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In this case the messengers are the political candidates. Watching the debates (?) between the several Democratic presidential hopefuls, I was taken with the difference between reality and performance. Can they tell the whole truth and still get elected? 

The awful truth however is that the individual voters are the cause of the candidates’ ambiguity.  Voters each want to pay less in taxes and yet receive more in government services (or have someone else receive less).  Because they control who will be elected and who won’t, they effectively require all candidates to lie in some fashion to get their vote.

Political people seldom engage in outright lies, it’s too dangerous.  Mostly, their choice of words implies different things that different groups each want to hear.  Listen closely and you’ll hear many words and phrases that aren’t as specific as you might think.  

The candidates have to imply they will somehow lower taxes on one hand while increasing services on the other. No one on either side raises any questions on how this can be done or whose program or project will be canceled to keep the budget intact. No one seems to care.  Perhaps everyone knows the statements are not the whole truth but, having said them, the candidate just might honor his comment if he’s elected. 

This is compounded by the fact that voters say they want candidates to be honest with them and use the campaigning period to test the candidates.

The candidates know that if they’re brutally honest, they don’t stand a chance of being elected.  So, in order to get into a position to do what they think is best for the country, they have to cater to voter “wants” rather than voter standards for honesty.  That brings on Catch 22.

In order to serve the voters, who don’t want to be lied to, the candidates have to mislead them in order to get their vote to be in a position to serve them. If they’re successful, they might get elected and become a typical “lying” politician.  If they don’t mislead them, they won’t stand a chance of being elected and will be thought of as a naive person who wouldn’t have made a good politician anyway.

I’m coming to the conclusion that most of what’s said in state and national campaigns is meaningless and all that matters is whether the voter either generally likes what’s happened since the last election or generally dislikes it. (Are you better off than you were four years ago?) Forty percent will vote party line or personal philosophy on each side (a total of 80%) and only 20% of the voters are swayed one way or the other by specific campaign issues.

Local issues, like local traffic is a different case.  We each have our personal opinion of what the important local issues are and how they should be handled. And, we know that we’re right and have the only valid solution. Locally, because we’re so physically close, we will follow up on what a candidate says.  But even at this level the 80% rule is still in effect.

The unfortunate thing about politics is that most voters focus on only one, or at the most several, positions the candidates take. This leaves out of consideration all the other positions he takes.

Until voters become informed or interested enough in the total political process, politicians will have to structure their words and positions to anger as few voters as possible.  It is our narrowness as voters that forces elected officials and candidates to be so ambiguous.  

Locally, the one council member who consistently speaks the harsh truth as he sees it, and gives his unvarnished personal opinions, Bryant Moynihan, is the one considered most controversial. Perhaps the price he pays for his honest pursuit of what he thinks is right for Petaluma hurts him politically.

You might consider your thoughts about him and ask yourself if you really want a straightforward elected official.   

