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warming koolaid.   Finally,  Tim Dunkin suggests 
that Obama and his allies have unwittingly helped 
to  advance  the  conservative,  constitutionalist 
agenda.

Slot Machines and One Way Ratchets
By Ken Martin

It’s a pet peeve of mine. I never refer to 
the Left in this country (or any other) as “liberals.” 
I haven’t in years and don’t plan to start.

The Left is a lot of things, and there are a 
lot  of  handy  terms  one  can  use.  Democrats, 
obviously,  or  whatever  party  name  they  claim. 
Progressives,  sometimes,  although  that’s  a  bit 
deceptive  since  their  program  is  anything  but. 
However, they like the term and they have a long 
history of using it to describe themselves, so I will 
occasionally entertain their conceit. Many of them 
are Marxists, so that one fits. And much of their 
program is fascist  in economic terms, as is  their 
insistence  on  groupthink.   They  are  hugely 
conformist  and  when  they  have  the  power  to 
enforce it  on the rest  of society they do so with 
gusto.

I  usually  refer  to  them  as  populists, 
because they are, and because it’s a word that isn’t 
obviously pejorative,  though it  usually is  when I 
use  it.  And  “Left”,  of  course,  fits  almost  all 
occasions.

But “liberal”?  No. That they are not.

Their  every  program  is  designed  to 
deliver more power into the hands of government, 
everything  they  do  is  designed  to  empower  the 
center of government and strip power away from 

the  people.  Whatever  their  stated  purpose, 
whatever the crisis of the moment or the problem 
they  claim  to  be  solving,  the  answer  is  always 
more power to the center  and the creation of an 
oligarchy to which they aspire to belong. In their 
minds,  it's  rule  by  “the  best  and  the  brightest,” 
which  they  assume  will  naturally,  obviously 
include themselves.

Classic liberal thought, on the other hand, 
is  the  polar  opposite.  It  envisions  decentralized 
power, distributed power, a thousand or a million 
or three hundred million focal points of power as 
opposed to one. For them the primary calculus is 
not the accumulation of power or the concentration 
of it, but rather its proper limitation.

It  sees  individual  liberty  as  the  highest 
good and that the goal of government is to defend 
that  good.  It  sees  liberty as a  gift  from God the 
Father without which men can never fully or truly 
serve Him.

It  does  not  come  from  government.  It 
couldn’t  be  bestowed  by  government  because 
government doesn’t have it to give. People are free 
as  their  birthright.  Government  has  nothing  that 
the people did not themselves first deputize it  to 
have.

In classic liberal thinking government is a 
utility. It grants nothing; it has only those powers 
the people grant to it and they retain the ultimate 
power to ungrant and undeputize as need be.
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Another word that has to be understood in 
context  is  our  familiar  word  “conservative.” 
American  conservatives  are  conservatives  of  a 
particular stripe. I even hesitate to use the term to 
describe  them because  there  are  “conservatives” 
and  then  there  are  “conservatives,”  so  to  speak. 
We are not monarchists, we are not blood and soil 
nationalists  in  the  European  sense.  We  are 
creatures of a different kind.

American  conservatives  are 
constitutionalists. They believe in liberty and rule 
of law. Their constant touchstone is the American 
Constitution,  which  is  the  quintessential  classic 
liberal  document,  strictly  defining  the  terms  of 
power and the limits of that same power. They are, 
in short, classic liberals rooted in a Judeo-Christian 
worldview.  If  we  pointed  to  two  philosophers 
whose  beliefs  informed  and  typified  American 
conservative thought, two obvious names come to 
mind - John Locke and Edmund Burke. Locke was 
read by the founding fathers, and Burke was their 
contemporary and to some degree their supporter.

Locke, the “father of classic liberalism,” 
was a Christian and he believed that liberty was a 
gift from God along with life itself, and the right to 
property, which is the fruit of your life’s project.

Burke is often referred to as the father of 
conservatism. He was also a Christian and he was 
politically a Whig, which means he was likewise a 
classic  liberal.  His  conservatism  was  of  a  very 
particular  kind,  intended  always  to  preserve 
freedom  and  limit  the  arbitrary  authority  of 
government, including most especially the abuses 
of lawless government.

Blend  Locke  and  Burke  and  you  have 
something  on  the  order  of  what  the  average 
American conservative believes:

• Individual liberty.

• Individual responsibility.

• Limited government.

• Private property, which is the right to pursue 
your own private projects in life,  and to the 
fruit  of  what  you  have  built.  In  that  sense 
property  can’t  be  separated  from  your 
ownership  of  your  life.  Beyond  that,  in  a 
practical  sense,  private  property  is 
fundamentally quite simple because you can’t 
be free if you are completely dependent on the 
civil authority for your every breath and for 
your home and the food on your plate.

• That your life doesn’t belong to government, 
it belongs to you, vouchsafed and entrusted to 
you by your Creator to whom you owe your 
ultimate allegiance. 

Your  understanding  of  what  liberty 
means,  and  your  understanding  of  where  liberty 
comes from will determine on which side of the 
great political and philosophical divide you come 
down on. If you understand liberty as God-given, 
and as being your right to live your life as you see 
fit, and to pursue your life’s projects, and to raise 
your  family  free  of  arbitrary  interference  from 
authority; if you expect to make decisions and pay 
the costs of your decisions, then you are a classic 
liberal  and  you  are,  in  American  terms,  a 
conservative.

This kind of liberty is not the absence of 
government, but exists in direct proportion to your 
capacity  and  your  neighbor’s  capacity  for  self-
government.  It  exists  in your  capacity to respect 
your neighbor and in his capacity to respect you in 
turn. These are moral qualities. In the absence of 
this capacity for self-rule, which is self-control, in 
the  absence  of  this  internalized  respect  for  your 
neighbor  and  his  for  you,  freedom  becomes 
impossible.

This  is  why  again  and  again  we  are 
reminded that only a moral people can be free. In 
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the  absence  of  this  moral  capacity  for  freedom, 
freedom becomes an intolerable burden and people 
will beg their betters to rid them of it, they will beg 
government to step in and do what they themselves 
refuse to do or cannot do.

This is what is at the root of our biggest 
political battles, the war between those who insist 
on  governing  themselves  and  those  who  can’t, 
won’t, and won’t let anyone else either. When you 
see  a  politician  or  a  political  movement  that 
proposes the shifting of even more power to the 
political  core  and the  oligarchy,  this  is  someone 
who either has lost  faith in freedom, he has lost 
faith in rule of law, or he expects to be a part of 
that oligarchy himself.

Which leads me to an unpleasant topic.

If  you  understand  that  freedom and  the 
rule of law and the capacity for self-government 
are moral in nature then you will understand that 
moral decay will rob you of your freedom. Liberty 
cannot be sustained separate from the moral order. 
If you are not capable of ruling yourself you aren’t 
free and you  can’t  be free.  If  you  do not accept 
responsibility  for  the  costs  that  are  the  natural 
consequence of your decisions then similarly you 
are not capable of ruling yourself.  You aren’t free 
and aren’t capable of remaining so.

Which is  why before the political  battle 
can be won, the moral  battle has to be engaged. 
Lose the moral battle and politically you have no 
chance. You may sometimes think you’re winning, 
but  it’s  like  playing  the  slot  machines.  Keep 
feeding coins and pulling the lever and you keep 
winning  and  winning  and  winning  until  finally 
your pockets are empty, your charge card's maxed 
out, and you can’t figure out what hit you.

This is a moral battle before it is political, 
and it  has  to be won there first  or  you  have  no 
chance.

This  brings  me  to  another  unpleasant 
topic.

Governments  rise  from the  people  they 
govern.   Even  bad  governments  do,  even 
dictatorships inevitably reflect the character of the 
people they govern for good or ill.

It  is not possible that a government  that 
respects  individual  liberty  should  arise  from 
people  who  don’t  understand  freedom.  And  it’s 
impossible  that  a  people  who  have  lost  faith  in 
freedom  should  be  able  to  generate  the  kind  of 
government that respects what they have lost faith 
in. Our struggle isn’t just about electoral politics. 
If  things  have  got  to  the  point  that  your  liberty 
hangs on any one election it’s because the moral 
climate  that  freedom  requires  has  already  been 
damaged  almost  beyond  return.  A  moral  people 
will  be  free,  and  if  their  numbers  are  sufficient 
they will inevitably bear as fruit a government that 
reflects  that.   Moral  people  won’t  tolerate  any 
other.

If you are faced with losing your freedom 
you  must  understand  that  the  political  battle 
you’ve  lost  reflects  a  more  fundamental  moral 
battle which you are likewise losing.

Probably  no  one  wants  to  read  about 
morality in their political commentary, but at this 
point it  can’t  be avoided anymore.  Did you ever 
believe  you  would  be  this  close  to  losing  the 
constitution as quickly and as dramatically as what 
we are seeing now? Until now we’ve been giving 
ground by inches and we’ve always assumed we’d 
make it up next election, but it’s a one-way ratchet 
and once the ground is  lost  it  is  usually lost  for 
good.  Over  time the  steady movement  has  been 
away  from  individual  liberty,  away  from 
decentralized power, away from classically liberal 
limited  government  and  away  from 
constitutionalism.  We’re  losing  ground  and 
looking around for someone to blame and to defeat 
next time out but this isn’t something that can be 
won  by  simply  defeating  this  or  that  corrupt 
candidate.  Fully  half  the country votes  for  these 
people, which means the decay runs deep. Get rid 
of  this  misfit  and  there  is  a  very  long  line  of 
corrupt  misfits  ready  to  take  his  place,  because 
there  is  a  very  deep  backfield  of  voters  and 
citizens who do not recognize corruption when it is 
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in  their  faces,  and  who  no  longer  believe  in 
freedom, and no longer really even know what it 
means to live as a free man or woman.

And  to  be  honest,  there  are  plenty  of 
posers in the constitutionalist party as well.

We  may  get  through  this  constitutional 
crisis but I can assure you it won’t be the last, we 
are  going to find ourselves  being pushed farther 
and  farther  back  until  we  are  outnumbered  and 
ultimately irrelevant. 

Unless  and  until  we  engage  the 
underlying moral battle.

Darwinism and the Religion of 
Socialism

By Linda Kimball

"Socialism is precisely the religion that must  
overwhelm  Christianity...In  the  new  order,  
socialism  will  triumph."  Antonio  Gramsci, 
1915

Enrico  Ferri (1856-1929),  a  prominent 
socialist  of  his  day,  was  an Italian  criminologist 
who for  many years  was  the editor  of  Avanti,  a 
socialist  daily.  Writing  in  “Socialism  and 
Religious Beliefs,”  he  spoke  of  the all-important 
connection  between  Darwin’s  theory  and 
socialism: “I add that not only is Darwinism not  
contrary to socialism, but that it forms one of its  
fundamental scientific premises. As Virchow justly  
remarked,  socialism  is  nothing  else  than  the 
logical and vital outcome partly of Darwinism and 
partly of Spencerian evolution.”(www.marxists.org/
archive/ferri/1894/religion.htm)

Ferri  frankly  discussed  how  and  why 
evolutionary  socialism  serves  as  an  alternate 
religion:  “...socialism  is  joined  to  religious 
evolution and tends to substitute itself for religion 
because it desires precisely that humanity should  
have…its  own  ‘terrestrial  paradise’  without  
having to wait for it in a ‘something beyond’…the  
socialist  movement has  numerous characteristics  
common…to  primitive  Christianity,  notably  its  
ardent faith in the ideal.” (ibid.)

Religious  evolutionary  socialism  is  a 
secularized  and  darkly-inverted  mirror  image  of 
the  Christian  teaching  of  divine  providence. 
Whereas the Biblical model teaches that man and 

history  are  moving  towards  the  transcendent 
Kingdom  of  God,  so-called  “scientific” 
evolutionary-socialism  preaches  that  man  and 
history are  evolving toward a terrestrial  paradise 
created by little 'g' godmen. The notion that both 
history  and  man  are  evolving  upward  through 
successive  evolutionary  stages  is  what  British 
philosopher  Mary Midgley termed the “Escalator  
Myth.”

Speaking  of  religious  evolutionary 
socialism's  creation  account,  Ferri  candidly 
admitted:  “...modern  positive  science…has  
substituted the conception of natural causality for  
the conception of miracles and divinity” (ibid.)  In 
other words, God the Father - transcendent Creator 
of the universe - has been magically subsumed into 
His  own  creation  and  is  now  an  impersonal 
animating  force  variously  called  for  example, 
natural  causation,  natural  selection,  the  spirit  of 
evolution, the goddess of historical necessity, élan 
vitale, and the Force. 

In  place  of  Original  Sin,  noted  David 
Horowitz,  “The  victorious  radicals  had 
proclaimed a theology of Reason in which equality 
of  condition  was  the  natural  and  true  order  of  
creation. In their Genesis, the loss of equality was 
the  ultimate  source  of  mankind’s’  suffering  and  
evil…The ownership of private property became a  
secular version of original sin. Redemption…was 
possible  only through the  Revolution that  would 
abolish  property  and  open  the  gates  to  the  
Socialist  Eden--  -  to  paradise  regained.”  (“The 
Politics of  Bad  Faith”   found  at 
http://  www.discoverthenetwork.com  )

Notorious conservatism at its finest, at 
http://www.notoriouslyconservative.com  !  
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In  the  religious  evolutionary  project, 
everything  from the  cosmos  to  all  living  things, 
cultural  institutions,  morality,  truth,  law, 
sovereignty,  norms,  and  language  are  subject  to 
evolution,  or  change.  The  cosmos,  or  “supreme 
being,”  is  alive  and  in  a  constant  state  of 
transformative change. In speaking of the cosmos 
Lenin used explicitly  religious terminology: “We 
may regard the material and cosmic world as the  
supreme being, as the cause of all causes, as the  
creator of heaven and earth.” (Vladimir Lenin, as 
quoted in Francis Nigel Lee's  Communism versus  
Creation, p. 28)

Even  the  convoluted  double-speak  so 
peculiar to religious evolutionary socialism is itself 
founded  upon  the  notion  of  evolution,  or 
continuous change, which explains why truth is a 
stranger  to  evolutionary  dialectics.  In  Trotsky’s 
words:  “Vulgar  thought  operates  with  such 
concepts  as  capitalism,  morals,  freedom…etc.  
Dialectic  thinking  analyses  all  things  and  
phenomena  in  their  continuous  change.  
Dialectics…teaches  us  to  combine  syllogisms  in  
such a way as to bring our understanding closer to  
eternally  changing  reality.”  (The  ABC  of  
Dialectics,  Leon  Trotsky, 
www.marxists.org/  archive/trotsky  )

According to double-speaker Engels, “An 
exact  representation  of  the  universe,  of  its  
evolution, of the development of mankind, and of  
the reflection of this evolution in the minds of men,  
can…only be  obtained  by  the  methods  of  
dialectics.” (“The Making of  Utopian Socialism,” 
Frederick Engels,  www.marxists.org)  Note: there 
can  be  no  exact  representation  of  anything  if 
change is continuous.

As  double-speak  indicates  a  need  for 
secrecy,  it  comes  as  no  surprise  that  religious 
evolutionary  socialism  is  in  reality  a  stew  of 
Christian  heresy,  alchemy,  Roisicrucianism, 
spiritism,  Hermeticism,  and  Gnosticism,  among 
other discarded esoteric teachings.

Just  like  today's  arrogant  Liberals,  pre-
Christian  Gnostics  saw  themselves  as  the 
“anointed”  and  claimed  an  ability  to  tap  into 
“secret” deep gnosis knowable only to adepts like 
themselves,  hence  they  were  practitioners  of 
“divination.”  Modern  Gnostics  on  our  United 
States  Supreme  Court  have  claimed  to  receive 
secret  gnosis  from  “auras,  penumbras,  and 
emanations”  during  their  readings  of  our 
Constitution. For obvious reasons, Gnosticism has 

a  history  of  attracting  quacks,  libertines,  and 
megalomaniacs.

In  the  theology  of  religious  socialism, 
Judgment  Day is  the Day of  Revolution. This is 
the day of redemption when the evil bourgeoisie - 
conservatives  of  every  color,  Christians,  white 
males,  pro-lifers,  all  heterosexuals,  Tea  Partiers, 
Rush  Limbaugh,  Glenn  Beck,  property  owners, 
gun rights advocates,  Free Republic, and in short, 
all  sane  people  -  will  be  damned  to  perdition. 
Likewise,  all  “evil”  norms,  universal  morality, 
standards,  civil  organizations,  and  social 
institutions such as the traditional  family will be 
demolished, thus allowing equality of condition to 
prevail.  This  is  what  religious  socialists  -  the 
Progressive  Left  -  mean  when  they  rhapsodize 
about “peace.”

In  a  brutal  condemnation  of  the  Left, 
David  Horowitz  wrote:  “In  every  revolutionary 
battle in this century, the Left has been a vanguard 
without  a  viable  future  to  offer,  whose  only  
purpose  was  to  destroy  whatever  civilization  
actually existed. Consider: If no one had believed  
Marx’s idea, there would have been no Bolshevik 
Revolution…Hitler  would  not  have  come  to  
power; there would have been no cold war.” (The 
Politics of Bad Faith) Additionally, more than one 
hundred  million  people  would  not  have  been 
sacrificed  on  the  bloody  altar  of  the  socialist 
“cause.”

During  Woodrow  Wilson's  presidency, 
powerful and influential Progressive socialists and 
fellow  travelers  -  atheist  humanists,  Deweyites, 
fascists,  communists,  anarchists,  and  Fabians  - 
launched  a  long  term  campaign  to  insidiously 
replace  America's  founding  Christian-based 
worldview  with  the  metaphysical  foundations  of 
religious  evolutionary  socialism.  By  1932, 
William Z. Foster,  head of the  Communist Party 
USA brazenly  declared:  “Class  ideologies…will  
give place to scientific materialist philosophy…the 
American  Soviet  government  will…further  the  
cultural  revolution (by  doing)  the  following: 
schools,  colleges,  universities  will  be 
coordinated…under  the  National  Department  of  
Education…studies  will  be  revolutionized…
cleansed  of  religious,  patriotic…ideology…
students  will  be  taught…Marxian  dialectical  
materialism;  general  ethics  of  the  new  socialist  
society.  Science  will  become  materialistic…God 
will be banished from laboratories as well as from 
schools.” (“Toward Soviet America” by William 
Z. Foster, 1932)
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The  campaign  has  been  a  resounding 
success,  for now America's  Constitution is  dead, 
say  Thomas  E.  Woods  and  Kevin  Gutzman, 
authors of Who Killed the Constitution?

"The crisis we face today is the culmination of  
decades of offenses against the Constitution by 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  justices,  
presidents, and congresses alike, all of whom 
have  essentially  rejected  the  idea  that  the 
Constitution  possesses  a  fixed  meaning  
limiting  the  power  of  the  U.S.  government.  
That  idea  was  not  a  minor  aspect  of  the  
Constitution;  it  was  the  very  purpose  of  the 
Constitution." (p. 1-2)

In other words, the  unalienable rights of 
all  Americans  are  self-evident  truths  whose 
meaning  is  fixed (immutable),  which  means  not 
subject to evolution (change).

Linda  Kimball  is  a  writer  and  author  of 
numerous  published  articles  and  essays  on 
culture,  politics,  and  worldview.  She  is  a 
member  of  the  New  Media  Alliance, 
Grassroots.org,  and MoveOff.

Religion Resurgent
By Robert Maynard

According  to  Mark  Steyn  in  his  book, 
America  Alone:  The  End  Of  The  World  As  We  
Know It,  the  combination  of  a  demographically 
prolific  Islam,  coupled with their  strong cultural 
confidence, presents a major long term threat to a 
Western civilization that is in demographic decline 
and is paralyzed by self doubt. He considers the 
cause already lost in Europe and sees America as 
standing  alone  in  defending  the  values  of  a 
civilization that  brought  us  the notion of human 

rights,  technological  progress,  and unprecedented 
economic  development.  This  is  a  battle  of 
demographic numbers and will, which could result 
in a coming dark age if America is to lose it. As 
Steyn points out, while the developed world used 
to have a 30% to 15% edge over the Islamic world 
in demographic numbers as a percentage of total 
world  population,  the  numbers  are  now  about 
equal at 20% each. The trend is tilting even more 
in favor of radical Islam as time goes by.

This  picture  does  tend  to  look  a  little 
bleak  until  one  accounts  for  other  demographic 
trends not explored my Mr. Steyn. In an article in 
the  current  edition  of  "First  Things"  magazine 
entitled "Secularization Falsified," Peter L. Berger, 
director of the Institute for the Study of Economic 
Culture  at  Boston  University,  explores  these 
trends. Mr. Berger points out that:

"Looked at globally, there are two particularly  
powerful  religious  explosions  —  resurgent  
Islam and dynamic evangelical Protestantism.  
Passionate Islamic movements are on the rise 
throughout  the  Muslim  world,  from  the  
Atlantic  Ocean to the China Sea,  and in the  
Muslim  diaspora  in  the  West.  The  rise  of  
evangelical  Protestantism  has  been  less  
noticed  by  intellectuals,  the  media,  and  the 
general  public  in  Western  countries,  partly  
because nowhere is it associated with violence  
and partly because it more directly challenges  
the  assumptions of  established  elite  opinion:  
David Martin, a leading British sociologist of  
religion, has called it  a "revolution that was  
not  supposed  to  happen."  Yet  it  has  spread 
more rapidly and over a larger geographical  
area than resurgent Islam. What is more, the  
Islamic  growth  has  occurred  mostly  in  
populations  that  were  already  Muslim  —  a  
revitalization  rather  than  a  conversion.  By  
contrast,  evangelical  Protestantism has  been  
penetrating  parts  of  the  world  in  which  this 
form of religion was hitherto unknown. And it  
has done so by means of mass conversions."

In addition to being a match for Islam in 
the demographic trends, evangelical Protestantism 
is  also  a  match  for  them in  the  area  of  cultural 
confidence.  It  has  been  observed  by  the  group 
"Christian Freedom International" that there have 
been more Christian martyrs  in the 20th Century 
than  all  the  other  nineteen  combined.  Today's 
Christians  in  what  is  called  "The  persecuted 
Church" see themselves as the heirs of early First 
Century Christianity,  which grew rapidly despite 
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heavy persecution and martyrdom. In fact, groups 
like "Voice of the Martyrs," sees their rapid growth 
as  a  result  of  patiently  suffering  martyrdom  for 
their cause. As Burger points out, this movement 
has strong ties and origins in America, which is its 
major funding base.

This  trend  is  also  attested  to  by  Philip 
Jenkins,  Distinguished  Professor  of  Religious 
Studies and History at Penn State, in his book The 
Next  Christendom:  The  Coming  of  Global  
Christianity.  While, as Mr. Steyn points out in his 
book,  worldwide  Islam  makes  up  20%  of  the 
world's population, Christians make up 30%. They 
are  mostly growing  in  what  Jenkins  refers  to  as 
The Global South. Another interesting book is one 
by  former  senior  correspondent  for  Time 
Magazine David Aikman entitled Jesus in Beijing:  
How Christianity Is Changing the Global Balance  
of  Power. Aikman points out  that  Christianity is 
experiencing  strong  growth  as  an  underground 
movement in China. Many of the pro-Democracy 
demonstrators  from the  late  1980s  have  become 
Christian  and  a  growing  number  of  Chinese 
intellectuals are coming to see Christianity as the 
source of the success of Western civilization. They 
are  coming  to  believe  that  China  must  adopt 
Christianity  if  it  ever  wants  to  match  the  West. 
This penetration is even starting to reach into the 
Communist  Party.  The  book  predicts  that,  in  a 
generation or two, the rise of Christianity in China 
could make that country an ally of the U.S. in the 
struggle  against  radical  Islam,  as  Christians  gain 
more influence there.

Military Intelligence expert Ralph Peters 
wrote  a  book  entitled  New  Glory:  Expanding 
America's  Global  Supremacy.   In  that  book  he 
talks  not  only  about  the  growing  decline  of 
Europe, but the coming importance of places like 
South Africa and the countries of South America. 
In  regards to the countries of South America,  he 
believes  that  the  explosion  of  a 
charismatic/Pentecostal  form  of  Christianity, 
which  is  somewhat  individualistic  and  prone  to 
favor  free  markets  and  democratic  politics,  will 
make them a natural ally of the U.S. I think that a 
similar  argument  could be  made with respect  to 
South Africa, which seems to be ready to make at 
least a regional impact.

Berger also mentions that:

"Religious dynamism is not confined to Islam 
and Pentecostalism.  The Catholic Church, in  
trouble in Europe, has been doing well in the  

Global  South.  There  is  a  revival  of  the  
Orthodox  Church  in  Russia.  Orthodox 
Judaism has been rapidly growing in America  
and  in  Israel.  Both Hinduism and Buddhism 
have experienced revivals,  and the latter has  
had  some  successes  in  proselytizing  in  
America and Europe."

The  resurgence  of  Russian  Orthodox 
Christianity in Russia is a wild card.  Right now, 
Putin is channeling this energy into support for a 
resurgent  Russian  nationalism,  which  could  be 
another threat to our freedom in addition to radical 
Islam. In the long run though, it is hard not to see a 
resurgent  Orthodoxy  in  anything  other  than 
conflict with radical Islam.

Finally,  there  are  movements  within 
Islam such as neo-Sufism that we might want to 
consider partnering with. It seems that there is no 
way that a secular response to the threat of Islam 
has  any  chance  of  succeeding.  In  order  to 
successfully combat this threat,  we need to steer 
the  natural  human  religious  impulse  in  a  pro-
freedom direction.

Robert  Maynard was  born and raised in  Vermont 
and now lives in Williston, VT, with his wife Yukiko 
and son Sean. A former Product Engineer at IBM, he 
now  serves  as  the  Editor  of  True  North  Radio 
website (http://www.truenorthradio.com/) and grass 
roots Project Director of Family Security Foundation 
(http://www.familysecuritymatters.org/).

Scoop up some Southern fried commentary at 
SouthernConservatives.com!
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Did NASA Blow Up Its Own Carbon 
Detecting Satellite?

By Joe Clarke

On  February  24,  2009,  NASA's  280 
million  dollar  Orbiting  Carbon  Observatory  fell 
into the Antarctic after it failed to make orbit.

Now, I'm not a Truther who believes 9/11 
was an inside job produced by George Bush, nor 
am I certain Obama is a U.S. citizen, but where 
there's  smoke,  there's  fire  from  a  burning  birth 
certificate somewhere...

NASA's  carbon-checking  satellite  was 
launched  with  the  intention  of  definitively 
mapping the amount and effects of that evil atom, 
carbon,  on the earth.   This atom alone has been 
responsible for loading Western universities with a 
non-diversity  of  well-funded  junk  scientists  who 
have  discovered  such  amazing  things  as  "global 
warming has caused an increase in prostitution in 
the Philippines."

And  how,  you  might  ask,  is  the  faux 
heating of the earth heating up the street  girls in 
the Philippines? It seems, according to some junk 
science reports, that the hotter earth has deprived 
Filipino fisherman of  a  good catch,  thus  forcing 
their  wives  back  in  the  village  to  snag  johns  to 
make up for the lack of income.

You  just  hear  the  craziest  things  in 
Copenhagen.

NASA has  been  at  the  forefront  of  the 
climate  change,  neé  global  warming  slam down 
ever  since  the  reduction  of  its  significance  (and 
budget) after many stellar years of admirable and 
successful  missions,  which  have  accomplished 
everything  from  landing  on  the  moon  (Yes,  I 
believe it) to discovering Velcro and Teflon. The 
list of inventions and innovations emanating from 

NASA  in  its  heyday  goes  on  and  on,  but 
something happened.

Despite many successes, the space shuttle 
Challenger blew up in 1986, killing 7 astronauts, 
due to the failure of a giant O-Ring which allowed 
explosive fuel to leak out of the rocket. The entire 
space  program  was  placed  on  hold  for  several 
years  while  the  American  public  grieved  and 
learned that science involves experimentation, and 
is never perfect, and often deadly.

Sadly, again in 2003 another 7 American 
astronauts were killed during reentry of the shuttle 
Columbia.  This  is  where  junk  science  starts  to 
intrude  its  ugly  head.  During  the  launch  of 
Columbia, a chunk of the rocket's insulating foam 
fell  onto a wing of the shuttle,  thus harming the 
insulating properties  of  the  craft.  Obviously,  the 
shuttle  needs  the  insulation  for  withstanding  the 
several  thousand degrees of heat  it  is exposed to 
during reentry from space.

Prior  to  Columbia's  crash,  a  non-
Environmental  Protection  Agency  approved 
insulating foam was employed, and it did a good 
job of both insulating the rocket,  and not falling 
off. That was not good enough for the EPA which 
demanded  a  more  "environmentally  friendly 
foam," which also had the tendency to break apart, 
thus endangering the shuttles. And, they knew this. 
Junk Science kills again!

NASA and  the  Goddard  Space  Center's 
James  Hansen  have  been  at  the  forefront  of  the 
Global  Warming  debacle  and  I  think,  in  part, 
simply because NASA has been in desperate need 
of new missions since the signing off of the Space 
Shuttle  Program.  Hansen  has  been  the  most 
notoriously  whorish  hawk  for  promoting  the 
Climate  Change  scare,  and  has  even  called  for 
public  trials  condemning  CEOs  and  others  who 
doubt carbon-caused global super-warming.

Find out what's worth reading at http://worth-reading-blog.blogspot.com – the site that they don't want you 
to know about!
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And,  he  (NASA)  needs  money,  and  a 
future.  With  the  public's  waning  interest  in  all 
things spatial, NASA has been ramping up its junk 
science, just like the many universities and green 
businesses, which have "seen the light" of the vast 
amount of monies that may be extorted by getting 
on the all-electric powered bandwagon.

Just this past week, it has been reported 
that the Obama administration may be paying off 
one of its largest  campaign supporters - NASA - 
with a hefty 20 billion dollar budget, which will, 
no doubt "discover" even more science - proving 
how hot, hot, hot it's going to get on planet Earth - 
primarily due to man's carbon footprint.

One has to wonder,  with all  this "trick" 
science  going  on,  as  proven  by the  East  Anglia 
emails,  if  NASA  may  have  scuttled  its  carbon 
detecting satellite for fear that it would verify that 
carbon  is  not  so much a  problem.  NASA's  own 
satellites  have  shown  that  the  Earth's  average 
temperature has declined by almost a degree since 
Al  Gore  filmed  Inconvenient  Truth.  See  the 
satellite cooling data at AlGoreLied.Com. See also 
Eight  Year  Downtrend  Continues  in  Global 
Temps.

Even  before  the  East  Anglia  email 
explosion this past year, NASA was caught red-hot 
handed  in  falsifying  temperatures  by  blatantly 
assigning  September  2008's  temperatures  to 
October  2008, just to make October  of that  year 
look warmer.

One  of  the  most  overlooked  stories  of 
2009, which further proves the sham of excessive 
global warming, was the journey of 3,000 NASA-
sponsored undersea robots which roamed the sea 
for 5 years recording ocean temperatures.

Guess  what?  No  global  sea  warming! 
Why  wasn't  this  great  revelation  printed  by  the 
state controlled media? I guess they just wanted to 
"hide the decline."

Unintended Consequences: Obama and 
Company Provoke Tenth Amendment 

Backlash
By Tim Dunkin

It is a trademark of incompetence that the 
only good it does is accidental. In this sense, then, 
we can be at least a little thankful that President 

Obama and his  fellow travelers  in the Democrat 
Party  are  incompetent  when  it  comes  to  their 
reading of the political tea leaves in America, here 
and now. As should now be obvious to just about 
any reasonable observer, the results of the election 
in  November  2008  were  not a  mandate  for  the 
radical Marxification of America. I think that we 
can  credibly  argue  that  what  that  election 
represented  was  simply  fatigue  with  Bush,  and 
(along with the election of 2006) with Republican 
elected  officials  who  had  lost  their  way, 
disinclining  their  base  to  support  them  as 
vigorously as had been seem in previous election 
cycles. When you're base ain't happy, ain't nobody 
happy. In short, many conservatives — both inside 
and outside the Republican Party — stayed away 
from the polls. What this means is that Obama got 
into office not on the strength of support for his 
radical  agenda,  but  on  the  weakness  of  his 
opponents' "me too" mentality.

The reason Obama was elected  was  not 
because the electorate  is liberal  — and therefore 
open  to  his  radicalism  —  but  because  the 
electorate is relatively conservative, and the right 
end  of  spectrum  wasn't  motivated  by  its  own 
supposed  standard-bearers  to  come  out  to  vote. 
That this seems plausible is shown by the results 
from  Gallup's  most  recent  poll of  ideological 
identification.  In  it,  we  see  that  conservatives 
made up 37% of the  population in  2008 (which 
rose to 40% last year,  in response to the Obama 
agenda).  When you run candidates  like McCain, 
and when your Congress — controlled by the
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Party  that  is  supposedly the  party  of  fiscal 
discipline  —  rubber  stamps  the  massive  fiscal 
irresponsibility  emanating  from  a  supposedly 
conservative  Republican  President,  it's  not 
surprising that you'll exasperate and drive away a 
good  portion  of  that  vote-rich  37%.  As  such, 
Obama's election, and the Democratic takeover of 
Congress,  did  not  occur  because  Americans 
wanted  bailouts,  government  takeover  of  our 
health care system, or massive new taxes justified 
by appeal  to the "anthropogenic climate change" 
fraud.  It  occurred  because  the  normally  reliable 
body  of  conservatives  voting  for  Republicans 
decided to sit the game out for a while.

Yet,  Obama  and  the  Democrats  have 
chosen  to  interpret  their  success  in  2008  as  a 
mandate for their agenda.

Because  of their dramatic  misreading of 
the  political  landscape,  however,  their 
incompetence is helping to foment a movement in 
America  that  has  the  potential  to  pay  great 
dividends  for  conservatives  and  other  lovers  of 
constitutionally-limited  government.  This  is  the 
growing  movement  among  the  states  towards  a 
renewed  emphasis  on  the  10th  amendment,  that 
long-forgotten provision in the Bill of Rights that 
affirms and defines our federal division of powers 
under  the  Constitution.  Whatever  powers  of 
government  are  not  specifically  delegated  to  the 
federal  government  nor  denied  to  the  state 
governments  are  de facto reserved  — as  natural 
rights — to the states and the people.

The federal government since the Gilded 
Age has largely ignored this amendment, and the 
primary means by which it has done so has been 

through  appeal  to  Congress'  regulative  powers 
over  interstate  commerce.  This  federal 
involvement really got  started with the Interstate 
Commerce Act of 1887 and the Sherman Antitrust 
Act  of  1890.  The  abuses  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce Clause are legion, and have been used 
to  justify  all  kinds  of  federal  intrusions into  the 
business  of  the  people  and  the  states  that  often 
have  nothing to  do with interstate  commerce,  or 
even commerce period.

The original intention of that clause was 
primarily  federative  — it  was  meant  to  regulate 
trade between states,  and between the states  and 
other nations. The intentions were to help prevent 
conflicts  between  the  states  stemming  from 
disputes over commercial activities and to prevent 
the erection of barriers to commerce between the 
several  states.  For  instance,  the  1876  case  of 
Welton v. Missouri held as unconstitutional a state 
law  which  required  vendors  to  obtain  a  special 
license  to  sell  products  manufactured  outside  of 
the  state  — this  because  it  imposed  a  disparate 
impact  on  vendors  operating  across  state  lines. 
Indeed, as Bork and Troy point out, the Commerce 
Clause  appears  to  have  originally  been  intended 
only to give Congress the power to regulate the act 
of trade between states, not the various processes 
(manufacture,  transportation,  cultivation,  etc.) 
which take place before that trade is effected (see 
Bork  and  Troy,  Locating  the  Boundaries:  The 
Scope of Congress' Power to Regulate Commerce, 
pp.  864-5).  The  original  intention  of  this  clause 
was obviously not to give Congress an open door 
into  the  inner  workings  of  every  manufacturer, 
transporter,  farmer,  or  shopkeeper  in  the  nation, 
regardless  of  where  their  products  or  business 
takes place.

Getting America Back!
Here is where you will find resources and connections to volunteers and groups across the nation who just 

simply want our country back.  Here is where you can join the efforts to make a genuine, positive 
difference! http://www.gettingamericaback.org/
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Since  then,  activist  Congresses  have 
taken the ball and ran with it. The Clause is used to 
justify  intrusion  into  wholly  intrastate  activities, 
subjecting  to  federal  regulation  anything  and 
everything that Congress decided to gets its fingers 
into,  regardless  of  whether  they  fall  under  the 
constitutional  purview  of  Congress'  specifically 
enumerated  powers.  This  has  trampled  on  the 
rights of the states and the people under the 10th 
amendment.  A  slue  of  egregious  examples  have 
emanated  from  Washington,  piling  one  upon 
another, within the past year. Obamacare, with the 
blatantly  unconstitutional  requirements  that  it 
places  upon  the  people  and  the  states,  is  one 
example.  The  obvious  question  being  asked  is 
where  in  the  Constitution,  for  instance,  does 
Congress derive the power to require the citizens 
to obtain state-mandated health insurance, pay for 
it  out  of their own pockets,  or go to jail  if  they 
refuse? The obvious answer is that it doesn't, but 
then again, our leading congressmen have openly 
admitted that the Constitution isn't really necessary 
anymore, at least in their minds. The list goes on, 
with each new regulation, each new encroachment 
on our constitutional liberties. While this has been 
occurring  for  decades,  Obama  and  Company's 
haste  and  incontinence  have  served  to  bring  the 
matter to a head.

Many  of  the  states  are  starting  to  fight 
back, however. First and foremost in this pushback 
is  the  effort  by  many  states  to  limit  federal 
intrusion  into  our  right  to  keep  and  bear  arms. 
Several states, including Missouri and Oklahoma, 
have seen bills proposed in their state legislatures 
that would guarantee state support against federal 
encroachment of citizens who choose to exercise 
their constitutional 2nd amendment rights. Others, 
like  Montana  and  Tennessee,  have  proposed  or 
passed laws that aim to prevent the enforcement of 
federal  laws  against  the  manufacture, 
transportation, and sale of firearms and accessories 
that takes place entirely in-state (i.e. theoretically 
circumventing the Commerce Clause completely). 
So far,  the  BATFE (which,  if  I  recall  correctly, 
stands for "Badder Attitude Toward Freedom than 
Ever")  has  served  notice  to  these  states  that  it 
intends to ignore their laws. Upping the ante, then, 
is  New  Hampshire,  where  House  Bill  1285  has 
already  been  pre-filed for  the  2010  legislative 
session.  This  bill  is  similar  to  the  ones  from 
Montana and Tennessee, except that it contains an 
added provision,

Any  official,  agent,  or  employee  of  the  
government of the United States, or employee  

of  a  corporation  providing  services  to  the  
government of the United States that enforces  
or  attempts  to  enforce  a  act,  order,  law,  
statute,  rule or regulation of the government  
of the United States upon a personal firearm,  
a  firearm  accessory,  or  ammunition  that  is  
manufactured  commercially  or  privately  in  
New Hampshire and that  remains within the 
State of New Hampshire shall be guilty of  a  
class B felony.

If this bill passed the legislature and was 
signed  into  law,  New  Hampshire  would 
theoretically  be  committing  itself  to  arresting 
BATFE,  FBI,  or  other  agents  of  the  federal 
government  who tried  to  enforce  many types  of 
gun  laws  where  the  items  in  question  were 
manufactured,  etc.  entirely  within  the  state.  It 
would be interesting to see the test  case for  that 
one.  While  federal  contempt  for  the  efforts  of 
states to assert  their own rights goes  all the way 
back  to  the  Force  Act  of  1833,  which  Andrew 
Jackson  rammed  through  Congress  during  the 
Nullification  Crisis,  the  actual  use  of  force  to 
prevent  nullification  or  interdiction  has  been 
exceedingly rare, though it has seen use.

Eisenhower, for instance, relied upon that 
law  when  sending  the  Army  in  to  ensure 
integration of schools in Little Rock, Arkansas in 
1957. Then, the issue was the emotionally charged 
one of civil rights and equal access of all citizens 
to  the  same  facilities,  which  placed  Arkansas 
governor Orval Faubus' actions in the wrong, since 
he  was  actually  violating  the  14th  amendment 
Equal Protection rights of the black students. Now, 
however,  the proposed  nullification  would be  in 
support of a constitutional right — which removes 
the moral and emotional legitimacy that accrued to 
the Feds in the Arkansas integration case. Would 
Obama and Co. have the nerve to try to use the 
military to force New Hampshire to violate the 2nd 
amendment  rights  of  its  citizens?  Would  the 
military allow itself to be used in such a way?

Guns aren't the only area where the states 
are  reasserting  their  rights  under  the  10th 
amendment,  both  to  protect  their  own 
sovereignties  and the  rights  of  their  people.  The 
attorney  generals  for  several  states  have  already 
filed,  or  plan  to  file,  actions  declaring  the 
conglomeration  of  Obamacare  health  care 
"reforms" unconstitutional. This would also set up 
an interesting rehash of the nullification question, 
first  taken  up  by  South  Carolina  in  1832,  and 
which was ruled against by the Supreme Court in 
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the 1859 Ableman v. Booth case. It might be time, 
however, to revisit this question, especially in light 
of  the  vast  overreaches  that  have  spewed  forth 
from  the  federal  government  in  the  intervening 
151  years.  A  review  and  overturning  of  the 
Ableman decision may well be in order.

One  other  popular  area  in  which  states 
have begun to assert their rights is on the question 
of  medical  marijuana  laws.  Thirteen  states  — 
mostly in the West, and not all of them Blue states 
by any means — have legalized medicinal uses of 
cannabis,  yet  have  had to  deal  with all  kinds of 
interference from the federal government, because 
of federal drug laws. Regardless of whether one is 
a  libertarian  or  a  drug  war  super  soldier  on  the 
issue, surely we can see the 10th amendment case 
for  devolving  this  issue,  and  the  issues  related 
narcotics entirely, back to the states.

Who knows where this could lead? If this 
trend  towards  the  reassertion  of  the  10th 
amendment doesn't  end up just being a one-time 
response to Obama and Co., if it can become an 
institutionalized  part  of  the  conservative 
movement as a whole, there is a shot that states' 
rights  might  come  back  into  its  own.  If 
conservatives  can  unite  and  take  the  Republican 
Party back for  conservatism,  and can win big in 
2010 (as  it  looks like they are  almost  certain  to 
do),  and  can  repeat  this  in  state  legislatures  all 
across the country,  this could end up being very, 
very big. Having actual conservatives in Congress 
at  the  federal  level  who would  sympathize  with 
their  conservative  colleagues  at  the  state  level 

would  be  an  open  door  for  rebalancing  our 
federalism.  Just  think  —  maybe  conservative 
legislators could finally get around to, for instance, 
returning education issues back to the states, where 
they belong? Maybe the federal government would 
stop holding things like highway funding over the 
heads  of  the  states  as  an  alternating  carrot  and 
stick  to  enforce  compliance  with  overreaching, 
unconstitutional  federal  actions?  I  agree  —  it 
seems pie-in-the-sky. But then again, even a year 
ago, who would have thought that there would be 
legislators  in  New  Hampshire  who  would  have 
publicly conceived of the idea of arresting federal 
agents who enforce unconstitutional laws in their 
state, much less who would actually file a bill to 
try to get it done? The midterm elections coming 
up  this  November  are  vitally  important,  from  a 
10th  amendment  point  of  view.  Will  we  have  a 
Congress that supports federalism and is willing to 
face off with President Obama on the issue, or will 
we  continue  to  have  a  Congress  that  uses  the 
Constitution as a Kleenex?

For  those  of  us  who  believe  in  states' 
rights  and  who  want  to  see  the  proper 
constitutional  balance  between  state  and  federal 
powers  reestablished,  these recent  turns  of  event 
are breaths of fresh air. It's ironic to think that if it 
hadn't  been  for  Barack  Obama,  Nancy  Pelosi, 
Harry Reid, and the rest of their gang of mobsters 
in  Washington,  this  movement  might  not  have 
started.  While  I  don't  agree  with the Democrats, 
their plans, or their agenda, I can still be thankful 
for their unintended consequences.

FOCA Would Wipe Away Every Restriction on Abortion Nationwide!
This would eradicate state and federal laws that the majority of Americans support, such as:This would eradicate state and federal laws that the majority of Americans support, such as:
 Bans on Partial Birth AbortionsBans on Partial Birth Abortions
 Requirements that women be given information about the risks of getting an abortionRequirements that women be given information about the risks of getting an abortion
 Only licensed physicians can perform abortionsOnly licensed physicians can perform abortions
 Parents must be informed and give consent to their minor daughter's abortionParents must be informed and give consent to their minor daughter's abortion

FOCA (the Freedom of Choice Act) would erase these laws and prevent states from 
enacting similar protective measures in the future!
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http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/mood_of_america/generic_congressional_ballot
http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/mood_of_america/generic_congressional_ballot
http://www.fightfoca.com/


Under New Management
Commemorating the victory of Scott Brown in the Massachusetts

 special election to fill Ted Kennedy's old Senate seat
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