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The conventions are over, the speeches have been made, the party faithful have been inspired and the independent voters, ( the truly independent and the, “haven’t made up my mind yet”) are beginning to pay attention.  At the national level, 80% of the voters are already committed to one party or the other, probably close to 40% each.  This leaves the 20% who are not party faithful as the target of everything we’ll hear between now and November 7th.  Some of it will be to keep the party faithful inspired and ready to turn out and vote.





But to ask the question again, “What’s it all about?”.  Government is easy.  It’s there to provide necessary services, period.  We might argue about the relative priority or quantity of any specific service; whether it’s public safety, public health or a social safety net, but most of us will accept such services as a necessary function of government.





The question is much different when it relates to politics.  On the face of it, politics might seem to be related to deciding which services will be provided and in what quantities.  I believe it’s both much simpler and much more complicated than that.  On the simple side, it’s about money, who pays it, who gets it and who gets to keep it.  Despite the apparent complexity of large scale economics, it’s really pretty simple. If I have the money, you don’t.





There’s a relatively constant amount of money (wealth) floating around the developed countries of the world and the goal for almost everyone (Republican or Democrat or any other international constituency) is to get and keep as much of it as they can.  Wanting money, acquiring money and accumulating money isn’t evil.  It’s the manner that money is acquired and /or kept that might be considered good or bad.





The complicated part of politics is the maneuvering related to different government services to make it seem the issues are those services.  The end result however is money being directed towards various constituencies or special interests. (It’s still about money) 





The bad part of politics comes when resources (money) are taken from a politically weak and probably needy segment of society in order to direct that money to a politically powerful and probably economically comfortable segment of society.  The whole thrust of our two major parties is wrapped up in the question of who will benefit from government actions. 





At the basic level, if money is never collected as taxes, a certain constituency that pays a lot of taxes would benefit directly by retaining more money for personal use.  This is the direct thrust of tax cuts.





It would be naive to suggest that one party is for the poor and the other is for the rich.  They’re both for the rich, with one party willing to leave more money on the table for the needs of the less successful segments of society.  It is because of this that the Republican party feels the need to modify its basic conservative label with the word “compassionate”. To call a Democrat a “compassionate” liberal would be a redundancy.





I like the definition of the Democrats as  “people who believe that government should temper the injustices of the economic market and protect individuals from the abuses of private power”. To temper, not eliminate, injustices and to be concerned only with abuses of power represents a realistic rather then an idealistic point of view.





But as long as there is greed in this world, and it will always be here, there will be this conflict between those who have enough and those who can never have enough.  Those who have nothing are usually just spectators.





Here’s another definition that has a lot of truth in it.  Politics is the a
