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The importance of Christianity to the Southern movement can not be understated. The southern states of America were birthed in
Christianity and continue to this day as a beacon of Christianity in a post-Christian American Empire. The South is not called "the
Bible Belt" for no good reason. To many approaching the Southern movement, however, the strong emphasis on "Biblical
Christianity"”, "fundamentalist Christianity"”, and "evangelical Christianity” (all doctrines, by the way) can stand as a barrier. One
often gets the feeling, if not the outright commandment, that it is necessary to believe in the doctrine of biblical inerrancy, for
example, to be a Card-Carrying Member of the Southern movement. The idea that some Christians might hold other views (or

experiences, more importantly) seems hardly talked about.

But, as seen in the history of Christianity, doctrinal orthodoxy (or heterodoxy) is,

however important, simply not the last word on the subject of Christianity. Jesus the

“Whatever "type" of Christian you may be,
Christ is. And in the Person of Jesus the Christ is the Final Person, the experience of whatever doctrines you espouse, whatever
your denomination, in the end your eyes
must look into the eyes of that Final Person

nothing known outside of experience. and either accept or reject what you see
there.”

the Christ which is the only knowledge one can ever have of Him, since there is

There are at least two basic "types" of religious experience: the phenomenal and the

noumenal, or doctrinally based religiosity and mystically based religiosity. By

doctrinally based religiosity, | refer, however inadequately, to the type of person who finds his truth and solace in the great
doctrines of religion. Most of those doctrines are found in the written Scriptures of Christianity. | hasten to point out that | am not
anti-doctrine. The doctrines of the Trinity, the Virgin Birth, the Resurrection, and others, are not ideas with which | necessarily
disagree. (I can hear sighs of relief out there: "Whew, he's going to hang himself soon!") | do, however, wish to point out that there

are some who do not find doctrinal issues the most important part of the Christian experience.

Throughout the twenty centuries of historical Christianity, there has been another stream flowing down

| the mountain of faith. It is generally called mysticism, though that word seems to have taken on negative

' connotations, especially since the 17th and 18th centuries, dominated as they were by the Enlightenment
thinkers. ("Obscurity of doctrine"!) The Gospel of John is a paean to mystical theology, and the first
Christian mystic, Paul, began his life as a Christian with the famous mystical experience on the road to

Damascus. Paul's epistles shine with mystical thought. It was Paul's use of "the body of Christ" (Ephesians

4:15-16, for one) that led to the now-familiar doctrine of the mystical body of Christ, the mystical union
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of Christians into a spiritual body with the Christ as their head. St. Augustine continued the metaphor as did Pope Pius XII whose

1943 encyclical, Mystici Corporis Christi ("the Mystical Body of the Christ"), reflected upon the church as the body of the Christ.

But though the doctrines of the Trinity, the Virgin Birth, and the Resurrection are generally well known to many, the theology of
mysticism is not. Mystics tend to be, historically, a minority among Christians. (Though the mystical experience itself, oddly enough,
belongs to all Christians, especially to those to whom the blinding truth of the Christ comes of a sudden.) One could do worse, in
plumbing the depths of the subject, than to turn to William James and his "The Varieties of Religious Experience", for in that work
James proclaims his attempt to defend "...'experience' against 'philosophy' as being the real backbone of the world's religious life..."
This statement is just another way of saying that the personal mystical experience is the real substance of religion, for James
locates religion itself "not as it appeared in the object (God or the universe or revelation) but as it appeared in the subject (the
believing, doubting, praying, and experiencing person)." This is to say that no matter how much the various doctrines may be
debated, and no matter how many sects, denominations, and churches take issue with each other, ultimately the encounter with

Jesus the Christ is an interior encounter.

One could also quote the logocentric Prologue to John as well in this sense: "In the beginning was the Logos and the Logos was with
God and the Logos was God." | can hardly think of a more personal and mystical formulation than John's words (and you who are

theologians know the complexity of the Greek word Logos).

One also thinks of the more noted mystics: St. John of the Cross, St. Teresa of Avila, the Pseudo-Areopagite, and the simple but
profound Juliana of Norwich. And the equally profound words of Hildegard of Bingen: "God has gifted creation with everything that is

necessary. Limitless love, from the depths to the stars: flooding all, loving all. It is the royal kiss of peace."

G. K. Chesterton, seeking to explain mysticism, wrote:

"The whole secret of Mysticism is this, that man can understand everything by the help of what he does not
understand. The Morbid Logician seeks to make everything lucid, and succeeds in making everything mysterious. The

Mystic allows one thing to be mysterious, and everything else becomes lucid."

Perhaps Chesterton has hit upon the confluence of the doctrinal and the mystic understandings of Christianity, for is it not the

mystery of the Resurrection, to take one example, that makes all things lucid to a Christian?

What unites all mystical theology, from Paul to Chesterton, however, is the insistence upon the Person of the divine. Thus does
Christianity part ways with other religious traditions. Without Jesus the Christ, the Christian's mystical experience is nothing. The
Person whom Christian mystics meet is always a Person experienced (as opposed to abstracted). Experience, then, is the ground of
all Christian mysticism, and that experience is always experience of a Person. The uppercase letters signify the experience of that
Person as the Final Person, the immediate experience of the Christ beyond which one can not go. Beyond that experience also,

Christian mystics would say, doctrine can not go.

And this is my point. To a mystic, the Resurrection is not "wrong" or "right". It does not matter to the mystic whether that doctrine
specifically points to a corporeal flight into clouds or a non-corporeal resurrection of the inward-dwelling Spirit. What matters to the

mystic is that the Christ is risen and by His resurrection all things are made lucid.

Seen from the mystical perspective (and not the mysterious perspective | should add) there is no "right" or "wrong" interpretation of

doctrine; there is simply the truth of Jesus the Christ. | am not saying that there is no "wrong" or "right", for there is. But the
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Resurrection, the Virgin Birth, and all other doctrines are not so much doctrines as illumination; a way of grasping with one's heart
the simple truth that without the Person, the very God, of Jesus the Christ, there is no way home. And considering where our home
lies, that insight is of no little consequence, but the very essence of Christianity itself, which is, after all, the only religion that
proclaims a saving Love. Imagine that! It is to this saving Love of our Father through His Son, Jesus, that ultimately all doctrines

must turn.

Whatever "type" of Christian you may be, whatever doctrines you espouse, whatever your denomination, in the end your eyes must

look into the eyes of that Final Person and either accept or reject what you see there.

It is to the Christian mystics that we owe this insight. To those uncomfortable with biblical inerrancy, fundamentalism,
evangelicalism, or other doctrinally specific orthodoxies, the personal experience of Jesus the Christ remains not only possible, but
necessary. So rejoice, you who fit into no category, you are not alone, nor are you an outcast in the Southern movement. You are

simply looking directly into the eyes of that Final Person.
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In speaking of empire one is really debating the nature of evil. Empires are by their nature power structures whose final intent is the
erasure of human worth, human dignity, humanity itself. Empires worship no God, admit of no ethical boundaries.

"l bomb, therefore | am." When Lincoln made the conscious choice to invade the Southern states and deliberately
provoke the firing on Fort Sumter, he knew what he was doing. He may not have known the extent of the
damage his choice would cause, but he knew death and destruction were the sum of his decision. So why did he

make that decision?

Cotton Mather . . i ] ) . .
Of course, we are taught in the American Empire that Lincoln was a “saviour” of a mythic “Union”. We are taught

that he made that decision so “that government of the people by the people for the people, shall not perish from the earth.” If so,
he made a terrible mistake, for government of the people by the people for the people no longer exists. What exists is the sordid

Yankee Empire, whose interest in “the people” extends only so far as they are a revenue stream for its imperial ambitions.

It could have been otherwise. The London Times of 13 September 1862 wrote this about

America’s rise to empire at the hands of Lincoln: “The cloth of the Yankee Empire is
cut from a mourning shroud.”

"If Northerners...had peaceably allowed the seceders to depart, the result might

fairly have been quoted as illustrating the advantages of Democracy; but when Republicans put empire above liberty,
and resorted to political oppression and war rather than suffer any abatement of national power, it was clear that
nature at Washington was precisely the same as nature at St. Petersburg....Democracy broke down, not when the
Union ceased to be agreeable to all its constituent States, but when it was upheld, like any other Empire, by force of

arms.”

The struggle, therefore, against the Yankee Empire under whose fists we still remain poised, is a struggle against evil (and a
struggle for the dream that was America). Now one of the peculiar things about evil is that it can not laugh. Laughter—humour—and
evil seem unable to coexist. We don’t know why that fact is true, but | believe that evil simply can not exist in the presence of true,
joyful laughter. (There is, of course, always the “evil laugh”, but then, that is not joyful is it?) If laughter is the outward expression
of inward joy, then evil and joy are existentially inimical to each other. Evil fades before joy as joy fades before evil. The Yankee
Empire—-have you noticed?—-also seems devoid of humour. Its centre of power in Washington, D.C., is deadly serious. Its Senators

and Congressmen are deadly serious. The Supreme Court’s current band of bumblers, sartorially swathed in jet-black robes, is
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deadly serious. The Empire’s military is deadly serious. Its ambassadors are deadly serious. The cloth of the Yankee Empire is cut

from a mourning shroud.

Welcome the New Puritans. For you Europeans who care to understand America, | can not stress strongly enough the importance of
first understanding the Puritans who settled New England in the 1630s. The rulers, the overlords, the masters of you and of me and
of most of the world, if not all of it, are deadly serious descendants of these original Puritans. (In the 2004 presidential race, for

example, it is noteworthy that both George W. Bush and John Kerry went to the same Puritan university: Yale).

. ) . Like the early New England Puritans from whose tits they have drunk their
"Which superpower can you name that thinks its

holy mission to the world is to "spread democracy"? bubbling ideology, the New Puritans believe that they too have been chosen
Which empire can you think of that believes itself
the chosen, whose manifest destiny is to colonise

the world in the image of itself? " W. Bush invaded Iraq, he did so, as he said, to “promote democracy”, which,

to revolutionise the world. They are, so they believe, the elect. When George

at first glance, is odd when you consider that not even America is a

democracy. (Remember too that Bush broke his own law to invade Iraq, for only Congress can declare a war according to the US
Constitution.) Upon reflection, however, the Bush babbling makes a certain, if not distorted, sense. For Bush, history is irrelevant to
the matter at hand, and the matter at hand is what he and the Empire’s minions call “democracy”. Not the Athenian style, mind you,

but another sort.

Bush honestly believed that what he called “democracy” is coterminous with the dominant American ideology. Bush believed in the
Religion of America, what Robert Bellah called “a civil religion”. He certainly did not believe in his own professed Christianity,
because Christians are enjoined against the kinds of deeds Bush supported (infanticide, for one). Or perhaps it is better to say that
for Bush, his Christianity was the same essence as his America. “God bless America” was his mantra, just as it is for all Presidents
and all imperial aspirants. America, in Bush’s mind, was God’s Plan, his Calvinistic architectonic model for all time, expressly divined
in the Declaration of Independence (no matter that independence no longer existed) and the Constitution of the United States of

America (no matter that the document was no longer worth the rotting paper it was written on).

From this perspective, one can see how the Islamic fascists came to view the American Empire: as a Church Militant bent on
enslaving them; if not physically, then culturally and economically. The New Puritans had come again, and this time their theocratic-
imperialistic designs included the Islamic world. In a perverse irony, the New Puritans, including Bush, could not see beyond their
own rhetoric. How many times did we see Bush on TV, cheerily exhorting his subjects to accept that “Islam is a religion of peace”?
Those of us who had studied the great European wars between Christendom and Islam knew better, of course. Mohammed was,
after all, the man who had cold-bloodedly murdered a village of Jews at Yathrib in AD 627. The centuries-old war between
Christianity and Islam was simply rekindled from smouldering ashes, but this time the sword was wielded not by Crusaders (as so

many Islamic fascists seem to think) but by the New Puritans, whose vaunted "City on a Hill" had come under attack.

Now, if you've done your studying aright, you know that one of the interesting facets of Puritanism, which traces its origins to
Calvinism, is the chronic anxiety between its doctrine of the elect and the problem of how to determine who, exactly, is elected.
Whom has the Puritan God chosen? The answer was a constant source of strain to the Puritans in 17th-century New England "where
anxiety was not only normal but mandatory—hysteria, breakdowns, and suicides were normal.”" (The Puritan Origins of the American
Self, Sacvan Bercovitch) Typically, the Puritans found it convenient to comfort themselves by figuring out who was definitely not
chosen, and therefore probably not the elect. Who, the question presented itself, are the deviants? In the 17th-century, Puritans
found deviancy under every rock and behind every tree in their New England paradise. From the Quakers to the Arminians to the

witches of Salem, if a Puritan could not tell God's plan for himself, at least he knew whom God did not choose, an important point

http://www fireeater.org/HTML/WRITERS/MKA/MKA _2005/new_puritans.htm (2 of 3)05-May-06 9:50:18 AM





The New Puritans by MacDonald King Aston

for a people who viewed themselves as living under a national covenant with God. Such a people, naturally, must have regarded the

Indians whom they found in "their" new country a bother. And so they did. As Bercovitch points out:

"The Puritans, despite their missionary pretenses, regarded the country as theirs and its natives as an obstacle to their
destiny as Americans. They could remove that obstacle either by conversion...or by extermination; and since the

former course proved insecure, they had recourse to the latter."

Today, of course, the ideology is much the same but the scope has expanded. Not content are God's Chosen People to dictate their
Yankee will merely to Indians or to those pesky Southerners. The New Puritans are on a global crusade this time. Just as the myth

of America was invented by New England (at the expense of the South), the myth of America today extends to the entire planet.

Which superpower can you name that thinks its holy mission to the world is to "spread democracy"? Which empire can you think of
that believes itself the chosen, whose manifest destiny is to colonise the world in the image of itself? A corporate world of
monotonous McDonalds, IBMs, and Microsofts? The ugly New England Yankee mercantilist dream? More important (and dangerous),
which country can you name that went to war against its own people to force them by violence to accept the Puritanism that now
haunts the world like an unsleeping ghost? ("Democracy broke down," remember, "not when the Union ceased to be agreeable to all
its constituent States, but when it was upheld, like any other Empire, by force of arms.") Which country, said Arthur Bird in 1899 "is

destined to become the Light of the World", following its Puritan ideology into the mythic inevitability of progress?

As the New Puritans like to say: "Do the math." Then weep for what could have been. Again.

http://www fireeater.org/HTML/WRITERS/MKA/MKA _2005/new_puritans.htm (3 of 3)05-May-06 9:50:18 AM





		fireeater.org

		The New Puritans by MacDonald King Aston






The State of the Y ankee Empire: Bush's State of the Union Address by MacDonald King Aston

Email

Info & Archives

MacDonald King Aston

Fire Eater! Editor

The State of the Yankee Empire: Bush’s State of the Union Address
28 February 2005

(Originally published on Dixie Internet.com)
"Ye are the light of the world. A city that is set on a hill cannot be hid." (Matthew 5:14)

If ever one wanted to trace the influence of the 17th-century Puritans in New England to the present day, he could do worse than
read Bush's State of the Union speech in 2005. The text is replete with Puritan phraseology. Certainly, no Puritan could have put it
better than "The road of Providnce is uneven and unpredictable—yet we know where it leads: It leads to freedom." The Puritans'
idea of freedom was different than Bush's of course, but the same guiding thesis is there: the idea of America as a Promised Land,
its people a Chosen People, and its future a New Jerusalem. “...one, liberty is not the product of democracy, and two, democracy is

an ideology as opposed to liberty which, according to our shelved and rotting Constitution, is a God-given right.”
Surely we could content ourselves with hanging a few witches in Salem?

Of course, we now have terrorists to hang. "The terrorists and
insurgents are violently opposed to democracy”, claims Bush. It
seems not to have occurred to Bush that, if true, that belief puts
them in good company with our Founding Fathers, who also violently
opposed democracy. Unlike our Founders, however, today we do not
hear either liberals or conservatives talk of "spreading liberty" or
"protecting liberty". There are two good reasons for that fact: one,
liberty is not the product of democracy, and two, democracy is an

ideology as opposed to liberty which, according to our shelved and

rotting Constitution, is a God-given right.

The Trial of Rebecca Nurse

It is in the name of this ideology, (salemwitchmuseum.com)

“Surely we could content
ourselves with hanging a
few witches in Salem?” and sovereign Iraq”. A "free and sovereign Irag"? Even Bush himself must have had a hard time

democracy, that Bush proclaims "a free

keeping a straight face on this one, especially when he pronounced: "The United States has no right,
no desire, and no intention to impose our form of government on anyone else." Really? Iraq is, of course, an artificially constructed
state whose continued existence depends upon American imperial might; whose leaders (just as Karzai over in the Islamic Republic

of Afghanistan) must be guarded by American soldiers to avoid assassination by their own "citizens". Moreover, Iraq has, throughout
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history, been the dumping ground for various empires, including the Persian, Greek, Roman, Ottoman, British, and American
empires. The "Fertile Crescent” we now call Iraq, formerly home to the civilisations of Sumer, Akkad, Babylon, and Assyria, was
created by the British Empire from several remnants of the Ottoman Empire (the provinces, or "eyalets"”, of Baghdad, Mosul, and Al-
Basrah). The British, not the Americans, were the first to ask to "get out of Mesopotamia"”. In any case, Iraq is no more "free" than
it ever was, media reports of "free elections" notwithstanding. Nor could it be, given that its population comprises impossibly
irreconcilable Arabs and non-Arabs (and the Arabs are at war with each other: Sunni and Shia). In short, Iraq is a puppet state of

the American Empire, much the same as it was under its former imperial masters, whether British or Roman.

Don't get me wrong. | believe Bush actually believes his own propaganda. He might even be a decent man. But the old Puritan itch
has sore laid hold of him: to make the nations of the world into provinces of the Yankee Empire. He himself would not put the
"eschatological consciousness", to quote Bercovitch, of the Puritans that way, of course. In his Inaugural Address, Bush put it this

way: "The survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands.”

Let me repeat that: "The survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands."

No, it does not, nor has it ever. Liberty in our land depends solely upon our own people and their willingness or unwillingness to
defend it. Since the American Republic has been replaced by an American Empire, it should be rather obvious how willing Americans

have been to defend their own Republic.

But, as Bush quoted, out of context, from the Ode by Arthur William Edgar O'Shaughnessy (1844—-1881, English zoologist and poet),
"each age is a dream that is dying, or one that is coming to birth." The Ode was originally quoted by Roosevelt in his Inaugural
Address (20 January 1937), where Roosevelt refers to the people of America as "we of the Republic”. Not once in Bush's State of the

Union speech does he mention the word Republic. Not once.

The context of Roosevelt's use of the Ode in 1937 was not "spreading democracy"; it was a change in "moral climate"”. Unfortunately
for Bush's aspirations to literary preeminence, with respect to this quotation he got wrong 1) the author, 2) the context, and 3) the

meaning.

We are the music-makers,

And we are the dreamers of dreams,
Wandering by lone sea-breakers,
And sitting by desolate streams;
World-losers and world-forsakers,
On whom the pale moon gleams:
Yet we are the movers and shakers

Of the world for ever, it seems.

With wonderful deathless ditties

We build up the world's great cities,
And out of a fabulous story

We fashion an empire’'s glory:

One man with a dream, at pleasure,
Shall go forth and conquer a crown;

And three with a new song's measure
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Can trample an empire down.

We, in the ages lying

In the buried past of the earth,

Built Nineveh with our sighing,

And Babel itself with our mirth;

And o'erthrew them with prophesying
To the old of the new world's worth;
For each age is a dream that is dying,

Or one that is coming to birth.

Obviously, O'Shaughnessy is talking about the place of writers and poets in history. As one writer said:

It makes some sense in its context (a praise of poets and poetry), but as a free-floating apothegm it approximates the
profundity of "All soup is either split-pea soup or some other kind of soup. (John V. Fleming, Daily Princetonian, 7

February 2005)

Yet even Fleming missed the real irony. O'Shaughnessy actually points out how propaganda (in this case, poiesis) can "fashion an
empire's glory" as well as "trample an empire down". One wonders if Bush's speechwriter wasn't playing an insider's joke on the
hapless Bush who could say, and mean it, that the Yankee Empire is "an active force for good in the world" and "the state of our

union is confident and strong".

An "active force for good in the world". A Puritan of eld could not have said it more concisely. Could not that phrase have come
directly from the Massachusetts Bay Colony of the 1600s? Since when, one might enquire, did America become the Winthrop-Puritan
embodiment of the world's "Citty upon a Hill" while "the eies of all people are uppon us"? These are straw questions, since the truth
is well hidden from both us and our children. (The short answer is that the Puritans and their Yankee followers largely created the

American national identity by virtue of having denied, by violence, the South its part in that task.)

Fortunately, the State of the Union address has only four small faults:

1. Execrable logic
2. Stultifying propaganda
3. Revisionist history

4. The "Union" itself

The latter, however, is a contradiction, since a union can only exist among parties who consent to it. A forced union is no union.
Bush seems to have forgotten, in his exuberance to become a real-Cowboy-hat-wearing-Yalie-turned-Southerner, that America is
the only country in the world to have "fulfilled" the dream of the "abolition of slavery" by slaughtering its own people and then
forcing them into a "union". Such a "Union" as the Yankee Empire has, in its uneasy sleep, burped into being, is similar to a forced

marriage in ancient times. The groom may have his satisfaction, but the bride plots in tenebris her freedom.

The State of the Union, then, is that it doesn't exist. All that does exist is a Puritan nightmare, the latest in a long series of empires,

each of them, to quote O'Shaughnessy (equally out of context): "World-losers and world-forsakers / On whom the pale moon
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gleams".
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The embracing and celebration of diversity is the ultimate goal of anyone living by the
principals [sic] of All One Heart. We find that many others are still working from a place
of intolerance. So, in order to reach those who might have just begun to challenge their
beliefs, we offer a way to help them educate themselves to become more tolerant of
diversity. Then, perhaps one day they too will embrance [sic], celebrate and teach their

children to live as All One Heart!
(All One Heart website at www.alloneheart.com, 10 May 2005)

In April of 2005, a girl at a high school in Rancho Cucamonga, California, an affluent community 37
miles east of Los Angeles, was sent to the principal's office for wearing a t-shirt that read "truth is truth
—homosexuality is wrong". The school "administrators” demanded that the girl, who is an A student,
change shirts or leave the campus. They based their action on the school's policy of "tolerance and

diversity", saying that homosexuals might be "offended" by the girl's shirt.

) ) ] Now, | know you have had your fill of "tolerance and
"Would it not be possible to invent a

device for accurately displaying the diversity" news. You probably don't even want to read
precise lethal dose of offense lying in

wait for the unwary homosexual?" any article, including mine, that talks yet one more time

about "tolerance and diversity". You've had it with

alarmist campanologists like me.
I, of course, am offended by that.

Tolerance and diversity. Let us wrap our collective noggins around that phrase. Let us, O brethren,
"challenge our beliefs". We are supposed to tolerate diversity, according to the "All One Heart" liberals.
OK, no problem there. I've been actively tolerating diversity and "challenging my beliefs" for quite a
while now. A virtual one-man army of embracing and celebrating. No kidding. Why, just this morning,
my wife said "Goodbye" to me on her way to work. Can you imagine? Can you grasp the enormity of

her crime?

"Goodbye?", | screamed. "Have you no sense of tolerance
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or diversity, woman?" | raised a phthisic finger to her
Y, P 9 “A society armed with Offend-O-Meters

face. "Do you not realise that the word 'goodbye' comes would eventually end up in an OK Corral
) of Offenders and Offendees. Imagine the

from the phrase "God be with you"? What on earth has offensive words ricocheting off the walls

gotten into you? Don't you know that you might offend !Eic?tl:alrl(its from Doc Halliday's six-

someone? " She got the point. "OK, sweetie, I've learned

from my ignorance. I'll never say "goodbye" again. | promise.” | calmed down in a few hours after

realising that | would probably survive the intolerant assault upon my diversity. A close call, however.

I worry, though, about those poor homosexuals. I'm not a medical doctor, | admit, but | began to
think about the possible dangers. What if homosexuals are chronically predisposed to heart failure
when offended? What if the t-shirt worn by the Bad Girl From Rancho Cucamonga had the potential for
life-threatening "offendedness"? | began to have visions, disturbing thoughts, of homosexuals falling to
the ground like dying leaves, writhing in pain and grasping their offended chests. My days were
haunted by the Ghost of Offended Homosexuals. | could not sleep but for the the leftist agony into
which | was tossed like a dinghy on a sea of hypermoralism. Pictures of offended homosexual high-
school students breathing their last passed through my tolerant and diverse mind. | hyperventilated

thinking about the funeral ceremonies alone. I mean, what would one read at those funerals?

"He was a good man (well, pseudo-man) who did his best in life, getting offended only occasionally
and even then not lethally. But these last offensive words were too much for him. He succumbed in the
morning of his life to the words 'Homosexuality is wrong'. Brothers and sisters, let us weep. Unless

weeping offends you, of course."

But then a Great and Tolerant Leftist Idea took hold of me. | trembled in my "progressive" revelation.
There shone from on high a ray of hope for all those offended homosexuals. Perhaps, said I, we need
to turn to technology to save them from imminent demise. Would it not be possible to invent a device

for accurately displaying the precise lethal dose of offense lying in wait for the unwary homosexual?

The Offend-O-Meter.

Why has it not been already invented, distributed, and required by law? Who knows how much infinite
good might rain down upon the wicked Offenders of Homosexuals? Think of it. A device that accurately
measures the potential Offense Level of any given utterance. The scenarios of Infinite Goodness arose
in my imagination: "Uh, oh. We've got a 96 on the Offend-O-Meter Quick, post an advisory: All liberals
and homosexuals are advised to remain indoors." Just thinking of the possible number of lives saved

bade me bask in the sheer moral goodness of the idea.

But | began to have my doubts. What if, for example, homosexuals began offending the rest of us? Not
that they would, of course. (I don't want to offend anyone.) But just suppose. Suppose liberals and
homosexuals began to use the Offend-O-Meter against others? It's obvious, is it not, the devastating
potential for social chaos? A society armed with Offend-O-Meters would eventually end up in an OK
Corral of Offenders and Offendees. Imagine the offensive words ricocheting off the walls like bullets

from Doc Halliday's six-shooter. Think of all those California high schools. Halls barren and shorn of

http://www fireeater.org/HTML/WRITERS/MKA/MKA _2005/offendometer.htm (2 of 3)05-May-06 9:52:15 AM





The Fire Eater!

Offenders who have been sent home. Classrooms denuded of liberals and homosexual Offendees who

just couldn't take the strain.

Best not to think about it.

By the way, the school in Rancho Cucamonga lost this one when the Pacific Justice Institute, a "public-
interest law firm" (whatever that might mean) faxed over a letter to the "administrators". The letter
said, in brief (for | wouldn't want to offend you by taking any more of your time), that the Bad Girl
From Rancho Cucamonga had a First Amendment right to wear her anti-homsexual t-shirt to school.

The head of the Pacific Justice Institute said, "One-way tolerance is not tolerance, but tyranny."

Naturally, this sort of offensive talk has ruined any chances for marketing my Offend-O-Meter. (Which

shouldn't stop you from sending your $19.95 to me anyway, of course.)

Besides, what's a "Cucamonga" anyway? Or a ranch full of them? And what's this "all one heart"
business? | prefer a multiplicity of hearts, thank you. The more | think about it, the more offended |

get.

O the humanity of it all.
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The main purpose of a teacher, so we are told, is to teach. For example, here are statements from actual teachers:

. "My philosophy on teaching, is that as a teacher you want to help others learn. That in itself is the main purpose of a
teacher."

. "l believe that the purpose of a teacher is to educate students by integrating the curriculum with the realities beyond the
classroom.”

. "The purpose of a teacher is to assist the student in their progress towards knowledge construction and self realization."

So, we have "help others learn,” "educate by integrating ," and "assist in progress " as the proper functions of a teacher. Right?

Wrong.
“And what do you mean by hatred? And
what's wrong with hatred, by the way? | . . )
hate rapists and murderers. Do you?” The main purpose of a teacher is to unteach, unlearn, undo; to strip from the

misguided minds under his care the net of illusions, lies, and propaganda which stick
like glue to those minds. Think about it. If your students heads are filled with falsehoods, how do you propose to teach them
anything of worth and not have it become a falsehood as well? Now, I'm talking not only about sociological and political matters
here, but "factual” subjects. Take math for example. Most people are taught all sorts of vapid ideas about math. Once they learn

those ideas, most people are gripped with terror at the thought of "doing math."

Consider the following proposition: "Two plus two makes four.” Makes? Two plus two

"makes" nothing. It is the nature of four to be divisible into two (but also ones). In “Teaching is, foremost, the process of

removing psychic detritus from

other words, it is the nature of experience, or reality, that four is what it is. That you A
propaganda-laden minds”

can deconstruct it into halves or ones does not mean that the halves or ones "make"
four; it's the other way around: four makes the halves and ones. "Four," in other

words, is simply a class term we give to the sum of two plus two or three plus one.

Or how about: "An English sentence is made of a subject and a predicate.”

It is true that English sentences always have a subject and a predicate, that is, the thing about which you are talking (subject), and
what you say about that thing (predicate). But an English sentence, whether written or spoken, generally is supposed to mean

something. If English sentences have any meaning (excluding gibberish), then the subject/predicate structure is false. False because
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subject and predicate in the "real" world do not exist apart one from another. "John is tall" is a simple example of a subject and a
predicate. But in actual experience, which is to say "in reality," there is no John separated from his height. John and tall go together.
They are an organic whole. It is language that insists on chopping the truth up into a subject and a predicate, because in reality
subjects and predicates are never separate. Never. But what teacher ever taught you that language itself is consistently deceiving

you?

These examples probably seem mundane to you. But think of examples not so mundane.

"The battle flag is a symbol of hatred."

To whom? And why? And what is a symbol in the first place? And what do you mean by hatred? And what's wrong with hatred, by

the way? | hate rapists and murderers. Do you? | hate black widders also (that's Okie for "black widows").

To combat the overt idiocy of politicians and to teach the truth about any subject, including math or English, a teacher must first
"unlearn” his students from the misconceptions that bind them, like Sisyphus, to the rock of lies. Interestingly enough, that's what
we columnists attempt to do: steer people away from their commonly held illusions to a more accurate way of looking at things.

Whether we actually do this or not is up for acerbic debate, of course.

But here's the problem with everything I've just written. Barely any teacher in the world understands anything beyond the accepted
"truths" he was taught. What the average teacher of any sort knows is simply a pile of handy facts. He conceives his job as
attaching these "facts" to the pliable gray matter of his students, completely unaware that the majority of these "facts" are not facts
at all, but hand-me-down platitudes and worn-out theses. That is not what teaching is. Teaching is, foremost, the process of

removing psychic detritus from propaganda-laden minds.

Unteach, unlearn, undo. After you have accomplished that mission, you might be able to impart some facts to your students. Until

then, you are merely treading the waters of ignorance.

Some propositions to chaw on:

. Any teacher who doesn't understand the underlying ideas behind his "facts" isn't worth his weight in caps, gowns, and other
googaws.

. And any parent who assumes his children’s teachers know how to teach is (usually) wrong.

Conclusion? Take your children out of public schools and (un)teach them yourselves. Public school teachers, and | was raised by two
of them, are themselves victims of the mental baby food taught to them by their teachers. Nor is there any hope of imminent
change. Schools in America, including universities, are rotten from within. A bright student can learn some things of value from

them, but at a terrible and long-drawn-out price: unlearning the pablum afterwards.

The best teacher, if you can find one, is the one who will first unlearn himself from his "education," then unlearn his students from

theirs.

Unfortunately, these people are hard to find. They're usually busy writing columns.
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