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Chapter corruption
To Editor:
Thank you for the best laugh I’ve had in a long time. I read the ad on

the back page of the April 21, sport section of your paper on the, “2nd
Annual Standards of Conduct for Elected Officials and Ethics Confer-
ence”. It’s so funny. 

Conduct and Ethics/elected officials... ha!ha! I’m just wondering if
this an attempt to correct their misconduct or teaching them how to
swindle the people of the resources allocated to the members of the
chapters?

Let me tell you my observation from the time I was able to under-
stand just how corrupt the Navajo Nation government is.

Chairmen and presidents have been known to steal money from the
people. 

Chapter officials have been known to steal money from the members.
Workers have been known to drive under the influence of alcohol. 
Officials and workers have been known to have affairs resulting in

fatherless children.
The rude behavior of tribal workers.
Cannot get help because workers are on leave or in training.
This is just the tip of the iceberg in how bad our government is. And

to know that in most cases nothing much has been done to put these
responsible individual accountable. And every day we have many help-
less, poor Navajo in need of these benefits.

The conference will be in Albuquerque. How many tribal vehicles
will be at the casinos, who will be out drinking in the tribal vehicles,
how much is it costing the tribe for this vacation. I mean training.

I find out the only way to get some help is to know someone in the
government. I know because it’s happening in my chapter of Nahata
Dziil over here in Sanders. Here’s some examples:

Sexual harassment of chapter official to worker.
Official getting paid for appearing at meeting for 15 minutes or so,

and happened twice.
Officials hiring relatives and family. 
Workers gave each other loans from chapter Diner profits.
Non-member getting scholarship assistance.
I’m a chapter member and this conduct angers me. I wonder some-

times where the other members are and if they even care. 
I hope many readers read my comments. I hope they feel the need to

observe and stand up and have their say. I realize I have offended many
tribal members and workers, for those members and workers who are
doing their job, I sincerely apologize. I know there are many dedicated
workers within our government. 

Sarah Jimmy
Window Rock

Fiction or non-fiction?
To Editor:
I’ve learned Aim for the Mayor is a fiction book out about Gallup

and the incident back in 1973 that killed Larry Wayne Casuse. If it is so
fictional, why is the writer using my brother Larry in it? Larry is a real
person. I haven’t read it and chose to not waste my hard earned money
on someone making money using Larry’s name. This writer is con-
vinced my brother killed himself (as do all the people who ran Gallup in
the ’70s), so although I may be speaking before the fact, I assume the
writer has in his book Larry committing suicide.

First of all, Larry was shot down by more than one person by either
the Gallup Police force, McKinley County Sheriff Department or New
Mexico State Police force, during an attempted abduction of the Gallup
mayor in 1973. The reason behind the taking of the mayor was Larry
found it in his heart to help the so called “drunk Indian” covering the
streets of downtown Gallup. If you think the alcohol problem is bad
now, you would freak out on how it was in the ’70s. I was only eleven
when this incident happened, but I guarantee you Gallup law officials
from that decade made sure I remembered.

Larry wanted to help the Navajo, and for some reason felt the mayor
was involved in helping keep the Navajo drunk. There was a number of
liquor store owners who partnered up and operated a bar approximately
50 feet away from the Navajo reservation. As a curious young sister, I
remember snooping through his briefcase and seeing all the ugly pic-
tures he had of this bar which was named The Navajo Inn.

The taking of the mayor was an attempt by Larry to get people to lis-
ten to him. To get help for the alcoholic that was not only being con-
demned by the false people that owed Gallup, but were keeping these
same people rich. 

I do not in anyway condone with my brother’s behavior, although I
do understand and empathize the struggle he must have felt. He felt
alone within a society bent of the sacrifice of human beings to make a
buck. Now, once again, there is an individual making a profit off of a
lie. Of course this writer has so called evidence representing Larry
pulled the trigger on himself, although, he seems to forget the cover up
which the people involved stuck by to not cause any more of an up war
more in Gallup. Even if the writer didn’t have Larry killing  himself, I
still dislike the fact he is making money using Larry’s name.

I know Larry has made history and more will be written about him,
but I want the truth told. I don’t want a Gallup ex-lawyer from the ’70s
(a “false person to me”) making a cent on his name. What I feel is this
writer can write and do what he wants, but leave my brother out of it.

I’d like to send a special thank you to Emmett Garcia for being the
only person I can remember who had it in h is heart to send his condo-
lences to my surviving family members.

Ursula Casuse-Carrillo
Gallup

LLONDON — There is a story,
probably apocryphal, about
Margaret Thatcher who

became prime minister 30 years ago
this week and led Britain’s economic
and political revival.

The newly elected Thatcher takes
her all-male cabinet to dinner. The
waiter asks her what she would like to
order.

“I’ll have the beef,” says she.
“What about the vegetables?” asks

the waiter.
“They’ll have the same.”
The story says much about a

woman who in many ways exuded
more gravitas than most of her male
contemporaries, which is why, in
1990, they conspired to dump her as
leader of the Conservative Party.

Not since Winston Churchill —
and not since Thatcher — has Britain
had such a dominant leader; even
Tony Blair could not measure up to
the Iron Lady.

To gauge her success, one must
recall Britain’s condition before she
took office. Like Jimmy Carter’s
America in 1979, people were talking
about managing Britain’s decline. As
Robin Harris writes for The Heritage
Foundation (www.heritage.org), “The
pace and scale of this revolution justi-
fies the description, even though the
chief revolutionary herself was some-
one of very traditional instincts who
always considered that she was restor-
ing what had been lost, not imposing
a utopian plan.”

This is the definition of “conser-
vatism.” Thatcher understood proven
principles. She wasn’t looking for
“new” things, but rather old things
that had proven to be successful. She
called on the British people to remem-
ber their history and to embrace it.

She was not
indulging in nostal-
gia so much as she
was taking from a
living past in order
to build a better
future. In this, she
was the mirror
image of Ronald
Reagan.

This is the key to
leadership. Leader-
ship doesn’t lie in poll numbers,
though all politicians take polls to
measure the public temperature. Lead-
ership is about convictions with ample
references to past successes and the
principles behind them. If one doesn’t
bake a cake without first reading the
directions, how can a damaged nation
be repaired without discerning what
works and what doesn’t? If a people
forget their history — as too many in
Britain and America have done —
they are then susceptible to being
snookered by politicians who propose
something “new.”

Given our self-centeredness, it is
refreshing to recall what Lady Thatch-
er said about personal accountability
and responsibility: “Disciplining your-
self to do what you know is right and
important, although difficult, is the
high road to pride, self-esteem and
personal satisfaction.”

First, one must know what is
“right.” In our “anything goes” culture
we are told that people who believe
they have discovered “right” are
wrong, because that requires judgment
and someone’s feelings might be hurt
if they hold to another “tradition.”

As for the notion of “fairness” and
“spreading the wealth around,” which
is the philosophy of the Obama
administration, Lady Thatcher said, “I

do not know anyone who has got to
the top without hard work. That is the
recipe. It will not always get you to
the top, but should get you pretty
near.” Today, in America and increas-
ingly in Britain where Chancellor of
the Exchequer Alistair Darling has
proposed a 50 percent tax on “the
wealthy,” admitting he just plucked
the figure “out of the air,” hard work
is to be punished and slothfulness sub-
sidized.

About wealth, Lady Thatcher said:
“It’s not the creation of wealth that is
wrong, but the love of money for its
own sake.” Republicans in America,
now debating among themselves
whether to appeal to “moderates” to
rebuild their party, would do well to
consider Thatcher’s wisdom: “Stand-
ing in the middle of the road is very
dangerous; you get knocked down by
the traffic from both sides.”

Britain, like America, is not in tur-
moil because it once embraced the
conservative principles of Margaret
Thatcher — principles that worked.
Britain and America are in turmoil
because they too quickly abandoned
Thatcher’s principles in favor of a
superficial, “feel-good” philosophy.
Using another food analogy, we want
dessert before — even instead of —
our vegetables, though we know
what’s best for us.

Lady Thatcher’s official portrait
will be unveiled this week and hung at
10 Downing Street. A greater honor
would be for the British people to
again “hang” her principles in their
minds and hearts. It is something the
Conservative Party leader David
Cameron has pledged to do should he
prevail in next year’s scheduled elec-
tions.

Margaret Thatcher plus 30

Cal
Thomas

II remember Jack Kemp from way
back, from his football days. He
was the all-star quarterback for

the Buffalo Bills in the game in 1965
in which Joe Namath made his first
start for the New York Jets. The Unit-
ed States was at war and Lyndon
Johnson was drafting every young
man he could get his hands on for his
buildup of forces in Vietnam, but nei-
ther Kemp nor Namath had to worry
about that. Football injuries made
them unfit for service.

Kemp and the Bills beat Namath
and the Jets on that September after-
noon in Buffalo, 33-21.

Kemp, who died on Saturday from
cancer, would later be much better
known for his long career as a con-
servative Republican politician. He
had two very big ideas for his party.
One was terrific, spot on. The other
couldn’t have been more bonehead-
ed. The GOP being the GOP rejected
the good idea and went hog wild for
the boneheaded one.

Kemp’s good idea was that the
Republicans should vastly expand
their tent, get past their narrow-mind-
edness and begin actively seeking the
support of blacks and other ethnic
minorities.

The GOP would have none of it. It
was, after all, the party of the South-
ern strategy, and there was precious
little that was racially enlightened
about its conservative wing.

One of the writers who influenced
Kemp’s thinking about politics,
William F. Buckley, was at the oppo-
site pole of Kemp’s progressive
thinking about race. Buckley took a
scurrilous stand in the aftermath of
the Brown v. Board of Education
decision that desegregated the
nation’s public schools. Whites,
being superior, were well within their
rights to discriminate against blacks,
according to Buckley. “The White

community is so
entitled,” he wrote,
“because, for the
time being, it is the
advanced race...”

Kemp was
whistling in a hurri-
cane.

The bad idea,
advanced by Kemp
with fanatical ener-
gy and devotion,
was supply-side economics —
“voodoo economics,” as the elder
George Bush so famously and rightly
derided it. Supply-siders saw tax cuts
as the answer to every prayer. Cut
taxes, they argued, and watch the
economy take off like a rocket.

What they never spelled out for
the electorate was that most of the
tax cuts would go to the rich, that the
rich would harvest most of the
money from the increased economic
activity, and that the radically
reduced tax revenue would send gov-
ernment budget deficits streaking
toward the moon.

Kemp professed not to be worried
about the deficits. He seemed to have
believed that somehow everything
would work out. The ultra-militants
to his right, people even further out
in their orthodoxy than Kemp, were
delighted by the deficits. They want-
ed to “starve the beast,” reduce the
government’s revenues to the point
where elected officials would have
no choice but to cut programs and
services that benefited people who
were not rich. Social Security,
Medicare and Medicaid were primary
targets.

“Our goal,” said Grover Norquist,
“is to shrink government down to the
size where we can drown it in the
bathtub.”

Norquist, a driving force behind
the George W. Bush tax cuts, once

called John McCain a “tax-increasing
Bolshevik.” We are talking about
weirdness of a very high order here,
and that weirdness dominated the
economic policies of the United
States for years.

Working people were told they
should sign onto this craziness
because the economic benefits of
supply-side tax policies would ulti-
mately benefit everyone. As every
scheme imaginable was developed to
bolster the fortunes of the rich, ordi-
nary people were left in the humiliat-
ing position of waiting for some of
the goodies to trickle down to them.

We’ve seen how it all worked out.
The way to look at the endless

theoretical and intellectual posturing
of the right is to look at who actually
does well when the so-called conser-
vative policies are implemented, and
who doesn’t. Inevitably it’s the rich
who benefit.

Jack Kemp meant well, but the
great irony that cloaked his entire
career was that it was not possible to
achieve the ends he sought using the
means he pushed with such zeal. He
wanted to help the middle class and
the poor. He wanted the nation’s
inner cities to thrive, and he wanted
America’s prosperity to be broadly
shared.

But he chose as his vehicle the
party of the rich. The changes he
advocated and helped shepherd into
law went far beyond correcting
excesses in the tax code. They radi-
cally transformed the economic sys-
tem in ways that proved a boon to
those who were already wealthy,
were harmful to the very people he
wanted to help and eventually left the
overall economy in ruins.

In Saturday’s column, I mistak-
enly referred to Jim DeMint as the
governor of South Carolina. He is a
U.S. senator.

Jack Kemp’s futile quest

Bob
Herbert

 


