Some Guy: 
That's the problem though, it slowly evolved from "fix Wall Street" to "fix the Earth and every problem on it". It was a good-hearted if naive movement that has exceeded it's scope and degenerated into anarchy and chaos.

While the sentiment is sweet and would make a lovely Hallmark card those of us who are based in reality understand that all the world's problems can't be fixed with one movement. If it were possible the hippies would have solved it in the 60's and 70's. That is what people are trying to explain to you.

Occupier:
At the same time, the idea that the OWS protesters must somehow involve themselves in every step of the policy process is absurd. The movement, as it exists in the present, is pure Kingdon: a glob of people consistently producing problem stream-defining events. Why would one advise against letting them continue doing what they do best while allowing organizations that don't include ADF to make use of the policy windows OWS opens? (The answer is sour grapes and/or a poor understanding of political theory).

Me:
I submit that OWS will open absolutely no policy windows. The general public has turned against the movement. Whether this was caused by media corruption (which it wasn't) or poor behavior by the protesters is irrelevant. If the public aren't buying what OWS is selling, politicians of neither party will attempt to cater to their whims. Party's over.

Occupier:
I think you're confusing OWS with the some other group.
http://www.people-press.org/2011/11/29/more-now-disagree-with-tea-party-%E2%80%93-even-in-tea-party-districts/?src=prc-headline

The situation with OWS is both more positive and more nuanced than you imply. Put simply, complaints about OWS's tactics haven't yet translated into the groundswell of scorn you report. In fact, overall favor towards OWS has consistently outpaced disfavor with the American public. This was true during the summer and hasn't changed. Check it:

http://www.people-press.org/2011/12/15/section-2-occupy-wall-street-and-inequality/

I think the problem is that you're confusing the consensus of your self-selected online social groups with genuine public opinion. Not everyone works themselves into disgusted rages every day at the Damn Dirty Slanderous OWS or has trained themselves to instantly associate the brand with murder rape hobocrime. It's important to recognize this.

It's also important to keep wishful political forecasts plausible. I mean, just listen to yourself for a second. Your argument is that a party still hurting from a midterm rout and desperate to close the widening "enthusiasm gap" by recapturing the young liberals who turned out in droves in '08 won't pander the fuck out of themselves all over a large voting bloc of primarily young liberals. Do you honestly believe this is a reasonable claim? (Please say no. I want to believe you're not delusional)

I'm open to arguments that the movement won't be able to reestablish its energy or its media presence during the generals, that the lack of focus, political will, or commitment on the part of a disorganized Democratic party will result in fumbled advocacy, decisions, or implementation further along the policy process, etc. Many valid arguments can be made here. "OWS IS A POLITICAL THIRD RAIL" isn't one of them.

Me:
1. I can quote polls too! Here, have a couple:
http://www.publicpolicypolling.com/main/2011/11/occupy-wall-street-favor-fading.html
http://www.quinnipiac.edu/institutes-and-centers/polling-institute/national/release-detail?ReleaseID=1670
http://blog.timesunion.com/capitol/archives/88682/poll-fewer-voters-view-ows-favorably/

2.    No, I do not believe that the Democratic establishment is going to spend much time pandering to a movement that has resulted in 1000+ arrests and plenty of murder/rape allegations. I have a lot of problems with the Democratic establishment, but they are not stupid.

3. I'm not here to defend the Tea Party.

Me:
Capitalism has its flaws, but I will hang onto it to the bitter end. Yes, we do need a very small government saftey net to keep people from starving in the streets, and a little regulation over corporations is necessary, but a switch to full- on socialism or communism is a horrible idea.

Some Guy:
Canada is a nation employing many social practices (free healthcare, subsidized government housing, social assistance, etc.) and we're doing alright. I fail to see what's so wrong with socialism. Communism, obviously, has never really worked. In fact, Lenin and Stalin's ideas of communism were pretty far away from the ideals of the actual Marxism upon which socialism is loosely based. You could argue that real communism has never really been employed. Socialism, on the other hand, has and continues to work. Look at many Scandinavian countries, such as Norway. Norway is likely one of only a select few countries which has weathered the recession. I'd like to think that the reason for this is their socialist policies.

What I'm trying to say is that capitalism can be good, and socialism can be good. However, a lot of people demonize socialism just because "everyone else does", especially in the States. To people like that who may be reading this--this isn't the fucking cold war. Head out of ass, plz.

Me:
My main objection to socialism is that I don't feel the government should be making everyone's lives nice and cushy. That isn't its job. You should work for living and not expect the government to pay your way. Also, I feel people should keep most of what they earn. As for Scandinavia, check the population of those countries, and compare them to countries like the US and UK. In a nation as huge as America, cradle-to-grave entitlements are not viable. There are simply too many people for the government to look after and the money just isn't there. Western Europe tried out socialism lately and it backfired. Now they are shifting back towards capitalism.

Capitalism has its flaws and sometimes it screws up, but for the most part it's been very good to America.

Occupier:
1. Congratulations. The polls you posted are pretty interesting. It appears that public opinion with regard to OWS is much more volatile that I assumed. Still, not necessarily in a negative way. In the November national polls you link, people who "didn't know enough" about OWS ranged between 20% and 30%. In December, public opinion nationwide seems to have crystallized along generally favorable lines with 9% undecided. I'm surprised that it took so long for some people to make up their minds. 

2. Then you've crossed the line from wishful thinking to denial. You remind me a lot of an old family friend who was utterly convinced that Bill Clinton's image as a sleazy scumbag Lothario would absolutely ruin him. Similarly, you seem to be under the mistaken impression that the views of your small corner of the conservative blogosphere are representative of the national mood. I have no idea how you maintain this impression while simultaneously linking me to a poll that states that a majority of NY state voters (57%, Third link down, page six of the study.) were fine with OWS's murder rape meth crimes continuing unabated, but here we are. I ask you again to understand that, while your reaction to the unwashed hippies of OWS is one of Frank Miller-style visceral disgust, this isn't true of everyone. Or most people. While OWS is politically toxic to you and people like you, so is Obama and the rest of his entire party. The idea that the DNC would forego pandering to something composed of the people who put Obama over the top in the last election to avoid making you mad is absurd.

3. I know. I just like drawing the occasional comparison when conservatives complain about the ability of Leaderless, Fractured, Dysfunctional groups to agenda-set in a politically valuable manner. The comparison isn't apples-to-apples, of course, and I hope OWS can maintain its (relative) focus and avoid that sort of infighting and ultimate fizzling, but I think the occasional reminder is valuable.

Occupier:
So, what I'm hearing is that a country with a larger economic base, one capable of larger economies of scale, will find the implementation of similar social programs more difficult than a smaller, less able one. I see.

Also, you have got to be fucking kidding me. You did not just call the EU of Monti, Papademos, and an even more powerful European Commission one that is "shifting back towards capitalism." Either you're trolling me or don't know what words mean and are purely angry about People Getting Cushy Free Rides rather than genuinely philosophically opposed to centralized economic control. I'm honestly beginning to believe that someone could successfully sell you Socialism so long as they also promised you a side of austerity measures. As a total coincidence, I happen to be a member of the North American Technocracy movement and,

Me:
I couldn't help but notice that you are only responding to me. On two seperate forums no less! If I were a lesser man, I might claim to have gotten under your skin. You have already shown that you regard anyone with which you disagree as ignorant, crazy, and dilusional. Most of your responses consist of restating what I already said, followed by an insult. I don't particularly like debating someone who mistakes personal attacks for good points.

In summary:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XVCtkzIXYzQ

Occupier:
It's nothing personal, you just happen to keep making oddly expansive assertions for which your evidence and argumentation is suspect. Also, three posts per thread isn't much of a trend, especially when you keep responding to me. 

I apologize if I offended you or if I'm harshing the positive vibes of this thread in general, but is this it? Are you actually willing or able to justify your assertion that increased centralized economic control by supranational, technocratic bodies represents a move towards capitalism or is your one and only argument that I'm being a jerk for not respecting every earnestly held opinion regardless of its ability to reflect reality? I don't think everyone who disagrees with me is ignorant or crazy. I really don't. Unfortunately, statements like the italicized and your apparent belief that differences between real political and economic systems are "just your opinion, man" make it really difficult for me to believe that you're sufficiently knowledgeable about this or previously discussed topics.

If this is still too insulting for you, just say so and I promise I won't respond to you again.

Me:
1. I and several others have already given several examples of large countries flirting with socialism and failing. Here's another: Greece tried socialism. Soon, they realized they were out of money and went "Oh, shit. We better dump some of these social programs." In response, a bunch of citizens went berserk over the loss of their entitlements and started burning shit in the street.

2. For every poll you give me that says support for OWS is up, I can show you one that says the opposite. So, lets just ignore that for a moment. Let's say you are John Q. Public. When you turn on the TV, what do you see related to OWS? Screaming young people, 1000+ arrests, numerous accusations of rape and murder, public officials voicing saftey and health concerns, and local business owners sobbing over the loss of their livlihood due to a mass protest making the area inhospitable. If you are just an average joe, there is no way you can look at this and nod happily to yourself. More to the point, news stories about OWS just aren't as prominent as they used to be. I mean, they're around, but it isn't the 24-hour coverage it was a few months ago. While we could go into conspiracy theory mode and say the media is trying to stifle the movement, more realistically news sources concentrate on whatever interests viewers. That's how they make their money. I'm guessing people are tired of hearing about it. OWS just isn't as sexy as it used to be. I have no doubt that Obama will invoke class warfare as part of hos re-election campaign, but I seriously doubt he will spend much time or effort appealing to OWS.

Occupier:
1. I looked back at the thread and saw a handwave towards Western Europe as a whole and something about Mexico. I think both of these claims need to be qualified before yet another is made. Also, Greece is neither particularly large as countries go nor a socialist country. This is, unless by "socialism" you mean "social programs in general". American conservatives before the mid 1970s (such as guaranteed minimum income-supporting, price and wage-controlling hippie commie faggot Richard Nixon) understood this distinction, you're not using words right, etc, but I digress. I understand what you mean enough to address your assertion. My problem with this one is the same as my problem with all of your previous ones: it's simplistic, overbroad, and overambitious.


Did Greece's spending on social programs (again, != socialism) contribute to its insolvency? Of course. However, it's dangerously reductive to claim that this is the direct or only cause. Greece's social spending was well in line with that of the rest of the EU while its military spending, as a factor of GDP, is the highest in the EU. Greece also has a revenue problem. It has a corporate tax rate 10% lower than our own, collects substantially less income tax (again, as a factor of GDP) than other EU countries, and sports hilariously high levels of tax evasion for a variety of legal, social, and historical reasons. It's also in an economically precarious position. Depending on the year, up to a fifth of Greece's GDP is produced by rich people from other countries vacationing there. Still, even with all of this being true, Greece managed to muddle along. This is, until 2007-2008, when a lot of people became a lot less rich. Even that wasn't the end of the world. Much like businesses, governments can temporarily weather poor conditions by borrowing money to meet immediate costs of operation. Greece was able to do so for a time, until the European Sovereign Debt Crisis, in which the concerns of already skittish investors about its ability to continue servicing its debt resulted in its debt becoming vastly more expensive and impossible to service. (This narrative is a bit simplistic still, but I have to stop somewhere. I'm trying to write a post rather than a journal article)

So, uh, no. The Greek default was the product of a number of factors. Your claim that its insolvency was primarily or wholly do to spending on social programs, which are both unremarkable in European terms and only modestly decreased by austerity measures, is simplistic and, more importantly, wrong. It would be similarly wrong of ADF to come in and claim that Greece's problems are solely due to the international boom and bust cycles of modern finance capitalism. Greece's problems were and continue to be more systemic than that and to focus on either to the detriment of its other serious problems (revenue, unemployment, economic specialization, etc.) is to put your agenda before reality. 

I'm glad you stopped calling its response to the sovereign debt crisis "a return to capitalism," though. Thanks for that.

2. No, I'd rather not just ignore that for the moment. Not just because the polls you posted appear to illustrate trends more beneficial to my argument than yours, but because there's really no reason to reduce this specific question about real, verifiable fact to a matter of personal opinion. I'll totally admit I'm wrong if you submit a meta-analysis of December national polling data that shows the Pew set to be a statistical outlier, but, until then, there's no reason for me to "agree to disagree" based on no evidence or even convincing critique of poll methodology.

As John Q. Public, I only watch 2.7 hours of TV a day and the majority of that is Dancing with the Stars and NCIS. As me, InternetHumanitarian, I just looked that up on the internet because I have little firsthand knowledge of what John Q. Public actually watches or does with his time. Neither, I suspect, do you. The difference between us is that I don't automatically equate my personal emotional reactions with common sentiment. Before assuming that The Common American adores or is viscerally disgusted by OWS, I look it up. Apparently, a plurality of Average Joes actually did nod happily to themselves. (Or are they only Average Joes when they're conservatives? Fashionably Atypical But Ultimately Samey Milquetoast Liberal Joes, then.)

Also, please make up your mind. Is Average Joe being bombarded with constant images of rapemurder methcrimes or the occasional, perfunctory checkup on OWS's smaller, largely indoors winter protests? Is OWS pure political poison as you originally maintained or simply boring? You appear to be moving towards the second, less ambitious claim, so why burden yet another post with another attempt to curry visceral disgust I obviously don't share? If OWS is simply "less sexy" and Average Joe is simply "tired of hearing about it," as you say later in your post, your previous sentences about how unsexy and disturbing it used to be seem both irrelevant and contradictory.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Finally, if you have no doubt that Obama's plank will include (I cannot put enough quotes around the following words to express the inherent absurdity of the idea of neoliberal)"class warfare," why are you so doubtful of his willingness to pander to the very group that has proven effective in agenda-setting for it? What else is he going to do, attempt to lure young voters via the sheer populist buzz of Organizing For America? I think your insistence that a Democratic candidate hurting for the kind of support he once had won't attempt to tap OWS by appealing to its brand identity is politically naive, but, until the generals, this really is only my opinion.
