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Being told I’m opinionated, doesn’t offend me at all. Opinions are important catalysts in a society, and free exercise thereof a measure of democracy and free speech. Opinions can be enlightening and progressive, or confusing and reactive. To be useful, opinions should be based on reality and not just reflect prejudice, indoctrination, or heritage. I’ll leave it to you to pass judgement on the letters in this book. I think you’ll find a variety of counter opinions from irate readers, not always based on facts and reality, but with lots of emotional involvement. As a regular reader of letters to various editors, I held back for most of my life, but finally couldn’t hold my pen any longer, - or rather, keep my two index fingers off the keyboard. My letters to the editor (LTE) of some newspapers started innocently enough a few years ago as my response to things that bothered me, or to set some ignorant, uneducated letter writers straight regarding opinions expressed that I thought were completely off the wall, or even off the deep end, or worse. One thing led to another, and before I knew it, I got published, and people began to respond to what I wrote, - some even in support! That was fun! Even the derogatory letters, and believe you me, some were, encouraged me to write more since I apparently had a hitherto unknown talent for hitting raw nerves. I soon realized that some nerves out there were very raw and ready to explode at the slightest attack on their well established, often inherited, and just as often unsubstantiated beliefs or opinions, many of which were totally detached from reality.
I’m not sure which encouraged me more, the positive or the negative responses. Perhaps both, in some funny way. That taught me to appreciate any and all feedback. It is nice, of course, that people agree with you, but perhaps even more electrifying to read that someone has taken great exception to the thoughts you have expressed in writing and gotten some editor to agree is worth precious newspaper space. That makes you think, crow about your own perceived superior intellect, or even, heaven forbid, go back in yourself and question your own position. Perhaps there is something to learn even from the most outrageous, idiotic, un-enlightened response letters.
Feel free to use, plagiarize, embellish upon, change, improve and resubmit as your own work, any letter under my name in this book. What I have expressed here, whether published or not, I would like to see as widely distributed as possible, under your own name. Thus, through the readership of your local papers you can have an influence far beyond your own sphere of family and friends. As I see it, if you can make a single person think and become more educated and enlightened, even react in disgust, you have accomplished something beyond yourself. There is so much misinformation, misunderstanding and deliberate distortion floating around, especially in the political arena, that the common man or woman needs to stand up to be heard, - or in this case, read. Most of us would like to have some influence, some impact, the feeling that we can contribute to changes for a better world. Here’s your chance!
If you get published, I would like your permission to include your letter to the editor of whatever paper you appear in, in a sequel to this book, with your name recognized as the author. Tentative book title: “The best of ‘Dear Editor’”. There is no monetary compensation, only the pride and glory of having contributed to a book that, hopefully, will find a wide audience and make an impact, far beyond both you and me. Here’s an encouraging line I was very surprised to receive through our local “Nextdoor Highlands” on-line network:
“Jorg – I have always wanted to tell you how much your insightful and vigorous letters in the Daily Journal are appreciated by me. Regards from Jonathan F. (MD)
Just send me an e-mail (safechem@comcast.net) with a link to your letter, or attach or embed your letter in an e-mail, with the name of the newspaper and date of publication identified. Actually, if you feel strongly about something you wrote that didn’t make it to print, send it to me for possible inclusion anyway, preferably with the rejecting newspaper(s) identified. Being such a frequent reject victim myself, I have a soft spot in my heart for others who write great stuff that some dense editor didn’t fully understand, - or was too bigoted, or gun shy, to publish. And, if you are lucky enough to get some response to your letters, positive or negative, send me those, too. The more outrageous, the better! I look forward to hearing from you and wish you good luck as an author of letters to various editors!
Jorg Aadahl
San Mateo, California
There is a wide gap between the vast majority of people who rarely say anything outside their own polite circle of family and friends, and the few who write books and articles about various topics, often expressing very strong opinions from one extreme to the other. In-between we have newspaper columnists and radio and TV personalities who express their opinion, also at times with one extreme position or another.
Letters to the Editor (LTE) serve an extraordinarily important function by letting the more or less common individual express an opinion, add insight, weed out misunderstandings, influence people, and help spread enlightenment, - or in many cases unfortunately, bigotry. Such letters fill the gap between the many who say nothing and books and articles too heavy and time consuming for most of us. It is amazing what can be expressed in a few words in a readers’ opinion section of a newspaper. Opinion letters are as close to grass roots as you can get. And, they do have an impact! Whether left-oriented, right-oriented, or des-oriented, the opinion pages with LTE’s are often read with greater interest and by more people than he rest of the paper, - with the possible exclusion of the obituaries that older people seem to gravitate to.
Chapter 3- WRITING LETTERS TO AN EDITOR
It is a thrill to see your name in print, not as part of a police blotter, but underneath something you have written and which an editor judged worthy of space. You’ll get used to it!
Most papers will not accept anonymous letters. Personally, I think that’s the way it should be. Why not stand for what you write and express as your opinion?
Most of the time a letter to the editor will be acknowledged, often with a polite thank you and reminder that the paper is inundated with an avalanche of letters, few of which will be selected for publication due to space limitations. Here are a couple of the nicer ones:
Thank you for your submission to the Globe's letters page. Because of the volume of letters we receive, we cannot print all the letters we would like to. In the event that we are unable to publish your letter, we hope that you will write to us another time. The Boston Globe
A representative of The Chronicle will contact you if your letter is accepted for publication to verify that you are indeed the author of the submission.
If your piece is not accepted for publication, do not be discouraged. The Chronicle receives dozens -- frequently hundreds --of submissions every day. We publish about four to 10 letters a day.
If your letter is accepted, it will be subject to editing. In addition to fact-checking, editors edit for length, grammar and conventions designed to ease the reading and understanding of the text, e.g., whether a number is expressed as two or 2. The SF Chronicle.
For more advice, go to “Advice for letter writers” at the end of this book. Here you’ll find a column by Jon Mays, Editor of the San Mateo Daily Journal, and a piece on letter writing from the Planned Parenthood’s web site.
Chapter 4 - REJECTS? DON’T WORRY!
We’re all occasional rejects!
Oh, big disappointment, - your first letter to a local newspaper of your choice didn’t make it to print? Join the club of us rejects! Get used to it, since most letters will not be published. But don’t give up! Some of my very best letters have been rejected. Actually, I have been rejected by some of the most prestigious papers in the country! Isn’t that something to brag about? Even if rejected by the first paper you submit your letter to, the next one might accept it. Or the third one …
With the possible exception of very small papers in small communities, most newspapers receive far more letters to the editor than for which they have space. Most papers have guidelines in terms of maximum number of words, and how often they will publish letters from the same writer. Enforcement of such guidelines is up to the editor and may be ignored for letters that the editor really likes. I have had letters published on two consecutive days in the same paper, but that is a rather rare exception. I’ve also had letters exceeding the stated maximum limit published, but not often. If the editor likes the content, he or she may ask you to shorten it some. At times you may wonder why they didn’t print your letter instead of an absolutely ridiculous submittal from an intellectually challenged moron. It is often hard to tell why certain letters are selected for publication, while others are rejected. At times I suspect that the editor simply wants to hang out someone, or display a new low for understanding an issue or a new high for bigotry. Occasionally, I’m surprised to see a particularly radical or progressive letter of mine published, even in a paper not exactly famous for sharing my views. An editor’s mind works in mysterious ways!
Where I think that the rejection may have some significance, perhaps implying something about the rejecting paper, I have included “Submitted to …”. Perhaps you can get my rejects published, either “as is”, or modified and improved by you. If the editor has changed the title I submitted, I have included the original as well. Many editors like to change something, - and not always to the better! Whenever the editor has had the audacity to delete something, I have included the cuts in italics. Positive as well as negative comments from readers are also shown in italics, as well as letters responding to something I have written, or letters I have responded to. Here and there you will find an exchange of letters back and forth, - at times leaving you wondering what on earth did the writer of a letter shown in italics mean! That’s part of the fun, - to see someone so enraged that they go totally off the deep end, particularly when it comes to politics or religion, - and especially a mix of the two.
for safety and the common good!
Lesson from massacre (PA Daily Post, 5/29/2014. Original title: Buy sex, - not guns)
Dear Editor,
The lesson to be learned from the Santa Barbara County massacre, is that prostitution should be legal, and handguns not.
Jorg Aadahl
ASOCIAL GUN CULTURE (Submitted to several 6/23/2014)
Dear Editor,
Get caught DUI, and you're in deep trouble, with fine, temporary loss of driver's license and increased insurance rate. Doesn't matter if your driving was perfect, or even better than most totally sober drivers. Nor does it matter if your driving affected no one.
Get caught with some dope, and you're in deep trouble. You may be fined and incarcerated and marked for life. Doesn't matter if you affected no one and your behavior was exemplary.
Threaten mass murder, behave like a crazy gun slinger, amass an arsenal of assault weapons and ammunition enough to start your very own war, and everything is OK. After all, you haven't killed anyone. Yet. Even if you do, like running out to provoke someone, then "stand your ground" on someone else's turf, you can even kill and get away with murder, like in the Zimmerman/Trayvon case.
I have trouble understanding why guns are OK, even in the hands of certified lunatics and self-declared would-be assassins, while some dope and an extra drink are no-nos, even for people who are no threat to anyone and who have done no damage. But threatening to kill someone with a gun, even threaten to take down government, - no problem, - until you follow through!Then you could get in trouble, - but not necessarily so!
Jorg Aadahl
Joe the Plumber’s a self-important jerk (SJ Mercury and San Mateo County Times, 6/3/2014)
Dear Editor,
As if running around brainless wasn't enough, now the infamous Joe the Plumber also shows he has no heart. In the aftermath of yet another gun tragedy, this time at UCSB, how insensitive and self-important do you have to be to claim “Your Dead Kids Don’t Trump My Constitutional Rights”. My goodness!
That's the GOP darling who was so confused that he didn't understand that your net taxable income had to exceed $250,000 before a higher tax rate came into effect, and then only for the part above that level. No wonder he became such a hit with Republicans, helping them spread nonsense among low-info voters.
Jorg Aadahl
It's not about knives! (PA Daily Post, 6/02/2014. Original title: Predictable gun nonsense)
Dear Editor,
Predictably, someone like Terry Phillips had to come out after the UCSB killing spree and point out that this sex-starved loonie also killed using a knife and a car, not only guns, so there! ("Danger among us", Daily Post, 5/29/2014)).
And again, the obvious has to be pointed out to the gun nuts: guns are designed to kill, knives and cars are not! Of course, just about anything can be used to kill, even human fists, - but that's not the main purpose of anything, except for guns.
Since guns are intended to kill or maim, of course they should be strictly controlled, like in all other more civilized countries. Only law enforcement and the military should be armed, not individuals! That ought to be a no-brainer, - and not a political contaminant.
There is also another important difference between knives and guns: with a knife you have to be up and close, attacking one at a time, giving others a chance to escape or intervene. With a gun you can kill many, fast, and at a distance. Should be obvious, but apparently not for those blinded with "gun rights" trumping civil rights.
Jorg Aadahl
I agree with you wholeheartedly Jorg, gun laws have to change, and sooner rather than later.How many more innocent lives must be lost for that message to hit home, surely the deaths of five year olds should have been enough......apparently not. I can't for the life of me see why anyone needs an automatic weapon, or hundreds of rounds of ammunition, it's just ridiculous!
I echo Mr. Martinez's sentiments, 'Not one more!' We banned cigarettes in public places because of the inherent danger to non-smokers, and yet we continue to allow guns, it all seems rather messed up if you ask me. Nowhere feels safe anymore, schools, colleges, malls, events, etc. we have to do something! Deborah D.
Thank you very much, Deborah, for your excellent comment. I like your smoking analogy, - very good point! Jorg
Thanks-so right on as usual. Herb S.
This is a "no brainier". With the "not one more" and working together, do you think we can do something positive?Eva W.
You are so right on and say it so well once again Jorg. Cyl B.
Agree Jorg. Only wish that the good news about the affordable care act was in the news more often. It is a good thing that you keep writing. Siv M.
Guns and knives (PA Daily Post, 6/05/2014)
Dear Editor: (Regarding Jorg Aadahl's letter Monday, "It's not about knives") - no, Mr. Aadahl, it's about identifying and treating the mentally ill. It's about recognizing that the tools used to injure and kill are merely that, tools.
Perhaps you should take an American history course, as you seem to have little grasp of the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. "Gun rights" are a civil right. You don't get to choose only the ones that suit your agenda.
You are free to leave if you don't agree with the highest laws of the land. Greg David, Mountain View.
Just a quick response to the LTE above:
Neither sharp as a knife, nor fast as a speeding bullit, if you don't grasp the difference in assault power between guns and knives. Jorg.
Illegal use of “legal” weapons (Submitted to the SM Daily Journal, 5/27/2014)
Editor,
The weapons used in the Santa Barbara massacre were legally purchased, we read ("Suspect in shooting rampage blamed aloof women", SM Daily Journal, 5/26/2014).
So what? Is that supposed to mitigate the insanity of the Santa Barbara rampage?
If anything, it makes the tragedy worse! It is a false illusion that legally purchased murder weapons are OK. If they are used to harm anyone except in self defense, or used by someone other than the legal owner, it demonstrates that the sale of those weapons was a mistake. If a so-called legal owner misuses his weapons, it demonstrates that it was too easy for him or her to obtain a permit.
If a legal owner cannot keep his weapons safe and out of the hands of others, the permit should be revoked and all weapons confiscated for life. No ifs or buts about it! The rights of people to live unharmed should trump the trumped up "rights" of gun owners, whose obsession with weapons at times borders on the absurd.
Stopping the NRA-blessed gun insanity is long overdue. About time to take our lives back, before more are lost! Enough is enough!
Jorg Aadahl
Verdict saves lives (P A Daily Post 2/16/2014. Original tilte: The “Loud music verdict”)
Dear Editor,
We will never know how many lives may have been saved by the jury finding Michael Dunn guilty in the "Loud music" trial, - or how many more have been lost due to the insane Zimmerman verdict.
Hopefully, trigger-happy gun-slinger's will now think twice about looking for situations that can be provoked, then jump in and shoot to kill, and falsely claim standing their ground in self-defense.
Both Zimmerman and Dunn left their own ground to provoke situations that turned fatal, - on someone else's ground.
Zimmerman got away with taking a life, - Dunn is now in prison for the rest of his.
Justice finally served, - and "standing your ground" somewhat shakier.
Jorg Aadahl
Also in Chicago Tribune under the title: “Think before you shoot”, 2/17/2014
Really fine piece. Very well put. The Post is going to put you on staff pretty soon if you keep it up. Very nice and pointed item about the 'radio shooter'. Mike C.
Nov. 22, 1963 afterthought
Dear Editor,
Despite Lee Harvey Oswald's dubious background and suspicious activities, he was able to buy through mail order the gun that allegedly killed President J.F.Kennedy.
If background checks had been in place, that purchase may have been averted, and our elected president may have been allowed to pursue a more promising new direction for the US, - and the rest of the world.
It is not only difficult to understand the rational behind NRA's resistance to background checks. Their position is also highly suspicious, as well as dangerous for anyone, including current and future presidents.
Jorg Aadahl
The Navy Yard shooter (SF Examiner, 9/19/2013. Original title: Another insane shooter)
The Navy Yard shooter has a troubling history handling fire arms. He shot through the floor of the apartment above him, claiming it was an accident while cleaning a gun he "didn't know was loaded"!
In a rage, he shot out the tires of another neighbor's car. Still, he was allowed to buy and own guns? Shouldn't that be someone banned from gun handling and ownership, for life?
Would NRA's solution be for a "good guy with a gun" upstairs to shoot back, and for a "good guy" owning the car with the tires shot out, to fire back? Or, do they have another twisted way of looking at this recent, of many, massacres involving guns in the wrong hands?
Jorg Aadahl
A GUN RIGHTS VIOLATION (Submitted to the SF Chronicle, 9/18/2013)
Now, we just have to wait and see how the NRA will handle the problem that Aaron Alexis, the Washington Navy Yard shooter, was denied the purchase of an assault rifle, just because he was not a resident of that particular state, Virginia.
I’m sure the NRA won’t stand for such a gross infringement of the shooter’s holy 2nd amendment rights to be the best equipped mass murderer around. That he was able to legally buy a less powerful firearm, just can’t be good enough for the NRA.
Jorg Aadahl
The Zimmerman case (SM Daily Journal, 7/10/2013)
Editor,
What difference does it make who cried for help during the fight between George Zimmerman and his murder victim, Trayvon Martin? It could be either of the two, and unrelated to who initiated and was responsible for that fatal confrontation. There seems to be no doubt that Zimmerman left his car and kept following Trayvon, despite the 911 operator telling him not to. If Zimmerman pursued and tried to stop Trayvon, or challenged him in some way, the natural reaction for Trayvon would be to resist and defend himself, try to get away or hit back and take the aggressor down, in which case Zimmerman may have cried out. But if he were pinned down on his back, as he claims, how could he get his gun out from underneath both shirt and jacket, hidden inside his pants in the back and be able to shoot Trayvon in the heart? He probably already had his gun out, ready to shoot. In that case, Trayvon’s only chance was to try a knock-out, causing Zimmerman to fall and slightly scratch his head. Still, he was able to shoot and kill Trayvon, and later call it “God’s will.”
If not for Zimmerman, Trayvon would have made it home with his iced tea and Skittles alive. While on the phone with a friend complaining about a scary guy he was trying to get away from, he wasn’t likely to follow him and pick a fight. That’s what Zimmerman did. He didn’t “fight for his life” — he took Trayvon Martin’s.
Jorg Aadahl
Zimmerman — guilty until proven innocent? (SM Daily Journal, 7/12/2013)
Editor,
There are some who believe so passionately Zimmerman was not acting in self defense when he killed Trayvon Martin. An example of this is Jorg Aadahl’s July 10 letter to the editor, “The Zimmerman case.” Mr. Aadahl’s stated, “What difference does it make who cried for help during the fight between George Zimmerman and his murder victim, Trayvon Martin?” I don’t recall Mr. Aadahl being on the jury for this case.
Last year on a television news program, a baseless assertion was spoken by U.S. Rep. Frederica Wilson, D-Fla., She essentially said, “I’m going to say it like it is. Trayvon was hunted down like a rabid dog. He was shot in the street. He was racially profiled.” I could cite other examples of those who proclaim Zimmerman guilty, but I think Frederica Wilson’s statement is sufficient.
Mr. Aadahl’s and Ms. Wilson’s statements bring to mind Proverbs 18:17, New American Standard Bible: The first to plead his case seems right, until another comes and examines him.
John Bloomstine, San Carlos
The Zimmerman debacle (Submitted to SF Examiner, 7/20/2013)
On background of the tragic outcome of the Zimmerman-Martin confrontation, how on earth could the defendant be allowed not to take the witness stand? Before any possibility of acquittal, he should have been required to explain what happened, answer questions about his version, address all the obvious lies and different versions he gave during various interviews, and be taken to task for his "God's plan" statement in the Sean Hannity interview. If indeed he were "not guilty", he would have survived being thoroughly grilled as his own witness. If not, he didn't deserve to be let off for killing an unarmed teenager walking home, after first having stalked him as a self-appointed vigilante, against the 911 dispatcher's advice.
On the other hand, what would the outcome have been if Trayvon Martin had been able to "stand his ground" and kill Zimmerman before he was able to shoot? Who would have been in uproar if he were acquitted, because he was afraid of his life?
I think we know the answer, - despite the unfair gun advantage of his attacker.
Jorg Aadahl
The Trayvon killing (Submitted to several, 7/14/2013)
Editor,
So, that's how easy it still is to kill colored people in this country, - and get away with it!
All you need to do is to provoke a confrontation, threaten your victim into some self-defense, then kill and claim you were attacked! Afterwords, keep on lying and changing your story to leave doubt about what actually happened.
In addition, you may refer to some "God's plan", just to be sure to get the jury's sympathy.
Jorg Aadahl
Procedural blunder (Submitted to several, 7/14/2013)
Dear Editor,
Much of the blame for the outrageous acquittal of George Zimmerman after having killed Trayvon Martin, must be pinned on the prosecution, who left to the jury to figure out what happened, while permitting the defense outline to go unchallenged.
The outcome would likely have been different it the prosecutors had explained the impossibility of Zimmerman being able to fish out his handgun while pinned down on his back by Trayvon, - a gun tucked behind him, inside his pants, under shirt and jacket. There should be no doubt that he already had the gun out while both men were upright, scaring Trayvon into a desperate attempt at self-defense by decking Zimmerman, who then shut and killed him. What would have happened if Trayvon had been able to knock Zimmerman dead, before he had a chance to pull the trigger? Trayvon would have spent the rest of his life behind bars, - if he had avoided the death penalty.
Why would Trayvon go after Zimmerman, while going home, with his cell phone to his ear and goodies in his hand? He tried to get away from Zimmerman, who kept following him, - because he was black, - and because it was "God's plan", as he claimed in a TV-interview on Fox!
It is still too easy to kill colored people in this country, and get away with it.
Jorg Aadahl
Zimmerman ready to kill from beginning (SF Examiner, 7/11/2013. Original title: The Zimmerman debacle)
I'm puzzled by the trial of George Zimmerman, what the lawyers on both sides focus on, and what they seem to ignore.
Why does it matter who cried for help during the fight between Zimmerman and his murder victim, Trayvon Martin? It could be either of the two, and unrelated to who initiated the fatal confrontation. There seems to be no doubt that Zimmerman left his car and kept following Trayvon, despite the 911 operator telling him not to. If Zimmerman tried to hold Trayvon back, or challenged him in some way, the natural reaction for Trayvon would be to defend himself, try to get away, or hit back and take the aggressor down. Then, it wouldn't be illogical for Zimmerman to cry out.
But if he was pinned down on his back, as he claims, how could he get his gun out, from underneath both shirt and jacket, hidden inside his pants in the back, and be able to shoot Trayvon in the heart?
It is more likely that he already had his gun out, ready to shoot. In that case, Trayvon's only chance was to try a knock-out, causing him to fall and slightly scratch his head. Still, Zimmerman was able to shoot and kill Trayvon, and later declare it was "God's will".
If not for Zimmerman, Trayvon would have made it home with his ice tea and skittles, - alive.
While on the phone with a friend, complaining about a scary guy he was trying to get away from, he wasn't likely to follow him and start a fight! That's what Zimmerman did! He didn't "fight for his life"! He took Trayvon Martin's.
Jorg Aadahl
The magic gun (Submitted to the SF Chronicle, 7/12/2013)
Watch carefully now, so you don’t miss it: The magic gun is tucked away, hidden inside the magician’s trousers, behind him. Shirt and jacket are pulled over the object. The magician makes an unknowing pedestrian his assistant, - not a pretty girl this time, but a young black man for special effect.
Assistant is put face-to-face with magician and made to hit his nose, just enough to draw some blood for visual effects. Magician falls backwards and lands on his back. Assistant jumps on magician and straddles his body, preventing any movement. Assistant grabs magician’s head and bangs it into the ground, again and again, - perhaps 20-30 times. In real life such treatment would have knocked him out, perhaps killed him, but not in this case, of course. Then, when you believe the magician must have been pounded out of this world, one of his arms gets loose, and magically the hidden gun escapes from its holster in the hiding place, appears in magician’s hand and gets loaded, whereupon he pulls the trigger and fires into assistant’s body.
Only magician knows the trick. Assistant is dead and isn’t talking.
Indeed, a trick Houdini would have been proud of, - a world-wide sensation!
Jorg Aadahl
Second Amendment confusion (The PA Daily Post, 4/20/2013)
Editor,
The NRA-created confusion around the Second Amendment knows no end! All this nonsense about "assault on the Constitution", "trampling on our rights", and "destroying our freedom" does not only fool the low-info gullible and excite the Obama haters, but prevents us from forming "a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general Welfare ..." as outlined in the preamble of the US Constitution. That's what is unconstitutional, not the most needed stricter gun control, to protect the many from the few out of control!
The Second Amendment of the US Constitution reads:
Right to bear arms
A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.
That second amendment has to be read on background of this original part of the Constitution:
Section 8 of ARTICLE I:
To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;
To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress;
Since we do require background checks for most purchases and transfers of firearms, what is unconstitutional about plugging the existing loop holes that make it too easy for terrorists, criminals, enemies of the society, and the unbalanced and mentally unfit, to acquire firearms, including high-capacity assault weapons?
What is unconstitutional about limiting assault weapons to the military and law enforcement for which they were primarily intended, especially when time and again we find that such gun control would have saved life,and in all likelihood will do so in the future?
The Founding Fathers would have written that into the Constitution, if they had foreseen what was coming. They did not. Nor did they foresee the development of motor vehicles and airplanes, and the need for traffic regulation, on the ground and in the air. Interpretation of the US Constitution has to follow the development of the society and technology, and the associated changing needs!
About time we grow up and stop fantasizing about playing gun slinging cowboys!
Jorg Aadahl
(Italics: deleted by the Editor)
The obsession our illiterates have with the second amendment, without understanding the least bit of its true intention, is sickening. Your sentence, where you stated the failure to follow the development of society and technology, and the associated changing needs, was a hitter. Erik L.
Love the last line!!! We no longer live in the lawless wild west! ( where in many places, they actually had stricter gun laws than we have today) Norm K.
Good show Jorg. I think a lot of confusion stems from what the NRA types see as some 'absolute right' to possess all sorts of firearms that can't be trammeled by any sort of regulation by society. This has been clarified by the recent Supreme Court decision for the DC area where there was a ban on all hand guns. While they expanded the right of someone to possess a firearm for home protection, they reaffirmed the right of society to register and control types of arms and who is qualified to have them. This while expanding the right to own a firearm in DC, does also reaffirm society's option to qualify that right which should have shut the mouths of the NRA fanatics but they chose to cherry pick just what they wanted to hear, not what the law now states clearly. Nothing new there I guess.
The gun nuts also say that no other right is 'enumerated' in black and white in the constitution the way 'bearing arms' is. That's true but only in reference to having a 'well regulated militia' which should be able to mobilize to resist foreign forces which did indeed pose a threat at the time. They also didn't foresee a permanent standing army. As you mentioned the framers naturally didn't want to try to anticipate all the changes to society in the future but left that to the States and the people to fine tune. Mike C.
Huffington Post ran an article re the 2nd amendment a few months ago. The militia mentioned in the 2nd refers to the gangs that Southern States used to patrol plantations etc. to make certain that the slaves wouldn't revolt. slaveholders wanted to protect their militia.
I'll try to find it on my old files to send to you. Even the President uses individuals in mentioning the 2nd. and he taught Constitutional law? David C
Filibuster cover-up (SM Daily Journal, 4/11/2013)
Editor,
The Republicans claim they need to filibuster any up-and-down vote on tighter background checks for gun and ammunition sales to protect the Second Amendment against “assault.” What nonsense! The ugly truth is that those elected officials simply cannot afford to let their true nature be exposed through a vote on this issue. They want it both ways — have the cake and eat it, too. If they vote in favor of stricter gun control, they will lose NRA’s blood money and other support. If they vote against, they can forget about being re-elected — except for districts with very gullible, low-info constituents.
So, in their own short-sighted and selfish interest, they try their darndest to block any kind of voting on gun issues. How heartless, calculating, cruel and selfish can you be, especially in the aftermath of recent massacres? Then again, what could we expect from so-called lawmakers who have resisted every single effort on the part of our duly elected President Obama to fix problems and get the economy going again after eight disastrous years under George W. Bush?
The only thing worse would be voters who keep getting such unethical incompetents into office, again and again, despite their destructive and unpatriotic actions.
Jorg Aadahl
It's great when you can nail the jackass republicans to the wall. So much fun. Keep at it! Mike C.
Issues with gun control (SM Daily Journal, 4/15/2013)
Editor,
Letter writer Jorg Aadahl’s rant against the pro-Second Amendment stance proves that he’s the real low information voter (“Filibuster cover-up” in the April 11 edition of the Daily Journal). He seems to believe a Republican who opposes background checks is “heartless, calculating and cruel.” Really?
There are already laws on the books that the government refuses to enforce. In 2010, there were 15,000 felons or fugitives who failed background checks. The Obama administration only prosecuted 44. Who is heartless? This is just one example. It appears the real calculators are those who don’t want to solve the violence. The weapons used at Sandy Hook Elementary School were legally purchased and registered. The new laws, like those in the past, won’t end the violence but further erode citizen’s guns rights. Let’s address the violent schizophrenics primarily responsible for these terrible events.
The left’s solution is in the Manchin-Toomey bill. It allows physicians to determine your mental fitness. They could add your name to the federal database without your knowledge or due process. The feds could enter your home and confiscate all your weapons. Are your children on Ritalin? Have you ever been prescribed Valium or Zoloft to relieve depression or stress? It may hinder you passing a background check when gun purchasing. Good luck with the government appeals process.
The 20-year-old Texan, Dylan Quick, wounded 14 with a knife, disfiguring many in the face and neck. Perhaps we should register our knife purchases and limit the types of knives we are allowed to own. Perhaps we could establish a knife-free zone?
Gregory McCarthy San Carlos
Another paranoid right wing gun nut! I'm sure you're taking a lot of heat over this issue. They will never get it until one of their friends or relatives are killed with a gun. Nothing gets them stirred up like gays, guns, religion and abortion! Norm K.
Knives vs. firearms (SM Daily Journal, 4/16/2013)
Editor,
Why is it necessary to explain the difference between knives and firearms?
In "Issues with gun control", Gregory McCarthy (The Journal, 4/15/2013) uses the incident where 14 were slashed to suggest that knife purchases should be controlled, too.
The difference between knives and firearms should be obvious. As horrible as this and other knife-assisted massacres are, imagine what would have happened if this lunatic had used a gun? Instead of 14 slashed, there would likely have been 14 or more killed. With a knife an attacker must be close, harming one at a time, giving others a chance to escape. With firearms you can harm many quickly, at a distance, with limited chance to escape. Escapees can easily be shot, in sharp contrast to a madman with knife, bat, axe or spade. One victim at a time, up close. It is also easier to overpower someone with a knife than a gun, before harm is done.
In the case of the knife-wielding Texan, perhaps he wasn't able to get a firearm because he failed a background check? Or, perhaps not able to figure out how to get a weapon without a check, or unable to find a straw person to buy a gun for him? Would be interesting to know.
In either case, it is despicable to make light of background checks for firearms, or to make silly analogies, especially after all the recent firearm mass murders. Show some respect for the victims and their loved ones, please!
Jorg Aadahl
I am still disgusted but not surprised at the vote in the Senate re guns. But we all know they would lose their job if they didn't support the NRA's demands. I'm wondering if you know of any correlation between NRA members and their education. Bet it is on the low end. Remember I grew up in PA where those in my family and town who did not leave the state are very strong NRA people. In fact, I even get NRA xmas cards from them. Really. Cyl S.
There you go again Jorg, using sound logic and common sense! Qualities sorely lacking in right wingers, republicons and low info voters! After the Senate vote yesterday, I am not hopeful that anything meaningful about the gun issue or any important legislation will ever happen in this congress. And with Citizens United, my fear is there will be more right wing conservative money going into the next election. With the weakening of the Unions, and the high unemployment, money from the Left will not be able to compete. Norm K.
Well said Jorg! I confess I'm rather ashamed to be living in America today, after the senseless violence at the Boston Marathon on Monday, and this today, I'm beginning to lose faith in humankind. How anyone can vote to protect their 'rights' rather than potentially saving a child's life is beyond me, does anyone care about the rights of our children to feel safe? Deborah D.
Background checks! (PA Daily Post, 4/10/2013)
Editor,
When I volunteered to become crossing guard at Highlands Elementary school in San Mateo more than six years ago, I was told I had to pass a health evaluation as well as a comprehensive background check.
The latter included FBI scrutiny and finger printing, - of all ten! I found that highly appropriate, since the safety of children was at stake. No surprise to me that I was found squeaky clean, but good to know anyway that my personal records were correct. Also, I'm sure it is comforting for parents that the old guy in a yellow vest with a stop sign has been checked and found OK.
It is mind boggling to me, though, that anyone of sound mind can be against background checks for the purchase and transfer of firearms and ammunition! Not a single logical argument has been offered by the compact Republican opposition. NRA spokesman Wayne Lapierre's incredibly stupid statement that "criminals won't agree to background checks anyway" is beyond ridiculous. So, if you refuse to be checked, you can't get a weapon legally. Same with airline passengers: if you refuse to go through security check, you won't fly. Simple as that.
Looking back at the tragic history of firearm massacres, most if not all could have been prevented by thorough background checks, limits on magazine capacity, and ban on military type assault weapons, all blocked by Republicans in Congress.
They are even against stricter penalties for straw purchases. Why? That is all in line with their unpatriotic opposition to everything our President Obama has tried to implement. We can only speculate on the ugly reason for such consistent opposition, even for programs they used to be in favor of, - background checks included!
Jorg Aadahl
A Republican dilemma (Submitted to the SF Examiner 4/08/2013)
So, what's behind this cruel and unpatriotic Republican filibuster to prevent even an up-and-down vote on stricter background checks for purchase and transfer of guns and ammunition?
Simple! Those Republicans have managed to paint themselves into a corner, where a vote either way would cost them.
If they vote in favor of the most needed stricter control, they would lose NRA blood money and other support they have enjoyed for so long. Voting against would in all likelihood mean they wouldn't be re-elected, despite a low-information, easy-to-fool constituency.
Never mind the tragedy of more massacres and the cost to the country, their selfishness and total lack of morality trump everything else. It has nothing to do with "protecting the Second Amendment against assault", as they have the audacity to claim. It has everything to do with their own comfortable position as lackeys for the profitable gun and ammunition manufacturing industry and other interest groups, contrary to the Constitution and the oath of office.
Jorg Aadahl
Gun nuttiness (SM Daily Journal, 4/05/2013)
Editor,
Since Barack Obama was elected president, Republican officials have established themselves as a gang of unpatriotic, un-American bigots, conspiring and working fiercely to prevent him from doing his job, and preferably taking him down, at any cost. If Obama should express support for motherhood, apple pie and peace, they would most likely be in opposition. Makes me wonder what would have happened if Obama had come out against any kind of gun control. However, as a responsible leader concerned about the safety and welfare of all, he has advocated stricter control of firearms, yet honoring the Second Amendment.
So, big surprise: The Republicans came out in force against any kind of gun control, much to the nauseating glee of the NRA’s leadership. Even more complete background checks advocated by Obama are being opposed by the NRA, and parroted by the Republicans. There is general consensus that convicted felons, the mentally disturbed, illegals and terrorists should not be able to obtain firearms. Yet, more thorough background checks and stricter penalties for straw purchases are rejected, making it all too easy for anyone to get their hands on just about any kind of firearms, thus endangering all of us. The NRA’s statement that “criminals won’t subject themselves to background checks” is not only ridiculous, but dangerous since so many intellectually challenged accept such nonsense as justification for not enforcing background checks for all sales and transfers of guns and ammunition. These irresponsible congressional Republicans should all be fired for political malpractice.
Jorg Aadahl
Looks like you out did yourself Jorg. Really nice bit of craftsmanship. Develops the idea very well. Sad but true. We'll see how this plays out in the mid term elections. Looks like they're going all out to demolish the Republicans. Wow I hope they succeed. Mike C.
A real no-brainer (PA Daily Post, 4/4/2013)
Editor,
Why wasn't the right to automobile ownership and regulation of traffic covered by the US Constitution?
That's simply because the Founding Fathers during the age of horse and carriage didn't have the foresight to anticipate the development of automobiles and the ensuing traffic and need for regulation to protect us from killing each other. Consequently, the Constitution was limited to what they knew and could foresee at the time.
Few, except perhaps the most extreme lunatics among us, would suggest that automobile regulations are unconstitutional.
Likewise, how in the world could the Founding Fathers foresee high-capacity automatic assault weapons eventually be develop when all they knew were muscats? Consequently, the Second Amendment was limited to what they knew and could foresee at the time.
It's as simple as that. Should be a no-brainer even for the most intellectually challenged Republicans and NRA talking heads.
Jorg Aadahl
Excellent, Jorg! How true!!Dorothy D.
This is too simple and logical for these morons to comprehend! It is hard to imagine why these nuts are so worked up about common sense regulations about guns. I heard today that they are now worked up about a UN resolution to have international arms manufacturers and dealers divulge who they are selling them to, The only countries that refused to sign were Iran, No Korea and Syria. , The republicons are lining up votes to kill it when it reaches the US Congress, because it infringes on their second amendment rights. The US is the worlds largest arms dealer! Go figure! This country has gone MAD!Norm K.
Gun debate (SJ Mercury News, SM County Times and others, 1/30/2013. Original title : Why not gun laws?)
Editor,
The utter nonsense we're exposed to with the on-going gun control "debate", makes even the Republican primaries sound somewhat intellectual.
All ground traffic is strictly regulated, for very obvious reasons. Automobiles have to meet numerous requirements as to functionality and registration. They can be tracked by license plate and vehicle identification number. Drivers have to go through training and meet certain basic requirements in order to obtain a driver license that permits them to drive, for a certain period, after which renewal is mandated.
If a driver doesn't follow the rules, a fine or prison sentence may result, and the license taken away, in severe cases for life. Records are kept of all drivers, including those who lost their license.
Drivers are also required to carry insurance, mainly to protect others in case something happens. Such regulations are accepted for the common good, and few except for the most intellectually challenged, would advocate de-regulation in a civilized society.
Of course, there are traffic accidents and people get killed or maimed all the time, but every effort has been made to avoid accidents, and to keep defective cars and unfit drivers off the road. To prevent unauthorized use, we take out the keys and lock our vehicles.There are also strict regulations aimed at keeping certain vehicles off common roads, like military tanks, tractors, and farm equipment. Unusually large or dangerous transports need escort.
While the Constitution predates both automobiles and weaponry beyond muskets, we recognize the right to own and use cars, with the obligations that follow.
So, why should guns and gun owners be treated differently, - just because some of them say so?
Jorg Aadahl
Gun shows - a weak link (SF Chronicle, 1/15/2013)
A chain’s strength is determined by its weakest link. The weakest link in our defense made it possible for a gang with box cutters to do irreparable harm to our nation on 9/11/2001, while the otherwise enormous military strength was of no use.
The same goes for our gun laws, which are no more effective than the weakest links: gun shows and other ways of obtaining and distributing weapons without any kind of control. At most gun shows, via Internet and private transactions, or through theft of unsecured weapons, anyone can obtain any kind of weapon and any amount of ammunition they want. And “anyone” means just that, including criminals, terrorists, mentally deranged, foreigners, enemies of law and order, and anyone who has lost the license for whatever reason. The vast majority of the population agree that these loop holes have to be plugged. But why are so many against it, including many NRA members? Do they really mean that even terrorists, criminals and the mentally unstable should be able to get their hands on any kind of weapons, including high-capacity assault weapons and ammunition designed to maximize injury? Why?
Aside of insanity and fanaticism, I can see no other reason than weapon manufacturers self-interest in maximizing profits, while jeopardizing safety for all of us.
Jorg Aadahl
(Italics: deleted by the editor)
Strict gun laws are essential in a free society (SJ Mercury News, 12/18/2012. Original title: License to kill?).
If we haven't had enough insane killing of innocent people yet, when will it be enough? A hundred more? Would a thousand be enough to wake us up to action? Younger children, perhaps more babies as targets for madmen that should never have been able to get their hands on guns?
How fanatic and brain washed do you have to be not to realize that strict, actually very strict, guns laws are essential in a free society? No one has the right to demand freedom that deprives others the right to be safe, especially when it comes to mass destruction murder weapons like guns. Gun ownership should not be a license to kill!
What's so sacred about gun ownership that we jeopardize the lives of all others? Gun permits should only be issued after thorough background and psychological checking.
If any doubt, no permit. Guns should be stored under lock and key, inaccessible to other than the permit holder. Collector guns should be kept de-activated, and violation of any gun law result in confiscation of all guns and revoke of permit. Guns outside the home are only for law enforcement and hunting, which again should be restricted to just hunting rifles, not assault weapons.
The fact that many guns used for mass killing were "legally" obtained, further underscores the need for stricter laws and enforcement, not less.
Jorg Aadahl
(Also published in the SM Daily Journal, 12/29/2012: Not enough yet?)
Armed to harm? (SM Daily Journal, 1/01/2013)
Editor,
Among all the nonsense we have heard coming out from the NRA, they have now managed to set a new insanity high by suggesting to arm teachers in schools!
It sounds too silly to ask if these people are nuts; however, no offense intended towards squirrels' favorite food. Have these crackpots ever considered where a bullet may end up if it misses or goes straight through the intended target, - which can't be expected to stand still for a clean shot, or not fire back, like a practice target?
Obviously, the NRA and their gun manufacturing backers have identified the schools as a new profitable market, while giving the home schoolers another argument for keeping their kids out of society.
What a heartless way to exploit a tragedy like the Sandy Hook massacre.
Jorg Aadahl
A well written article! It is just not possible to reason with unreasonable idiots, NRA, Tea Party members, and pit bull owners sure fall in that category. Erik L.
Secularism helps (PA Daily Post, 12/17/2012. Original title: Gun insanity).
Dear Editor,
As expected, the usual suspects wasted no time taking advantage of the unbelievable tragedy in Newtown, CT. Republican Mike Huckebee and other pundits like him were quickly out decrying that lack of religion in the classroom was to blame for almost 30 people, mostly very young students, were brutally shot to death, and many more maimed for life, physically and/or emotionally.
How insanely stupid and heartless can you be, besides being blindly ignorant of the inconvenient truth that the more secular a country and its educational system, the less violent.
Then we have the gun crazy idiots calling for even more guns, including arming teachers to be prepared for old fashioned Western-like shoot-outs, - in schools!. These are probably the same brain dead morons who advocated a shoot-out in a dark, crowded movie theater not long ago.
The claim that the guns used in this latest tragedy were legally obtained by the killer's own mother, is hardly a valid argument. Being so careless that she lets her "legally obtained" guns fall in the hands of a deranged son, proves that much stricter gun control and background checks are necessary.
Did she store ammunition, too, or was it obtained illegally by the shooter? Lots of questions need real answers, not nonsense about an outdated 2nd amendment.
Jorg Aadahl
Infuriated as I am about this event -- another in a very, very long string of mind-numbing gun outrages here in the US - I'm reluctant to wade into the 'chatter': e.g., the comment you cite by Huckabee about lack of religion in the schools (--- God save us, indeed), or today's comment by Gov. Perry that people shouldn't resort to "knee-jerk" responses. (-- If anyone knows an authentic "knee-jerk" response, it'd be Gov. Perry.)
For me, the immediate concern is what to do about people like the mother, who was profoundly, criminally negligent in the storage of her guns. Then there's the larger issue of States allowing people to have all manner of semi-automatic weapons and deadly ammunition in the first goddamn place.
I really don't know what Obama will do. I'm sad to say that I've lost faith that he & Eric Holder will try to tackle Gun Control laws in a truly meaningful way. I'd really hoped for it when Obama was first elected but understand that he had too much on his plate to push back hard against the very powerful NRA lobby. But now that he's free from having to worry about being re-elected, you'd think he could seize the moment to move in a substantial on this whole issue. But his statements have been so measured and elliptical about guns & gun violence that I don't know if he has the cajones to initiate something major regarding gun control.
Alas, I think it'll require grassroots State-based measures -- and a willingness of State AG's to repeatedly confront the asshole-"original-intent" 2nd Amendment crowd on the Supreme Court. Peter M, PhD.
Crackpots like Mike Huckebee, and his ilks, are truly our very own Talibans. Just read in this mornings Chronicle, that the gun advocates are suggesting we should arm the teachers, this to me is good proof, that once an idiot always an idiot. Erik L.
In our great sadness we are forced to look realistically at our situation. The 2nd amendment was adopted in 1791 (221 years ago). Times were entirely different then. Today 32 people get shot to death everyday in the United Stated. Great tragedies occur because there are dangerous people who have dangerous weapons in their hands. Kate S.
Preventive gun laws? (Comment, Ronn Owens talk show, KGO 12/18/2012)
Dear Ronn,
My position is that gun laws should be so restrictive, for the common good and everyone's safety, that someone like this mass killer's mother would never be able to own a gun that can be fired. She clearly was irresponsible, teaching a deranged son to shoot, and letting him have access to dangerous weapons! A thorough background check should have exposed the conditions in this case, and thus prevented her from obtaining guns.
Best regards, Jorg
Movie massacre (PA Daily Post, 8/02/2012. Original title: Mass theater shoot-outs).
Dear Editor,
In the aftermath of the Aurora theater massacre, Alan Newman (LTE, July 27) makes the naive claim that "If one person in that theater besides the shooter had a concealed weapon and fired at him, he or she could have at least distracted him long enough to minimize the victims that were killed or injured. Remember, the only way to stop a bad person with a gun is by a good person with a gun". What utter nonsense!
Shooting back in a crowded, dark, and in this case smoke-filled theater, with people getting up and trying to escape, is shear insanity! Such ideas demonstrate the mentality of gun-happy, trigger-eager people,card-carrying NRA-member or not. What a blood bath even a single additional gun-slinger would have created, not to mention if there were several of them in the place, ready to give their beloved guns some exercise. They would be just as likely to shoot each other, as well as unarmed people in the crowd, as hitting the idiot that started it all.
Such crazy thinking underscores the need for strict firearm controls, including limits to clip capacity. Personally, I think weapons also should be kept out of the hands of someone so naive that they think theater shootouts are appropriate. Weapons for self defense should be limited to the home, and be disallowed in the public arena where law enforcement is supposed to be in charge.
Jorg Aadahl
Limit firearms to homes (SF Examiner, 7/30/2012. Original title: Mass shoot-outs).
In a Wednesday letter to the editor (“Firearms can save lives,” Letters) it was claimed that if “a law-abiding, card-carrying firearm owner had been allowed to bring his or her weapon to bear, the carnage [in an Aurora, Colo., movie theater] might very well have been at least significantly reduced, if not entirely prevented.” What utter nonsense!
Shooting back into a crowded, dark — and in this case, smoke-filled — theater with people getting up and trying to escape is shear insanity! Such ideas demonstrate the mentality of gun-happy, trigger-eager people, card-carrying or not. Weapons for self-defense should be limited to the home, and be disallowed in the public arena, where law enforcement is supposed to be in charge.
Jorg Aadahl
Heartless insensitivity (Submitted to the SF Chronicle, 12/18/2012)
How unethical, disrespectful and hateful do you have to be to use the tragic Sandy Hook massacre as an opportunity to get down on President Obama? That’s exactly what J. Tyler Balance did with the opinion letter “Obama Logic” (SF Chronicle 12/18). The sheer stupidity of trying to equate unfortunate traffic accidents with deliberate, calculated murder of small children, reveals not only a twisted mind, but an attitude so sick that I am surprised the Chronicle wasted space, except possibly to ridicule the writer and expose such extreme bigotry.
In the same paper Mary McMahon asks “Where was God?” Besides such a heartless kick to suffering parents and relatives, if that’s not sheer blasphemy, I don’t know what is. Those who believe in God should be highly offended by such a slant, suggesting that “God” is a sulking pout, sore because he was “kicked out of public schools” and therefore taking it out on innocent little children and hard working, dedicated teachers. How can anyone in his right mind suggest such a thing? If a “god” had any power at all, he/she would prevent atrocities like that, not let it happen as a kind of revenge! Disgusting!
Jorg Aadahl
Security (SM Daily Journal, 1/04/2013)
Editor,
I notice that the White House has armed guards.
Are children so much less valued than the president?
Lois Garcia, Redwood City
Security mystery (SM Daily Journal, 1/22/2012)
Dear Editor,
Lois Garcia just noticed that the White House has armed guards and wonders if children are so much less valued than the president ("Security", LTE, SM Daily Journal, 1/4). Never noticed until now?
The reason is quite simple! The White House and the president and his family are under constant threat, with armed lunatics out there ready and willing to take a shot if given a chance, - especially at President Obama.
Whenever threatened in any way, schools receive security, too! Ever noticed?
One difference, though: we have hundreds of thousands of schools never threatened, and only a single White House, always threatened.
Yes, the concept is quite simple and a no-brainer, but apparently too complex to grasp for those blinded by hate of our twice elected President Obama and our Democratic values.
Looks like some see red by the thought of a black family in the White House.
Jorg Aadahl
Really good shot at that ignoramus and the legions of other bozos who can't see the obvious. Mike C.
Airline security vs. profitability (Submitted to SJ Mercury, 5/02/2013)
Editor
Most airlines are hurting financially, partly due to lost revenues from passengers either refused boarding due to failing security check, or for being on the no-flight list, for whatever reason.
So, here’s an idea: Why not establish a security by-pass line where anyone can go through without being stopped because they carry something deemed dangerous? As an additional option, volunteers could stand by and walk through on behalf of would-be passengers that somehow would have trouble with either the regular security check line, or the alternate, check-free line.
This should help the profitability of most airlines and level out the travel playing field to make it non-discriminatory, with equal boarding rights for all, - as somehow implied in the US Constitution, - somewhere.
This method is already used successfully for purchase and transfer of firearms and ammunition, and backed by the NRA and Republicans in Congress, so why not for airlines? I don’t really see the difference.
Remember, neither box cutters, nor knives or nail clippers or too much shampoo take down aircrafts. People do!
Jorg Aadahl
Chaotic DC scene (Submitted to SF Examiner, 10/08/2013)
Kudos to the DC law enforcement for staying on the job without pay during the Republican-induced Governmental shutdown.
However, the way the now infamous black car was taken out, is very disturbing. When it hit the barrier outside Capitol, there were more than enough patrol cars on the scene to trap the car completely, so why was an easy escape route left wide open, leading to a wild chase that eventually ended with the woman driver being killed by police?
And why was it necessary to shoot her, especially with a child inside the car?
There had been ample time for the police to determine that she was unarmed, before they foolishly let her slip away the first time they encountered her.
Jorg Aadahl
– privilege or right?
The Right was wrong, - again! (SM Daily Journal, 6/16/2014)
Dear Editor,
It has long been fairly safe to assume that the opposite of what Republicans claim, is true. Now we have even more evidence!
According to Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates released on Friday, since the Affordable Care Act was signed into law in March 2010, the health care industry has gained 982,000 jobs, while right wing media and congressional Republicans have been claiming all along that Obamacare would be a sure job killer. Not much of a surprise that more people with health care coverage would need additional staffing, or what?
Then again, - if Republicans really believed that ACA would kill jobs, why fight so hard to repeal it, instead of cheering on yet another program they thought would ultimately hurt President Obama? That would be more in line with their well known and persistent effort to prevent him from doing the job he was elected to do.
They wouldn't be lying, would they, - just trying to kill yet another Democratic success story, leaving their own lack of progressive ideas to shame?
Jorg Aadahl
Wars, or ACA? (SM Daily Journal, 4/15/2014)
Editor,
Joe Cioni equates ACA shortcomings (letter to the editor “Some discrepancies ...,” in the April 8 issue of Daily Journal) with my referral to the unnecessary wars started by the George W. Bush administration (letter “Republican track record,” in the April 4 issue of the Daily Journal).
Has Mr. Cioni conveniently forgotten that those ACA “discrepancies” he refers to were a result of the compromise President Obama had to make to get enough Republicans in Congress on-board? The original intent of creating a single-payer health care system, with the costly insurance industry phased out, would have made for a much cleaner, comprehensive and less expensive system, like for other more progressive countries.
That Obama has cut the deficit in half, is not a lie, as Mr. Cioni claims. Is he oblivious to facts, or does he confuse the budget deficit Obama has been able to cut with the national debt mainly piled up by his predecessor? If so, he is in compact Republican company, on a more and more desperate hunt for something to criticize our president for. Does Mr. Cioni and his ilk still prefer more Republican wars instead of a Democratic health care system that still has some work to be done to function as advertised?
Jorg Aadahl
Just the facts (SM Daily Journal, 4/25/2014)
Editor,
A lot can be learned from some of the letters to the editor. I just wish the writers would stick to the facts, verified by an independent source. Mr. Aadahl is very opinionated and sometimes he hits the nail on the head, a few times I agreed with him, but it would go a long way to mutual understanding if he did not let the partisans supply him with skewered facts.
In one of his letters he writes: “the ACA ‘discrepancies’ ... were result of the compromise President Obama had to make to get enough Republicans on board.” Last time I checked, he did not need any Republicans to vote for ACA, it passed (the final version, just one Republican voted for the earlier version) without a single one of them voting for the law. Then, I quote: “national debt mainly piled up by his predecessor?” Really? It’s not difficult to verify that at the end of fiscal year 2000 the national debt in billions was $5,674, at the end of 2008 it reached $10,025, at the end of 2013 it was $16,738. Now it is $17,548. Easy math. One more quote: “Does Mr. Cioni and his ilk still prefer more Republican wars?” Well, let me count the significant wars started under Democratic presidents: World War I, World War II, the Korean War and the Vietnam War.
Dennis Vernak
Yes, let's not normalize budgets by inflation or GDP or anything like that. And let's ignore the Bush tax cuts that dried up revenue well into Obama's administration. As we all know, when Obama took office, the economy was in great shape: budget fiscally balanced every year, no unfunded wars outstanding, absolutely no unemployment.
The first Bush budget is the 2002 fiscal year budget. The president proposes a budget in February for the next Fiscal year. So Bush's first budget was proposed in February 2001 for the 2002 fiscal year. So the correct starting and ending points for Bush are $5,807 and $11,910. We'll even bring the current debt up to $17,578. Even without adjusting for inflation, Bush added more to the debt than Obama.
http://home.adelphi.edu/sbloch/deficits.html
If we adjust for inflation, we get end-of-clinton: $3,257 (1983 dollars). end-of-bush: $5,515. End-of-obama: $7,487. So Bush increased the debt by $2,258 while Obama is only at $1,972.
In February 2001 just after Bush was inaugurated, the unemployment rate was 4.2%. In February of 2009, Obama inherited an 8.3% unemployment rate. Bush had a much better revenue stream than Obama, and still managed to increase the debt by nearly 15% more than Obama. Chuck S.
About the wars. Let's get it clear, the Democrats didn't start the wars.
They had the courage and fortitude to take a stand and protect our way of life..
I think life today would be much different if they had failed to act. Jerry E.
Defending health law (P A Daily Post, 2/10/2014. Original title: Republicans wrong again)
Dear Editor,
The Congressional Budget Office projects a reduction of 2.3 million equivalent full-time jobs by 2021 as a result of Obamacare ("Obamacare to cut U.S. labor force", The Post 2/5/2014).
Congressional Republicans and right-wing media wasted no time interpreting this as a negative result and loss of jobs due to implementation of the Affordable Care Act. Not so at all! Actually, the exact opposite is true.
With health care coverage more universally available, people will have the option of cutting back on their working hours, or not working at all, while older people may choose to retire earlier, as soon as the expanded Medicare takes effect. All is optional and up to the individual employees, who with Obamacare will have greater personal freedom and not be tied to a job only because of health care provided. If that's not in line with the Republican slogan, I don't know what would be?
Those employees that with Obamacare in effect will have greater freedom, are not laid off against their will, and will not add to the ranks of the unemployed. Quite to the contrary! This reduction in available labor pool, means that positions will open for others to fill. That again means that unemployment may actually go down, - probably to the dismay of Republicans praying for the ultimate failure of Obamacare. It is all quite logical, but no surprise that Obama's opponents created yet another opportunity to trash him and his signature project, preying on gullible voters. Nothing new here, but something that should be remembered when the next election comes around.
Jorg Aadahl
Your excellent healthcare letter made it. Very comprehensive. Mike C.
Yet another sterling post!! Barbara R.
Obamacare problems (PA Daily Post, 11/19/2013)
Dear Editor,
Bush lied, people died.
Obamacare delayed, sick and needy dismayed.
Enough said?
Jorg Aadahl
Killer-care (Submitted to PA Daily Post, 12/09/2013)
Dear Editor,
Republicans have decided that Obamacare will be a disaster, - and according to the Gospel of Michele Bachmann, a killer.
No doubt about that, - for the GOP!
Jorg Aadahl
Dirty health care confusion (SM Daily Journal, 12/3/2013)
Dear Editor,
Jack Hickey's bizarre take ("Profit should not be a dirty word",LTE, 11/29) on Patrick Field's thoughts on private health insurance ("Private health insurance is wrong", LTE, 11/25), has to be a deliberate and calculated attempt at discrediting the writer and derailing a most necessary debate.
While Mr. Field quite clearly argues that a social service like health care ought not to be profit-oriented, Mr. Hickey twists that concept around to make it look like an attack on private enterprises like Safeway and Lucky's.
That's a dishonest attempt at confusing the issue, albeit quite common nonsense from that side. I, as well as all progressive industrialized nations, agree with Mr. Field that health care is so important for the overall welfare of a society, that it must cover everybody and be funded by government, with no insurance industry involved. Instead, the US private health insurance just adds to the overall cost of health care, while providing less, for fewer people, with executive bonuses as reward for the "success" of restricted care.
What happened to the "promote the general Welfare" part of the preamble of the US Constitution?
In addition to almost 50 million Americans without health insurance, many more have inadequate or limited coverage due to the iron grip profit-based insurance programs have forged on health care. The "private philanthropy" that Mr. Hickey swears by, obviously doesn't do the job. Patrick Field understands that. Jack Hickey appears to be programmed not to.
Jorg Aadahl
GOPanic (SM Daily Journal, 9/30/2013)
Dear Editor,
Republicans are so desperately afraid that Obamacare will be the third socio-economic pillar created by Democrats, that they now try to scare the young with misleading Koch-brother backed commercials, - of the most disgusting kind.
The message is loud and clear: Don't get health insurance! Wow! And this is from the party that prides itself of being law abiding, patriotic, moral Christians, while preaching personal responsibility?
Why not encourage the young to drive around without auto insurance as well? What's the difference?
Obamacare is a sound step towards a single-payer system, under governmental administration, and with a costly insurance industry that limits health care faced out.
Socialism? So what? National defense, law enforcement, the judicial system, local and federal administration, and many, many other services that meet common societal needs already are, and should never be privatized and subjected to profiteering that only benefit the few, at the expense of the many.
Jorg Aadahl
The health care scare (SM Daily Journal, 8/15/2013)
Editor,
Health and Human Services Secretary Kathleen Sebelius stated flatly years ago that “I’m all for a single-payer system eventually.” Now Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid is out of the health closet, declaring that Obamacare is the stepping stone ultimately leading to a single-payer health care system. Obviously, that is the ultimate solution and should be the goal — the sooner, the better.
The insurance industry is just an added cost factor that does nothing for health care, except limit wherever they can for profitability. We are the only industrialized country with a for-profit insurance industry regulating health care, with the result that many don’t get the care they need. So why are so many, primarily Republicans, against universal health care in the first place, not to mention a single-payer system with insurance industry phased out? Along with Social Security and Medicare, successful health care reform would provide the third and final pillar of Americans’ social safety net, all provided by the Democratic Party, and against fierce opposition by Republicans. GOP’s alleged concerns about a “government takeover of health care,” “rationing,” “doctor-patient relationship” or mythical “death panels” are just smoke screens. The real reason for its opposition is a successful government-backed program that provides the American public with affordable, comprehensive health care will secure an enduring Democratic majority for years to come. A government that works for universally needed services is an anti-Republican scare. It will also become abundantly clear how the Republican leadership has lied and fooled the public just to secure their own control. The GOP is not working for the common good and for the people, but for special interests at the expense of the rest of the society. And now they want to shut down the government, which isn’t even in their own shallow self-interest. How unfit for public service can you be?
Jorg Aadahl
This wackadoo has been posting this kind of crap for years. How one can can one ignore the obvious is at least an embarrassing amount of ignorance. To have an intelligent conversation about an increasingly intrusive government, one has to understand world history of it and it's failure to comprehend the damage it has done. You think the constitution will protect you? Think of the proverbial frog in the boiling pot. Tim Chafee, Bad Boy School. (Continuation)
Thanks, Jorg. We agree completely. Dina & Ben B
Really nicely put. Lays the blame where it belongs. Mike C.
OMG.. Excellent, that sums it up very nicely. Medicare for ALL and f..k the insurance companies. Our society and economy will be healthier for it! Medicare administrative and delivery costs are a fraction of our current for profit system! I had not considered the political advantage this would also yield. Norm K.
Excellent. The single payer is the ideal solution to the health care issue. Herb S .
To the point. You say it well and you have the talking points for the Dems in the election. Eva W.
Excellent article! You stayed the course without bashing too badly. You grounded your statements with facts and hit the nail right on the head. Doug J.
Jorg--you continue to be a voice of reason!Barbara R.
Once again, well said Jorg. If only these same people (including all those in the Senate and House who reap the benefits of having government subsidized health care) would allow the rest of the country to do the same and participate in a similar program, then this would not be an issue. But as you said, they are subsidized and controlled by their friends in the insurance industry, so that is part of the reason for our problem as we know. It is so unfortunate but true.Cyl B.
Thanks for sharing this outstanding article with me! Only in a country with many uneducated people can a political party, in this case the Republicans, fool people to believe that a government sponsored health care system is bad for them. Erik L.
OBAMACARE (PA Daily Post, 7/02/2012. Original title: Ugly health care opposition)
Dear Editor,
As we could expect, the US Supreme Court's decision on "Obamacare" gave new life to the tired old battle cry of "losing our freedom".What "freedom" are they crying about? The freedom to deny other people the health care they need, while being properly covered themselves? Or, could it be the freedom to go without health coverage, and then expect to be treated in emergency care if necessary, at someone else's expense? What else could it be?
Although "Obamacare" is a logical step in the right direction, we won't have a comprehensive, cost-effective health care program worthy a progressive nation until we go to a single payer, public program funded through payroll deductions, like for Social Security and Medicare. Besides covering all, such a program would phase out the for-profit health insurance industry, and provide better health care for all, for less money.
Jorg Aadahl
Also published in The San José (SJ) Mercury News and San Mateo (SM) County Journal 7/09/2012 under the title “Single-payer plan must be our end goal”.
Health care for all is a right (SF Chronicle, 3/28/2012. Original title: The health care system we need)
Editor,
Even if the Supreme Court goes along with President Obama's health care proposal ("Justices to give close scrutiny to health care law," March 27), we're nowhere near a cost-effective plan covering everybody.
We still have a health care insurance industry that adds nothing except cost while denying care for those who need it. What we need is a single-payer system backed by government, financed through payroll deductions, like for Social Security and Medicare. Elective procedures like face-lifts, tummy tucks or routine circumcision should not be covered. Preventive care will cut down the cost of emergency room operation and improve the nation's overall health.
Certain common, necessary functions in a modern society should be nationalized, for the benefit of all, and in the country's best interest. Universal health care is one of them. It is a basic human right for all, not a privilege for some. Health care should be a national concern and has a direct impact on the health of the population, its ability to work and sustain a decent lifestyle and ultimately the economy.
And don't scream "socialism." Social welfare has nothing to do with that scary word. Just look it up.
Jorg Aadahl
Absolutely agree...Single Payer and not for profit health care is the only way to go and the only entity that can do it is the Fed Govt. Medicare For All !! Norm K.
The majority of the people in this country has not reached the level where they can see that a single payer plan is way over due, and the real sad thing is that those who would benefit the most from this kind of plan, are simply too illiterate to understand what is in their own best interest, and a good many of them will vote for Mitt Romney, if they vote at all. Pictures of those poor people across the bay, standing in line the whole night just to receive a small amount of medical attention, should be shown in all newspapers in the world. What a shame. Erik L.
Understanding health care (SM Daily Journal, 10/26/2010)
Editor,
San Mateo County, California, Supervisors Carole Groom and Adrienne Tissier deserve praise for their guest perspective “Health reform at the local level” in the Oct. 5, 2010 edition of the Daily Journal, summarizing initial advantages of the health care bill.
They quite correctly emphasize ignorance as a prime cause why this important step toward universal health care is not better understood.
I was about to respond that they should have included the Republican “Take-Obama-down-at-any-cost” mission as a factor, when a letter writer beat me to it and unintentionally proved my point in “Harm done to the ‘world’s greatest health care system’” in the Oct. 16 edition of the Daily Journal. He even points out that so many in Congress didn’t bother to read it. Exactly. Why should the Republicans waste precious “party-time-with-insurance-industry-lobbyists” when they had been instructed by their leadership to vote against anything backed by President Obama? How unpatriotic and un-American to fight everything our only duly elected president in 12 years promotes. How inconsiderate toward the needy not to provide health care for all. How fiscally irresponsible to fight a move toward single-payer universal health care and gradually phase out an insurance industry that represents an enormous cost burden, and which benefits their executives with obscene salaries, perks and bonuses for denying the health care people need. How shortsighted to hold us back compared to more enlightened countries instead of catching up to become a more advanced, caring society that takes care of its people. To refer to ours as “the world’s greatest health care system” is the epitome of ignorance.
And, please fellow letter writers, don’t counter with “socialism.” Look up the word. Also, understand that certain functions in a modern society must be nationalized, for the benefit of all, and in the country’s best interest. Universal health care is one of them. It is a basic human right for all, not a privilege for some.
Jorg Aadahl
Health insurance victimizes all (SM Daily Journal, 3/16/2010)
Editor,
President Obama’s health care speech was uplifting, promising a much needed health care reform and showing that we finally have a president who can cut through the chase, no matter how hard the opposition works to stall progress. Even our top world athletes can be victimized by an unregulated, private health insurance industry! Take bicyclist Lance Armstrong, whose cancer was diagnosed after switching health insurance. Sorry, pre-existing condition! His cancer spread rapidly, while treatment depleted his resources, despite being better off financially than most. Fortunately, he recovered and resumed his cycling career, winning the Tour de France several times and earning millions. Aside from the personal tragedy and loss for family and friends, what would have been the additional consequences if Lance hadn’t survived? Well, we would have lost one of our most accomplished world-known athletes, a sports ambassador who spread recognition and goodwill for our country and served as role model for our own cyclists. In addition, millions in winnings and sponsorships from abroad would be lost, thus missing out on a positive contribution to our trade balance and tax base.
The tradeoff would be insurance company savings and associated bonuses for their executives vs. revenues from abroad. Which is better for the country? Why did we let the insurance industry hog so much unchecked power, with destructive impact way beyond the personal level? The question has to be what exactly does the insurance industry contribute to health care, besides a heavy cost burden? In addition, when performing a cost benefit analysis, we have to include lost potential and revenues for people who don’t make it due to lack of health coverage! That’s of national concern, and so is health care!
Jorg Aadahl
Health care required by the Constitution (Dr. Dean Edell, KGO Talk Show, 11/09/2010)
Dear Dr. Dean,
The preamble to the Constitution reads "We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America."
The dictionary defines "welfare" as health, happiness and prosperity! Wouldn't that mean that lack of universal health care for all is simply unconstitutional, - quite the opposite of what the Republicans claim? Best regards, Jorg
Why health insurance? (Comment to Ronn Owens, KGO Talk Show, 7/22/2010).
Please ask your guest why we should pay for a health insurance industry. That's money that doesn't add to health care, but adds to the overall cost, and leaving many uncovered.
Health care is a national issue, so why shouldn't health care be handled by the government, like Medicare, law enforcement, fire protection and many other services of common concern? Best regards, Jorg
Repeal for whom? (Submitted to Washington Post, 1/20/2011)
Editor,
Despite the fact that general support for repeal of the health care bill has dropped to 18%, with more than 60% in favor or even for going further, Republican representatives keep referring to "the will of the people". Those must be the people who paid off members of Congress to fight against health care for all, namely the insurance industry. It is understandable that insurance employees are concerned about their well paid jobs, while the executives want to keep lucrative deals and obscene bonuses. But, in order to preserve their privileges, they bribe our politicians, and nothing is done to prevent such corruption!
Is the nation at large served by an added cost burden that does nothing to provide health care, while so many are denied the coverage they need? It not only makes no sense to reward insurance executives for denying or limiting health care, it is the epitome of immorality!
We are the only industrialized country without universal health care for all, we pay more for less coverage, and we let a self-serving insurance industry lobby to control a Congress that according to the Constitution was meant to serve all, not only the privileged.
There is no question that a lot of money can be saved by going public, while the nation's overall health, and the economy, will be improved with universal coverage.
Jorg Aadahl
9/11 medical controversy (Submitted to PA Daily Newsgroup, 1/02/2011)
Editor,
The 9/11 rescuer medical assistance wouldn't have been an issue if we had had universal health coverage!
Then, medical help would have been provided as needed and in a timely fashion. Think about it!
Jorg Aadahl
Universal health care ‘socialism’? (SM Daily Journal 11/25/2010)
Editor,
In her letter “Just say no to socialism” in the Nov. 20 of the Daily Journal, Jonette Brockway confuses universal health care with socialism. If she doesn’t own one, she can borrow a dictionary in the library, or would it be an act of elitist intellectualism to sink so deep that she looks up the definition of words she uses?
What on earth does health care for all have to do with “socialism,” which simply is the political and economic theory which advocates that the community as a whole should own and control all means of manufacturing, distribution and exchange. Why should we be the only industrialized country in the world without health care for all? With the insurance industry as an added cost burden that contributes nothing to health care, we actually pay more for less. Health care is of national concern and should be handled as a national issue, not as a money source for selfish private interests.
Jorg Aadahl
Mandatory health coverage (Comment to Ronn Owens, KGO Talk Show, 2/01/2011)
I find the objection to mandatory health coverage both stupid and anti-social. Contrary to claims by certain anti-Obama Republican judges, there is nothing in the Constitution that prevents Government from charging for essential services, even mandating health care for the common good. It is more logical and in line with contemporary social needs to interpret Article 8 of the Constitution in favor of health care for all, than against. Best regards, Jorg
Mandatory health coverage (Submitted to SF Examiner, 2/01/2011)
Editor,
I find the objection to mandatory health coverage both stupid and anti-social. Contrary to claims by certain anti-Obama Republican judges, there is nothing in the Constitution that prevents Government from charging for essential services, even mandating health care for the common good. It is more logical and in line with contemporary social needs to interpret Article 8 of the Constitution in favor, than against.
If you want to be a part of a safe, well organized society, there are certain rules you have to follow.
For the protection of others, you aren't allowed to run around naked. If you wish to move around outside your own home, you have to follow certain rules, including traffic regulations, also for the protection of others. If you don't, you may have to pay a fine, whether you like it or not.
You can not rave around drunk in public, nor are you allowed to relieve yourself anywhere you like. You are also required to get some basic education.
Nor can you elect to die in the street and remain there to rot. You must be buried, whether you like it or not.
It should be a no-brainer that you also have to have health coverage, not the least for the protection of people around you and those who may depend upon you, and to ease the burden on emergency care.
If you refuse to comply, and don't want to be put away, move to a remote island and live outside society.
Why should anyone be exempted from health coverage in a society, - a community that provides for a lot of what you need to live more safely and comfortably, even if you don't work and help pay for it?
Jorg Aadahl
Quit beating repeal drum (SF Examiner 1/26/2011)
Despite polls that now say public support for repeal of the health care bill has dropped to 18%, with more than 60% in favor or even wanting to go further, Republican representatives keep referring to "the will of the people." Those must be the people of the insurance industry, who are understandably concerned about their well-paid jobs, while the executives want to keep lucrative deals and obscene bonuses.
We are the only industrialized country without universal health care for all, we pay more for less coverage, and we let a self-serving insurance industry lobby control a Congress that, according to the Constitution, was meant to serve all — not only the privileged.
Jorg Aadahl
Universal health care is part of the Constitution (SJ Mercury News, 1/07/2011, SF Examiner 01/09/11)
Now that some of the Republicans in the House have demonstrated that they can read the Constitution, the question is, do they understand its intention?
The preamble clearly states that “We the People of the United States, in order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general Welfare ... do ordain and establish this Constitution of the United States of America.”
While “We” means all of us, with no exceptions, “Welfare” includes “well-being, happiness, health and prosperity”, also for all!
In other words, it is not only a duty of government to provide health care for all, but unconstitutional not to do so.
President Barack Obama and congressional Democrats have worked hard to correct this past violation of the Constitution; the Republicans have worked equally hard to continue the injustice and make a mockery of our most important document.
Jorg Aadahl
Improving health care (Submitted to SF Examiner, 6/16/2011)
Riley B. VanDyke's ("Obamacare a good start", Examiner 6/16) is right on the money in his appeal to Republicans to offer constructive ideas instead of tearing apart everything Democrats introduce. However, in order to really improve health care in this country, some of the existing structure should be torn down, namely the insurance industry. This lucrative business adds nothing to health care, except higher cost and rejection of care for those in need. No wonder our system costs more, while delivering less, than the nationalized, single payer health care other countries offer their residents. There is no justification for an insurance industry riding piggy-back on health care, sucking the consumers for all they are worth.
A counter argument may be that abolishing health insurance will increase unemployment. However, if the top executives are as good as they claim, justifying enormous salaries and obscene bonuses, they should be capable of doing good work in areas that contribute to the economy in a more tangible and constructive way than through a set-up that bleeds a sick health care system.
Jorg Aadahl
Rush to judgment (Submitted to SJ Mercury News, and Santa Monica Daily Press, 3/03/2012)
Dear Editor,
Are Rush Limbaugh's incessant rants against women in general and his unbelievably tasteless attack on law student Sandra Fluke an indication of, and possibly a cover-up, for his own problems with women? We have seen time and again that homophobia so often, if not always, is a cover-up, so it isn't too far-fetched to assume that Limbaugh's diatribe against women, sex and birth control is a cover-up for his own misogyny and lack of success with the opposite sex. But why such deep hatred? And why don't other high-profile Republicans speak up against him, even if he is their spiritual leader? Mitt Romney even said that he wouldn't have used Limbaugh's words! So, what expression would he have used to trash this brave and honest young woman?
Limbaugh's own track record with women is less than impressive. He is in his fourth childless marriage, after three relatively short ones that failed. He has no children that we know of, which may be his own choice, or his various partner's wise decision. Who knows.
Whether his former wives left him or he left them in short order, doesn't really matter and is no one else's business, - except when he publicly spews his gender hatred and attacks a female law student testifying on behalf of a friend who suffered bodily injury because needed medication was denied.
What kind of pervert twists a tragic, personal story into a fantasy of sexual orgies that he would like to watch on Internet? How absolutely idiotic and disrespectful to suggest an aspirin between the knees as a contraceptive. Then again, watching Rush Limbaugh's antics, I don't think even an aspirin would be necessary to keep a woman's knees tightly kept together against his piggish advance (sorry, pigs, I didn't mean to offend you).
Jorg Aadahl
College drinking (PA Daily Post, 11/19/2012. Original title: Deadly birthday ritual)
Editor,
The insane ritual of downing 21 shots of liquor on your 21st birthday has killed yet another youngster, this time a 21 year old senior at Chico State College, California. When will such utter nonsense stop?
The likelihood of dying may not be so high compared to other causes of death, like traffic accidents, suicide, or military combat. But the likelihood of destroying internal organs is 100%!
It may not show up for a while, but sooner or later the effects will impair the health, and most likely shorten the life span. The human body is not built for senseless abuse like that, so what are they trying to prove? That they are brainless? That they have no other abilities to show off, or simply that they need a more intelligent, responsible and caring circle of friends?
In either case, I think it is about time to hammer into the heads of young people the extreme danger of such alcohol abuse and the consequences, - before their 21st. The primary sources should be parents or care takers, and not the least the schools! It should be a mandatory part of the curriculum to impress upon students not only what they risk, but what permanent damage they are certain to do to their bodies
And if it ever happens at a sorority or fraternity, it should be closed down!
Jorg Aadahl
Obamahate (Submitted to SM Daily Journal, 11/17/2013)
Dear Editor,
Harry Roussard's frequent rants against President Obama are well known and usually ignored. His latest LTE, "Obamacare - the laughing stock", (SM Daily Journal, 11/16-17/2013) doesn't deserve more respect than previous hate mail, but provides an opportunity to recall a few facts that Mr. Roussard either doesn't understand or conveniently elects to forget.
First of all, the Affordable Care Act is a compromise law and the best that could be passed against fierce Republican opposition. The ultimate goal is still single-payer, universal health care for all, backed by the Government and with insurance industry faced out completely. Nothing short of that would bring us up to the care level, and down to the cost level, enjoyed by comparable, more progressive countries, in particular the Scandinavian nations, where universal health care is a social norm and considered a basic human right.
Repeated calls for repeal and compact opposition from Republicans necessitated further compromises for Obamacare, not benefiting anybody but the insurance companies.
On the positive side, this has further underscored the need for getting insurance out of healthcare, where it only serves to prohibit necessary care and increase the cost. That's a serious flaw in our social structure, - and no laughing matter!
Jorg Aadahl
– insecure or not?
Social Security safe! (Submitted to Daily Journal and Santa Monica Daily Press, 9/25/2011)
Dear Editor,
Either Congressional Republicans don't understand how Social Security works, or don't care, or intend to confuse people. They insist that Social Security must be cut to balance the budget. However, Social Security does not, and never has been, part of the Federal budget, and has never contributed to the deficit!
Social Security is paid for through payroll, which so far has raised more money than is paid out! SS is projected to stay solvent through 2037! All needed then is to raise the cap from the current $106,000, which means that higher wage earners will pay a percentage closer to what the lower earners pay. While lower income earners keep paying social security through the year, higher earners are done with SS payroll deductions earlier and earlier each year the more they make. Some are done already in January!
Wars, loopholes and tax breaks for the wealthy, subsidies for big oil, and bailing out Wall Street after shady deals are made in a financial environment that lacks proper regulations, caused the deficit, not Social Security!
Why the Republican effort to destroy Social Security? Is the truth that funds have been stolen from Social Security by the previous administration, which the Republicans now are trying to cover up? Or, could it simply be that they just can't stand the thought of a successful social safety system that takes care of all, not only those already well off?
Jorg Aadahl
Chapter 8 PLANNING FOR PARENTHOOD
– and why not?
Yes, - what is (morally?) wrong about planning for parenthood???
The contraception contraption (SM Daily Journal, 3/21/2012)
Editor,
According to the most outspoken Republicans, contraception is a sin, and allowing others to control their own reproduction violates their religious freedom. Even knowing how abstinence fails as birth control, they claim it is a religious value to be unprotected and play Russian roulette.
Whether they like it or not, people will have sex, inside or outside of marriage. Some of these activities will result in pregnancies, some of which are unwanted and some of which will end in abortion. With sex education and access to birth control, unwanted pregnancies and the abortions that can result, can be drastically reduced. It therefore defies all logic to deny other people the right to make their own decision.
Whether the religious accept it or not, human sexuality is here to stay, and it is a statistical and historical fact that people will have sex. Always has been. Always will be. Even your parents “did it,” believe it or not. This is a part of human nature that can neither be prayed away nor legislated out of existence. The only sin involved is to deny women their basic human right to health care, which includes contraception.
Jorg Aadahl
Love it...These are the same hypocrites who are yelling "keep government out of my life", yet they want to tell you how to live the most private and intimate part of yours. These are the same ill informed uninformed people who can't understand that birth control is cheaper than having unwanted kids, that if born into poor circumstances, the state and their precious ( selfish) tax dollars will have to support with welfare, food, education, medical etc. Who put these assholes in charge anyway??? Norm K.
Conservative stand on this topic is so amazing. Regardless of what they say, 99% of women use birth control. Good Job. Dan S.
Contraception furor (PA Daily Post, 8/07/2012. Original title: Religious freedom, - to hate?)
Dear Editor,
If there ever was any doubt, we now know what the lovable bunch on the right mean by religious freedom, - namely their freedom to control others, especially women, and especially when it comes to what in their mind is such despicable, unnatural and horrible thing as sex, - especially when practiced by others!
The hysteria surrounding the August 1 implementation of affordable and available contraceptives for women is pretty revealing of the twisted mind set of the extremists on the right, without which the Republicans wouldn't have been able to choke Congress to an unpatriotic and unconstitutional grinding halt of doing nothing but obstructing the democratic process.
And for some of the lunatics way out on the right cliff to compare this most necessary health care expansion with Pearl Harbor and 9/11, is more than laughable. It is simply disturbing that people so far removed from human values and common decency are given so much political control. Isn't it about time to cleans politics for such religious infestation and keep religion and government separate, as the Founding Fathers clearly intended?
Jorg Aadahl
GOP for unplanned parenthood? (Submitted to several, 4/09/2011)
Editor,
So, that's what the Republicans want, to shut down the government unless Congress agrees to deny all federal funding for Planned Parenthood – funding which goes exclusively to preventive health care for mostly low-income women and families.
Lack of sound information and birth control results in unwanted pregnancies, of which about half end up with abortions, both rates higher in the US than in more enlightened countries like Scandinavia and Western Europe. Is it all just a fund raising gimmick, or do these people take delight in other people's misery? Or perhaps another trick to increase unemployment to make Obama look bad? What else can it be? These are the same folks that keep praising themselves for promoting "family values"! How hypocritical! How cruel and heartless! And how intellectually challenged do you have to be, to not having grasped that federal funding of abortion has been illegal for decades?
It is a no-brainer (no-Boehner?) that access to sex education and birth control reduce the abortion rate. Actually, except when done for medical reasons, abortion rate would be down to zero if all pregnancies were planned and wanted, something the Republicans are strictly against! That's their distorted value concept.
Obviously, the Republican majority in Congress is so much against that they are willing to shut down the Government to prevent funding of the most effective and least expensive service for women's health available, - and for some the only.
Perhaps it was all simply a ploy to shut down Government in order to increase unemployment and pin it all on Obama? Or, do I give them too much credit for understanding the consequences of their actions? That would require some insight and analytical ability.
Jorg Aadahl
A dilemma of global proportion (Submitted to SF Chronicle, 9/15/2008)
Abstinence obviously didn't work, neither for Sarah Palin, nor for her daughter Bristol. Since the family doesn't believe in birth control, the VP candidate could get pregnant again. She did, only a year ago! Then what, if she gets elected, not to mention if she has to take over for McCain? Nursing while talking with foreign leaders may be somewhat distracting. When she needs to travel the world, will she bring the baby with her? What about the one she already has, with special needs? Will her somewhat unusual "family values" trump the country's interests? With her advancing age, the risk of having an unhealthy child increases dramatically, unless, of course, that she abstains or uses birth control! Does she learn from experience, or what? Or, is it strictly against her religion to prevent a conception that carries a higher than average risk of producing a child with special needs? If her solution is to put her husband out of the loop, I think the world would understand if he looks elsewhere.
Jorg Aadahl
Negative externalities on society (SM Daily Journal, 6/11/2012. Original title: Heartbreaking cycle)
Editor,
Republicans are big on de-regulation and unconstrained industries, claiming that the less business is controlled, the better it is. But what about the impact on the society which includes all of us? Let’s scrutinize the logic. Judging from past history, it is an indisputable fact that business and industry rarely are willing, or even capable, of regulating their operations and keeping their own affairs in order. Instead, they tend to stretch existing laws and regulations to the max and try to get away with as limited social responsibility as possible, which inevitably leads to accidents, air pollution, water pollution, soil contamination and unhealthy working environments. This again has a negative impact on animal and plant life as well as human health.
Among humans, the young, the unborn and the elderly are the weakest and most vulnerable, innocent victims of irresponsible actions of others out to maximize their own rewards, with no regard for the consequences. The quality of life and overall health of the society are thus lowered, but do Republicans care?
To make matters even worse, the Republican majority in Congress wasted no time to de-fund Planned Parenthood, and they have been fighting tooth and nail to deny the most needy of medical care even for those that are victims of social irresponsibility. Instead, they advocate even less regulation and lowering of quality standards for water and air, and further reduced tax rates for those already well off.
The ultimate cruel irony is that babies born with birth defects due to environmental problems caused by industrial negligence are denied medical care due to pre-existing conditions. Talk about adding insult to injury, and all in the name of profits at the expense of our society. Is that really the kind of society we want? I certainly don’t hope so.
Jorg Aadahl
Who really cares for the unborn? (SM Daily Journal, 6/26/2012)
Editor,
Jorg Aadahl’s letter, “Negative externalities on society” in the June 11 edition of the Daily Journal is inconsistent when he states that the unborn are one of the “weakest” and “most vulnerable, innocent victims of irresponsible actions of others.” In the next paragraph, he states, “to make matters even worse, the Republican majority in Congress wasted no time to de-fund Planned Parenthood.”
How can one truly care for the unborn and be in support of funding the largest abortion provider, Planned Parenthood? John Bloomstine, San Carlos
Misunderstood care (SM Daily Journal, 7/16/2012)
Editor,
Reacting to my letter to the editor “Negative externalities on society” published in the June 11 edition of the Daily Journal, John Bloomstine of San Carlos asks “How can one truly care for the unborn and be in support of funding the largest abortion provider, Planned Parenthood?” (“Who really cares for the unborn?” published in the June 26 edition of the Daily Journal).
It is rare for me to quote President Reagan, but his famous words “here you go again” seem appropriate. This may not have an impact on Mr. Bloomstine and his ilk, but, for the record, I can not think of any organization that does more to prevent abortions than Planned Parenthood. The most effective way to prevent abortion is to prevent unwanted pregnancies through sex education and availability of contraceptives. This is among Planned Parenthood’s main objectives, besides general health care for women which includes breast and cervical cancer detection early stages.
Abortion is but a minor part of what Planned Parenthood does. The actual proportion of Planned Parenthood’s abortion activities is nowhere near the percentage that math-challenged Republican Senator Jon Kyle recently claimed.
The most amazing thing though, is that so many people fail to grasp that abortions are greatly reduced by exactly what nonprofit Planned Parenthood is doing. Thus, Planned Parenthood is worth support and compassion. Nevertheless, abortions, due to the condition of the fetus, the mother’s health and age and the often horrible circumstances surrounding unwanted pregnancies, are unfortunately still facts of life that cannot be ignored, despite heartless exploration for political reasons.
Finally, how could Mr. Bloomstine miss my main point that stricter environmental laws would reduce the number of innocent babies born with birth defects due to industry caused pollution and then often be denied medical care due to “pre-existing conditions”? What does that have to do with his pet subject: abortion?
Jorg Aadahl
Abstinence reality (Submitted to the SM Daily Journal, 8/04/2012)
Dear Editor,
In his LTE "Another solution to prevent unwanted pregnancies" (SM Daily Journal, August 4), John Bloomstine advocates abstinence instead of sex education and availability of affordable health care, including contraceptives. "The best way is abstinence before marriage and staying faithful in a marriage relationship," he writes. That's a new one to me!"Staying faithful in a marriage relationship" prevents unwanted pregnancies? How many women has he consulted, or more likely, insulted, on that one?
Of course, Mr. Bloomstine, as everyone else, has every right to abstain from sex, personally. It is always easier to abstain if you have limited opportunity to engage. But he has no right to deny others the more realistic and humane options of sex ed and contraceptives, especially when statistics show that nothing fails like faith in abstinence. It runs contrary to human nature. Just look at the unwanted birth rates in states and countries most religious and uptight about sex, vs. countries with a more relaxed, enlightened, secular attitude.
Again, Mr. Bloomstine misrepresents what I wrote by pulling his favorite abortion card, an issue he seems so obsessed with that he fails to grasp my point of how best to avoid unwanted pregnancies. I am no more for abortions than he may be, but I am against people trying to push their own unnatural hang-ups on others, especially when it may fool young people into believing in something that just doesn't work!
He talks about abortion being used as a secondary form of birth control. Why not promote a primary form like sex ed and contraceptives? That's a far safer way to avoid unwanted pregnancies and resulting abortions. His method of birth control inevitably results in more abortions. How more counter-productive and misguided can you be?
Jorg Aadahl
Informing children is a good thing (Comment to guest David Lazarus on KGO Talk Show, 9/07/2009)
Dear David,
What nonsense that children should be shielded from the facts of life!
When my son and daughter, both successful professionals now, were young, I explained everything to them: I explained what being gay meant, which didn't change their sexual orientation. I explained prostitution, which didn't even turn my attractive daughter into a prostitute. I even explained religion to them, and fortunately, that didn't turn them on to superstition ! Best regards, Jorg Aadahl
The “attitude” tapes (Comment to Ronn Owens, KGO Talk Show, 5/18/2009)
Dear Ronn,
Children's attitudes are mainly learned in the home, including hate, prejudice and "holier-than-other-kids" ideas. Therefore, parents aren't always the best equipped to teach their offspring behavior that prepares them for good citizenship. That's why it is necessary for schools to step in and teach acceptable behavior and attitudes along with other subjects. That should be a no-brainer! Best regards, Jorg
Foti response #2 (PA Daily Post, 7/07/2010. Original title: Abortion is murder?)
Dear Editor,
Ross Foti's letter "Abortion is murder" (The Daily, July 5) proves ad nauseam that he still hasn't grasped that the old scriptures he uses as his guiding light are nothing but a collection of man-made stories.
Educated people today understand that scriptures are not to be taken literally, and you cannot pick and choose what happens to fit your agenda. Before The Enlightenment, these stories had monopoly on explaining things, and any attempt at rational thinking were bludgeoned to death, - literally, thus keeping mankind in the dark. Today, science has explained a lot for us and continues to reveal more and more about how the universe works, while the old scriptures explain nothing. So, why go bananas over a misunderstood extract, while other parts are ignored? Or, at least I have to believe that Mr. Foti abstain from condoning slavery, selling his daughters into prostitution, or stoning people to death for the silliest little infraction. Or, have I given him too much intellectual and moral credit?
It also seems to have escaped Mr. Foti that the first line of defense against abortion is sex education and access to birth control, certainly not condemned even by the most outdated scriptures. Why isn't it better to prevent unwanted pregnancies, rather than having innocent little babies die from malnutrition and a host of illnesses, or being slaughtered, which unfortunately is the case in many parts of the world. That's OK? Not in my book, nor condoned by anyone with a fiber of compassion and sense of morality. And how about rape victims, not to mention victims of incest, often committed under the banner of the "religion" Mr. Foti has so much fun promoting. Finally, his frequent reference to "Satan" makes you wonder if he also believes in Santa Claus and the Tooth Fairy, - and a flat Earth for that matter.
Jorg Aadahl
A revolting display (SM Daily Journal, 2/19/2011)
Editor,
I wholeheartedly agree with Don Baraka in “Anti-abortion protesters” in the Feb. 12 edition of the Daily Journal that the anti-abortion protests in front of Planned Parenthood offices, operative or planned, are disgusting, demeaning and an outrageous abuse of free speech.
However, although obviously tinged with religious zealotry, I’m not willing to accept that they are well-meaning folks driven by sincere concern. Concern for what or whom? Their own image as holier than thou? Gathering points for a future flight to a destination that only exists in their own, twisted mind? Don’t these characters understand that the prime objective of Planned Parenthood is to prevent unwanted pregnancies through better sex education and availability of birth control? That is the best and most effective way of avoiding abortions. Finally, as the last resort in difficult situations, whether result of carelessness or force, abortion is a legal option and nobody’s business besides those directly affected.It is the epitome of immorality to use young women’s tragic dilemma to promote their own sick agenda, like the PP protesters enjoy doing. And to think that such atrocities are inspired and encouraged by an immoral authority like the Catholic church, makes it even more revolting.
Jorg Aadahl
Hi Jorg, Just want to tell you that your letter in the Journal today is great! I couldn't agree more! Dorothy D.
After appearing in the SM Daily Journal, the letter was forwarded to Senator Barbra Boxer, which prompted the following response from her:
From: "Barbara Boxer" <info@pacforachange.com>
To: "Jorg Aadahl" <safechem@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011
Subject: Fwd: The war on women
Dear Jorg
Like so many women without health insurance, Heather turned to Planned Parenthood last year for a check-up. Her exam found precancerous cells, which were immediately removed. Heather credits Planned Parenthood with saving her life. I was so honored that Heather joined me yesterday at a press conference I held to spotlight the Republican attacks on Planned Parenthood and women's health.
This is a fight you and I have been leading since House Republicans introduced their outrageous "budget" bill -- and it's a fight we must keep waging until we win.
That's why I hope you'll read EMILY's List President Stephanie Schriock's email below and add your voice to the "Stop the War on Women" campaign. I'm proud to stand with champions like EMILY's List as we speak out against this GOP attack -- and stand up together for women's health. Thank you for your continued support for women across America. In friendship,
Barbara Boxer U.S. Senator
Child endangerment (Submitted 9/06/2011)
On a hiking trip along a rugged, difficult trail at Lake Tahoe, CA, this Labor Day weekend, I met a young mother carrying a small child in a sling around her back. This trail was hard even for a seasoned hiker like myself, with narrow passages and rocks for steps, making it very difficult to maintain your balance on such a steep slope, both up and down. It was almost a miracle that the baby-carrying mother was able to negotiate the trail without losing her balance, - or her baby. A fall could easily have slammed the poor baby's scull against one of the many rocks that made the trail so treacherous.
On top of that, the baby had no cover for its small, hairless head, which already was pink under the blazing sun at high altitude! In passing, I mentioned to the one I assumed to be the father, that his baby ought to have some head protection, - a suggestion that was not well received, implying I should mind my own business.
A small child's head has very limited capacity to transport heat away to the rest of the body, so brain overheat and irreparable harm are of great concern. I wonder what parents like that are thinking! In this case, both parents had caps as protection against the sun, but not the child!
To me, this is child endangerment, bordering on child abuse!
If this results in better protection for at least one child, I consider it worth the time it took to record the incident.
Jorg Aadahl
Attack on religion (PA Daily Post, 3/13/2012)
Dear Editor:
When the U.S.Health and Hyman Services Department made its diabolic decision to force the Catholic Church and its affiliates that receive public funds from the government to violate the laws of God by mandating coverage of contraception, abortion and sterilization, it was the beginning of an attack against religious liberty, and a violation against the separation of church and state.
President Obama’s objective is to destroy the Christian religion and to form the one-world religion in preparation for the Future one-world government.
Ross Foti, Belmont
Attack by religionist (Submitted to PA Daily Post, 3/15/2012)
Dear Editor,
The letter "Attack on religion"(PA Daily Post, 3/13/2012) requires a reminder that, contrary to certain countries under Islamic law, in these United States we are not under any kind of mythical "god" law.
Fortunately for us, the Founding Fathers gave us a Constitution that secured civilian law which promotes liberty, pursuit of happiness and freedom, including freedom from religion. It is exactly the kind of religion-based abuse advocated by this writer that the Constitution was set up to prevent.
Just the notion that a myth-based "faith" on the part of someone, should deny anyone else equal rights, is inhuman, un-constitutional, and the epitome of bigotry.
This letter writer's ending fantasies about president Obama's alleged objectives of world dominance, are too nonsensical to warrant any kind of rebuttal, - none of which would penetrate this individual's shield against common sense and logic anyway.
Finally, I fail to understand why religious zealots continue to promote their brand of myth, considering the miserable track record of religions in general world-wide, and Catholicism in particular in this country. Both history and more recent events speak for themselves, - and not very flattering if we are honest enough to admit what misery religion has caused, inspired, justified, and covered up.
Jorg Aadahl
why on Mother Earth?
WOW! (Submitted to PA Daily Post, 8/22/2012)
Dear Editor,
It is just fitting that the all too common Republican attitude about, and lack of respect for, women be exposed as clearly as through Todd Akin's statement about "real rapes' not resulting in pregnancies. Although the time-honored 'WOW'-expression has taken on an entirely new meaning with the Republican War on Women, why such surprise at Akin's fabulous pregnancy statement?
Ignorance and lack of respect both for women and science go hand-in-hand with their climate change denial, young earth fantasies, their "trickle down" economic myth, and the notion that Mitt Romney and Paul Ryan have presidential qualifications. Who in their right mind would support a party where such ignorance and disrespect for common decency prevail?
Jorg Aadahl
Women control thyselves (Submitted to PA Daily Post, 1/25/2014)
Editor,
Former Republican hopeless presidential candidate Mike Huckabee opines that womenfolks shouldn't be able to obtain insurance covered birth control just because they cannot control their libido, - God-given or not.
It's difficult to imagine he speaks from personal experience of uncontrollable libido attacks of the female kind!
Jorg Aadahl
Religious zealotry (PA Daily Post, 2/17/2012. Original title: War on Women’s Rights)
Dear Editor,
Religious zealots now claim that their religious freedom is denied if they cannot deny women access to contraceptives!
What on earth makes them believe they should be allowed to decide what others can or cannot do? This amounts to a war on women, by religion gone amok, the main cause of wars throughout the history of mankind. Freedom of religion does not mean freedom to restrict the freedom of others, whether same, different or no religious faith.
I fail to understand what kind of religious value it can be to leave families unplanned and pregnancies and women's overall health left to chance, - especially in a world already overpopulated.
Only sick minds will call family planning a sin! Leaving your own family unplanned, is bad enough, and irresponsible. But denying others that right, - that is a sin!
Freedom of religion must go hand-in-hand with freedom from religion, for the rest of us. If anything, there is already too much freedom of religion when its practices are allowed to interfere with science, education, politics, and other people's personal life.
Jorg Aadahl
Bravo! Once again, you say it so well. Cyl S
A Big AMEN and HALLELUIAH...Right On.!!! This should bring the local crazies out of the their holes and the more they try to defend the indefensible, the deeper they dig their hole.! The "overpopulated" world is a nice touch and one often underplayed and overlooked in this country, but of critical importance in some parts of the world where contraception and family planning are essential. The Church has been particularly successful in dumbing down that message, especially in third world countries where the church, unfortunately today, finds an abundant supply of ignorant and willing converts. The travesty is that is precisely where and why the message REALLY needs to get across. Which only supports the old saying..."keep 'em barefoot and pregnant" Norm K.
EXCELLENT! Your writing is outstanding. Your articulation, thinking, and getting it out there and said are all so well done! We need you on the front….So many people can't think or are so indoctrinated by religious fervor that they are blind .....Keep going! Keep saying it! Love it! Kate S.
That's a great one! You said it very eloquently! Dorothy D.
Right on the money as usual. Herb S.
Well said! Those religious crackpots fit squarely in the Republican mold. They don't believe in women's rights, and for that matter no one else's rights either. They are just a pack of misguided self-righteous individuals that don't belong in the twenty first century. Just watch the new front runner Rick Santorum. How sad. Erik L.
Thank you for your exceptional clarification of RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. I could not have said it better and will quote your words when I need to. As a woman, I am furious at their hypocrisy about "women's health."This has to do with women's power, nothing else. The Republican, white male want the women in the bedroom, kitchen laundry, far away from politics and the boardrooms. Thanks for your correspondence, it brightens my day. Eva W.
War on women’s rights (SM Daily Journal, 2/21/2012)
Editor,
Religious zealots now claim that their religious freedom is denied if they cannot deny women access to contraceptives. What on earth makes them believe they should be allowed to control what others can or cannot do? Because religion has gone amok, the main cause of wars throughout the history of mankind, this episode amounts to a war on women. Freedom of religion does not mean freedom to restrict the freedom of others, whether same, different or no religious faith.
I do not understand what kind of religious values leave families unplanned and leave pregnancies and women’s overall health to chance — especially in a world already overpopulated. It takes a disturbed mind to call family planning a sin. Leaving your own family unplanned is irresponsible, inconsiderate and bad enough. But trying to deny others the right to plan for their own families — that is a sin.
Freedom of religion must go hand-in-hand with freedom from religion and not only under a secular constitution like ours. If anything, there is already too much freedom of religion when its practices are allowed to interfere with science, education, politics and other people’s personal lives. That practice is of the dark ages and unbecoming for a modern society. The GOP-inspired war on women’s rights is too obvious, but for what?
Jorg Aadahl
Rebuttal: War on women?(SM Daily Journal, 2/24/2012)
Editor,
Wow, talk about blowing something way out to left field (“War on women’s rights” letter by Jorg Aadahl in the Feb. 21 edition of the Daily Journal). What part of not wanting to give free birth control to women can elicit such a statement that a religious group or political party is at “war with women.” If you have not noticed, the national debt is almost 16 trillion smackers. Now those of you who like to spend other people’s money might think that’s OK, but where do you draw the line on spending this coin? How about we give everyone a new car, a house, hair implants and if you act right now, we will even throw in this set of steak knifes. If you don’t like a candidate or political party, how about you just don’t vote for them? Let others make up their own mind.
Randy Swan
Another "lost" soul wandering around in his own disorganized mind. Functionally illiterate moron. Norm K.
Perspective on overpopulation (SM Daily Journal, 2/27/2012)
Editor,
This letter was prompted by the “War on women’s rights” letter from a frequent letter writer and published in the Feb. 21 edition of the Daily Journal. The author’s major justification for his beliefs is that there are too many people on this earth which he calls “already overpopulated.”
It has been a long, well-known fact that Earth’s population of about seven billion could live in Texas, a state with an area of 268,820 square miles. Each family of four could have a single family house on a 50 feet by 100 feet lot — do the math if you don’t believe it. Just for slack, maybe a few families would live in condos. But now, the whole world doesn’t seem so overpopulated, does it? For the people who don’t agree with this frequent letter writer’s political views and find the idea of abortion disgustingly immoral, he thinks that they need to be made to provide abortion services to others free of charge.This letter writer’s parents didn’t practice what he now preaches. I will say for those who have had to go overseas to adopt because there are not enough children, had miscarriages, stillborns, lost children or even gave of themselves to raise a child as his parents did: Do you think he can ever understand how other people might feel about this issue?
Robert Parkhurst
Perspective on misrepresentation (SM Daily Journal, 3/10/2012)
Editor,
The writer of “Perspective on overpopulation” in the Feb. 27 edition of the Daily Journal, illustrates how difficult it is to carry on a meaningful dialogue with someone dead set on twisting around the facts and misrepresenting the issue(s) at hand.
If you can turn a discussion about the need for access to health care for women (including family planning) into advocating abortion and putting all people on earth into Texas (including sick and starving children from around the world), I’m at a loss for a response that may get through this letter writer’s logic barrier. I don’t teach remedial math anymore, so I’ll leave it to the obviously mathematically challenged letter writer to figure out his mistake.
Even if you cover all lakes and rivers, flatten all mountains and turn all agricultural areas, forests and pastures into livable land, his calculation isn’t even close. So, back to your calculator and try again. Never mind the nonsense of concentrating the world population in Texas, which already has a problem with inadequate social services and poorly educated leaders. Where this writer got his “well-known facts” from, I don’t know. Perhaps the same source from which Bush got his weapons of mass destruction “facts.”
Jorg Aadahl
I can't believe how people take something one writes and turn it into such garbage! Dorothy D.
Facts and Republicans don’t mix! Eva W.
I hope that Texan female voter backlash helps create a wave that increasingly polarizes women toward Dems in the November vote. Santorum's certainly been helping out in that regard -- Christ, he's even losing the Catholic vote! And as Romney is forced to sound more redneck on this upcoming Southern swing, it could help seal his case, too. With a GOP 2012 loss based on gender split, imagine the recriminations within the GOP toward "social values" types. Nonetheless, I'm sure the hard right would find a way to explain away such a 2012 defeat as due to extraneous causes -- just like their argument that the US financial crisis was driven not by bank deregulation, but by offshore financial crises. Peter M. (PhD)
Thanks for another good article, it will for ever be a full time job, trying to educate people with no brain, I sure admire your endurance. Erik L.
Rape in the name of “god” (Submitted to PA Daily Post, 10/24/2012)
Editor,
Richard Mourdock, the Republican U.S. Senate nominee in Indiana, described pregnancies resulting from rape as a "gift from God" and "something that God intended to happen."
Sounds like he has it all figured out, that it is God's plan that rape victims get pregnant! So, I have to assume that the message to young girls is that they shouldn't even try to resist rapists since that would be to go against God's will and his mysterious plans, with eternal hell as punishment if they do object to the uninvited intrusion.
Isn't that what evangelical sect leaders for ages have impressed upon young girls, that it is God's wish that they be shown the ins and outs of the evil of sexual encounters by their own religious leaders? Apparently, that screwed up (pardon the pun) philosophy is still with us, even at the congressional level, - especially among Republicans.
But that women continue to vote for such sex-obsessed idiots, escapes me.
Jorg Aadahl
Blessed rape (Submitted to SF Examiner, 3/04/2012)
Dear Editor,
The religious crowd's sickening obsession with sex and genitals, especially the female variety, knows no limits.
Do religious zealots in Congress know no end to their war on women? The latest attempts to denigrate women would not only make rape legal, but mandatory for women seeking abortion during the first trimester, for whatever very personal reason they may have.
The Republican spiritual leader Rush Limbaugh seemed to achieve a perverse delight in attacking law student Sandra Fluke after her testimony about what happened to a friend who could not afford the medication required, which happened to be birth control pills that could have saved the ovary that had to be amputated. Limbaugh even wanted to watch a video recording of her alleged sexual activity, as if that had anything to do with her passionate, brave testimony before Congressional Democrats, after the Republican all-male panel refused to hear her when drooling over their religious hang-ups against contraception. How despicably low can you sink, even for someone with such a miserable track record as Rush Limbaugh when it comes to women.
Jorg Aadahl
The French burqua ban (Comment to Ronn Owens, KGO Talk Show, 6/23/2009)
Absolutely the right move! We have to help these poor women out of the dark ages, every which way we can. Banning the burqua may seem like a small thing, but it is a step in the right direction.
Also, the Koran should be banned wherever Muslims are accepted as immigrants. It promotes violence and advocates eradication of "infidels", and as such it violates the Constitution in most democratic countries.
Best regards, Jorg
GOP’s ‘false advertising’ (SM Daily Journal, 5/3/2011)
Editor,
Gus Gomez’s letter “Ending the war on women” published in the April 25 edition of the Daily Journal touches on a sensitive subject. I cannot help but notice similarities between Republican politicians and Islamic extremists, especially considering both factions are waging a war on women.
How badly women are treated in most of the Muslim world is utterly despicable and sign of backwards, misogynist cultures. But why aren’t women treated better in our country, where reason and sanity should prevail? Take Planned Parenthood, which the Republican-dominated Congress wasted no time trying to undermine, apparently neither understanding nor caring about the impact that lack of funding has on women’s and children’s health, and the economy.
The objective of Planned Parenthood coincides with teaching women how to control their own reproduction, how to care for unborn and newborn children and maintaining their own health. Prevention of unwanted pregnancies through better sex education and availability of birth control is obviously an integral part of the process, and the best and most effective way of avoiding abortions. How can anyone be against a national concern like that? Saving money is just a lame excuse, since the ultimate cost to society far exceeds the modest government funding.
Also, money provided to support PP doesn’t just disappear like money wasted on unnecessary wars. It circulates nationally, boosts the economy, provides jobs and improves the ailing health of the nation. That ought to be a no-brainer, but apparently not for Republicans catering to narrow-minded hang-ups, using “family values” as false advertising.
Jorg Aadahl
War on women (Submitted to several, 3/21/2011)
Both Republican politicians and Islamic extremists are waging war on women.
How badly women are treated in most of the Muslim world, is utterly despicable and sign of backwards, misogynous cultures. Why aren't women treated better in our country, where reason and sanity should prevail?
Take Planned Parenthood, which Republican dominated congress wasted no time de-funding, apparently neither understanding nor caring about the impact lack of funding has on women's and children's health, and the economy.
The objective of Planned Parenthood is exactly that, planning for parenthood, i.e. teach women about reproduction, care of unborn and newborn, and own health. Preventing unwanted pregnancies through better sex education and availability of birth control, is obviously an integrated part of the process, and the best and most effective way of preventing abortions.
Why is anyone against such a national concern? Saving money is just an excuse, since the ultimate social cost far exceeds the modest governmental funding. Also, money provided to support PP doesn't just disappear. It circulates nationally, boosts the economy, and provides jobs, besides improving the aggregated health of the nation!
That ought to be a no-brainer, but apparently not so for Republicans catering to narrow-minded hang-ups.
Jorg Aadahl
GOP’s war on everybody (SF Examiner, 4/12/2012. Original title: War mongers).
The Republican war on women is indisputable. However, women are in good company, since the GOP has waged war on just about everything of human value, such as health care, science, education, environmental protection, equal rights, personal freedom, democratic values, family planning, voting rights, the middle class, foreign relations, social safety nets, truth and ethics, duly elected officials and the office of the president of the United States, and even war on peace efforts.
These are the same people who claim to be patriotic. Treason, I think, is a more fitting term.
Jorg Aadahl
Very good! I will quote that when I have a chance, since it's the truth about the Republican agenda. It was nice seeing it compiled into a short sentence. Strange to see it in the Examiner. Your "letters to the Editor" are very well written and you get to the truth of our political discourse. Eva W.
This is a true statement, they appear to be getting worse all the time. Every time Mitt Romney opens his mouth, he simply tells the whole world how ignorant he really is. Of course, he is catering to the illiterates, so it remains to be seen, if this country has enough of them to put him in the W.H. For the sake of the entire world, I hope not. Erik L.
The LTE above prompted the following phone call:
“I have read your letter in the Examiner and hope people in your community understand what an idiot you are!
IDIOT! IDIOT! IDIOT! IDIOT!
Have a nice day!”
Anonymous
Chapter 10 - THE GAY LESBIAN AGENDA
a human equal rights issue
Fred Phelps finally gone! (PA Daily Post, 3/24/2014)
Dear Editor,
I have never believed in eternal damnation and the biblical Hell.
Then I read about funeral obsessed Hate Church founder Fred Phelps' long overdue death, and found myself hoping I have been dead wrong.
Jorg Aadahl
Bible tells me so (SF Chronicle, 6/20/2008, reprinted in Freethought Today)
Editor -
Of course, with a sufficiently twisted homophobic mind, you can find support in the Bible for denying an estimated 10 percent of humanity equal rights. However, why would the Bible be right on this single point? It is wrong on just about everything else, from the age of the world to the shape of it, from the dynamics of the solar system to how animals, including humans, came into existence.
And when it comes to ethics and morality, including the treatment of women and how to punish the most inconsequential transgression, the Bible sets a horrible, immoral example.
So why this sick emphasis on a single issue of equal rights, which hurts no one, but makes the life of many much happier? Who can find satisfaction in knowing that others are less happy than they could be? What happened to the old, time-honored phrase: Mind your own business?
Jorg Aadahl
Seething Mom, Arizona (http://www.seethingmom.blogspot.com , 6/20/2008)
A great letter to the editor, - couldn’t have said it better myself.
We are slowly inching our way home, but our stay in California during this historic time has been so exhilarating that I really don’t want it to end. Being here has helped me imagine what it will one day be like in all 50 states when everyone is free to marry the person they love, regardless of whether it pleases the James Dobson-Pat Robertson crowd. And it was especially heartening to see the only letter printed in the SF Chronicle on the subject of marriage in California this morning was one written by someone our side. It just made that hot cup of coffee I was sipping with my husband, mom, and brother all the more sweet.
I'm glad that letter got written. AND I just received today from Amazon a DVD entitled "The Bible Tells Me So," which features Bishop Robinson among others. Jan
Prop 8 wording (Comment to Ronn Owens, KGO Talk Show, 11/10/2008)
Could a part of the problem be that Prop 8 was (deliberately?) worded so that it could easily be misunderstood?
I have actually encountered people who agreed with me on equal rights for same sex marriages, but who thought they should vote YES! Fairly common, deceptive tactics from that crowd!
Best regards, Jorg
Legal standing for Prop 8? (Submitted to SF Chronicle, 11/16/2008)
In American law we have a concept called "legal standing", which means that you have to have a direct interest in a case before you can sue anyone. You cannot sue on behalf of someone else, no matter how emotionally involved you may be.
Why doesn't the same concept apply to Prop 8, the attempt at denying equal marital rights to couples of the same sex? There ought to be a requirement that you have a direct interest, meaning that the outcome has a direct bearing on yourself, before you may get involved and demand a ruling in what you claim is in your favor. If you are not affected, you have no say in the matter. It ought to be as simple as that. If you are against same-sex marriage, fine! You have every right to feel that way and consequently to abstain from marrying anyone of the same sex as yourself. But, legally, you have no "judicial standing" when it comes to other people marrying someone of the same sex. It doesn't affect you, it has no impact on you, except in your own fantasy, so you have no voice that needs to be recognized in the matter. The concept of "legal standing" ought to be used as a barrier against anyone who, for whatever twisted reason, wants to limit the rights of others.
Jorg Aadahl
Gay judge? (Comment to Ronn Owens, KGO Talk Show, 2/09/2010)
No, it should not matter that the judge is gay. What if the judge were straight? Gays would have no more reason to complain in that case, than straights have a reason to complain in this case. There will always be situations where the judge is of a different variety or persuasion than the case at hand. How about black judges presiding over "white" cases, or female judges over “male” cases, or visa verse? Best regards, Jorg
Opportunity lost (SF Chronicle, 12/21/2010)
Good move to finally repeal DADT. However, one cannot help wonder what we may have avoided if done away with before Sept. 11, 2001. Prior to the attacks, American linguists fluent in Arabic were fired because they were gay, resulting in intercepted messages with clues to the terror that were left untranslated.
Could 911 have been avoided, as well as the wars on Afghanistan and Iraq? It is possible. What a tragedy it wasn't done sooner.
Jorg Aadahl
Speed up on DADT (SF Examiner 3/02/2011)
“Don’t ask, don’t tell” has finally been outlawed for gay and lesbian soldiers, leaving me wondering why it couldn’t be implemented immediately. Why the delay?
The unnecessary exposure and discharge for being honest about one’s nature jeopardized our security and violated basic human rights. Likewise, pressuring female soldiers to keep quiet about heterosexual rape incidents also violates human rights, harms military morale and weakens our security.
Why not focus on this real problem?
Jorg Aadahl
Submitted, before editing:
DADT’s new twist
"Don't Ask, Don't Tell" has finally been outlawed for gays and lesbian soldiers, leaving me wondering why it couldn't be implemented immediately. Why the delay? However, with all the heterosexual rapes now surfacing in the US military, DADT has acquired a new meaning for female soldiers: "Do Abide, Don't Tell".
And they wanted us to believe that gay and lesbian soldiers were the problem? The unnecessary exposure and discharge for being honest about one's nature, seriously jeopardized our security and violated basic human rights. Likewise, quietly condoning rapes and covering up such atrocities also violates human rights, destroys military morale, and weakens our security. Why not focus on the real problem?
What if? (Submitted to PA Daily Post, 1/12/2011)
Editor,
What if DADT had been repealed earlier, or if gays and lesbians in the US military had not been an issue, like in other civilized countries?
Then, instead of being fired, American linguists fluent in Arabic would have been allowed to translate intercepted documents with clues to 9/11. The terror attacks could easily have been avoided, which again means that thousands of lives would have been saved, and that George Bush in all likelihood would not have been re-elected.
Wars on Afghanistan and Iraq would not have taken place. Our economy and the world's respect for us would have been better. Sadam Hussein would still be in power; however, he would have kept al Qaeda out of Iraq and his arch rival Iran in check, without our involvement. Sarah Palin would still have been an unknown Alaskan and not in our face 24/7. Oh, I almost forgot: we wouldn't have had Roberts and Alito on the Supreme Court, which instead would have had a Democratic majority, more respectful of the Constitution and oriented towards our common interests. Think about it! Stupid, hate-based hang-ups can have serious consequences! Our long history of discrimination has cost us dearly. In so many ways!
Jorg Aadahl
‘Don’t Ask’ was costly (PA Daily Post, 9/21/2011. Original title: Good riddance, DADT!)
Dear Editor,
Not a day too early to junk DADT, one of the last remaining bastions of human rights violations.
I cannot help but thinking back and ask why it was so important to fire the American linguists fluent in Arabic working at the Monterey Institute of International Studies prior to 9/11. Religion-inspired bigotry trumped both human rights and national security, thus leaving intercepted documents with clues to the pending terrorist attacks untranslated. A very expensive lesson, both in terms of human life, our reputation and standing in the world, property destruction, our security, and the political climate.
Imagine no 9/11, no second term for George Bush, no right-wing majority on the Supreme Court, no wars against Afghanistan and Iraq, no wrecked economy, no further downgrade of science, education and health care.
Imagine no religion! Sounds better and better, doesn't it?
Jorg Aadahl
Great LTE in today's Post! My opinion exactly. Don H.
Visit: http://www.smashwords.com/books/view/236040 to purchase this book to continue reading. Show the author you appreciate their work!