It all started here
 
-----Original Message-----
 From: Tom Lesko 
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 9:06 AM
 To: Larry DeWitt; Javier Bustamante
 Subject: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 9/20/04

 Dear Friends,

 Enough of the hand wringing! Enough of the doom saying! Do I have to come
there and personally calm you down? Stop with all the defeatism, OK? Bush IS
a goner -- IF we all just quit our whining and bellyaching and stop shaking
like a bunch of nervous ninnies. Geez, this is embarrassing! The Republicans
are laughing at us. Do you ever see them cry, "Oh, it's all over! We are
finished! Bush can't win! Waaaaaa!"

 Hell no. It's never over for them until the last ballot is shredded. They
are never finished -- they just keeping moving forward like sharks that
never sleep, always pushing, pulling, kicking, blocking, lying
  They are relentless and that is why we secretly admire them -- they just
simply never, ever give up. Only 30% of the country calls itself
"Republican," yet the Republicans own it all -- the White House, both houses
of Congress, the Supreme Court and the majority of the governorships. How do
you think they've been able to pull that off considering they are a
minority? It's because they eat you and me and every other liberal for
breakfast and then spend the rest of the day wreaking havoc on the planet
  Look at us -- what a bunch of crybabies. Bush gets a bounce after his
convention and you would have thought the Germans had run through Poland
again. The Bushies are coming, the Bushies are coming! Yes, they caught
 Kerry asleep on the Swift Boat thing. Yes, they found the frequency in Dan
Rather and ran with it. Suddenly it's like, "THE END IS NEAR! THE SKY IS
FALLING!"

 No, it is not. If I hear one more person tell me how lousy a candidate
Kerry is and how he can't win... Dammit, of COURSE he's a lousy candidate --
he's a Democrat, for heavens sake! That party is so pathetic, they even lose
the elections they win! What were you expecting, Bruce Springsteen heading
up the ticket? Bruce would make a helluva president, but guys like him don't
run -- and neither do you or I. People like Kerry run
  Yes, OF COURSE any of us would have run a better, smarter, kick-ass
campaign. Of course we would have smacked each and every one of those phony
swifty boaty bastards down. But WE are not running for president -- Kerry
 is. So quit complaining and work with what we have. Oprah just gave 300
women a... Pontiac! Did you see any of them frowning and moaning and
screaming, "Oh God, NOT a friggin' Pontiac!" Of course not, they were happy
 The Pontiacs all had four wheels, an engine and a gas pedal. You want more
than that, well, I can't help you. I had a Pontiac once and it lasted a good
year. And it was a VERY good year

 My friends, it is time for a reality check

 1. The polls are wrong. They are all over the map like diarrhea. On Friday,
one poll had Bush 13 points ahead -- and another poll had them both tied
 There are three reasons why the polls are b.s.: One, they are polling
"likely voters." "Likely" means those who have consistently voted in the
past few elections. So that cuts out young people who are voting for the
first time and a ton of non-voters who are definitely going to vote in THIS
election. Second, they are not polling people who use their cell phone as
their primary phone. Again, that means they are not talking to young people
 Finally, most of the polls are weighted with too many Republicans, as
pollster John Zogby revealed last week. You are being snookered if you
believe any of these polls

 2. Kerry has brought in the Clinton A-team. Instead of shunning Clinton (as
Gore did), Kerry has decided to not make that mistake

 3. Traveling around the country, as I've been doing, I gotta tell ya,
 there is a hell of a lot of unrest out there. Much of it is not being
captured by the mainstream press. But it is simmering and it is real. Do not
let those well-produced Bush rallies of angry white people scare you. Turn
off the TV! (Except Jon Stewart and Bill Moyers -- everything else is just a
sugar-coated lie)

 4. Conventional wisdom says if the election is decided on "9/11" (the fear
of terrorism), Bush wins. But if it is decided on the job we are doing in
Iraq, then Bush loses. And folks, that "job," you might have noticed, has
descended into the third level of a hell we used to call Vietnam. There is
no way out. It is a full-blown mess of a quagmire and the body bags will
sadly only mount higher. Regardless of what Kerry meant by his original war
vote, he ain't the one who sent those kids to their deaths -- and Mr. and
Mrs. Middle America knows it. Had Bush bothered to show up when he was in
the "service" he might have somewhat of a clue as to how to recognize an
immoral war that cannot be "won." All he has delivered to Iraq was that
plasticized turkey last Thanksgiving. It is this failure of monumental
proportions that is going to cook his goose come this November
  So, do not despair. All is not over. Far from it. The Bush people need you
to believe that it is over. They need you to slump back into your easy chair
and feel that sick pain in your gut as you contemplate another four years of
George W. Bush. They need you to wish we had a candidate who didn't windsurf
and who was just as smart as we were when WE knew Bush was lying about WMD
and Saddam planning 9/11. It's like Karl Rove is hypnotizing you -- "Kerry
voted for the war...Kerry voted for the war...Kerrrrrryyy vooootted fooooor
theeee warrrrrrrrrr..."

 Yes...Yes...Yesssss....He did! HE DID! No sense in fighting now...what I
need is sleep...sleeep...sleeeeeeppppp..
  WAKE UP! The majority are with us! More than half of all Americans are
pro-choice, want stronger environmental laws, are appalled that assault
weapons are back on the street -- and 54% now believe the war is wrong
 YOU DON'T EVEN HAVE TO CONVINCE THEM OF ANY OF THIS -- YOU JUST HAVE TO
GIVE THEM A RAY OF HOPE AND A RIDE TO THE POLLS. CAN YOU DO THAT? WILL YOU
DO THAT?

 Just for me, please? Buck up. The country is almost back in our hands. Not
another negative word until Nov. 3rd! Then you can bitch all you want about
how you wish Kerry was still that long-haired kid who once had the courage
to stand up for something. Personally, I think that kid is still inside him
 Instead of the wailing and gnashing of your teeth, why not hold out a hand
to him and help the inner soldier/protester come out and defeat the forces
of evil we now so desperately face. Do we have any other choice?

 Yours,

 Michael Moore
 www.michaelmoore.com <www.michaelmoore.com
 mmflint@aol.com

-----Original Message-----
 From: Bustamante, Javier
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 9:42 AM
 To: 'Tom Lesko'; DeWitt, Larry; Bustamante, Javier
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore


Great!!! I believe again. I'll vote

JB

-----Original Message-----
 From: DeWitt, Larry
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 10:48 AM
 To: Bustamante, Javier; 
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 My dear simple friends:

 In all this feel-good cheerleading you have perhaps missed the ONLY
relevant piece of truthful information in Moore's commercial, to wit:

 "Only 30% of the country calls itself "Republican," yet the Republicans own
it all -- the White House, both houses of Congress, the Supreme Court and
the majority of the governorships."

 That ought to tell us something.

 "No one ever went broke underestimating the intelligence of the American
public." -- H. L. Mencken

 Stop daydreaming. Of course J.B. should vote. You can even piss away a few
dollars in campaign contributions if you want. But if you really believe
Michael Moore's nonsense, then you will deserve what we are about to get

 We are doomed

 Larry
 

-----Original Message-----
 From: Bustamante, Javier
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 11:10 AM
 To: DeWitt, Larry; 'Tom Lesko'
 Cc: Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bloom, A. Keith
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore


 Actually, Moore is making my point but in reverse: 70% of the country is
democrat and only 30% is "Republican" which includes Libertarians and other
idiots

 So, all we have to do is energize the base and the Republicans won't have a
chance in hell of ever winning an election

 Sloth, stupidity and ignorance make our people skip voting. Let's get them
to the polls and we will win

 However, Kerry is such milquetoast that he will not awake the democrats
from sloth, stupidity and ignorance and they will not vote, as usual

 We are doomed

JB

-----Original Message-----
 From: DeWitt, Larry
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 11:46 AM
 To: Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom Lesko'
 Cc: Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bloom, A. Keith
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 Our friend is right in his conclusion

 But just one small point of correction. The "fact" that only 30% of the
public identifies as "Republican" (actually closer to 38% I think) does NOT
mean the other 70% are liberal. Only about 30% (also closer to 38% I think)
identify as "Democrats." The other roughly one-third tack whichever way the
wind is blowing at the time of the election. And it ain't blowing liberal,
in case you haven't noticed

 Larry DeWitt

 
-----Original Message-----
 From: Edelman, Mitchell J.
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 1:51 PM
 To: DeWitt, Larry; Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom Lesko'
 Cc: Bloom, A. Keith; Christensen, Chris
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 Oh, ye voices of gloom and doom!

 Please remember that even though Kerry's charisma quotient is still greater
than Bush's intelligence quotient. Kerry is not nearly as used to being
harsh and critical as is Bush (who has international renown for being a
son-of-a-bitch).

 I wonder if anyone will care that Kerry leaves Bush bleeding in the
debates. Tonight, Fox "News" (euphemism) will doubtless pre-declare Bush the
winner of all three debates, President Rove will scramble to spin Bush's
looking like an imbecile, and the "liberal" media will barely acknowledge
that Kerry made any progress.

 As for the demographics, the 1/3 of the voting populace that tack with the
wind, as Larry puts it, those folks will have to ask themselves a different
question. The debate needs to be around a different issue than whether Bush
did the right thing in going to war. Kerry must frame the debate over Bush's
inability to get the job done. If he can do that, he will win. Even the
Republican core, people like McCain and Hegel have come about as close as
possible to leaving the reservation with their reservations. I believe that
will matter.

-----Original Message-----
 From: DeWitt, Larry
 Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 2:11 PM
 To: Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom Lesko'
 Cc: Bloom, A. Keith; Christensen, Chris
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 Hear, hear. Mitch is right.

 The ONLY winning issue for the Democrats is whether Bush is too incompetent
to carry out the war effectively--he is costing us too much in money and
lives. We cannot yet run on an anti-war platform, only on an
anti-incompetence platform. It is the growing tendency of the war to look
like a quagmire that threatens to loosen Bush's grip on the Independents

 So Democrats have to stop opposing the war and start opposing the
incompetent way it has been conducted. Along that path, lies the Democrats
only hope for success

 By the way, the crude observation that 54% of the public think the war "was
wrong" means nothing. What matters is whether these people are swing voters
in toss-up states. If not, their opposition to the war will be useless in
the election. (If 99% of Marylanders think the war "was wrong" but only 48%
of New Mexicans do, then Bush picks up 5 electoral votes that went to Gore
in 2000. Get it?)

 Also, by the way, Michael Moore's scolding of "defeatism" among Democrats
is exactly the same argument that stock market scam artists use whenever a
stock market bubble is expanding. They always argue that the prosperity can
continue indefinitely if people just stop being negative. Then when the
bubble bursts, as bubbles always do, they blame the negative attitudes of
the naysayers instead of correctly blaming their own lack of touch with
reality. The same thing is about to happen to Michael Moore and those who
live in a fantasy bubble like him. No doubt they will blame people like me
when Bush wins. Better to face reality: more Americans want a President like
George W. Bush than they do a President like John Kerry. Get it?

 We are doomed

 Larry DeWitt
 


-----Original Message-----
From: Edelman, Mitchell J. 
Sent: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 2:27 PM
To: DeWitt, Larry; Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom Lesko'
Cc: Bloom, A. Keith; Christensen, Chris
Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore


Larry, there is certainly enough doubt in the polls to remove your
statement, "we are doomed", from the realm of fact into that of declaration.

I invite you to declare something which gives you the opportunity to produce
a more satisfactory outcome: behaving in concert with "we're doomed"
positions you well for the post-mortem, but it doesn't leave you much room
to affect the outcome of this election.

Even were we to agree with your conjecture that more Americans want a
President like W. than like Kerry, that doesn't necessarily translate into
"they want Bush more than Kerry". Personally, I think Bus(c)h would be much
more fun to have a few beers with; but just because I think he'd be a great
drinking buddy doesn't mean I want him as my designated driver!

Mitch

  -----Original Message-----
 From: Edelman, Mitchell J.
 Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2004 4:41 PM
 To: DeWitt, Larry; Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom Lesko'
 Cc: Bloom, A. Keith; Christensen, Chris
 Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

 Post-Debate thoughts, reflections, and ruminations:

 First thought - Expectations for Bush's performance were so low that his
being able to breathe without life support exceeded them. Point for Karl
Rove.

 Kerry's having a plan for everything was cataclysmic. Rhetorically, had he
said, "We are going to fix XXX", he would have scored much better than his
actual "I have a plan to fix XXX" - so, since Kerry was expected to roll
Bush like the Pillsbury doughboy, he was hurt by great expectations.

 Even so, considering the lunacy that Bush presented and Fox bought, and
Kerry's ponderous public speaking style, I think Kerry showed himself to be
a more agile speaker than Bush. His unwillingness to concede any failures at
all (except for failing to unify the country, as he had promised in 2000)
forced him to pretend that all is right in the world

 Anyone who watches the evening news (anywhere but Fox) knows Bush is
blowing smoke. But Kerry did not establish himself as a better alternative
to Bush's incompetence - just a viable one. To the extent that Kerry's
mission was to present himself as a better alternative, the debates were not
really that helpful.  The American voter isn't so much a follower of issues
as he is a slave to personality. Class clowns generally get more dates than
the captain of the debate team..


 Mitch

  -----Original Message-----
From: Bloom, A. Keith
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2004 4:56 PM
To: Edelman, Mitchell J.; DeWitt, Larry; Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom Lesko'
Cc: Christensen, Chris
Subject: RE: Put Away Your Hankies...a message from Michael Moore

I didn't watch any of the debates, mostly because I really don't like
listening to Bush.  So all my information is filtered through various blogs

The pundits may have called the last two debates draws, but Kerry won all
three according to the CNN/Gallup poll.  Given that Bush is abandoning
Pennsylvania and is trying to shore up support in states he should have
locked away by now, Kerry should win if there isn't too much election fraud
(E.g., events in Nevada, Oregon, Florida and other places.)
Questions about Bush:
1. What was under the back of his suit during the first debate?
2. Was the side of Bush's mouth paralyzed in the third debate?  If so,
what's the matter with him?  Speculations run from Bell's palsy to a mild
stroke.  Does it have anything to do with the fact that he didn't take his
annual physical that was scheduled for August?

Keith


-----Original Message-----
From: DeWitt, Larry 
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 9:23 AM
To: Bloom, A. Keith; Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bustamante, Javier; 'Tom
Lesko'
Subject: FW: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


For your interest-

Larry


-----Original Message-----
From: John Trout 
Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2004 3:18 PM 
Subject: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

The Pendulum of History: 2004 as 1964 in Reverse

In 1964 Lyndon Johnson campaigned as a moderate liberal like John F.
Kennedy, promising peace, prosperity, social justice, and healing from the
trauma of the Kennedy assassination the previous year. He won in a landslide
that also have him large Congressional majorities. The Supreme Court leaned
liberal. Johnson could basically do whatever he wanted.

Instead of peace, he took us into a war with a country that posed no threat
to America-- in the name of fighting "communism". He pursued a radical
liberal social agenda including the "war on poverty" with extreme utopian
schemes (remember the "Model Cities" program?), sudden and sweeping civil
rights laws that went beyond equal rights to "affirmative action". By 1968,
the anti-war movement spawned hippies, druggies, Woodstock orgies. There was
a white backlash that recreated segregation in other forms ("Christian"
private schools). The King and Robert Kennedy assassinations caused shock,
despair, and riots. Johnson deceived the American public and had to bow out
of the 1968 presidential race when his support collapsed. Bitterness against
the "swinging sixties" and the anti-war movement continues to reverberate.

In 2004, George W. Bush promised victory against terrorism, prosperity based
on private enterprise, and restoration of moral values. He campaigned
basically against 1960's liberalism, presenting himself as a moderate
"compassionate" conservative. He has a conservative majority in the Congress
and a conservative Supreme Court.

Based on his performance in his first four years, taking us into war with a
country that posed no threat to American in the name of fighting
"terrorism", pursuing a radical reactionary social agenda including
repealing basic civil rights (the "Patriot Act"), repealing  environmental
rules, weakening the separation of church and state ("faith-based"
initiatives), giving enormous tax breaks and subsidies to large corporations
and wealthy individuals, Bush's second four years promise to be the mirror
image of the liberal extremism of the 1960's, going in the opposite
direction with equal recklessness.

Perhaps by 2008 the American public will realize that they have been
deceived again by a radical pretending to be a moderate. In any case, there
is no point now in trying to argue with a bulldozer going full speed. Other
than shaking my head at the news reports, I intend to say no more about
national politics and policies for the next four years, focusing instead on
family, friends, history, art, house restoration, and local matters. When
the damage to the country becomes obvious, I will try, but probably not
succeed, to avoid saying "I told you so."

"Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,
The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
The best lack all convictions, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity." -William Butler Yeats


-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lesko 

Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 12:34 PM
To: DeWitt, Larry; Bloom, A. Keith; Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

I am tuned into the quote from Yeats. As I recall the poem ends:

"What rough beast, his hour come round at last,
Slouches toward Bethlehem to be born."

In The New Science" by Giambattista Vico he posits three stages of cultural
development, one evolving out the others. The first is an age of heroes who
are essentially inarticulate and beastly, the second is the age of poets,
who speak symbolically and rule with wisdom and grace. The third age, an age
we live in today - one of many like it and the dominant phase of any
three-stage cycle - is an age of plain speaking and information overload.
Things fly apart as Yeats learned from Vico. Messages are harder to focus on
and issues swirl in the air until they spin away from our awareness. The
saving grace is that the seed of the hero emerges during the third cycle,
someone who will lead us to a new and freer era.

We liberals await this rough beast who will focus our attention again. He
(or she) will not be an intellectual, and we may not even like him very
much. But we are the ones who will identify him. In fact, we are the only
ones who can identify him.

Tom

-----Original Message-----
From: DeWitt, Larry
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 12:52 PM
To: Tom Lesko; DeWitt, Larry; Bloom, A. Keith; Edelman, Mitchell J.;
Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

Wow! So now we are awaiting a savior to save us from the big, bad
Republicans. This is even more demented than the response from J.B. and
Mitch and Keith--which is that it is the Republicans who are wrong and we
are right and in some magical way this will someday become clear.

Democrats have lost 7 out of the last 10 presidential elections! This means
that THERE IS SOMETHING WRONG WITH DEMOCRATS. It is not the Republicans who
are at fault. It is US. We are the ones who have to change. Our nation does
not accept our vision and our values. So we have to redefine what it means
to be a progressive in a nation in which liberalism is no longer a viable
option.

You can hunker down with the defiant liberals, or you can await the second
(or first) coming of the savior. But if those are the only two choices for
the Democrats, then they truly are doomed.


Larry DeWitt


-----Original Message-----
From: Bloom, A. Keith 
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 12:43 PM
To: 'Tom Lesko'; DeWitt, Larry; Bloom, A. Keith; Edelman, Mitchell J.;
Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


I'll counter your Giambattista Vico with Douglas Adams:

The History of every major Galactic Civilization tends to pass through three
distinct and recognizable phases, those of Survival, Inquiry and
Sophistication, otherwise known as the How, Why and Where phases. For
instance, the first phase is characterized by the question, 'How can we
eat?' The second by the question, 'Why do we eat?' And the third by the
question, 'Where shall we have lunch?'

-----Original Message-----
From: Edelman, Mitchell J.
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 3:42 PM
To: DeWitt, Larry; 'Tom Lesko'; Bloom, A. Keith; Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

Agreed  we need to change - the Dems have won but 5 of the last 14 elections
(60, 64, 76, 92, 96) - what is more alarming to me is the minority status in
the other branches of government (legislative, state houses, etc), almost
all since about 1994 (the Gingrich revolution).

The way we need to change is to isolate the Radicapublicans from the rest of
that group, and I still feel that requires demonizing them, by branding them
as too radical for the country, as the Christian mullahs, willing to kill
(you) and (let you) die for their extremist views, as occurred in Iraq. It
took them 25 years of continuous pounding to tarnish  liberalism (excluding
the dirty tricks of the 1972 election, which I consider not representative).
We need to get going today to return the favor.

To say that dem's must renounce liberalism is incorrect: the issues need to
be framed differently, from "Jesus hates fags" to "America believes in (the
Christian virtue of) tolerance (happy, Larry??)"; from "tax and spend" to
"spending wisely", or from "burdensome government regulations" to "creating
a cleaner and healthier business environment". Some of that is populist, of
course, because the Dems are historically the populists.

If we are really lucky, we will be able to contain the fallout from the
inescapable Iraqi debacle and use it to discredit the neocons and the
religious right, the people who most wanted the war; for however long we
have to live with the Republicans in charge, at least let's get the saner
ones.

I shall ignore the issue of whether we are waiting for Godot or somebody
like him.

Mitch

-----Original Message-----
From: DeWitt, Larry
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 3:57 PM
To: Edelman, Mitchell J.; 'Tom Lesko'; Bloom, A. Keith; Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

Okay, some of this is on-target. Your suggestions for how to sell our
progressive values are just the sort of thing I am talking about. Like it or
not, we live in a conservative, highly-religious, highly moralistic nation.
This ain't Europe, and it ain't never gonna be. So we need to redefine what
progressivism means in such a conservative society.

One troubling thought: I remember vividly the Reagan Era. We liberals were
telling ourselves throughout that period that the Republicans were going to
shatter apart because the Reagannuts were so extreme. Well guess what, we
are still waiting for the breakup.

If your hope is that the Republicans will self-destruct, you may be
underestimating their shrewdness. My expectation is that they will go right
up to the radical edge of what they can sell without breaking their
coalition, and they will be shrewd enough to not go any farther. That has
been their pattern so far. And I hate to think the fate of the Democrats is
in the hands of the Republicans (waiting for them to go too far). What if
they are shrewder than that? What then?

The good news here guys, is that the mess in Iraq will get blamed squarely
on Bush and Co. If Kerry had the misfortune to be elected, the Republicans
would have found a way to blame the subsequent debacle on him and the
Democrats. The Republicans now own the government. That's both the good and
the bad news.

Larry


-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lesko
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 9:33 PM
To: Bloom, A. Keith; DeWitt, Larry; Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bustamante,
Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


You may be right. The true test may not be the one who asks for the Gordian
Knot but rather asks for the Gorgonzola. Both would wield their mighty
scepters and cut through the cheese of appearances. One launched armies to
India, the other would lunch at the Bombay Grill.

Speaking of Adams, I recall may thoughts at the dawn of the information age.
As I looked back at the darkness that we passed blissfully through and
forward to the frightening electronic flow and ebb of information greased by
lightning, to the past I said, "So long, and thanks for all the fiche."

I actually think that DeWitt is right. We will need someone with the
Populist characteristics he describes. But this is no subtle beast who can
discourse on the age of man. He will have to be as inarticulate as the
opponent, but with the ability to look into the future and not the past for
inspiration. For that is what we are seeing right now. A desperate attempt
to turn back the clock of progress and return us to the blissful ages of our
parents. To recap the bottle after the genie has escaped. What an age. How
futile we humans are against the tide of history.

While the current administration looks to the past, we back ourselves into a
very painful encounter with the ass-kickers of the time to come.


-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Lesko 
Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2004 9:59 PM
To: DeWitt, Larry; Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bloom, A. Keith; Bustamante,
Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


I remember clearly when the tide began to change from the almost certain
liberal democracy that we enjoyed in 1965 toward the right. I sat in a
crowded theatre at Seton Hall where the professors from the History
department were debating the representative from the Conservative Party of
New Jersey. The professors led with some truly amusing and smirking nonsense
about the "finest minds of the of the 18th century" which had us in
stitches.

The conservative fellow took all this in stride and opened his remarks by
noting that the theatre where we were sitting had no American flag. Why was
that? The professors had no response. And so it has gone for 40 years. The
left has no response because the issues of the right were of no concern to
the left. The left no longer had an agenda that was forward looking. They
were basking in their laurels (the accomplishments of the New Deal, the New
Frontier, the War on Poverty). The right pounced upon the issues that were
left on the floor. And they turnd out to be issues that mattered at some gut
level that touched racial, spiritual and ethical nerves.

So now we liberals (okay we populists too, Larry) must look around and see
what's on the floor that must be re-introduced, or introduced anew, to the
American public. Nibbling at the fringes of the conservative agenda will
only institute the left as a fringe party. And I don't think, based on the
discourse of this day, that we have a clue. I look not for a savior, but
simply someone who can see a little more clearly than me where to turn next
so that we continue to move forward, face-forward. If it takes a few years,
okay. Goldwater was content to wait. We can only hope that the new left
vision isn't corrupted in the same way by those who will take the banner of
the new left.

So let's not look at the current realities, let's see what they forgot, the
things that are important, both to us and to the American psyche. The
economy and health care as issues may not have succeeded this time around.
But flag waving and paranoia did not succeed for Goldwater's crew the first
time around either.

-----Original Message-----
From: Edelman, Mitchell J.
Sent: Friday, November 05, 2004 8:41 AM
To: DeWitt, Larry; Bloom, A. Keith; Bustamante, Javier; 'tlesko'
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

One thought, Larry as regards a moderate, identified as religious,  southern
democrat populist.  What was Al Gore, if not a moderate, southern (Baptist)
democrat? Even with those credentials AND coming from an administration that
had 8 years of delivering peace and prosperity, Gore was defeated (if that's
the word).

I am coming to a much more pragmatic (and cynical) conclusion. The Democrats
need to run Robert Redford or Brad Pitts. The problem with Kerry wasn't the
message, but the messenger. A more charismatic candidate would have made the
difference in at least 2 states, one being Ohio, the other Florida. The very
sad fact is that issues don't matter nearly so much as the ability to
deliver a rousing 30 second sound bite. Agassi's axiom ("image is
everything") rules American politics. Issues don't matter at all.

Mitch

-----Original Message-----
From: DeWitt, Larry
Sent: Friday, November 05, 2004 9:04 AM
To: Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bloom, A. Keith; Bustamante, Javier; 'tlesko'
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


Both this message and Tom's last one have some useful insights I think.

Here is one aspect of our problem: we have become identified with the
irreligion as one defining image of our party. But there have always been
two streams in the religious moralism that characterizes America. One is the
Puritan Scold, which is the stream exemplified by Bush and his supporters.
The other has been the Social Gospel tradition, which emphasizes the
religious duty to help the poor and do good works in the world. Both come,
interestingly, from the same source--the New England Puritans. So what we
need to do is to engage religion as moral cause, but in the mode of the
Social Gospel tradition. The mistake liberals made decades ago was the
attempt to avoid the Puritan Scold by becoming secular. Secularism is a
losing position in American political life, always has been, always will be.
Americans are intensely religiously moralistic. We just need to harness this
truth and direct it to progressive purposes and stop fighting it.

I also think we need to be more skillful (as Mitch is suggesting) in
marketing our soap. Here is an example of how we need to re-think things.
When that crazy judge Roy Moore in Alabama put his 10-commandments stone in
the courthouse, liberals attacked him, causing conservatives to see us as
anti-religion. But is that really the principle at stake in the separation
of church and state? What I would have done, on behalf of the Democratic
Party, is commission someone to make a similar stone, twice as big, with the
10-commandments on one face (I am assuming this is sanguine to Jews too), a
passage from the Koran on another, sayings from the Buddha on the third, and
a passage from the Baghavat Gita on the fourth, and a quotation from Carl
Sagan on the capstone. Then I would have demanded that they replace the
Moore stone with this one! Thus we become the defenders of religion and at
the same time prevent Roy Moore from pushing Protestantism down our throats.
See the difference? We need to defend our principles in ways that we can
sell in a highly moralistic religious society.


Larry

-----Original Message-----
From: Edelman, Mitchell J.
Sent: Friday, November 05, 2004 9:59 AM
To: DeWitt, Larry; Bloom, A. Keith; 'tlesko'; Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

Larry, your mega stone misses a number of recognized religious sources and
the point, too: irrespective of the moralists (Calvinist scolds?) or
socialists (religious do-gooders), the very instant you endorse any religion
or set of religions by presenting their views as Government-sanctioned (or
tolerated), you condemn the ones you excluded. If you don't include Mormons
AND Wiccans AND Native American AND crocodile worshippers AND universal life
AND Moonies AND Bahai' AND ... on your pan-religious carving, you have de
facto declared them to be not American enough for your coalition.  The ONLY
way out is what the founding fathers said: treat them all equally by
ignoring them all equally. Judge Moore's outrageous actions were outrageous,
not just because they were ostentatiously bigoted expressions of a plurality
religious view, but because they brazenly shattered the truce, that being
the separation of church and state.

The Bush administration's pandering to the religious is similarly outrageous
precisely because it is a dagger in the heart of that most American of
values, religious TOLERANCE. If the Dems have an issue at all, it is that
one. Sadly, the people who most listen to Bush's "religious" mouthings are,
IMO, the same ones who would have joined the Klan, as in fact they did at
the turn of the last century (check Indiana's political history) - i.e.
religious BIGOTS. Very few of the so-called "people of faith" come from
outside the evangelical movement, which is about as vicious a perversion of
what I understand to be Christian teachings as I could imagine... But what
do I know of Christian belief or orthodoxy?

What's most distressing, now that I have had a few days to ponder the
election, is the very fact that religion is an issue at all. Make no mistake
about it, the election shows how close we are to having Israeli or the
Muslim world's state religion; in this regard, I agree with Larry that
religious issues need to be considered: I think that trying to out-religious
the evangelicals is both tactically and morally incorrect, and these
extremists should be marginalized.  Reverend Lynn, not Pat Robertson, should
be our model in this regard.

-----Original Message-----
From: DeWitt, Larry
Sent: Friday, November 05, 2004 10:14 AM
To: Edelman, Mitchell J.; Bloom, A. Keith; 'tlesko'; Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


Yes, I admit the problem. The example is not a serious proposal, but is
meant to indicate the direction we need to start thinking in. Here is the
point: WE CANNOT DEFEND TOLERANCE, OR ANY OF OUR OTHER VALUES, IN WAYS THAT
EQUATE TO BEING IRRELIGIOUS. We have to craft all our policies in terms of
conservative social values like family, religion, patriotism, etc.
Otherwise, we will keep getting what we've always gotten.

Larry

-----Original Message-----
From: Bloom, A. Keith
Sent: Friday, November 05, 2004 11:30 AM
To: DeWitt, Larry; Edelman, Mitchell J.; 'tlesko'; Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04

Look, Kerry is a practicing Catholic.  He goes to mass every week.  Bush
doesn't (or seldom, anyway) attends church.  Bush claims to have read the
Bible, but he seems to have no idea of what's in it.  Yet in the article I
linked to earlier, Bush was given credit for being a Christian and Kerry
somehow wasn't a "real" Christian.  For a lot of people, being a "real
Christian" has little to do with religion and a lot to do with gay bashing,
banning abortion, stopping stem-cell research, opposing Evolution, etc.  The
Democrats can't compete for the votes of these people and they shouldn't
try.  Compromise is not enough; it's all or nothing, and anyway there are
some things you just can't compromise on.  Larry thinks the Democrats should
reach out to these people; I think they're not reachable and you should try
to split off other groups from them.  It's just a question of which ones are
the most splittable, without alienating the base they have now.  Going for
the religious right on an economic populism platform (1) won't work and (2)
will alienate too many other Democrats.  That doesn't mean economic populism
is a bad idea by itself, it just means you can't use it to get the
evangelicals, no matter how much it may benefit them economically.  They
just aren't listening.

Keith

-----Original Message-----
From: DeWitt, Larry
Sent: Thursday, November 05, 2004
To: Tom Lesko; DeWitt, Larry; Bloom, A. Keith; Edelman, Mitchell J.;
Bustamante, Javier
Subject: RE: Meditation from a walk on the beach 11/3/04


Okay, good. Keith is asking the right question. I am bringing the exit poll
data to lunch so we can engage the exercise of trying to identify
persuadable cohorts of the Republican vote and trying to figure out what
sort of approach will persuade them. It will be fun!

Larry
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