CHAPTER 11

WHO AND WHAT WE ARE:

I am an American, and damn proud of it! (Author)

Before getting to the discussion of the issue facing our great Nation in this second decade of the 21st Century, and how the preceding discussion of the Constitution speaks to them, I would like to begin with two of my beliefs that needs to be addressed IF our Nation is to continue in harmony between ALL of the (legal) citizens of the United States.


WHO ARE WE? There is a mind set in this Nation to categorize people into “split” Americans. We are referred to as African-Americans, Jewish-Americans, Irish- Americans, Italian-Americans, etc. This tends to divide us into groups of our ethnic backgrounds, and thereby creates divisiveness among us. Let me state up front that there is nothing wrong about being proud of our ancestors, but the reality is that we are ALL simply AMERICANS. The problem comes when an ethnic group separates themselves from the general society and never truly becomes an American. They tend to have one foot in the past and loosely one in the present, which creates problems for their future.


Personally, my ancestors many years ago (some for centuries and others from about 1600) and were a combination of American Indian, French, Scot and Irish. We have always referred to the American Indian as a “Native American”, and of course, this they were the first Americans. However, looking at the definition of “Native” you find this: “being such by birth origin; belonging to one by birth (as my native country); growing, living or produced in a particular place, that is indigenous; one born in or associated with a place by birth; and an original inhabitant.” . 


Therefore, it is true that referring to the American Indian as a “Native American” is correct since they were the “an original inhabitant” of this land we call America. But it is also true that all of those who were BORN in the United States are also “Native Americans”, as defined above. Until we do away with these designations that only defines where our ancestors came from, we will continue to be a divided society. Unfortunately, the blacks in our society seem to hold onto this divisive description of their ancient background more than most of the other ethnic groups. During the 1990s the use of “Mexican” or “Spanish” Americans has been very prevalent in our society. Since the majority of these groups are mostly “naturalized” citizens, they are still Americans, but not “Native” to the United States. 


The question is, “if one is born in this country (or is a naturalized citizen), why would they not want to be called simply an American?” This would go a long way of bringing ALL Americans under the same banner and help reduce the “supposed” differences between us. It is my opinion that most blacks really do not prefer this “split” reference when they are referred to either individually or as a group. This has become clear to me when many of my black acquaintances do not like that description. There are at least two groups that continue to use the “split” when referring to the ethnicity of an individual or group. The first is the media. If they would cease making such references it would help dissolve this problem. I would include politicians in this group as well since they have a tendency to like to “divide” people into groups for their own political gains. The other group that comes to mind are the leaders of the more vocal groups in the black community who represents what they perceive as the American society is adverse to their followers. By using “African-American”, they are able to keep this “supposed” difference between the other members of society. Many of these leaders have used this method to keep “a fire” under the blacks for their own financial gain. Rather than “preaching unity” they prefer to fan the flame of the past, when bring their “flock” into the 21st Century as full citizenship as Americans. Continuing to dwell on the past will never enlighten the majority of the descendants of slavery that they are truly equally citizens and have every opportunity of any other American. There are so many examples where blacks have achieved their goals in life and they have done so even with more hardships along the way.

WE ARE A REPUBLIC! My second belief!


“A republic, by which I mean a government in which the scheme of representation takes place, opens a different prospect and promises the cure for which we are seeking.” James Madison, Federalist No. 10, November 23, 1787.


“Remember democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts, and murders itself. There never was a democracy yet that did not commit suicide.” John Adams, letter to John Taylor, April 15, 1814. (http://quotationsbook.com/quote/10433/#axzz1FB0wblKy.) 


WHAT IS A REPUBLIC? The definition of a REPUBLIC is “a government having a chief of state, who is not a monarch and who in modern times is usually a president.”  It is also a political unit (as a nation) having such a form of government. It is further a government in which supreme power resides in a body of citizens entitled to vote and is exercised by elected officers and representatives responsible to them and government according to law. In a word, a Republic ia a REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT.


Benjamin Franklin said it best when asked by a lady, “Well, Doctor, what have we got a republic or a monarch?”  - “A Republic,” replied Franklin, “if you can keep it/” I believe there is an undercurrent working since at least the beginning of the 20th Century, to change us from our Republic to a socialist democracy. Let it be clear in this discussion that the use of the word “republic” or “republican” is in no way intended to imply the political party that bears the name “republican”. Far too many citizens do not understand the difference between these two forms of government. The American form of a Republic (some refer to it as “federalism) created a relationship between state governments and the federal government, which, under our 1788 Constitution, set definite limits on the power of the federal government. These limits were further “enforced” by the first ten amendments, The Bill of Rights, especially Amendment X.   Even though this amendment is covered in PART 1, Chapter 9, Page 69, it is good to repeat it here once again:

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.

Even though a Democracy is “as a government by the people, especially the rule of the majority”, it does not necessarily has any “limits” set on it and, as stated above by John Adams: “Remember democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts, and murders itself. There never was a democracy yet that did not commit suicide.” Unfortunately, we in this 21st Century are witnessing this phenomenon right before our very eyes. If our nation is to return to one that believes in the “rule of law” rather than the “rule of men” we must insist a return to the very essence of our Constitution. On the subject of a republican form of government for the United States, James Madison in Federalist No. 10, Page 48, states the following:


“It is \in vain to say that enlightened statesmen will be able to adjust these clashing interests and render them all subservient to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will not always be at the helm. Nor, in many cases, can such an adjustment be made at all without taking into view indirect and remote considerations, which will rarely prevail over the immediate interest, which one party may find in disregarding the rights of another or the good of the whole.


“The inference to which we are brought is that the causes of faction cannot be removed and that relief is only to be sought in the means of controlling its effects.


“If a faction (NOTE: See Page 46, Federalist Paper No. 10 for Madison’s definition of a “faction”.) consists of less than a majority, relief is supplied by the republican principal, which enables the majority to defeat its sinister views by regular vote, it may clog the administration, it may convulse the society; but it will be unable to execute and mask its violence under the forms of the Constitution. When a majority is included

in a faction, the form of popular government, on the other hand, enables i! to sacrifice to its ruling passion or interest both the public good and the right of other citizens. To secure the public good and private rights against the danger of such a faction, and at the same time to preserve the spirit and the form of popular government, is then the great object to which our inquiries are directed. Let me add that it is the great desideratum (a necessary and desired thing) by which alone this form of government can be rescued from the opprobrium (disgrace or humiliation resulting from shameful conduct) under which it has so long labored and been recommended to the esteem and adoption of mankind. ... 

. . . From this view of the subject it may be concluded that a pure democracy, by which I mean a society consisting of a small number of citizens, who assemble and administer the government in person, can admit of no cure for the mischief of faction. A common passion or interest will, in almost every case, befelt by a majority of the whole; a communication and concert (mutual agreement) results from the form of government itself; and there is nothing to check the inducements to sacrifice the weaker party or an obnoxious individual Hence, it is that such democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths. Theoretic politicians, who have patronized this species of government, have erroneously supposed that by reducing mankind to a perfect equality in their political rights, they would at the same time be perfectly equalized and assimilated in their possessions, their opinions, and their passions. 

A republic, by which I mean a government in which the scheme of representation takes place, opens a different prospect and promises the cure for which we are seeking. Let us examine the points in which it varies from pure democracy, and we shall comprehend both the nature of the cure and the efficacy which it must derive from the Union.

The two great points of difference between a democracy and a republic are: first, the delegation of the government in the latter to a small number of citizens elected by the rest; secondly, the greatest number of citizens and greater sphere of country over which the latter may be extended. 

The effect of the first difference is, on the one hand, to refine and enlarge the public views by passing them through the medium of a chosen body of citizens, whose wisdom may best discern the true interest of their country and whose patriotism and love of justice will be least likely to sacrifice it to temporary or partial considerations. Under such a regulation it may well happen that the public voice, pronounced by the representatives of the people, will be more consonant to the public good than if pronounced by the people themselves, convened

for the purpose ...

· .. In the first place it is to be remarked that however small the republic may be, the representatives must be raised to a certain number in order to guard against the cabals (a conspiratorial group; a secret plot) of a few; and that however large it may be, they must be limited to a certain number in order to guard against the confusion of a multitude. ...

· .. In the extent and proper structure of the Union, therefore, we behold a republican remedy for the diseases most incident to republican government. And according to the degree of

pleasure and pride we feel in being republicans ought to be our zeal in cherishing the spirit and supporting the character of federalists.

I make no apology for the lengthy quote by Mr. Madison. You are also referred to Madison's Number 39, beginning on Page 208.  However, one quote from page 208 is worth stating herein.

. . . It is evident that no other form (of government) would be reconcilable with the genius of the people of America; with the fundamental principles of the Revolution; or with the 'honorable determination which animates every votary (one fervently devoted to an activity, leader, or ideal) of freedom to rest all our political experiments on the capacity of mankind for self-government. If the plan of the convention, therefore, be found to depart from the republican character, its advocates must abandon it as no longer defensible  ...

. . . If we resort for a criterion to the different principles on which different forms of government are established, we may define a republic to be, or at least may bestow that name on, a government which derives all its powers directly or indirectly from the great body of the people, and is administered by persons holding their offices during pleasure for a limited period, or during good behavior. It is essential to such a government that it be derived from the great body of the society, not from an inconsiderable proportion or a favored class of it; otherwise a handful of tyrannical nobles, exercising their oppressions by a delegation of their powers, might aspire to the rank of republicans and claim for their government the honorable title of republic. It is sufficient for such a government that the persons administering it be appointed, either directly or indirectly, by the people; and that they hold their appointments by either of the tenures just specified; otherwise every government in the United States, as well as every other popular government that has been or can be well organized or well executed, would be regarded from the republican character.

To me, the bottom line is "do the American people really want a Democracy rather than a Republic"? The problem with a democracy is that once the rule of law is by the majority(remember the definition) it becomes easy for that majority to move from a simple democracy to a "social democracy". This is a political movement advocating a gradual and peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism by democratic means. This is not my definition of a "social democracy", but is Webster's definition. Once the majority under a simple democracy has succeeded in creating this social democracy, it is only a short step to becoming a "pure democracy". Again, Webster states that a "pure democracy" is a democracy in which the power is exercised directly by the people rather than through representatives. This will then become MOB RULE. The Founding Fathers knew the dangers of a "social" and "pure" democracy, and they designed our Constitution under a Republican form of government. The problem is, as in most issues facing the populous today, most Americans have no concept of the form of government with which our Constitution provides us. It has already stood the test of time, and has been exclaimed around the globe as the most perfect system of government in the history of the world. As I have mentioned in the Introduction, I have lived and toured many areas of this earthly home, and there is no other government that can compare with our Republic. We are the envy of this universe, and because of this we are also not only feared, but hated, in many areas.

It is very worthwhile to dwell on this issue because without this understanding it is impossible for anyone to see through the politics of a very vocal few who would change our system. These groups use their positions in the media, in our colleges and universities, in their leadership in the democratic party, and in certain minority groups. And there are those in the legal profession who very carefully and deliberately adopt the "gradual and peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism".

I am aware that these statements will be explained away as "right wing" (whatever that is?) conservatism by some, especially those who have little or zero knowledge of our Constitution. This is the usual technique whenever one attempts to tie politics to the label

of either "liberal" or "socialist". What is a "liberal"? A "liberal" is defined as "favoring democratic reform and the use of governmental resources to effect social progress". A "socialist" is one who believes in "a social system or theory in which the producers possess political power and the means of producing and distributing goods". This means that a socialist also believes in various  conomic and political theories advocating collective or governmental ownership and administration of the means of production and

distribution of goods - meaning wealth. The socialist also believes in a system of society or group living in which there is no private property; a system or condition of society in which the means of production are owned and controlled by the state. As anyone can see, there is little or no difference between a "liberal" and a "socialist". Yet, most people who refer to themselves as being "liberal", will NEVER admit to their socialistic leanings. I firmly believe that many of those who like to think that they are "liberal”, really believe that they are more "compassionate and loving" than those who think of themselves as "conservative".

At this point in this discussion it is only proper to state the definition of a "conservative": a conservative is one who relates to a philosophy of conservatism; tending or disposed to maintain existing views, conditions, or institutions; one who is marked by moderation or caution. In other words, a conservative respects the Constitution, and does not believe in changing the intent of this document. He believes any changes should be approached with "moderation or caution". The Constitution has provided a method to amend it, and this has been discussed in Part One under Article V. The conservative believes that the federal government should rule ONLY in accordance with those powers given to it in the Constitution; and, as pointedly stated in Article X of the "Bill of Rights", that "the powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people". This amendment was made a part of the "Bill of Rights" by the thirteen original States to ensure that this Nation would NOT become a democracy, but be supported by the republican system of equal representation from each State as elected by the people of each State.

The election of November 7th , 2000, will go down in history as testing the strength of our Constitution and the system of representative government. Due to the closeness of the Presidential race, the liberal element in our society, were screaming for an amendment to Article II of the Constitution having to do with the way we elect the Chief Executive and the Vice-President. They were calling for the most drastic of changes to this article. They wanted these two offices to be elected by the popular vote. What motivated this cry? The candidates the liberals put their 'money" on, we.re those who appeared at that time to have received. the nation-wide popular vote, not the majority of the Electoral vote. They were, of course, only thinking of that situation, and not what this would mean to future elections.

One must understand why the Founding Fathers insisted on the Electoral College.

They were so determined that this new Nation would never be subjected to any type of monarch or a system of titles, that they devised the Electoral College. Their intentions at

the beginning of this Nation in this system is still just as valid today as then. They knew that this nation would grow from the original thirteen states. They also-knew -that some would be larger and more populated than others due to the vast demographics of the United States. In order to protect, and be equally fair to the smaller States, the larger ones, they created the Electors. In this manner the legislatures of each State were permitted to set their own rules as to how their Electors would be appointed. It should be pointed out that there have been over 700 attempts to change the Electoral system; all to no avail. Once cooler heads prevail, it becomes obvious that the Constitutional requirement for Electors is still for the good of the Nation and the people.

 The problem today is that, the majority of Americans do not understand the Electoral College system. When they go into the voting booth and pull the lever for the Presidential Candidate of their choice, they are voting for the Electors of that candidate. Most Electors will be "dictated" by the popular vote within their own State as they cast their vote for that candidate. This is not necessarily true in all States, as some legislatures have elected not to "bind the hands" of the Electors. The States are "free" to legislate and select candidates in their local and statewide elections, but when it comes to the national election for President and Vice-President the States must abide by the law under the Constitution.
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