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Many of us remember Franklin D. Roosevelt saying "the only 
thing we have to fear is fear itself".  Through the years 
people have attempted to influence others by fear.  This is 
the way a terrorist attempts to influence his victims.  This is 
also a part of many political campaigns.  "Bad things will 
happen if you elect . . .  ."

The attached articles are provided to stimulate discussion of 
how people like us should respond.   I do not suggest that 
any of the candidates for political office in the current cycle 
have a monopoly on attempting to scare the electorate.

Who profits from fear?  A few may include the military 
industrial complex, prison guard unions, pharmaceutical 
companies.  Who else, and why?  What effect do the 
statements they make have?

What is the way to respond to the statements or events that 
give rise to fear?

What should a candidate for political office do - say?

What should each of us do – say?
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Getting the Politics of Fear Right
www.politico.com/magazine/story/2015/11/donald-trump-2016-politics-of-fear-obama-213387

This is the season of fear—for experiencing it, exploiting it and pooh-poohing it. Exhibit A, of course, is 
Donald Trump, who had already risen to the top of the GOP polls by exploiting Americans’ fears of 
immigrants and foreigners and who, following the Paris attacks, went on a fear-mongering bender. He 
endorsed waterboarding, appeared to embrace a registry for Muslims and vividly remembered thousands 
of Jersey City Muslims cheering the carnage of September 11—an incident for which there is no evidence. 
The result is that Trump’s poll numbers have gone up, and voters rate him as best able to deal with 
terrorism.

Meanwhile President Obama has tacked sharply in the other direction, playing down the public's anxiety, 
defiantly continuing to downgrade the possibility of an attack on the U.S. and the capabilities of Islamic 
State. “They're a bunch of killers with good social media,” Obama told reporters on Sunday as he finished 
out his 10-day overseas trip. Secretary of State John Kerry continued the theme, telling NBC from Abu 
Dhabi, “ISIS is not 10 feet tall.” Obama's dismissiveness is no doubt one reason for Trump’s popularity; 
clearly many voters believe our current crop of leaders—starting with the president—have been too 
inattentive to their fears.

Can anyone get the message right? The political reaction to the Paris attacks was as swift as it was 
powerful, all of it built on a foundation of fear. Within days, a veto-proof majority of the House—including 
50 Democrats—voted to bar Syrian refugees from entering the country. Polls showed a dramatic, fully 
predictable, leap in concern over terror. Republican candidates competed to see who could be more 
militant in barring America’s doors to the refugees. Gov. Chris Christie won this prize by pronouncing his 
opposition to orphans under the age of 5; at least until Trump endorsed a national database registry for 
Muslims (or at least Muslim refugees; he wasn’t clear which).

The spasm has in turn triggered a fair amount of commentary warning us not to give in to fear; commentary
that suggests the emotion itself is in the same league as envy or bigotry. It is true that too much playing-up 
of fear is a bad thing, even for demagogic politicians (who rarely get elected in the end, though they may 
soar for a while). But neither can our political leaders afford to ignore fear altogether, as Obama is 
sometimes accused of doing. It’s both important and healthy for responsible politicians to address realistic 
fears, or the demogogues will move in.

Did the murderous attacks in Paris make you afraid? If you’re a rational human being, the answer should 
have been a resounding “yes.” I was in Washington when they happened; a city explicitly targeted by ISIL 
and one which, were it not for a planeload of courageous passengers, might well have had its Capitol 
smashed into smithereens on September 11. Two days later I was in New York, where, on that September 
day in 2001, I had stood on the roof of CNN’s headquarters and looked South at a lower Manhattan 
engulfed in smoke. As I write these words, I’m on an American Airlines cross-country flight. Enough said.

Was I wrong to feel fear? I think it is an appropriate, hard-wired response to danger. Without fear—the 
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“fight or flight” instinct—we humans would have long since disappeared from the earth. And if our political 
leaders don’t acknowledge that the citizenry is afraid, if they dismiss such an emotion as unworthy, they are
much less likely to be trusted when they propose what to do. Winston Churchill’s wartime radio speeches 
are cited as models of inspiration in times of crisis, but if you actually read them, you’ll see frequent, frank 
acknowledgements of major setbacks, even military disasters. “The news from France is very bad,” one 
began.

This puts a twin burden on those who lead and those who wish to lead. If that acknowledgment is absent—
as it was in Obama’s first, largely dismissive remarks—it is likely to leave the country unsatisfied. More 
important, it’s likely to open the way to the fear-mongers, who require only a political vacuum to do their 
worst, turning concern into panic and panic into political exploitation.

That is what appears to be happening now. Just ask experienced operatives on the Democratic side of the 
fence, who deliver some blunt assessments of their president. “Obama clearly believes that it’s better to 
ignore and be dismissive of ISIS. That they need our hyper-response to recruit,” says longtime operative Joe
Trippi. “But in the political and polarized environment we are in there are too many who are going to fan 
the flames no matter what he does.

“And they [American leaders] need to explain this stuff—something Obama is terrible at. Why should we 
not call them Islamic radicals? Why do we not want to put troops on the ground in Syria? Why do we want 
Sunnis in the front lines against them—and putting Americans on the front lines and promoting a fight 
between two civilizations is insane. But just getting pissy doesn't quite cut it.”

Democratic consultant Bob Shrum, who has counseled Democrats from Ted Kennedy to Al Gore, suggests 
that Obama may be displaying the jadedness of a president whose time is almost up. “Now that he’s not 
running for reelection his distaste for politics has become more and more apparent, and that’s what we 
saw,” he says. “But he needed to reassure people. ... Where I thought he fell down was in talking about ISIS,
and he’s done that several times. ... I know what he meant when he said that ISIS was ‘contained’ but he 
needed to explain it more clearly.”

Such an explanation would acknowledge candidly that there are strains of Islam that threaten not just 
Western values, but basic human values; that there are clerics who find theological justification for the rape
of children, for the torture and murder of anyone rejecting their narrow view of Islam. (That explanation 
might even recognize the insidious role of our “regional ally” Saudi Arabia in spending decades and 
countless billions of dollars exporting the rigid, intolerant doctrine of Wahabism to all corners of the 
Muslim world. And it would not reach for “moral equivalence” with the depredations by other faiths. Right 
now, it is the hijackers of Islam who make most of the clear and present dangers that feed fear.
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The Politics of Fear
democracyjournal.org/magazine/22/the-politics-of-fear

In my 2004 book Fear: The History of a Political Idea, I argued that “one day, the war on terrorism will come
to an end. All wars do. And when it does, we will find ourselves still living in fear: not of terrorism or radical 
Islam, but of the domestic rulers that fear has left behind.”

When I wrote “one day,” I was thinking decades, not years. I figured that the war on terror—less the 
invasions, wars, torture, drone attacks, and assassinations than the broader atmosphere of pervasive and 
militarized dread, what Hobbes called “a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently 
known” and an enemy is perceived as permanent and irrepressible—would continue at least into the 
2010s, if not the ’20s.

Yet even before Osama bin Laden was killed and negotiations with the Taliban had begun, it was clear that 
the war on terror, understood in those terms, had come to an end. As early as the 2004 presidential 
campaign, Democratic candidate John Kerry had hinted at such a possibility in an interview with Matt Bai in 
The New York Times Magazine:

 When I asked Kerry what it would take for Americans to feel safe again, he displayed a much less 
apocalyptic worldview. “We have to get back to the place we were, where terrorists are not the focus of 
our lives, but they’re a nuisance,” Kerry said. “As a former law-enforcement person, I know we’re never 
going to end prostitution. We’re never going to end illegal gambling. But we’re going to reduce it, organized
crime, to a level where it isn’t on the rise. It isn’t threatening people’s lives every day, and fundamentally, 
it’s something that you continue to fight, but it’s not threatening the fabric of your life.”

A Kinsley gaffe if ever there was one, Kerry’s comment may have helped seal his fate in that election. Even 
so, it laid down a marker of what has essentially come to pass: Though the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan go 
on, though the United States continues to assassinate actual and suspected terrorists throughout the 
Middle East and Central Asia, though security lines continue to snake around airport corners, the high-
octane politics of fear we saw in the aftermath of 9/11 has, for all intents and purposes, dissipated. The 
threat of terrorism is no longer the focus of our days—indeed, probably hasn’t been since 2006; it is instead
a nuisance, something the government continues to fight but not something threatening the fabric of our 
lives.

Yet, as others in this symposium have noted, the political infrastructure of fear—the bureaucracies and 
institutions created in the wake of 9/11, the profiling and practices of surveillance, the laws and 
enforcement agencies—survives. We still have a Department of Homeland Security and a Patriot Act, 
Guantánamo is open for service, and what my colleague Jeanne Theoharis calls “Guantánamo at home”—
the draconian policies and procedures, directed primarily at Muslims and Arabs, in the federal prison 
system—has not been scrutinized or even discussed. And all this, it hardly needs be said, nearly three years 
into the Obama Administration.
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From these polar realities—a thinning atmosphere of political fear, an expanding infrastructure of political 
fear—I draw two conclusions. First, the politics of fear is far less dependent upon the actual psychic 
experience of the public than analysts would have us think. While many believe that the individual 
emotions of the citizenry propel the policies the government pursues, I see little evidence of that. Even if 
we assume that each and every member of the public is experiencing fear, that experience still doesn’t 
explain the policies. A frightened population could just as easily inspire the government to pursue policies 
that would dampen rather than arouse fear. It is politics that produces policies, not fear.

In any event, the public’s putative experience of fear cannot explain the persistence, indeed the 
enhancement, of the kind of government policies and practices we’ve seen in the last five years or so. A 
combination of bureaucratic inertia and partisan interests, in which neither party has much incentive to do 
anything on behalf of a persecuted minority—the sorry stuff, in other words, of old-fashioned political 
science—explains far more than do speculation and experiments in social or cognitive psychology.

Second, journalists and scholars too often assume that the public is united in its fear because the objects of 
fear—terrorism, radical Islam, and so on—are equally threatening to each and every member of the public. 
But as Hobbes understood so well, men and women do argue about political threats—whether they exist, 
whom they threaten, whence they come, how to respond to them. They argue about political threats for 
the same reason they argue about other political matters: Perceptions of harm are dependent upon beliefs 
about good and evil, justice and injustice, and experiences of harm are mediated by material factors such as
one’s standing in the world.

Indeed, it was this profoundly human penchant to argue about threats that drove Hobbes to insist it was 
among the sovereign’s most important duties to simply decide, to declare by fiat, whether a nation was 
threatened or not—and that it was among the subject’s most important duties to allow the sovereign to 
make that decision. Far from assuming that this right of the sovereign to identify public threats would be 
easily accepted, however, Hobbes understood that it had to be defended through a comprehensive effort 
of popular instruction—a project, judging by the debates over national security that have punctuated 
American history from its inception (remember the Hartford Convention?), in which few governments have 
ever succeeded. That sovereigns have to assert that they are the deciders of our fears testifies to the fact 
that national security is no more a source of unity than Social Security.

As we’ve seen over the last decade, citizens still disagree about threats and how to respond to them, and 
they experience political fear in different ways. A Muslim or Arab citizen of the United States might well be 
more afraid of government surveillance than of a terrorist attack. An unemployed middle-aged woman may
be more concerned about economic insecurity or poverty than Al Qaeda. And even threats that do 
temporarily command the public’s attention seldom yield united responses beyond the very short term.

A unity of fear, then, is not an artifact of mass psychology; it is a political project, crafted through 
leadership, ideology, and collective action. Like many political projects, it often fails, or at least does not 
fully succeed. And when it fails—dissenters question whether we need be afraid, citizens cease to pay 
attention to “orange” and “red” alerts, parties focus on other items of public concern—governments either 
try to enlarge the infrastructure by insulating it against the vagaries of public opinion, or dampen the 

5



dissent. Again, old-fashioned politics.

Since 9/11, we’ve gotten used to the phrase “the politics of fear.” It’s high time we started taking the 
politics part more seriously.

--------------------

Can Trumpism Lead To A Better American Story?
www.huffingtonpost.com/deepak-chopra/can-trumpism-lead-to-a-better-american-
story_b_10570576.html

We are living at a time when the story of America is changing, with nothing but more change on the 
horizon. Therefore, we face a critical decision. Should the new American story be born out of fear or hope? 
The stark contrasts in the 2016 election make this choice inevitable. One indelible human trait is the craving
to turn our experiences into stories. These stories gather tags (now often called memes) that keep the story
straight and allow people to agree about them. "The greatest generation" is such a tag, supporting the story
of the Allied victory in World War II, which is referred to as a "good war," another tag. Politics is many 
things, but one of the most important is a war between competing stories, and if your side comes up with 
the winning story, your victory can last far beyond one election cycle.

Donald Trump has been wildly erratic when it comes to actual ideas, policies, and positions, but he rode the
crest of an immensely successful Republican story. So-called conservative "principles" are largely a 
collection of mythical storylines, and the tags that define them go back to the Nixon era. We are all familiar 
with law and order, the silent majority, morning in America, "Government isn't the solution--it's the 
problem," "Tear down this wall, Mr. Gorbachev," clash of civilizations, "Guns don't kill people--people do," 
and many other conservative memes.

So fervent is the craving for stories that the right wing clings to storylines that are totally false if your 
standard of truth is historical fact, accurate data, and pluralism. But rigidly clinging to our story is something
we all do. By the same token, we become nervous and disturbed when our story starts to fray. The right 
plays upon fear very successfully at times of national anxiety, from Nixon's "pitiful helpless giant" to Bush's 
"We don't want the smoking gun to be a mushroom cloud" to Trump's "make America great again," which 
plays upon the anxiety of national decline. Fear is a powerful motivator in the short term, even when it 
proves to be disastrously bad as a guide to action, as witness the Vietnam war and the invasion of Iraq and 
Afghanistan.

It seems likely that Donald Trump has finally reached the end of his string and will self-destruct thanks to 
his total inability to control himself. But the crisis surrounding the American story won't go away. The 
benign revolt led by Bernie Sanders isn't comparable to the toxic revolt led by Trump. Yet they share a 
refusal to go along with the American story we've been living with, and the fact that such a huge proportion
of Americans think the country is moving in the wrong direction indicates how deep our confusion, 
frustration, and discontent have progressed.
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It's a positive sign that right-wing coherence is falling apart, because the conservative storyline is freighted 
with too many malignant tendencies. That it serves to condone religious fundamentalism, Southern racism, 
the Tea Party, birthers, and Trump himself is reason enough to provoke a complete shakeup. The problems 
are less dire on the progressive side. Even though the right-wing smear machine dominates talk radio and 
has successfully turned the tags "liberal" and "progressive" into terms of disdain, the social reality--and 
historical truth--lies on the liberal side. We owe democracy, liberty, the Constitution, Social Security, 
Medicare, civil rights, cultural pluralism, immigration, and the impartial rule of law to a liberal storyline 
going back more than two centuries.

The problem for Hillary Clinton isn't as alarming as it looked in our worst nightmares, which saw Trumpism 
seizing the country, riding a tidal wave of discontent, and resulting in a chaotic, toxic political revolution. 
But assuming that she is elected, Hillary must address the fact that the old liberal story is loosely sutured 
and coming apart. Trump instigates fear about illegal immigrants, globalism, radical Islam, slow economic 
recovery, the rise of China, and home-grown terrorists, yet even without him, these are new memes that 
challenge the American story.

Presidents are in a unique position to guide a new narrative. President Obama recognized this in Ronald 
Reagan, even though Obama himself has largely been stymied by the right wing to bring about many of the 
changes he wanted. Beyond electing an Afro-American to the Presidency, which was a huge change in our 
story, other shifts on the liberal side, such as supporting democracy in the Middle East, establishing 
national health care, and normalizing relations with Russia are successes that still haven't found full 
national acceptance.

So the question remains: Will the new American story be written out of fear or hope? The times are never 
settled; the unknown is always upon us. What matters isn't how rich a country is or how dominant its 
armies are, but whether the national spirit is discouraged or confident, forward or backward looking, 
progressive or reactionary. Stories are the underpinning of psychology, and what the American psyche 
needs more than ever is self-awareness. If nothing else positive comes from with his run for the Presidency 
except wake people up so that we can re-examine ourselves, Trump will have done one good thing.

Deepak Chopra MD, FACP, founder of The Chopra Foundation and co-founder of The Chopra Center for 
Wellbeing, is a world-renowned pioneer in integrative medicine and personal transformation, and is Board 
Certified in Internal Medicine, Endocrinology and Metabolism.  He is a Fellow of the American College of 
Physicians and a member of the American Association of Clinical Endocrinologists. The World Post and The 
Huffington Post global internet survey ranked Chopra #17 influential thinker in the world and #1 in 
Medicine. Chopra is the author of more than 80 books translated into over 43 languages, including 
numerous New York Times bestsellers. His latest books are Super Genes co-authored with Rudolph Tanzi, 
PhD  and Quantum Healing (Revised and Updated): Exploring the Frontiers of Mind/Body Medicine.  
www.deepakchopra.com
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