

    The less fortunate should realize that conservatism would much rather help people by assisting them in becoming self sufficient than keeping them in a cycle of poverty and despair.

    

    The left calls us Nazi's and mean spirited. Hell, I don't wish to exploit anyone. I don't wish to discriminate against anyone. I want to be charitable and assist my fellow man in rising above economic bondage. That is what you trade for when the government hands out what was not theirs to begin with. That right there, to answer your question is criminal. It's like they have a freaking Robin Hood complex, and the mean right wing 'militias' are the Sheriff of Nottingham.


    

    



    jsid-1250444354-610873 Kevin Baker at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 17:39:14 +0000


    I think you misunderstand. WE recognize the power grab. What I want to know is why the voters support the power grab?

    

    Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane? Do they not understand what is going on? Are they in denial? Or are they insane enough to believe that the power grab will somehow benefit them?


    

    



    jsid-1250444738-610874 juris_imprudent at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 17:45:38 +0000


    Perhaps it is a distinction without a difference, and the strongest possible argument for minarchism.

    

    Gack geek! You just triggered my cynic switch. If the people that continue to vote in a govt are "ignorant, stupid or insane" (and your premise is true), then how can all of those people (perhaps sheep would be more apropos) live in liberty?

    

    At which point, what are we that argue for minimal govt?


    

    



    jsid-1250445272-610875 DJ at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 17:54:32 +0000


    "Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane? Do they not understand what is going on? Are they in denial? Or are they insane enough to believe that the power grab will somehow benefit them?"

    

    Yes.


    

    



    jsid-1250447281-610876 Kevin Baker at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 18:28:01 +0000


    If the people that continue to vote in a govt are "ignorant, stupid or insane" (and your premise is true), then how can all of those people (perhaps sheep would be more apropos) live in liberty?

    

    The ones who live in liberty are the ones who survive it?

    

    Just askin'.


    

    



    jsid-1250447383-610877 Ed "What the" Heckman at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 18:29:43 +0000


    "Or are they insane enough to believe that the power grab will somehow benefit them?"

    

    The answer is Yes. One of them is named Peggy.


    

    



    jsid-1250447583-610878 juris_imprudent at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 18:33:03 +0000


    The ones who live in liberty are the ones who survive it?

    

    That sounds to me more like anarchy than minarchy. YMMV.


    

    



    jsid-1250447773-610879 Kevin Baker at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 18:36:13 +0000


    That sounds to me more like anarchy than minarchy.

    

    Oooh! You are quick!

    

    Once again proving I have the BEST DAMN READERS ON THE INTERWEBS!;)


    

    



    jsid-1250448339-610880 perlhaqr at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 18:45:39 +0000


    That sounds to me more like anarchy than minarchy.

    

    I say go for it.

    

    Judging by the conversations I've had the last several days though, we're outnumbered about a thousand to one. Everybody else seems willing to live under tyranny or some semblance of slavery, on the bet that they might somehow end up slightly better than they would working on their own.

    

    Somehow, they clap their hands for Tinkerbell hard enough to deafen themselves to the fact that while there's people above them whose pockets they can try to filch, there's even more people below them trying the same thing with them.


    

    



    jsid-1250449182-610884 Top of the Chain at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 18:59:42 +0000


    I think you misunderstand. WE recognize the power grab. What I want to know is why the voters support the power grab?

    

    Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane? Do they not understand what is going on? Are they in denial? Or are they insane enough to believe that the power grab will somehow benefit them?

    

    Wow, that's a dynamic question. Ok, like everything else in our country, I believe it is a mix of factors. There are those that are ignorant. They either through denial or absence of fact ignore everything that doesn't concern their world.

    

    The stupid ones see it, comprehend it, and say huh, NMP, not my problem. My fellow citizens will take care of it. Me, as long as I have a McMansion, 2 BMW's and a pool, I'm good to ride it out.

    

    The third one, the insane, comprehend it, and plow ahead regardless. They're the zealots, the SEIU's, the ACORNS, the Moveon.org's Drunk with power, they crave more and be damned to anybody who gets in their way. Even if it means harming those who they claim to help.

    

    We, I believe have a mix of all three. The ignorant can be educated, the stupid might be motivated, but the insane, marginalize them. They're the dangerous ones.


    

    



    jsid-1250451475-610887 TheOtherLarry at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 19:37:55 +0000


    The adage I have always liked is: "You can't fix stupid."

    

    I really think it is all about power and elitism. They want the power to force everyone else to make all the sacrifices so they don't have to.

    

    TheOtherLarry


    

    



    jsid-1250451697-610888 alan at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 19:41:37 +0000


    I was reading an article in The Atlantic today which discussed the various aspects of our health care system which contribute to the high costs. Most of those inhibit cost controls by making the actual costs opaque to the consumer.

    

    His solution could be summed up as "Give consumers more control over the costs of their health care"

    

    Unfortunately I must add ", whether they want it or not."


    

    



    jsid-1250453655-610891 juris_imprudent at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 20:14:15 +0000


    I really think it is all about power and elitism. They want the power to force everyone else to make all the sacrifices so they don't have to.

    

    It isn't so much of a sacrifice if you are a believer...


    Of all tyrannies, a tyranny sincerely exercised for the good of its victims may be the most oppressive. It would be better to live under robber barons than under omnipotent moral busybodies. The robber baron's cruelty may sometimes sleep, his cupidity may at some point be satiated; but those who torment us for our own good will torment us without end for they do so with the approval of their own conscience. -- C.S. Lewis


    

    



    jsid-1250454815-610892 Cindi at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 20:33:35 +0000


    "What I want to know is why the voters support the power grab?

    

    Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane? Do they not understand what is going on? Are they in denial? Or are they insane enough to believe that the power grab will somehow benefit them?"

    

    Some of them know they are too stupid to take care of themselves, so they believe the power grab will benefit them.

    

    Some of them think they're too stupid - the constant drumbeat of "you can't, you can't, you can't"; they're ignorant.

    

    Some of them have thrown up their hands at the obstacles to taking care of themselves, so they've opted out.

    

    Some of them KNOW their "somebodies" can take care of everybody, although some "eggs" may have to be broken; they're insane.

    

    That leaves us who deeply resent the control and the other groups for foisting it on us. How many of us are there?


    

    



    jsid-1250456737-610895 perlhaqr at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 21:05:37 +0000


    That leaves us who deeply resent the control and the other groups for foisting it on us. How many of us are there?

    

    Not nearly enough.

    

    Someone told me today that I was literally insane for believing in liberty. So I took my (and I quote) "toxic libertarian BS" and left. Not much point in arguing with people like that.

    

    The ironic part is, by this person's own philosophy, shouldn't I care more about myself than her medical problems? I mean, if she's self-centered, why shouldn't I be?

    

    *sigh* I need a fucking space ship.


    

    



    jsid-1250458933-610899 Jeff Wood at Sun, 16 Aug 2009 21:42:13 +0000


    "Which is it - ignorance, stupidity, or insanity?"

    

    This is a question fully loaded with full-house, factory ammo.

    

    Ignorance might, eventually be cured: at thirty, I was vaguely Left, and it took nearly twenty years to become the reincarnation of Attila the Hun. A lot of damage can be done in twenty years.

    

    Stupidity, and insanity might be cured, but the process is usually drastic and may have unlooked-for side effects.

    

    Working as I do among British small business types, and coming from a rural background, I am conscious that there exists here, and I don't doubt in the US, a solid group of independent types. They are not necessarily intellectual, but they can smell bullshit a long way off.

    

    Employees of these folk are often the same decent, dependable sort.

    

    It is Corporate Man - I suspect your corporate readers will corroborate this - who often seems to be as dependent as career welfare claimants.

    

    They don't ask the right questions, of themselves or the system - they dare not.

    

    And don't get me started on government employees, at least not until I am UK dictator and can, on day one, get to grips with that problem.

    

    So, is it a structural, demographic problem, and where the devil does one start?


    

    



    jsid-1250467279-610903 DirtCrashr at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 00:01:19 +0000


    Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane?

    For many on the Left it's a Religion, whether they like it or not they are reduplicating that faith-based prospect but without divine inspiration or intercession - and that encompasses a LOT of types. There are those who are theologically inclined towards the coming of the Statist Messiah, those who simply appreciate the rote Catechism, some who just to hear the Sunday School stories of Marx and the Twelve-Year Plan of Fishbread - and a whole lot of hyposchitzophrenickrits who only go to Vote on Sundays and hump their Secretaries the rest of the week while Lecturing on Keynesian microeconomics.


    

    



    jsid-1250469761-610906 Greg Hunt at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 00:42:41 +0000


    "For many on the Left it's a Religion..."

    

    It's the religious part that scares me. Much as individual priests and preachers can be wrong while God is never wrong, these people believe that individual politicians and government employees can be wrong while "The Government" is never wrong.

    

    The circular logic is painful to deal with. However, it's the smugness that makes discussing politics with Leftists intolerable to me. These people believe, beyond a shadow of a doubt, that Statism is the answer to all problems. Non-believers are to be mocked as "barbarians".


    

    



    jsid-1250475319-610907 LabRat at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 02:15:19 +0000


    Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane? I honestly believe none of the above- I think the root of the problem lies in our ability to think about complex problems and dynamics, which normal people tend to judge in themselves as vastly greater than it really is- and in others as vastly less than it really is. We also tend to judge our reasoning abilities, that work so well in the environment that we live in, as applicable in a general sense, rather than highly adapted to areas that we actually have direct experience with.

    

    If you asked a dolphin what causes so many human problems, it would probably say that it's because we're such incompetent swimmers. (Better metaphor forthcoming: I put in the request at the Bureau of Analogy six weeks ago.)

    

    "Why so many smart people are technocrats" is one of those posts of mine sitting on the shelf waiting for time and a drink o' inspiration juice, unfortunatley.


    

    



    jsid-1250477528-610909 Billll at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 02:52:08 +0000


    "Which is it - ignorance, stupidity, insanity, or power?"

    

    Power, of course. The typical leftie has no more interest in fixing an economic problem than any of the current crop of race baiters has in eliminating racism. If the problem were fixed, they'd be out of work.

    

    Years ago I observed that the typical leftie pol never saw a constituent problem that couldn't be turned into a revenue enhancement without actually fixing the problem. Today, this is called "not letting a crisis go to waste.


    

    



    jsid-1250484047-610913 6Kings at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 04:40:47 +0000


    Ignorance and apathy are my vote. Just look at all the people suddenly up in arms about health care but have sat on the sidelines while all the other crap democrats are putting forth moves through. I have plenty of anecdotal evidence of this where people just don't care because they don't know what freedom takes. They are just satisfied that someone else will take care of the country since they are busy with their own life. Can't be bothered to pay attention, can't be bothered to vote or vote party line no matter what, and can't be bothered to think about how they got these freedoms in the first place. It is sickening and exactly what keeps democrats in power - apathy and ignorance. Not only that, the media has been helping drive this ignorance as much as anything. This generation is sound bite/headline based and the misleading and agenda driven media is adding to the atrophy of this country. All this info is out there but very few are intent on getting a true education.


    

    



    jsid-1250488367-610914 JR at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 05:52:47 +0000


    The quote by C.S. Lewis posted by juris_imprudent above has a bit more to it that is seldom included when this passage is quoted. It's from his book, "The Humanitarian Theory of Punishment." The remainder of the quote is quite telling as well and explores the idea that the Tyranny of the Good is ultimately dehumanizing - it treats us as nothing more than cattle, all in the name of "love," "compassion," and "mercy."

    

    Here's the whole thing:

    

    "Of all tyrannies, a tyranny sincerely exercised for the good of its victims may be the most oppressive. It would be better to live under robber barons than under omnipotent moral busybodies. The robber baron's cruelty may sometimes sleep, his cupidity may at some point be satiated; but those who torment us for our own good will torment us without end for they do so with the approval of their own conscience. They may be more likely to go to Heaven yet at the same time likelier to make a Hell of earth. Their very kindness stings with intolerable insult. To be ‘cured’ against one’s will and cured of states which we may not regard as disease is to be put on a level of those who have not yet reached the age of reason or those who never will; to be classed with infants, imbeciles, and domestic animals. "


    

    



    jsid-1250510948-610921 Bram at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 12:09:08 +0000


    Why would they want government programs to succeed? If their "War on Poverty" and "Affirmative Action" programs were a smashing success, much of the Democratic core constituency would have been catapulted into the middle and even the upper-middle-class.

    

    Some may still vote Democrat out of gratitude, but many would have become fiscal conservatives when it's their tax-dollars being wasted on big government. Why risk that?


    

    



    jsid-1250512147-610922 GrumpyOldFart at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 12:29:07 +0000


    I have no doubt that the money people and the political leaders are in it for the power rather than to actually solve problems, but I'll contend that that really has nothing to do with political affiliation. I submit to you that that's why Republican lawmakers have been getting booed at tea parties.

    

    As for the rank and file, I think it's largely an inability to factor in the time dynamic to their thinking. As long as _________ can show you the benefit of _______ now and put off showing you the cost, you'll support it long enough for it to pass. The trick is finding ways to hide that cost not only long enough for it to pass, but until after the next election. If I can stave off the outrage for one election, you'll have forgotten by the next time around and you'll reelect me anyway.


    

    



    jsid-1250515167-610926 Bilgeman at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 13:19:27 +0000


    Kevin:

    "I think you misunderstand. WE recognize the power grab. What I want to know is why the voters support the power grab?"

    

    

    Old bumper-sticker answers this one quite nicely, I think:

    

    "If you're NOT pissed off, (and scared), you're NOT PAYING ATTENTION."


    

    



    jsid-1250527248-610941 PolyKahr at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 16:40:48 +0000


    GrumpyOldFart has certainly hit on one reason, and it has the advantage of not assigning to our fellow citizen bad motives. A lot of people have a hard time seeing that which isn't there. The narrative that we must pass cap-and-trade, for example, or the world will end in fire deliberately ignores that there are a whole range of things that could be done, or not, that would have far less effect on our pocketbooks and far less deliterious effects on liberty. When you point these things out to them, they often respond with an 'Oh...' followed by a wondering look as they realize what else they may have missed. But it is slow, doesn't happen all at once, and in the meantime you have to wonder if your fellow man is ignorant, stupid, or insane.


    

    



    jsid-1250535767-610948 Bilgeman at Mon, 17 Aug 2009 19:02:47 +0000


    In regards my "not paying attention" bit, I think it should be pointed out that the electorate was sold on the Obama brand not by it's content, (and certainly not by his record...such as it was), but by the relentlessly repeated and reinforced meme that Bush was so spectatcularly BAD.

    

    Obama got a free ride from citizen scrutiny simply because they had been programmed into a knee-jerk ABB, (Anybody But Bush), reaction.

    

    Well now that folks are learning the details, (again, such as they are), they are perhaps starting to re-examine their programmed Bush-phobia, and maybe ruefully coming to the conclusion that he, like Chancellor von Schleicher, wasn't nearly as bad in hindsight as he was portrayed at the time.

    

    The Alleged Hawaiian's steeply dropping poll numbers are obviously reflecting this.


    

    



    jsid-1250568832-610967 juris_imprudent at Tue, 18 Aug 2009 04:13:52 +0000


    Obama got a free ride from citizen scrutiny simply because they had been programmed into a knee-jerk ABB, (Anybody But Bush), reaction.

    

    Reminds me of the post WWI election in Britain, where the contest was described as "who was the least like Lloyd-George", and the English Liberal Party was essentially destroyed.


    

    



    jsid-1250770027-611043 alanstorm at Thu, 20 Aug 2009 12:07:07 +0000


    "Are they ignorant, stupid, or insane? Do they not understand what is going on? Are they in denial? Or are they insane enough to believe that the power grab will somehow benefit them?"

    

    Go take a look at the comments on any given post over at the inaptly named "Americablog", and you will rapidly decide that it's a mixture of all three. Be warned that you'll never get that time back.


    

    



    jsid-1251081287-611314 Kevin Baker at Mon, 24 Aug 2009 02:34:47 +0000


    I find it fascinating that I compose a post using quotes from Markadelphia himself, yet he does not even attempt to answer the question I pose.

    

    Standard Response #1!
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