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Preface By Maurice Daniel 
 
 
 David John Pristash is a relative, a friend, and a fellow philosopher with whom I have spent 
many hours exploring the various topics of this book.  Many of these hours were paid for in long 
distance phone calls, but our persistence in these conversations attests to the importance we 
attached to them.  The conversations were useful in testing the concepts presented here against 
an external viewpoint, thus distilling out the pragmatic from the fanciful.  I am honored to have 
had a part in the creation of these fresh new approaches to subjects as old as civilization. 
 
    Mr. Pristash's formal education includes a B.S. degree in business and economics from Ohio 
University and an EMBA from Case Western Reserve University.  He joined the U.S. Army and 
went through Officer's Training School in 1966. He also served in combat in Vietnam during 
1967, as a Lieutenant, where he was seriously wounded by mortar fire in a firefight near the 
Cambodian border.  Upon recovery from his wounds, he took a management position at the 
General Electric Company as a line foreman and worked his way up the ranks, mostly in 
engineering positions, to a mid-level management position at a diesel locomotive manufacturing 
plant in Erie, PA.  After leaving G.E. in 1974, he held a number of management and consulting 
positions at smaller plants in the greater Cleveland area, including President, Vice President 
Director and Chief Operating Officer (COO). 
 
   This is the resume of a pragmatic military and industrial leader and not that of a philosopher.  
However, Mr. Pristash is more complex than indicated by his public career.  He is also a reader 
of science fiction, a computer enthusiast, and a creative engineer. He has never been afraid to let 
his mind drift into diverse fields of speculation, keeping an open mind, and seeking out 
imaginative solutions to intractable problems. 
 
    His work and his disposition have always been that of a problem solver.  But during his 
working career he has seen too many manufacturing corporations pursue paths of economic self-
destruction by blindly following precedents, self-centered expediencies, and by confusing 
emotional preferences with objective fact.  His reaction to these experiences has been to become 
an independent thinker who does not accept tradition as a substitute for analysis.  In times past, 
this pursuit of imaginative and pragmatic solutions has often put Mr. Pristash in opposition to 
those with whom diplomacy would have been the better approach. 
 
    Therefore, the readers of this book should not expect politically correct beliefs to be 
pampered and supported here.  Mr. Pristash has written a book of solutions and observations that 
stand well on their own with no concession to media-created reality.  He leaves it to others to 
build the bridges to reach over and apply the approaches he has devised to institutions in the real 
world of compromise.  This approach probably precludes the concepts expressed by Mr. Pristash 
from ever being implemented, but without doubt, they are thought-provoking, inspiring, and, if 
nothing else, entertaining. 
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Introduction 
 
 
      I first had the idea of writing a book such as this about ten years ago.  It seemed to me that 
each of us learns something of value as we go through life, but most of us do not succeed in 
passing along our knowledge to others before we die.  This, then, is my attempt to pass on to 
others what I, over my fifty-odd years, have come to believe are the truths of life and what I 
believe may be a path into a better future.  Much of what I write about involves economic issues, 
since I am an economist by training.  Economics, however, is a social science, and my 
excursions into other areas of the social sciences are therefore not totally out of line. 
  
     I have had a great deal of  "life" experience (both educational and professional) and this book 
thus covers many subject areas.  While analyzing these subjects, I have tried to be logical and 
objective (as I have tried to be all my life), and hopefully this proclivity is reflected herein.  You, 
the reader, will probably disagree with some or much of what I have written.   That's fine if your 
disagreement is based on fact; it's unacceptable, however, if your disagreement is the result of 
prejudice and preconceived ideas. 
  
  Throughout this book, I have included editorial writings, which I felt were astute, and which 
help to illuminate my ideas.   In each case, I have credited the author and distinguished his/her 
writing from my own.   
 
 Much of what I write about could be construed as anti-religious; it is not.  It has not been my 
intention to support or deny the existence of God or a Supreme Being. 
 
 A thought that should be kept in mind when reading this book is that virtually nothing we do 
today is done as it was in the past.  By this I mean the "near past"--remember that radio was 
invented only ninety-nine years ago, and it has been only ninety-one years since the first 
powered flight.  Most of the technology that we now take for granted has been developed in the 
past fifty years.  The corollary to this is that our ideas and attitudes must also be different from 
those of the past.  Try to imagine how people will regard the "absurdly primitive" last decade of 
the twentieth century in the year 2045 (when all that we know today will have been gone for fifty 
years).  The point is to keep an open mind, don't pre-judge, and don't be too certain about 
anything. 
 
 Finally I would like to give a special thanks to Catherine L. Yuschak (sister of a close friend) 
who spent a great deal of time editing my draft manuscripts, and who got them in to this very 
readable form.  She was able to understand most, if not all, of what I was saying and make the 
necessary adjustments to convert my work into English. 
 
 
 
 NOTE:  In May of 2001 I converted this book to "PDF" format using Adobe Acrobat V 5.0 
for electronic distribution.  While doing so, I corrected a few typos and clarified a few points that 
weren’t clear in the first and second editions.  None of these changes were significant and so I do 
not consider this a true revision to the work.       
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Economics in the Twenty-first Century 
 
 
      Economics is a very strange science.  It is very analytical (mathematical) in nature and yet it 
is entirely based on that anomaly called the "human condition."   Its sole purpose is to explain 
the social interactions of individuals or groups.  Adam Smith gave a name to these social 
interactions several hundred years ago when he coined the phrase "the invisible hand” in his 
book The Wealth of Nations published in 1776. What he meant by this term was that there was a 
force at work creating an environment allowing us to do what we thought best for ourselves, and 
that by doing this as individuals we would collectively optimize economic conditions. This 
invisible hand, then, gave us the framework for the "market system" that we now know works so 
well.  We all do what is in our own best interest and that process creates the invisible hand. 
  
     When Adam Smith developed his ideas and wrote his book there was a general impression 
that certain forces were at work in the universe, which affected our world, and all the creatures in 
it.  These forces were believed to be the work of God, and to some proved that God existed. This 
belief was also reflected in the physical sciences.  For example, scientists at that time believed in 
“ether” as being the very substance of space itself (this concept was disproved in Cleveland, 
Ohio, at the end of the nineteenth century (1887) by the historic and famous Michelson-Morley 
experiments). Thus, Smith's invisible hand must be considered within its historical context (as 
must all things).   Even so, though we would define such a force differently today, Smith's work 
remains seminal. 
 
      Economists, needing a way to measure this God-driven force, used currency (money). This 
allowed them to "measure" the value system  (and thus the social interactions) of individuals or 
groups in any country.   The amount of money an individual is willing to spend on any given 
item or service becomes a measure of the value the individual places on that particular item or 
service.  An economic transaction (sale) can only take place when both the buyer and seller feel 
that they are getting value from the transaction.  The buyer will not pay more than the value 
he/she places on a good or service; and the seller will not sell something for less that the value 
that he/she places on it.  "Value" in this context is not a constant and is different for each 
individual; however, this system of allowing the buyer and seller to set the price level (market 
system) has proved to be the only economic system that has worked.       
      
 Since The Wealth of Nations was written, there have been tens of thousands of equations 
formulated, economic models constructed, and, more recently, very complex computer programs 
developed in an attempt to describe the effects of Adam Smith's invisible hand.  These academic 
conceits all boil down, however, to what you and I do and why we do it.  We all do what we 
think Education, as one of the forces behind our actions, is an essential element in driving the 
invisible hand of the market system.  The importance of education within the market system is 
two-fold.  First, the buyer or user needs education in order to make wise decisions about how to 
spend his/her money.  Second, the seller or provider needs education in order to advertise or 
make known his/her goods or services.  In addition, those who are designated to resolve the 
inevitable conflicts and disputes that arise between buyers and sellers need education.  (In the 
United States, this role is undertaken by individuals in the government and the legal system.) 
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  Education, as one of the forces behind our actions, is an essential element in driving the 
invisible hand of the market system.  The importance of education within the market system is 
two-fold.  First, the buyer or user needs education in order to make wise decisions about how to 
spend his/her money.  Second, the seller or provider needs education in order to advertise or 
make known his/her goods or services.  In addition, those who are designated to resolve the 
inevitable conflicts and disputes that arise between buyers and sellers need education.  (In the 
United States, this role is undertaken by individuals in the government and the legal system.) 
 
      The economist Milton Friedman explains the importance of education for the market system 
in his book Free to Choose.  Friedman's book should be mandatory reading in our high schools 
and I would highly recommend it to anyone with an interest in economics.  In Free to Choose, 
Friedman presents a matrix which sums up the economic decision-making process, and thus 
defines Smith's invisible hand.  The following is my interpretation of Milton's economic matrix:   
 
 
 
 

Friedman's Spending Matrix 
 

                   A B 
 
            You use your money        You use your money 
       1    to buy something         to buy something 
           for yourself.             for someone else. 
 
             Someone else uses         Someone else uses 
      2     their money to buy       your money to buy 
             something for you.        something for                                     
     someone else. 
 
 
 
 
      This simple matrix is really quite easy to understand.  The two columns labeled "A" and "B" 
and the two rows labeled "1" and "2" result in four possible situations:  A1, A2, B1, and B2.  
These are described in the next few paragraphs. 
 
     A1 In this situation, one earns money, assigns a value to that effort, and then spends the 
money on something for him/herself.   The "assigned value" is used to make decisions about how 
the money earned will be spent.  The amount earned will determine one's priorities and 
motivation for spending.  Maslow's "hierarchy of needs" (See note at end of this Chapter) applies 
to these decisions--If one earns only a small amount, the money will be spent on necessities; if 
one earns more, one can indulge in "frivolous" spending. The bottom line is, however, that the 
person who earned the money will spend it to maximize his/her personal satisfaction in the best 
way he/she knows.  Only the person who actually performed the work to earn the money can 
place a value on it that is proportional to the effort that went into earning it.  This situation is the 
only one that optimizes the individual's spending. 
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    B1 In this situation, one uses the money that one has earned to buy something for someone 
else.  A good example of this kind of spending is a birthday present.  What you buy for the other 
person, however, may not be what he/she would have bought had they spend that amount of 
money on him/herself.  In many, if not most, situations, an individual simply cannot spend 
money for another individual to the highest satisfaction of the recipient.   Even husbands and 
wives or parents and children do not achieve total success in this arena  (imagine how much 
worse people of less familiarity must fare!).  This situation does not optimize the individual's 
spending. 
 
    A2   In this situation, someone else uses the money he/she has earned to buy something for 
you.   This, of course, is simply the reverse of B1.  We have probably all experienced receiving a 
gift that we did not use or like, no matter how much we may have appreciated the effort made by 
the giver. The old expression "it's the thought that counts" comes from this very situation.  This 
situation, like B1, tends to be economically inefficient, and does not optimize the individual's 
spending.  (By all this I do not mean to imply, however, that one should stop giving gifts there 
are other factors besides economics to consider!) 
 
   B2   In this situation, someone else uses the money you have earned to buy something for 
someone else.  This is the problem situation, because there is absolutely no motivation to 
optimize spending.   This scenario is epitomized by government actions and spending:  The 
government taxes you (no choice but to pay), and subsequently uses that money to buy 
something, or provide a service for, somebody else.  This process can never be accomplished 
efficiently, since neither the spender (the government bureaucrat) nor the recipient care about the 
"value" of the money spent.  It should be understood that it is the process itself, and not 
individual government employees, that causes the problem. There is no way to make government 
(of any kind) an efficient method of providing goods and services since the "value" link is 
broken.   
   
 By contrast, private industry must provide services or goods on which individuals are willing 
to place personal value and spend money on.  Private industry must entice the buyer with 
"Value" to make the sale.  Firms or organizations that don't provide real "Value" do not last long, 
for when their sales slow down they must immediately find and correct the problems or they will 
either lose market share or go out of business.  This is true for both large and small companies 
there are no exceptions.  For example, Sears which was the premier consumer retailer for 
decades stopped providing "Value" to it's customers and was dethroned by Wal-Mart who found 
a more efficient way to supply goods to the consumer.     
 
      The Friedman matrix thus proves that it is virtually impossible for any government no matter 
how formed to efficiently manage an economy.  Moreover, this logic is borne out by history, 
which has witnessed the absolute failure of all attempts at central planning or collectivism.  Only 
market-based systems can efficiently allocate resources.   Although it may be argued that social 
goals must sometimes take precedence over economic efficiency, Freidman disagrees with this 
statement and I will show the error of this conclusion in Chapter 16; there are alternate ways to 
both achieve market efficiency and address social issues.  There are roles for government and the 
setting of social goals.  In fact, it is of the utmost importance that we find ways to optimize the 
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government's role and implement our social goals in the near future, since economics as it is 
presently structured will have become totally obsolete by the end of the next century.  
 
 In this book I will try to show a path from the twentieth century to the twenty second century 
for I see this period as a major transition as was the Renaissance period in Europe.  I have started 
this journey to the future with the Freidman matrix in this Chapter.  I will next travel into several 
side issues in Chapter 2 though Chapter 14 to give some background for later discussions.  Then 
I will starting in Chapter 15 tie everything together and get to the real issues and how I see some 
of the changes could be addressed.  What I will propose in these Chapters is radically different 
from anything that has been proposed before; all I ask is that you read what I have to say with an 
open mind.  Remember that how we think about things today would be considered radial in the 
near past and executable (in some cases) in the not too distant past.  By simple extrapolation it 
should not be a surprise to see that how people will think in the future will be radically different 
than today and that therefore new ideas should be thought of in the abstract not in the context of 
today's thinking. 
 
 I will give two examples of what I mean by “how we think” can result in determining what 
we may believe in and how it may not apply to a different time.  The first example is technical.  
When I was a teenager in the fifties I remember a discussion I had with my cousin Maurice, who 
wrote the introduction to this book.  We were discussing the concept of transferring someone 
electronically from point A to point B much as in done with the Star Trek "Transporters" decades 
later.  I was convinced that it was not possible since in my opinion the essence of the individual 
or sole would cease to exist.  However, I argued the point on technical maters such as the amount 
of information that was required to be processed.  We argued over this for some time until my 
cousin stated that if he were able to take my body apart atom my atom and than at a point say six 
feet away duplicate that process by recreating that sequence atom by atom fast enough (such that 
at the cellular level it was done faster than the information of the move could be internally 
transferred) that he would have moved me from point A to point B.  I could find no fault with his 
logic although it did not address the sole issue completely it eliminated my logic of the “process” 
not being able to be done at all, for with this method it was only a question of speed.  I lost the 
argument because I had been locked into a position based on preconceived ideas.  My cousin 
found a method around all my objections and proved his point.  Today forty years later we still 
can't do this process (and maybe we never will) but I always remember how I was not open 
mined and lost the argument.  I have tried not to fall into that trap again although I do admit that 
it requires a lot of effort not to. 
 
 One more example of what I'm trying to show, this time it will relate to economics.  Lets say 
that time travel was possible and that we could move people and things into the past.  We could 
than move into the past, say 200 years, a modern American farming community with all it's late 
twentieth century technology (lets not for sake of augment worry about how this would be done).  
So now they would have in the past the ability to produce cheap food and therefore improve the 
living conditions of that period.  An ideal situation it would appear as were doing a lot of good 
and not doing anything bad like introducing new weapons.  Unfortunately, what we would have 
done is totally destroy the economy of that period for in the late 1700's farming and food 
production were the main employers or source of income for the population.  By introducing 
today's technology in food production, we would have put out of work large segments of the 
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economy.  With these people out of work and nothing else to do, they could not buy other goods 
and the whole economic system would collapse. 
 
   My point to this situation and the previous one is that what appears to us to be fact or certain 
may not be at all, it only appears that way because the knowledge we have gives us that 
impression.  Economics as we know it today will not be able to deal with the technology of the 
future just as in the past the economic system of 200 years ago would not be able to deal with 
cheap food production if it could be introduced.  How would we deal with the next centuries 
technology in manufacturing that will reduce to cost of goods the equivalent of what happened to 
food and in the farming industry?   
 
      In the following chapters, I will describe some very serious issues, which I believe will be 
facing us over the next fifty years or so.  Science and technology will soon utterly transform our 
present existence.  We are about to make a transition into the future that will be as radical as the 
change from primitive, prehistoric cultures to our contemporary, "modern" cultures was.  We are 
rapidly approaching a point at which we must "reinvent" ourselves.  That is to say, we must 
rethink our behavior and our perception of ourselves, otherwise we will be unable to adapt to the 
changes with which we will be faced.  These changes will demand both a new economic system 
and a new social system.   I believe these changes must be addressed within the next two to three 
decades if we are to avoid extreme social upheaval and/or warfare on a global scale. 
 
      Finally, there are those who like to end progress and stop the advances of technology they 
call for a return to "simpler times" as an escape from our present problems.  This thinking, based 
on a fantasized view of the past, is flawed.  Times may indeed have been "simpler," but they 
were not necessarily better. Most people lived significantly shorter and more difficult lives, with 
most of their time being spent in endless grinding toil simply to survive.  I am relatively certain 
that most people living today would not choose this type of existence if they had a choice. 
  
 
Note: on Maslow's "hierarchy of needs” Maslow, a famous psychologist, developed the concept 
in 1954 that humans would react to their environment in a particular order to satisfy their internal 
drives or needs which he called the self-actualization theory.  He further showed this as a 
pyramid with things like air and water at the top and things like personal gratification at the 
bottom.  His logic is that air is required for life above all else and therefore that need must be 
satisfied first.  Next, we must have an environment that's not hostile to us and then we must have 
water.  Once these basic or core needs are met we get into more personal needs such as love and 
respect.  These personal or social needs always come after the physical but can become very 
important if we feel secure that the others have been met and are not in danger of being taken 
away.  There are the five levels to Maslow's self-actualization theory. 
 
Level 1 Physiological needs, such as hunger, thirst, and sex 
Level 2 Safety needs such as security, stability, and order 
Level 2 Belongingness and love needs, such as needs for affection, affiliation, identification 
Level 4 Esteem needs, such as needs for prestige, success, self-respect 
Level 5 Self-actualization needs, such as realizing potential 
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Statistics and "Spin" 
 
 
     This next subject is something that I believe is so important that I put this as one of the first 
things I talk about in this book.  So many times, I have seen people, politicians, workers or 
managers react to a problem without either first understanding what is happening or what is 
causing the problem.  This quick or unsubstantiated reaction usually causes more problems 
because either it doesn't correct anything or worse it causes new unforeseen problems. Reacting 
without thinking or with only incomplete knowledge can also create situations where once 
someone has said something it's hard for them to take it back without loosing face even if it was 
wrong.  Knowledge of a situation is critical however, it must also be objectively analyzed or 
wrong or faulty conclusions will be derived. 
  
      I would like to illustrate this topic first with an example that happened in a company I 
encountered while doing management consulting in the early 1990's.  This Cleveland, Ohio 
Company had a major government contract worth well over ten million dollars, but because of 
both poor engineering and poor management, the quality of the product (metal display cabinets) 
was extremely poor and the GSA quality control inspectors in Washington, D.C were rejecting 
them.  The company President was in a panic and no one in this company of almost 250 
employees could identify or solve the problem.  They had apparently made many quick decisions 
when they bid and got this contract and than later as problems developed, they couldn't find a 
way to reverse things that had been done or said without placing blame.  Whether they had 
enough time to bid the job correctly or not I don't know but whether they did or not is not the 
whole issue, the key here is they were totally unable to adjust or react to a deteriorating situation. 
 
      In fact, everyone in the company was pointing fingers at someone or something else as being 
the cause of the problem, which continued unabated month after month.  The company was on 
the verge of losing their contract, and because of the extent of the investment in this order it's 
loss would have put the company out of business.  The cabinets were being rejected for many 
reasons but the main one was because of an interference between the doors and the cabinet body-
-in other words, the doors would "stick."  From an engineering standpoint, this should have been 
easy to find a reason for and easy to fix.  Enter politics and personalities, however, and this 
problem became virtually un-solvable for the people in this company. 
 
      Given that this situation was occurring years after the "Quality Revolution" was started by 
the Japanese, there was no valid reason for a company of this size not to have a quality-control 
department, or to be so ignorant of the science of quality control that the company's very 
existence was threatened. This company was the epitome of an old manufacturing company that 
had been bypassed by most of the twentieth century.    
 
     Over a period of several weeks, I had a number of meetings with the President and some of 
his staff members in which I tried to get a feel for these folks' abilities and their perceptions of 
the problem prior to making any recommendations. I also spent some time in the shop observing 
how the product was made and it was apparent to me that the problem was a result of improper 
fixturing.  Based on this initial assessment, I asked a colleague of mine, a tooling engineer, if he 
would be interested in working with me on this case.  (Mike Miller, the engineer, has an almost 
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uncanny knack for solving engineering problems, although I wouldn’t go as far as saying he was 
better than I was.)  We talked about what I had seen and decided that we could handle both a 
detailed review of the situation and the correction of the problem if the situation was what I 
suspected it was.  We than made a specific proposal to the company President and got the 
contract to do the study and follow on work.  
 
       We started by looking at the companies engineering prints (designs) to see what had been 
designed, and than watched how the parts were being made and assembled.  It became clear 
within a few hours that the problem was in locating the hinges to both the cabinet and the doors; 
they were not being placed in the same location each time a unit was made.  We than conducted 
a statistical process control (SPC) analysis of the hinge locations to determine the specifics of the 
problem.  (This process, incidentally, is one with which every engineer involved in the 
manufacturing industry might be assumed to be familiar.)  The results of our analysis were 
almost unbelievable they were so spectacularly bad.  Not only were the hinges being placed in 
the wrong locations, they were not even being placed in the wrong locations consistently!  So, 
this was the worst of all possible worlds. 
 
      This unsolved and readily apparent quality/engineering problem was a result of the way each 
key employee was totally absorbed in protecting himself and his position, rather than having a 
genuine interest in the company's product or reputation.  The President of the company, an 
elderly gentleman, was interested only in maintaining his government connections.  The 
Engineering Manager had designed and built the welding fixtures, which were very interesting, 
but which located the parts in the wrong area.  The Administrative Manager was interested only 
in meeting the delivery schedule and in not being blamed for anything.  The Assembly Shop 
Foreman believed he had bad parts from the Fabrication department and therefore blamed the 
Fabrication Foreman.  And the Fabrication Foreman had made one of the fixtures himself, so he 
was blaming the Assembly Foreman for not using it correctly.  The focus in the company 
became blame not a solution to the problem. 
 
     We presented the SPC analysis to the President and his staff as diplomatically as possible 
(we focused on the positive not the negative), and explained that it would be necessary to build 
new fixturing to solve the quality problem.  Because of the way, we presented the solution and 
because everyone really did know what the problem was (they just couldn't say anything) we got 
the contract to do the work.  However, because this was happening about four months into a two-
year contract we had do make these changes as quickly as possible.  Mike and I designed and 
built the fixturing (on a priority basis), the problem was corrected, and the cabinet doors fit just 
fine from that point on.     
 
      In the meantime, the company had wasted a very large sum of money to rectify this relatively 
simple problem:  About $100,000 for fixturing that did not work; about $75,000 for product 
which had to be scrapped; about $55,00 for reworking costs at the government facility; and about 
$20,000 for premium-time re-engineering costs.  Thus, approximately $250,000 had been wasted 
on a situation that should never have occurred in the first place.  This doesn't count or place a 
dollar value on the loss of reputation that this company incurred both with the government and 
with the market in general as a result of the major quality fiasco.  
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      Why were the employees of this company unable to solve this problem on their own? The 
answer lies in basic human behavior and the inability of most people to analyze problems for 
root causes.  Each manager was concerned first with protecting his job so every manager had 
blamed some other person or manager, and no one, not even the President, had the ability to 
logically analyze the situation.  They couldn't step back and look at what was happening.  
      
      Each responsible employee had in some way contributed to the problem--some to a greater 
extent than others had, but each had played a role.  All of these employees were educated men; 
several possessed advanced degrees.   But no one wanted to be held accountable for a mistake 
and face the possibility of being the focus of blame; therefore, no one sought an honest solution. 
Even though the company risked losing a multi-million dollar government contract, each 
employee opted to maintain the status quo and protect their personal interests.  Each managed to 
use the information at his command to place the blame in another place or on another person.  
Their distortion of the facts did not necessarily constitute out-right lies.  Nonetheless, 
information was manipulated in order to present a particular viewpoint.  This is precisely what 
occurs when a politician, a government official, a corporate public relations guru, or anyone else 
trying to influence public opinion uses statistics to "prove" a point. 
  
     Statistics and probability are closely linked.  It is thus very important to understand that 
random, unrelated events can often appear to be related.  A good example of this can be seen 
in the predictions of media astrologers.  For example, the population of the United States in 1990 
was 248,709,873.  Thus, each day of the year approximately 681,397 people have birthdays.  
Looking at it another way, if the total population is divided by twelve (the number of astrological 
signs), one realizes that there are approximately 20,725,822 people whose birthdays fall during 
the time period of any given astrological sign.   It is thus not very difficult for the typical media 
astrologer to make vague statements that apply to a great many people, thereby giving the 
illusion of having "predicted" events or general characteristics of a person or situation. 
 
   It works like this:  Driving to work in a large metropolitan area, one hears an astrologer on 
the radio say that "today is a good day for making business decisions--but be careful of a hidden 
problem."  Since thousands of people in a city of any real size are "business people," this 
"prediction" is general enough to apply to a large number of individuals who may happen to hear 
it.  It is not unlikely that a business person (who, not coincidentally, makes decisions on a daily 
basis) might discover a mistake in a contract being reviewed, in figures being prepared for a 
business deal, in a design for a new product, etc.  One might remember the comment one heard 
on the radio that morning and be tempted to believe that the astrologer did, in fact, make an 
accurate prediction that applied to them.  Reinforcing these, belief's is another effect and that is, 
had nothing happened that day we probably would not have remembered the prediction at all.  
The combination of generalized predictions that can easily fit every day happenings and not 
remembering things that did not happen give us the very strong illusion, that astrology can 
predict the future. 
 
 However, astrology does not apply to politics or business so another example is in order.  
Unedited census figures for the United States provide for us another prime example of a way that 
statistics can be manipulated to show apparent relationships.  This example shows exactly how 
we can be manipulated into believing something by people with a cause.  We are also very 
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susceptible to hearing and believing "facts" that support what we already believe to be true.  
Since we believe something, we do not check the numbers or facts and accept them as gospel.  
First, the facts, Table 1 a table of data and than a discussion on some misleading conclusions 
derived from it. The population of the U.S. in 1990 was 248,709,873.  In that same year, there 
were 4,179,000 births, and the birth rate per thousand females was 3.28.  In 1950, the population 
of the United States was 151,325,798, there were 3,632,000 births, and the birth rate per 
thousand females was 4.79 (U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Statistical Abstract: 1992).  The following 
table shows population and birth rate figures for the fifty-year period from 1940 to 1990.  
 
 
 
 

Table 1, Population and Births in the United States 
 

          Rate per 
              Total Number of Live 1,000 
 Year    Population Females Births Females 

──────────────────────────────────── 
       1940 131,669,275 65,608,000 2,559,000 3.90 
      1950 151,325,798 75,864,000 3,632,000  4.79 
      1960 178,464,236 90,992,000 4,258,000 4.68 
      1970 203,302,031 104,309,000 3,731,000 3.58 
      1980 226,545,800 116,493,000 3,612,000 3.10 
      1990 248,709,873 127,471,000 4,179,000 3.28 
 
 

 
  

 
       Using these actual raw numbers one can "truthfully" make two statements that promote 
totally different and potentially misleading impressions:  First, one could say that because there 
were more births in 1990 than in 1950, the United States is experiencing a population growth 
problem; one could also say, however, that since the birth rate has dropped significantly from 
1950 to 1990, the population of the U.S. is declining.  Both statements present certain 
information and omit other information, and both are thus misleading.   Each statement supports 
a certain position or agenda which is designed to "prove" a point.   Each statement also 
substantiates the claim that "statistics don't lie but statisticians can and do."    
 
      Unfortunately, most of our politicians and their staff's are master manipulators of statistics.   
A new term, "spin," has entered the popular vocabulary to designate the process of manipulating 
information in order to achieve (or avoid) a certain public reaction.   (George Orwell's 1984 tells 
the story of the ultimate "spin" and what it can lead to.)  Politicians are successful at misleading 
us with statistics because we do not correct them or hold them accountable for their 
"information."  True, it is difficult to dig into volumes of data and analyze every number that has 
been quoted by a politician.  Even the media has abdicated its responsibility (for the most part) in 
this regard.  Information is usually packaged by the politician's staff into short "sound bites" 
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(they make it easy to use what they have prepared) that can be flashed on the evening news 
without the benefit of in-depth analysis.  It is imperative, however, that we make a real effort to 
hold politicians accountable for their use (or misuse) of statistics, or we will continue to be 
manipulated by misleading statements. 
     
      To return to our corporate example:  Each person in the company was able to "spin" the facts 
to suit his position and was not, from a certain viewpoint, lying.   Yet, this prevented the 
company from shipping an acceptable product and, furthermore, resulted in an enormous waste 
of financial resources.  Even though this problem was corrected the environment that allowed it 
to happen was not changed and ultimately, the company went under and the facility was sold.   If 
the distortion of facts and statistics can destroy a company employing over 200 people, imagine 
what it can do to an entire nation. 
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Luck 
 
 
      Why talk about luck in a book on economics and politics?  Mostly because it relates to 
probability and statistics and we need a foundation in these subjects before we can talk about 
politics, politicians and elections in the next Chapter.  We say we have "good luck" when 
something beneficial happens to us; likewise, we say we have "bad luck" when something 
harmful happens to us.  These beneficial and harmful occurrences can be very significant to us as 
individuals and much effort is therefore made in an attempt to control our "luck."  The discussion 
on Astrology in the previous chapter is related very strongly to this control of "luck" issue   
These attempts are all misguided, however, since "luck" is nothing more than a random event or 
happening it can not be controlled by anyone. 
 
      The best one can hope for is to partially influence the probability of an event.  For example, 
rolling a die produces one of six events with equal probability of occurring:  In other words, each 
of the six numbers is equally likely to come up. "Loading" the die changes this equal probability 
by "fixing the odds"--increasing the probability that a certain number will come up.  Gamblers 
will try to switch a "loaded" die for a clean one on a roll with a lot of money riding on it.  Others 
knowing this may happen are always looking for this switch and so the gambler also needs the 
skill of the magician to do this without being caught.  Even with a load die, it is not 100% certain 
that a particular number comes up; there are no sure happenings. 
 
      We "fix the odds" in our personal lives in more obscure ways.   A "lucky" person at the 
office may always make sure that he/she is seen doing the right thing at the right time; may try 
and make a decision only after determining how the boss feels about a situation; may seek out 
subtle ways to compliment the boss when ever possible. Usually that "lucky" person has 
managed to manipulate the odds in his/her favor by making sure he/she gets the attention or 
approval of a person in power.  To those that do not see this happening they believe that this 
person is "lucky" when they get a promotion or a nice raise. 
 
      In throwing the dice, it is possible to get a long sequence of repeated numbers, such as 6, 6, 
6, 6, 6, and 6.  The probability of throwing this string of 6's is not high, but it is possible.  The 
same can be said for any series of events that befall an individual.  A person may find a $20 bill; 
visit a business that is about to advertise a job and be hired; make ten green lights in a row; be 
the one-millionth customer to walk into a store and win a free TV; discover that he/she is the 
beneficiary of a $5,000 inheritance; walk across a street and look back to see a car jump the curb 
where he/she was standing just seconds before.  The rules of probability tell us that for each of 
these strings of "good" or "bad" luck are just as likely to occur, and it is therefore, impossible to 
predict or control when either will happen.   If something "good" happens to one individual, 
there is an equally likely chance that something "bad" will happen to another individual.  In fact, 
for society or for any sufficiently large group of people these good and bad strings cancel out, 
luck is neutral in a large group. 
 
       State-sponsored lotteries have become very popular over the past decade or so.  Millions of 
people spend a dollar, or, in some cases, hundreds of dollars, for a chance to become a 
millionaire.  The odds of winning are millions to one, but eventually someone does win, thereby 
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perpetuating the dream of ticket-buyers everywhere.  Most of these state lotteries were set up to 
raise money for schools systems and various "socially beneficial" projects, but wouldn't it be less 
costly to society simply to raise taxes to pay for these things?  Doing so would not only eliminate 
undesirable concrete manifestations of state-run gambling--the bureaucracies of the lottery 
commissions and the payouts (bribes) to the ticket buyers--but would also help to curtail the 
more subtle moral costs of legitimizing gambling.  Why must we use a socially 
counterproductive instrument like the lottery to fund our schools?   
 
      Con games are another social phenomenon based on our perceptions (or, more correctly, our 
miss-perceptions) of "luck."   One good example is the "prediction con" which used to be very 
popular.  Here is how it works: A con artist comes up with the names of least 128 wealthy 
people.  He (let us assume the con artist is male for this example) sends each person a letter in 
which he predicts the outcome of an event (an event with only two possible outcomes, such as a 
sporting event which one of two teams will win). Half the "marks" receive letters predicting 
outcome "A" and the other half receive letters predicting outcome "B."   All of the letters explain 
that the sender has the ability to make certain predictions--a believable story relating how this is 
so is an important part of the game--and that, to prove it, he will correctly predict the outcome of 
five more events over the coming weeks.  
  
      Whether outcome "A" or "B" occurs is immaterial; half of the 128 marks will have been 
given a correct prediction, the con must only keep track of who gets what prediction.   The con 
artist repeats the whole process with these remaining sixty-four "marks", predicting the outcome 
of a similar event with only two outcomes.  Thirty-two of these individuals will receive correct 
predictions.  Each of these individuals has, at this point, received two correct predictions.  
Continuing on, by the time only two marks are left, each has been given six correct predictions.  
These two people may very well harbor a belief that the con artist does have some sort of extra-
sensory ability.    
 
      The next step in this game is for the con to convince these last two individuals to pay him 
(say, several thousand dollars) to predict the next event.  If these two individuals then bet on the 
event, one will, in fact, win and presumably, we’ll will have bet a lot and one a lot.  The winner 
will, of course, be totally sold on the ability of the con artist to predict events and the con will 
have several thousand dollars for the cost of a few letters. 
 
      This winner can now be played again, and, the odds of winning being 50/50, he/she may win 
once more.   The game can continue until this last individual loses, at which time the con artist is 
obliged to move on to his next game with new "marks".  If the game is played with more people 
to begin with, there is a potential for very large "earnings" (Starting with 1,024 people would 
leave sixteen people at the sixth level).  It is difficult for an individual to ignore a long string of 
successful predictions, even when he/she "knows better."  This is a very convincing and 
powerful con if played correctly by an experienced practitioner. 
    
 To the con in this game, there is no luck he knows what the outcome will be.  He knows in 
the first example that there will be two people who will have received six correct predictions. He 
does not know who they will be but he knows it will happen.  To the two final individuals with 
six correct predictions it appears that the con can predict the future.  They have no reason to 
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disbelieve anything the con may say or do at that point Only we and the con know that it's not 
true its only in the frame of reference. 
 
      "Luck," being governed by the rules of probability, cannot be controlled.  However, just 
as statistics are misused to sway public opinion, various charlatans will try to convince us that, in 
defiance of the rules of probability, he/she can somehow control our "luck."   It therefore 
behooves us all to have a very clear understanding of probability and its implications. 
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Politics and the Misuse of Power 
 
 
      In Chapter Two, I tried to show that the distortion of facts--"spin"--is often used to 
manipulate or control our actions and behavior.  It is worth reflecting that men and women have 
been fighting for thousands of years to avoid this control over their minds and bodies. The 
struggle for individual liberty in Western society culminated in 1776 with the American colonies' 
Declaration of Independence.  The Constitution and Bill of Rights were written specifically to 
prevent the new government from gaining control of Americans' hard-won freedoms.  The 
Founding Fathers recognized the importance of "separation of powers" and of making it difficult 
to pass legislation; by making the legislative process slow and cumbersome, they created a 
system of checks and balances designed to protect citizens' rights.  The fact that Americans still 
possess most of their freedoms is a tribute to how well the Founding Fathers did their job. 
 
      Yet, over the past two hundred and eighteen years, Americans have allowed the government 
to slowly gain more and more control over their everyday lives.  Yet, the government has only 
been able to do so because Americans have willingly given up that for which they fought during 
the Revolution.  Americans have given up their freedoms--at the request of their politicians--in 
the name of contributing to the "good of society."   In reality, however, most politicians are 
merely satisfying their own egos or the need for power and control.  They find ways to identify 
elements of interaction in society that someone has a gripe or problem with than they propose 
legislation that will prevent this from happening.  (That these issues exist is not in contention, 
only in who should resolve them) Over a period of many years, this cumulative legislative 
process produces more and more laws and bigger and bigger bureaucracies that must than justify 
their existence.  This effect combined with the election process itself means that the politicians 
must constantly justify what they are doing to make everyone's life better.  If they do not they are 
not reelected.  The politicians have, as a consequence, gotten very creative in what they either 
take credit for or claim to have done for us. 
 
      For example, the American standard of living has increased significantly over the past two 
hundred years; there is no evidence, however, that this has been due to our political system or the 
efforts of our politicians.  Alexander Graham Bell invented the telephone; Bell Labs invented the 
transistor; Henry Ford brought mass production and the affordable cars to the market Apple 
computer and IBM brought us the home computer (see Table 4 in the next chapter for a listing of 
major events in civilization).  The United States federal government, on the other hand, gave us 
several wars, the Manhattan Project, the hydrogen bomb and oil shortages in the 70's.  Yet, after 
listening to almost any national leader, I am somehow always left with the impression that the 
government has made all this growth and wealth possible for Americans.  
 
      Highly effective national leaders (in the sense of their manipulative ability) are masters at 
convincing people to subordinate their individual needs for "the national good."  They are 
usually charismatic orators who are able to give powerful arguments, almost religious in 
overtone, for their agendas.  The twentieth century has seen a number of these highly effective 
leaders:  Roosevelt, Churchill, Stalin, Mao ZeDong, Hitler, and, to a lesser degree, Kennedy, 
DeGaulle, Saddam Hussein, and the Ayatollah Khomeini.  Each of these men was able to 
convince the people of his country to do things most of those people would not have done 

21 



 

otherwise.   Some of these leaders' agendas are commonly considered to have been very good, 
some bad, and some absolutely evil. How we judge these leaders' influence is not the point--what 
is important is that they were able to gain control over the actions of entire populations.  (It is 
also very important to remember that politicians start wars, not business leaders.  One may very 
well think the worst of business people, but they do not have the ability to lead a country into 
armed conflict.)     
 
      To achieve control over a population, a leader often tries to fragment that population into 
special-interest groups, thereby effectively dividing possible opposition.  Another way politicians 
tend to achieve control is by convincing people that a problem exists; he/she (the politician) has, 
of course, the answer or solution to this problem.  Perhaps it is in human nature to want to be 
taken care of, as our parents did for us when we were children.  The politician who can convince 
us that he/she can do this parenting best almost always gets our vote.  Ironically, politicians 
almost never have to deliver any real results.  For example, we have all heard politicians taking 
credit for creating thousands of jobs (by spending our tax dollars for us).   Yet, if we had spent 
the money ourselves, the jobs would have been created anyway.   The politician has not done 
anything that would not have happened on its own. 
 
 In their frenzied dashes to get elected politicians will resort to any methods that their staff's 
can dream up to win the race.  There is nothing that has not been done by those running for 
office both illegal and immoral.  Distortion of the truth is the first to go and is done by all and at 
the presidential level, this distortion shows no bounds.  For example, in the 1992 presidential 
election between Bush (incumbent) and Client (challenger) the presidential election process was 
brought to a new low.  This election was a true reflection of the way the run for the presidency 
has distorted the Presidency itself by usurping powers not intended by the Founding Fathers.  
Specifically, Bill Clinton campaigned on the claim that he would create jobs (this being a major 
election issue).  Since there was a short and mild recession at the time, he won on this issue.  
However, is "creating jobs" one of the President's responsibilities? 
 
 

The Presidents Duties from the Constitution 
 

      The responsibilities of the President of the United States are spelled out in 
detail in Article II, Section 2 (and, to a lesser degree, in Section 3) of the 
Constitution of the United States of America.  As delineated in this document, 
the President's primary responsibility is to act as Commander-in-Chief of the 
Armed Forces of the United States.  His/her secondary duties are to appoint 
people to manage the various executive branches, to appoint ambassadors, 
and to appoint judges.  He/she is also responsible for making treaties with 
other countries (foreign affairs).   
 
 
 

      On what basis did this, man make his claims that he could create jobs?  For the record, Mr. 
Clinton was governor of the state of Arkansas for a number of years prior to running for the 
presidency.  Arkansas is a typical small farming state.  In 1990, its total population was just over 
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2.3 million.  By way of comparison, in 1990 there were eighteen U.S. cities with populations 
greater than the entire state of Arkansas. The following table shows some interesting facts about 
Arkansas.  It would appear that, by almost any measure, Arkansas is one of the worst states in 
the U.S. in which to live.  Of special interest is the fact that the state's gross product (measure of 
the strength of its economy) fell from 32nd worst in the nation in 1985 to 33rd worst in 1989.   
 
 
 

Facts about Arkansas 
 

—————————————————————————— 
 

Size:  33rd smallest 
Death Rate: 47th worst in 1990 
Infant Mortality Rate: 36th worst in 1988 
Violent Crime Rate: 29th worst in 1990 
Gross Product: 32nd worst in 1985; 33rd worst in 1989 
Poverty Rate: 8.7% in 1984; 11.4% in 1990. 
The size of his political responsibility was 36th smallest out of 89 political units 
in the country over one million in size (both states and cities)    

 
 
 
 
      Despite his record in Arkansas, mediocre at best, Bill Clinton was able to convince the 
American public that there was a "problem" and that he could fix it.  People thus elected as 
President of the United States a man who was an admitted draft dodger with no military 
experience and no experience in foreign affairs.  Yet, as outlined in the U.S. Constitution, these 
were to be his direct and primary responsibilities as President.  Clinton also had no experience in 
business or in national policy development so what could he actually know?  
 
      Why was such a poorly qualified candidate elected?  Because Clinton and his staff mastered 
the political marketing process by being on top of the issues and tailoring his messages to the 
public according to what it (the public) wanted to hear; Because Clinton was able to convince the 
public that the economy was in trouble and that it was George Bush's fault; Because Clinton was 
able to convince the public that someone with no experience could solve a perceived problem 
without the means, the authority, or the knowledge and training to do so.  One could say that 
Clinton was the ultimate used-car salesman.  His superb marketing abilities resulted in him 
wining an unwinnable campaign.  He is so good at getting elected that I will predict he will be 
elected for a second term no matter who runs as the republican challenger in 1996. 
       
      A primary component of Clinton’s "talent" is his ability to deflect issues by casting doubt on 
the integrity of the questioner or opposition.  A good example of this is the way Clinton handled 
questions about his marital fidelity.  Some very serious issues about this were raised in the 1992 
election campaign.  Clinton never denied that he had been unfaithful to his wife, Hillary; he 
merely stated that he and Hillary had experienced problems in the past but that it had all been 
"worked out."  Then, mysteriously and ever so conveniently, a story began to circulate about an 
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alleged extramarital affair in which George Bush had been involved years ago.  The story could 
not be verified, of course, since the only individual with personal knowledge about it was no 
longer living, but Clinton and his staff were able to mention this alleged affair when the subject 
of marital fidelity came up, thus effectively neutralizing the issue.     
        
      These types of "avoidance" techniques are typical of much of what passes as "discussion" of 
the issues.  Direct answers are avoided by attacking the personal credibility of the questioner.  
Another typical approach is to substitute emotionalism for factualism.  E. J. Dionne Jr. of the 
Washington Post discusses this problem quite cogently in an editorial published in The Plain 
Dealer on February 5, 1994 ("Rising Tide of Info-Babble Lifts all Labels").   The following is an 
excerpt: 
 
 
 

 The problem is that increasingly, no distinctions are being made between 
opinions and facts, and between sound arguments and those that merely sound 
good.  Slowly, the crucial distinction between what is true and what is not gets 
lost. 
 
     This issue was raised powerfully last week in a New York Times essay by 
Michiko Kakutani.  The danger she sees is that of a "a completely relativistic 
universe in which all theories - however reprehensible or preposterous - must be 
accorded respect, a universe in which truths are replaced by opinions." 
 
    Her point has huge practical implications.  The most obvious evidence of the 
problem she describes is the replacement of the phrase "I think" with "I feel."  
You hear people say things like, "I feel comfortable (or uncomfortable) with 
Clinton," rather than, "I think Clinton is right (or wrong)."  There is no 
obligation on the person who makes the first statement to defend it.  Who can 
argue about someone else's feelings? 
 

 
 

      I think this process started in earnest with Clinton's campaign for the presidency.  We must 
stop allowing this kind of political debate and get back to discussing (not dodging) real issues 
instead of feelings.  Clinton's focus on jobs and the economy although a real issue was not what 
we should be focused on for electing our President.  Our Presidents main duties are external to 
this country.  By bringing the economy into the run for President, we raise the specter of creating 
a controlled economy, which is not what any of us want whether we are Democrats or 
Republicans.  Besides the economic activity of this country is a cumulative effect of what we do 
as individuals.  We create the jobs by spending our earnings on goods and services.  Since we do 
not spend at a constant rate day after day but vary our purchases, we create fluctuations in the 
demand for goods.  It is this variance in demand and industries response to it that creates the 
economic changes that we do not always like. 
  
 These changes or adjustments in our economy create ups and downs which economists call 
the normal business cycle.  These adjustments are the price we pay for economic freedom (which 

24 



 

includes being able to choose our jobs).   We call the "down" adjustments, which occur now and 
then recessions, and the "up" adjustments expansions.  Politicians cannot control these ups and 
downs; in fact, most government intervention in the economy has proven to be very 
counterproductive.  (I would suggest consulting any beginning economics text for an overview of 
this subject.)  In fact, the worst economic downturn in the history of this country "The Great 
Depression" was mostly caused by mistakes made by the then new Federal Reserve (an 
independent agency created by the federal government).  Then after the federal government 
through the Fed created this horrible situation they then needed more government to try and 
straighten out the very situation that they created.  Had Hitler not started World War II we might 
never have come out of his horrible period.  
 
 
 
 

Table 2, Market vs. Controlled Economies 
 
                     Actual Projected    
   1991 2025  Population 
   per capita per capita Real (in millions) 
        Region        GNP  GNP Growth  1992  2025 

———————————————————————————— 
  Market Economies: 
    North America     $17,549 $36,949 3.1% 371     498 
    Western Europe    $17,766 $39,533 2.5% 367     401 
 
 Controlled Economies: 
    South America      $2,186 $3,000 2.2% 367     561 
    Eastern Europe     $2,560 $4,458 2.1% 348     399 
 
 
 
 
 
   The above table compares four areas of the world, two of which have market economies and 
two of which have economies based on some form of central planning.  The premise shown in 
this table is that government, in its role as central planner, does not promote economic well-
being for its citizens (Perhaps we should remember this when we ask the government to do 
anything that we should be doing ourselves).  For this analysis, Mexico is included with North 
America, and the southern portions of the former USSR are not included with Eastern Europe.  
By virtue of this grouping, the projected North American per capita GNP is lower than the 
projected Western European per capita GNP mainly because of the high population growth 
expected to occur in Mexico.  With the recent linking of the Mexican economy with that of the 
United States and Canada (due to NAFTA, the North American Free Trade Agreement), the 
tendency will be to shift economic growth from both the United States and Canada to Mexico. 
The large population growth in Mexico will also tend to hold down wage rates in the United 
States and Canada.  An economic fact not told us during the debates on this agreement, but 
which is an inevitable outcome of the passage of FAFTA. 
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 The numbers in this table speak for themselves.  There is a ten to one differential between the 
per capita incomes of market economies versus controlled (or planned) economies, and the 
differential is increasing.  (This means that the average person in a market economy earns tens 
times as much as the average person in a controlled economy.  Since the spread from top to 
bottom in a market economy is also usually less we can see that people in market economies are 
much better off than those in controlled economies.)  This table does not show figures for 
countries in other areas of the world with growth rates that are even higher, such as Taiwan and 
Singapore.  Typically, these high-growth-rate countries have market economies.  It is worth 
noting that countries with market economies do not necessarily have to have democratic 
governments.  Free market processes, not government, are the key to successful economic 
growth.  This is a very important fact that should never be forgotten.   
 
      Yet, we long for someone to solve our problems.  We don't want to be unemployed.  We 
don't want to have to navigate the ups and downs of business cycles. We don’t want crime, we 
don't want pollution.  In essence, we do not want to be bothered with the realities of living in a 
market economy.  The politician tells us that all we have to do is let him/her have some of our 
money and he/she will, for a small fee (salary/benefits or percentage), not only spend it better 
than we ourselves could, but will also provide us with security.  We desperately want this to be 
the case, and so we fall for the line each and every time we hear it. Our ancestors fought for 
thousands of years to win the freedom we currently enjoy, and now we are willing to give it up 
so that we do not have to face the responsibility this freedom demands.   
 
 I will end this chapter with a Plain Dealer editorial comment by Charles Krauthammer, the 
Washington Post columnist ("Clinton's Social Idealism Ignores History," reprinted in the Plain 
Dealer in 1994).  Krauthammer sees as I do, very clearly, that big government is not the answer 
to our problems--rather, it is likely to be the problem.  This editorial discusses the same general 
issue I have but with a slightly different focus, however, I think it does help to support what I 
have tried to show in this chapter. 
 
 

     Bill Clinton's most attractive characteristic--his boundless energy--is also 
his most alarming.  His reformist zeal is harnessed to an engine that just 
won't quit.  Within the first five weeks, he has promised to slay the deficit, 
remake American health care, "set a new direction for the world" on trade, 
"end welfare as we know it," and create a national service program that will 
"help make America young again." 
 
     There is little sense from Clinton that great reforms have a way of 
producing great if unintended harm.  There is no sense of limits, of 
skepticism about government's capacity for precision, of respect for its 
capacity for failure. 
 
     Clinton's manic rush to remake America draws on the Roosevelt analogy.  
Clinton, who made a pilgrimage to Hyde Park within a month of his 
swearing in, consciously invokes FDR as his model.  Clinton's inaugural 
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address contained but two quotations.  One was from St. Paul.  The other 
was from FDR, promising "bold, persistent experimentation." 
 
     The problem with the analogy is that 1993 is not 1933. FDR was elected 
president of a broken country.  Its economy had crashed down more than a 
third since 1929.  One in four Americans was unemployed.  Bill Clinton 
begins his presidency with the economy growing at 5.7%, the highest rate in 
five years, and with unemployment at 7% --1 in 14, not 1 in 4. 
 
     A new president's desire to self-dramatize by magnifying the country's 
problems is understandable.  Creating a crisis atmosphere helps get reforms 
enacted.  But it is an invitation to recklessness. 
 
     Recklessness on trade, for example.  Our economic recovery has been led 
by thriving exports, up 10% in the last quarter.  Nothing could be more 
damaging for exports than a trade war.  Yet the Treasury Department is 
considering boosting tariffs on Japanese minivans by 1,000%.  The president 
has frontally attacked Europe for subsidizing its aircraft industry.  The 
Commerce Department has slapped high tariffs on steel.  (Mexico has 
already retaliated.) 
 
     The most likely outcome of these moves will not be to bring down 
foreign trade barriers but to encourage the Europeans and the Japanese to put 
up new ones now that they see the Americans girding for a trade war.  
Meanwhile, the most important trade issue by far, the GATT talks, 
languishes.  GATT would lock in huge advantages for the United States, 
promising copyright protection for the immense amount of intellectual 
property the United States exports and a reduction in foreign subsidies for 
agriculture.  These talks, seven years old, are near completion but very 
fragile. They could easily be killed by bully-boy stunts, designed to prove 
that this infant administration has hair on its chest. 
 
     Another outlet for Clinton's reformist zeal is industrial policy.  In its most 
spectacular venture into industrial policy, the U.S. government poured $15 
billion down a rat hole called synfuels.  Undaunted, Clinton promises Silicon 
Valley government  "partnership" --i.e., subsidies for selected high tech 
business. 
 
     How to select? The model for government picking industrial winners is 
Japan.  Yet government subsidies made almost no contribution to Japan's 
greatest successes: autos and consumer electronics.  The most recent 
industrial pick of Japan's near-mythical Ministry of Trade and Industry was 
the Fifth Generation computer project.  It came to nothing. Meanwhile, the 
government-owned TV network poured billions of dollars into a high-
definition television (HDTV) system that is already obsolete. 
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     HDTV is instructive.  The Europeans, who massively subsidized HDTV 
too, will likely adopt whatever system emerges from guess where?--the 
United States, the one place where government stayed out of HDTV.  The 
result? Three private consortia have produced the most advanced systems in 
the world, all digital, that will undoubtedly become the industry standard. 
 
     How good will Clinton be at picking?  We get an inkling of his talent for 
targeting in the targeted tax breaks of his economic stimulus package.  It 
boasts a capital gains tax cut for very small businesses.  But why should we 
prefer small business to large? If a small business is unable to get adequate 
venture capital to fund it on its merits, why does it merit tax dollars?  This 
preference for smallness is mere prejudice.  The only thing this tax break 
will produce is untold work for accountants and lawyers whose jobs it will 
be to break big businesses into small ones to better milk the tax system. 
 
     The other adventure in economic fine-tuning is the investment tax credit.  
But why should government subsidize the purchase of machinery? This love 
of high tech is trendy but also mere prejudice.  Faced with a choice between 
buying a machine and hiring a human, business will be encouraged by this 
tax gimmick to buy the machine.  Hardly a plan to "put people first" and 
create jobs. 
 
     Such are the unintended consequences of reform.  But they are hardly 
unforeseen consequences.  There is, after all, history.  Lyndon Johnson's 
Great Society, another exercise in unleashed idealism, had its successes, but 
left us with a backwash of "side-effects" from which we have yet to recover.  
Much of our huge budget deficit, for example, is traceable to the out-of-
control costs of Medicare, Medicaid, and other social insurance programs 
instituted or expanded under Johnson. 
 
     An administration digging out from the debris of past idealism might 
show at least mild circumspection about the prospects of its own social 
ambitions. 

 
 
 

 Some of what Krauthammer said is now obsolete as Clinton was able to get GATT passed.  
However, he does not touch on Health Care reform, which was the main focus of the Clinton 
team when they first took office.  Although they were not initially successful, they have not 
given up and this change has the potential to really create havoc in the country if they were to be 
successful.  I will talk more on health care later in this book. 
 
 In summation, politicians must get elected and to do so they must show how they will 
address our concerns and do something for us.  They do this by creating issues targeted toward 
small groups within society, which can be either individuals or corporations.  Once they have 
identified an issue they can than create a block of voters that will fund their election efforts in 

28 



 

hopes of getting a campaign promise of change fulfilled. The better the politician the more 
groups he/she can create and therefore the stronger his/her position. This process of creating 
blocks of voters eventually lead to the Political Action Committee or more commonly the PAC 
being formed.  These PAC's are able to very effectively raise funds because they are usually 
focused on one goal or purpose.  They have now become a major force in the election process 
since large amounts of money are required by the politician to both get elected and stay elected. 
 
    Than once elected, each politician who wants to get reelected must fulfill some of his/her 
promises or have a very good story as to why it did not happen.  Unfortunately, all these 
promises result in legislation, which in turn leads to bigger and bigger government which if left 
unchecked will eventually end up in central planning.  
 
 What I have tried to show in this Chapter is the political path we are on, why it is occurring, 
and why it is not a good thing to do.  In later chapters, I will get into this in more depth and make 
some recommendations for improvements.    
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Thoughts on Civilization 
     
 
      Before we can start this discussion we must briefly address the issue of how humans came to 
populate the earth, and this brings us to the issue of God, since the major religions of the world 
teach that man was created by God.  Some fundamentalist Christian sects believe that God 
created the earth some 5,000-odd years ago in a six-day period.  Personally, I think such 
teachings are prescriptively rigid and cannot account for the abundance of phenomena in our 
natural world which point to a much greater age for the planet (ten to fifteen billion years).  Why 
the red shift in astronomy?  Why the many fossils that point to evolutionary development for all 
terrestrial life?  Why the existence of geological structures millions, even billions, of years old?    
Why human brains with the capacity to discover these things as we study ourselves and the 
universe?  Why would a God who had created the universe in six days go to such great efforts to 
make it appear otherwise?  I propose that we bypass this issue by assuming that, given the 
existence of a God/Creator, the universe was created in a manner consistent with our scientific 
knowledge, but that man was an intentional result of the creation process, planned by the 
God/Creator from the beginning.  In other words, man was created by God via an indirect, 
evolutionary process.   If we can agree to make this one simple assumption, then we can move on 
to the discussion and analysis of our humanity without getting into an argument about the 
existence of God. 
   
      The following table is shown for reference purposes.  Major religions are ranked according to 
the number of followers attributed to them.  After I compiled this table, I was quite surprised by 
the number of non-religious (atheists, agnostics and others who don't attend or belong to a 
church) people in the world.   I would have assumed this number would be much smaller. 
 
 
 

Table 3, World Religions, 1985 
 
 
      Religion                Number of followers (worldwide)        Percent  

———————————————————————— 
 Christian     1,548,500,000 32.4% 
      Non-Religious  1,017,600,000 21.3% 
      Islamic                  817,000,000 17.1% 
      Hindu               647,500,000 13.5% 
      Buddhist               295,600,000 6.2% 
      Regional/Tribal        249,200,000 5.2% 
      Chinese Folk           188,000,000 3.9% 
      Jewish                  17,800,000 .4% 

———————————————— 
          Total           4,781,200,000 100.0% 
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    Assuming that human life developed in an evolutionary process, as touched on above, we can 
begin our discussion of civilization with the pre-human ancestors of modern man, who began to 
roam the planet approximately two and a half million years ago.   By this stage, pre-humans had 
developed a complex brain as a means of adapting to a hostile environment.   It is generally 
believed that at the time the earliest humans developed sentience they had banded together in 
small groups for protection.   The importance of this practice was three-fold:  First, living in 
groups provided general protection for all members of the band (in other words, “safety in 
numbers").  Second, since the human female is particularly vulnerable during the later stages of 
pregnancy (pregnancy easily adds twenty-five to thirty percent to her body weight), group 
protection of gestating females was a strong asset to the viability of the human species.  Third, 
human babies are absolutely helpless (unlike most other mammals) for an extended period after 
birth, and children require many years of growing and learning before becoming independent 
individuals (14 to 16 years then and much longer today), and thus group protection of infants and 
young children was absolutely imperative if the human species was to survive.  The females of 
almost all species with complex brains (and developmental patterns similar to ours) developed 
very strong protective instincts.  It follows logically that human males, unburdened with 
childbearing, became the aggressive gender of the species, whose job it was to protect the 
females and young. In addition, males were much more expendable than females, since one male 
could impregnate many females.  Whether or not this is the reason why, approximately 7% more 
males are born than females.   
           
      These gender roles must have been beneficial to the development and propagation of the 
human species, or we would not have continued to evolve.  By the time humans had developed 
language and had begun to use tools and fire, the social roles of both males and females had been 
"programmed" into human DNA: Aggressive males protected the tribe (even at the cost of their 
lives), while the more passive females bore and cared for the young.  Probably as a direct result 
of the physical demands of childbearing, females also became physiologically stronger than 
males, thus increasing their longevity potential in comparison to males.  More on this important 
fact in the Chapter on Health Care.  
 
      Based on observations of the social behaviors of other species with large, complex brains, we 
can assume that early humans developed specific social structures within their bands and small 
tribes.   Typically, a dominant male becomes the band or tribe leader; parallel to this, a dominant 
female also arises, thus providing the basis for a "pecking order," or social structure, of both 
males and females within the group.  Probably about thirty thousand years ago, "civilization" 
was born when humans began to retain knowledge through speech, art, and writing, and the 
relatively simple social structure of early humans began to evolve into something more complex.  
The evolutionary process became much more complicated as humans gained the knowledge that 
allowed them to exercise ever greater control over their environment.  Farming, mining, metal 
working, and the building of mechanical devices developed quickly and spread throughout the 
world in short order.   A critical mass of knowledge was reached about five thousand years ago, 
and the conquest of the planet then began in earnest.  It has continued in spurts ever since 
(periods of rapid gain of knowledge followed by periods of absorption of that knowledge) and is 
now progressing geometric rate. 
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       With the rapid expansion of civilization throughout the globe, the aggressive nature of the 
male began to constitute, at least somewhat, a liability to the development of the human race.   
To some extent, war and the desire for conquest were simply an outgrowth of the male's role as 
protector of the tribe.  As bigger and bigger territories were brought under the control of a single 
dominant, male, large areas assumed a certain stability, which, in turn, promoted the 
development of technology.  Since nothing could challenge its progression, the human race 
began to dominate the planet; it only remained to be seen which aspect of humanity (male of 
female) would dominate human development. 
  
     As the number of humans grew and their knowledge base expanded, all areas or aspects did 
not develop equally.  Male-oriented skills predominated and resulted in the advancement of 
technology and the physical sciences.  The skills of warfare and conquest were perfected, driven 
by technological advances.  Human cultures that did not develop these skills were swept aside by 
highly organized and increasingly mechanized armies.  Prior to the twentieth century, however, 
aggression and warfare did not impact the overall survival of the human race.  Today, 
unfortunately, with man's ability to make nuclear bombs, lethal gases, and custom-designed 
killer viruses, warfare has the potential to threaten the survival of the human species and has 
become a very important issue.  
 
     "Civilization" has now reached a point at which mankind must rethink its purpose and, in fact, 
its very existence.  With billions of humans on the planet, and with the knowledge we now 
possess, it would be easy for mankind to destroy all life on the planet.  Some international 
tension has recently been displaced with the collapse of the USSR, but it must be kept in mind 
that, historically, a power always rises to fill a void. India, China, Japan, or some other country 
will assert itself and replace the USSR in the pantheon of world powers. It is also possible that 
the Russians will return to central planning and/or that the military will take over the country, 
and that the USSR will again rise to its former level of world influence.   Historically, there is a 
very strong precedent for this, as the Russian people have always chosen a strong central 
government. Mankind can no longer allow these old power patterns (a strong leader trying to 
gain control of a region or significant portion of the world) to prevail.  We must come to an 
understanding of who we are and why we do what we do; we must be able to address these 
issues realistically or our civilization will collapse under the onslaught of our increasing numbers 
our technology and our relentless impact on the ecostructure of the world. 
 
      The following table, which I call the "Keys of Civilization," lists some of the major events 
and technological discoveries, which have contributed to the development of modern Western 
society.  Bear in mind that the entries in this table reflect my personal interpretation of 
technological history.  I have chosen to concentrate on technological history because of the 
overriding influence of science and technology on human history, especially recent history; I 
have left out the arts and humanities not because they are of "lesser" value, but simply in order to 
limit the scope of this discussion. 
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Table 4, Keys of Civilization 
 

    Earliest record of event                                        Years before present (1994) 

——————————————————————————— 
 First use of gene therapy                                 4   
 Concept of cyber space                                      6  
 First man-made object to leave solar system                11 
  Commercialization of "CD's"                       12 
  First commercial use of genetic engineering (insulin)      12 
  Start of the "PC" computer revolution                      13 
  First "test-tube" baby                                     16 
  First synthetic gene                                       18 
  First warning of danger to ozone layer                     20 
 First micro-processor                                      23 
  First manned landing on moon                                25 
  First prediction of "greenhouse effect"                    27 
 First synthetic DNA                                        27 
  First heart transplant                                     27 
 Fiber optics used to transmit data                         28 
  Start of antipollution legislation                         29 
  First organ transplants                                    31 
  Carson's Silent Spring                                  32 
  Confirmation of "acid rain"                                33 
  First laser                                                34 
  First commercial software                                  35 
  First earth satellites                                     37 
  First discussion of Artificial Intelligence (AI) programs   38 
  First commercial use of atomic power                       39 
  Watson & Crick discover structure of DNA                    41 
  First use of heart-lung machines in surgery                 41 
  Birth control pill                                         42 
  Jonas Salk develops vaccine against polio                  42 
  Bell Labs invents transistor                               47 
  Concept of "Big Bang" creation of universe                 46 
  von Neumann predicts use of "software"                    48 
  First atom bomb                                            49 
 First electronic computer                                  52 
  Xerox process developed                                    57 
   Keynes's General Theory of Employment Interest and Money   58 
  Hubble measures red shift  ("expanding universe")             65 
  Sir Alexander Fleming discovers penicillin                 66 
  Heisenberg's uncertainty principle                         67 
  Development of  television                                  69 
  Einstein's general theory of relativity                    79 
 First plastic "bakelte" 85 
 Lee De Forest develops vacuum tube 85 
 Henry Ford develops assembly line                                                            86 
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Keys of Civilization, cont. 
 

    Earliest record of event                                     Years before present (1994) 

——————————————————————————— 
  First vacuum tube                                              90 
  Wright's powered flight                                    91 
  Planck's quantum theory                                     94 
  Freud develops psychoanalysis                              94 
  Marconi invents the radio                                  99 
  Lumiere invents motion picture camera                      99 
  Automobile developed                                       101 
  Electric motors                                           106 
  First commercial adding machine                           108 
  Edison invents electric lamp                              114 
  First psychology laboratory                               115 
  Distribution of electricity in cities                     116 
  Telephone invented                                        118 
 Maxwell developes therory of  electromagnetism 121 
 First commercial typewriter                               127 
 Karl Marx's Das Kapital,  Vol. I 127 
  Mendel formulates laws of heredity                                 129 
  Joseph Lister introduces disinfectants to surgery         129 
  Louis Pasteur develops pasteurization                     129 
  Marsh's Man and Nature                                  130 
  Internal combustion engine                                134 
  First oil well                                            135 
  Darwin's theory of evolution                              135 
  Henry Bessemer develops inexpensive steel-making process              138 
  Boole's binary logic                                      140 
  Clausius' 2nd law of thermodynamics                      144 
  Development of vulcanization process for rubber           155 
  First commercial telegraph                                157 
  Babbage invents "analytical engine"                       160 
  Wohler makes organic compounds from inorganic materials            166 
  Niepce invents photography                                167 
 Robert Fulton develops first commercial steam boat 187 
  Development of canning process for food                    190 
  Interchangeable parts in manufacturing                    190 
  Volta invents battery                                     194 
  First machine tools                                       197 
  Edward Jenner develops smallpox vaccine                    198 
  Michel and Etienne invent hot air balloon                  211 
  Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations                          218 
 James Watt perfects steam engine                          219 
  Benjamin Huntsman invents crucible process (steel)        243 
  John Kay invents flying-shuttle loom                      261 
  Daniel Fahrenheit invents thermometer                     285 
  Thomas Savery invents steam engine                        296 
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Keys of Civilization, cont. 
 

    Earliest record of event                                 Years before present (1994) 

——————————————————————————— 
   Newtonian physics                                             311 
  Calculus                                   328 
  "Boyle's Law"  (gases)                     332 
  Christiaan Huygens develops pendulum clock                340 
  Pascal & de Fermat develop theory of probability          340 
  Invention of slide rule                                    373 
  First telescope                                           386 
  First microscope                                          404 
  Copernicus formulates correct model of solar system       451 
  Vesalius publishes first accurate anatomy text           451 
  Gutenberg invents printing press                              598 
  Development of gunpowder by Chinese                       954 
  Development of Arabic numbers  (use of "0")                1,180 
 First windmills developed in Iran                                        1,390 
  First medical text books 1,974 
 First use of compass by Chinese                         1,990 
  First water-powered mills developed in Yugoslavia                              2,090 
 Development of paper by Chinese 2,134 
 Development of concrete by Romans 2,194 
  Archimedes develops concepts of levers                  2,250 
  First use of horoscopes (astronomy)                     2,400 
  Concept of atom                                         2,440 
  First school of anatomy                                 2,400 
  Hippocrates and start of modern medicine                2,450 
  First use of abacus                                     2,500 
  Start of Iron Age                                       3,000 
  Mathematics developed                                    3,750 
  Development of herbal medicine                          4,700 
  Weaving                                                 4,750 
  Paper                                                   4,250 
  Use of metals                                           5,750 
  Cities                                                  6,500 
  Domestication of animals                               11,000 
  Farming                                                10,000 
  Mechanical devices (bows, etc.)                          25,000 
  Representational art                                   30,000 
  Appearance of tools                                   75,000 
  Humans occupy temperate zones                          400,000 
  Control of fire                                       400,000 
  Last non-homo sapiens hominids                     1,000,000 
  Oldest camp sites                                   2,000,000 
  Oldest stone artifacts                              2,500,000 
  Oldest skull with large brain                       2,500,000 

36 



 

      The "old ways" have, however, brought the U.S. to its present position as the world's leading 
industrial and political power.  The industrial base, governmental structure, and military might of 
our country are the culmination of five thousand years of western civilization.  The U.S. is 
presently unchallenged by any nation on the planet; simply said, we are the best (nation) and we 
got to where we are by being the best (personally). This fact must be kept in mind or all 
discussion of change will lack a solid base, for if we already are the best than what are we going 
to change to that is better?    
  
     This rise to the top was achieved (rightly or wrongly) primarily by men of European 
ancestry.  This is not to imply that people with other cultural backgrounds did not contribute to 
America's growth, but, prior to a very few years ago, the core leadership of this country came 
predominantly from western European stock (English, French, Italian, Spanish and German).  
The social structure that developed from this "melting pot” became the "American" culture.  It 
makes no sense to postulate whether the contributions of non-European cultures would have 
changed American culture in some substantial or "better" way, since the fact remains that the 
influence of these cultures was--for better or for worse—nominal or minimal at best.   I maintain 
that we should not abandon all the good we have accomplished within the parameters of 
American culture just because we have some negative aspects.  We should not start over because 
of some perceived problems areas.  Make adjustments yes, but not start over. 
 
      I feel it is important to bring up this point in light of the fact that we have, as a society, 
decided that it is wrong to exclude any American, regardless of cultural background, gender, or 
religious affiliation, from the opportunity to participate in public affairs of any kind.  Ensuring 
that every American has equality of opportunity is an admirable idea; where we as a society go 
astray is in the implementation of this idea.  We must remember: Our society took thousands of 
years to develop.  Culture and beliefs cannot magically be changed with the passage of a few 
new laws.  Real social change takes generations, and, in fact, changes that are imposed suddenly-
-and artificially--can only create new problems and backlash.  If change is not implemented in a 
logical well thought out pattern we would end up with problems just as the company I talked 
about in Chapter Two had problems they could not solve.  
 
      As it stands, the laws that we have now passed to prevent the exclusion of minorities from 
our political and economic processes proceed from the assumption that minority individuals 
(women, African-Americans, Asian-Americans, Hispanics, etc.) are entitled to opportunities 
because they come from minority backgrounds, not because they possess particular 
qualifications.  The original idea of not allowing the separate but "equal" concept that existed 
prior to the fifties for "blacks" to continue was fine.  The thinking went astray after that change 
when everyone decided that they were a minority and therefore entitled to special treatment.  
Therefore, we are saddled with the concept of “political correctness." In plain language, 
"political correctness" means the prohibition of "anything, which may offend anyone for any 
reason be it real or imaginary."  Our language has even been modified to reflect this attempt to 
avoid offense of any kind.   This has been matched by a continuing fragmentation of our society 
into "special interest" groups each vying for victimization status.  Political and other decisions 
can no longer be made without consideration of the perceived impact on these special interest 
groups, regardless of the benefits these decisions may otherwise bestow.   A minority person is 
often appointed to a public position for no other reason than to provide "fair representation" of 
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their minority group.  So, as a consquence, we end up discussing a person’s heritage not their 
ability to get the job done. 
 
       I recently saw a television commercial for a book on women and women's issues that was 
written by a woman doctor.  This commercial implied that only a woman could understand the 
problems of another woman.  Therefore, only a female physician could truly provide effective 
treatment for a woman.  In other words, men do not experience women's problems so they 
cannot possibly deal with them effectively.  It is easy to see that this logic is not only flawed, but 
is simply absurd.   By extension, only a doctor who has had cancer would be qualified to treat a 
cancer patient.   Most people would not buy the latter idea, but many are falsely led into serious 
consideration of ideas like that promoted by the "women's" commercial, because these ideas 
carry the weight of "political correctness."  
 
      Qualifications no longer mean anything.   In fact, the need for qualifications can be avoided 
altogether by the use of such techniques as "gender normalization:” This works like this, women 
are given "points" to compensate for physical differences with men--in strength, for example--in 
order to compete for jobs with physical requirements with males.  Alternatively, the need for 
physical strength is written out of the job requirement so that women can qualify.   What we are 
doing is developing a social handicapping system, which penalizes skill and ability, bringing 
standards down to the level of those of lesser achievement.    I believe that it would be better to 
admit that there are real differences in skills and abilities, then deal with these differences on a 
rational basis; put the best-qualified people in jobs, and diligently work at improving the skills 
and abilities of those of lesser achievement. 
 
      Why are we letting this happen?  Perhaps white males feel guilty that they have done so well.  
Some of that success may well have been at the expense of others, but before we throw out the 
"system," we should carefully consider the consequences of change.  For example, with the 
development of birth control methods, American women were, for the most part, freed from the 
burden of unwanted pregnancies.   Then, partially because they had more time for other 
activities, women were put under pressure to work outside the home and to take on leadership 
roles in business and public life.  They are undeniably capable of assuming these positions.  
Unfortunately, however, when women assume the responsibilities previously held almost 
exclusively by men, women not only change the social dynamics of the work place, but they 
abdicate their former responsibilities as caregivers to our children.  Since the child-rearing skills 
of women produced the men that conquered the world, we are losing a formidable body of skills, 
indeed.  The other side of the coin is that women are displacing men in the work force, and men 
must, in turn, become the caregivers to our children.  So it can be seen that we could have a 
double negative as if the women displace talented men in the work place and if the men aren’t as 
good as women in childrearing that the nest effect of society will be negative from a performance 
perspective. 
 
      Women are now entering all fields and occupations in the United States in a hell-bent race to 
"gender neutralize" everything.  If jobs are to be doled out to people in proportion to their 
percentage of the population (quotes-which is the only way to be sure), eventually all positions in 
all fields will be dominated by women, since there are more women than men in this country.  It 
also means that, to a greater and greater extent, household duties will be assumed by men.   
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Implicit in this train of events is the logic that household work and raising children is demeaning 
work, to be performed by people at the lowest social level (i.e. the smallest percentage of the 
population, which, in this case, means men). 
 
       For the record, I do not personally believe that women should be in the military.  However, 
if women are indeed going to assume positions in all fields, then this must include combat units 
in the military; if women are to have total equality with men, it must exist in all areas of public 
responsibility.  I am starting to resent having had to serve in U.S. Army Infantry (in the late 
60's), and now having to compete in the work force with women who did not have to serve; I lost 
four year of business experience as a result.   I also know that the present system used by the 
military is stacked against men.  This is unfair and will in time result in an inferior military.  Not 
because women are in the military but because they are being put in positions using a handy 
capping system, which bluntly means that the best are not necessarily given the job. 
 
      Another popular social trend is "multiculturalism," which is being touted as a way to make 
everyone feel good about themselves.  As is true with all such "programs,” multiculturalism 
sounds like a positive idea, but, in fact, has a negative effect in practice.   I would like to share 
part of an editorial ("'Multiculturalism' in the Cleveland Public Schools"), which appeared in The 
Plain Dealer in February 1994. I believe the author, Felicia R. Blue, is African-American, and 
she shows a great deal of intelligence and courage in responding to proposals which had been 
made regarding multiculturalism in the Cleveland Public Schools (by the way this editorial could 
never have been written by a white male). 
 
      Felicia writes about her personal experiences at UCLA, where, she tells us, programs that are 
designed to promote multiculturalism actually encourage racism, hinder academic achievement, 
and disparage Western values.  I agree with her assessments.  Being a second-generation 
American myself, I have first-hand knowledge of the discrimination that my grandparents, and 
even my parents, endured because of their "foreign" customs and their difficulty with the English 
language. They endured this discrimination because they knew that America was a better place 
to live than their homeland. They did not want to remain fettered to their "heritage" because it 
was precisely the negative aspects of that heritage which they had come to America to escape.  
Today, however, we seem to be taking the opposite approach and are clinging to the past.   (Bear 
in mind that while we engage in theoretical debates about the subject, people are literally dying 
on boats while trying to get into the United States).   The following paragraph from Ms. Blue's 
editorial sums up my feelings on the subject:  
  

 Finally, multiculturalism attacks Western values.  One day, while I was 
sitting in  one of UCLA's restaurants, I read an article in the African-
American newspaper, NOMO.  An editor lambasted individualism and two-
parent families.  The editor believed these values were inferior to collectivism 
and extended families.  She believed blacks should not adhere to these values 
because they would not be 'genuine' blacks. Although it was great that the editor 
knew about the African heritage, she lacked knowledge of her own American 
history.  She forgot that individuality and the two-parent family is the core of 
Western civilization's success.  Multiculturalism makes students bitter and 
instigates racism. 
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 If multiculturalism is such a fine idea, then perhaps we should take it a step farther and split 
the country up into a series of independent nation/states.  We could determine what percentage of 
the population each ethnic group comprises.  Then we could sub-divide along the lines of 
existing political units that exist now (Counties and States).  Then, based on some mathematical 
equations, we could divide up the country based on these percentages and existing geographic 
areas.  
 
      For example, it might be determined that Northeastern Ohio would become a separate nation 
or state for people of Polish ancestry.   Anyone who was not of Polish ancestry would have a 
period of time (perhaps three years) to sell what he/she owned and move to the state that had 
been created for people of their particular ancestry.    Each group of people would have a state 
created for them in a viable region of the United States.  The selection of regions for each state 
could be accomplished via lottery to avoid disputes over location.  The end result of the process 
would be to create a series of mini-states wherein everyone would be of common background 
and thus, theoretically, would be happier and better off.   Or would we be creating another, much 
larger, Yugoslavia (which by any standards is hardly the best place in the world to be living 
today)?  I have proposed this rather absurd proposition to illustrate the general absurdness of the 
whole "multiculturalism trend that is going on today. 
 
 These thoughts have led me to ponder the lives of my own ancestors.  They came from an 
area in the Carpathian Mountains, which has been repressed by conquering nations for many 
centuries and is presently part of the Ukraine on the boarder of Slovakia.  My grandparents came 
to the United States at the turn of the century and worked in the coalmines of Pennsylvania under 
very difficult circumstances.  My grandparents were very busy for most of their lives trying to 
survive in their new culture.  Their children (my parents) did a little better, and raised their 
children to be thoroughly American in their outlook.  My parents made a point of trying to 
assimilate into American culture not ignore or reject it. 
 
   I do not hate the Germans or the Russians because they practiced genocide a against the 
Ukrainians in World War II.  I do not feel less of a person because my culture (Ukrainian) is not 
part of the core western cultures that created America.  I do not feel less of a person because the 
Ukrainian language is not used on public signs.  I do not feel less of a person because I cannot 
get a degree in Ukrainian studies.  And I certainly do not dress in ethnic clothes and talk in a 
distorted version of American English to prove that I'm different Yet these are the elements that 
we are saying other need to do or they will not feel good about themselves.  I propose that by 
wallowing in the past and the problems of the past we are ignoring the future and only 
perpetuating that which we state we abhor.     
 
  To the best of my knowledge, no member of my family, including myself, has been guilty of 
discriminatory behavior since my grandparents arrived in this country almost a century ago.  I 
bring this point up because today I feel that I am expected to feel guilty about discrimination by 
others against African- Americans.  No one in my family has ever owned slaves (more likely, my 
ancestors were themselves enslaved and horribly oppressed), and, moreover, since my family 
always lived in white neighborhoods, they never even had occasion to discriminate against 
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people of other racial backgrounds. I understand that the segregation and injustices perpetrated 
against African-Americans were/are very real, but I do not feel that, simply because I am white, I 
have contributed to the problem.   I certainly do not feel any obligation to subsidize others at my 
expense.  This statement may seem to be hard-hearted, but I honestly feel that I did not 
contribute to the problem in any way, shape, or form.    
 
      One last thought on civilization.  It is often argued that life on earth, and human life in 
particular, must be the result of some sort of master plan, that it is simply impossible for life to 
be a chance occurrence.   It appears that life had to have been created by a God, as our religious 
leaders tell us and that we are chosen and totally unique in the universe.  My answer to this is the 
"prediction con" described in Chapter Three.  The person who has received five correct 
predictions believes completely in the ability of the "predictor," who, as we know, does not have 
the ability to predict anything at all--his "skill" lies in his knowledge of the laws of probability.   
 
      Perhaps the circumstances necessary for life to evolve are extremely uncommon.   Perhaps 
the probability of all the required circumstances occurring in the required sequence is equivalent 
to the probability of rolling the number six on a die 100 times in a row.  Perhaps on countless 
other planets the "string" was broken and life did not evolve.  Perhaps we got "lucky" on our 
planet.  However, let us not confuse luckiness with being “chosen.”  By this, I mean that I 
believe that there is intelligent life in the universe and that we are not alone.  It may be that 
intelligent life is not common but I believe that it is not unique and that the existence of other 
intelligent life does not mean there is not a God.  That issue is as I stated in the beginning of this 
Chapter. 
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Thoughts on Men and Women 
 
 
      One of the big issues being debated today is the nature of the differences between men and 
women. Are gender differences (other than the obvious primary and secondary sexual 
characteristics) the result of true genetic differences or are they the product of social 
"programming?"     It is difficult to review this issue objectively since it has become polarized, 
but I propose using statistics and probability as the basis for such a review.  Assigning values or 
using labels such as "good," "bad," "better or "worse" to describe male or female characteristics 
must be stringently avoided in this review; all gender differences have contributed to the success 
of the human race and must be regarded equally or neutrally.  For example sometimes bigger is 
better (battling a large animal) and sometimes smaller is better (walking over a thin sheet of 
frozen water).  Each of these is a physical attribute relating to size, but as can be seen either can 
be both wrong and right for a situation, depending on the circumstances.  We (all humans) have 
always made generalizations and categorize things so that we can make mad judgments if we do 
not understand our tendencies.  
   
     As any introductory statistics or psychology course teaches, certain physiological 
characteristics of human beings are predictable.  By "predictable”, it is meant that the ranges and 
averages of certain characteristics can be determined and that these ranges and averages will fit a 
predictable pattern.  Intelligence, height, and weight are measures with which we are all familiar.  
An individual's intelligence, for example, is generally measured by means of his/her score on an 
I.Q. (Intelligence Quotient) exam.  By definition, the average score of an I.Q. test is 100.   
Testing of countless individuals has shown that fifty percent of a test population will have an I.Q. 
(i.e. test score) between 90 and 110, and that eighty-two percent of the population will have an 
I.Q. between 80 and 120.   Further, we find that only four percent of the population will have an 
I.Q. below 70 or above 130.  This is called a normal distribution; in other words, there is a 
discernible pattern within a range of scores used to define a characteristic which can be used to 
predict the result or outcome of all other measurable characteristics.  A whole branch of 
mathematics deals with this.  Since all physical characteristics of humans fit this distribution 
pattern and the brain is a physical device, operating electrochemically, it follows that the 
distribution patterns of the brain's functions must also be predictable just as are the various 
physical characteristics of humans.  This includes all mental and personality traits as well as IQ.    
 
 Moving back to the physical an example is in order.  The following chart shows the normal 
distribution curves for women's and men's heights.  These clearly demonstrate that, although the 
average male is taller than the average female, there are some women that are taller than some 
men are.  If the distribution curves for other human characteristics are substituted into similar 
graphs, similar patterns emerge.   I have noticed that, over the past thirty years or so, most 
references to these real human differences have disappeared from statistics textbooks.  What 
appear in these texts now are references to "neutral" events (drawing colored marbles from a 
sack; throwing a pair of dice).  I find this trend very disturbing, for it shows that we are 
educating with books that have replaced real information with "politically correct" information.  
It apparently is not advisable to know that men are, on the average, taller than women (this 
particular graph used to be standard in statistics texts, illustrating mathematically a general 
concept with which students were already familiar thereby making the leaning process easier).  If 
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this is changed then what else has been changed?  The danger here is that students are being 
given "edited" information, which, by definition, does not contain all the information needed to 
make evaluations and draw conclusions and therefore their education is not complete. 
 
 

 Chart 1, Sample of Normal Distribution Curves 
 

 
 
 
 Humans have many mental and behavioral characteristics besides "intelligence" which are 
important factors in determining how we interface with the world.  Human babies are not born 
with a blank brain.  Newborn infants can do many things:  cry, nurse, move their arms and legs, 
etc.  No one has taught these behaviors and actions to the fetus in the womb, so it appears that 
these functional abilities are conferred genetically at conception.  They are inborn or instinctual 
(as we refer to these abilities in animals).   
 
      Thus, it cannot be denied that humans have preprogrammed characteristics governing our 
basic drives (just like all other animals).  Our genetic programming is simply the physical 
manifestation of the eons of evolutionary history of the human race.  These genetically 
programmed drives do not completely control us, but they can strongly affect our behavior, 
especially as we are generally unaware of their influence.  Since these drives are determined by 
the physiological and biochemical structures of the brain (all measurable), they must fall within 
the statistical rules of distribution.   It is thus not difficult to understand the range of variations 
which individuals exhibit in their actions and reactions.   
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 Where we traditionally have gone astray is in placing "values" on the differences between the 
average male and the average female. Men think their view is better and women think their view 
is better.   The Chinese concept of yin and yang, in which both the masculine and feminine are 
part of a circle, one leading into the other, and neither dominating the circle, is probably a good 
illustration of the way we ought to regard gender differences.  (Although it is interesting to note 
that the Chinese culture has not used the concept to build their social structures, having instead 
adopted the same patterns of male domination as western civilizations.)  
 
      What has been missing in both eastern and western societies is an independent female power 
structure to counterpoint the male power structure.    I am not saying that "female power" should 
take precedence over "male power," but simply that it should get equal consideration.  It is 
possible that we would be able to maintain a more peaceful society if female views were given 
their due weight.  For example, wars are sometimes the result of male power struggles (in many 
instances, when a ruler tries to extend his personal power).   If women were allowed to intervene, 
it is quite possible that there would be fewer wars.  There would still be some wars, of course, 
regardless of the influence of male or female power.  I will discuss this in more detail in the last 
chapter on the political Process.  
 
  For whatever reason, "female skills" have not overtly influenced human development to the 
extent that "male skills" have.  In fact, males have virtually dominated human development to 
date.  Would we be a different race of beings if our female aspect had been more fully 
developed?  Would we have avoided some of the more destructive actions, which have shaped 
our history?  We will never know the answer to that question, but I am also not sure the current 
direction we are on is correct.  Perhaps it would be wise to try to develop our female aspect 
(independently) to the extent that we have developed our male aspect, and not try to remake 
females into males (as we currently do in the U.S.).  
 
      Behavioral traits that are more commonly found in women are referred to as "feminine" 
traits.  Likewise, traits more commonly found in men are referred to as  "masculine" traits.  For 
better or for worse, all humans have both types of characteristics; one is usually dominant.  Both 
men and women are capable of cruelty and murder.   Both men and women are capable of caring 
for the young with feeling.  In general, however, we have labeled certain activities or types of 
feelings as masculine or feminine and have come to a common consensus that they should be 
performed by men and women respectively.  Unfortunately, this mind-set obscures the 
probabilistic nature of the range of both feminine and masculine traits in all individuals.  
 
     It should be noted, for example, that although the average male is more aggressive than the 
average female, aggression is not absent in females.   In fact, on an individual basis, a female 
could be more aggressive than a male.  Generalizing about characteristics or traits simply leads 
to stereotyping and prejudice. 
 
      The situation is analogous to a "population" of "identical" parts made on two different 
production machines, one of which (a) is set to run to the plus side of the tolerance range of a 
particular characteristic, the other of which (b) is set to run to the minus side.    The parts are 
then mixed so that a population sample will contain parts from both machines.  Some will be 
slightly smaller, some will be slightly larger, and some may even be identical, but measurable 

45 



 

differences will exist.  Now if we substitute "women" for "machine a" and "men" for "machine 
b," we can see how the same characteristic, existing in both males and females, can exhibit 
measurably real differences.  Unfortunately in the English language when we reference item of 
things we state first or second bigger or small and in those words we infer better or worse.  In the 
real world of physical characteristics first or better or bigger have no meaning.  
 
      Prior to the development of birth control, these variations made little difference, since 
women were constantly burdened with pregnancy and/or caring for large numbers of children.  
Today, in America and the other first-world countries, most women have chosen to have fewer, 
if any, children.  Since they then have more time available and since they can perform any job, a 
man can, they are, in a sense, "forced" to enter the job market and thus compete with men.  What 
else are they going to do and they can always use the extra money.   After discussing this 
situation with many women, however, I find that some of these women, at least, do not want to 
work outside the home, but since they have been told that "there are too many people in the 
world," (various reasons such as environmental, threat of war or potential of famine) they feel 
social pressure to not have any children.  Alternatively, they are pressured to adopt instead of 
having their own. These women often end up "compromising" by having one or two children 
(either natural or adopted) and a part-time career/job and they become frustrated because neither 
career "Motherhood" or "Job" is totally satisfying to them.  This is, of course, a generalized 
statement that does not apply to all women.  However, it applies to enough that the work 
environment in the U.S. is now very different that it was only a few years ago.   
 
      Since we have come to a tacit understanding that women must be treated equally with men, 
we now have women assuming jobs that were formerly held exclusively by men (firefighters, 
police officers, etc.).  Unfortunately, the ramifications of this "equal-at-any-cost" policy have not 
been adequately considered, since for example, to be fair, women should be expected to serve in 
military combat units as well as the safer non-combatant roles.  Taken one step further, if women 
are to be fairly represented (i.e. in proportion to their actual numbers) in all career areas, women 
will eventually hold over fifty percent of all available jobs (since there are more women than 
men between the ages of twenty and sixty-four in the U.S.), regardless of the job's physical 
requirements or level of danger.  I believe that women should either compete completely or not 
compete at all--if quotas are necessary for complete competition, then quotas we must have.   
 
      Since men and women have never before competed in a common arena, there is no historical 
basis for determining how this should be done.   In other words, we have no precedent for 
determining the ground rules of this competition.   My concern is that, when men and women are 
thrown together in direct competition, we do not know how to fairly deal with the sexual 
undercurrents that inevitably arise.  We will have to learn how to address this very real social 
issue, which certainly goes beyond "equal opportunity" and "sexual harassment."  
 
      Our sexual hormones are very powerful and can strongly influence our actions, whether we 
chose to admit it or not. (Bear in mind that we are speaking of the probability of actions being 
influenced within a large range of individual.)   Men can be "trapped" by women who know how 
to manipulate male sex drives to their own advantage.  Women, on the other hand, can become 
the sexual prey of men who manipulate women's powerful need for companionship and 
love/romance.  These elements of sexual conflict are at the core of the daytime "soaps."  

46 



 

Although these programs use an exaggerated approach, they are based in reality.  Needless to 
say, they are extremely popular--a cursory review reveals eight to ten hours of such 
programming per day, and a few of these shows have been on the air for over forty years.   Even 
the popular "talk" shows are really soap operas in an altered format. 
 
      I believe that our sexual hormones trigger behavioral subroutines in our basic genetic 
programming.  These subroutines tend to activate other behavioral responses that were 
established through evolution as being beneficial to the survival of the human race.  For 
example, the attraction of females to powerful males was evolution's way of promoting the 
progenitiveness of successful or powerful males (who were, by definition, better able to protect 
their females and young).  Men are (at least theoretically) more sexually aroused by appearances-
-which we in the modern world tend to call "superficial characteristics"--than anything else is.  
The appearances that attract men may, in fact, be based on physical factors with a direct 
relationship to healthy childbearing (large hips for easier birthing and large breasts for more 
milk), and thus may have been valid selection criteria for a mate.  Although the evolutionary 
success of the human race is no longer dependent on these types of attractions, the behavioral 
subroutines they invoke still have a powerful impact on the actions of both males and females.  
 
      These attractions are strongly influential from the time of puberty until about the mid-
twenties.  After that point, most individuals have learned to exercise some control over hormone-
driven behavior, but the "battle" never really ends.  Interestingly, after women have reached 
menopause, they often experience major personality changes, becoming less passive and 
sometimes as dominating as men do.  In fact, there is little difference between men and women 
in there sixties.  This frequently becomes a source of conflict and even divorce among married 
couples; people who married in there twenties may have changed radically in there fifties. 
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Thoughts on Kids 
 
 
      Until puberty kicks in, children require basic, manageable supervision.  Once the hormones 
start flowing, however, the supervision required becomes monumental.  The period from the start 
of puberty to about the early twenties--the period of "raging hormones"--is not an easy one for 
the teenagers or the parents.  Girls, especially, have a difficult time adjusting to their monthly 
menstrual cycle and its effect on their hormone levels.  Girls also do not easily adjust to the 
inevitable breaking away from their mothers.  Prior to recent history, girls were married off as 
quickly as possible after puberty (and having helped in raising three daughter I can understand 
why).  Now, however, with more and more girls receiving a college education, coupled with the 
use of birth control (allowing women to have far few children), parents are tied to their children 
for much longer periods of time than originally intended by nature.  Not that they are necessarily 
at home but that they are certainly very closely tied to their parents.  Moving in and out of their 
parents home between jobs or school, co-signing loans, and just generally still part of the family 
rather than being married and having their own family.   
 
      For the most part, adults are not open about sexual issues with their children.  In particular, 
we avoid discussing sexuality openly with our daughters because we fear that they may become 
pregnant if they know too much about sex.  In fact, we generally avoid discussing sexual issues 
altogether with either our daughters or sons by invoking religion, "rules," or other "institutions."  
We mistakenly hope that the influence of social institutions such as schools will reinforce our 
moral values regarding sexuality, without recognizing--or wanting to recognize--that a 
significant portion of our children view rules taught in school as simply an extension of parental 
control, and, as such, rebel against them.  However, until we openly discuss sexual issues with 
our teenagers, we cannot do what is best for them or us.  
 
      Since both parents work in most families today, kids are often left to their own devices 
during the critical teen years.  As we are unfortunately aware, this can lead to major problems.  
We probably ought to be giving our teenagers more supervision than our babies and young 
children. Many teens develop a false sense of reality without adequate parental supervision.  For 
instance, at sixteen, many kids obtain part-time jobs (which we encourage to promote the 
understanding of earning a living), earning take-home pay of $80 to $100 or so per week.  Since, 
in most cases, these teens do not have many financial obligations (their basic needs still being 
met by their parents), they are free to use this money for discretionary spending, thus building 
the impression that one can "live" on this amount.  It does not help if their parents tell them 
otherwise--when teens are in the "rebellious" stage, they do not--or will not--hear or believe it.   
 
      Consequently, many of them refuse to take their education seriously, thinking that they can 
continue to exist on their small weekly paycheck.  By the end of their senior year in high school, 
many teens are targeted by direct mail credit card companies.   Not knowing how to use credit 
responsibly, they can easily run up large credit card balances within a very brief period of time.  
This situation can become even worse if they live together or get married right out of high school 
and start having their own children.  They have no skills, an inadequate education, unmanageable 
debt, and a family to provide for.  
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      This does not happen to all teens, of course, but it happens often enough to create a 
potentially powerful social problem.  However, this problem is typically middle-class in nature; 
we have created a far worse situation in the inner city, where government policies and programs 
set up to help people in need  (welfare, public housing, Aid to Dependent Children, etc.) have 
created new problems that are totally out of control. 
    
      Without getting into the details of the way these and other social welfare programs operate, 
the government has told (indirectly of course) inner-city poor that, to receive benefits (free 
housing and a small income), they should have children, should not get married, and should 
make sure that any extra income they "earn" is not legitimately obtained.  This is not an intended 
effect but one that arises from the rigidity imposed by the bureaucracy of the government in an 
attempt to control this situation.  One cannot deny that the intentions behind our social welfare 
programs are anything but well meaning, but never the less the price of these programs has been 
the destruction of the poor or inner-city family structure.  Inner city teens come of age in an 
environment that rewards crime, and thus see crime as their only viable option for a better life.  
Even if their mothers try to teach them otherwise (inner-city children live in fatherless 
households in overwhelming numbers), teens going through a natural period of rebellion are not 
likely to listen to motherly words of wisdom. 
 
   This is not a racial issue (although it affects blacks more than whites because of simple 
demographics), but rather reflects an indictment of the federal government's attempts to legislate 
social-welfare programs.  This bleak situation has been created by politicians with a craving for 
power and control, and a strong desire to stay in office.  Furthermore, if this situation is 
permitted to continue unabated for much longer (merely a few generations), we will have a full-
blown "two class" system:  Protected (by necessity) enclaves of "Haves," surrounding chaotic 
inner cities full of "Have Nots."  Although this trend has already started it has not yet fully 
developed into fortified enclaves, as it probably will within a few dozen years. 
 
      The big losers in this scenario are the children, who have no way of escaping the situation.  
By the time, many of them realize (either consciously or by becoming frustrated) that something 
is wrong, in their mid-twenties or so; they are already "trapped:" males with a criminal record, 
females with several children.  They have no education, no socially useful skills, and no hope. 
Politicians talk about "training" or "retaining," but they opportunistically ignore the fact that 
most of these young people are simply not employable.  Very few companies are willing to hire 
someone with a criminal record, no work ethic, an unwillingness to accept authority, or problems 
obtaining child care.  Yes there are a few success stories that politicians dramatize and taut to get 
more funding or to prove that what they have spent prior taxes wisely but they are the exception 
to this bad situation. 
 
 Some inner city kids do manage to escape this situation.  Usually these are kids with 
exceptional intelligence, athletic ability, or good looks.  Individual good fortune aside, this 
actually hurts inner-city communities by removing good traits from the gene pool and further 
concentrating the social problems that are there.  Then as the problems concentrate in the core 
cities the middle class flees to other political entities (suburbs) and nothing is left in the core 
inner cities of America but problems.    
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      Over the past thirty years, annual expenditures by the federal government for social welfare 
programs have gone from 26 billion dollars (1960) to 619 billion dollars (1990).  That is an 
increase from 5.1% of the GDP to 11.2% of the GDP, or double the portion of our total 
economic product and almost a ten-fold increase in dollars spent.  At the same time, our social 
problems have not been proportionally lowered; rather, their growth rate has literally exploded.  
How can we explain this contradiction other than by admitting that what we are doing is 
absolutely and undeniably wrong?  This is not a question of degree (i.e., how much more money 
to spend).  We must recognize that spending more money can only make the problem worse. 
 
 
 
 

Table 5, Federal Social Welfare Spending (In Millions) 
 

        
          Federal Percent 
 Year Population GNP  Programs of GNP 

—————————————————————————— 
        1940 131.7 $99,700 $4,139 4.2% 
    1950 151.3 $284,800 $14,221 5.0% 
    1960 179.3 $513,400 $26,184 5.1% 
    1970 203.3 $1,010,700 $75,349 7.5% 
    1980 226.5 $2,708,000 $313,374 11.6% 
    1990 248.7 $5,513,800 $619,327 11.2% 
 
 
 
 
 
      The federal government has spent billions and billions of dollars creating millions of people 
whose main function is, apparently, to commit crimes.  They have become criminals not because 
they wanted to but because they have, in effect, been paid to do so.  The fact that crime has gone 
up significantly, not down, in the inner cities despite the huge expenditure is proof that our social 
policies produce precisely the socially destructive behavior for which recipients are "rewarded."   
This situation did not exist on the scale that it does today prior to the 1960's.  There were, indeed, 
poor people, both black and white, but they all made personal efforts to take care of themselves 
and their families.   
 
      The real reasons for the social upheavals in our cities, such as that which occurred in Los 
Angeles in 1992, are not, for the most part, racially based, as we are lead to believe.  Rather, they 
are based on despair and the lack of jobs and hope.  Most inner-city residents will never 
experience the "American Dream" not simply because they are black or Hispanic or gay or any 
other false category, but because they have been led down a false path by their leaders and by 
their government.   Of the many millions of people trapped in this situation, only a very few will 
find the ability, courage, and stamina to break away and become productive members of society. 
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Table 6, U.S. Poverty Levels vs. Federal Social Welfare 
Spending (In Millions) 

 
 

   People below 
                         Poverty level Federal Expenditures 
 Year    Population Number Percent Programs per Person  

———————————————————————————— 
 1940 131.6   $4,139 
 1950    151.4   $14,221 
    1960    179.3 39.9 22.3% $26,184 $656 
    1970    203.3 25.4 12.5% $75,349 $2,966 
    1980    226.5 29.0 12.8% $313,374 $10,806 
    1990    248.7 33.6 13.5% $619,327 $18,432 
 
 
   This table shows that the federal government spent $18,432 on social welfare programs for 
each person below the poverty level in 1990.  Theoretically, at this level of spending, a family of 
four below the poverty level would receive $73,729 each year (although, obviously, a very large 
percentage of funding for these programs goes toward supporting the distribution system and not 
the individual recipient).  Since the per capita GNP is $22,233, something is very wrong with this 
picture.   Social problems are far worse than they were two or three decades ago despite this 
large expenditure.  One can plainly see that federal spending on social welfare programs is not 
and has not been productive. 
   
 

     We are squandering our most precious resource, our kids; we have listened to 
politicians interested only in their own personal benefit. Be they (the politicians) 
white or black it makes no difference they are looking out only for themselves.  
History has shown this (political self interest) to be true almost every time they 
recommend something.  My advise is to take care of yourself and don't ever ever 
let a politician convince you that he or she has your best interests as his or her 
goals, they just don't.  
 
 

 This dilemma has been the subject of intense discussion.  I include here an editorial by 
Robert Rector, a senior policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation.  Rector's editorial ("U.S. 
Welfare System Imposes Penalty of Marriage") appeared in The Plain Dealer on ????   
 
 

 For welfare reform to work, it must focus on the root behavioral problems of 
illegitimacy, divorce and non-work--not merely on the superficial symptom of 
welfare dependence. 
 
 But despite a rhetorical commitment to "end welfare as we know it," the 
Clinton administration appears unprepared to take the serious steps needed to deal 
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with this "behavioral poverty." 
 
 Despite its rhetorical commitment to dealing with "root causes," the White 
House's reform rhetoric poses the problem of welfare backwards, seeking to 
devise schemes to prod and assist individuals to leave welfare rather than seeking 
to reduce the self-destructive behavior that leads to dependence in the first place. 
 
 This approach is self-deluding, and it won't work.  No array of government 
programs is going to make a 20-year-old woman with little or no education who 
has had one or two children out of wedlock "self-sufficient."  Nor, despite her best 
efforts, is that single mother likely to be able to provide a truly healthy social 
environment for her children. 
 
 Societies through the ages have recognized that it takes the efforts of at least 
two people, a father and a mother, to provide the economic and psychological 
support needed to raise children. That's why societies historically have gone to 
great lengths to encourage marriage and, conversely, to discourage illegitimacy. 
 
 Current U.S. welfare policy reverses this wisdom by aggressively subsidizing 
single parenthood and penalizing marriage.  The results of this experiment have 
been disastrous. 
 
 For the well-being of American children and the safety of society, a sense of 
responsible parenthood must be restored, based on the principle that it is immoral 
to have children unless you are fully prepared to raise them. 
 
 To be fully prepared to raise children means three simple things.  First, the 
mother and father must be married and committed to a life together.  Second, the 
parents must be mature and psychologically ready for the difficult task of raising 
the young.  Third, the parents should be economically productive and self-
sufficient, able to sustain a family without large amounts of ongoing financial 
support from outside sources. 
 
 The welfare system mainly involves failed attempts to pick up the pieces for 
an ever-increasing number of individuals who have violated these rules. 
 
 Government policy not only must stop subsidizing and promoting such 
irresponsible behavior, it must actively discourage it.  To do that, we need to 
pursue three goals: 
 
 We need to promote individual responsibility by converting welfare from a 
one-way handout into a system in which recipients are expected to contribute 
something back for temporary aid received. 
 
 We need to control welfare costs. 
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 Most importantly, we need to dramatically reduce the illegitimate birthrate 
and increase the marriage rate. 
 
 Achieving these goals will require a broad array of policy changes.  In some 
cases it will require eliminating welfare benefits that promote harmful and anti-
social behavior.  In other cases it may be sufficient to require welfare recipients to 
perform community service work in exchange for benefits. 
 
 In some circumstances, welfare benefits may be converted into loans, which 
the recipient will be expected to repay later. 
 
 Serious reform also should include new incentives that encourage positive 
behavior. 
 
 All welfare reform must be undergirded by firm budgetary controls on the 
growth of future welfare spending.  Welfare bureaucracies are prolific in 
inventing new programs that allegedly promote self-sufficiency, but that 
accomplish nothing or actually draw more people into welfare dependency. 
 
 Without definite limits on the funds flowing into the welfare system, such 
counterproductive "reforms" will merely produce more of what we have today: a 
war on poverty that can't be won. 

 
 
      The main focus of the U.S. welfare system as been the children i.e. Aid to Dependant 
Children.  Most of the programs were started to protect kids and mothers from the effects of their 
family’s low income.  Initially it was assumed that these low income situations were caused by 
temporary problems like a big layoff at a plant or the death of a husband, and that they were 
short term in nature.  What was missed when these programs were set up was a method of 
getting the recipient out of the "temporary" situation for once on the program how did you get 
off? In fact, they are directed responsible for breaking up the family units that existed in both low 
income and middle income families.  Unfortunately, these programs have now developed a life 
of their own and although the kids are still cited as the core reason, these programs have turned a 
problem into a disaster.  The children unfortunately are the looser not the beneficiaries in these 
malfunctioning social programs. 
  
   One significant indicator of how poorly we are raising (as a result of these social programs) 
and educating our children is the sharp decline in SAT scores in recent years.  The solution, 
according to our educational establishment? Simply change the scoring system (which, by the 
way, makes the establishment--not just the students--look better).   The following editorial by 
Charles Krauthammer, "High School Students Will Look Smarter by Next April," (The Plain 
Dealer, ????)  explains this absurd change in detail. 
 
  

 The nation's SAT scores are going to be "recentered." Lovely word.  It means 
that every child in America will get something like 100 free points added to his 
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score.  There hasn't been a promised give-away like it since the famed chicken-
in-every-pot and George McGovern's $1,000 government handout to every living 
American.  Except that, mere numbers being easier to manufacture than real 
chickens and real money, this promise will be kept.  By next April, every high 
schooler in America will look a hundred points smarter. 
 
 Why?  The College Board says:  To make it easier for students and parents to 
find the average.  When the modern SATs were started in 1941, the average score 
was 500.  They have since slid 76 points in verbal and 22 points in math. Because 
"most infrequent users of the SAT expect the average to be about 500," explains 
the College Board, they tend to misinterpret the results.  They think a 424 verbal 
is below average, whereas in fact it is today's sorry mean.  We will now cure 
them of this debilitating misapprehension by "recentering": By decree, every 424 
turns into a cool 500. 
 
 Call me a skeptic, but I smell a solution in search of a problem.  How many 
people go around benightedly convinced that the average SAT score is 500? Do 
you? Never occurred to me.  And even if it is true that thousands of people are 
misled about their relation to the average because of the widespread myth of the 
500 mean, wouldn't it be easy to correct this unfortunate state of affairs by simply 
telling parents and students in, say, a highlighted alert appended to the letters 
informing them of their SAT scores that the current national average is 424 for 
verbal and 478 for math? 
 
 Instead, the College Board decides to raise all scores. In addition to the claim 
of convenience, it throws in a dash of political correctness: "recentering will help 
to reflect more accurately the diversity of students now taking the test." Now, 
invoking diversity is the foolproof way of justifying anything these days, but how 
does boosting everyone's score reflect diversity? 
 
 The one sure thing it does is please the eye and boost self-esteem.  Who 
wouldn't feel better getting a 500 than a 424? Like all other forms of grade 
inflation, this one satisfies the reigning therapeutic ideology under which the 
point of pedagogy is to help students feel good about themselves.  Scores that 
make kids feel better about mediocrity do that splendidly. 
 
 And inflated SAT scores will boost not just individual but generational self-
esteem.  The annual national SAT report will no longer be an occasion for 
recording--in a uniquely clear, quantitative way how far educational achievement 
has declined in the last half-century. 
 
 Big deal, we are told.  The 1941 test population was very small (10,000 
compared to more than a million today).  It was mostly middle to upper class, 
white and male.  Today it includes more "women, minorities and economically 
disadvantaged students," says the College Board.  "Thus, recentering on a 
contemporary reference group will make interpreting individual and group scores 
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easier." Not really, but it sure will make embarrassing historical comparisons 
much harder. 
 
 Why subject this generation to comparison with those frightfully elitist white 
males of 1941? Because the generation that, as President Bill Clinton recently 
asserted on Omaha Beach, went on to "save the world" and then rebuild it is a 
good standard for any society to test itself against. And because it is patronizing 
and insulting to the women, minorities and the poor of today's cohort to insinuate 
that they cannot possibly be held to traditional standards of achievement. 
 
 Achievement is always the victim of grade inflation. Perhaps the most 
pernicious effect of the SAT "recentering" is that it collapses distinctions at the 
highest levels of achievement.  Anyone getting 730 in verbal will now get 800. 
Those who miss 3 or 4 questions will now be entirely indistinguishable from 
those whose tests are perfect. 
 
 Whereas the presumed gain from recentering is a mere convenience (making 
the mean a recognizable round number), the loss is real: Squeezing together the 
upper ranks wipes out real, important information about our very best students. 
The current system distinguishes best from second best.  The new system will 
make that impossible. 
 
 Now, turning every silver SAT medal into gold is hardly the worst instance of 
the assault on excellence now taking place in our educational institutions, but it is 
highly symbolic.  Indeed, the recentering of SAT scores is yet another instance of 
the recentering of our entire society. As Daniel Patrick Moynihan has noted, 
today we accept as the norm levels of crime, illegitimacy, homelessness and 
various other social pathologies that in the past would have been considered 
intolerable. 
 
 Instead of arresting our decline, we simply redefine our current reduced 
condition as the new norm.  SAT inflation neatly applies that logic to America's 
educational decline. The mathematical assault on real social problems continues. 
It will not be complete, however, until we have achieved the ultimate standard, 
the Lake Wobegon standard, "where all the children are above average." 
Statisticians are working on that right now. 
 
 
 
 

 We have now discussed briefly both the family and education in regards to our children and 
how these areas of our society can effect them.  The last element of our modern society that 
applies to our children is whom do they associate with socially.  The following paragraphs 
comment the discussion on children with some observations on that aspect of raising our 
children.   
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 The first comment on kids also applies to adults.  We are a very social species and most 
individuals have many friends and associates; most of us tend to follow the behavioral patterns 
of, and thus tend to be categorized by, the type of person or "crowd"--"good" or "bad"--with 
whom we associate. I think our parents and grandparents instinctively knew this, and that is why 
they were always worried about their children's friends.  They were always trying to make sure 
that their daughters mixed with better people, and that their sons stayed out of bars.  They knew 
that their sons and daughters could not fall in love with (and marry) someone they had not met, 
and therefore did their best to control their children's associations.  
 
      We still try to steer our kids towards "good" groups, especially with their school peers.   We 
also tend to "weed out" the "bad" kids by placing them in special programs.  I feel that the latter 
practice is doubly negative:  It both reinforces the bad behavior of the kids relegated to these 
special programs, as well as fosters a "better than thou" attitude in the "good" kids.  It avoids the 
real solutions to bad behavior, reinforces that behavior, and makes it even worse.  Although our 
intentions are good, all we end up accomplishing is the further segmentation of society.  It is too 
late to change adult behavior (and thus the increasing proliferation of prison cells), so we must 
use our influence with children and teens to promote education and the ability to think.   
 
      One last thought on kids.  In recent years, it has become virtually a requirement that women 
work outside the home (as discussed in the two previous chapters).  This creates a multi-level 
social system in which, at each level, women are taken out of the business of raising their own 
children.  This system works in the following manner:  The professional woman hires a nanny to 
care for her children.  The nanny or other full-time staffer must then put her own children in day 
care.  The day care workers (mostly women) depend on relatives or neighbors and friends to care 
for their children.  Below this social level, those who cannot afford childcare either leave their 
children alone when they go to work, or rely on the school system to shoulder the burden 
(helping to change the role of schools from educational institutions to child-raising institutions).  
So, at each level of the system, children are being cared for by someone of essentially lower 
social status, and women at all levels (except the professional woman) are caring for someone 
else's children.  Child rearing has effectively been relegated to the lowest possible social level (to 
be done only when other "careers" are not possible).  One of the most insidious aspects of this 
system is that children are hardly unaware that their parents have "passed the buck" on their 
child-raising responsibilities.  Should we be surprised that kids turn to their friends or to alcohol 
and drugs instead of their parents? 
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Thoughts on Health Care 
 
 
      The great debate in 1993 and 1994 over national health care was probably the most complex 
issue ever discussed in the United States in regard to changing basic government policy.  Bill and 
Hillary Clinton made it into a national issue and thus ensured that it became highly politicized.  
However, neither Democrats nor Republicans seemed to be able to argue the issue rationally.  
Every politician was proposing some health care plan without providing any detailed studies to 
back up the effectiveness of their plan or any simulations of its results.   Moreover, these 
politicians and the bureaucrats from the General Accounting Office were making their "analyses" 
without any input from the health care industry.  The "Hillary" plan, which was conducted in 
secret, was never made public and so no analysis on its validity was ever done. 
 
      Does that mater and the answer is most definitely.  For instance, a hue and cry was raised by 
the proponents of the plan about the "outrageous" prices charged by the big drug companies in 
the U.S. for their products.  We were told that "people in the rest of the world" (that is to say, 
people in countries with socialized medicine) do not pay as much as Americans for medicine and 
drugs.  A report by the GAO is typical of how the truth can be distorted.  The report compared 
the prices of drugs in the U.S. and in the United Kingdom, and the study found that the prices of 
drugs in the U.S. were higher (although the report did note that prices were falling) than those in 
the U.K.  This report was subsequently cited (by proponents of health care reform) as proof that 
the U.S. pharmaceutical industry overcharges for drugs.   
   
     However, this report, written with a specific agenda in mind, was based on data and statistics 
that were interpreted in a far-from-objective fashion (lesson learned in Chapter Two).   Lodewijk 
de Vink, Chief Operating Officer of the Warner-Lambert Co. (a drug products company), 
analyzed the report and found, after reviewing the methodology used to collect the data, that "… 
the GAO compared the highest possible U.S. price with the lowest possible foreign price.  This 
flawed methodology makes even more significant the report's conclusion that there isn't much 
difference in the prices of newer drugs between the two countries." 
 
      The GAO report was flawed because it ignored the common practice of discounting in the 
drug industry.   For example, a huge national discount store chain (like Wal-Mart, for instance) 
does not pay the same price for its drugs, as does a small local drug store; and this savings is 
passed on to the consumer.   The GAO also ignored the fact that the U.S. government itself gets 
the lowest possible drug prices (by law).   If these factors had been accounted for in the GAO's 
report, it is very likely that it would have found that U.S. consumers actually pay less for drugs 
than consumers do in the U.K.  If de Vink is correct in his analysis and U.S. consumers are 
indeed paying less for drugs than consumers in countries with socialized medicine are, then it is 
highly likely that U.S. consumers will end up paying more than they currently do if the health 
care industry were to become regulated by the government. 
 
   This is a very significant point and shows the need for a logical and unbiased analysis of the 
situation.  Just as De Vink questions the GAO report I think, we must not take his analysis on 
faith alone.  My point is that this one question has the ability to totally neutralize the logic in 
establishing a national health care system as has been proposed.  Since it is not a difficult issue to 
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resolve and yet it has not been done for this issue or any other issue that I am aware of, I would 
question the sincerity of the proposed health care changes. 
 
      Based on this GAO and other flawed reports, as well as heated political rhetoric, health care--
a relatively small portion of the economy, representing only 12.1% of the GDP of the U.S. in 
1990--was made into a major issue.   We were asked to radically change public policy without 
any real study, debate or discussion of the subject (by this I mean an independent study 
conducted by people without a vested interest in the outcome).   The supposed study done by the 
President's wife was political in nature and not issued to the public for analysis.  Only the plan 
was made public.  Since the health care industry did not participate in the Clintons' study 
(actually just a series of public media events and study-group meetings, some of which were 
closed to public access) the study is very questionable at best and we are being asked to bet our 
very lives on work that the Clintons refuse to make public.  Of note is the fact that there is 
currently a lawsuit in the legal system to get access to the research work done by the Clinton's on 
health care in their secret meetings.  At the time I finished writing this book this law suit was still 
not resolved and the various health care bills being considered by congress and the Clintons have 
not yet gotten to the floor for a vote.    
 
      The issue rested on the premise (put forth by the Clintons and other pro-national health care 
politicians) that access to health care is a "right" and, as such, the government is responsible for 
providing it to all citizens.   The Clinton plan purported to provide health care to every person in 
the U.S. at a higher level than that currently provided by private companies.   We were told by 
the Clintons that between thirty to seventy million people in the U.S. do not have health care 
insurance and that they must be provided with it, no matter what the cost to society.  Regardless 
of how the Clintons came up with this estimate of the number of uninsured people, I will use the 
average, fifty million, for the sake of the following discussion.   
 
      In 1990 (the most recent year for which complete statistics are available) health care 
expenditures in the U.S. totaled $666.2 billion (total spending by all private and government 
agencies).  The country's population that year was almost 250 million people. If we assume that 
the number of uninsured people is fifty million (as determined in the previous paragraph), and if 
we assume that some twenty million of these folks spent some of their own money on health 
care, we are left with thirty million people who received no health care. The 20 million figure is 
an estimate of the number of people that pay for their own care, such as many young adults who 
feel no need for insurance or unemployed people between jobs who still use the health care 
system but don't have insurance.   Thus, 220 million people spent $666.2 billion on health care in 
1990.  They did this through using some of their own money 20.4%, receiving insurance 
coverage and corporate money 37.2% and receiving government subsidies 42.4%.  I will come 
back to these numbers later since I feel they can be misleading if not clarified. 
 
      Now if the thirty million people without health care were to have received health care--
courtesy of the government--commensurate with that received by the 220 million who already 
had coverage or who paid for their own expenses, health care expenditures would have gone up 
by an additional $90.8 billion dollars in 1990 ($666.2 billion divided by 220 million times 30 
million).  However, let's also assume that the twenty million people who were paying for their 
own health care expenses were likewise given government-financed health care coverage.  
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Without question, they would have used even more health care services during that year since 
they were no longer paying for such services out-of-pocket.  If we assume that the level of their 
service increased by a modest 20%, then an additional $12.1 billion would have been added to 
the total ($666.2 billion divided by 220 million times 20% times 20 million).  Our revised total 
expenditures for health care in 1990 would have been about $769.1 billion, an increase of  $103 
billion dollars (or 15.4%).  This estimate is low--other analyses have projected much larger 
increases.  Even with this conservative estimate, it is clear that Clinton's plan would never work.  
 
      Clinton's proposed health care plan was based on the concept of cutting the "fat" out of the 
system; doing so, according to Clinton, would eliminate $150 billion in total health care 
expenditures.  In other words, changing the system would not only have "covered" the additional 
$103 billion in government health care spending (as calculated above), but would also have 
eliminated another $41 billion in total health care spending (it was never clear how this was 
going to happen).  Instead of the $769.1 billion spent in 1990, total health care expenditures 
would have been $616 billion, and would have covered an additional thirty million people and 
would have covered increased health care spending by yet another twenty million people, if a 
plan like Clinton's had been in effect in that year.  In summary, expenditures would have been 
reduced by 20.5% and coverage would have been increased by 14%.  This proposition was an 
absurd hope at best and an outright lie at worst.  
 
      To put a $150 billion spending reduction in perspective, lets compare it to total corporate net 
income (i.e. profit) for 1988 (the latest year's statistics available to me for this analysis).   Net 
income for all U.S. corporations in 1988 was $365 billion.  That figure is for all corporations, not 
just health care.   If the health care industry's share of this net profit is consistent with its share of 
the G.D.P. (12.1%), then total net profit for all health care industries would have been 
approximately $44 billion.  Lets assume though that health care is more profitable and estimate it 
somewhat greater at say $50 billion.  Thus, if our $150 billion spending reduction eliminated all 
health care industry profits, one would still have to cut $100 billion ($150 billion minus $50 
billion) from somewhere in the industry.  Doctors collected $105 billion (before expenses) for 
their services in 1988, and there were 629,000 doctors.  Since it seems to be the general 
consensus that doctors' salaries are unjustifiably high, let us eliminate most of their salaries as 
the next step in making our $150 billion worth of spending cuts.  If we assume that 3/4 of the 
total $105 billion in collections is their salary and than assume that they would be paid a 
reasonable salary of say $50,000 each instead (629,000 doctors times $50,000 each equals $31.5 
billion), than we could eliminate another $47.3 billion in expenses ($105 billion times 3/4 minus 
$31.5 billion).  Therefore, if doctors worked for only a basic salary and the health care industry 
was not allowed any profit (thus eliminating two of the biggest perceived "evils" in the industry), 
$97.3 billion could theoretically be cut from annual health care spending.  Cut services and 
employment of non-physicians in the health care industry, perhaps even institute rationing for the 
last $52.7 billion and we have the Clinton plan.  
 
 Clarification of those percentages I used showing where the $666.2 billion in health care 
expenditures came from is now in order.  Those numbers were 20.4% individual, 37.4% 
insurance and 42.4% government.  This seams to indicate that 79.8% of our health care needs are 
being paid for by someone else (37.4% insurance plus 42.2% government), however, since we 
pay insurance premiums, taxes and receive smaller salaries at work to make up for the business 
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contributions we find that we are really paying for 100% of the health care expenditures (20.4% 
directly and 79.8% indirectly).  We have less take home pay because we pay takes and because 
business apply what they would have given us to cover insurance premium costs (if business did 
not pay for our health insurance we could get a higher take home).  From what we learned in 
Chapter One about Friedman's matrix and efficiency in economic transactions, it is clear that 
switching expenditures from the A1 to B2 category is not a good idea.  Clintons plan basically 
turns all of the countries health care expenditures into the B2 category and that is why it will not 
work. 
 
 The following editorial ("Universal Health Care Will Lead to Rationing") by Washington 
Post columnist Charles Krauthammer appeared in The Plain Dealer on August 14, 1994.  
Krauthammer's remarks on health care rationing are illuminating. 
  
 

 Ever since the Clinton health-care reform was unveiled 11 months and a 
dozen plans ago, it has been dogged by an obvious contradiction: It promised 
both universal coverage and control of exploding health care costs, now 14% of 
American gross domestic product.  It was clear and much remarked that 
expanding coverage to 37 million now uninsured Americans, by increasing 
demand, would substantially raise health-care costs. 
 
 More care means more cost.  That is obvious.  But there is a another, less 
obvious and quite perverse contradiction buried at the heart of the health-care 
debate: Better care makes for more cost too.  The ordinary progress of modern 
medicine--quite apart from the cost of high-tech machines and tests and 
procedures--makes health care more and more of a fiscal drain. 
 
 "It is often difficult for lay people to appreciate that good medicine does not 
reduce the percentage of people with illnesses," writes physician-philosopher 
Willard Gaylin in a brilliant critique of the health-care debate (Harper's Oct. 
1993).  "It increases that percentage." Good medicine keeps sick people alive, 
people with heart disease, diabetes, hypertension and other chronic diseases.  And 
sick people are expensive.  The dead are a burden to no one. 
 
 Even preventative medicine, that sacred health-care cow, increases costs, 
points out Gaylin.  Diphtheria and whooping cough, once the two leading causes 
of childhood death, have ceased to exist.  "But they were rarely expensive.  The 
child either lived or died, and, for the most part, did so quickly and cheaply." 
Now that child "will grow up to be a very expensive old man or woman." 
 
 Because of these hard truths, the great health-care debate of '94 will turn out 
to have been both preliminary and peripheral. Consider: Among the welter of 
disagreements now highlighted in the Senate debate, there is a clear national 
consensus for some reforms.  Even the Dole plan mandates that health-care 
insurance be portable (you retain it when you change jobs) and accessible (you 
cannot be denied it for a pre-existing condition). 
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 Inevitably, however, such guarantees must increase health-care costs.  If the 
currently screened or dropped out are to be included and cared for, someone will 
have to pay for their care. There is no free lunch.  Either insurance premiums go 
up or taxes go up or business pays through "employer mandates."  
 
 In the end, there is no way out of the dilemma: Both extending health-care 
coverage and improving health-care quality will increase health-care costs.  We 
must pay for that cost by pushing yet higher health care's share of GDP.  Or we 
must ration. 
  
 No one, of course, dares speak the word.  There is not a politician who does 
not recoil from it.  But after this debate we will have the rationing debate.  
Having boosted medical costs even beyond the bank-breaking level of today, we 
will have to begin deciding which people with which diseases at which ages will 
be denied the public provision of which medical procedures. 
 
 Others have done it and so will we.  In Britain, if your kidneys fail and you 
are over 55, you are routinely denied life-saving dialysis by the National Health 
Service.  If you cannot afford private insurance or the out-of-pocket expense; 
chances are you die. 
 
 Even the Clinton plan had some rationing, though it had to be kept covert.  It 
would, for example, have severely restricted the number of medical specialists.  
This is indirect rationing.  If you reduce by, say, one-third the number of people 
who can do brain surgery, then many people who need it and who now get it will 
not be able to. 
 
 The Clintons defended that measure, tellingly, not as rationing but as an effort 
to promote the currently fashionable primary care over "specialization." No one 
is ready to talk now about rationing. That talk is too Unpleasant, the tone too 
pinched, the vision too Carteresque. 
 
 Instead, the politicians are holding a picnic and giving away the food.  The 
Democrats are offering "health care that cannot be taken away," a new 
fundamental right of, literally, untold cost. Even the limited Republican reforms 
would subsidize health care for more than 35 million Americans. 
 
 That costs money.  Where do we get it?  Gaylin is right: When this round is 
over and we are quite through giving away what we cannot afford, the real 
health-care debate, the debate about rationing, will have to begin.  And if, like 
Hillary Clinton, you think Round I was nasty, just wait for Round 2. 

 
        The bottom line, regardless of whether or not universal health care coverage is a good 
thing, is that it is a delusion of fantastic proportions to believe that such coverage could be 
achieved at a reduced spending level.  As I touched upon in Chapter One in the discussion of 
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Friedman's spending matrix, it is impossible, by definition, for the government to run a program 
of this nature more efficiently than it can be run privately.   By this I do not mean to imply that 
privately run health care is operating at maximum efficiency.  It does mean that if the 
government were to run our health care system, it would unquestionably cost more, not less.  We 
only have to look at countries where the health care system is run by the government to see proof 
of this.   
 
     But let us go back to how much of the GDP is spent on health care--approximately 12% in 
1990 (estimates for 1994 put spending levels at about 14%).  Why is this figure bad?   How 
much should be spent?  6%?  18%?  24%?   Since the market system "allocates its resources" in 
the most productive way possible, then whatever people are willing to pay for health care is the 
correct level of spending.  The percentage of income spent on health care simply reflects how 
much value Americans place on the services that the health care industry provides.  Americans 
were willing to pay approximately 12% of their income for good health--for life, in a sense--in 
1990.  If this is a greater percentage than people in other countries pay for health care, then 
perhaps this simply shows that Americans place a higher value on life than others.  From this 
perspective, 12% is a pretty small figure.   
 
      To gain a clearer understanding of what 12% of the GDP means, let us look at some figures 
from 1870 (just after the Civil War).  The U.S. economy was based largely in agriculture, and 
gross agricultural products accounted for $2.6 billion of the total GDP of $7.4 billion.  Thus, 
farming represented a little over 35% of the U.S. economy at that time.  In 1990, farming 
represented $115.8 billion of the U.S.' $5.5 trillion GDP--only 2.1% of GDP.  Farming generates 
forty-four times as much revenue today than it did in 1870, yet the overall size of the economy 
has grown over 745 times larger, so that, proportionally, farming is a small part of the U.S. 
economy.   
 
     During the period from 1870 to 1990, manufacturing took on an increasingly dominant role in 
the economy, until it; too, started to decline percentage-wise a few years ago as service industries 
began to command a bigger and bigger portion of the GDP.  These changes were brought about 
naturally as part of a healthy, growing free market system reacting to the wants and nneds of the 
population.  What portion of the GDP should be spent on health care is a moot question as there 
is to right answer, and certainly no right percentrage.  Paul Craig Roberts, an economist for 
Business Week states that "...A rising percentage of the gross domestic product spent on health 
care is not, per se, evidence of a 'health-care crisis.'  As society becomes richer and medical 
technology improves, it is natural that people choose to spend more on health.  Formerly, a bum 
knee was a reason to give up tennis.  Today magnetic resonance imaging locates damaged 
cartilage, and arthroscopic surgery removes it."  This quote was taken from Roberts column 
called the ("Economic Viewpoint: Hillary's Health-Care Team Needs an Injection of Reality") 
and it was in the May 10, 1993 issue of Business Week. 
 
 The following chart uses interpolated data from the 1992 Statistical Abstract of the United 
States (U. S. Dept. of Commerce) and from the two volume Historical Statistics of the United 
States Colonial Times to 1970 published in 1975 to show the proportional relationships between 
expenditures for Production (mining, construction, manufacturing, transportation, utilities, and 
military), Services (wholesale trade, retail trade, finance, insurance, real estate, federal, state and 
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local government), Farm Products (agriculture, forestry, fishing) and Health Care in the GDP 
from 1870 to 1990.  
   
 
    Chart 2, GNP Analysis, 1870 - 1990 
 
 

 
  

These four curves represent the percentage of the total GNP of the U.S.  
spent on each of four categories.  The total of the four lines on the graph   
equals 100% of the GDP for each year of the analysis. 

 
 
 
       Since health care is simply one component among many within the U.S. economy, why has 
it become such a big political issue?  The answer lies in U.S. economic policies dating from 
World War II.  Because of shortages caused by war production, wages were frozen to prevent 
inflation. Under the aegis of the unions, employers--since they could not give pay increases--
started providing health care coverage as an alternate means of compensation.  In other words, 
health care coverage was a way around government war regulations.  At the time, this practice 
was relatively inexpensive, and it continued after the war even though the wage freeze was lifted.   
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Under pressure from the unions, coverage continued to increase to its current levels.  
Government, in order to be competitive with private industry, also began offering health care 
benefits as part of its compensation package. 
 
      However, at the time this practice started, and as it is today, not all employees were 
represented by unions, nor did all employees receive health care benefits as part of their 
compensation.   Many people had to buy their own health care insurance, or do without and 
make out-of-pocket payments for medical services.  Fifty or sixty years ago this was not as big a 
problem as it is today because the health care system was, technically, far less sophisticated.  
There were no CAT or MRI scanners.  There were fewer drugs and cancer was nearly always a 
fatal disease.  Today the health care industry is highly sophisticated and people generally live 
much longer lives.  The bottom line is that this longer life span comes with a big price tag.  I talk 
a lot more on this fact later in the chapter. 
 
      There is no moral imperative for companies--or anyone else for that matter--to provide health 
care insurance to anyone or any group.   Employers generally do not provide auto insurance or 
life insurance.  Why should they and not the beneficiary--the employee and his/her family--be 
responsible for this expense?  Perhaps it would make more sense for companies to stop providing 
health care insurance and to simply raise wages commensurably so that individuals could buy 
their own coverage, just as they do other types of insurance.  Health insurance could be made 
mandatory the way auto insurance currently is.  This sort of system would also clearly show that, 
ultimately, employees end up paying for health care insurance, whether they do so out of their 
own pockets, or whether their wages are proportionately lowered because their employers are 
paying for it.  Such a change would require a new mind-set about health care coverage, however.  
I believe that once this kind of legislation was in place, private industry could use its efficiency 
and expertise to keep the system running at minimum cost.  The only thing that would have to be 
regulated is that rates should not be allowed to be set by experience. 
 
 

  Setting rates based on experience means that people with health problems 
could not get insurance because their rates would be significantly higher.  This 
practice of experience rating is used in the auto insurance industry and is starting 
to cause problems there as well.  The over all logic of lower rates for those with 
good records is valid however by segmenting the population it may force out of 
the system a lot of people with problems which than begins to defeat the purpose 
of insurance.  What is probably needed in the insurance industry is a law or 
regulation that the spread between the best and the worst rate of equal coverage 
cannot be great than say 2 to 1.  Or, in other words, if the best rate was $100 per 
month the worst rate could not be greater then $200 per month.  I think that this 
should be applied to all insurances not just health and auto. 

 
 
  Many share this point of view.  Gary S. Becker, a professor of economics and sociology at 
the University of Chicago, put it succinctly when he said,  "...Business shouldn't be saddled with 
the nation's health costs.  Instead, families should be required to buy insurance, with Uncle Sam 
paying for those who truly can't afford it -- including the chronically ill".  This quote was taken 
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from Beckers column called the ("Economic Viewpoint: Make Families Cough Up For Medical 
Coverage") and it was in the September 9, 1991 issue of Business Week. 
 
      In mentioning the "chronically ill, " Professor Becker touches on the core issue of the health 
care debate.  Due to major advancements in the health care industry, as well as the public service 
industries (sewage treatment, water treatment, garbage removal, etc.), most Americans live 
significantly longer lives now than they did one hundred years ago.  As people live longer, they 
require ever-increasing levels of medical care.  This problem is magnified by the fact that women 
in first world countries are having fewer and fewer children, so that, proportionally, the elderly 
segment of the population is becoming larger and larger.    
 
      The following chart and table illuminate the effect of this trend in the United States over the 
past sixty years. (The middle age group, which overwhelmingly contributes to productivity in the 
U.S., should probably have an optimal upper age closer to sixty-three or sixty-four, but for the 
purpose of this analysis, the range was made as broad as possible.)   
 

 
 

Chart 3, U.S. Age Distribution  
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Table 7, U.S. Age Distribution    
  

          Age 0      Age 20    Age 70     
 Year to 19 to 69  and over 

————————————————————— 
   1930         38.5%           58.4%           3.1% 
   1940         34.5%           61.5%           4.1% 
   1950         33.9%           61.1%           5.0% 
   1960         38.5%           55.8%           5.7% 
   1970         37.7%           56.2%           6.2% 
   1980         31.8%           61.0%           7.2% 
   1990         28.8%           63.0%           8.1% 
 
       
 
 These figures make it clear that the percentage of the population over seventy has almost 
tripled in sixty years, while the percentage of the population under nineteen has decreased by 
25%.   In twenty to thirty years, 10% to 12% of the population will be over seventy.   This 
situation, rather than health care costs per se, represents the true "crisis" of the health care issue. 
   
      According to an article in the April 1993 issue of Scientific American entitled "The Aging of 
the Human Species," (Olshansky, Carnes & Cassel) the aging of society will present major 
consequences.   While we have eliminated many diseases and health problems which previously 
shortened the life span of humans, technical and pharmaceutical advancement in the health care 
industry has created a new problem, long periods of being old.  Information from this excellent 
article is paraphrased in the next several pages.   
 
      James F. Fries of Stanford University looked at the aging problem thirteen years ago and 
proposed what he called the "compression-of-morbidity" hypothesis.  He contended that the 
biological limit to human life is eighty-five years (he meant by this that you could expect to live 
that long), and that medical technology and easier life styles would merely compress mortality 
and disability into a shorter period near the limit of life.  In other words, we can postpone aging, 
but as we reach the upper biological limit, it will hit hard and fast.  Few people would live 
beyond his eighty-five year biological limit (the actual upper limit which no ones lives beyond is 
probably around 110 years).   
 
      Other scientists viewed the situation from the opposite side of the coin and proposed the 
"expansion-of-morbidity" hypothesis:  Medical technology lets people live longer lives, but a 
much greater portion of their lives is spent in poor, sometimes debilitating, health.  
 
      These two hypotheses have been compared in studies conducted by the French researcher, 
Jean-Marie Robine, and his results seem to favor the expansion-of-morbidity hypothesis.   
Robine and his staff have demonstrated that women in first world countries can expect to be 
disabled for up to 25% of their lives, and that men can expect the same for 20% of their lives.   
They also found that wealthy people live longer and in greater health than do their poorer 
counterparts.   
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     Current information also suggests that the average number of years that aging individuals 
spend in disability (85 to 110 years) has grown significantly faster than the average number of 
years that they spend in good health (birth to 84 years); although people's health may be 
improved during their early and middle years, they are spending more time in poor health during 
their later years.  Scientists have only recently begun to collect data on this subject and so it is 
important to view any interpretations of such data with great caution.   
    
 

Chart 4, Distribution of Female Deaths, 1900 & 1990 
 
 

 
 
 
 The chart above shows the death rate of women in the United States for two years, 1900 and 
1990, and was prepared using the data shown in the Scientific American article (they cited their 
source as the Social Security Administration). It clearly shows the pattern that has been 
developing.  The number of highly disabled women ages eighty-five and up has dramatically 
increased during this century.  This is indicative of the number of women who are artificially 
kept alive by modern medicine.  Data for males would generate curves exhibiting the same 
patterns, shifted somewhat to the left since men in general do not live as long as women do.   
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      Physicians and researchers are obligated by the code of medical ethics to preserve life at all 
costs.  The advent of new technologies and drugs have dramatically increased their ability to do 
so, and we are now faced with supporting the ever-greater numbers of people who are aged 
and/or disabled, but who have been kept alive by "modern medicine."   We may soon be forced 
to recognize that death is no longer the most potent adversary to our society.  Rather, our biggest 
threat is the ability to partially control the disabling diseases, which accompany most people into 
advanced old age.   
 
      The aging of our society will bring about dire consequences, which are not difficult to 
predict. Of major concern is the future financial solvency of age-based entitlement programs, 
such as Social Security and Medicare/Medicaid.  These programs were created at a time when 
the population of the U.S. had a "pyramid" structure:  Many young people at the base and a 
relatively few elderly people at the apex.  For example, in the nineteen-thirties, life expectancies 
for both men and women were less than sixty years. It was very easy therefore for politicians to 
guarantee future retirement benefits to young people, most of whom would be dead before it was 
time to collect.   
 
  Today, however, the number of people collecting benefits has risen immensely, and they are 
collecting these benefits for considerably longer periods of time (i.e. they are living a lot longer 
after retirement).  Given the current aging patterns of the U.S. population, our age-based 
entitlement programs cannot survive in their present forms much beyond the second decade of 
the twenty-first century.  (Ironically, Bill Clinton and others of his ilk told us that the "success" 
of the Social Security and Medicare/Medicaid programs "proves" that the proposed changes to 
the health care system would work.  Again, an outright lie.) 
 
     In the U.S. today, the average life expectancy is well above seventy years, and well over 
twenty million people are now over seventy years old and can expect to be covered by 
Medicare/Medicaid for an extended period of time.  If the average life expectancy increases by 
only a few more years (and there is no reason to think that it will not), we could be faced with a 
very serious political and ethical disaster.  The retired and/or disabled segment of the population 
could easily approach twenty percent or better, and the financial hardships that this would 
impose on society would be extreme and severe.   
 
 People may begin to spend one-third (or more) of their lives in retirement.  Given that people 
spend about one-quarter of their lives in childhood and adolescence, simple subtraction shows 
that people may soon spend only about forty percent of their lifetimes as productive members of 
society--paying for the astronomically expensive health care procedures and medications to 
prevent the deaths of the elderly.   This is not a feasible future scenario; the system will change.  
The only questions are how and when.  Will changes be accomplished through astute political 
planning or through social revolution?  
  
 The aging of our population will bring about fundamental social changes within the next 
twenty to thirty years.  If we wait even a few more years to address the problem, it may be too 
late to make the transition smooth and without social turmoil.  We might be forced to institute 
artificial and harsh limits for medical care, perhaps making it illegal to provide anyone over a 
certain age with any medical treatment whatsoever, or making it illegal to provide medical 

70 



 

treatment for terminal conditions.  In addition, people may be forced to stay in the work force to 
a more advanced age, perhaps seventy-five or more, in order to bankroll a gigantic health care 
system.  Frighteningly, these changes might not be optional if we do not address this issue now 
in a realistic manner. 
 
      Ellen Goodman of The Boston Globe wrote one of the few well thought out editorials dealing 
with the aging population and death, which have come to my recent attention.  Her comments 
("Death Not a Taboo Subject") appeared in The Plain Dealer on April 10, 1994.  Ms. Goodman 
deals cogently with this serious problem.   
 
 

     The obituary page does not say how the old people died.  It merely lists the 
causes like a coroner's report or perhaps a police blotter.  Each man or woman is 
duly, officially, assigned a disease. 
 
     The 91-year-old man, a ski enthusiast in his youth, died of a heart ailment.  
The 88-year-old woman, a biographer in her prime, died of cancer.  The 102-
year-old man, a machine-tool executive, died of pneumonia.  The closest anyone 
comes to dying of old age on the obituary page is the 97-year-old who died after 
a long illness." 
 
     But the obits don't tell us how these people died, in pain or at peace.  
Surrounded by loved ones or alone. With a team of hi-technicians trying to drag 
them back to life or with a process that we would call natural. 
 
     Even the photographs that accompany death announcements conspire to keep 
the reality of dying away from us.  Once in a lifetime, literally, a man like 
essayist and biologist Dr. Lewis Thomas has his picture taken at death's door, 
and a stark, translucent, fade illustrates his end.  For the most part, however, the 
portraits of the dead are brim full of life. 
 
     These pages show what we know, that Americans have simply removed 
dying from the purview of the living.  Our doctors have turned it into a disease, 
and we have handed the problem over to their science.  Eighty percent of us now 
die in hospitals and for perhaps the first time in human history it is possible to 
arrive at the end of a long life having never seen another person die. 
 
     But finally, our aversion to the subject of dying is fading, Exactly 10 years 
ago, then-Governor Richard Lamm of Colorado created a furor by saying, in ill-
chosen words, that the terminally ill elderly had "a duty to die" rather than hang 
on to machine-tethered immortality.  We have to be careful, he tried to explain, 
that "we don't impose life on people who, in fact, are suffering beyond the 
ability for us to help." 
 
     That radical sentiment is most common today.  In the intervening years we've 
seen a political movement for "death with dignity." We've seen a textbook 
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published on how to commit suicide.  Jack Kevorkian and his supplicants have 
forced us to pay attention. 
 
     Just weeks ago, Bill and Hillary Clinton made death the subject of their black 
humor about health care reform. Playing Harry and Louise, they gasped at the 
realization that under the Clinton health plan "eventually we are all going to 
die." 
 
     And now a book starkly entitled, How We Die--a wholly unlikely candidate 
for best sellerdom--has risen to the top tier of the lists.  Those who reach for 
Sherwin Nuland's book are not seeking some false comfort in his descriptions of 
the horsemen of death--from cancer to heart disease--and the precise ways they 
carry away life.  They are attracted, rather, by his humanity and eloquence in the 
service of honesty. 
 
     Mincing no words, he writes of our desire for a swift death during sleep or a 
"perfect lapse into agony-free unconscious." But, he concludes, "The great 
majority of people do not leave life in a way they would choose." 
 
     Americans who consult with this doctor find no promises of extending the 
length of years through yogurt and vitamins.  They find rather an argument 
about the naturalness and inevitability of aging and dying. 
 
     All this is striking proof of how the public conversation is shifting.  We've 
gone from whispering the word cancer to talking openly about How We Die. 
 
     We now share the widespread fear of prolonged hi-tech dying. Death now 
often comes with decisions to be made by us or for us. As Dr. Nuland writes, it 
is "better to know what dying is like and better to make choices that are most 
likely to avert the worst of It." 
 
     Indeed, his most passionate words are a personal statement: "I will not die 
later than I should simply for the senseless reason that a highly skilled 
technological physician does not understand who I am." 
 
     Finally, we are coming to our senses, especially the repressed sense that 
dying is the inevitable last chapter.  When we banish dying to hospitals and to 
science, we forget what Dr. Nuland writes: that "relevant event taking place at 
the end of our life is our death, not the attempts to prevent it." 
 
     Death is the human condition.  It's not medicine's failure to cure the disease 
of a l02-year-old. 
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 The issues we must address as a nation and as a people have not been addressed politically 
because of the dynamics of the very political process itself.  In later chapters I will discuss ways 
around this problem for now let it suffice that these two issues (how much to spend and the aging 
population) must be addressed.  The first issue of how much to spend was discussed at length in 
this chapter and I have tried to show that the percentage of our economy that we spend on health 
care has no intrinsic meaning.  It only indicates how much value we place on the product that the 
health care industry is supplying.  What they are supplying is Life itself so that we can say that 
we, in America, are willing to spend 14% of our income to live.  If this is more than in some 
other areas of the world than maybe it means that we value life more.  In this context the 14%, 
number is very small not big, as we are lead to believe by our politicians. 
 
 In this chapter I have also shown that we have not as a society been able to address the issue 
of the aging population.  This issue is fundamentally changing our society and will create major 
problems for us over the next 20 or 30 years.  We cannot escape this problem since the people 
that will be involved have already been born there is no way to change this fact.  If we wait even 
a few more years to discuss this issue, it will be to late.  What might happen is that those of us 
alive in say 25 years will have to stop paying for keeping people alive after some point.  A cut 
off would be instituted that we make it illegal to give medical treatment to anyone over say 85 
years old.  In addition, the rest of us may be required to work to a more advance age maybe 75.  
These would not be optional changes but would be mandatory. 
 
 Lastly, Appendix E contains a number of tables with statistical information on health care 
used in the writing of this chapter.  This information was derived primarily from the 1992 
Statistical Abstract of the United States.          
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Thoughts on Right and Wrong 
 
  
       What is "good" and what is "bad?"  Contrary to what most people might believe, there is no 
objective answer to this question.   Our perceptions about the concepts of  "good" and "bad" are 
determined entirely by what we are taught by our culture and/or religion.  Since cultures and 
religions are inherently relativistic, the precepts they teach are, by definition, also relative.  For 
example, if one compared the definitions of "good" and "bad" within the teachings of just the six 
major religions of the world (see page 24), one would be faced with some major theological and 
philosophical conflicts.  
 
      It is very difficult for most individuals to admit that our most deeply felt moral beliefs have 
no objective basis and are, in fact, arbitrary in nature.  Such admittance often leads to a sense of 
disorientation, confusion, and demoralization.  Most of us simply ignore the issue altogether and 
stay comfortably within the confines of our traditional cultures and religions, letting our religious 
and political leaders define "right" and "wrong" for us (even though these leaders are often no 
better at making "moral policy" than we are).   
 
      "Laws," for example, are arbitrary constructions, which groups of people collectively agree 
to obey because, for the most part, these laws restrict behavior, which the group has deemed to 
be undesirable.  "Lawmakers" (politicians) define these constructions and prescribe penalties for 
failure to obey them.  Police or other "official" personnel are empowered to enforce compliance 
with the laws.  There is nothing natural about human laws.  They are simply the imposition of the 
will of one group of people on another group or on society as a whole.  They can be enforced 
only when that group has the means to impose its will.     
 
      Laws, being by nature arbitrary, can often be extremely unjust.   For example, several 
centuries ago, people accused of being witches or warlocks were executed in both Europe and 
America.  Earlier in history, people were executed for believing that the earth was round and was 
not the center of the universe.  The Spanish Inquisition was probably the most infamous 
occurrence of the enforcement of "moral justice."   More recently, there were laws in the U.S. 
making it legal to own human beings.  All these persecutions (as well as many others to 
numerous to list) were supported by laws, and the people who enforced these laws were 
reasonable people who believed that what they were doing was morally correct.  From our 
vantage point in time, we can look back and say that these judgments were "wrong" and that 
innocent people were executed and enslaved for invalid reasons.  This does not prevent us, 
however, from continuing to make new laws, which may prove to be equally invalid--even 
absurd--in the years to come.  Worse, once on the “books” they are hard to re-remove even after 
they prove invalid. 
 
      How then can we justify with so much certainty the laws we pass today?  We should consider 
the consequences of our beliefs, not our commitment to them, as an "absolute" indicator of right 
or wrong.  For example, suicide car bombers obviously have a very strong commitment to their 
beliefs, but the fact remains that, in trying to destroy a few of their enemies, they are also 
murdering innocent people.  To them "the end justifies the means" and we, as reasonable and 
educated people, know where that path leads us. 
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      Another example, this time of something that could be: Given the current moral trends in this 
country, it is highly probable that a law making abortion a capital offense could be passed.  
Anyone performing any abortion for any reason could be charged with first-degree murder.  
 
 If abortion were to be treated like other felonies (and there is no reason why it should not be), 
then anyone aiding and abetting in the performance of an abortion would also be convicted of the 
crime.  This would be similar to convicting the driver of the "get-away" vehicle in a bank 
murder/robbery (even if the driver hadn't actually pulled the trigger on the murder weapon).  
These convictions have been upheld in all courts and are constitutional.    
 
 Furthermore, any person who makes a criminal tool to be used in the commission of a crime 
is considered a party to that crime.  Thus, the tools used to perform an abortion would be 
criminal tools and their manufacturers would also be liable for murder.  The same would be true 
for the manufacturers of any other device or any drug used in the performance of an abortion.   
 
      Since only a simple majority of votes (which is defined as over 50% of the cast votes) is 
required to pass most laws, it is conceivable that a law of this kind could be passed without too 
much difficulty at all.  Only about ninety million people bothered to vote in the past several 
presidential elections.  That is only fifty percent of the general population that would qualify for 
voting by being over eighteen years old. Never the less, more people vote in presidential 
elections than in any other type of election, so it is possible that as few as forty-five million 
people (well under 20% of the population) could pass a national anti-abortion law.  With a few 
new conservative judges on the Supreme Court, such a law could be upheld as constitutional.  
However, would such a law be right or wrong?   
 
      As I established at the beginning of this chapter, "right" and "wrong" are, by definition, 
subjective.  Some people, however, are literally willing to kill in order to prove that their views 
are the "correct" ones.  A doctor who worked at an abortion clinic in Florida was recently 
murdered by an anti-abortionist.  The anti-abortionist apparently felt that abortion is murder and 
is therefore wrong, but that murdering someone in the name of this belief is not wrong.   
 

Passion of purpose does not constitute correctness of thought. 
 
 Faith or belief means absolutely nothing, yet countless millions of people have been killed 
because they did not profess a "politically correct" faith or belief (remember the Spanish 
Inquisition).  It would seem, therefore, that actions committed under the banner of "blind faith" 
might constitute prima facie reasons to believe that said faith might not be correct or true.   
  
     As I indicated at the beginning of this book, people are facing some major issues, which they 
must come to terms with as individuals, as nations, and as a global race.  Perhaps the most 
important issue today is that of our very humanity. When do we become sentient?  When do we 
cease to be sentient? Can abortion or euthanasia be justified on any grounds?  If we alter our 
DNA, will we still be human?  If the answer to the latter questions is "no," what will we be?  
There are no easy answers to any of these questions, and before we come to terms with them, we 
may go through some very difficult times as a race.  If we are unable today to deal with a 
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relatively "simple" problem like abortion, how will we handle the problems that will inevitably 
arise from genetic manipulations?   
 
      The following table shows some of the life and death issues which arise during various stages 
in human life.  It also shows some very important issues, which must be addressed within the 
next few years.   Some of these issues have come about because of our dramatically improved 
ability to keep people alive.  This is especially significant in terms of declining infant mortality 
rates and increasing life expectancy (to the mid-seventies, on the average) as discussed in the 
previous chapter on health care.  Thus, these issues would not have arisen in an earlier period in 
history.  The reader is cautioned that the ratings I have assigned to each item are strictly 
subjective in nature and are for discussion purposes only. 
 
 
 

Table 8, Stages of Life 
 
 
   Care             Life &        Value to 
      Item Stage        Required   Sentient     Death        Race 

—————————————————————————— 
 0    Conception 
   
 1    Gestation       10          0       Abortion             0 
  
 2    Birth           10          0                           0 
 
  3    Infant           9          0                           0 
 
  4    Youth            6          6                           4                          
     Murder/homicide 
  5    Young Adult      4          8       Murder/warfare       6                                      
     Execution    
 6    Adult            2         10       Suicide             10 
 
  7    Maturity         3         10                           8 
 
  8    Old Age          8          9                           6 
 
  9    Senility        10          0       Euthanasia          0 
 
  10   Death 
 
 

      The ratings given in this table are subjective.  They indicate degree on 
a scale of  0 to 10 and should not be assigned any other meaning.  
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 In a related subject, there is currently a major debate going on at the national level about gun 
control.  This debate, which is, in effect, about a law or laws to regulate human behavior/morals 
is another example of the incursion of government into what it right or wrong; or good or bad.  
Since a legitimate case can be made that government created the crime/violence problem to 
begin, with how can we now believe that it (government) has the ability to solve the problem 
(see the next chapter for a discussion on the reason)?  A congressional proposal to ban assault 
weapons is being fought by the National Rifle Association and other organizations that oppose 
any type of ban on weapons of any kind.  Assault weapons have come into the limelight recently 
because of a number of sensational killings that have been committed with automatic (already 
banned) or semi-automatic weapons.  These occurrences have been presented (usually in 
conjunction with "doctored" statistics) to the public by politicians as examples of the evils 
caused by television violence and the availability of guns.  Politicians tell us that if we just ban 
guns and stop TV violence, these senseless killings will be stopped.  
    
      Psychologists and social workers also get in on the act, telling us that society--not the 
individual who committed the crime(s)--is responsible for these killings.  Society therefore has 
an obligation to stop the violence, and can do it with those two simple steps:  Censoring TV and 
banning all guns.  However, since legislation of this magnitude would be difficult to achieve in 
one fell swoop, proponents of these ideas plan to implement gradually more restrictive laws over 
a period of time (perhaps as long as ten to fifteen years or more), with the end result being a total 
ban on all guns and a total ban on TV violence.  However, for these laws to be effective we 
would also have to ban VHS tapes and games since they also show the same violent acts.  
However, are these really the answers?  Are guns and TV violence the cause of the problem or 
the symptoms of the problem?   No one denies that these violent acts are occurring but we must 
understand the real reason(s) for a problem before we can start to recommend sweeping changes 
to our lives.  Also, a key point here is that maybe these proponents have a agenda of there own 
for wouldn’t what they propose both increase there status and create more work for them? 
 
      For example, if there is a true and positive correlation between TV violence and violent 
crime, then why isn't the crime rate in Japan higher than that of the United States?  After all, their 
TV programming and video games are even more violent than ours are.  The quick answer of 
they have a different culture is not completely valid.  For, curiously, Canadians watch U.S. 
television programming and have a similar, if not identical, culture, and yet Canada, just like 
Japan has a much lower rate of violence than the U.S.  Just these two factors alone would be 
more than enough for me to question the logic in proposing a ban on guns and instituting TV 
censorship to stop or reduce violence.   
 
 Laws resulting from moral judgments over what is right and wrong result in enforcement, 
lawbreakers, and penalties and therefore create criminals.  However, since what is right and 
wrong is a difficult one to accurately determine it must follow therefore, that what is a crime and 
what is an appropriate punishment must also be arbitrary.  Mike Royko of the Chicago Tribune 
wrote an editorial ("More Laws and More Dollars Won't Hinder Crime") about the proposed 
crime bill.  It appeared in The Plain Dealer on xxxxxxxxxx and I include it here to point out that 
I am not the only one to argue that the solutions we propose to our problems are often not well 
thought out and will not always give us what we want.   
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 Congress is going to fling $20 billion or more at crime.  We are promised 
more prisons, cops on the streets and tougher sentencing laws. 
 
  But in scanning the day's top crime stories, it is hard to see how the $20 
billion and new laws would have prevented any of them. 
 
  In the northwest suburbs of Chicago, a likable bartender broods because his 
girlfriend dumped him.   He kidnaps her as she leaves her job and when the cops 
close in on his car, he kills her and himself. 
 
  Obviously, he wouldn't have been discouraged by any "three strikes and 
You're Out" sentencing threat.  Nor would an  extra cop or two in his 
community have made a difference. 
 
  About the only way the murder-suicide might have been prevented would 
have been if he didn't own guns.  But he had been a law-abiding person, so there 
isn't and won't be anything to prevent someone like him from arming himself. 
 
  Only a total ban on gun ownership could have stopped him but Americans 
don't want a total ban, and no politician would dare suggest it, so the two deaths 
couldn't be avoided. 
 
  On the same page was the story about the arrest in the killing of two men in 
a Suburban pizza parlor. It was a typical, mindless 1990s crime.  Two men die, 
and the total loot was a stereo and $14. 
 
  If people are stupid enough to murder for $14 and a stereo, how do you 
prevent it?  You can't.  The cops can't,  the prosecutors can't, nobody can. 
 
 It happens somewhere just about every day.  If it isn't a pizza parlor, its a 
convenience store, a tavern, a gas station or a taxi.  For a small business with 
open doors, there is safety only in thick bulletproof glass and a pistol within 
reach. 
 
  So what will Congress do--provide every small business with a glass wall 
and a gun of its own?  Of course not.  It won't do anything except huff and puff 
and blow a lot of money. 
 
  Oh, there is a chance it might ban the so-called assault weapons and limit 
the size of ammunition clips.  And that makes for a good TV sound bite. 
 
  But the reality is that assault weapons are used in only a small fraction of 
crimes.  A standard six-shooter is still the weapon of choice for those who want 
to commit murder. 
 
  So if Congress really wanted to prevent shootings such as the above, it 
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would forget about registration, cooling-off periods and background checks, and 
boldly ban all handguns, assault weapons and any other form of firearm. 
 
 It can't do that because the majority of Americans would be furious.  They 
want their guns.  In recent years, gun ownership has soared.  Records indicate 
that in Chicago's North Shore suburbs, which are much safer than most places, 
gun ownership has gone up about 400%. 
 
  What they want is for criminals not to have guns. Unfortunately, there 
doesn't seem to be a way to keep guns from criminals.  Under present and future 
laws, someone without a criminal record can buy guns.  Then they can sell them 
at a profit to criminals.  That happens now, and it will happen after Congress 
creates new paperwork. 
 
  Drugs are also behind much of our crime.  The need for it drives users to 
steal and kill to feed their habit. The profit in it causes dealers to kill rivals over 
territory. 
 
  So Congress will provide some new meaningless laws--maybe a few 
hundred million for rehab.  But they won't do much good because the demand is 
intense, our borders are sieves, the supply is plentiful, and there are billions to 
be made in profits. 
 
 Besides the street crime, the drug industry gives us official corruption.  In 
New York, many cops have given up trying to bust drug dealers.  Instead, they 
take a cut of the business or rob the dealers and sell the stuff themselves.  If it's 
happening in New York, can we doubt that it is happening in other drug- 
drenched cities? 
 
  A friend of mine is a very smart judge who spent several years running a 
narcotics court.  When I asked him how the battle was going, he said: "It's over.  
We lost.  The only thing we can do is legalize the stuff." 
 
  Of course, if he said that publicly, he would be shouted down, as was 
Milton Friedman, the Nobel Prize-winning economist. Anyone who talks about 
putting drugs on the same plane as booze--licenses, taxes, controls and low cost 
fixes for hard-core addicts--is considered a nut out to destroy our society. 
 
 Those were the same objections I heard about 10 or 12 years ago when I 
suggested that casino gambling be legalized.  How the do-gooders howled. 
 
  Now we have casino gambling all over Illinois.  And we are barely keeping 
up with the competition in all of the other states that have legalized it. 
 
  But I haven't noticed that the sky has fallen. 
 

80 



 

  No, Congress isn't going to do much besides blow hot air and spend a lot of 
money.  It is caught between politics and reality; practicality and the do-
gooders; laws written on paper and the laws of the city streets. 
 
  Why, not one congressmen has mentioned dogs.  I note that because I once 
asked former Chicago Police Supt. James Rochford what the most effective 
home burglar alarm system was. 
 
  "A dog that barks," he said. 
 
  Why not?  Some mutt's bark is better than a congressman's bite. 

 
  
      Royko implies that others cannot fix the problems that we ourselves create, and I agree.  We 
absolutely must accept responsibility for our own individual actions. Of course, if we have the 
option we will blame someone else, or preferably a nonentity (like society) that cannot defend 
itself.  However nice it may be we must stop blaming others for what we ourselves have done.  
For the result of this is that we have developed in the U.S. a mentality that we are not responsible 
for what we do; "society" forces us to behave in a certain way.  A person who commits a crime is 
not a criminal.  He/she is simply the victim of society's ills.  Therefore, it is not fair to punish a 
victim, is it?  Child abuse, discrimination, bad schools, broken families, corporate greed--these 
are the causes of crime, not we ourselves.  "Victims" should be counseled and given training so 
that they can be made to feel that, in reality, they are good people.  We have over the past twenty 
or thirty years convinced ourselves that this is the answer to the problem.  However, since the 
problem has not gotten better but worse it would seem to me that our thinking in this direction is 
not valid. 
 
       I again find that Charles Krauthammer of the Washington Post has written astutely on this 
subject.  His editorial ("Backlash from the Caning in Singapore") appeared in The Plain Dealer 
on April 10, 1994.  I don't agree with him completely, but I believe that he is very close to the 
truth in this writing.   
 
 

     Michael Fay, an 18-year-old American living in Singapore, has been 
sentenced to flogging for spray painting and vandalizing cars over a 10-day 
period.  The flogging is serious, six lashes with a thick bamboo rod.  It leaves 
permanent scars and often causes the victim to go into shock from pain. 
 
     The U.S. Charge D'Affaires in Singapore has protested.  "We continue to 
believe," he said, "that caning is an excessive penalty for a youthful non-violent 
offender who pleaded guilty to repairable crimes against private property."  It is 
typically, arrogantly American that instead of pleading for mercy on behalf of 
Mr. Fay, we should be instructing the Singaporeans on justice. 
 
     It is also poor salesmanship.  Nothing could be more designed to enrage the 
Singaporeans than American lectures about justice.  Said one Singapore leader to 
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a recent American visitor: "A driver is hauled out of his truck and has his head 
smashed by rioters and they get off.  A women cuts off her husband's penis and 
she gets off.  Two brothers shoot their parents and they get off.  Now two 
Japanese students are shot dead by carjackers.  And you are going to teach us 
about justice?" 
 
     He did not get all the facts quite right.  But he was close enough to make the 
point.  America is no paragon of justice.  Nor, one might add, is Singapore.  But 
for the last 10 years under Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore has conducted an 
experiment in crime and punishment.  The results are worth studying. 
 
     Everyone knows that punishment is most effective when it is swift and sure.  
In Singapore it is.  Drug trafficking and armed robbery bring a mandatory death 
sentence.  At the other end of the spectrum, the most trivial of offenses against 
order--jaywalking, the sale of chewing gum--are punished too.  The South China 
Morning Post notes that "most Singapore citizens supported the initiation last 
year of a new campaign to publicly humiliate convicted litterbugs." 
 
     It works.  Singapore is a city with no litter, no graffiti, no gangs and almost no 
crime.  "Women confidently stroll the streets late at night," writes the Los 
Angeles Times correspondent in Singapore.  "The subway is clean and muggings 
are rare.  Gang warfare, a significant scourge in the 1950s, has been stamped 
out." 
 
     Los Angeles, roughly equal to Singapore in population, had 1,063 murders in 
1993.  Singapore had 58.  L.A. had 38,167 robberies.  Singapore had 1,008.  
Three --three!--involved guns. In the last three years, not one kidnapping.  And 
this with a police force less than half that of Los Angeles. 
 
     This is not an argument for flogging vandals.  But it is an argument for re-
examining our own deluded ideas about crime and punishment.  For the past 30 
years we have been obsessed with "root causes."  We have poured massive 
amounts of time, money and brainpower into fighting poverty and deprivation 
and hopelessness and alienation.  And ... surprise.  The root causes are still with 
us, as they always will be.  And the crime rate has tripled. 
      
 In Singapore, they do not give a hoot about root causes. They could care less 
about Erik Menendez's (alleged) child abuse or Lorena Bobbitt's "insanity." And 
they have practically wiped out crime. 
 
     They also do not care much about individual rights.  There is no protection 
against self-incrimination, no trial by jury. The police can order a drug test on the 
spot and, if positive, you go immediately into rehab for up to three years. 
 
     We do not do that in this country.  And yet there has been an amazing 
American reaction to the Singapore flogging affair. All attempts to elicit popular 
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support for Mr. Fay have largely backfired.  Even in his hometown of Dayton, 
Ohio, there has been remarkable support for Singaporean justice and a wish that 
we had some of it back home. 
 
     The backlash is coming.  The best argument for a moderate retreat from the 
extreme libertarianism that has left our public spaces so decayed is that the 
alternative is full retreat: As the chaos deepens, the calls for an authoritarian 
solution will grow. 
 
     Look at Russia.  It is living in a state of civil disorder that makes our society 
look positively Singaporean.  The result? Half the Russian people voted for 
totalitarian rule.  America is living somewhere between Singapore and Moscow.  
If we want to preserve our liberties in the long run, we would do well to take one 
step toward Singapore. 
 
     That need not mean the flogging of vandals.  We could start with the public 
humiliation of convicted litterbugs and work our way up from there. 
 
 

 Finally, we come to the ultimate case of prejudged good and bad, we now have neutralized 
the very language we speak and read by eliminating the use of words that may be taken 
negatively with the concept of "PC" (political correctness).  We have used this concept of 
"political correctness" over the past two or three decades to stop us from using language that 
supposedly hurt others.  For example, instead of "short" in reference to a person of below 
average height we now state they are "vertically challenged" and we now have "policeperson" 
instead of policeman.   Unfortunately, this process has fragmented society into a large number of 
special interest groups; each with "good" causes or reason for being so identified.  We have 
"Blacks", "Women," "Hispanics," "Native Americans," "Handicapped," etc.  Each of these 
groups is entitled to have their needs recognized and met, and nothing we say or do can in 
anyway reflect on them negatively.  I am not saying that the needs do not exist, but simply that, 
by making these needs into national issues, we continue to segment society.  This is absolutely 
wrong.   Our focus should be on creating a monolithic society, not a segmented society.   
 
      However, the main question is why would we want to create a segmented society?  There's 
nothing unusual about having an area of multiple cultures, look at Europe its a very segmented 
society.  Two world wars (and almost a third) were started in an area less than half the size of the 
United States.  "Ethnic cleansing" is taking place in what is left of Yugoslavia and there is 
continued ethnic warfare in many of the former republics of the Soviet Union.  European society 
is so segmented that people are unable to live together, that is why they came here in droves 100 
years ago.   Is this what we want for it sure appears that w are creating the conditions for the 
same type of violent fragmentation to occur here in the U.S. 
  
 People should be fully integrated into our society--not told that it is unfair to ask them to 
speak or read English.  Equal opportunities should exist, but we cannot allow quotas to be 
created or communities to become isolated.  Look at the French Canadians.  Canada allowed 
them to call themselves "French Canadians" and gave them French-speaking provinces.  These 
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may soon become a separate country.  One might think that "it can't happen in the U.S."  Read 
history--it has happened time and time again.   
 
 
 

There are two things that should be learned here. 

 
 

One We should not do for others what they should do for 
themselves. We should, however, make sure that the 
opportunities are there. 

 
Two  If one does not work for something, it has no value. 
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Thoughts on the Legal System and Responsibility 
 
 
 The previous chapter included an article written by Charles Krauthammer on the "caning" of 
Michael Fay.  In that article, Krauthammer implied that there might be a trade-off between 
individual liberties and social order. After years of "American-style" crime, the people of 
Singapore had had enough.  They decided that social order was more important to them than 
individual freedoms. They were, in effect, willing to give up some of their personal freedom as 
the price of more effective social order.  This produced a very dramatic reduction in criminal 
activity for them in a very short period of time. 
 
 Americans, on the other hand, choose to guarantee personal freedom even at the price of 
social disorder; we go to great lengths to ensure that an innocent person is not convicted, even if 
it means that sometimes a criminal goes unpunished.   Our legal system proceeds from the 
assumption that a person is innocent until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.  The system 
therefore requires numerous restrictions on police conduct and investigations, as well as complex 
trial procedures and rules on how evidence is admitted.  As in any social system, the legal system 
is not perfect and mistakes occur.  These mistakes however, do not take away from the 
fundamental issue of individual freedom.  Because of the safeguards in the American legal 
system against false conviction, convicting someone who is, in fact, guilty, can often be an 
extremely difficult and lengthy process.   
 
 I also discussed the abdication of personal responsibility in the previous chapter.  This 
pernicious habit of blaming society for personal bad behavior, along with the insistence on 
protecting individual rights at any cost, have provided the foundation for the situation we now 
have in America.   How did this occur?  How did we go from being a nation known for "Yankee 
ingenuity" to being a nation known for its whiners?  How did we go from being the leaders of 
western civilization to being a nation incapable of any leadership? 
 
 The answer lies partly in the fact that we have become afraid of personal responsibility and 
are therefore searching for someone to take responsibility for what we do.  However, by our 
refusing to accept personal responsibility, we become incapable of leadership, for a true leader 
know that they are personally responsible for their decisions.  Acceptance of responsibility may, 
in fact, be one of the key traits of a leader.  (Perhaps my military experience as an infantry officer 
allows me to perceive this while others cannot.  After all the motto of the infantry was 
“FOLLOW ME” and it certainly was not lets take a pole.) Unfortunately, our political leaders 
have now also taken up the "not responsible" banner. 
 
 President Clinton is the epitome of the "policy" of no personal responsibility (how could 
anyone admit to smoking a joint but claim not to have inhaled?) for anything in a leader.  The 
sad fact is that Clinton is not an exception, but merely a reflection of what our nation has 
become.  Clinton is the consummate political mirror, showing us exactly what we want to see 
(and hear).  Since our desires our moods change from day to day, our leader (Clinton) appears to 
constantly change his mind, even though Clinton never really told us what he believed to begin 
with.  Unfortunately, we are thus left without a true national leader.  Clinton is not, and never 
will be, a Roosevelt, an Eisenhower, a Kennedy, a Reagan or a Truman with his saying “The 
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buck stops here”.  Can any one today imagine that motto on Presidents Clinton’s desk?  As I 
have been writing this book, there have been a number of articles published and many talk show 
sessions broadcast about Clinton's constant change in position.  Unfortunately, they have mostly 
missed the reason that he is just not a leader.  He has found that by mirroring the public mood, he 
can be elected and that is all he really wants, the status of the position. 
 
 I would like to present a trio of editorials published in The Plain Dealer which I think 
illuminate this problem.  The first ("Taking Responsibility--A Novel Idea These Day," xxxxxxx) 
is by Thomas J. Billitteri, a religion editor at the St. Petersburg Times:   
 
 

 I recently sat through a session of juvenile court, a spectacle of adolescent 
turpitude as depressing as anything I've seen in a long while. 
 
 One after another, kids barely old enough to shave or wear lipstick stood 
before a judge and heard the charges against them: marijuana possession, 
burglary, disorderly conduct, auto theft, taking a loaded gun to school, shoving a 
principal... and this was a light day. 
 
 l wasn't surprised that most of the kids admitted their guilt.  Denying a charge 
means a trial and the possibility of stiffer punishment. 
 
 No, what struck me was the nonchalance with which these youths shuffled to 
the bench to take their lumps, then to the side of the room for fingerprints.  They 
wore expressions as blank as those of bored bus riders.  Not expressions of worry 
or guilt or even defiance.  Just masks of passive, disengaged indifference. 
 
    The same look showed on the faces of most of the parents, stepparents and 
grandmothers who accompanied their kids to court. Oh, one mother melted into 
tears as her son was led away in leg irons--one of the few detained that day. 
 
 But most of the adults filed in and out of the proceedings as if they were there 
to sign up their kids for church school or Little League. 
 
 Maybe these kids and adults felt a sense of private shame or personal failure 
that they didn't telegraph in public.  But I suspect the lack of emotion and public 
contriteness goes deeper, to a moral evasiveness that infects us all. 
 
 As a nation, we seem to have no problem with collective guilt--we're all 
willing to feel bad about the Holocaust or the ozone layer or Columbus' 
desecration of Native American civilization. 
 
 But our own misdeeds?  Read the newspaper and you get the idea that 
personal responsibility has become the hula hoop of modern social relations--a 
quirky relic from simpler times, no longer fun or chic and certainly not very 
useful. 
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 Danny Rolling murders five college students, and he comes up with this novel 
apology: "I regret with all my heart what my hand has done." 
 
 His "hand"? 
 
 Senator Bob Packwood of Oregon is accused of unwanted advances to some 
two dozen women, and he suggests his behavior is, well, just a little out of date.  
"I realized you've got to view things the way a woman views them.  You cannot 
conduct yourself the way you did 25 years ago." 
 
 Senator Charles Robb of Virginia admits to "socializing under circumstances 
not appropriate for a married man," but explains with this obliquity: " ... I am not 
as straight-laced or standoffish in private as I may appear to be in public." 
 
 Monterio Sampson, driving with a suspended license and wanted for violating 
probation on cocaine charges, plows into a car while fleeing authorities, killing a 
nurse.  "I made a couple of bad decisions," Sampson says after switching his plea 
from innocent to guilty.  "Nobody's perfect." 
 
 MetLife agrees to a $96 million settlement for deceptive sales tactics, and a 
company official tells employees the shady doings amount to little more than a 
"toothache." 
 
 Ouch! 
 
 Like Macavity, the "mystery cat" in the Old Possum's Book of Practical Cats, 
who "always has an alibi, and one or two to spare," we seem to be a society that 
somehow, some way, always tries to beat the rap. 
 
 The roots of the trend, many believe, lie in the ideas of Freud, who taught that 
human motives are guided by unconscious impulse, not rational thought.  Freud's 
teachings have spawned a bewildering array of psychological theories, some 
valid, some half-baked, all of them blurring the line between genuine 
responsibility and mitigating circumstances such as childhood abuse. 
 
 What has fueled the breakdown of community and the disintegration of 
families?  The list is long: weakness in the criminal justice and school systems, 
venality in politics and the entertainment industry, the rise of drugs and illicit sex, 
poverty and unemployment ... and on and on. 
 
 But rarely mentioned as culpable are two institutions that, in theory, should be 
bulwarks of character building, bastions against the tide of corrosive social 
values. 
 
 One is the church: 
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 " ... (M)ainline Protestant and Roman Catholic theologians of our present 
generation seem to have lost the ability to talk about topics such as sin," 
theologian Ted Peters writes in his new book, Sin: Radical Evil in Soul and 
Society. 
 
 "For the last quarter century or so, the theological establishment has 
consigned the human predicament to structures of political and economic 
oppression or to such systemic evils as race and gender discrimination.  In the 
process, theologians lost interest in the internal workings of the human soul.  The 
evils of our world have been consigned to social forces beyond the scope of our 
own personal responsibility." 
 
 Indeed, there was a time when the church was something of a high court of 
national morality, a final arbiter of right and wrong.  But science, secularism and 
changing social mores have revealed many clergy as figures akin to the man 
behind the curtain in "The Wizard of Oz:" regular folks puzzled by change, 
susceptible to temptation, capable of evil, overtaken by events. 
 
 The other institution that bears scrutiny is my own--the news media. 
 
 One way it undermines the public's sense of responsibility is by trafficking in 
trivialities rather than digging harder for facts and trends that help illuminate the 
difficult moral issues of the day. 
 
 Too much celebrity journalism and McNugget-style factoids distance readers 
and viewers from the pressing issues that confront the world. 
 
 "If we overemphasize those stories of Tonya Harding and Roseanne and the 
popular culture of our society, then it's certainly possible that the citizens will not 
be as vested in the larger or more complex issues," says Robert Steele, a media 
ethicist at the Poynter Institute for Media Studies, the St. Petersburg Times' 
parent organization. 
 
 In addition, by focusing too much on news chosen for negativeness and shock 
value, the media can leave the public with an overwhelming sense of 
helplessness.  "Things are so out of control in the world," we're prone to say "I 
can't possibly do anything to make life better--so why try?" 
 
 Clearly, all our social woes aren't the result of Freud, the church and the news 
media. 
 
 As Peters writes, "Sin is a mystery.  No matter how much effort we invest, sin 
and its accompanying evil will remain unexplainable.  Why?  Because of the lie.  
Because of the deceit. Inherent in sin is the denial of truth.  We cover over our 
unwholesome motives and violent acts against others with a veneer of goodness.  
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We sugarcoat our garbage. Everyone has a stake in hiding the truth of sin." 
 
 
 
 The next editorial ("Victims Whine Loud and Long," xxxxxx) is by Marilyn Geewax, a 
writer for the Atlanta Constitution: 
 
 

 A woman called recently to inform me she had been the victim of sex 
discrimination at a trade show in Atlanta. She already had contacted several 
reporters and wanted to speak to a columnist to help publicize her plight. 
 
 She was seeking pity because the show's sponsors would not allow her 7-
year-old daughter to visit the floor where company booths and equipment 
displays had been set up.  She believed this no-children policy amounted to 
discrimination against working women. 
 
 She wanted to publicly proclaim her "victim" status. 
 
 Sorry, ma'am, wrong number. 
 
 You can get my ear if you want to talk about ways to organize daycare 
services for out-of-town conventioneers with young children.  The creation of 
such services may be a sensible business idea. 
 
 But she was not calling to discuss solutions to a specific problem.  She was 
just whining.  Indeed, she followed the complete Whiners' Checklist: 
 
 Step 1: When faced with a problem, call the news media immediately.  Take 
no time to work with proper authorities to find solutions. 
 
 Step 2: Make sure you use the words "victim" and "discrimination" as often 
as possible.  That will absolve you of any responsibility for your situation (like, 
say, calling ahead to find out whether children are welcome). 
 
 Step 3: Ignore the feelings of those around you. Remember, everything really 
is all about you. 
 
 In her rush to establish her victimhood, the caller didn't consider whether it 
would be safe for a young child to play amid electrical cords and equipment 
displays.  She did not consider the feelings of her colleagues, who were trying to 
focus on work, not children. 
 
 None of those issues compared with her need to be pitied. 
 
 Some conservatives like to suggest that women and minorities are the ones 
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who rush to claim victim status. That's far from true. For reasons that always 
escape me, white guys are wallowing in self pity. 
 
 The most hilarious example is Dan Quayle.  When he became the butt of 
political jokes, it never occurred to him that his own idiotic statements set up the 
problem.  No, according to Quayle, he was a "victim" of anti-Christian prejudice.  
Now we are all supposed to feel sorry for this affluent, handsome, healthy, white 
male with a good golf swing. 
 
 My impatience with victim-status seekers has risen in recent weeks as TV 
coverage of the D-Day anniversary increased. 
 
 Listen to old soldiers talk about swimming through bloody waves to get to the 
beach, to fight Hitler, to help others. So much was asked of these men.  And yet 
when they talk about the invasion, they don't complain about their fate and call 
themselves victims. They talk about duty and honor--concepts that seem so 
foreign in the Age of Geraldo. 
 
 This country was once known for producing self-reliant, optimistic people 
who used their wits and guts to solve problems. Now we are becoming a nation 
of crybabies searching for an open mike. 
 
 Listen hard to those veterans.  They have a lot to teach us. 

 
 
 The last piece ("We're Ignorant of Real Dangers," xxxxxx) is by Dave Shiflett of the Rocky 
Mountain News in Denver.  Shiflett's writing was prompted by the recent celebration of the 50th 
anniversary of D-Day in Normandy, France.   
 
 

 The recent harking back to wartime has served several purposes, including 
the honoring of heroes--even, gasp, white males--who died in droves on both 
sides. 
 
 These days, as we know, these colorless fiends are said to be monolithic in 
their attitudes and customs, which makes one wonder what put them at each 
other's throats as recently as 50 years ago. No doubt our gender theorists will 
devise a suitably shallow answer and be rewarded richly for their insights. 
Perhaps this information is already available. 
 
 In any event, the look back provides a great opportunity to gauge changing 
attitudes toward life itself. A recent television interview with Londoners who 
experienced the Luftwaffe bombardment, for example, was notable in that several 
agreed that the spirit of the wartime years was in many ways preferable to the 
spirit of the modern age. 
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 The Londoners primarily miss the sense of pulling together to survive, which 
many of us who were born after the war can understand only in a theoretical way. 
 
 In normal circumstances, we prefer the individual life, as much as that is 
possible, though an appalling number of our compatriots seem to prefer the life of 
the mob and all the emotionalism and mediocrity that goes with it.  But even 
modern-day loners will find attractive another aspect of the wartime outlook:  the 
absence of paranoia about each and every minor "threat" to life, a paranoia often 
accompanied by a ridiculous form of arrogance. 
 
 This arrogance surely has been experienced by all of us, most painfully by 
those who have friends who are health--obsessive.  Although wartime Londoners 
would have all but run through a bombardment for a crack at a T-bone dinner 
(and a free carton of smokes), our obsessive recoil should a steak be pulled from 
the meat drawer, acting, in fact, as if a buzz bomb had crashed through the roof.  
The subsequent lecture, simultaneously condescending and pathetic, often 
proceeds until your guest is pushed out the door. 
 
 We have grown used to this sort of thing, but one wonders how the likes of 
George Patton would have reacted to a lecture on the moral superiority of 
cracked wheat bread. 
 
 In fact, one wonders how Patton would have reacted had he known that 
America would soon enough become a land full of whiners and raging ninnies, 
led by a government that would force him to wear seat belts, deny him the right 
to smoke his cigar in a public barroom and insist that he utter no gruff opinions 
about people whose behavior he might thoroughly despise. 
 
 Perhaps he would have packed himself and his dog into his tank and driven 
into a lake.  Who would think the less of him? 
 
 Well, plenty of people, no doubt.  But it doesn't take a tough guy like Patton 
to be disturbed by the modern mania to remove every danger from life, a trend 
undertaken with a fury that only paranoids can muster. 
 
 They demand that we see the danger in everything: butter, electric blankets, 
movie popcorn, ale, meat, T-ball, horseshoes, swingsets, stepladders, sunbathing, 
kissing, soy sauce, hairdryers, marbles, musty humidifiers, cheese. There is no 
building that is without a full supply of time bombs waiting to maim or kill the 
unwary. 
 
 How tiring it all gets.  Now that the frontiers have been conquered and the 
enemy chased from the gate, it seems the objective is to make the entire nation 
much like the inside of a heavily monitored nursery, overseen by a staff that 
believes that if we cling to life furiously enough, death will disappear. 
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 The result, of course, is a population that is increasingly fearful and dull, save 
when it comes to putting on yet another set of training wheels. 
 
 There truly is no length to which society won't go to stamp out the just 
slightest possibility of risk.  Just the other day, the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission attacked a film in which the young star "improperly" operated an 
all-terrain vehicle, which would supposedly set a bad example for others. 
 
 At about the same time, the president was sent a bill requiring warning labels 
on balloons and marbles.  Seldom is the national consciousness undisturbed by 
warning flares and alarm sirens, as if the Stukas were drawing near. 
 
 This is all undertaken to ensure that we live long enough to die alone and 
broken in a nursing home, but too much ear-tugging has even worse effects.  
There is the problem of overplay: If everything carries a warning sticker, the 
effect is lost.  But that's not the greatest problem. 
 
 The worst part of being continuously pelted with alerts about this or that risk 
(which are often laughably minute) is the development of a warped outlook, 
characterized by the absurd notion that the chief object of life is merely to 
prolong life not to live.  Put another way, he who fears the currents misses the 
boat. 
 
 There may be some pleasure in being a paranoid, especially in a society rich 
enough to pander to such maladies. But the end result is a life lived small. 
 
 I am reminded of a tombstone--actually a chiseled river rock--that rests in a 
slave graveyard in central Virginia. "Molly Smith only red the Bible," it reads, 
suggesting a life of struggle and some degree of triumph over real adversity. No 
doubt, we will soon be seeing heroic variations, such as "Paul Ziebart never ate a 
Chop." 
 
 We all know how Patton would respond:  Well done, you  sissy. 
 

 
 I recently read a truly incredible news article about a woman in Georgia who slapped her 
child in a supermarket for misbehaving.  Unfortunately for her, a store employee witnessed this 
"abuse" and called the police.  The police, recognizing that a serious crime had been committed, 
arrested the mother, Lynn Kivi, and hauled her away in handcuffs.  She is now out of jail (after 
posting $22,050 in bail) and is awaiting trial, despite her lack of a criminal record and the lack of 
any real evidence that she is an abusive mother.   
 
 We are all familiar with the Rodney King case in Los Angeles and the riots, which ensued 
when the original trial ended in acquittal for the police officers involved in the incident. King, by 
the way, had a significant police record and was resisting arrest at the time the incident occurred.  
Because of these riots, the government felt obliged to step in and fabricate charges against the 
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police officers, which were subsequently convicted on civil rights issues. King was awarded $3.8 
million for having been hit "more than he should have" while resisting arrest.  Lost in all the 
rhetoric of police brutality and race are the facts that King was not only resisting arrest (another 
man with him did not resist and was untouched by the police) but was also fleeing the police, 
who had a legitimate reason for arresting him, in a high speed chase.  The whole case revolved 
around determining how much force the police should have used on King.  Americans must have 
looked really foolish for giving this criminal a $3.8 million reward, and sending the police to jail.  
Just for the record King has not reformed and has been arrested many more times since that time, 
he is just one bad “dude” and apparently, nothing will change that.  
 
 Just think how the Singaporeans must have laughed at us as they walk their streets without 
fear of mugging, rape or murder.  Singapore, which is approximately the same size as the city of 
L.A., now has between 2% and 5% of L.A.'s crime; Singapore's police force is only half the size 
of L.A.'s.  Perhaps this is a sign that Americans should reconsider the way crime is dealt with in 
this country, and not be quite so preoccupied with television programming and the use of 
excessive force by the police.   
 
 The American criminal justice system has come to this:  Arresting mothers (with no criminal 
record) for disciplining their children in public, and rewarding known criminals for resisting 
arrest.  These incidents are powerful examples of the reasons that crime has become rampant in 
our society.  In my opinion, there are four major reasons for the devastating increase of crime 
and anti social behavior in America.   
 
 

   Reason #1: We do not or cannot discipline our children or our 
criminals.  If we do not physically discipline our children (spanking, 
slapping, etc.), we will continue to raise new generations of 
criminals.  By not disciplining our children, we tell them, in effect, 
that they can do whatever they please without being concerned about 
the consequences of their actions.  My personal experiences, both in 
how my parents taught me as I was growing up, and in helping to 
raise my own four children, have convinced me that a certain amount 
of physical discipline (i.e. pain) is not only appropriate, but that it is 
required to raise children.  I did not consciously realize this until one 
of my daughters told me that we should have been harder on her.  
After thinking about it, I understood that she was looking at her own 
upbringing in light of the permissive trends she sees everywhere 
around her.   

 
 
 When most of the people of my generation were children, we knew that mom and dad had 
no reservations whatsoever about punishing bad behavior with a spanking or a slap, and that 
meant that we thought twice before doing something we knew was wrong.  We might still do 
that "something," and hope that we were not caught, but we knew that the consequences of 

95 



 

being caught probably meant some "pain."  When we were punished, we knew why.  We may 
not have liked it, but it did make an impression.  Most of us learned over time that the best way 
to avoid pain was not to do the things that brought it on.  As we got older, we mentally 
transferred that family discipline into a respect for the rules and laws of society, with the 
understanding that punishment (pain) would be the result of breaking these rules and laws. 
 
   Boys/young men, in particular, need the threat of physical punishment to keep them in line.  
This is especially crucial between the ages of thirteen and twenty-two for most boys and young 
men.  When the draft was still in place in America, the military was a major source of instilling 
this discipline in our young men.  Unfortunately, nothing has filled the void left by the removal 
of the draft.  I believe that this was one of our country's biggest mistakes:  We should never have 
eliminated the draft.   
 
 If the only discipline a child receives is a verbal lecture, he/she quickly learns that there is no 
real penalty for breaking the rules.  In other words, no fear of painful consequences is instilled in 
the child.  In addition to parents not disciplining their children, the schools no longer discipline 
the children in their care.  Thus, children today fear nothing.  They know that they can do almost 
anything without having to "pay for it."  Lectures, restrictions, detentions and expulsions do 
little to instill fear in children (although they are all popular methods of punishment today).    It 
is of no surprise when an article like the one written by Billitteri appears.  What he talks about is 
the result of thirty years of neglecting to discipline our children.  We have not intentionally 
mishandled our children's discipline.  We do not like to see our children experience pain, so we 
have convinced ourselves that the old "hands-on" approach to discipline is wrong and that the 
new, "nice" approach is good.   I think that we have made a very big mistake in laying aside the 
old approach, and that tens of millions of children have been badly brought up as a result. 
 
 

 Reason #2:  No-fault auto insurance.  Thirty years ago, auto 
insurance claims and the resulting "personal injury" suits were a 
major source of income for attorneys. The change to "no fault" auto 
insurance forced attorneys to find other ways to support themselves.  
At the same time this was happening, various governmental agencies 
like the EPA and OSHA were being formed and new safety 
standards were being developed.  Attorneys thus began looking for 
work in the areas of product safety and liability and medical 
malpractice.  If I remember correctly, this began occurring in the 
1970's.   I remember reading some statistics about this a number of 
years ago (unfortunately, I cannot cite the author, publication, or 
date), and the conclusion showed a direct correlation between no-
fault auto insurance and litigation growth in the areas previously 
mentioned.  It would be interesting to do a statistical regression 
analysis on this subject.    
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 As attorneys began plying the malpractice and product liability "trades," they helped to begin 
the destruction of America's social continuity.  They accomplished this by telling us, in effect, 
that no matter what we do--regardless of how stupid or bad our actions are--it is not really our 
own fault.  Someone else is always to blame, and we should sue them.  Politicians are only too 
eager to pass legislation supporting this concept, since most of them are attorneys and such 
legislation guarantees their future job security in the event that they are not re-elected to public 
office.  The end result is that companies and doctors pay tens of billions of dollars in insurance 
fees, which are passed on to consumers in the form of higher prices.  Even worse than this 
monetary waste is the loss of faith or confidence by the American public in our doctors and 
businesses.  Attorneys have convinced us that we are constantly being "ripped off" by unethical 
doctors and greedy corporate executives.   
 
 Although I can't directly address the medical situation from personal experience, I can say 
from over twenty years in the manufacturing business that I have never once seen an example of 
"planned obsolescence," such as is commonly assumed by most Americans to be the norm in 
manufacturing.  I have seen honest mistakes made by engineers and managers, and I have seen 
cost cutting taken too far in a few cases.  However, these are almost always the result of constant 
market pressure to improve products and reduce costs.  Consumers never want to pay more; they 
always want to pay less.  This incessant drive to improve products and reduce costs means that 
sometimes design errors are not fully removed from a product before the next generation of the 
product is brought out, thus starting the process all over again.   Even when an error is evident, a 
product is often still brought out for fear of loss of market share and income if its delivery is 
delayed.  I am not saying that there have never been any examples of unscrupulousness in the 
business world, I am simply saying that from my experience base I believe these to be the 
exception and not the rule.   
 
 There are also exceptions to the drive to constantly bring newer and "better" products to 
market.  For example, the success of the Volkswagen "Beetle" was partially due to the fact that 
this car was produced for decades with almost no change to its basic design.  The perfection of 
the car's engineering brought it literally to cult status.  However, even the Beetle fell victim to 
progress, and was eventually replaced by the newer and fancier cars consumers were demanding.   
 
 Twenty years into the "national process" of denying responsibility, astute observers like 
Geewax and Shiflett are wondering why we have become a country of whiners and crybabies.  I 
propose that the answer lies in the fact that we have too many laws (most of which are just plain 
stupid) and too many attorneys.  Everybody wants to legislate their own personal agendas and 
beliefs into laws.  For example, a law was recently proposed in Ohio, which would make it illegal 
to ride a bicycle without a helmet.  I'm not quite certain if the law would apply to riders of tri-
cycles or bikes with training wheels, but it would mean that the police would now have to patrol 
the playgrounds looking for helmet less first-grade criminals.  I'm not sure how this would make 
our neighborhoods safer, since the police wouldn't have as much time to go after murderers, 
rapists, arsonists, etc., but, after all, these latter folks are really only victims of an oppressive 
society, so I guess it would be O.K.  This brings us to the third, and possibly most important, 
reason for the soaring crime rate in America.   
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 Reason #3:  By legislating social policy and behavior, we have 
placed our newly labeled "social misdeeds"--not wearing a seatbelt, 
sleeping in the park, not wearing a helmet on a motorcycle, smoking 
in a restaurant, having a rust hole in a car body, etc.--into the same 
category as traditionally "criminal misdeeds," such as robbery or 
assault.  In other words, we have blurred the distinctions between 
social and criminal activities.  Because our legal system now has to 
account for our bad manners as well as our criminal behavior, we 
have complicated the legal process so much that we can no longer 
distinguish between what is truly right or wrong.   Law enforcement 
agencies are empowered to enforce all the laws, but which laws 
regulate true criminal behavior?  Because our laws try to regulate our 
social behavior, we have lost respect for all of our laws, even the 
ones that govern real criminality.   

 
 
 
 

 
 Virtually the entire population of the country would agree that murder is wrong.  However, 
how many of us would agree that smoking in public or not wearing a seatbelt are also criminal 
acts?  Probably significantly, fewer would so state. So then, the more “social” or “behavioral” 
legislation we produce, the more laws we produce with which an individual can be in utter 
disagreement--and thus the more we tend to lose over all respect for our laws.  Moreover, and 
worse, we find that we have a common purpose in not agreeing with our laws.  Therefore, it 
becomes an easy step of mental logic to justify breaking laws since there are so many with 
which we do not agree. 
  
 The chart, on the next page shows incidence of crime verses dollars spend on social 
programs.  I think the chart speaks for itself in what it shows.  Interestingly, the chart shows that 
the occurrence of violent crime has risen, but not nearly to the same extent as total crime.  
Although I cannot prove my explanation of this phenomenon, I propose the following:  First, that 
the people who commit true violent crimes represent a small, relatively constant percentage of 
the population.  This percentage has risen slightly, from 0.3% to 0.7%, over the past thirty years. 
(Bear in mind that the numbers of violent crimes could also be affected by reporting methods.  
For example, robbery can be, but is not always, violent in the sense that murder and rape is.  If 
the number of violent crimes was adjusted for this effect, the increase in the population 
percentage would be even smaller.)  Second, that these violent crimes are not linked to the same 
factors as those, which drive other types of crime.  For example, in the same thirty-year period, 
total crime rose 426%.    
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Chart 5, Social Welfare Spending & Crime 

 
 In the chart above, "Violent Crime" includes murder, 
forced rape, robbery and aggravated assault.  "Total Crime" 
includes all of the latter plus burglary, larceny, and motor 
vehicle theft.  The scale on the left indicates millions of 
occurrences.  The same scale indicates percentage, 
however, for the remaining curve, "Total Social Spending" 
(this includes federal, state, and local spending on social 
welfare programs.)  
 
 

 
 This chart also illustrates the positive correlation between increased social welfare spending 
and increased crime.  This is an amazing effect for if social welfare spending (now nearing one 
trillion dollars annually) were even partially effective in solving problems of any kind, total 
crime should have been inversely correlated.  That is, crime should have decreased (or at least 
leveled off) when social welfare spending increased.  Think about it--almost one trillion dollars 
spent annually and nothing to show for it.  It is clear that anyone who proposes spending a penny 
more on social welfare programs, as they are presently constituted is totally without any mental 
analytical capacity. 
   
 I include the next chart (on next page) because of its startling numbers.  It is based on 
information from the National Center for Policy Analysis, which used many assumptions in 
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generating its figures.  The reader should be aware that such figures could be misleading if the 
underlying assumptions are not fully understood.  I myself have not reviewed the raw data or the 
assumptions used and cannot say for certain that the information presented in this chart is 
absolutely correct.  However, it appears to be all right and its something that goes along with 
what is happening in society today.   
  
 This chart shows the median prison term served for all the serious crimes committed over a 
forty-year period.  It was developed by multiplying four probabilities: The probability of being 
arrested, the probability of being prosecuted, the probability of being convicted, and the 
probability of going to prison.  This product was in turn multiplied by the median time served for 
a given offense.  In 1990, according to the National Center for Policy Analysis, the typical jail 
term for murder was 1.8 years; for rape, 60 days; for robbery, 23 days; and for aggravated 
assault, 6.4 days.  The main implication of these numbers, frighteningly, is that crime does pay, 
since a large percentage of criminals either are not caught or, if they are caught, do not go to jail.  
The mean time spent in prison for serious crimes has decreased by a factor of three over the past 
forty years.  Moreover, criminals (especially in the inner city) are fully aware of the unlikelihood 
of having to serve more than a token jail term for committing a crime.   
 
 
 

Chart 6, Median Prison Sentence for Serious Crimes 
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 Reason #4: Our legal system is more concerned with procedure than with 
actually catching and punishing criminals.  Criminals are constantly allowed to go 
free on "technicalities."  This is especially true for a criminal of means, he/she can 
"buy" an attorney (who knows the client is guilty), and who will find a legal 
"loophole," allowing the client to go free.  The attorney does this because it is 
his/her job to do so; that is what he/she is being paid to do.  Sometimes an innocent 
victim is protected.  Often a criminal is put back on the streets. This is probably the 
worst aspect of our legal system, and it is one of the reasons that attorneys are 
disliked so much even when they are just doing their job.    
 
 
 
 For example, Michael McMenamin, a Cleveland lawyer, described a legal strategy in a recent 
Plain Dealer editorial.  The strategy was designed to elude charges brought against President 
Clinton (in a lawsuit filed against him prior to his election)--regardless of Clinton's innocence or 
guilt in respect to these charges.  The focus of the lawyer's strategy was winning a game, not on 
helping to determine innocence or guilt.  The game itself means everything guilt or innocence 
means nothing.  Proving innocence or guilt may well be the primary focus of the accused and the 
victim, but they are merely pawns in the game; neither their well-being nor justice are at issue in 
these big-money stakes.   
 
 
    Thus: 
 

1. The right to a legal defense also means 
the right to be guilty--and be free. 

 
2. Whether one is guilty or innocent is not 

as important as that there be a 
procedure to determine it. 

 
3. Since we know we can be guilty and free 

(especially if we have money), we have 
no responsibility to be innocent. 

 
 
 
 

 Are there any solutions?  Unless we drastically change the way we think and act, probably 
not. We are so focused on superficialities in this country that the real issues are forgotten.  I do 
not think we could do as the Singaporeans did and suspend our civil freedoms in order to 
eliminate crime.  What is required in this country are fundamental changes in our legal system.  
These changes must be accomplished within the scope of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights.   
Almost every one of our laws could be simplified to the scope of a two-part, thirteen-word 
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question:  Has someone been hurt, and was it intentional or the result of negligence?  If the 
answer to the first part of this question is "yes," then a penalty should be paid.  If a passenger is 
killed in a two-car automobile accident, then that person is dead regardless of whether the guilty 
driver was speeding and/or was under the influence of drugs or alcohol, or was obeying every 
traffic rule and was completely sober.  By answering our simple question, we would eliminate 
the need for most lawyers and all their game playing.  All we really need to decide is:  How 
badly was the victim hurt, and how much of that hurt was caused intentionally or through 
negligence by the accused?   
 
 A scale of zero (0) to ten (10) for hurt and a scale of zero (0) to ten (10) for intent/negligence 
would suffice to make most of our decisions.  Juries would be required to rate both of these 
aspects (rather than deciding "guilt" or "innocence").  Say, for example, that a person kills 
another person while perpetrating a burglary.  The killer did not intend to kill.  The jury might 
give the killer a ten (10) for hurt and perhaps a five (5) for intent/negligence.  The killer thus 
receives a score of fifty (50), or 5 times 10.  If, on the other hand, a person carries out a contract 
killing, then the jury might give him/her a ten (10) for hurt and a ten (10) for intent/negligence, 
resulting in a score of one hundred (100), or 10 times 10.  If a drunk driver kills someone, he/she 
might get a ten (10) for hurt and perhaps a three (3) for intent/negligence, and thus receive a 
score of seventy (30). 
 
 The jury would be given three votes to determine the final score.  The judge would control 
the timing of the voting but in no case could allow more than one week for the entire process.  
There would no longer be hung juries or juries sequestered for months on end.  Since the jury 
would be determining a score not a penalty. 
 
 Justice must be swift and certain.  Penalties would be assigned by the judge (who would be 
allowed to make adjustments to final jury scores).  A fair ratio of points to months served in jail 
could be one to ten.  Each point would equal ten months in jail.  A score of 100, as in our 
contract killing, would mean 1,000 months (83.3 years) in jail, with no parole.  A score of 30, as 
in our drunk driver, would mean 30 months in jail, with no parole. This would be a simple 
system that would be easy to administer and easy to understand.  
 
 Obviously, I have outlined the system described above in the most simplistic of terms, 
whereas the problems we must correct are extremely complex.  This hypothetical system does 
show, however, that the problems within our current legal system can be addressed and provides 
at least one framework for doing so.  
 
 Any discussion on laws and justice also gets into the crime and who commits the crime, in 
other words who are the criminals?  Unfortunately for us as a society we are also then drawn into 
the race issue when we discus who is committing the crimes.  Many articles about the crime 
problem have been written in recent years, and I would like to include one, which I felt was 
particularly insightful.  The author is Phillip Morris of the Plain Dealer.  His editorial ("Plain 
Talk About Race, Crime," ?????) addresses an issue that our politicians do not have the guts to 
speak out about:   
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     There is a watering hole on the eastern edge of downtown Cleveland where 
working-class people, mostly of Irish extraction, unwind with cheap whiskey 
and beer.  It's a noisy pub where men who look like bouncers have been known 
to slap around women who look like bouncers.  Middle-aged women routinely 
refer to other women as whores, or worse.  And racial jokes and epithets are 
often heard above the din of the corner juke. 
 
     It's not polite society.  But the total lack of pretension at the pub is refreshing.  
I find it fascinating to mingle with many of these people, who are unencumbered 
with the burden of being hypersensitive to my--or anyone else's--perceived 
cultural needs.  People are as candid and open with each other at O'Flanagan's as 
they would be in their own homes.  Indeed, I probably encounter more honest 
people at "Flanny's" in any given week than I routinely encounter behind Plain 
Dealer boardroom doors. 
 
     It's a place where on occasion I attempt to go unnoticed.  In those moments, 
I'm not there to drink or socialize.  I'm content to sit, sip soda and eavesdrop. 
During those visits, I want these hard-drinking, hardworking, often roughneck 
white people who gather there to behave and talk the way they do when out of 
earshot of black folk.  And usually they do. 
 
     On a recent visit to Flanny's, I was in a corner with the proprietor, a short, 
dumpy, cheerful Vietnam veteran, discussing the Rwandan crisis, when a 
middle-aged Irishman--whom I had often seen but never spoken to--abruptly 
entered the conversation. 
 
     "Since you African-Americans want to be called African-Americans, why 
aren't y'all doing more to help out over there?" 
 
     "Over where?" 
 
     "Rwanda," he snorted. 
 
    "My tax dollars are helping out over there just like yours," I retorted, 
somewhat surprised that I was offended at the tone of the question. 
 
     "No, I mean why aren't African-Americans, the N.A.A.C.P. and other black 
groups, going over there to help?  When people from other countries see 
problems happening back home, they send money or do other things to help 
out," he explained. 
 
     "Well, for starters, you're confusing a continent for a country.  It's easy for 
you to identify with Ireland--and its problems.  But I tend to doubt whether a 
drop of my blood can be traced to the nation of Rwanda. Slavery kind of messed 
up the family tree.  Where in Africa would I start to volunteer?" 
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     The conversation continued for several minutes before my Irish inquisitor 
staggered off.  He was satisfied, it seemed, that he had addressed his racial 
concerns to a black man.  I was content, albeit somewhat belatedly, that the 
exchange had occurred at all.  It dawned on me only later that this guy probably 
had been carrying around that Rwanda question for a while, but had no racial 
forum or acquaintance with whom to address it. 
 
     The same is probably true for most Americans.  When it comes to race, we 
do most of our talking about each other behind closed doors.  As a nation, we 
seem far more comfortable discussing breast implants, abortion, and O. J. 
Simpson than the primary public issue that continues to divide us, to our own 
peril:  Race. 
 
     Take the recently derailed Clinton crime bill.  It offered a timely and 
compelling forum for some honest discussion on race.  But it didn't happen.  
Aside for calls by the Congressional Black Caucus for a provision allowing 
black defendants in capital cases to challenge their sentences by showing a 
pattern of discrimination, race never entered the discussion.  It was a missed 
opportunity. 
 
     True, the bill faltered in part because it was dishonest and contained too 
much pork.  But it seems to me that there may be another, unspoken reason for 
the bill's failure.  And that is the fact that scant attention was paid to a primary 
cause of violent crime in this nation:  A small percentage of young black men.  
Starting from that basis--that is, clearly identifying where a grossly 
disproportionate share of crime originates--some badly needed focus could be 
provided to the ongoing crime debate. 
 
     This is uncomfortable.  But if this country really is interested in having a 
serious conversation about race, it should begin the dialogue with some honest 
talk about crime. The issues can and should be linked because: a) America is 
obsessed with crime--even though the national crime rate is down; and b) the 
country is still largely uncomfortable with young, black men--and unfairly 
continues to stereotype them as violence-prone or criminal. 
 
     For crime debate purposes, the following question should have been a good 
place to start. 
 
     How can a small percentage of young black American males--a group that is 
itself a small segment of the nation's population--singlehandedly continue to 
make many of America's cities so dangerous? Indeed, more dangerous than any 
country in Europe? 
 
     Take murder, for instance.  The murder rate in Britain is 7.4 for every 
100,000 people.  In France it's 4.6. Germany's is 4.2.  And the U.S.A.?  9.3. 
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     But compare the black and white murder rates in this country and two 
different nations seem to emerge.  The annual murder rate among white 
Americans measures about 5.1 people per 100,000. (Note that this figure is 
lower than the murder rate in Britain, where there are strict gun-control laws.) 
But the murder rate among black Americans comes in at 43.4 per 100,000. 
 
     To be bluntly honest, the reason why Americans, especially black Americans, 
are so victimized by crime is because in many cities significant numbers of 
black men, usually under 30 years of age, routinely behave in violent criminal 
fashion.  Indeed, with all of the posturing and NRA-bashing during the recent 
crime bill "debate," the real "root" cause of the violence epidemic in this nation 
was politely avoided. 
 
     But when one considers that far less than 5% of the population is responsible 
for much of the high-profile mayhem occurring nightly in the nation's cities, the 
need for new anti-crime approaches becomes clear. Although a proposed ban on 
assault weapons makes for good, hot political rhetoric, the proliferation of such 
weapons isn't a significant factor in the nation's crime problem.  But one would 
never know this from watching the way an assault weapons ban has become an 
anchor of Clinton's crime bill. 
 
     Midnight basketball serves as another example of how we flounder on this 
complex issue.  Arguably a racist concept at its core, midnight basketball only 
serves to fatigue the out-of-shape criminals or to attract those who would have 
never turned to crime in the first place.  Yet it, along with "self-esteem" clinics, 
is being offered as a solution or partial solution to the nation's crime problem.  
But those tired "solutions" aren't answers. 
 
     "More police, not social workers are needed." That's how one congressman 
put it after the blockage of the crime bill. And he's right.  At least for now.  Until 
every dollar spent on additional social work positions at the expense of a law 
enforcement or safety position is a wasted dollar. 
 
     The nation is doomed to endless political squabbling over gun control and 
various crime control measures until it begins an honest dialogue about the 
major source of the nation's crime epidemic and comes up with solutions to 
match. 
 
     I doubt that many of my acquaintances from the local pub would have much 
to add to the ongoing crime debate.  Many of them stagger when they head for 
the exit.  But they do have something to offer that many Americans seem to be 
missing. And that's a willingness to speak their minds and ask blunt, honest 
questions without fear of being labeled insensitive or worse. 
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 Statistics support Morris' insightful writing.  A 1994 Newsweek article, "Special Report 
Murder" (McCormick, J., Wingert, P., & Adler, J.), included a table of "Who Kills Whom" in 
America for 1992.  It clearly shows that a very small percentage of the population is responsible 
for committing most of the nation's murder.  I have reproduced the information shown in that 
article in the following table.   
 
 
 

Table 9, Who Kills Whom, 1992 
 
  Offender   Victim  Count  Total 

———————————————————————————— 
Black Offender  Black Victim  6,600  
Black Offender  White Victim  1,216 7816 
  
White Offender  Black Victim  392 
White Offender  White Victim  5,967 6359  
 
 
 
 
 

 This table shows that, in general, black people kill black people and white people kill white 
people; very few black people are killed by white people although the opposite is not true.  The 
fast a majority of murders are committed as crimes of passion by people that know each other as 
most police officers know.  A fact that also means harsh punishment is not an effective deterrent 
to this type of crime.  Therefore, these numbers should be no surprise to anyone.  The following 
chart, on the next page, supplements these basic figures with additional information (although it 
does not specify the race of victims).  Is it any wonder why white people are afraid of blacks?  It 
is however interesting to listen to blacks complaining about the whites for one would not expect 
the actual data to be what it is if we listen to their rhetoric. 
 
 If we relate the curves in Chart Seven to population figures for black and white people, a 
very different picture becomes evident.  First, let us assume that most murders are committed by 
males (not unreasonable), and second, let us also assume that most of these males are between 
the ages of fifteen and thirty-four (supported by studies). There are currently approximately 5.25 
million black men in this age category and 40.4 million white men, giving a total of 45.25 
million men between the ages of fifteen and thirty-four.  Thus, 7,816 murders were committed by 
a population of 5.25 million black men and 6,359 murders were committed by a population of 
40.4 million white men.  Black men, representing only 11.5% of the total male population in this 
age group, committed over 55% of the murders.  Another way of looking at it is to say that black 
men are five times more likely to commit murder than white men.  No wonder we are afraid of 
black men. 
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Chart 7, Homicide Rates for Blacks & Whites 

 
    
 
 
 If we were to break these figures down by income level, we would probably find that many 
of the murders are committed by men with little education and little or no real income.  An 
analysis of this kind might show a more balanced murder rate between black men with little 
education/low income and white men with little education/low income.  Analyses of this nature 
are needed to determine the true cause of violent crime so that money can be channeled in very 
specific, effective ways to correct the situation.  It is senseless to continue spending money on 
vague "social welfare programs" and simply hope that the problem of violence will somehow go 
away by what we do.   
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 It is my personal belief that the higher rate of murder among blacks is not directly related 
(may be a contributing factor) to race but rather to misguided social welfare spending, which has 
continued to increase over the past three or four decades.  To prove my point look at the above 
chart and consider this:  Starting in about 1984, the number of murders committed by young 
black men aged fifteen to twenty-four increased from fifty per 100,000 to well over 150 per 
100,000. These men were born in the mid-to-late-1960's, which coincides with the massive 
build-up of government social spending (see Chart Five).    As these men more into the other age 
grouping they will also show similar increases.  I do not think that these phenomena are 
unrelated.   
 
 One last thought on our justice system and how our laws are enforced. Americans have very 
specific rights, guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution, to avoid self-
incrimination and to receive due process in all legal proceedings, which may be brought against 
them.   More recently, Americans were given the rights, in the event of their arrest, to be 
informed that anything they say can be used as incriminating evidence and to be represented by 
an attorney.  The logic behind these rights is clear, as world history is full of examples of states 
in which people were beaten, tortured, or tricked into giving confessions by the police or other 
official "agents" of the government.  The term "Police State” was coined to describe a society in 
which the police do as they please.   People with political influence in these states have often 
used the police to eliminate their personal enemies.  In fact, this was the norm at the time the 
Constitution of the United States was written, and our legal system was therefore designed not to 
protect the guilty, but rather to protect the innocent from wrongful conviction.   
 
 Prior to about 1980, the system fulfilled its function fairly well. However, it has become 
obsolete. Technology has made the existing legal system both cumbersome and incapable of 
dealing with the complex issues with which we are faced today.  A good example of this is the 
Fifth Amendment "right" of protection against self-incrimination.  Americans think this right is 
inviolate.  It is not.  There is a violation of this right that nearly everyone condones and that has 
been going on for years:  the breathalyzer test.  It is administered--whether an individual is 
willing or not--by police officers to see if, that individual has been driving under the influence of 
drugs or alcohol.  We as a society have determined that, in the case of this particular procedure, 
the rights of potential victims outweigh the right of the individual against self-incrimination.  
Other, less clear-cut, examples of violations of this right could also be cited, including: 
   
 
 1. Lie detectors 
 
 2. Truth drugs 
 
 3. Stress analysis of voice patterns 
 
 4. Genetic testing 
 
 5. Electronic surveillance 
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 6. Video recording (remote and live) 
 
 7. Retinal scans 
 
 
 This is not a complete list, but I think it gives a basic idea of the technology available to 
establish the innocence or guilt of a crime suspect.  In fact, we will soon have the technological 
means to definitively determine guilt or innocence without elaborate rules, regulations, or 
procedures (in most cases).  These technologies will virtually guarantee that an innocent person 
is not convicted.  They will also undeniably violate the rights guaranteed under the Fifth 
Amendment. 
    
 Clearly, a solid system of controls would need to be established if the Fifth Amendment is to 
be ignored and these technological methods are to be used to convict people.  We would have to 
ensure that people are not taken into police custody at random and tested for innocence. Law 
enforcement agencies would have to reasonably prove that tests are warranted in individual 
cases.  These agencies would also have to be held financially liable to persons whom tests show 
to be innocent (this would be a strong deterrent for testing all but those individuals whom the 
authorities strongly suspected of wrong-doing).   
 
 This would be a radical reform, but we must adjust our social systems to reflect modern 
technological possibilities.   
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Population Growth 
 
 
     The population of the world is presently over 5.6 billion and is growing very rapidly.  Some 
projections indicate that the world's population will be as much as 12.5 billion by the year 2050.  
Can the world really support that many people?  I believe the answer is a qualified "no" for even 
if it were somehow feasible for the planet to sustain that many people, what kind of standard of 
living would be possible?  In order to just maintain current living standards, it would be 
necessary to double the production of food, power, and goods and only half as much space would 
be available for each human on the planet.  In the following series of tables and charts, I will 
attempt to illustrate the problem that the world is presently facing. 
       
 

Table 10, World Population (Millions) 
 

   Region             1990 2000 2025  2050 
—————————————————————————— 

  Africa                 642 867 1,597 2,265 
 China/Asia     3,006 3,554 4,664 5,269 
  Europe/Russia       787        818 867 866 
  Middle East           133        189 287 371 
  North America  276 295 332 326 
  Latin America 448 538 757 922 

—————————————————————————— 
     Total           5,292 6,261 8,504 10,019 
 
 
 
     The table above shows projected population growth according to geographic area.  It is clear 
which areas of the world will experience the most intense population growth:  Africa and Asia 
(particularly India).   Over 70% of world population growth will occur in these areas.   The 
Middle East will also experience a high growth rate, but is starting from a low baseline rate, so 
projected growth, relatively speaking, is not as large.  Unfortunately, however, this growth will 
probably further destabilize this politically highly volatile area, with further warfare being the 
likely result.  The wars between Iraq and Iran and between Iraq and the United Nations (United 
States) may have been mere preludes to what is to come in the Middle East.    
 
    The next table shows energy consumption in the same geographic areas (the average for the 
world is 65 million BTU's per person per year).  If the human population doubles, it will be 
necessary to double worldwide energy production to keep the same standard of living.  It should 
be taken into consideration, however, that the geographic areas, which will experience the 
greatest population growth, Africa and Asia, are currently areas of low energy consumption.  If 
the standard of living in Africa and Asia is raised to match that of first world countries, these 
areas could expect to see a 300% to 400% increase in energy production.   
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Table 11, Energy Consumption, 1991 (Quadrillion Btu's) 
 
    Natural  Hydro- 
 Region  Petroleum Gas Coal Electric Nuclear TOTAL 

———————————————————————————— 
       Africa 4.511 .53  3.35 .45 .09 9.94 
  China/Asia 29.56 6.09 35.39 4.56 3.05 78.64 
  Europe/Russia  47.50 37.83 32.21 7.32 10.45 135.31 
  Middle East      7.38 4.22 .16 .13 .00 11.88 
  North America   39.76 23.30 20.07 6.29 7.53 96.95 
  Latin America    7.47 2.33 .68 3.53 .10 14.12 

———————————————————————————— 
    Total     136.17 75.30 91.85 22.29 21.23 346.83 
 
  
 
 The last table shows the current GDP's of these same areas. (GDP stands for Gross Domestic 
Product and is a indicator of the size of the economy of a country or region.  In the past, this term 
was GNP or Gross National Product.  They are not exactly the same economically but for 
purposes of this book, they will be used interchangeably).   Bear in mind that Japan represents 
over 65% of the total GDP for the China/Asia grouping.   If the GDP for that area was calculated 
without including Japan, the true poverty of this region of the world would be clearly evident.   If 
the areas of greatest projected population growth, Africa and India, were to raise their combined 
GDP's--currently only 3.1% of the world GDP--to even half that of the current United States 
GDP, their economies would have to expand by a factor of sixty-seven.  In other words, their 
combined GDP's would have to be twice the size of the world GDP today.  The ramifications of 
that are profound and it puts into prospective the problem that we are facing. 
 
 
 

Table 12, World economy, 1991 (Million of Dollars) 
 
  Region  GDP Percent 
 ——————————————— 
          Africa                $368,551 1.7% 
  China/Asia          5,075,535 24.1% 
  Europe/Russia       7,959,963 37.8% 
 Middle East           368,737 1.7% 
  North America       6,254,803 29.8% 
  Latin America       1,041,869 4.9% 
 ——————————————— 
                          Total       $21,069,458 100.0% 
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Chart 8, World GDP Projected to 2050 

 
 
  
 This chart shows the combined GDP of all regions in the year 2050  if   
 the per capita GDP of each person on earth were the same. 
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   The previous chart shows what would happen by the year 2050 if all economies of the world 
were brought up to the level of that of the United States, based on a modest 2% annual growth 
rate in the U.S. from now till then.  In order to accomplish this, the combined GDP of Africa and 
Asia would have to grow to fifteen times the current world GDP.  A side effect of this growth 
would be that the GDP's of the United States and Canada would become relatively insignificant, 
going from their current portion of 30% of the world's GDP to only 3%.  This would naturally 
mean a concomitant decrease in world influence (of a factor of 10).  The social and political 
implications of this are of serious concern.   Also of concern is the fact that world resources 
cannot support this theoretical economic growth.  To try to achieve such growth under current 
conditions would mean the total destruction of the earth's ecosystem.  However, this is the path 
we are currently on and so there is reason for concern.   
  
 This projection is only fifty-six years away.  If the growth rate of the world's population is 
not controlled, natural resources will be depleted, and there will be ferocious struggles for 
remaining resources.  Nuclear and/or biological warfare are distinct possibilities in these 
struggles.  Our children and grandchildren will have to steer the human race through this very 
difficult period.   It will be critical for the coming generations to formulate new ways of thinking 
about this potentially devastating problem in order to find workable solutions.   
 
  It is often difficult to devise solutions to problems to which we are "too close" or of which 
we are unaware of the true dimensions.  This became clear to me time and time again in my 
consulting work.  Almost without exception within the various companies I was called upon to 
help, the solutions to problems of profitability and/or quality were already there.  What was 
usually required to perceive these solutions was a little common sense, some decent "people 
skills," a change in the old patterns of manufacturing or distribution, and a basic knowledge of 
good business practices.  If we recall, from Milton Friedman's matrix, that people do best what is 
in their own best interest, perhaps we will find a starting point to solving the problem of 
population growth.    
 
     Even though the most serious increases in population and consumption are (and will be) 
taking place in other regions of the world, the United States must provide leadership in 
implementing rational population and consumption control policies.  The challenge will be in 
balancing a unified government policy within a free market system.  I offer the following three 
plans as starting points for rational discussions of these very important issues.   
 
 
 

A Proposed Solution to Over-Population: 

 
 We would determine an appropriate rate of population growth at the 
national political level after a suitable debate.  For the sake of discussion 
here, we will assume that it is decided that each female is permitted to have 
2.3 children to maintain the desired rate of growth (basically a maintenance 
rate).  The problem or challenge for us is how will we control the number of 
births on an individual level?  
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 At puberty, every female would be given the right, in the form of 
negotiable certificates, to have two children.  She would be authorized to use 
these certificates upon reaching the age of eighteen.  She could use them 
immediately, keep them for future use, or sell one or both certificates to 
couples who want more than their allotted two children.   
 
 Women/couples who have more than the authorized pair of children 
would be fined and the money would go into a fund to promote planned 
parenthood (i.e. there would be an economic penalty, not an economic 
reward--as is the case with our current system--for having many children.)  
Babies would be taken away from "repeat offenders" and these women 
would have birth control devices surgically implanted, even if this had to be 
done on an involuntary basis.  It would be a hard but fair system.   
 
 There would, of course, be other issues to address, such as deciding how 
to handle the death of a child prior to reaching the age of eighteen.  This is 
where the other 0.3 children of the national policy would come in to play 
(remember that only 2.0 of the 2.3 children per female has been taken into 
account).  It might be that at the end of any given year there would be a 
surplus in the "0.3 reserve account." 
 
 The reserve would be calculated by adding up the number of all females 
of childbearing age and deducting the number of live births, then adjusting 
for the 2.3 national policy.  Unused credits would be dispersed via lottery:  
Only women could participate in the lottery, and they would have to pay a 
fee for the right to participate (to cover the costs of maintaining the system).   
The best option I don’t know but certainly, it’s workable.  
 
 Although I offer only the broadest of outlines for this system and a 
system like this requires debate, what I would like to show here is that 
population growth can be controlled on a logical basis.   
 
 
 
 

A Proposed Solution to Excessive Consumption: 

 
 Today, the cost of producing and distributing goods--let's call it the 
"Making Cost"--is all that is considered in determining the market price. 
"Material," "labor," and "overhead" (along with some less direct costs such 
as capital investment) are currently the determining factors in the cost 
structure of any given commercial or consumer product being manufactured 
and sold today.  With landfills overflowing and environmental 
considerations for disposal of our waste products becoming increasingly 
important, however, some new thinking is required in determining the 
pricing of goods.    
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 It is likely that no one fully understands the long-range impact of the 
environmental damage that is now occurring on a global scale.   Recycling 
has met with only limited success because of the lack of a clear and 
identifiable link between production and disposal issues, and therefore the 
market system has not found a way to efficiently allocate resources to 
address the problem.  Land has been and is still cheap so we have not had 
the political will to do what needs to be done to solve the problem.  
Politicians can't gives us bad news even if they know better, for if they do 
they know they will be voted out at the next election.   
 
 Because the market system--not government--is best at implementing 
solutions, we need to let the market system guide us in linking disposal costs 
to the use of goods and services.  What we need, in effect, is an "Unmaking 
Cost."   This cost, representing the price of turning the product back into raw 
materials (or inert materials that can be safely disposed of), would be added 
to the "Making Cost" of each product we buy.  This would than place a true 
and total cost on the products that we use. 
 
 By adding the unmaking cost to the sale price, several things would be 
accomplished.  It would force producers to consider both the making and 
unmaking costs in their product design, thus highly influencing their ideas 
about what to produce and how to produce it (i.e. how best to minimize the 
making and unmaking costs).  It would also raise the prices of the goods we 
buy to reflect their true social values; these being higher than what we 
currently pay for our goods, consumption will decrease.  Lastly, it would 
create a pool of funds that can be used to construct a national system of 
unmaking centers.  Once started in the U.S. we could force the rest of the 
world to follow suite by simply stating that no country could import into the 
U.S. unless it set up similar systems. 
 
 Unmaking centers would be responsible for collecting, unmaking, and 
disposing of all manufactured goods.  The unmaking centers would sell their 
services to a production company just as any other part or service is 
presently sold.  Once established, each center would be free to conduct 
business as it saw fit (only the initial set-up would be controlled and 
mandated).  In time, specialization within the market would develop.  The 
market would also ensure that the most efficient of the centers thrived and 
grew.   
 
 A system like this would have three very beneficial aspects:  It would 
allow us to take government out of the day-to-day business of waste 
management; it would break the link to property and income taxes; and it 
would allow the market to create efficiency throughout the entire product 
life cycle (production-consumption-disposal).   
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A Proposed Solution to Energy Generation: 

 
 There has been a great deal of debate on the subject of energy and how 
to best generate it.  Air pollution, acid rain, strip mining damage and 
disposal of nuclear waste are all issues related to energy generation and 
management.  Couple this with the finite nature of coal, oil and uranium and 
the expanding needs for more and more energy to maintain civilization and 
we have an obvious disaster/problem waiting to happen. 
 
 Various groups have proposed a multitude of supposed solutions ranging 
from going back to a less energy intensive mode, to wind power, to tidal 
power to solar power.  None of these proposals can either solve our current 
environmental problems or more importantly, our future energy needs.  They 
just don't have the capability of generating the energy needs of the future.  
Since many articles and books have been written on this subject, I won't go 
into any more detail here. 
 
 There is a solution to this problem that has been proposed and is 
currently under study in other countries.  This is only method available to us, 
with the knowledge which and we presently posses, that can generate the 
energy levels that we need now and in the near future does not pollute the 
environment.  That method is fusion power.  Fusion is the opposite reaction 
from that used in the atomic and hydrogen bombs (the hydrogen bomb uses 
an atom bomb to initiate a fusion reaction) and is basically the process that 
the sun uses to generate the energy that it sends us.  The nuclear power 
plants that we now have use the fission process to split heavy atoms into 
lighter ones releasing energy in the process.  Unfortunately, this process 
generates large amounts of radioactive waste and the reactors themselves 
have the potential to melt down, as did the one at Chernobyl in the former 
USSR.  Nuclear power has been effectively ruled out as an alternative power 
source in the United States.  This was not an arbitrary decision but never the 
less it was done without a true debate on the issue. 
 
 A lot of research has been done in the U.S. and in Russia in an attempt to 
prefect the engineering necessary to build a fusion power plant.  Significant 
progress has been made but for very reasonable reasons the focus of these 
programs has been misdirected.  Without getting into the physics involved in 
the fusion process, I can sum up the issue by stating that there are three 
variations (called isotopes) of hydrogen (the lightest and most abundant 
element) Hydrogen, Deuterium and Tritium each with different potentials for 
generating energy.  The focus has been on using deterium because it is 
present in great quantities in seawater.  Unfortunately, it has proved difficult 
to build a fusion reactor that generates more energy than it uses with 
deterium.  Tritium with a much higher potential (about 400%) was not 
considered since it does not appear naturally on earth in quantities sufficient 
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to make use of in this system.  Thus, the decision to not use tritium was a 
reasonable one. 
 
 Tritium is not stable and has a half-life of 31 years (which is why it is not 
found on earth).  It can be produced in nuclear reactors but that would not 
make sense for power generation for obvious reasons.  There is a potential 
source for large amounts of tritium, however, the moon.  The moon does not 
have an atmosphere or any protective magnetic fields and so it is constantly 
being bombarded with radiation from the sun (the earth is protected by the 
atmosphere and the magnetic and electric fields that surround the earth).  
This radiation would mean that on the surface of the moon there should be 
ample amount of tritium to power fusion reactors on the earth. 
 
 We have already demonstrated that we can go to the moon and we have 
already built test fusion reactors that could fuse tritium as a fuel.  These were 
the hardest elements of this proposal, and they're already done.  The only 
thing missing is a delivery system from the moon to the earth.  Since the 
moon has a very low gravity this, is not a difficult process and the whole 
system could easily be accomplished in our life times.   
 
 My proposal would be (others have also discussed this and so I am not 
taking credit for the core idea) that we should do the following:  One, set up 
a panel of experts and have them do a feasibility study (no politicians on the 
panel). Two, switch fusion power research to using tritium instead of 
deterium (we're almost at the energy break-even now and this switch should 
make the difference between making this a R&D project and an engineering 
project).  Three, send an exploratory team to the moon and assess the 
amount of tritium that's there.  Four, design and build a fusion powered plant 
on the moon.  Five, use this plant as the power source for a linear accelerator 
for sending refined tritium to earth.  Six, design and build a refining plant 
(moon ore to tritium) on the moon.  Seven, design and build an orbiting 
receiving station in near earth orbit.  Eight, design and build a receiving 
station(s) on earth.  Nine, design and build a series of transport vehicles 
(earth to moon and back) for hauling refined tritium.  Ten, design and build a 
series of fusion power reactors to replace all the nuclear and coal powered 
ones presently on earth. 
 
 I have not tried to discuss all the detailed planning, engineering and 
physics that would be required to accomplish this major project.  Suffice it to 
say that most if all of the theoretical work has already been done.  The major 
hurtles are of an engineering nature with the U.S. the current repository for 
the bulk of the core technologies needed to make this happen.  However, the 
current de-emphases on space and general research will erode this 
knowledge base, as the result of the federal budget cuts, if we do not take 
immediate steps to reverse this from happening.   
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 The nation or nations that do this will control the energy source of the 
future and since this process is one with immense potential, the financial 
rewards for who does it will be immense.  It is my understanding that the 
Japanese have looked at this process and are currently developing and/or 
buying the technology to this very thing, I have described.  The key to this 
working is the availability of tritium on the moon.  The country that has the 
guts to find out will be the political power in the next century. 
 
 

 In these three recommendations (Population Control, Excessive Production and Energy 
Generation) I have tried to show that there are reasonable alternatives to what we are presently 
doing and some of the more extreme views of the ecological and environmental groups.  What 
we need is a way to discuss these issues reasonable and find reasonable solutions to these 
potentially serious problems.  In chapter 18, I show a framework for how this could be done, for 
now I will just state some principles to keep in mind.  
 
 

Key Factors 
 

1.  National policy should be determined through   
 academic study, not politics.  
 
2.  Governmental systems should be used to set general  
 policy and  guide lines. 
 
3.  Business should implement all policy.   
 
4.  Costs should be allocated as directly to the user as is 
  practical. 

 
 
 
 
 Appendix B contains a number of tables with information on the world economy which were 
used in writing this chapter.  This information was derived from The Universal Almanac 
(Wright) and the 1992 Statistical Abstract of the United States.  
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Genetic Engineering and Its Implications 
 
 
     We have made a great deal of progress in understanding genetics over the past decade.  A 
short twenty years ago, genetic engineering was only science fiction.  Today it is real.  The 
Genome Project, a global project involving governmental and private agencies, is seeking to 
identify and determine the purpose of all the genes in human DNA; the first stages of this project 
are now complete and it is thought that the overall goal will be achieved within the next twenty 
to thirty years.  With the completion of this project it is highly likely that humans will have at 
least some capacity to redesign themselves within our lifetimes.   
 
    We are already reaping the benefits of this research as drugs are developed from newly 
discovered ways to synthesize organic compounds and new combinations of DNA sequences are 
formed from spliced genes.  Life forms that do not occur naturally have already been created.  
We have been able to clone humans from fertilized eggs.  We have taken an egg from one 
woman, fertilized it with sperm, and then implanted it in the womb of another woman.    
 
     In only a few years, we will possess the ability to create babies "to order," and even to make 
genetic changes later in life.  Sex changes will no longer simply alter superficial characteristics 
but will give the "change" the capacity for motherhood or fatherhood.  We will be able to change 
skin pigmentation and physical characteristics as we now change our attire or hairstyle.  We will 
be able to give humans characteristics never seen before.   It may even be possible to splice non-
human genes into human DNA.   
 
     This means that our very humanity will come into question.  It will become increasingly 
difficult to definitively say what is "human."   I see the distinct possibility of the human race 
splitting into three factions, each with differing views about genetic engineering.  The first group 
would be purists who believe that any form of tampering with human genes is wrong.  Many 
members of this group (but certainly not all of them) would be adherents of fundamentalist 
religions. The second group would be those who want to create a "super race."  This group 
would probably simply want to perfect “certain” human characteristics, not necessarily change 
basic human nature.  The third group would want to make ad hoc changes to the human race, 
perhaps creating "specialized" humans for purposes such as warfare.  It is even possible that 
mechanical enhancements will play a part in such specialization (the "cyborgs" of science 
fiction).  The potential for armed conflict to occur between these disagreeing factions will 
become very real in the later decades of the next century.   And, I’m sure that the informed 
reader can now see the risks associated with what this new technology is bringing us. 
 
     There are positive aspects to this genetic revolution.  For example, it will probably become 
common to grow replacement organs, eliminating the need for organ donation.  This is of 
particular significance since the current system for donating and receiving organs has an intrinsic 
potential for lethal abuse; it is probably no coincidence that wealthy and/or influential people 
mysteriously move to the top of transplant lists within hours of developing the need.  It wouldn't 
be too difficult for a person of means (especially in a third world country) to arrange for an 
appropriate individual to pass on, thus making an organ available.   
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 I became concerned about fifteen or twenty years ago, about two social trends which were 
beginning to develop.  One was the use of the birth control pill.  The second was the creation of 
the welfare system.  Together, these social phenomena have been working to create an 
environment wherein we are genetically selecting for lower intelligence.  Intelligent women 
(who tend to move into middle or upper economic brackets) are increasingly pursuing careers 
and having fewer (if any) children.  Less intelligent women (who tend to remain in lower 
economic brackets), on the other hand, are being "paid" to have many children though the 
welfare system.   
 
 Although I disagree slightly with his ideas, I include here a 1994 article by Maurice Daniel 
entitled "Genetic Engineering: Controlled Evolution."  
 
 

 Genetic engineering is becoming one of mankind's most significant 
achievements.  Genetic Engineering will allow mankind to escape the harsh 
process of natural evolution that selects the fit by allowing the less fit to die 
off because of their inadequacies.  Scientists, and eventually doctors, will soon 
be able to identify defective genes and replace them with healthy genes.  First, 
the process will be used to eliminate many genetically caused degenerative 
conditions.  Simultaneously, it will be used to develop biological substances 
tailor-made to attack specific bacteria and viruses, thus eliminating most 
diseases.  Next, it will certainly be used to enhance the physical, mental, and 
emotional aspects of children, thus altogether bypassing the slow and 
inefficient evolutionary process.  Lastly, it is certainly within the foreseeable 
advances of science to develop humans with superhuman characteristics and 
abilities. 
 
 Genetic engineering will also be used to modify plants and animals to 
create new strains that are disease-resistant and with enhanced attributes useful 
to man.  Many complex organic chemicals will be produced by genetically 
altered microorganisms in large factory brewing tanks.  Farms will no longer 
be needed to produce food products for human consumption; genetically 
altered vegetables will be grown hydroponically in factories where all 
unnecessary portions of the plants have been genetically eliminating.  Slabs, or 
spheres, of pure genetically altered meat of various types will be grown in 
factories without the need of farms or farm animals. 
 
 A rough guess of the time scale during which these changes will take place 
can be made based on the scientific process and on human social/political 
nature. Those changes, which can be made with little change to the social 
structure, will occur rapidly, while those that require major changes will take 
place very slowly, or not at all, or they will take place in parts of the world 
where they receive little political/social opposition. 
 
 During the next twenty-five years, we will very likely witness an explosive 
growth of genetically engineered agricultural plants and animals, primarily for 
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food production.  The first genetically altered vegetable (a new type of tomato) 
has already reached the supermarkets.  A number of anti-progress groups have 
arisen to oppose genetically altered produce, but they appear to have little 
following in the public.  In a few years, the public resistance will completely 
disappear.  This advance does not threaten the farmer, or the existing food 
distribution industry, so its rapid assimilation is assured. 
 
 The introduction of factory-produced, genetically altered food items will 
be much slower because it threatens the entire agriculture production and 
distribution industry. First will come the vat production of medical drugs, and 
then organic chemicals.  This process is already in place in the drug industry; 
genetically altered microbes will simply be substituted for those presently in 
use.  The process will simply be extended to increasing numbers of substances 
produced by this process.  We can expect an explosive growth of this industry 
over the next twenty-five years.  Towards the end of that period various food 
additives and bulking substances will be produced by genetically altered vat 
process; naturally grown foods will increasingly be used as flavoring.  The 
existing farms will begin to go into serious decline twenty-five years from 
now.  At that point, whole factory-grown plant and animal material will make 
its first appearance in the market, and for twenty-five years thereafter there 
will be an explosive growth of such food products.  Farming will be reduced to 
specialty products, which are uneconomical to grow in factories.  There is sure 
to always remain perhaps ten percent of the population that will insist on 
"natural" soil- grown foods, which will support a small farming population.  
The biggest change will be the abandonment of large tracks of land that were 
formally used for farming.  This will provide land for a dramatic increase in 
population. (A population increase may not take place because of other 
social/political factor.) 
 
  The first use of genetic engineering in humans will be in the elimination 
of genetic defects that cause various types of biological degenerative 
conditions.  This research is presently being vigorously pursued and does not 
have opposition from the public since no other cure exists.  This research does 
not threaten the drug companies; since they have few treatments for these 
conditions, and the genetically altered materials needed to cure biological 
degenerative conditions will very likely be manufactured by the drug 
companies.  The profit motivation will ensure that the drug companies favor 
this branch of genetic engineering.  This research will therefore undergo an 
explosive growth during the next fifty years, and then it will decline as all 
known genetic conditions are cured. 
 
  The use of genetically altered biological substances to combat 
bacteriological and viral infections and diseases has already begun.  There will 
be little opposition to this research and development effort by either the public 
or the drug companies.  But since there is a very large number of viral and 
bacteriological organisms, and since each one requires a detailed knowledge of 
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its life cycle and a unique attack strategy, it will require fifty to one hundred 
years before this effort reaches a peak.  About halfway through this 
development effort standard procedures will very likely be developed for 
attacking any type of disease.  We should expect that cures shall be found for 
virtually all types of cancers during this period, but it cannot be predicted if 
this will involve genetic engineering. 
 
  The use of genetic engineering to enhance the human species and to 
prolong the human life span will become an explosive religious, social, and 
political issue.  This development will cause changes to the laws, retirement 
ages, and the selection of children's appearance, intelligence, and emotional 
disposition.  It will affect each and everyone in a very personal way.  The 
technology to predictably change human genes is still about twenty-five years 
in the future.  The mapping of human genes has already begun under 
government sponsorship.  Initially it was predicted that the complete map of 
the billions of genes would require fifty years to accomplish; but computer 
advances will probably cut that prediction in half.  The map only shows where 
the genes are; predictions of what each gene does are a tedious process, which 
will require a minimum of a hundred years.  The manipulation of genes will be 
possible long before the map is complete.  The technology is the same as 
required to correct gene defects. 
 
 The demand for genetically superior children and prolonged life is high, 
but this "tampering with nature" will meet great opposition by those who fear 
change.  It becomes very difficult to predict which influence will prevail in the 
long run.  For some time in the United States those who favor technology have 
kept quiet, while those who oppose advances are given favorable media 
coverage.  If this trend continues, we can expect that political obstacles will be 
thrown up against the mass application of genetic engineering to enhance the 
human species.  As a reaction, much of the research will go into a semi-
underground status.  Research will be given misleading names and it will only 
be applied under limited circumstances.  The result is that it will be very 
slowly phased into general use long after the technology has been developed.  
A guess is that the routine use of genetic engineering to enhance the children 
of most middle class families will not occur for about another hundred and 
fifty years. 
 
 The resistance to the creation of super humans will in all probability be 
even greater than that of creating defect-free humans.  Although the two 
technologies are similar, the creation of super humans requires that genetic 
material be created to produce characteristics not found anywhere in nature.  
This may prove impossible to do using science alone. For example, it may be 
possible to provide humans with an unnatural skin color by obtaining genetic 
material from some other animal found on earth and modifying it for human 
use. But it may prove impossible to extend the range of colors perceived by 
the human eye to beyond those seen by humans or other animals.  Even 
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assuming that the creation of superhuman genes becomes possible, it would be 
very risky to develop humans that were more than ten to twenty percent better 
than their non-super counterparts in any given characteristic.  No one would 
wish to create a human species that would take over and replace existing 
humans.  The creation of specialized humans, i.e. super soldiers, superior 
athletes, humans with specialized limbs, super geniuses, or other specialists 
would amount to a form of genetic slavery.  Also, most specialized functions 
are better accomplished by machines; machines can always be quickly 
changed or replaced to match changing requirements, whereas humans take 
years to replace. 
 
 The use of genetic engineering to create replacement organs for accident 
victims will very likely come into widespread use in about fifty years.  This 
practice will probably not encounter widespread resistance provided no 
attempt is made to grow entire bodies in solution.  A variation of this medical 
advance will be the development of methods of regenerating missing limbs or 
tissue.  Not much research is being performed on this problem, so it may be 
over a hundred years before this practice becomes commonplace. 
Regeneration is a very complex problem involving exact knowledge of the 
mechanisms involved in informing cells of their location in the body and of 
built-in growth and death mechanisms within each cell. 
 
 Another related medical advance is understanding and control of the aging 
process.  Most mammals have a natural life-span equal to six times their age at 
peak performance. Humans peak at about age twenty, so the natural life span 
of a human should be about 120 years.  Research is being performed on the 
aging process, which should result in the ability to extend longevity to 120 
years within the next twenty-five years.  This advance may cause extreme 
upheavals in our political and social system during the time the technology 
emerges from the lab and becomes available to everyone.  Its full development 
will very likely cause a sudden surge in human longevity, as a large portion of 
the population demands to have the new technology applied to them.  
Retirement plans, Social Security, and insurance plans will all have to undergo 
radical changes. 
 
  The media will continue to fan the flames of hysteria over the possibility 
of genetically engineered organisms creating environmental disasters.  This 
event is highly unlikely.  Genetically engineered organisms are tested 
extensively before being released into the environment. Mistakes made in the 
genetic programming of an organism will very likely cause its death; those 
that don't die will very likely have benign and useless properties. In the very 
unlikely event that a harmful organism was released into the environment, the 
chances are that it could be controlled by known methods, such as: weed 
killers, poisons, or antibiotics, depending on the type of organism. 
 
 Another possibility is the deliberate production of genetically engineered 
biological agents for use in warfare. From the point of view of military 
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commanders, germ warfare is the least desirable type of munitions.  War 
commanders desire weapons that produce damage quickly, cause specific 
damage to enemy targets, and pose little risk to their own soldiers.  Germ 
warfare lacks all these qualities.  With modern jet travel, an airborne disease 
could easily be spread around the entire world within twenty-four hours, 
including back to the nation that used it.  Countermeasures could be 
developed, but it is highly unlikely to have the amounts and distribution 
necessary to protect all but a fraction of the population that developed the 
biological agent.  However, genetically engineered warfare agents would be 
inexpensive to manufacture and rational behavior has not always governed the 
actions of governments.  Biological warfare agents are already in the arsenals 
of some nations.  Only constant vigilance will continue to keep these agents 
from use in warfare; genetic engineering does not appreciably increase this 
risk. 
 
 

 To end this chapter, I would like to discuss a related issue.  Over the past fifty years, a 
number of drugs called antibiotics have been developed.  Penicillin is probably the best known of 
these.  These antibiotics kill bacteria that cause various diseases.  During this same time period, 
various poisons used to kill rodents or other pests that can be health hazards have also been 
developed.  Now that these antibiotics and poisons have been in use for a number of years, we 
are finding that some bacteria and pests have become immune to them.  What we have done is to 
simply speed up the natural evolutionary process called "survival of the fittest."  Those rodents 
or bacteria that are not killed by our chemical weapons survive to breed more "resistant" 
offspring.  Within a few generations, the offspring have become immune.   
 
 Genetic engineering provides humans with the same mechanism to speed up evolutionary 
processes.  This may, in fact, become absolutely necessary if we are faced with plagues of new 
"super vermin" or "super bacteria."  These plagues will be even worse than those of the past due 
to modern modes of transportation, which could spread disease or pestilence throughout the 
globe in a matter of weeks or even days.   
 

126 



 

 

127 



 

 

128 



 

Science & Relativity (Time/Matter/Energy) 
 
 
 We are all familiar with Albert Einstein and his theory of Relativity.  Most of us are aware 
that this theory made the construction of the atomic bomb possible by recognizing the 
interchangeability of matter and energy.  His equation to express this mathematically is: 
 
 
 

             E=M*C2 
 

Energy (E) equals Mass (M) times the Speed of Light (C) squared 
 
 
 This equation demonstrates that there is an enormous amount of energy stored in each atom 
of matter.  The atomic bombs used against Japan were essentially the release, by a fission 
process, of some of the energy contained in atoms of uranium.  This concept was later altered to 
construct the hydrogen bomb, which works on the fusion, rather than the fission, principle, and is 
much more powerful than the atomic bomb (although this difference would be meaningless, of 
course, to the individuals who might be the targets of such weapons).   
 
     An analogy may help with the implications of Einstein's equations.  We all know what ice is 
and we all understand steam, both are common water in different forms.  Now if we think of 
steam as energy and ice as matter we can see the basic relationship.  The reader is cautioned 
however since this is an imperfect analogy since the energy flows are reversed in the ice/steam 
verses the matter/energy cases.  I use this analogy only to show that both cases have solid forms 
and nebulous forms of the same basic substance. 
 
     Possibly one of the more important aspects of Einstein's theory in respect to the future of 
humanity is the effect of traveling near or at the speed of light.  The speed at which light travels, 
186,282 miles per second (mps), is the maximum velocity attainable in our universe. (Science 
fiction writers, of course, have long been dreaming up "technologies" for breaking this barrier.)  
In order to move faster than the speed of light, it would be necessary to leave the universe and re-
enter it at a point beyond that which light would have reached in the same amount of time (this 
being the concept behind the "warp drive" of the U.S.S. Enterprise and the faster-than-light 
drives of other science fiction creations).   
 
     If a person were to travel at speeds approaching that of light, the passage of time would be 
slower for the traveler than for those of us back on Earth.  The traveler experiences no qualitative 
change in the rate of time's passage; his/her experience simply changes quantitatively relative to 
ours.  This effect is not really noticeable until the traveler reaches at least one-half the speed of 
light.  At 50% of the speed of light, time will pass 13% more slowly than time on Earth.  This 
effect is measurable even at the relatively slow speeds attainable in present-day experience.  The 
slowing of time has been detected, for example, by highly accurate clocks placed on board Earth 
satellites. 
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     The relative difference in the passage of time can be calculated with the following equation, 
where Ta = amount of time experienced by the moving object relative to the observer, Tb = 
amount of time experienced by the moving object, V = velocity of the moving object, and C = 
the speed of light (186,282 mps):     

 
  
  We can use this equation to construct a simple table showing the amount of time, relative to 
the observer on Earth, that a moving object would experience as it approaches the speed of light.   
 
  
 

 Table 13, Relativity of Time  
          
 Speed in Miles Relative time for 
           per Second (V) one year to pass (Ta) 

————————————————— 
   18,628.20 363.42 days 
             93,141.00 316.32 days 
           167,653.80 159.21 days 
            184,419.18 51.52 days 
           186,281.98 .16 days 
 
 
 
     It will someday be possible to travel to parts of our galaxy that are thousands of light years 
away.  If one traveled at a speed of 186,281.98 mps (just under the speed of light) to a star that is 
1,200 light years from earth, the trip would take only 192 days each way (ignoring acceleration 
and deceleration to simplify this example).  The person traveling on the spaceship would age 384 
days during the round trip, whereas 2,400 years would have passed on Earth.   
 
     Trips of this distance might be unusual, but it could become fairly common to take shorter 
trips once mechanisms capable of producing near-light speed are developed.  The differences in 
the passage of time for travelers and for those who remain on earth could lead to odd situations 
in which children become biologically older than their parents if the parents traveled far enough 
to experience a twenty- or thirty-year distortion of time.  Science fiction writers have penned 
many interesting stories about the possible effects of time distortion.  In fact, there are many fine 
non-fiction books which are not mathematical in nature and which explain this and other 
physical abstractions of Einstein and other twentieth century physicists (such as Dr. Stephen 
Hawking, the world's leading authority on black holes) in layman's terms.    
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Chart 9, Relativity of Time  
   

 
 
    Now that we have touched on various issues in human civilization, genetic engineering, and 
the interchangeability of energy and matter, we can do some speculating about the near future.  
By about the year 2054, the following five technologies will have been developed: 
 
      A.  The direct conversion of matter into energy.  Scientists have already  
  achieved this on a limited basis with prototype fusion power devices. 
 
      B.  Computers with incredible power.  If processing speed/power doubles  
  every five years--a very conservative estimate--computers will be 10,000  
  times more powerful than those we have today. 
 
      C.  The ability to synthesize both simple and complex organic compounds.  
   
      D.  The ability to synthesize matter by compressing energy.   This would be  
  accomplished through a reverse fusion process, governed by a derivation  
  of Einstein's equation:  M=E/C2  
 
      E.  The ability to synthesize inorganic material.  We are very close to this  
  today.   
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     We will thus be able to create both organic and inorganic materials from energy.  The energy 
from a fusion plant could be used, for example, to create both foodstuffs (like grain) and 
industrial components (steel I-beams, perhaps).  In time, we will have the technology to fabricate 
very complex compounds and objects.    
 
     There would, of course, be tremendous economic ramifications for our social structure, since 
it is based on people working to produce food and goods or perform services in exchange for a 
monetary payment.   Eighty percent of the world's population could easily be put out of work 
when we develop the ability to produce food and goods directly from energy; in addition, most 
services could be totally automated (using AI artificial intelligence technology), virtually 
eliminating the need for human participation in the work process.  
 
 On the surface, this global unemployment would appear to portend certain disaster.  But 
when goods can be produced for free, will it really matter if people do not work?  We have the 
potential to create a world in which the wants and needs of all people could be satisfied without 
concern for cost.  The rest of this book is an attempt to show why and how this dramatic 
social/economic upheaval can be accomplished. 
   
 A very interesting article about recent progress in sub-nuclear physics  ("Hark, Hark, the 
Quark, the Heart of Reality") appeared in the Plain Dealer on xxxxxxxxxxx, and I include it here 
in support of the ideas I discuss in this chapter.  The author is James A. Haught, an editor at the 
Charleston, West Virginia, Gazette.   
 

 The tentative discovery of the long-sought top quark--the final particle in the 
"standard model" of physics--is heady stuff for us science addicts. 
 
 It imparts a marvelous high, the intoxication of peering into the mysterious 
heart of reality.  It provides another glimpse of the secret code governing the 
universe. 
 
 The deeper you look, the more you feel that everything that exists is a miracle. 
 
 The international team of 440 physicists at Fermilab in Illinois didn't find the 
top quark; they created it, following Einstein's famous law that matter can be 
converted into energy, and vice versa. 
 
 They collided protons and antiprotons with such ferocity that some of the 
impact energy turned into the heavy particle like two rifle bullets colliding and 
producing a cannonball. 
 
 (At least the physicists think they did.  Top quarks survive only a hundred-
billionth of a trillionth of a second, then disintegrate in a shower of smaller 
particles that leave tracks in a detector.) 
 
 The discovery has little to do with life on Earth.  The top quark doesn't exist 
on this planet. 
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 In fact, it hasn't existed anywhere since the Big Bang, about 15 billion years 
ago. 
 
 Nearly everything on this planet is made chiefly of three particles:  Up and 
down quarks, which form the protons and neutrons in the atomic nucleus, and 
electrons, which whir about the nucleus, streak through electrical wires and 
cascade in lightning bolts. 
 
 Ghostly neutrinos, obscure phantoms that penetrate the whole planet, also are 
involved. 
 
 Re-creating the top quark in a collider has no practical value.  It won't 
improve electronics or medicine.  But it's a breakthrough in the quest for 
comprehension that has been going on since the Babylonian astronomers. 
 
 It's part of the search for understanding akin to learning that galaxies exist 
outside the Milky Way. 
 
 If the discovery survives future testing, it will verify the 20-year-old "standard 
model" theory, which says matter derives from 12 fundamental particles grouped 
in three families, each containing two quarks and two "leptons" such as the 
electron and neutrino. 
 
 Some of these particles exist only in stars, or existed at early moments of the 
universe. 
 
 The only way to prove them is to make them from energy in a collider. 
 
 Why 12 nobody knows. 
 
 As with many enigmas, science can't answer the "why." 
 
 But merely learning what exists is a triumph of the mind. 
 
 Many young people go through a seekers-of-truth phase. 
 
 Why are we here? What is the meaning of life? When it was my turn, I felt 
that the explanations of Oral Roberts, the Ayatollah Khomeini, the Pope and such 
weren't for me. 
 
 I plunged into philosophy but eventually concluded it's a dead end, with no 
real answers. 
 
 Only physics seems a valid search for trustworthy truth. Although science 
can't answer the ultimate questions, it's the most honest attempt to grasp all that's 
graspable. 
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 It reveals a hidden order ruling all matter, all life, all actions. 
 
 Our palpable world is built from the invisible and intangible.  Approach an 
atom, and you'd find nothing solid, just a cloud of whizzing electrons, like the 
blur of an airplane propeller. 
 
 The nucleus would be a remote speck at the center.  Approach the nucleus and 
the vagueness would recur, with the protons and neutrons yielding to vastly 
smaller quarks. 
 
 Equally mysterious are gravity, pulling our mammoth planet in a 360-degree 
turn each year, and radiation, moving at the speed of light in every direction in 
every millimeter of space, and the awesome power locked in atoms, ready to 
unleash a Hiroshima blast, and the uncanny ability of the double-helix DNA 
molecule to replicate itself and make worms, trees, dinosaurs and people. 
 
 One by one, these enigmas have been pinpointed by science, revealing a web 
of rules governing everything that exists. 
 
 The late physicist Heinz Pagels commented: 
 
 "The existence of this cosmic code, the laws of material reality as confirmed 
by experience, is the bedrock faith that moves the natural scientist. 
 
 "The scientist sees in that code the eternal structure of reality, not as imposed 
by man or tradition but as written into the very substance of the universe." 
 
 And scholar Jacob Bronowski wrote: 
 
 "We are a scientific civilization.  That means a civilization in which 
knowledge and its integrity are crucial. Science is only a Latin word for 
knowledge...Knowledge is our destiny." 
 
 If the Fermilab finding holds up, knowledge has taken another stride. 

 
 

 Much progress has been made in the basic sciences over the past few decades.   There is still 
a very long way to go, however.  For example, conventional physics emphatically states that 
there are four forces of nature:  gravity, electromagnetic force, the weak force, and the strong 
force.  Most of us are somewhat familiar with the first two.  The last two deal with particle 
interactions at the atomic level.   
  My cousin, Maurice Daniel, is a physicist and a successful inventor.  He disagrees with 
conventional physics and believes that there is a fifth force of nature.  A story that he related to 
me recently seems to prove his belief.  A star exploded in one of the nearby Magellanic Clouds, a 
part of our local cluster group, which is about 1,000 light years away.  The exploding star sent 

134 



 

out a burst of energy, which was detected on earth.  Keep in mind that the star exploded in A.D. 
990 and the subsequent energy waves have been traveling towards us ever since. 
 
 Several years ago, neutrino detectors located deep in the earth recorded an unusually high 
number of neutrinos passing through the earth.  Several days later, the burst of light from the 
exploding star in the Magellanic Clouds was observed.  The significance of the sequence of these 
two events is profound. 
 
 Neutrinos are one of the many atomic particles that physicists study in their attempt to 
understand how the universe is constructed.  The nature of neutrinos is a matter of some 
contention, since physicists are not certain whether they are truly a particle (i.e. matter) or a form 
of energy; this is similar to the problem physicists face in explaining the dual nature of light.  
The source of the confusion about neutrinos is that they possess a property called "spin."   By the 
rules of conventional physics, spin is exclusively a property of particles.  Attempts to measure 
the mass of neutrinos have thus far been unsuccessful, however, and so it appears that a neutrino 
is a form of energy rather than a particle.  According to Maurice, this proves the existence of a 
fifth force of nature.  
 
 His reasoning is as follows: Since exploding stars emit bursts of neutrinos, it is virtually 
certain that the neutrino pulse recorded by the underground detectors and the burst of light were 
from the same source.  Anything with mass cannot travel as fast as light, if neutrinos had even a 
small mass, they would have arrived at the earth at least several weeks after the light from the 
exploding star.  Since the neutrinos reached Earth several days before the light, it can be safely 
assumed that they have no mass.  Why, however, would they reach the earth before the light 
from the astral explosion?  The answer is that neutrinos can pass through matter (the exploding 
star) as if it weren't there, but light takes several days to reach the surface of the star before it can 
begin its journey.   This still leaves the problem of spin.  
 
   The answer, reasons Maurice, is that spin is a force of nature.  I am inclined to believe my 
cousin's assertion since I believe his logic to be very convincing.   
 
   Ultimately, it is the social issues that will evolve from our scientific understanding and 
progress, which will be most important to the future of humanity.  Up to this point, I have 
discussed certain issues from our past and present, which I felt, were needed for an 
understanding of the ideas I will present in the next part of this book.  Thus, much of the rest of 
this work focuses on how best to develop a social structure, which could successfully 
accommodate the sociological changes, which will occur as a result of the technological 
development discussed in this chapter. 
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Knowledge as the Foundation 
 
 
     Knowledge is the characteristic that makes us human; it is the only thing that separates us 
from the rest of the creatures on this planet.  We have accumulated a large body of knowledge 
over 100,000 years of human development.  The choice is now ours.  We can use this body of 
knowledge constructively or we can use it to destroy ourselves (and possibly the entire planet).   
I have created a series of five simple charts summarizing the key areas of human development 
and extrapolating future areas of development.   
 
 

      Table 14, Energy 

————————————————————————————— 
 1 Physical work   
 2   Fire power 
  3   Tool power 
 4  Animal power 
  5   Water/wind power 
  6   Steam power 
 7  Electric power 
  8  Fission power                           ◄▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬ We are here 
  9  Fusion power 
  10 Direct conversion of  matter to energy  
   
     

 Table 15, Machines  

————————————————————————————— 
 1 Natural objects 
 2   Hand-crafted  tools  
 3 Metals 
  4  Construction of machines 
  5   Machine Tools 
  6   Computers 
  7   Automation 
  8  CAD/CAM                                 ◄▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬ We are here 
  9  Direct interface to machine tools 
  10 Direct conversion of energy into matter  
   

 Table 16, Food 

————————————————————————————— 
 1 Hunting 
  2 Farming 
  3 Domestication of animals 
  4  Breeding of animals       
 5  Irrigation 
  6 Crop management 
  7 Hydroponics 
  8  Genetic enhancement of plants         ◄▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬    We are here 
  9   Genetic enhancement of animals 
  10  Conversion of energy into organic compounds 
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      Table 17, Health 

————————————————————————————— 
 1 Herbal medicine 
  2  Physiology 
  3  Cell physiology 
  4  Vaccines 
  5  Organ transplants 
  6  "Test-tube" babies 
  7  DNA mapping 
  8  Bio-engineering                         ◄▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬ We are here 
  9  Genetic enhancement of humans 
  10 Genetic engineering of humans 
 
 

 Table 18, Knowledge 
————————————————————————————— 
 1  Self-awareness 
  2  Memory 
  3  Language 
  4  Drawing 
  5  Writing 
  6  Printing 
  7  Film 
  8  Computers                               ◄▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬▬ We are here 
  9  Virtual reality 
  10 Direct links to computers 
 
 
 
 As these tables show, we are very close to possessing the knowledge needed to provide most 
of humanity's basic needs:  food, shelter, and protection from the environment.  No matter what 
level of technology we achieve, however, it may be impossible to provide for each individual's 
desires, since these are generally extremely complicated.  Probably the best that can be hoped for 
is to develop social and political structures that will make it possible to fulfill each individual's 
potential.  Also, I do not mean to imply that progress will stop if we achieve all ten points in my 
charts on the previous pages.  These charts are simplistic representations of knowledge and 
where we are not all knowledge in the universe.  
  
 I am concerned that the complexity of developing such structures may cause us to turn away 
from the challenge.  We have the capacity to achieve true freedom, but we may not take the steps 
necessary to achieve it.  Inhibiting the progress of technological knowledge by limiting research 
may cause the collapse of civilization, as we know it.  Civilizations have fallen throughout the 
course of human history, and ours could easily follow suit.   
 
 If we turn our backs on even the last few hundred years of technology, we may not be able to 
recover that knowledge for any of a number of reasons: war, natural disaster, or famine, to name 
just a few.  For example, in twenty or thirty years, most of our crude oil, ores, and minerals may 
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be gone.  A civilization without modern technology will not have access to the last, hard-to-reach 
natural deposits of these resources, let alone have the ability to develop alternative resources.   
 
  We in the United States must accelerate our quest for knowledge and reach the next level of 
existence as quickly as possible so that there will be less of a chance for us to "slip backwards."  
But because our democratic form of government provides for universal suffrage, it is next to 
impossible to come to a consensus about technological issues, which are inevitably politically 
complex.  Even the few politicians who are capable of understanding these difficult issues cannot 
adequately address them in the political arena.  As time goes by, fewer and fewer people will be 
able to understand the ramifications of technological developments.  A new system of political 
representation is critical--or the conflicts these issues engender will overwhelm us.  I discuss 
some ideas for such a system in Chapter Eighteen.   
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Economics as a Measure of Humanity 
 
 
    The understanding of economics is crucial to understanding the future of our society and our 
world for several reasons.  One, our understanding of economics determines how we judge our 
government and the business’s we work in.  Two, it structures our work/labor and reward 
system.  Three, it affects our values and our perceptions of our family, our community, our 
country, our world, and ourselves.  Four, a basic understanding of economics is a prerequisite to 
making objective evaluations about various current and future options that confront us.  For 
example over the past several years we have become very concerned over the national debt, but 
what actually is it and why our we so worried about it?  (Despite all the rhetoric, there is not 
agreement in the economic community that the "national debt" is our biggest national problem or 
that it is even a problem at all). In the first Chapter of this book, I talked about Friedman’s matrix 
and how economics started.  In this chapter, I will get into some of the underlying assumptions 
that define economics as a basis for the rest of this book. 
  
    In the previous two chapters, I discussed some of the technologies, which will be developed in 
the near future.  One example is the production of goods from energy.  Conventional labor will 
be unnecessary once this technology is perfected (the amount of labor as a percentage of cost 
will approach zero), and goods will be produced almost without cost.  Traditional economics 
obviously cannot be used to describe such a system (since it assumes labor is required), so it will 
be necessary to construct a much more comprehensive theory of economics (of which traditional, 
Keynesian economics would be only a subset).   
 
  Some economists would state that this process of turning energy into matter (i.e. goods) is 
not now available and so the discussion is irrelevant.  To this comment I would state that whether 
or not we can make things directly from energy today there is little disagreement in the scientific 
community that it will be possible at some time in the relatively near future (50, 100 or 500 
years).  This is very significant, for if there is little disagreement on this process happening at 
any time now or later then the economic theories of today must be able to account for this 
process happening, now.  If they can't account of them then they are not totally valid.  Just as 
Newtonian physics is a subset of Einsteinian physics, so must there be an Economic theory that 
allows an economic situation like this to exist, even if it is not now possible.  Keynesian 
economics must therefore be a sub-set of an over all economic theory that explains this future 
process as well as all traditional economic theories. 
 
     As I mentioned at the beginning of chapter one, traditional economics began when Adam 
Smith's Wealth of Nations was published in 1776.  Smith's work was followed by many others, 
such as Thomas Malthus's An Essay on the Principle of Population published in 1798 and Karl 
Marx's Das Kapital published in 1867. Economics as we know it culminated with John Maynard 
Keynes' 1936 work, General Theory of Employment Interest and Money.   Economic theory has 
since evolved to include complex mathematical formulations (econometrics) and computer 
simulations, but the core ideas about the basic nature of economics established by Smith have 
remained basically the same.  I believe that we must rethink the basic nature of economics in 
order to develop models suitable for future conditions.   
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     Webster's Third Unabridged Dictionary defines "economics" as "a social science that studies 
the production, distribution and consumption of commodities."  A more accurate definition of 
contemporary economics would be "the quantification of the relationships between the 
production and distribution of goods and services, as filtered through a Judeo/Christian 
philosophy."  I believe that the last part of this definition is particularly important because all 
traditional economic theory has been developed by scholars who have been trained in Western 
educational institutions, particularly in England and France.  Economics is not a "hard" science, 
like physics or chemistry. Its relationships and equations are not universal and are only 
applicable in the parts of the world in which they were developed.  Thus:   
 
 
 

Fundamental Economic Relationship 
 

      A. Economic theories relate only to the human 
interactions of  the society in which they were 
developed. 

       
 B. Economic theories were  developed almost 

exclusively by scholars trained in Western 
institutions.   

       
 C. Economic theories developed in the West may not 

fully apply to Eastern societies.   
 
   D. Economic theories may not apply at all to other 

intelligent  species. 
    
 
 
 
   Economic quantification is absolutely dependent on the social context in which it is 
developed since there are no constants such as would be found in physics or chemistry.  As 
education and knowledge change, so changes economic theory.  Thus, in the technologically 
advanced society that will exist in this country within the next century, economic quantification 
as it exists today (as exemplified in such media as "supply and demand curves") will no longer 
be relevant.   In addition, economic relationships are statistical (probabilistic) in nature and apply 
only to group (not individual) behavior. As group behavioral patterns change in this new society, 
economic theory will also change.   
 
 It is most certainly a mistake to assume that Western economics applies to Eastern societies 
on a one for one basis.  We have already established in Chapter Six that the structure of the 
human brain is governed by genetics; Therefore, Eastern thought patterns may not be identical to 
Western thought patterns.  Although Asians and Euro-Americans share many traits, real 
behavioral differences exist.  These differences may help to explain certain situations, such as the 
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economic success of the Japanese.  The following two examples illustrate how Westerners tend 
to be mislead by their economic ideas.   
 
 Example ONE: The vast majority of the world's creative/inventive accomplishments have 
been of Western origin (see the "Keys of Civilization" in Chapter Five).  Eastern civilizations 
have produced relatively few inventions of importance, and these few have come out of very 
early historical periods (e.g., gunpowder and the compass, invented by the Chinese).  Even the 
Japanese, despite their overwhelming successes in the area of production, have virtually failed in 
producing new inventions.  Their attempts at invention have almost all been absolute failures.  
America has thus developed a highly symbiotic relationship with Japan.  Americans invent and 
develop new products the Japanese produce these products.  Unfortunately, this relationship has 
also passed the production employment opportunities to the Japanese.   
 
 The Japanese have been immensely successful in developing ways to improve production.  
My gut feeling is that whatever thought patterns prevent them from being creative allow them to 
be highly organized and thorough instead.  Kaizen is the Japanese word for continuous 
improvement; this is the principle, which guides Japanese production.  Americans tend to work 
for the "big break-through," whereas the Japanese tend to look for small, incremental 
improvements.  Masaaki Imai's excellent book on this subject, entitled, appropriately, Kaizen, 
should be mandatory reading for anyone in business. 
 
 According to traditional economic thought, sometime in the late 1980's the balance of 
payments between Japan and the U.S. should have been resolved by an exchange rate 
adjustment, with the Japanese yen theoretically falling to somewhere around seventy or eighty to 
the dollar.   Instead, Japanese corporations and banks and the Japanese government decided to 
retain “significant” dollar balances.  Rather than converting dollars into yen, they invested very 
heavily in financial instruments such as U.S. Government securities.  The Japanese recognized 
that by holding dollar balances (even though this would defer their compensation) they could 
maintain an artificially high exchange rate with the United States.   In other words, they could 
maintain artificially low prices (temporarily) for their goods.  These lower prices subsequently 
allowed them to drive many of their U.S. competitors out of business or into producing their 
goods in Asia.  I personally believe that this was a consciously planned and executed strategy, 
although it may not have actually begun as such.   
 
 Since our government was much more focused on the more immediate (and very real 
physical) threat of the USSR, it ignored the growing trade imbalance with Japan.  The influx of 
cheap  (not of low quality but of few dollars) goods also held down inflation. Conventional 
economic wisdom dictated that "free trade" would ultimately solve the problem.  Unfortunately, 
traditional Western economic wisdom is inadequate in this situation, since the Japanese social 
structure is vastly different from that of the U.S. (By holding dollar balances long enough the 
Japanese could drive out of business their U.S. competitors then when the exchange rate 
eventually changed as economic theory says it must they would still maintain their advantage.  
This takes very long range thinking) Remember that economic principles apply only to the social 
system in which they were developed.  Japanese thinking is different (not better or worse, simply 
different) from European thinking, and we must remember this when analyzing our economic 
relationship with the Japanese or any other group.  It is imperative to understand a competitor's 

143 



 

motivation and to realize that it might not be the same as ours.  One of the main principles of 
warfare Economic or physical) is to understand your enemy.   
 
 Example TWO, The recently passed NAFTA agreement that was supposed to create job 
growth in the United States.  It is my opinion that this will not be the case, at least not as it has 
been presented to us.  Traditional economics states that under the principle of comparative 
advantage free trade will enhance the economies of the various countries that practice this 
economic principle. In other words, these countries will all be better off economically. 
Unfortunately, economic effects are based on underlying assumptions, which in the case of 
NAFTA do not necessarily mean that we have free trade as defined under economic theory. 
 
 Bear in mind that the world's most successful economy over the last two decades has been 
the most closed economy:  Japan.  What will happen in the U.S., Mexico, and Canada under 
NAFTA?  Of these three countries, the U.S. has by far the biggest economy and is also the most 
open in its trade practices.  Mexico has the poorest economy as well as the fastest growing 
population.  What would a smart corporate executive in Japan or Europe do with this situation?  
The answer is to build a production plant in Mexico, where labor is plentiful and cheap, and--
now that there are no trade barriers--export goods to the U.S.   
 
 Some experts say that Mexico will consume more American goods as its economy grows 
stronger, and to some extent, this is true.  But the Mexican economy will grow at a significantly 
faster rate than that of the U.S. or Canada over the next few decades.  In addition, because of the 
large labor pool in Mexico, wage levels in the U.S. will be held in check; companies will be able 
to use the threat of moving south of the border to keep U.S. wages low.   
 
 Thus, over the next twenty years or so, the Mexican economy will experience strong growth 
and the U.S. economy will experience a slow-to-medium growth rate with little wage growth.  
This means that inflation and interest rates will be low.  People in the U.S. will have to work 
longer and harder to keep up (not to mention get ahead).  Not exactly a glowing future for us, I 
would say.   
 
 Relative to these prospects, I would like to make a comment about Appendix A, which 
consists of a research paper I wrote for a college economics course in 1964.  Much of what I 
wrote then is applicable to my thinking today and, in fact, led more-or-less directly to the ideas 
presented in this book.   Although I had only a draft version of this paper in my files--which I 
accidentally discovered recently--I thought it would be worthwhile to include it as a "historical 
document" of sorts.  I would also like to note that in 1964 there were no hand calculators, and all 
the calculations were done either by hand or with a slide rule!  
  
 In 1964, I envisioned a future where production would become almost totally automated, 
leaving little work for humans.   And, indeed, because of automation trends, companies today are 
down-sizing as fast as they can, even as their sales and profits increase.  The only sector that has 
seen job growth is the service sector.  Some people would say that this is simply the latest step in 
the progression of "Work" from Farming to Manufacturing to Services.  This is not wrong.  But 
there is a major difference in the mechanics of this progression:  Whereas in Farming and 
Manufacturing, when capital and technology (i.e. automation) are used to increase productivity, 
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squeezing certain workers out, the remaining workers subsequently earn higher wages.  Most of 
the jobs available in the Service sector cannot--by definition--be automated.   These jobs remain 
essentially the same in nature throughout the years, and remain at low wage levels.    
 
 To sum up some of the ideas from the beginning of this book, then:  Economics is a social 
science which attempts to measure the relationships between individuals and groups of 
individuals as they pursue the satisfaction of their needs and desires.  The branch of mathematics 
that deals with probability gives us the means to perform these measurements.  Measures of 
economic factors are measures of social behavior; just as surely as the average height or weight 
of populations depends on diet and other factors, which determine growth, economic measures 
depend on the existing social structure. Therefore, changes in the social structure will inevitably 
change economic measurements. 
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The National Debt Redefined  
 
 
     There has been a lot of talk recently about the national debt and what a problem it is. But just 
what is the "national debt" and why is it such a problem?  In its simplest definition, the national 
debt is the accumulated difference between what the federal government collects in taxes and 
what it spends on goods and services.  If it spends more than it collects, it can either print more 
money or borrow money to finance the difference.  Our government has, in fact, done both.  The 
result is that our money supply in 1991 was $898 billion (I don't mean to imply that all this 
money was created by the Federal government) and the national debt for that year, by contrast, 
was just short of $3.6 trillion (a four-to-one ratio).  These are very large numbers, but they are 
accretions from the inception of the country over two hundred years ago.   
 
   Most of us assume that the nature of the government's debt is identical to that of our personal 
debt.  This assumption is incorrect.  It would be more appropriate to compare the nature of the 
government's accumulation of debt with the process an individual goes through when he/she 
transfers funds from one account to another (savings to checking for example).  The sum of the 
moneys that person has remains the same; various portions of it simply lie in different places.  
When the government borrows money by selling bonds to individuals and companies, it is really, 
"transferring funds from one account to another" at the national level.  For the economy of the 
U.S., it's money that it owes itself (Just as when you transfer say $500 from your checking 
account to your savings account the total amount you have remains the same; so to with the 
government and the private sector, the total for the economy is the same).  This is a highly 
simplified description however so that the interested reader might want to consult a book on 
national income accounting for a detailed analysis of how this process works.   
 
     It is also a mistake (commonly made, nonetheless) to become concerned about the size of the 
national debt just because its a big number, especially with much political rhetoric about 
mortgaging our future or our kids future.  To illustrate, let's make a hypothetical comparison.  If 
the national debt in 1991 was almost $3.6 trillion and national income (GDP) for that year stood 
at $5.7 trillion, then, by definition, the debt was 63% of the income of the country.  The question 
is therefore, is this number too big?  Maybe so and maybe not.  Let's look at a typical debt 
scenario for an average individual during that same year.  A person earning $50,000 annually 
might have had a $100,000 home mortgage, a $10,000 car loan, and credit card balances of 
$5,000, for a total debt of $115,000.  Thus, debt was 230% of income.  In other words, this 
typical individual was almost four times more heavily in debt than the federal government in 
1991.  If the government was in debt to the same extent as the average American in that year, the 
national debt would have been about $13.1 trillion.  Or the federal government was 4 times 
(400%) better off than the typical middle class family. 
 
 Looking at the situation in this logical manner demonstrates that the "crisis" is not what it 
appears to be and in fact, there is no "crises".  The furor over the national debt has been largely 
created by persons who do not like how the government is spending its money.  By creating a 
political issue out of the size of the national debt and therefore the need to balance the budget, 
these people have been able to focus attention on programs, which they personally dislike.  They 
want to downsize the government by eliminating what they personally don't like or want.  Since 
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most of these groups are from the right wing of the Republican Party, it's also no surprise that 
they also tend to be fundamentalist in their religious practices.  It should also be no surprise what 
and where they want to cut. 
 
 A regular feature of Business Week is an economic essay written by one of a series of well-
known economists, and I include here an essay by Robert Kuttner ("The Chicken Littles of the 
30's are Back"), which appeared in the September 28, 1992 issue.  (I have added some personal 
comments in brackets.)  
 
 

     A consensus of economists thinks little can be done about the 
current era of slow growth.  We ate our seed corn during the 1980's, 
and we must pay [A guilt we easily accept, based on our 
Judeo/Christian beliefs.] with a period of prolonged adjustment. [If a 
farmer eats his seed corn, he has nothing to plant the next year and 
will starve.] Fiscal policy is said to be useless because of the already 
exorbitant deficit.  The Federal Reserve Board keeps lowering interest 
rates, but 3% short term money has merely kept the recession from 
worsening. 
 
     Those who would commend belt-tightening should read some 
economic history. [The deficit and the accumulated debt were a major 
campaign issue in the 1992 presidential election. The Clinton 
administration is basing its economic policy largely upon reducing this 
"evil" debt.] In the late 1930's, after a decade of zero growth, 
economists were in a similarly gloomy mood.  Many of them made the 
mistake of extrapolating a depression decade into a permanent trend.  
In academic meetings and in the pages of prestigious journals, 
economists propounded the inevitability of slow growth in a mature 
industrial economy.  The mature-economy thesis was the hot topic of 
the American Economic Association's meetings in 1938 and 1939. 
 
     Reflecting on the slowing of growth in the 1930's, especially in 
mature industries such as railroads, steel, coal, shipbuilding, meat 
packing, mining, and manufacturing, as well as slower population 
growth, economists Glen E. McLaughlin and Ralph J. Watkins wrote 
gravely of the diminished ability of an advanced industrial economy to 
absorb new investment capital.  They concluded: "Under these 
circumstances investors become increasingly cautious...These 
tendencies further aggravate the problem of industrial growth since 
they tend to deprive the economy of both capital funds and aggressive 
enterprisers...[I]ndustrial maturity is likely to be especially devastating 
in its effects on real estate values...cutting off the flow of investment 
into construction, with a consequent further depressing influence on 
industrial trends." [Substitute "aerospace" or "defense" for "railroads" 
and "steel," and this could easily have been written in 1992.]   
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     Clouded Vision.  Alvin H. Hansen, perhaps the leading American 
Keynesian at the time, wrote in the March, 1939, American Economic 
Review: "The problem of our generation is, above all, the problem of 
inadequate investment outlays...[A] full-fledged recovery...requires a 
large outlay on new investment, and this awaits the development of 
great new industries and new techniques." 
 
     The leading economists of the day had good reason to be pessimists.  
A full decade after the crash, national income in 1939 had just barely 
recovered to its level of 1929. Private investment was depressed--and 
would likely stay that way as long as unemployment was stuck around 
17% (its rate in 1939), personal income was stagnant, and customers 
were lacking.  Even public investment had faltered:  Federal spending 
was up, but state outlays on basic infrastructure had plummeted during 
the Depression.  Some of the more conservative economic 
commentators saw in the mature industry controversy a stalking horse 
for more federal deficit-spending.  After all, in the wake of the New 
Deal deficits, the national debt held by the public was an alarming $41 
billion in 1939, or 47% of a year's gross national product. 
 
     If only those stagnationists had possessed a crystal ball!  Within 
three years, World War II produced the most remarkable recovery 
program in economic history--most of it powered by public borrowing 
and public investment.  The industrial-maturity hypothesis turned out 
to be nonsense.  The human capacity to invest new technologies and 
thus to use capital to increase productivity is, of course, infinite. What 
was not nonsense, however, was the economic deadlock of the 1930's.  
As Hansen, among others, grasped, private investors were not 
investing and would not invest as long as output and wages were 
depressed. 
 
[Interest rates were absurdly low in the thirties and yet no investment 
was being made.  Even though there is a weak indirect relationship, 
there is no direct link between low interest rates and investment.  When 
I was considering investments at the time I was managing businesses, 
the interest rate was not my primary concern.  My main interest  was 
market potential.  For example, if I could invest $50,000 and generate 
$2,000,000 in sales, resulting in perhaps a $200,000 profit, I would 
still make the investment, even if the interest rate was as high as 20% 
A.P.R.. Normally, interest rates affect only marginal investments.  
Opportunity comes first, and cost second; without opportunity, interest 
rates are meaningless.] 
 
     Crucial Leap.  What the war did, as the New Deal had not quite 
done, was to break this vicious circle by bridging the private sector's 
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temporary unwillingness to invest.  The federal deficit, during the war 
years, was astronomical.  In 1943, more than two-thirds of all federal 
outlays were borrowed.  The deficit that year was 70% of the budget 
and fully 31% of GNP.  (Many economists are aghast that today's 
deficit is about 6% of GNP.) By the end of the war, the accumulated 
debt was over 119% of GNP--but that increased debt had restored 
personal income, re-capitalized U.S. industry, revived corporate 
profits, and increased growth to better than 10% a year for four years.  
The U.S. economy lived off that immense jolt for more than a 
generation. 
 
     Today's stagnationist economy is like that of the late 1930's--not 
because there are no opportunities to invest, but because personal 
income has faltered, banks have been traumatized, real estate values 
have declined, and private investors are understandably gun-shy.  
Today's stagnationist debate is also like that of the late 1930's in that a 
lot of otherwise sensible people insist that nothing can be done. 
Today's "disabling" public debt, incidentally, at about 49% of GNP, is 
comparable to the debt of 1939--a debt that Roosevelt happily 
quintupled in order to win the war and re-capitalize the economy. 
 
     Chronic economic paralysis is no more inevitable today than it was 
in 1939, and only public  investment can spare us another decade of 
stagnation.  But can we foster the fiscal equivalent of war production 
without the war? 

 
 
     I believe that Kuttner is absolutely correct in his analysis.  We have been convinced by some 
of our politicians that the debt has grown to crisis proportions (spin battles between the 
Republicans and the Democrats) and that is why we are experiencing so little growth.  Kuttner 
clearly shows that this is the same faulty thinking that hindered economic analysis in the 1930's; 
our economic history has been all but obscured by the "spin" which has been put to work to hide 
the nature of the facts and figures.   To build on Kuttner's ideas, I would like to make some 
historical economic comparisons and discuss their implications.  The following series of tables 
and charts show facts about the national debt and its relationship to the GDP.  The figures 
contained therein were taken from the Historical Statistics of the United States (U.S. Dept. of 
Commerce) and the 1992 Statistical Abstract of the United States.   
 
 The first table shows the growth of both the national debt and the GNP of the U.S. by decade, 
except for the war years in the 40's, where I felt that, because of the tremendous increase in the 
economy overall, it was more appropriate to show figures for each year of the decade.  Some 
people may find these figures quite surprising, as they are not what you would expect after 
listing to toady's current political pundits.  Following the table are three charts, which present the 
same information graphically.  Again, the World War II years are of special significance, since, 
by almost any account, government spending on the war started the incredible growth which 
propelled the U.S. into world leadership.    
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Table 19, History of the National Debt 
                
             National Debt National Debt GNP 
              % of GNP % Change % Increase 

——————————————————— 
      1900 6.8% +73.5% +128.0% 
      1910 3.2% +101.4% +182.2% 
      1920 26.6% +624.3% +206.2% 
      1930 17.9% +276.3% +160.5% 
      1940 43.1% +152.7% +87.1% 
 
      1941 39.3% +113.9% +124.9% 
      1942 45.9% +147.9% +126.8% 
      1943 71.3% +188.7% +121.3% 
      1944 95.7% +147.0% +109.6% 
     1944 122.1% +128.7% +100.9% 
     1946 129.2% +104.2% +98.4% 
     1947 111.7% +95.9% +110.9% 
     1948 97.9% +97.7% +111.4% 
     1949 98.5% +100.2% +99.6% 
 
 1950 90.4% +657.6% +275.6% 
 1960 57.7% +135.9% +191.9% 
 1970 38.5% +122.3% +178.7% 
 1980 33.5% +185.8% +240.1% 
 1990 58.2% +323.0% +238.3% 
            
 

Chart 10, Federal Debt GNP 
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Chart 11, Federal Debt Compared to GNP 
 

 
  
 This table compares the federal debt to the GNP from 1880 to 
1992  (scale in trillions of dollars).  During World War II, the debt 
exceeded the total GNP.  Because of the importance of this period, the 
following graph shows the decade from 1940 to 1950 in detail. 
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   Chart 12, National Debt, 1940 - 1950 

 
  

The national debt exceeded the total value of the GNP by a significant 
amount during the war years.   
 
 
 

   The tremendous growth experienced by the U.S. economy from 1940 through 1980 was 
fueled by the giant investment of capital by the federal government--not for "social" programs, 
but for military and industrial projects.   I believe that this "seed money" was the reason that our 
GNP grew from $500 billion to $6 trillion in fifty years.  I also believe that the impetus for 
economic growth started by war-time spending has run its course; we need a new "project." 
 
 The end of the Cold War and the collapse of the USSR prompted the government to cut back 
on military spending and "high tech" research.  This hurt the economy, not so much because the 
size of the military needed to remain at its Cold War level, but because the "seed money" was 
needed to spur investment and growth.  I propose that the space program (the space station, a 
moon base, a manned landing on Mars) has the potential to provide an excellent vehicle for 
government investment that would spur growth throughout the economy. 
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 The preceding table and charts show clearly that economic growth is closely tied to growth 
of the national debt.  This is further supported by the following table and chart.   
 
 
 

Table 20, Debt vs. Growth  
 
                     Increase Increase  
                     in Debt in GNP 

———————————————— 
       1940's +657.6% +275.6% 
          1950's  +135.9% +191.9% 
           1960's +122.3% +178.7% 
           1970's +185.8% +240.1% 
           1980's  +323.0% +238.3% 
 
 
 
        World War II engendered a massive build-up in debt during the 1940's (as discussed in the 
Kuttner essay).  The growth of the debt slowed down in the 1950's and 60's--and so did the 
growth of the economy.  When the national debt increased from the 1970's to the 80's due to 
military build-up, the economy again followed suit.   
 
     During both periods of growth, the build-up in the military fueled growth in the civilian 
sector, creating virtually all the high-tech--and high-paying--jobs in this country.  As the country 
focused on producing high-tech military hardware and systems in the 1970's and 80's, the 
economy began de-emphasizing consumer goods, allowing Japan and other Asian countries to 
take over much of the production in that area.  The Arab oil embargo in the early 1970's was the 
trigger for the changes that followed (By raising oil prices dramatically expenditures on "energy" 
jumped and we ended up with a shift in focus from "Big" cars to "Small" car.  Since the Japanese 
were making small cars, they had the right product at the right time.).  After decades of success 
with this system, however, we have now decided that the national debt is bad and should be 
eliminated.  A constitutional amendment has been considered to mandate "balancing the budget."  
The figures presented in this chapter show that this proposal simply makes no sense (and could 
very well be a total economic disaster).   
 
 Table 19 shows that the greatest growth of the national economy occurred in the 1940's, and 
not the 1970's and 80's.  I believe that there are two reasons for this:  First, the war years 
followed a serious depression; pent-up consumer demand let loose in full force in the years 
following the war.  Second, there was a major increase in social welfare spending in the 1970's 
and 80's, which reduced government spending on the military, the infrastructure, and the space 
program proportionately.  Had the money, which was spent on social welfare programs, been 
pumped instead into the military, the space program, etc., more jobs would have been created, 
which in turn would have eliminated the need for social welfare spending in the first place.  This 
is demonstrated in the following chart: 
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Chart 13, Growth in Debt & GDP 
 

 
 
  There is a very clear link between the growth of 
the national debt and the growth of the GDP.  This 
general trend is apparent up to the 1970's, when the 
continuing increase in national debt no longer seems to 
be driving the economy. I attribute this to the federal 
government's increase in social welfare spending; 
literally, one-third of the economy's potential growth 
($200 to $300 Billions) has been eliminated by this 
trend.   The dashed line shows this lost growth.    
 
 

    As the Clinton administration continues to cut military spending and increase spending on 
social welfare programs and entitlements, more and more of the high-tech, high-paying jobs will 
disappear.  Since the U.S. economy is under intense pressure to be competitive in the 
international market, the net effect of the continuation of this spending policy will be to slow 
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down the growth of high-paying jobs and to keep pay rates down.  In other words, $17.50 per 
hour jobs in aerospace will be eliminated, to be replaced by $7.50 per hour (or less) low-skill 
assembly jobs.  Many low-skill jobs will be at the minimum wage level; many will not even be 
full-time.  This is happening because the American people and the politicians who represent 
them do not understand economics and are confusing economic policy with social policy.   
 
 If the government wants to promote economic growth, it should spend money on projects 
that produce things, not on social welfare programs.  The military was built up during World 
War II, and again under Presidents Carter and Reagan, mainly by the acquisition of high-tech 
hardware. This massive military build-up promoted growth both in the technology sector and in 
the country's infrastructure.   Millions of jobs were created during these periods, almost all of 
them high-paying, and this helped drive the economy forward at a rate that more than 
compensated for the loss of some jobs  (mostly to the Japanese) in the consumer goods sector.  
The production behind the war effort spurred the incredible growth that took us out of the Great 
Depression and propelled us into super power status within a few years.  It was not important 
that most of what the military bought was unused (at the end of World War II, massive amounts 
of weapons and supplies were dumped at sea) or destroyed in battle.  What was important was 
that industrial and knowledge bases were created. 
 
    From the standpoint of economic health, what is produced is not as important as the fact that 
something is produced.  Whether a B-2 bomber or a Ford Escort is built, it's the production 
process itself that counts, not the output.   It doesn't matter whether we build a $250 million 
dollar jet fighter, only to have it shot down, or whether we make 1,000,000 cases of Coke and 
drink them all, only to end up literally flushing what we've produced down the toilet.  The end 
result is the same. 
 
     Thus, if the government was serious about promoting economic growth, it should have 
continued to fund the super collider in Texas (which it cut in 1993).  It should significantly 
expand the NASA budget.  It should increase, rather than cut back, defense spending; it's not a 
coincidence that every country in the world, which has been cutting back on defense spending, is 
now also experiencing an economic slow-down.  Consider the 1992 research of Nestor E. 
Terleckjy, an economist with the National Planning Association.  He found that 1.2 million 
defense-related jobs were scheduled to be eliminated between 1992 and 1994, with an additional 
800,000 jobs scheduled to be cut by the end of the decade.   These jobs have a "multiplier 
effect," such that each of them sustains another 2.5 non-defense-related jobs.  This means that 
cuts in defense spending will eliminate 2.5 million jobs (most of them high-paying, technical 
jobs) by the year 2000.   
 
    Our national spending policy should center on projects and programs, which promote 
expansion of, or investment in, industrial materials and goods.   Previous examples of such 
spending include World War II, the national interstate highway system the manned moon 
landing, and other, more limited, NASA projects.  These types of projects and programs take a 
great deal of time and engineering to mature and become operational.  Jobs are created at a 
moderate rate.  Because the process is relatively slow, it avoids increasing the rate of inflation by 
too rapid an influx of capital.   
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   The relatively slow absorption of these investments infuses capital slowly and 
steadily into the economy. 
 

 
 Spending on social welfare programs has the opposite effect.  Subsidies to individuals are 
spent immediately, creating an instant demand for consumer goods.  This spending doesn't, 
however, cure the problems which created poverty conditions in the first place.  Individuals 
receiving subsidies cannot readily get by if the subsidy is withdrawn.  They have little or no 
incentive to find employment since job income would cause the loss of the subsidy.  In the short 
run, it doesn't make any sense economically for recipients to get off welfare or any other income 
transfer program, and most don't realize that they are trapped by this system until it's too late.     
 
  Another negative result of social welfare spending is the disenchantment of employed 
citizens; most people who work resent giving up portions of their income to people who do not 
work. (Consider:  Taxes can be thought of as being more-or-less equivalent to donating some of 
our time for someone else's use.)  We voluntarily (or involuntarily) give a portion of what we 
earn to a middle-person.  When that person spends our money "for the common good," we 
normally go along with it, even if we don't entirely agree with the purpose.  When, however, that 
middle person gives our money to someone else--especially a "someone else" whom we perceive 
to be undeserving--to spend as they desire, we become resentful.  Most of us are willing to give 
up only a certain portion of our earnings. Once that level is exceeded, we rebel.   
 
 As social welfare spending becomes an ever-greater slice of the GDP, the implications of 
Friedman's spending matrix (see pages six and seven) become more significant.  More and more 
of our economic activity falls into the B2 category. It is instructional to remember that the 
economy of an entire empire--the USSR--collapsed as a result of this category of spending.  
What happened in Russia is a prime example of the fruits of central planning, out-of-control 
social welfare spending, and heavy indirect taxation.   
 
 

     The core problem with social welfare is that, in their 
attempt to help those in need, politicians create more people 
in need.  Even when they realize the unwanted results of their 
efforts, politicians continue to promote social welfare 
spending in order to directly or indirectly buy votes.   
 

 
     An effective national policy of job creation would produce enough growth in the economy to 
employ residents of our inner cities.  We should start by expanding the NASA budget 
significantly, reversing defense spending cuts, and planning extensive infrastructure repair.  
Projects should be well-designed and implemented gradually, in order for the economy to absorb 
new expenditures without raising the spector of inflation.  Many of the skilled people who are 
currently unemployed due to cuts in defense spending and global competition in consumer 
markets could be used to plan, engineer, and administer these projects; unskilled or semi-skilled 
workers from depressed areas like the inner cities could provide the man-power to implement the 
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projects.  This whole process must, of course, be accompanied by a gradual cut-back in social 
welfare spending in order to firmly nudge recipients out of the welfare system and into the main 
stream of American life.   This would require a difficult period of adjustment, but in the long run, 
it would be well worth the effort.    
 
 Much of what I say in this chapter sounds like Republican thinking; some of it may sound 
Democratic.  The main difference between the two parties, as I see it, is that the Republican 
Party champions market domination of the economy, whereas the Democrats favor an economy 
based, at least loosely, on central planning.  Bearing in mind the basic economic truths described 
by Friedman's spending matrix, I believe that the Republican view is much healthier for the 
country over the long term (although I do not ascribe to the entire Republican platform of 
political beliefs).  The following statements summarize my views on federal spending: 
 
 
 

     Social Welfare Spending leads to social distortion and a continuation of 
the problems it is meant to correct.   
 
 Capital Spending (e.g. for the military, the space program, the 
infrastructure) leads to growth and fuels the rest of the economy, offsetting 
natural business cycle fluctuations.   
 
 
 

 "Social welfare spending" can be defined as government spending, which goes directly or 
indirectly to individuals.  "Capital spending," on the other hand, is government money, which 
goes directly or indirectly to business.  When the government gives money to individuals, they 
become "addicted" to these hand-outs; they lose their motivation to be gainfully employed and, 
in effect, become wards of the state.   This is what happened in Russia and is still happening in 
the inner cities of the United States.  It has nothing to do with race; it has everything to do with 
providing for others what they should provide for themselves.  The fact that the motivations of 
the people dispensing the financial aid are honest and well-meaning makes absolutely no 
difference.  The result of a welfare system is always the creation of an economically dependent 
population.   
 
   Even when spending restrictions are in place, recipients of welfare find ways to circumvent 
them.   Their motivation is to "beat the system" and receive compensation for not working.  This 
is not true of all welfare recipients, of course, but it applies to enough people that it is certainly a 
major social and economic problem in the United States.  Just as a baby must be weaned from its 
mother's milk, the recipients of social welfare spending must also be weaned from this 
destructive method of "improving" society.  Don't forget that politicians are also "addicted" to 
the process, as a means of collecting the votes they need for re-election.   
 
 It could be argued that businesses also become addicted to government "hand-outs,” but I 
contend that spending on business is different in practice and outcome.  Spending on business, 
typically for the military or for construction projects, is done through a bidding process (less 
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chance for "personal" corruption), and yields tangible results (a B-2 bomber or a bridge).   As I 
have shown, statistics prove that capital spending is healthy for the economy.   
 
 A third type of government spending is for administrative purposes (i.e., the general costs of 
running the government).  This is a relatively small portion of government spending, and has not 
received as much statistical analysis as it should.  Consequently, the government is not always 
run very efficiently.  Overall, however, administrative spending is not the source of our 
economic problems.  Indeed, many arms of the government, such as the Bureau of the Census 
and the Commerce Department, are very important and certainly deserve administrative funding.   
 
 Appendix D contains a table (pages xxx through xxx) with information on the national debt 
used to help write this chapter.  These figures were derived primarily from the 1992 Statistical 
Abstract of the United States.  
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Taxes 
 
 
     Economics as a modern academic discipline has undergone several major transformations 
since Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations.  The last key changes in economic thinking came in the 
1920's and 30's with the work of John Maynard Keynes.  Keynes' ideas were adopted in part by 
President Roosevelt as he struggled to help the United States pull out of the Great Depression. 
Unfortunately, either Roosevelt did not fully understand the implications of Keynes' ideas, or he 
could not convince Congress to fully adopt them, for it was not until the impending world 
conflict know as World War II precipitated a great flood of capital spending into the economy 
that the U.S. truly left the Depression behind.  The changes, which I propose in this chapter, are, 
I believe, a natural extension of Keynes' work. 
 
 The war effort was financed with taxes and so my interest in taxes and there consequences 
was always a puzzle to me for many reasons.  First was it should have bankrupted the economy 
but it didn’t.  Second, I was long ago struck with the wasted time and effort that annually goes 
into preparing--and attempting to avoid--local, state, and federal taxes.  All of us (except maybe 
the accountants) begrudge the work required to file our taxes each April 15th.  People have even 
formed organizations to study the question of the legality of the IRS.  Businesses, in particular, 
carry an onerous burden of compliance, and tax rates significantly affect almost all business 
decisions.  Over the years, I have occasionally toyed with ideas for improving the efficiency of 
the tax system.  During one of these brain-storming sessions a few years ago, I realized that the 
entire taxation process was unnecessary in a modern, post-computer economy. 
 
 

 Government can be run without taxation.  Furthermore, eliminating taxes 
would eliminate the distortion of corporate and individual thinking and planning. 

 
 
     "Taxation" probably began tens of thousands of years ago in very primitive societies, when 
the tribal leader demanded contributions from members of his tribe for his protection and 
leadership.  Contributions would have consisted of food/game, tanned hides, arrow heads, or 
some other basic necessity.  Members of the tribe therefore paid their chief directly for his real 
and/or perceived services to them.   
 
 These chiefs eventually became kings (in Europe), sheiks (in Arabia), or emperors (in Asia).  
The titles were different but the principle was the same; rulers and their descendants claimed the 
right to divinely ordained absolute power.   These families often stayed in power for hundreds of 
years.  Sometimes rulers were overthrown and the new leaders in turn claimed the right to divine 
rule.  One thing was the same though; all of these rulers demanded some form of payment from 
their subjects.  Sometimes these payments were quite high, other times they were somewhat 
more reasonable.  In either case, rulers needed these payments to maintain their "divine" 
lifestyles, and the more "contributions" they got from their subjects, the more they demanded.  In 
extreme cases, people became indentured or enslaved in order to fulfill their tax burden.  In any 
case, the only "economic" difference between taxation and slavery is the percentage of time 
spent working for someone else rather than yourself. 
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     Most people living in democracies eventually gained personal freedoms, but most of us have 
never been spared the burden of taxation at some level.  The American Revolution was a direct 
consequence of taxation, which was judged to be onerous and unjust.  Since the break from 
Britain over two hundred years ago, Americans have paid, over time, higher and higher taxes.  
Today about 40% of our time is taken from us in the form of taxes.  From an economic 
standpoint, we are therefore 40% slaves to the various governments (local state and federal).  We 
have been paying taxes for so long that most individuals believe that they "have to"--even if they 
don't want to--in order to support a working government.  It is difficult to "break the habit" of 
something that we have been doing for tens of thousands of year, but we must rethink the role of 
taxes in our lives and in our government.  I propose here that taxes are unnecessary and 
irrelevant in a modern economic system.  
  
 There are two parts to consider in order to understand the economic impact of taxes.  One, an 
individual or a legal entity (e.g., a business) transfers income or earnings to the government, 
thereby giving up his/her/its right to spend the earned money.  Two, the government receives the 
transferred money and uses it for various purposes to include buying goods and providing 
services.  The government may also transfer this money directly to others as a "transfer 
payment;" and most of our entitlement programs are income transfer payments.  However, the 
government can also print (create) money, which it does as required.  Thus, the federal 
government literally has the right to spend more than it collects, and either print and/or borrow 
money to finance the difference.  The government usually does both.  For example, the United 
States' money supply (currency only) was almost $247 billion in 1990 (this is almost all 
"created" or printed money), whereas the government's debt was almost $3.2 trillion that year.  
By comparison, the GDP in 1990 was $5.5 trillion. 
 
 The following equations represent how we account for the transactions that make up our 
national economy, defined today as the Gross Domestic Product  (GDP).   For simplicity's sake, I 
have not included export/import transactions and other internal transactions, and I am ignoring 
the government's ability to create money (i.e., I am assuming a balanced budget).  The GDP of 
the country would be the sum of Personal Consumption Expenditures (Ce), Investment (I), and 
Government Expenditures (Ge), or: GDP=Ce+I+Ge.  The sources of income for these 
expenditures are Personal Income, or wages minus taxes (Pi), Corporate Income, or profits 
minus taxes (Ci), and taxes (T), or: GDP=Pi+Ci+T.  Obviously, GDP must have the same value 
in both of these equations, so Ce+I+Ge=Pi+Ci+T. This simply shows that national income 
equals national expenditures.  I will now redefine a few terms: Pi=(Wi-tp), Ci=(Pc-tc) and 
T=(tp+tc).  tp is equal to individual or personal taxes, and tc is equal to corporate or business 
taxes.  The sum of the two is therefore T or total taxes. 
 
 Since taxes are deducted from both individual (Wi) and corporate incomes (Ci), we can 
rewrite the equation as follows:  Ce+I+Ge=(Wi-tp)+(Pc-tc)+(tp+tc).  Now, since individual and 
corporate taxes appear twice on the same side of the equation, we can simplify them by replacing 
them with a new variable, which we will call "Development" (Dg) for now.  The new equation 
for GDP will therefore be Ce+I+Ge=Wi+Pc+Dg.   Now we can redefine the variables in the 
right side of the equation (I will explain the reasoning behind this later in this chapter) as 
follows:  Wi=IVA (Individual Value Added), Pc=BVA (Corporate/Organizational Value 
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Added), and Dg=GVA (Governmental Value Added).  The old GDP equation has thus been 
transformed into:  Ce+I+Ge=IVA+BVA+GVA.   
 
    Taxes, as I mentioned previously, can basically be defined as a transfer to the government of 
the economic rights to a certain percentage of the time that we spend working (physically or 
mentally).  Government exercises this "economic right" directly by withholding certain 
percentages from payroll and levying millage on property values, and indirectly by collecting 
sales and various product and excise taxes (recently some of these taxes have been redefined as 
"contributions").  At the rate of forty hours per week and fifty weeks per year, the average 
individual works 2,000 hours per year; about 800 hours of that time goes toward paying for 
his/her taxes, direct and indirect.  
   
   I will now make a very radical proposal that will require an open mind to understand.  Read the 
balance of this paragraph slowly and carefully and forget past preconceived ideas.  If both 
personal incomes and corporate profits were reduced by the amount of taxes that would normally 
be assessed, and taxes were thus taken out of the GDP equation, incomes and profits would be 
precisely the same; their buying power would not be any less or any more.   Assuming that the 
government would still be spending the same amount of money, T, it had previously collected in 
taxes from individuals and corporations, the only thing that would have to be done to maintain 
the balance of the equation for GDP is to provide another source of money in the amount of T.   
This could easily be accomplished if the government were simply to "create" the necessary 
money (The government can do this and with these assumptions it will not be any more or any 
less inflationary then what was happening before this change, it is inflation neutral).   This is 
why I have redefined T as Dg, or development I wanted to break the link to the old way of 
thinking.  By this one simple procedure, taxes and all the economic distortions they produce 
would be eliminated from the economic system.   
  
    There is a precedent for a tax less state: China.  China has no income or sales taxes.  The fact 
that China does not have a free market economy is irrelevant to taxation.  China has a tightly 
controlled economy a low inflation rate and is currently experiencing a steady and strong rate of 
economic growth.  I am not recommending China as the most wonderful place to live; I simply 
use it as an example to prove that the operation of a modern state does not require taxation.   
 
 
 

 Eliminating taxes would bring major psychological changes to the 
process of conducting business.  Business decisions would be made on their 
intrinsic economic merits, not on their tax consequences. 
 
 

 
  Tax shelters--along with a good portion of the legal and accounting professions--would 
disappear.  Entire government agencies and regulatory bodies, such as the IRS, would no longer 
be needed, thus freeing up government resources for truly productive work.  There would be 
many other benefits to such an economic system, which I call "Super Capitalism" or "Kahism" 
(which I will define later). 
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     What is currently lacking to make this system viable is a way to control government 
spending.  Governments in other countries have created runaway inflation partially as a result of 
uncontrolled spending.   Most of us have therefore developed a preconception that government 
must not spend more than it collects in taxes or our economy will also experience high inflation 
(i.e., the "balanced budget" debate of today).  Taxes become the theoretical "brake" on the 
spending system.  Implicit in this thinking is that government contributes no "value" other than 
the redistribution of money or income.  Also assumed in thinking of this kind is that "no" or 
"small" government is better than large government.    
 
 As I discussed in depth in the previous chapter, government deficit spending has an 
expansionary effect on the economy.  Government spending, the normal business cycle, and 
psychological factors are the major determinants of the economy's strength.   Politicians like to 
say that they have "created jobs," but in reality, new jobs appear years after a change in 
economic policy.  For example, George Bush lost the 1992 presidential election partially because 
the economy appeared to be in a recession (he was also hurt by a strong third-party candidate).  
Economic reporting always post-dates actual economic activity by at least several months, 
however, and so it was not until Clinton was already in office that it became clear that the 
recession had, in fact, ended during Bush's term, and the economy was already in a growth 
period at the time of the election.  In reality, neither Clinton nor Bush had anything to do with 
this process; it was simply the normal business cycle in action.  Having said that I must qualify it 
some as the President because of his position can have some impact on the economy but it’s not 
an impact for next month or next quarter.   
 
     In order to break the link between politics, government spending, and taxes, we must assign 
value to the government's contribution to the economic equation.    For example, government 
spending on the infrastructure (dams, road, airports and even some public buildings) and 
education (both primary and secondary) has significant long-term economic benefits.   As I 
mentioned above, what we need to make a system like this viable is a way to direct and control 
government spending, since the amount collected in taxes will no longer provide a "yardstick" 
for measuring government expenditures nor act as a brake on excessive spending by politicians 
seeking re-election.  I will address the political issues of this topic in detail in the next chapter, 
for now I want to stick to economics.   
 
 I think a key point in the understanding of economics was passed over about 100 years ago, 
when some very influential and fundamental ideas about economics were in the process of being 
formulated.   This omission is especially clear in the work of Karl Marx, the indirect father of 
central planning.  He believed that all economic value was derived from "labor;" he built his 
vision for a utopian society based on collectives upon his ideas about labor.  His system became 
known as Communism, but a better name would have been "Laborism."  The fatal flaw in his 
thinking was his assumption that humans are inherently good and that communism would 
eventually lead to an ideal state with no government.  Economies and social structures based on 
collectives and central planning have been tried throughout the world many times since Marx 
and it has become very clear that they simply do not work.  For starters, the people who gather 
power during communist revolutions--which is how communism typically is installed as a 
country's economic system--do not voluntarily put that power aside after the revolution is over.  
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Then after they are in control they need a strong central government (a police state in most cases) 
to stay in control.  Therefore, collectives based on Marx's principles can only work for very small 
social units, for example, an extended family.  However, the idealistic lure of communism is 
very powerful especially to the young and intelligent, unfortunately it just doesn't apply to the 
real world with real people.   
 
 Other economists saw that something was missing from Marx's formula, and assigned the 
central economic value to "capital" rather than "labor."  Economic thought of the recent past 
gave value to both "labor" and "capital."  More currently, economists have also assigned value to 
"knowledge."  Peter Drucker, a prolific writer and social analyst of some renown, has proposed 
that the next stage of economic development will center on knowledge and the workers that 
control it.  He elaborates these ideas in his book, Post-Capitalist Society.  Although Drucker's 
ideas were helpful for developing some of the concepts I present in this chapter, I have expanded 
upon them considerably.  My own thoughts on this subject go back to 1964 when I studied and 
researched the trends of the abilities of humans to absorb knowledge and become productive 
members of society.  A copy of that work is enclosed as Appendix A.  In that work, I go into 
detail on knowledge and how it relates to our society and the future of the "working class".  With 
that work included as reference, I have not gone into as much detail as I could have, in this 
chapter, to support my arguments and conclusions, as I believe it is sufficiently covered there.  
However, the interested technical reader may find it helpful to read that work before continuing 
with the balance of this chapter.      
 
  To continue the discussion we must first redefine "labor," "capital," and "knowledge" as first-
order, second-order, and third-order economic factors, respectively.    This then allows us to give 
business and government economic units (we can treat them as individual entities) the same 
economic status that was granted to "labor" and/or "Capital" in the past (as the only economic 
entities that add value to the economic process).  It is my belief that business and government 
units contribute to the economic equation, as they are repositories of "value" that would not exist 
otherwise. "Knowledge" is a multiplier of these units (as well as for individuals), creating a 
system which, taken as a whole, is greater than the sum of its parts (individuals and businesses).  
This concept was used to define the variables in our final GDP equation: IVA, BVA and GVA.  
Individuals, businesses, and government all add value to the economic system via knowledge, 
assets, and people.  "Kahism," then, is an economic system in which each element--
knowledge/information/organization (k), assets/capital (a), and humans (h)--adds value to the 
economic system. 
 
 The flow of money in the national economy is graphically represented in the following five 
diagrams.  The inherent balance of the economic system, as expressed in the previously 
discussed equation(s) for the GDP, is easily seen in these representations (left half of chart equals 
right half).  For simplicity's sake, only the most critical elements of the economy are depicted in 
these diagrams; elements, which have been omitted, have no major effect on the flow patterns 
(there inclusion with only complicate the charts without adding any additional meaning).  Each 
Chart builds on the previous one showing how a point I am making affects the monetary flows.  
The last Chart shows how everything fits together without a lot of mathematics into the new 
economic logic that I am proposing.  
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Chart 14, Traditional Economic Flows  
Monetary Flows 

 
 
 This diagram depicts economic flow in its traditional terminology and logic.  Moving 
clockwise from the top (GDP) is net income from individuals and businesses.  Taxes split off 
from both and flow into the central area, which is government.  Business and individual savings 
also split off from net income.  As the flow of money moves farther around the circle, individual 
branches merge back into GDP as individual, government, and investment expenditures.  These 
are the basic flow elements of traditional economics. 
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Chart 15, Economic Flows + Borrowing 
Monetary flows 
 

 
 
 
 This diagram introduces "borrowing" into the basic system (business and individual 
borrowing are not shown separately).     
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Chart 16, Economic Flows + Business 
Monetary flows 

 
 
 

 Chart 16 introduces financial institutions and the business sector as separate entities, and 
isolates the investment portion of the economy (thus beginning a sequence of patterns which will 
culminate in Chart 19).  Both these changes are variations of traditional economics.  This 
diagram is the visual equivalent of the equation Ce+I+Ge=Pi+Ci+T. 
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Chart 17, New Economic Flows  
Monetary flows 

 
 

 Chart 17 introduces individual and business taxes as separate entities.  Financial institutions 
are now completely isolated from GDP.  By "new economic flows," I simply mean using the new 
terminology explained in the chapter.  This diagram is the visual equivalent of the equation 
Ce+I+Ge=Wi+Pc+Dg; understanding these relationships is a prerequisite for a real 
understanding of the final two charts.  An important pattern is starting to develop in this chart.  
We now have two loop systems; one for expenditures and one for investment/savings/borrowing.  
It can now readily be seen that borrowing can and does increase the expenditures side of the 
diagram (and equation).    
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Chart 18, Economic Flows:  New Terms 
Monetary flows 

 
 

  
 
 Chart 18 is the same as chart 17, but uses the new terminology.  Thus it is the visual 
equivalent of:  Ce+I+Ge=IVA+BVA+GVA.  
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Chart 19, Economic Flows + Knowledge 
Monetary flows 

 
 

 Chart 19, the last chart, describes the new system of Kahism--including knowledge as a third 
loop system--as outlined in this chapter.  Education expenditures are separated from expenditures 
for goods and services (Purchases), and are treated as separate "investment" flows.  In the case of 
knowledge, the return is not "interest," but rather additional knowledge.  Since knowledge allows 
us to be more productive, it adds to the economy just as savings does.  In my opinion, savings 
and knowledge are both powerful drivers of the economy.   
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Chart 20, Kahism 
Relationships 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  This last chart shows the basic components of Kahism.   I envision it as the intersection of 
three circles:  Knowledge (K), Assets (A), and Humans (H).  I call the intersection of the Human 
and Asset circles: "wealth."   I call the intersection of the Human and Knowledge circles: 
"organization."  I call the intersection of the Knowledge and Asset circles: "technology."  The 
central area, where all three circles overlap, I call "growth."  As humans increase knowledge and 
assets, the growth area will become larger.    
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 In sum, much of what I have proposed in this chapter is simply a redefinition of economic 
terminology; the two real changes I have proposed are moving to a tax-free economy and letting 
knowledge become a driving economic factor.  These changes are visualized in Chart 19 in the 
way the FI and K blocks taper off in a clockwise direction. This taper depicts the core reason for 
economic growth. If we acquire knowledge at a faster rate than financial growth increases, real, 
overall economic growth occurs.  If we fail to acquire knowledge at a faster rate than the increase 
of financial growth, we run the risk of inflation or even hyper-inflation.   (In both these 
statements, I mean effects beyond the traditional supply and demand curves effects that we talk 
about in economics.)  This allows us to understand how some economies have grown at very 
high rates without inflation.  Japan is a prime example of this type of economic growth.  It 
imported tremendous amounts of "knowledge" with very little investment (mostly from the U.S.) 
and has had little if any inflation.  China, likewise, has followed the same course, and its 
economy is currently experiencing a very high growth rate, again with little inflation.  Similarly, 
the economies of Germany and the USSR grew very quickly after World War II because of 
importing "knowledge" at no real cost, than as the sources for this knowledge stream dried up, 
the German and Russian economies slowed considerably.  The Japanese are also now 
experiencing a somewhat similar effect as they are now mostly on a par with us. 
 
   The United States, as an economic world leader, cannot take advantage of the creative 
developments of other countries (for the most part since we have done the bulk of the 
development).  Unfortunately, we have now also abandoned any real investment in education 
and knowledge in our own country; continuation of this practice will virtually guarantee inflation 
and slow growth in the future.  Kahism defines "knowledge" and "investment" in economic 
terms and assumes that they can both be used to improve our lives (without the concerns 
imposed on us by traditional thinking).    Are we willing to make this leap in thinking in order to 
proceed to a healthier, more productive economy?  Businesses would be free to operate in 
response to the market place, doing what they do best--supplying desired goods and services--if 
they were free from taxation.  If economic policy was determined in a more rational manner than 
it currently is (i.e., in a manner free from the distorting effects of taxation), steady, consistent 
economic growth would be possible.    
 
 This chapter represents my core reason for writing this book, and represents many hours of 
study and analysis.  Although it covers a wide range of ideas, bear in mind that the framework 
for change is as important as the change itself.  I believe that my conclusions about taxes are 
valid. I leave it to others, however, to work out the detailed equations and mathematical models 
(so beloved by economists) that would support this somewhat radical position. 
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The Political Process 
 
 
     I have made no secret of my distaste for politics and many of its practitioners.  Scandal after 
scandal has occurred in both Democratic and Republican administrations, and scandal after 
scandal will continue to occur in the future because the political process itself is flawed.  I am 
not the first to say this, and many others have proposed changes in campaign financing, lobbying 
reforms, and term limits for politicians. I do not believe that any of these will have 
comprehensive effects.  Politicians and those seeking to influence the politicians will certainly 
find new ways to subvert any changes to the present system.  Not all politicians are "crooked," of 
course, but enough of them are that the performance of the system itself is adversely influenced.  
These politicians don't start "crooked" but the system forces than into that mode because of the 
need for large sums of money to be elected. 
 
  It's true that our system of government is presently the best in the world, but its weaknesses 
have the potential to cause its eventual breakdown.   I believe that our problems started at the 
turn of the twentieth century, when we left behind the plutocratic system upon which the country 
was founded.   In the early twentieth century, the country adopted the universal vote, becoming 
(at least in theory) a democracy.   The Founding Fathers never envisioned a system in which 
every person has the right to vote; initially, only men of education and wealth had the vote, and 
thus the right to participate in government decisions.  We have obviously moved far from the 
Founding Father's plan over the last two hundred-odd years.  Some of our innovations have been 
good; many have not.    
 
 In 1776, educated and wealthy men thought out, debated and wrote the Declaration of 
Independence, the Constitution, and the Bill Of Rights.   These men were responsible for 
overseeing the welfare of the country.  Women did not have the right to vote in 1776.   I do not, 
of course, believe that women should not vote, nor do I propose returning to that simpler time.   I 
mention this fact only to point out that the vote was very limited, and certainly not universal.   I 
strongly believe that the change to the universal vote is the root cause of the flaws in our present 
political system. 
 
   Because everyone has a say in government in a system, which grants the universal vote, the 
comprehension level of "the issues" is reduced to the lowest possible denominator.  Instant 
access to political "debate" is available to virtually the entire population via the print media, 
CNN, the network news, etc.  The problem is that this coverage is geared to the comprehension 
level of the general public--that is, to the level of the average person without higher education 
and/or without the desire to submit him/herself to the rigorous intellectual process of becoming 
informed about and understanding current issues.    
 
 In fact, modern high speed graphics laden communications have made a spectacle of the 
election process, and as a result, the general public long ago relinquished its political 
responsibility to the media.   But the media is primarily an entertainment industry, competing for 
mass market share and sales dollars.  It is inherently incapable of sustaining focus on an issue 
long enough to provide adequate coverage.  Because its market--the "general public"--demands 
simple and clear-cut depictions of events and people, the media industry is forced to summarize 
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and reduce its reports until the substance is gone.  Rather than being presented with substantive 
debate on the issues, the public is presented with "sound bites" and media spectacles, designed 
primarily to entertain, rather than truly inform.    
 
 Our political system demands that politicians be elected by their constituents.  Politicians 
must therefore influence thousands of voters to cast election ballots in their favor.   Politicians do 
this by convincing voters that they will do something for them (the voters).  What better way to 
do this than by taking something--taxes--away from someone else?  Welfare (all variation), 
Social Security and Medicare are the bigger items in these categories.  Those politicians who do 
this job best (getting tax dollars for their constituents) are re-elected time and time again.  The 
universal vote has guaranteed the success of this strategy and, consequently, social welfare 
spending has skyrocketed.  Politicians continuously find ways to bring money into their districts 
to buy votes. Very little innovative legislation has been passed by Congress over the past thirty 
or forty years.  Most legislation boils down to poorly disguised attempts to buy votes with social 
welfare legislation or income redistribution.   
 
 

  I believe that the three key aspects of the early U.S., which promoted 
political and economic health and vigor were:  the separation of powers, the 
limited vote and the market system (free of government intervention).   

 
 
     It is apparent by all accounts (not just mine) that the main problem with our present system is 
the election process itself.  Specifically, the problem lies in the fact that it takes an immense 
amount of money to run for elected offices a direct result of the universal vote.  Much of that 
money is donated by individuals and various types of private organizations; those individuals 
and/or organizations giving large amounts of money tend to have a commensurably strong 
influence over a politician's decisions and votes.  Some very creative ways of getting money to 
the politicians have been developed over the past twenty years or so to circumvent the veiled 
attempts at campaign financing reform. How can the process be changed in order to eliminate 
this influence-mongering?  
 
  Let's start by looking at the purpose of elections:  Elections are only a means of appointing 
representatives to the government. This method was chosen to eliminate the problems with the 
feudal system, which was the common method of governing in the 18th century when our 
governmental system was designed by the founding fathers.   I believe that there are alternative 
methods for choosing qualified representatives, which are better.   I would like to propose a plan 
based on a system that has been used to choose representatives for another branch of the 
government, namely, the military.   
 
 Up until the recent past, young men were drafted into the army, navy, and air force.  These 
men represented the U.S. in its efforts to force its political will on another nation (directly -- war 
or indirectly -- intimidation).  These men were those we deemed the most qualified both 
physically and mentally, to do the job.  To this end, we discriminated against those who did not 
meet certain minimum standards; when our country's survival has been at stake, we have not 
been concerned with being "fair."   
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  Just as young men were drafted to serve in the military, I propose that we draft 
qualified people to serve as our representatives in the government.    

 
 
 It would be necessary to determine the minimum qualifications for selection.  Perhaps 
individuals would have to be at least thirty years of age and possess a college degree for starters. 
The names of everyone in this category would be placed into a pool of available people, much as 
registered voters are placed in a pool for jury selection.  Each individual in the pool would then 
be required to take a qualifying exam.  Selected universities would be charged, on a rotating 
basis, with designing these exams.  (It makes sense to use the intellectuals at universities for this 
purpose and, moreover, would help to "separate the powers" guiding the selection process.)  
These exams would test the candidates on knowledge deemed requisite to intelligently represent 
their fellow citizens. Those receiving exam scores in the top ten (or so) percent would be placed 
in a second-round pool, and a lottery would be used to select our representatives from among 
these high-scorers.  Whether this kind of selection system should be mandatory or not could be 
determine by vote, I don't think it would make a big difference either way.   
 
 No special-interest groups would exert influence on the representatives; there would be no 
distortions of the truth via "spin" and "damage control" strategies; and we would not have to 
endure the wheeling and dealing of power-hungry egotists.  This system uses a fair and impartial 
process, which completely eliminates the all the flaws in the present system without introducing 
new ones to distort the process.   
 
  One possible objection to this system would be the lack of a guarantee that any given 
geographical area would be represented by someone from that area.  This problem could be 
solved if the top exam scorers from predetermined geographical areas were grouped together and 
local lotteries used to choose from among them.  There is some danger in this solution since it 
might exclude some high-caliber candidates from the selection process, but I believe that the 
overall effect of this would be negligible on the system.  I would therefore recommend this 
variation, as it would make this system more like the old one with local representatives. 
 
     Although it would certainly be possible to leave the current structure of both House and 
Senate intact, I would like to propose a modification, which I feel, could be very useful.  After 
all, the House and the Senate were simply a compromise between large and small states in 1776 
and are not, in and of themselves, instrumental or fundamental to the process of representative 
government.   The following suggestion for change that I’m making is simply an outline; it 
allows for many variations.   
 
   We could create two new legislative houses, each of which would be equal in importance, 
size, and all other attributes except one:  Each house would consist of representatives of one 
gender.  That is, one house would be male and one house would be female.  Each house would 
have to pass a piece of legislation for it to become law.  The following describes one possible 
version of these two new legislative houses: 
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The Senate  
 

For each state:  One member with a three-year term for each 
2,500,000 people, and two at-large members with six-year terms.  
Each of these members will be a man. 
 
 
      The House of Representatives     
  
For each state: One member with a three-year term for each 
2,500,000 people, and two at-large members with six-year terms.  
Each of these members will be a women. 
 
 
 

 Based on the current population of the U.S., a total of approximately 204 representatives 
would be needed for these two new houses--compared to 535 members of the House and Senate 
today.  This reduction in size (by 61.8%) would help to focus responsibility.  Separating our 
legislative bodies by gender ensures that issues are weighed equally from both a male and a 
female perspective.  I believe that there is some precedence in other cultures for a system like 
this, and that such a system could help prevent male-oriented bias in our decision-making that 
the females in this country complain so much about. It would also prevent the females from 
doing the same with the men and as any married man knows a woman can be very persuasive 
when she wants to be or she wants something.   
 
 It would still be necessary to find alternative methods of choosing other positions, such as 
mayors, governors, Presidents, etc.  It must be understood that leadership is not the same as 
legislation. The qualities of a good leader are not necessarily the same as those of a good 
legislator.  We would have to develop ways of appointing leaders from within the legislative 
houses and/or design new tests to find those most qualified for leadership positions.  One thing is 
for sure and that is the present system does not work.   
 
 I would like to suggest two other changes in the legislative process:  One, only one issue per 
each piece of legislation; Two, laws will stay on the books for a certain period of time (perhaps 
fifty years) and then be automatically eliminated if not renewed.  By doing this we make it more 
difficult to play legislative games especially as is currently done with packaging a whole series 
of unrelated bill together in an attempt to get votes form different politicians (if you vote for this 
bill I'll include an amendment that addresses what you want).   
 
     What should the new government do?  The purpose of government is to make our lives better.  
As it currently stands, the purpose of government (more specifically, of the Democratic and 
Republican Parties) seems to be to dream up new schemes of income redistribution and to 
accumulate power at the expense of the opposing party.  This certainly does not fulfill the 
purpose of government, as we the voters would want it. 

178 



 

 
 The Founding Fathers did not foresee the necessity of economic and social welfare 
legislation, and thus did not provide a legislative framework for dealing with such issues.  It is 
possible that a new (fourth) branch of government is needed to deal specifically with economic 
and social issues.  This branch would be charged with managing the preparation of information 
on these issues.  Members of the new branch would be scholars, appointed for life (as are some 
judges), who would carry out extensive analyses of issues to be debated.  The legislative and 
executive branches would use these analyses in debates on economic or social welfare 
legislation.   
 
     The research of the "fourth-branch" scholars would deal specifically with the ramifications of 
proposed economic and social changes.  I suggest that our universities would, again, provide a 
good resource for this process.  Using a lottery, universities would be assigned a certain length of 
time (perhaps a year) to develop proposals for a specific economic or social plan.  For example, 
if the legislature were going to investigate and vote on "health care reform," one university might 
be assigned to develop a proposal for a health care system based on the single payer plan, 
another university might develop a proposal for a system based on an individual payer plan, and 
yet another university might develop a proposal for continuance of the current system.  At the 
end of the year, a televised debate, under the leadership of appointed mediators, would be held 
for both legislative houses.   
 
     Each house would consequently adopt and/or modify one of the plans for legislative action, or 
request additional studies on the issue.  This would eliminate the hodge-podge of half-baked 
plans which currently pass through our legislative system; looking at the recent past, even 
members of Congress would not have been able to completely explain the details of the national 
heath care plan which was proposed by the Clinton team prior to the election and then in 
legislative form in 1994 (see Chapter on Health Care).  Yet, Congressmen and -women as well as 
many political pundits argued endlessly over the plan as if they really understood its true 
ramifications.  Unfortunately, members of the public, generally being poorly informed on 
important issues (such as health care), depend on their Congressional representatives to 
"understand" the issues for them.  It's a vicious circle, which we would do well to break.   
 
 Finally, we have the technology today to bypass partisan politics altogether in determining 
social and economic goals.  All that is required is for the government to set up a toll-free 
telephone number, providing a medium for citizens to voice their opinion of, or concerns about, 
current legislation.  National, real-time debates would also be possible.  Such public input would 
facilitate the regulation of business activities and the development of long-range social policies 
and goals; if government expenditures were used to make the country more productive, 
government expenditures will not be inflationary.   With the election/money link broken in this 
proposed system these debates and discussions would be able to be conducted in a more 
academic or logical mode.  That's not to say that strong opinions and bias would go away only 
that it would be minimized.  
 
 The project, which I outline in the next section, compliments this idea.  It would work with 
my proposed new legislative system or with our present system.   It is designed to provide more 
accurate and timely information upon which the government may base its decisions.    
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Computer Project 
 
 
 I envision this project along the scale of the moon-landing project initiated by President 
Kennedy.  The moon landing was a major undertaking, which challenged the technological 
capabilities of the country's aerospace industry in the mid 1960's.  Not only was a manned 
landing on the moon achieved in 1969, but, because the project required miniaturized electronics 
and computers, the way was also paved for the development of microprocessors in 1971. This 
led directly to the development of personal computers.  Thus, Kennedy's drive to put Americans 
on the moon led to the p.c. revolution.   
 
 I propose that a new "national" project revolve around developing a state-of-the-art computer 
along with the software necessary to model the entire U.S. economy, in detail and in real time.  
Nothing like this has ever been done before (or even suggested, for that matter).   Some minor 
advancements in computer/software technology would make such a project entirely feasible.   
 
 The "super computer" could be a von Neumann machine, a parallel processor, or some 
hybrid combination of the two.  A national fiber optic network would tie it into most of the 
business and financial institutions in the country.  An independent agency, modeled on the 
Federal Reserve Board, would administer the operation of the system.  The agency would be 
chartered by Congress and managed by a Board of Governors, appointed by the President with 
congressional approval.  The Board of Governors would be assisted by an advisory panel, 
functioning as a technology overview committee, and consisting of six members chosen from 
within academia and six members chosen from within industry.  In addition, the Board would 
hire a technical staff for the task of developing the specifications for the appropriate computer 
hardware and software, as well as the fiber optic network.   
 
 The agency would collect and process data on key aspects of the economy to give a daily 
"snap shot" of the country's economy.   Today, it is not possible to obtain truly current economic 
assessments; it can take up to three months to gather the information necessary for a reasonable 
economic analysis.   Thus, we are limited in making our projections for the future, because we 
are constantly estimating present conditions from past information.  Not a very reliable system 
by any means.  On top of this, it often takes months--or even years--to measure the effects of 
Congress' economic legislation.    
 
 Although the up-to-date reporting of this super computer would be valuable in and of itself, 
the real importance of the system would be the ability to accurately simulate the effects of 
proposed changes in national policy.  For example, if Congress were contemplating a change in 
the national health care system, real facts about the proposed change can be collected.  We would 
no longer have to rely solely on political rhetoric, which is almost always severely biased.   In 
other words, the political aspects of economic decision-making can be entirely eliminated.  This 
system would minimize the uncertainty of making changes in economic policy and would thus 
conserve resources and improve the efficiency of the domestic economy immensely. 
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 The system should be designed, manufactured, and installed strictly by American companies 
(after all, the whole idea is to advance the U.S. economy).  Although the project may take a 
decade or more to reach completion (as did the space program under Presidents Kennedy and 
Johnson), it would begin to positively impact the economy right from the beginning.   
 
 In summary, this project would have many benefits:  (1) Advancement of the computer 
science and software industries.  (2) Creation of a national fiber optic network.  (3) Ability to 
give businesses up-to-date information to make them more efficient and effective. (4) Creation of 
high-tech, high-paying jobs.  (5) Provide the means to rationally project national economic 
policy.  These will all work together to increase the real growth of the economy far beyond rates 
currently being forecast.  
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Epilogue 
 
 
 I have addressed many issues facing us today.  The reason I have taken the time to write this 
book is that I believe that how we address these issues over the next few years may well 
determine our fate as a race. 
 
 I fully expect that most readers will disagree with much--if not all--of what I've written.  I 
write with the simple hope that the ideas presented in this book will provide a context for 
discussion and debate.  If this occurs, I will have achieved my purpose. 
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Preface 
 
 
 This paper was started with the purpose of analyzing the unemployment problems that exist 
today and trying to find a solution to this problem.  To do this a statistical analysis of the 
American economy was undertaken from the years 1950 through 1962.  After all the raw data 
was collected, it was plotted and trends fitted to the graphs. These trends were then projected into 
the future and the implications interpreted.  A policy to follow was then developed and explained 
using a Keynesian framework. 
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Introduction 
 
 
 What is causing the relatively high unemployment we are presently experiencing in the 
United States?  This is the question I will try to answer in this paper.  Then, once this question 
has been answered a method of resolving the problem will be presented to the reader. 
 
 First of all a look at our economy as it has been during the period 1950 through 1962 will be 
shown graphically.  Then an explanation of the observed trends will be presented.   Following 
this is a projection of these trends into the future, and then an interpretation of these trends to the 
economy at that future time.  Finally, a plan will be presented to take advantage of the observed 
trends and make a better future, economically. 
 
 A table is presented following this section from which all the graphs and trends used in this 
paper were developed. The data for this table was obtained from The Statistical Abstract of the 
United States for the years 1955 through 1963.  The figures for unemployment, population, 
money, GNP purchasing power, 14-65 age group, and the 27 plus weeks worked were taken 
directly from the Statistical Abstracts while the adjusted GNP, output index, and unemployment 
index are the results of either adjustments or mathematical manipulations of raw data.  The 
derivation of these figures is explained in the mathematical appendix.  A definition of the 
symbols used is this paper is now in order. 
 
 
 GNP   Real Gross National Product 
 GNP1  Money Gross National Product 
 PP    Purchasing Power 
 P     Population of the United States 
 O     Output Index 
 E     Employment Index 
 U     Unemployment Index 
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TABLE 1 
 
 
 
Y GNP1 PP GNP P V O E 27+* Total** 14-
65*** 
————————————————————————————— 
50 284.6 119.4 339.8 151.7 5.3 
51 329.0 110.6 363.9 154.4 3.3 
52 347.0 108.1 375.1 157.0 2.9 
53 365.4 107.2 395.7 159.6 5.6 
54 363.1 106.9 388.2 167.4 4.4 5.05 50.3 52.1 71.8 103.9 
55 397.5 107.1 425.8 165.3 4.2 5.30 52.2 54.6 75.4 104.7 
56 419.2 105.6 442.7 168.2 4.3 5.50 51.7 54.6 75.9 105.8 
57 442.4 102.1 451.1 171.2 6.8 5.67 51.0 54.8 77.7 107.3 
58 444.2 99.4 441.8 174.1 5.5 5.75 48.7 52.9 77.1 108.4 
59 482.1 98.5 475.5 177.1 5.6 6.18 49.8 54.5 78.2 109.5 
60 503.4 97.1 488.8 179.0 6.7 6.21 50.2 55.4 80.6 110.1 
61 518.7 96.0 498.0 183.0 5.6 6.47 48.8 55.0 80.3 112.8 
62 553.9 94.9 525.7 185.8 6.2     114.6 
63    187.2 6.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* This Column represents the number of people who worked 27 weeks or longer full time. 
  
** This column represents the total number of people who worked during the year both full and part time. 
 
*** This column represents the number of people between 14 and 65 years of age. 
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THE NEAR PAST 
 
 
 To start this section I will show five graphs and than give explanations of what is in them.  
These graphs and their trends are the basis of this report and all the work that follows flows from 
what is contained in them. 
 
 

GRAPH, I 

 
 Graph I, a graph of the GNP of the United States 
showing its growth since 1950.  When a trend line is 
fitted to the data from the individual years the equation 
345 + 14 * Y = GNP results, this is equivalent to a 
4.16% rate of growth per year.  The GNP used was real, 
not money GNP and was found by adjusting the money 
GNP by using the purchasing power of the dollar.  The 
years 57-59 were the base years of the P values. 
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GRAPH, II 

 
 

 Graph II, is a graph showing the output per working 
people in the United States.  The rate of growth has been 
4.00% from 1954 to 1961 as found by fitting a trend 
equation through the data for the individual years.  In 
actual terms, the output per person has gone from $5,000 
per worker in 1954 to $6,500 per worker in 1961.  This 
rate was derived by dividing real GNP by the number of 
people working during the year.  The trend equation is 
5.10 + .190 * Y = O. 
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GRAPH, III 

 
 

 Graph III, shows the population growth.  The 
population has been rising at a rate of 1.84% per year as 
found from data from the years 1950 to 1962 and a trend 
equation fitted to these years.  The equation for this trend 
is 152 + 2.8 * Y = P. 
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GRAPH, IV 

    
 

 Graph IV, is the percent of people with jobs lasting 27 
weeks or longer.  The rate is dropping at .66% per year 
or in actual terms from 50.3% in 1954 to 48.8% in 1961.  
The rate was determined from the trend equation 51.6 - 
.34 * Y + E for the years 1954 to 1961. 
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GRAPH, V 

 
    
 
 

 Graph V, shows the percent of people unemployed.  
This rate is rising at 5.00% per year as determined by a 
trend equation fitted to the data from 1950 to 1963.  This 
equation is 3.93 + .196 * Y = U.   
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 What do all these graphs and trends mean?  They can mean disaster for the economy if they 
are ignored; or if there meaning is correctly interpreted, it could mean a new era of abundance 
for the people of the United States and eventually the entire world. 
 
 The problem or trends shown in the graphs can be more easily seen if we project the trends of 
these figures into the future, say to 1984, which is only 20 years away.  In 1984 using the trends 
determined in the preceding section the United States will have a GNP of $820 Billion, a 
population of 247 million, unemployment of 9.8%, productivity of $11,700 per worker, and only 
40% of the people between 14 - 65 working.  These figures are assuming a linear trend but some 
of these figures are actually going up at a geometric rate, which could then increase these figures 
considerably if the trends continued. 
 
 

GRAPH, VI 
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 Percent Could the United States stand this projected ever increasing unemployment?  
What about the year 2000 when unemployment could hit over 14% and the percentage of the 
people between 14 and 65 working could be 34% or less?  Can the 34% that are working hold up 
the entire economy? 
 
 Before I try to answer all these questions, an explanation about the causes of these trends is 
due.  For this I will turn to a report by the Ad Hoc committee called The Triple Revolution.  This 
report, which was sent to the President of the United States on March 22, 1964, deals with three 
revolutions that are currently taking place in the United States, the cybernation revolution, the 
weaponry revolution and the human rights revolution.  This committee has already given 
excellent definitions of these revolutions so rather than my trying to say the same thing over I'll 
quote what they had said.  
 
 "The Cybernation Revolution: A new era of production has began. Its principles of 
organization are as different from those of the industrial era as those of the industrial era were 
different from agriculture.  The cybernation revolution has been brought about by the 
combination of the computer and the automated self-regulating machine.  This results in a 
system of almost unlimited productive capacity, which requires progressively less human labor.  
Cybernation is already reorganizing the economic and social systems to meet it's own needs."1 
 
 "The Weaponry Revolution: New forms of weaponry have been developed which cannot win 
wars but which can obliterate civilization.  We are recognizing only now that the great weapons 
have eliminated war as a method for resolving international conflicts.  The ever present threat of 
total destruction is tempered by the knowledge of the final futility of war.  The need of a 
"warless world" is generally recognized, though achieving it will be a long and frustrating 
process."2 
 
 "The Human Rights Revolution: A universal demand for full human rights is now clearly 
evident.  It continues to be demonstrated in the civil rights movement within the United States.  
But this is only the local manifestation of a world-wide movement toward the establishment of a 
social and political methods in which every individual will feel valued and none will feel 
rejected on account of his race."3 
 
 The most important of these three revolutions, economically, and the focus of this report, is 
the cybernation revolution which is just now getting under way. The impact of this revolution 
can be seen in the figures that were presented in the first part of this paper, especially in the 
increasing GNP and the decreasing employment figures. 
 
 That this revolution is happening is a fact but what should be done about it's not.  Should we 
sit and wait for whatever is coming?  Should we try and stop the trends?  Or should be encourage 
the trends?  Sitting and doing nothing is ridiculous so that leaves two alternatives to the problem; 
trying to reverse the trends or trying to make the trends work to our advantage. 
 
 The first of these ways, or trying to stop the upward trends, can happen only two ways of we 
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assume population growth rates can not be controlled effectively.  The first of these methods is 
to stop the upward trend of productivity at least enough to match that of population increases.  
This means reducing the "O" rate by 2.16% from 4.00% (present) to 1.84% the current 
population growth rate.  But it may be hard to try and tell firms not to compete through advances 
in production techniques.  Besides it would be impossible to control, how could you measure all 
the variables going into production except by direct supervision of all the companies in the 
United States, an impossible and unwanted fact. 
 
 The second method would be to increase GNP.  This would entail an increase of $26 billion 
for the year 1961 (more now, in 1964) an increase of about 5.2% over the adjusted GNP of $498 
Billion.  (This figure was obtained by multiplying the output per worker, "O", times the number 
of people unemployed during the year.)  How would we get people to spend that much more 
proportionally each year when at the present we are experiencing trouble trying to get the 
country out of mild recessions whenever they occur.  The government couldn't have that big of a 
deficit even when the multiplier is considered because of political reasons. 
 
 This leaves the second alternative, that of accepting these revolutions, which are indicators of 
a major change in the productive nature of the United States industrial base. Possibly, during the 
next few years it would be possible to fight the movement of these trends and actually hold them 
back but what would come of it just a bigger problem in the future.  This delaying of this almost 
certain event would mean that we would be unable to cope with the problem once the change has 
occurred.  The planning must come now so that when the time is right we can switch smoothly 
from one type of economy to the other.  This other economic system I refer to is one where a 
person's earnings are not based solely on weather or not the person has a job. 
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THE PRESENT 
 
 
 At present, the United States economy (GNP) is hindered by the continuance of the income-
through-job link as the only mechanism for distributing effective demand or to put it another 
way, for granting a person the right to consume products and services.  This link or process is 
now acting as a brake (were not growing as fast as we could) on the almost unlimited capacity of 
a cybernated productive system.4 
 
 This brake is being applied through the distribution of resources.  Up to this time, economic 
resources have been distributed on the basis of contributions to production, with first men, then 
with men and animals (used for power sources) and more recently with machines coming into 
the picture.  In the near future, machines and men will be competing for employment on 
somewhat equal terms.  In the developing cybernated system, potentially unlimited output can be 
achieved by systems of machines, which will require little cooperation from human beings.  As 
machines take over production from men, they will absorb an increasing proportion of resources 
while the men who are displaced become dependent on minimal and unrelated government 
measures -- unemployment insurance, social security, and welfare payments.  These measures 
are temporary and are less and less able to disguise a historical paradox: that a growing 
proportion of the population is subsisting on minimal incomes, often below the poverty line, at a 
time when sufficient productive potential is available to supply the needs of everyone in the 
United States.5 
 
 This can be shown all to clearly in an article, which appeared in the Wall Street Journal, 
titled "Meet the Maxwells".  This article shows what can happen to a family living in West 
Virginia on $1,328 a year, all welfare, while the father tries to find a nonexistent job.   
 
 

Note: When this paper was originally done in 1964 a copy of this article was 
included with the paper.  I no longer have a copy and I did not feel that it was 
worth the time and effort to retrieve it for this book.  I believe that the article 
described a man willing to work but there was none available.  The United mine 
workers leadership made a decision long ago to allow mechanization of the 
mines.  This allowed them to drive up the pay scale but also cut employment as 
more and more of the mine work was done by machines.  The miners that were 
replaced ended up, as did this man with no hope of employment. 
 
 

 What is happening in all the advanced economies of the world is a trend to higher and higher 
requirements for training and education in the work force.  Cybernation requires technical skill 
not brute force.  As this revolution takes hold in this country the education and training required 
to hold a job will increase to a point where shortages in the labor force will began to show up.  
These shortages will be fundamental and not just the result of poor education or training.  They 
are shortages that will result from limitations in our structure to learn and control extremely 
complex devices.  These shortages will causes more cybernation as labor costs go up and as a 
result the process will continue until men are literally forced out of the production system. 
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 This trend can also be shown graphically as the following graph will show.  This figure is a 
qualification of the inevitability of increasing unemployment.  The bell shaped curved in the 
graph below represents the IQ distribution curve of humans. This form of curve is called a 
normal curve and is valid for any large group, in this case the population of the United States. 
   
 
 

GRAPH VII 

 
 
 
 The line MRIQ (minimum required IQ) represents the amount or level of intelligence needed 
to learn the necessary skills to work in industry.  As the population increases, more people are 
available in all categories but the shape of the curve does not change.  As technology and the 
complexity of industry increase, the curve MRIQ shift slowly to the right.  The result of this is 
that no matter at what rate the curve shifts less and less of the total population is able to learn the 
necessary skills of manufacturing.  As long as technology increases, the "X" region increases.  
This then represents the hard core of he unemployable people in society.  The people that we 
have forgotten about. 
 
 For example, for today's skilled worker the knowledge he needs of metals and equipment 
especially automated equipment is greater than that required of an industrial engineer 50 years 
ago.  This trend is accelerating such that it is easy to say that by the next century it may take a 
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college education to be employable in a state-of-the-art factors, in a production capacity.  Along 
with this, it will also probably be true that these future production workers will not be physically 
handling materials or performing other menial tasks, they will be running complex cybernated 
machines that do the work. 
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THE FUTURE 
 
  
 Perhaps some forecasts of the future are needed at this point to emphasize the need for a 
different type of economy. For these forecasts, I will use the ideas of the man who in 1945 
predicted the use of communication satellites for world television and in 1947 correctly predicted 
that a rocket would land on the moon in 1959.  The man I am speaking of is Dr. Arthur C. 
Clarke.  From his book "Profiles of the Future”, I will extract some of his ideas that are relevant 
to or have economic implications as related to the subject of this report. 
 
 "The time may come when the twin problems of production and distribution are solved so 
completely that every man can, almost literally, posses anything he pleases. 
 
 To see how this may be achieved, we must forget all about our present ideas of 
manufacturing processes and go back to fundamentals.  Any object in the physical world is 
completely specified or described by two factors: its composition and its shape of pattern.  This 
is quite obvious in a simple case; such as a one-inch cube of pure iron. Here, the two phrases 
"pure iron" and "one-inch cube' provide a complete definition of the object, and there is no more 
to be said. (To the first approximation, at least: an engineer would like to know the dimensional 
tolerances, a chemist the precise degree of purity, a physicist the isotopic composition.) 
 
 This is true in principle, for much more complicated objects, such as radio sets, automobiles, 
or houses.  In such cases it is necessary to have not only verbal descriptions but also plans or 
blueprints or their modern equivalent, pulses stored on magnetic tape.  The tape which controls 
an automated production line carries, in suitably coded form, a complete physical description of 
the object being manufactured.  Once the master tape has been made, the act of creation is 
finished.  What follows is a mechanical process of replication, like printing a sheet of letter press 
when the type has been set-up. 
 
 During the last few years, more and more complicated artifacts have been produced in this 
wholly automated manner, thought the initial cost of equipment (and skill) is so high that the 
process is worthwhile only where there is a demand for enormous numbers of copies.  It requires 
a specialized machine to manufacture one particular type of object; a bottle making machine 
cannot switch to cylinder heads.  A completely general purpose production line, able to produce 
anything from a change of instructions, is inconceivable in terms of today's techniques. 
 
 (...) It is the "playback" from recording to physical reality, which is rather difficult to 
visualize, but it may surprise many people to learn that this has already been achieved for certain 
small-scale operations.  In the new techniques of microelectronics, solid circuits are built up by 
controlled sprays of atoms, literally layer by layer. The resulting components are often too tiny to 
be seen by the naked eye (some are even invisible under high-power microscopes) and the 
manufacturing process is, of course, automatically controlled.  I would like to suggest that this 
represents one of the first primitive break troughs toward the type of production we have been 
trying to imagine.  As the punched tape of the Jacquard loom controls the weaving of the most 
complex fabrics (and has done so for two hundred years) so we may one day have machines that 
can lay a three dimensional warp and woof, organizing solid matter in space from the atoms 

215 



 

upward. 
 
 (...) Leaping lightly across some centuries of intensive development and discovery, let us 
consider how the replicates would operate.  It would consist of three basic parts - which we 
might call store, memory and organizer. The store would contain, or would have access to, all the 
necessary raw materials.  The memory would contain the recorded instructions specifying the 
manufacture (a word which would then be even more misleading than it is today!) of all the 
objects within the size, mass and complexity limitations of the machine.  Within these limits, it 
could make anything - just as a phonograph can play any conceivable piece of music that is 
presented to it.  The physical size of the memory could be quite small, even if it had a large built-
in library of instructions for most commonly needed artifacts.  One can envision a sort of 
directory, like a Sears Roebuck catalogue, with each item indicated by a code number, which 
could be dialed as required. 
 
 The organizer would apply the instructions to the raw material, presenting the finished 
product to the outside world or signaling its distress if it had run out of some essential ingredient.  
Even this might never happen, if the transmutation of mater ever becomes possible as a safe 
small scale operation, for then the replicator might operate on nothing but water or air.  Starting 
with the simple elements, hydrogen, nitrogen and oxygen, the machine would first synthesize 
higher ones (elements like iron) than organize these as required.  A rather delicate and fail-safe 
mass balancing procedure would be necessary: otherwise the replicator would produce, as a 
highly unwanted by product, rather more energy than an H- bomb.  This could be absorbed in the 
production of some easily disposable "task" such as lead or gold. 
 
 (...) The advent of the replicator would mean the end of all factories, and perhaps all 
transportation of raw materials and all farming.  The entire structure of industry and commerce, 
as it is now organized, would cease to exist. 
 
 (...) The present machine era of mass production would then seem as a brief intenegum 
between two for longer periods of self-sufficiency, and the only valuable items of exchange 
would be the matrices, or recordings, which had to be inserted in the replicator to control its 
creations. 
 
 (...) At first sight, it might seem that nothing could be of any real value in this utopia of 
infinite riches - this world beyond the wildest dreams of Aladdin.  This is a superficial reaction, 
such as might be expected from a tenth century monk if you told him that one day every man 
could posses all the books he could possibly read.  The invention of the printing press has not 
make books less valuable, or less appreciated, because they are now among the commonest 
instead of the rarest objects.  Nor has music lost its charms, now that any amount can be obtained 
at the turn of a switch. 
 
 When material objects are all intrinsically worthless, perhaps only then will a real sense of 
value arise.  Works of art would be cherished because they were beautiful, not because they were 
rare.  Nothing - no "things" - would be a priceless as craftsmanship, personal skills, and 
professional services.  One of the charges often made against our culture is that it is materialistic.  
How ironic it will be, therefore, if science gives us such total and absolute control over the 
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material universe that its products no longer tempt us, because they can be too easily obtained. 
 
 It is certainly fortunate that the replicator, if it can ever be built at all, lies far in the future, at 
the end of many social revolutions.  Confronted by it, our own culture would collapse speedily 
into sybaritic hedonism, followed immediately by the boredom of absolute satrely. Some cynics 
may doubt if any society of human beings could adjust itself to unlimited abundance and the 
lifting of the curse of Adam - a curse that may be a blessing in disguise. 
 
 Yet in every age, a few men have known such freedom, and not all of them have been 
corrupted buy it.  Indeed, I would define a civilized man as one who can be happily occupied for 
a lifetime even if he has no need to work for a living.  This means that the greatest problem of 
the future is civilizing the human race; but we know that already."6 
 
 We ended Dr. Clarke's quote with a paragraph on the definition of a civilized man which is 
very important, for although the "replicators" that Dr. Clarke talks about is in the distant future 
almost unlimited production possibilities are with us now with the cybernated machine. 
 
 We are now therefore in need of a different type of economic system or at least provision for 
a change in our present system when it becomes absolutely necessary, for if we do not prepare 
now for these changes it may be to late later, we need to find a way to grow and yet take care of 
the people in the future that are not capable of working in cybernated factors. 
 
 Our present system is in fact becoming obsolete but with a few changes I think it could be 
modified to fit the needs of a productive system based on completely automated machinery.  I 
will now try to develop an economy that could be derived from our present one but yet still fit 
the needs of a totally automated industry, a working class and a non-working class. 
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Capitalism Plus 
 
 
 In describing this new type of economy, which I will call Affluentalism, I will break the 
description down into three parts plus an additional effect section.  These parts will be called 
"Retain", "Change", and "Encourage" and will refer to the proposed changes to the present form 
of capitalism we are living under. 
 
 Retain: The main structures that will be retained from our present economic system are the 
price structure, the market system and the method of allocation of resources. All goods will be 
sold in the identical manner they are now, which is from manufacturer to wholesaler to retailer 
(for consumer goods).  The same pricing structure will be used (not that it is the best, but 
everything can't be changed at once) where the price of a good or service depends mainly on the 
supply and demand forces of it in the economy. Resources are allocated to the highest bidder in 
our present system and this same system will be used under affluentalism.  In general, this means 
that industry will not be changed from its present form nor will the market where the goods 
produced are sold be changed. 
 
 Change: What will be changed in our economic system are the method of distributing 
material wealth, or more commonly income distribution, the taxing structure and the draft 
system.  An overview of these changes is presented in the following paragraphs. 
 

   Note: the draft was a major concern for young men in the 60s and it effected 
our thinking even to the point that in this paper I made reference to it. 
 

 To change the income distribution system of a nation is a big job to say the least, but it must 
be done if we are to meet the challenges of cybernation.  The first thing that must be determined 
is at what point or points along the income scale a person or family acquires discretionary 
buying-power (this is the point at which all basic needs are covered and the person has money to 
spend on items solely for pleasure).  This point will probably vary with family size so some sort 
of scale will have to be worked out to give equal purchasing power to different size families.  To 
find these points an economic committee would be appointed by congress and an intensive study 
conducted.  Probably the point for a single person living alone today would be around $4,000. 
 
 After these points are determined another committee, possibly the same one, would be given 
the task of determining who in the United States had incomes that low or lower.  Naturally, 
people without jobs and those on relief plus those working part-time would qualify.  Also, some 
people working full time would be effected to.  All people falling in this class of underpaid or 
not paid workers I will call the non-workers since this group will be made up mostly of the 
unemployed.  The second group or class is the working class and it will not be effected initially 
but it will feel some results in the long run.  Some people would rather not work so they would 
leave the labor force to become non-workers.  After both the discretionary buying point and all 
people falling below this point are found an agency of the government will be formed.  This 
agency will give to these determined people an income (no strings attached) that will give them 
basic discretionary buying power.  This agency will do this through money received from the 
new tax structure (analyzed next), increased output (multiplier effect of increased spending), and 
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a redirection of traditional spending on agriculture and other subsides and grants.  The effects of 
this will be discussed in the effects section. 
 
 The next change that will be made will be one of taxation.  The progressive tax structure will 
be moved up from the lower brackets and kept the same in the upper ranges.  The new rates 
would be similar to this: $0 to $4,000 no tax; $4,001 to $5,000 a $200 tax; $5,001 to $6,000 a 
$500 tax; and so on until at $10,000 the new and old rates would be the same.  (The above 
example refers to a married couple filing jointly)  Deductions should also be modified but that's' 
a subject to complex for this paper. 
 
 The effect of this new tax schedule would be to increase the spending in the economy and 
since the lower income groups spend almost all their income, this would have a multiplier effect 
on the economy, raising it somewhat more than the numbers would suggest.  At the present time 
there are 20 million plus families in the United States with incomes of $4,000 or less per year, if 
these people did not have to pay any taxes there would be another two or three billion spent in 
the economy.  Also, from the $4,001 to $10,000 income groups another billion would be spent in 
the economy from the reduced taxes. 
 
 The corporate rate will be changed also, but in the opposite direction.  The corporate rate will 
be increased to 60% for corporations earning in excess of $25,000 and to 30% for corporations 
earning less than $25,000.  This will give the government about $25 Billion more in tax returns 
from corporations.  Another $2 Billion should be gotten from the various subsides that will also 
be dropped. 
 
 The next effect of the tax changes will be to give the government another $25 Billion in 
taxes, or enough money to give 6 million people or families $4,000 of income per year. Because 
this money will flow right back to industry with a multiplier effect the firms that had their taxes 
increased will be no worse off than they were before the tax increase (Not that they are bad off 
because they could use a tax increase anyway). 
 
 The third thing that would be changed is the draft. Instead of calling men by age, they would 
be called by weather or not they had a job.  The order of taking them would be: Single men 
unemployed by age; Single men employed by age; Married men unemployed by age; and 
Married men employed by age.  All the other restrictions and qualifications would remain the 
same, including the exemption for anybody going to school full time.  This change is not as 
important as the others are but since the non-working class will probably increase as a result of 
the subsidies, the economy will need all the willing workers it has.  It therefore seems only fair to 
draft the non-workers first. 
 
 Encouragement:  Several areas in our economy need stimulation these areas include research, 
art & culture, and education.  This will be especially true so after the income changes for people 
will need to have things to do.  This stimulation could come about by the setting up of research 
and art centers across the country sponsored by federal aid. Also, a program to increase federal 
aid to education should be undertaken. 
 
 Effects: The consequences of these changes on the economy will be many and varied.  First 
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of all this guaranteeing of a minimum income of $4,000 will have the effect of damping the 
business cycle for no person or family could earn less than that guaranteed amount.  Since 
consumer spending is the major determinate of GNP this stabilizing of income should give 
business men the needed incentive to maintain a relatively constant growth free from all the 
fluctuations of the past. 
 
 At the present there are over 50 million households in the country this means that even if 
there were no people working, under the income subsidy program, $200 Billion would be spend.  
Applying this to the unemployment we are now experiencing this means that the 5 Million plus 
now unemployed would receive $4,000 each, assuming none are interconnected family wise, or 
$20 Billion.  This is the money that was gotten by changing the tax structure and it will have a 
multiplier effect on the economy because this money would have gone mostly to the upper 
income groups who would not have spent as high a percentage of it as will those unemployed 
who receive it will. 
 
 Looking at unemployment another way; it is the opposite of employment and employment 
only is a way of getting money to spend.  Since everyone will be getting at least $4,000 
everybody has adequate money to spend so therefore unemployment can be said to be 
nonexistent.  If there can be no unemployment there can be no real business cycles for demand 
and the ability to buy will depend only on the number of people not whether they are working or 
not. 
 
 Because business men know the ability to buy will be there they will not have any reason to 
expect a recession or depression and therefore will always be optimistic about the future.  This 
optimism should increase investment through an outward shifting of the MEC curve, which in 
turn will cause output to rise through either increased hiring or further automation.  This brings 
us to another important factor.  As soon as this policy of compensating unemployed people with 
a $4,000 a year income goes into effect people will leave the labor market to become 
unemployed.  This will effect only the marginal worker because most people want higher 
incomes than the minimum or else they need to work for psychological reasons.  The workers 
that due stay will be the ones who work to either get ahead or to increase their buying power or 
they work just because they want to.  This will also increase the quality of the labor force. 
 
 Business to get people to work will then have to make it attractive to the worker either by 
raising wages or by fringe benefits of some kind.  Since the price of labor will began to rise, 
more and more industry will turn to automation to reduce their costs.  The increased use of 
automation will result in a major reduction of costs once the process is begun on a large scale.  
This lowering of costs will increase profits and through the tax on corporations give more money 
to the people who are unemployed by a proportionally higher rate of compensation. 
 
 Eventually this will lead to a fully automated economy where only a minimum amount of 
work is done by men. Development, art, and pure science will become the main interest of men.  
Actually it could lead to a point were working was a privilege not the "punishment" it is today. 
 
 The growth rate of this economy should be high for with more people in research, industry 
trying to automate and guaranteed buying power, the only way the economy can go is up.  
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Research will bring new development which industry will immediately use to further automate.  
The public will buy the goods, for they know they will be getting more income and there would 
be no need or reason to save among the relatively low and minimum income groups.  All these 
factors mean the government must play an ever increasing role in our lives but this is the price 
we must pay for having the almost unlimited output of a fully cybernated economy. 
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Conclusion 
 
 
 I have tried to give the major implications of cybernation as it could be applied to the United 
States but perhaps a graphic description of the economy would help to summarize all the changes 
that would take place.  Keynesian models will be used with consumption, government and 
investment, the foreign sector will be left out. 
 
 

GRAPH VIII 

 
 When the tax change and income redistribution have been completed a new equilibrium will 
be reached.  This is due to the multiplier effect of shifting income downward.  In the above 
graph, this is shown as the Eq. 1 shifting up to Eq. 2 showing a higher level of economic activity.  
This increase in the consumption function can be explained by the IS-LM models also.  As the 
government spends more (the $4,000 per person compensation) the investment curve it will 
become I+G and shift to the right.  The increased tax shifts the S curve to the left which then 
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becomes the S+T line.  The IS curve moves to the right and increases income due to a shift along 
the LM curve.  As firms invest more trying to automate this also shifts the I+G and S+T curves 
further along to the right.  This has the effect of moving the IS curve father along the LM curve 
increasing income even more. 
 
 

GRAPH IX 
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  When employment is added to the model the line A-A results.  This line for employment is in 
terms of income. The shifting of the IS curve as described before will move it along the LM 
curve until it and the LM intersects the A-A curve simultaneously.  When it reaches this point 
both the IS and A-A curves will move together to the right along with the LM curve which will 
shift as the money supply grows. This money supply increase occurs as the demand from money 
grows due to increased transactions and population growth. 
 
 
 

GRAPH X 
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 But what has happened to the number of people working? By definition, line A-A "denotes 
the level of real income that would be produced if all the resources of the economy were fully 
developed."7  It does not make any difference whether this income is produced by men, men and 
machines, or just machines.  Therefore, the A-A curve will be broken up into two fractions, the 
part produced by men8, and the part produced by machines.  Or line A-A total (men and 
machines) and line B-B, which represents the portion produced by men. 
 
 
 

GRAPH XI 
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 As the economy grows, the equilibrium point will shift to the right.  This shifting will widen 
the A gap while the B gap will either grow very slowly or decline.  The end result of this process 
could be as Dr. Clarke suggest in his book a complete elimination of the B gap and complete 
take over of production by machines such as his replicator. 
 
 This does not mean that men are eliminated from the economy as the graph suggests for the 
goods produced are for men.  What it actually means is that men will be free from working full 
time to survive and will at last have a chance to do the things that really please us. 
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Summary 
 
 
 In trying to describe the Affuentalism economy many points and implications have been left 
out due to time and space limitations, possibly they will be added at a later date. 
 
 The purpose of this paper was to show the need for a change in the American economy.  This 
was done in the introduction and near past sections by the use of trend equations and percentages 
of growth projections.  These indicators seem to show a trend to high and high unemployment 
with little hope of combating it in the long run.  Short run reversals might be possible but the 
overall trend is to higher unemployment. 
 
 The Affluentalistic society was developed to use the unemployment to its benefit.  This was 
done by fully automating industry and distributing income based on need not whether or not a 
job was held. 
 
 This change in the distribution of income should have a damping effect on the business cycle 
since the cycle is dependent greatly upon expectations.  These expectations would have to be 
optimistic because of the minimum level of income supported by the government. 
 
 Most of these effects can be seen in the application of the Keynesian models to this system 
and this was shown in the Conclusion.  In general, it seems that unless some drastic changes 
occur in our economy we are in for a difficult time in the near future with unemployment and/or 
under employed people. 
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Mathematical Appendix 
 
 
 GNP  is in Billions of dollars 
 O  is in thousands of dollars 
 P  is in millions of people 
 E is percent of people working 27 weeks or more in relation to the total number of  
  people between 14 to 65 
 U is percent of people unemployed 
 
 GNP money GNP1 adjustment = real GNP 
  4.7% increase per year 
  345 + 14.4 y where y = years, starting at 1950 
 
 O GNP/number of people working during year 
  4.00% increase per year 
  5.10 + .190 y where y = years, starting at 1954 
 
 P  people in country during year 
  1.84% increase per year 
  152 + 2.8 y where y = years, starting at 1950 
 
 E number of people working 27 weeks or more 
  divided by number of people from 14 to 65 years of age 
  -.66% decrease per year 
  51.6 - .34 y where y = years, starting at 1954 
 
 U percent of people unemployed 
  5.00% increase per year 
  3.93 + .196 y where y = years, starting at 1950 
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Appendix B; Raw Data 
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