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I was watching a C-SPAN broadcast concerning prison industries and wondered why using prison labor to produce goods in the U.S. was such a good idea here and a human rights issue when China does it.





The case was well made by one of the speakers that his industry would have otherwise constructed an assembly plant overseas as an alternative to paying prisoners less than market wages to assemble his product in a prison factory.  Rationally, for this type of assembly, using prison labor didn’t cost any American jobs. But that was the case for this one company.  As the conference was pro prison labor, no data was presented for the overall prison labor picture nationally.





Another speaker’s company was using prison labor to do data entry.  Again, the alternative would have been to send the work overseas.





A prison official also spoke about how good this was for society.  The re-arrest statistics for prisoners who had learned a contemporary skill by participating in a prison labor program were way down.  More released prisoners were able to get jobs in the private sector work force on their release from prison.  This is a very positive factor.





We seem to have the ability in all segments of our society to justify what we agree with and want to make happen while condemning others for doing essentially the same thing.  Maybe China has equally good reasons for using prison labor.





In another example, we (the United States) are somewhere around one billion dollars in arrears on our United Nation dues.  Congress won’t authorize the funds until the UN modifies its internal operations to their satisfaction.  Additionally, a New Jersey congressman is pushing as a condition of dues payment, that no UN health care funds can go to any country supporting abortion even if they do that with their own country’s funds.





Can you imagine the outrage that would follow if any other country in the world tried to use non payment of their UN dues to force changes on the UN that we didn’t like? Again, we either condemn others for doing what we’re already doing or (in the UN case) do ourselves what we would condemn others for doing.





Of course there are examples of such inconsistent behavior much closer to home.  In the case of the current activities related to reducing traffic congestion in the 101 corridor, if people who say they would use transit really did, there would be no need to widen the highway.  Just one more example of saying the “right” thing but doing something else.





Another instance is our conflicting positions on meeting the educational needs of K through 12 students.  This appears to have a high priority among a majority of people and yet California spends a very low amount per student for their education when compared to the rest of the country.  Again we hear talk reflecting one level of interest but action on another much lower level.





The type of inconsistencies shown in these last two examples make it very difficult for government, or anyone else, to solve problems to the satisfaction of any majority.  The government focuses on solving the problem they hear about, but ends up with the people not accepting the solution because it doesn’t solve the real problem the people were reluctant to be truthful about.





Our human nature of wanting to be seen as the good guys while also not wanting to either spend our own money solving the problem or using our own time to make something work, often results in acceptable solutions never being found for many problems. 





