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Harry

Potter

and the Half-Stumped Critics

by Gena Gorlin

y now few of our readers

have eluded the fairy dust
that has settled all over the
world since Harry Potter first
cast its spell. This summer Row-
ling seemed to have yet again
bewitched entire populations,
as young and old, rich and poor,
college professors and elemen-
tary school kids all stormed the
bookstores at midnight on July
16th to get their hands on the
sixth installment of the series.

J. K. Rowling’s Harry Pot-
ter series, as few need reminding,
tells the story of a teenage wizard
who tackles the kinds of challeng-
es that confront “real” children
in grade school—unfair teachers,
school bullies, demanding sports,
overwhelming homework loads—
in the midst of an epic battle,
fought with wands and witchcraft,
between good and evil.

The allure of Harry Potter
has held its diverse audiences en-
tranced for years. The series’ first
three installments maintained
top positions on the New York
Times adult best seller list until
the Times deliberately removed
it. Numerous sources, including
Publisher’s Weekly, maintain that
Harry Potter is “the fastest sell-
ing book in history.”

But what is all the fuss
about? Why the universal appeal
of what appear to be children’s
fantasy books?

A clue to the answer lies in
the explanations put forth by two
prominent ideological camps that
are usually butting heads in the
ongoing “‘culture war:” Chris-
tians and Leftist academics.

Despite many fundamen-
talist Christians’ opposition to
the series (on charges of seduc-

tive witchcraft) many Christian
scholars have joined postmodern
intellectuals in confessing their
“addiction” to Harry Potter. In
so doing, both sides have volun-
teered lengthy analyses defend-
ing the books—often against
their own ideological kind.

John Granger, a “traditional
Christian” by his own descrip-
tion and author of multiple books
praising Harry Potter, claims that
the source of the books’ popular-
ity is “their ability to meet a spiri-
tual longing for some experience
of the truths of life, love and death
taught by Christianity but denied
by a secular culture” (Looking for
God in Harry Potter). Granger ar-
gues that Harry’s moral universe
offers a stark alternative between
good and evil and nurtures the
reader’s confidence in the benevo-
lent divine. For instance, in every

climactic encounter between Har-
ry and his mortal villain, the evil
Voldemort, Harry’s great capacity
to love and his loyalty to the good
are decisive factors in his victory.
More broadly, as Christian
Potter fans point out, Harry’s
moral choices are essential ingre-
dients in his struggle for survival
throughout the books. Granger
likens the series to C. S. Lewis’
Chronicles of Narnia—which
is well known for being infused
with deliberate Christian allego-
ries. Francis Bridger, a theologian
and pastor, maintains that “like
Lewis, Rowling is an intensely
moral writer” (A Charmed Life:
Spirituality in the Stories of the
World’s Most Famous Seeker).
On the other hand, the same
Christian authors seem hesitant to
claim that Rowling’s morals are
(continued on page 4)

FREEDOM FROM
PEOPLE OF FAITH

by Thomas A. Bowden

hey call themselves “people of

faith,” and they are waging war
against a basic principle of Ameri-
can government: the separation of
church and state. Complaining that
our secular culture has improperly
banished God from government,
religious conservatives are work-
ing tirelessly to inject faith-based
decision-making into America’s
legal system.

This conservative onslaught
requires a bold defense of the sec-
ular state—by people of reason.

Although that defense must
encompass all branches of gov-
ernment, today’s battleground is
the courtroom, where judges find
themselves under relentless pres-
sure to legitimize religious dog-
mas such as the sanctity of the
God-given soul (the Terri Schia-
vo case, anti-abortion laws, stem

cell research), the literal truth of
holy scripture (laws against ho-
mosexuality, displays of the Ten
Commandments in courthouses),
and the recognition of God as
master of the universe (creation-
ism, prayer in public schools).
The First Amendment, conser-
vatives declare, guarantees only
freedom “of” religion, not free-
dom “from” religion.

To their credit, secular judges
have valiantly resisted the reli-
gious right’s persistent advances.
In response, frustrated conserva-
tives are leveraging their new-
found dominance over Congress
and the presidency in a crusade
to emasculate the judiciary.
Whether it’s senators limiting fil-
ibusters, or Congress threatening
to reorganize the court system, or
President Bush decrying “judi-

cial activism” while nominating
compliant federal judges, con-
servatives are targeting secular
judges as enemies.

No, the “people of faith” are
not calling for a Christian theoc-
racy —yet. For now, they simply
want to establish religious faith
on an equal footing with reason
as a legitimate method of gov-
ernmental decision-making. But
if they succeed in this, the even-
tual emergence of government
by clergy is all but assured.

A proper defense of the sec-
ular state must penetrate to fun-
damentals. It is insufficient, for
example, to criticize Christian
evangelicals for imposing their
own narrow creed on a diversely
religious citizenry. Such superfi-
cial criticism implies that faith-
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‘ N J e have forgotten 9/11.
Back then, four years

ago, we all swore to “never for-
get” the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11,2001. Everywhere you
turned, American flags, waved
proudly in the wind and bumper
stickers declared our solidarity
as a nation and reaffirming that
pledge: “We won’t forget!”
What has happened to that
vow? The flags and bumper stick-
ers are being forgotten, slowly
but surely. In a few more years,
most people will scarcely even
notice the anniversary anymore.
How can this be? How can
such an important and seemingly
unforgettable event as the attacks
of 9/11 be forgotten? The answer
is simple: we forget because we
do not understand the histori-
cal significance of 9/11. What
explains this is largely unrecog-
nized: we do not understand this
significance because, thanks to
modern education, we don’t un-
derstand the historical principles
that explain it. Today’s teachers
deplore the idea of generalizing
from historical examples to learn
the principles that explain them.
But what is it about 9/11
that makes principled thinking
so necessary? Isn’t it obvious
that these terrorist attacks were
important? Haven’t the causes
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of them already been identified?
We’ve been given a whole long
list of them, after all: American
support for Israel, the continued
presence of American troops in
the Middle East, the mess left
in Afghanistan after the Cold
War, a “radical fringe group”
of Muslims who hate the West
for these incursions . . . the list
goes on.

If you try asking for the es-
sential, underlying cause that
explains why this fringe group
successfully attacked America,
when similar disaffected groups
around the globe did not, the re-
ply is quick and incredulous: “Es-
sential causes? Don’t be simplis-
tic! We live in a complex world!”
Did a history teacher ever ask
you to list the seven causes of the
Civil War, or the fifteen causes
of the fall of Rome on a test? It’s
the same issue. We are told that it
is impossible to generalize from
specific situations to find the
guiding principles of history.

Most of us come out of
school never questioning this,
yet this is the tragically simple
answer to the general misunder-
standing and failing recollec-
tion of 9/11. History is a subject
which most vitally requires prin-
cipled thinking, as it provides the
proper context in which to judge

human action,. But when we are
taught that generalizing from
past consequences is impossible,
the implication is that we should
divorce each new conflict from
the sum of human history and
solve it “pragmatically” —by tri-
al and error. But historically, this
strategy has had disastrous con-
sequences!

We are often told that, when
conflicts between nations arise,
it is always best to try a peaceful,
diplomatic solution first. But is
it actually good to spend weeks,
months, or years negotiating
with the leaders of Islamic the-
ocracies or other terrorist states?
Neville Chamberlain spent years
“negotiating” with Hitler, giving
him time to consolidate his war
machine and begin his conquest
virtually unopposed. By the time
anyone had the courage to stand
up to his plans of world domi-
nation, a long, horrific war was
necessary to stop him. Keep-
ing in mind the Islamic tyrants’
openly stated goal of a world
dominated by Islam, judge for
yourself whether this principle
of “peaceful diplomacy” is al-
ways the best solution.

In contrast to this, consid-
er some historical examples in
which our enemies were met with
overwhelming retaliatory force,

not appeasement. Consider the
Barbary wars of the early 19th
century. The Barbary pirates, liv-
ing in north Africa, were attack-
ing U.S. merchant ships headed
for the Mediterranean. European
powers urged diplomacy and ne-
gotiation, paying a yearly tribute
to the Barbary thugs. But in two
separate wars, Presidents Jeffer-
son and Madison sent the U.S.
Navy and Marines to invade and
punish the Barbary states. Jeffer-
son merely recognized a threat to
American interests by a bunch of
thieves and murderers, and dealt
with them as such.

The pirates never bothered
U.S. ships again.

Another example is the U.S.
defeat of Germany and Japan in
World War II. The fire-bombing
of German cities and the atomic
bombs dropped on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki had the (correctly)
desired effect of breaking the will
of those nations to fight, not only
stopping their quests for world
domination, but discouraging
aggression for decades to come.
Japan, in particular, would have
fought a U.S. invasion down
to every last man, woman and
child—and many hundreds of
thousands more American sol-
diers would have died before the

(continued on page 6)
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based governmental action is
permissible if representative of
all beliefs, when in fact our Con-
stitution forbids it.

America was established for
a secular purpose: the protec-
tion of individual rights to life,
liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness. The Constitution neither
mentions God (except to forbid
religious tests for public office)
nor imbues government with any
religious purposes.

Individual rights can be pro-
tected only by a secular state
whose every action is grounded
in objective fact and guided by
reason, not blind faith. By way of
illustration, consider the impor-
tance of rational methodology in
the field of criminal justice.

To justify an arrest in a prop-
er legal system, the police must
have probable cause, and to win

a conviction, a prosecutor must
establish guilt beyond a reason-
able doubt, based on objective
evidence. If justice is to pre-
vail, each governmental decision
must be taken without regard to
anyone’s religious faith.

Any admixture of religious
faith guarantees injustice. In the
Dark Ages, a prosecutor would
submerge the defendant’s arms
in boiling water, and if the scald-
ed flesh became infected, that
was taken as a sign of God’s
disfavor, mandating a guilty ver-
dict. Adopting that benighted
era’s essential methodology, to-
day’s conservatives demand that
judges accept “God’s will” as a
legitimate basis for punishing
homosexuals, science teachers,
stem cell researchers, and a host
of others. This is the collapse of
criminal justice, as surely as if
Jewish judges were rejecting tes-
timony from atheists, or Catholic
jurors were relying on scripture
to convict Protestants.

Centuries of history demon-
strate that faith-based govern-

ments spawn persecution, tor-
ture, and endless bloody warfare.
Today’s religionists may insist
that this time will be different,
but their evasions cannot eradi-
cate the inherent connection be-
tween faith and force. Since faith
entails overriding reason in favor
of emotion, religious disputes are
necessarily unresolvable through
rational persuasion, leaving force
as the only weapon against her-
etics and infidels. No wonder reli-
gionists so often lust after govern-
ment power.

If “people of faith” choose
to act irrationally in their private
lives, they are free to do so. But
if there is one institution that must
be held rationally accountable for
every single action it takes, it is
the agency that can lawfully use
guns, prisons, and lethal injections
against legally disarmed citizens.

Separating church from state
does not guarantee victory for the
rational protection of individual
rights—secular irrationality is pos-
sible, indeed commonplace—but
such separation is indispensable

nonetheless. This is why issues
like abortion, gay rights, and “In-
telligent Design”™ creationism mer-
it so much attention. Once judges
begin accepting religious feelings
as valid decisional factors, the sec-
ular principle cannot survive, and
the disintegration of society into
sectarian strife must soon follow.

“People of faith” began this
war, and so people of reason
must now end it—by zealous-
ly defending the secular state,
and vowing never to allow faith
and force to be united under the
American flag.

Thomas A. Bowden is an at-
torney and a writer for Ayn Rand
Institute in Irvine, CA.

This article is reproduced
with permission from the Ayn
Rand Institute. © 1995-2005 Ayn
Rand ® Institute (ARI). Its inclu-
sion in The Undercurrent Volume
1, Issue 4 does not represent an
endorsement of The Undercur-
rent by either the author or the
Ayn Rand Institute.
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THE COLLECTIVIST CLUB

CAMPUS CLUBS AND THE NEED TO BELONG

housands of college freshmen

across America wandered the
tables of campus club fairs this
fall. Many, staring at the sea of
brightly colored posters, felt a
pressure to find a niche —to adopt
an identity by the act of joining a
club, a religion, or a frat that ad-
vertises an identity ready-made
for adoption.

There is a pervasive trend
amongst student groups that ca-
ters to this pressure, encouraging
members to join by implicitly ap-
pealing to their desire to belong.
Frats are the most obvious ex-
ample. Fraternities and sororities
do not pretend to offer anything
more than group membership:
brothers and sisters who you will
like, and who will like you back,
by sole virtue of the fact that you
are all loyal to the same group.

You do not join a fraternity
because its other members share
your own, independent values.
Fraternities and sororities fol-
low elaborate hazing and initia-
tion rituals in order to create the
illusion of a bond between their
members where no real bond ex-
ists. The shared experience of
walking roped together across
the quads singing drinking songs
(to choose a reasonably va-
nilla example) is less a bond of
brotherhood than a bond of idi-
ocy. There are no shared values
or mutual respect or common
causes which lead to the forma-
tion of Greek societies. There is
merely the desire to have some-
where to go on Saturday night—
the desire not to be alone.

Ethnic societies appeal to the
same desire to belong, in a dif-
ferent way. Here, it is race that is
offered up as the reason to join
the club. Come hang out with the
Chinese Students, because you
are Chinese! Join the Latino Stu-
dents—you’re one of us, aren’t
you? You are a social misfit if
you, a black student, do not elect
to become a Black Student, a
card-carrying member of the ap-
propriate racial group.

Here, the color of your skin,
the shape of your facial features,
and your un-chosen genetic
code—not the desire to share
chosen values—are upheld as
the basis for meaningful rela-
tionships and as reason enough
to spend hours at club meetings
and activities. The Black Stu-
dents Association does not ex-
ist for students of any race who
are interested in Black history or

African culture. Sure, they may
admit them, if they’re worried
about being accused of racism.
But the club’s raison d’etre is
students who are black, irrespec-
tive of their independent inter-
ests, attitudes, or opinions.

Some may argue that ethnic-
ity is a legitimate value to share
in a campus club. To the extent
that ethnicity refers to a particular
dance, or cuisine, or dress, a club
could obviously be built around
students interested in enjoying
that value. But to the extent that
ethnicity means a racial or cul-
tural label, it is not a valid basis
for a club. It isn’t an interest like
math, or literature, or a hobby like
cooking or bicycling, or a skill
like painting or playing Scrabble.
It is not an activity that you en-
joy. Ethnicity is not something to
be proud of any more than it is
something to be ashamed of. It is
not an accom-
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with the conviction that an army
of self-righteous church-goers
was galloping behind him. The
mild-mannered student with his
tasteful gold cross, tapping you
on the shoulder to ask you to
attend a bible meeting, is filled
with that same self-righteous-
ness: “I belong. I'm safe. Join us,
and you’ll be safe, too.”

Kappa Sigma Delta, the Or-
ganization of Hungarian Stu-
dents, the Student Followers of
Confucianism—there is a name
for the mentality they appeal
to: collectivism. They are all of
them collectivist. They all treat
individuals as interchangeable
members of a group, meaningful
only as units of a larger whole.
Accordingly, they offer students
an organization that can give
them meaning by making them
members of that group.

With collectivistic belong-
ing as the cri-

plishment; it is
simply a con-
glomeration of
the accidents of
your birth.

“Being bla

skill you can develop.

teria for club-
formation,
absurd off-
spring organi-
zations mush-

ckis not a

As it is with Being a Christian room forth.
frats and ethnic . The Black
clubs, so too does nOtgwe you Economics
with  religious || 7 1 Students. The
clubs. In this lndep endent ":ltereSts Latin Ameri-
variant, it’s an that you enjoy,” can Mormons.

offer of shelter

The Hawaiian

from the cold,
hard world, and a safe haven
where students can forget they
are individuals with individual
responsibilities and lean on the
collective identity of the church.
The Campus Crusade for Christ
website laments: “College stu-
dents often find themselves in an
environment that is tearing away
at their moral and spiritual stabil-
ity. They can feel trapped by the
pressures of academic life and
the deep need to be accepted by
their peers.”

The answer? Jesus, of course.
“Jesus Christ provides the hope
and purpose in life that people
are seeking.” If your peers don’t
accept you, don’t worry, Jesus
will! His followers will wel-
come you into the flock with
open arms, and membership in
the group will give you the sta-
bility you’ve been craving. Hell,
when Christianity was in its hey-
day, it roused entire populations
to march across Europe and hack
the Turks to pieces. That wild-
eyed soldier with the cross bla-
zoned across his chest was filled

Law Students
Bikers’ Society. The Baptist
Medical Students. The Pan-
Asian Liberal-Arts Students for
the Preservation of the Environ-
ment...for Pete’s sake, what does
being Black add to an interest in
or knowledge of Economics?
What does being Latin Ameri-
can add to being a Mormon, or
being a Baptist add to the study
of Medicine? Nothing. The dis-
tinctions are humorous because
they are arbitrary.

Not all clubs are this way.
There is a clear divide between
these clubs, based on the collec-
tivist need to belong to a group,
and others, based on chosen val-
ues. Contrast collectivist clubs
with an organization like the
Chess Club, whose members get
together to play a game that they
all enjoy, or to learn how to play
it. Or take the Calligraphy Club:
its purpose is to allow partici-
pants to practice and appreciate a
difficult, beautiful art form. And
don’t forget the Debate Team—
its members meet to learn and
practice debating skills.

The football team, the pho-
tography club, the pottery club,
the astronomy club—all are
based on chosen interests and
skill sets that members wish to
develop and celebrate through
participation in club activities.
It’s the opposite of the collec-
tivist clubs. Being black is not
a chosen interest, and it is not a
skill that you can develop. It is
an accident. Being a Christian
does not give you independent
interests that you enjoy; it gives
you a false sense of security that
substitutes for the activity of pur-
suing values. And joining a frat...
well, we don’t really need to re-
visit that one.

Advocacy groups form an
interesting sub-set of the value-
based clubs. They appeal to cho-
sen intellectual positions. Mem-
bers of Amnesty International,
the Young Democratic Social-
ists, the Students for George W.
Bush, etc., participate because
they share beliefs and want to
advocate them. It’s a valid form
of expression, and definitely a le-
gitimate basis for a club.

It’s just a shame that most of
what advocacy groups advocate
is...collectivism. Leftist groups
promote the racism of ethnic
clubs in the form of affirmative
action, and Conservative groups
use religious collectivism to
chant pro-life mantras and anti-
stem cell research slogans that do
not hold up to rational examina-
tion. Groups that subordinate the
individual (the frats, the ethnic
clubs, the religious clubs) are
only putting into practice what
advocacy groups—on and off
campus—have been preaching
for decades.

But the Chess Club is still out
there. And so is the Debate So-
ciety, the Swing Dance Society,
Campus Radio, and the Impro-
visational Comedy Group. Such
clubs are often struggling and in
the background, but they are the
representatives of individualism
on campus. They appeal to your
independent values, not some neu-
rotic need to belong. Join them,
and forget the collectivist creeps.

It’s just too bad there is no
group to explicitly advocate in-
dividualism. Except, of course,
the Objectivist Club.

Rebecca Knapp is a senior at
the University of Chicago. She is
studying classics and plans to go
to law school.




THE ANTI-SCIENCE
CONVERGENCE

he anti-science right is on

the march. Whether they’re
opposing embryonic stem cell
research, evolution, the effec-
tiveness of condoms, therapeutic
cloning, or Terri Schiavo’s medi-
cal diagnosis, conservatives are
standing firmly against science
whenever it conflicts with their
vision and values.

“You should allow the Word
of God to drive your understand-
ing of the evidence,” says one
opponent of evolution. Famed
conservative newsman Tony
Snow calls for puncturing “the
myth of scientific invincibility,”
and teaching schoolchildren that
science is mere “inspired guess-
work.” Leon Kass, chairman of
The President’s Council on Bio-
ethics, calls his own critique of
human cloning “one of those in-
stances about which the heart has
its reasons that reason cannot en-
tirely know.”

The right’s hostility to sci-
ence isn’t surprising. Science
is based on the premise that
knowledge depends on reason
rather than revelation, evidence
rather than emotion, facts rather

than faith. Such an outlook is
incompatible with religion and
therefore with the right, which
is explicit about its religious
agenda, regularly condemning
the left’s “secularism” and “sci-
entific fetishism.”

And what about the left? Is
it really a bastion of reason and
science the way the right claims
it to be?

Consider the environmen-
talist movement. Environmen-
talism is generally considered
to be a scientific movement, its
views based on facts discovered
by climatologists and ecologists
trying to understand nature. But
the warnings and prescriptions
issued by environmentalists are
often anything but fact-based.

In 2004, the Arctic Climate
Impact Assessment issued “Im-
pacts of a Warming Arctic,” a
report that proclaimed, “Glob-
al warming could cause polar
bears to go extinct by the end of
the century by eroding the sea
ice that sustains them.” Yet the
facts contained in the group’s
own report clearly disprove
their claims: they show that
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the temperature fluctuations
recorded by the group repre-
sent, not a continual warming
trend, but the warming phase of
a warming/cooling cycle; they
show that these temperature
fluctuations cannot be the result
of increased manmade emis-
sions of greenhouse gasses;
they show that, at worst, human
activity has caused a .6 degree
Celsius rise in average global
temperature since the start of
the Industrial Revolution, even
though average global temper-
atures can naturally fluctuate
more than three degrees. To top
it all off, the group’s key find-
ing clashes with all available
evidence, which indicates that
the population of polar bears
has actually increased!

Such a massive departure
from the truth cannot be the
result of honest error—it can
only be achieved by people
who believe that misrepresent-
ing the facts is a virtue when it
serves a noble cause. Yet such
is the mentality of the environ-
mentalists, and while this case
is striking, it is by no means

unique. Whether the issue is
global warming (or global
cooling), DDT, acid rain, the
depletion of the rainforests,
or the Alar scare, every single
environmental panic has been
shown to be, if not complete-
ly baseless, then wildly exag-
gerated. “We have to offer up
scary scenarios,” said Stanford
University  Environmentalist
Stephen Schneider, “make sim-
plified, dramatic statements,
and make little mention of any
doubts we may have. Each of
us has to decide the right bal-
ance between being effective
and being right.”

To be scientific demands
more than a science degree. It
means basing conclusions on
facts rather than searching for
(or creating) facts to confirm
one’s convictions. Yet despite
environmentalism’s ~ consistent
record of false predictions, faulty
methods, and deceptive claims,
the left continues to embrace the
environmentalist cause.

The reason is obvious—the
left isn’t pro-science at all.

(continued on page 6)

The Half-
Stumped Critics

(continued from page 1)
particularly Christian—or even
religious—in nature. Bridger,
even while drawing parallels be-
tween Lewis and Rowling, ad-
mits that “unlike Lewis’s world
of Narnia . . . the symbols, issues,
and plots used in the Potter books,
and the issues dealt with, are more
complex . . .” In what way are
Rowling’s ethical lessons “com-
plex,” then, despite their portrayal
of good and evil as absolutes?

Unlike stories written to in-
struct kids in Judeo-Christian
morality, the Potter books see
Harry rewarded, not for adher-
ing to the rules of his elders
and authorities, but for defying
them. As Connie Neal explains
in What'’s a Christian to Do with
Harry Potter?, “If one is looking
for a simple message of ‘Don’t
break the rules!” forget the Harry
Potter books.” (p. 179).

For instance, to rid Hogwarts
of the menacing beast that terror-
izes students in Chamber of Se-
crets, Harry and his friends break
countless rules, such as taking a

teacher hostage when he threatens
to upset their plan of rescuing their
classmates. Their criterion for ac-
tion is not “what does the Bible
say?” but: “what actions must we
take to save our friends?”
Christian authors cite the
books’ portrayal of love as the
hallmark of Harry’s morality. But
unlike the Christian love extolled
in the Sermon on the Mount,
Harry’s love is not uncondi-
tional; his affection, like that
of his headmaster Dumbledore,
must be earned. It is his dearest
friends and most loyal support-
ers, like Ron, Hermione, and Sir-
ius, in whom he invests his love.
Harry’s love certainly does not
extend to his enemies. He val-
ues neither Professor Snape nor
the bully Draco Malfoy, and he
burns with positive loathing for
those—like Voldemort and Bel-
latrix LeStrang—responsible for
murdering his loved ones.
Unlike the selfless, dutiful
Aslan—the lion hero of Lewis’
Narnia tale who lets himself be
butchered in a Christ-like sac-
rifice—Harry’s developing vir-
tues are egoistic. Rather than
running counter to his selfish,
practical concern for the joys of
this world, his virues actually

further his enjoyment by guid-
ing him to protect himself and
those he loves.

Besides, if the Potter books’
“ability to meet a spiritual long-
ing” is what accounts for the
books’ wild popularity, then why
have C. S. Lewis’ books never ap-
proached Rowling’s unprecedent-
ed sales records? And if it isn’t
some alleged religiosity in the
books, then what is it that makes
Harry’s world so irresistible?

Most of the secular intellec-
tuals who have tackled the suc-
cess of the Potter series have an
answer. They point not to the
books’ spiritual guidance, but to
their grimly vivid realism. Un-
like the many Christian fans who
emphasize the moral clarity and
the victory of the good in Harry
Potter, academic critics theo-
rize that the books’ appeal stems
from their real-world complexity
and moral uncertainty.

Amanda Cockrell, a literature
professor at Hollins University,
observes that Rowling “has de-
parted from the imaginary into the
real” (Harry Potter and the Ivory
Tower). “She has abandoned the
realm of high fantasy and laid her
story in contemporary England,
rather than in the imaginary and

medievally flavored otherworlds
of Middle Earth or Earthsea.”
Indeed, wizards shop, commute
in trains, and, of course, attend
grade school.

Edmund Kern, an assistant
professor of history at Lawrence
University who wrote a book in
praise of Harry Potter (The Wis-
dom of Harry Potter), is particu-
larly fond of its “merg[ing] the
fantastical and the mundane.”
As Kern observes, “[young read-
ers] encounter . . . drunkenness
and violence. Life is not pristine.
The death of a likable, righteous
character proves that acting mor-
ally is hard-won and that being
good does not guarantee being re-
warded.” In a similar vein, Maria
Nikolajeva writes in “Harry Pot-
ter—A Return of the Romantic
Hero” that “the appeal of Harry is
exactly that he is . . . an ordinary
clumsy and bespectacled boy. . . .
A boy who is disobedient and cu-
rious. . . . He is not above play-
ing dirty tricks on his foster fam-
ily by using magic, and he does
not hesitate to wear the invisibil-
ity [cloak] to sneak around like a
typical . . . trickster.” By contrast,
she criticizes the standard “fairy-
tale heroes,” whom she critically

(continued on next page)
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Studying Your Way to Ecstasy

by Ray Girn

his September, waves of

students arrived on college
campuses and readied them-
selves for the academic chal-
lenge ahead. Armed with lists,
schedules, planners, and bud-
gets, they sought out classes,
classmates, bookstores, dorm
rooms, financial aid offices.
There it was, that energetic,
refreshing, busy to-and-fro of
individual students carefully
figuring out and enacting their
plans of action in pursuit of their
educational ends.

Sadly, the coming weeks
will reveal that many college
students are in fact quite pas-
sive about pursuing their goals.
Rather than making and abiding
by purposeful choices, they will
go through the year regularly
compromising their plans, dis-
tracted by the lure of television
shows, dorm parties, and flash-
ing AIM icons.

On the face of it, the reason
for this seems obvious: being
purposeful takes work. It means
thinking about when to study,
what to study, how to study. To
stay on top of your game, you
will have to figure out what days

and evenings to take off, what
errands to prioritize, what en-
tertainment to pursue. And then
you will actually have to do the
studying—and a lot of it. With
so many tempting distractions,
is it really surprising that some
students will find it difficult to
stay the course?

When a freshman impulsive-
ly abandons his plan to prepare
for tomorrow’s test by accompa-
nying his roommate to a movie,
he is aware, at a gut level, that
he is blindly departing from his
carefully chosen course of ac-
tion. If he could put into words
the unspoken excuse that he
makes for himself, it would be
something like “I know I planned
to study, but I feel like having
fun.” On the face of it, it’s hard
not to sympathize —the poor guy
isn’t committing a crime, he just
wants to enjoy life.

But he is committing a
crime: he’s stealing enjoyment
from himself. Will he actually
enjoy life more by indulging
such an impulse? He might en-
joy that night more, but that’s
not the same thing. What if he
fails the test and has to retake the

course—what effect would that
have on his life?

The freshman’s essential er-
ror is not that he decides to see
a movie instead of study. There
are, after all, many cases in which
such a decision makes perfect
sense. His error is that he doesn’t
decide at all. He doesn’t think.
He abandons thought and acts on
the impulse of the moment.

In so doing, what the fresh-
man really abandons is the goal
of enjoying life. After all, why
is the test important? Why is he
at college? Why does he want
to educate himself? So that he
can make money doing work
that he enjoys. So that he can
enjoy life.

The issue is one of hedo-
nism vs. happiness. Pursuing
hedonistic pleasure means re-
acting to whatever impulse
you feel, without considering
future consequences. Pursuing
genuine happiness means try-
ing to live a life of pleasure.
Any human value—a Friday
night movie, a college degree,
a successful career, a fulfilling
marriage, good health—is the
product of sustained, thought-

directed action. A person who
characteristically fails to act
according to a thoughtfully
chosen plan will not even be
able to stay on top of simple
things like paying bills, buying
groceries, and remembering
birthdays, let alone be able to
achieve profound values like an
enduring romance or a Ph.D.

So if we need to be long-
range, does that mean long
years of ascetic grimacing while
we wait for pleasure to come?
No. The student who thinks
and plans also plans his short-
term pleasure. In fact he is the
only one who is capable of ap-
preciating the pleasures big and
small that life has to offer.

It is easy to overlook the
fact that we study to enjoy life.
For an animal, rewards moti-
vate and follow directly from
successful effort—a wolf hunts,
then it eats. For a human being,
whose goals are long-range, re-
wards don’t usually follow so
immediately. The effort you ex-
ercise in planning and studying
for a calculus test is rewarded,
but it’s hard to map out the ex-

(continued on page 7)

The Half-
Stumped Critics

(continued from previous page)
describes as “possess[ing] a stan-
dard set of traits: strong, brave,
clever . . .” and whose “moral
qualities are impeccable.” For
Nikolajeva, Harry is only part-
hero, but part-typical (and recog-
nizeable) teenage boy.

Yet even while extolling its
“mundane” qualities, the aca-
demics admit that Harry Potter is
not “the boy next door,” and that
the magical world hardly resem-
bles grim routine. Nikolajeva,
even while differentiating Harry
from the standard “fairy-tale he-
roes”—such as the children of
C.S. Lewis’s stories—admits that
Harry is “brave, kind, and he has
a strong sense of justice.” In con-
trast to the relativistic, ambigu-
ous characters of many modern
children’s stories, Harry Potter
represents “the fortunate attempt
to reintroduce the romantic [hero]
into children’s fiction.” Though
intellectuals like Nikolajeva do
not focus on Harry’s moral vir-
tues, they cannot help observing
that he exhibits them.

Furthermore, despite all the
teenage awkwardness and loom-
ing threats, Cockrell observes
that Rowling possesses a quality
“unusual in a tale with as dark
a theme as hers: she is funny.”
From fat ladies moving around
from portrait to portrait, to the
not-quite-decapitated Gryf-
findor ghost, Nearly Headless
Nick, even the darkest moments
in Harry Potter are colored by
light-hearted humor and imagi-
native anomalies.

So, one cannot help wonder-
ing, what is it that so magnetical-
ly draws readers back to Harry’s
world? The moral heroism, or
the gritty reality of life?

Perhaps the quickest way to
the answer is to ask Harry’s most
devoted and ideologically un-
prejudiced fans—the kids.

Kathleen Malu, an educa-
tion professor and mother of
two, did just that (Harry Potter’s
World): she interviewed her 12-
year-old son’s classmates, who
were halfway through reading
the second book in class. One,
named Tia, responded: “When
I was reading I was thinking
about school and which teacher
was like my teacher in the sto-
ry. I had a teacher like Professor

Snape at my old school.” Across
the country, a fifth-grader named
Alaina wrote a thank-you letter
to Rowling, explaining: “When I
thought about it, I knew I wanted
to be like [Hermione Granger].
I knew the grades that I wanted
were like Hermione’s marks. So
I thought, ‘Hermione, I shall be.’
Wow! . . . My life had suddenly
changed. From F’s and D’s to A’s
and B’s, I really felt successful. I
enjoyed learning new things. I had
nice friends. . . . I loved school,
but most of all, I loved to read!”

Alaina, like Tia, recognized
the familiar and realistic in Harry
Potter: the grades, the teachers,
the search for loyal friends. But
in those familiar features, she
also saw an inspirational moral
message. The world of Harry
Potter resembles our world—it
confronts its characters with the
same dilemmas, struggles, and
choices. But the way Rowling
portrays those experiences, far
from being mundane and ran-
dom, is in fact dramatic, excit-
ing, and spiritually fulfilling: it
inspires kids (and adults) to seek
the excitement and thrill of dis-
covery in their own lives.

Kids emulate Harry and
Hermione not for their Christian

orthodoxy (which they promi-
nently lack), but for the practical
lessons they learn about earning
good grades, forming successful
relationships, and living happy,
fulfilling lives. The practical val-
ues they pursue (such as friends,
good grades, and innocent teen-
age antics) are the ends to which
their virtues (like justice, self-
control, and independence) are
the means. In short, Harry’s mor-
als are practical; they enhance
his life in the real world, an idea
that neither the Commandment-
abiding Christians nor the moral-
ity-shunning Leftist intellectuals
today would recognize.

Harry Potter offers a world
where the physical details of re-
ality and the sublime concerns of
the spirit, two elements so hope-
lessly at war in our culture, are
united. That the books resonate
with such a vast cross-section of
the culture, cutting across politics,
ideology, and age, suggests a ba-
sic and universal truth—that vir-
tue is practical, the real world is
dramatic and exciting; and in the
real world, we can be heroes.

Gena Gorlin is a sophomore
enrolled at Tufts University and
the New England Conservatory.
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The
Anti-Science
Convergence

(continued from page 4)

No one is more explicit
about this than the left itself, at
least when they are speaking off
the record, safely tucked away
inside the walls of academia.
In their book, Higher Supersti-
tion, Paul Gross and Norman
Levitt catalogue the academic
left’s assault on science from all
quarters of the social sciences:
post-modernist, Marxist, femi-
nist, multiculturalist, and, of
course, environmentalist. Each
of these schools, sometimes dis-
tinct from the others, sometimes
not, has its own complaint about
science. Science, say the post-

modernists, is just our culture’s
particular faith, no better than
any other culture’s myths. Sci-
ence, say the Marxists, “is really
‘bourgeois’ science.” Science,
say the feminists, “is poisoned
and corrupted by an ineradica-
ble gender bias.” Science, say
the multiculturalists, is “inher-
ently inaccurate and incomplete
by virtue of its failure to incor-
porate the full range of cultural
perspectives.” Science, say the
environmentalists, embodies
“the instrumentalism and alien-
ation from direct experience of
nature which are the twin sourc-
es of eventual (or imminent)
ecological doomsday.”

Each of these claims, while
different, reduces to the same la-
ment: “Science doesn’t cohere
with our ideology, so something
is wrong with science!” And this
is the tragedy of today’s intellec-
tual mainstream: both the right

and the left are fundamentally
opposed to science.

Some might object to this
characterization. After all,
they argue, the right and the
left both respect science at
least some of the time. But this
is like calling a medical study
reliable if on%y some of its data
was fabricated. To be pro-sci-
ence is to be pro-science with-
out exception. It’s to stand for
science on principle, not just
when it happens to confirm
one’s particular dogma.

But as bad as it is, the as-
sault on science is just a partic-
ularly ugly manifestation of the
philosophic  fundamental that
motivates both liberals and con-
servatives: both liberals and con-
servatives are anti-mind.

Liberals claim that man
can know nothing—his mind
is impotent, trapped in a “cul-
tural construct,” or a “gender

matrix.” “Man’s mind is impo-
tent,” agree the conservatives,
“most of all the ‘intellectual
elites.” Man must therefore sur-
render his mind to God.” What-
ever their superficial differenc-
es, both sides share the same
basic principle: man cannot
think, and so must abandon his
quest for the truth.

To defend science, one must
first defend man’s mind. And if
one wants to defend man’s mind.
one must replace the baseless ac-
ceptance of ideological dogma
with a passionate, unwavering
commitment to the truth. One
must stop searching for facts to
fit one’s vision, and fix one’s vi-
sion on the facts.

Don Watkins is a freelance
writer and senior editor of Axi-
omatic (axiomaticmagazine.com),
an  online  magazine  for
Objectivists.

9/11: How Our
Teachers

Help Us Forget

(continued from page 2)

war on that front was over. Once
again, America and her allies rec-
ognized a very real threat to free
nations everywhere, and used
whatever means necessary to
make sure that threat was ended.

These examples are just a few
of many, but the pattern remains
the same. There is definitely a
principle that can be learned from
them: an overwhelming use of
force against a threat to freedom
will frighten aggressors away
and break the will of those who
support them, whereas appease-
ment only emboldens the aggres-
sors and sends the message that
they can get away with more and
more. This is the kind of principle
that should be identified and used
in foreign policy and other areas
of life—but isn’t.

Take another example: we’ve
all heard the phrase “One man’s
terrorist is another man’s freedom
fighter.” Have you ever stopped
to think about whether or not it’s
true? Let’s look at what the words
in this sentence really mean, and
see. First of all, to equate a ter-
rorist with a freedom fighter is to
make the assumption that terror-
ists are fighting for freedom. But
freedom means freedom of the
individual from government con-
trol; this 1s what the Founding
Fathers of America understood
and fought for.

But is this what the terrorists
are fighting for? No. They are
fighting to force their brand of

religion on, not only the people
of their own countries, but the
rest of the world as well. They
are not fighting so that individu-
als will be free to live their own
lives (and to choose their own
beliefs), but to give governments
absolute, religious control over
every aspect of an individual’s
life. Now can you equate a ter-
rorist with a freedom fighter?

Just to provide a little more
proof, take a look at some other
examples of people who have
fought, not for freedom, but for
a mystical ideology (like Islam).
The Crusades and the Inquisi-
tion, both consequences of the
Christian ideology, are excellent
examples where the aggressors
claimed to be working for a good
cause (whether “freeing” the
heathens of the Arabia from Is-
lam or “protecting” the innocent
from heretics), but were in fact
working against true freedom of
the individual.

For a non-religious exam-
ple, look at Nazi Germany. Hit-
ler used the supposed mystical
superiority of the “Aryan race”
to form a nation-wide cult bent
on “freeing” the world from the
Jews and other inferior races. But
is freedom really what they were
fighting for? Not if you mean
freedom of the individual.

The principle to be found
here, then, is that mystical ideolo-
gies lead to dominating, destruc-
tive aggression. But—keep in
mind the first principle we iden-
tified—they can only do this in
the modern era if free, rational
nations pander to them and allow
such behavior to go on.

Phrases such as “One man’s
terrorist is another man’s free-
dom fighter” are common in our
culture today. Yet, if we are care-

ful to stop and properly define
the terms involved, it quickly
becomes clear that they don’t
add up. The consequences of let-
ting this kind of mistake pass are
abundantly clear after a quick
look at history—and the same
kind of thing will happen again
this time, if we do not learn that
it is possible to think in princi-
ples and to learn from the past.

Now, with this in mind, per-
haps we can puzzle out why
so many Americans have
forgotten 9/11.

We all know that the attacks
on September 11th were a trag-
edy. Why? Most people will an-
swer that it’s because thousands
of innocent lives were lost, and
it was here on American soil. But
the same thing could be said of
Hurricane Katrina. There have
been destructive hurricanes be-
fore and there will be again.
But a bloody terrorist attack by
primitive religionists on the most
technologically advanced nation
on earth is a different matter.

Here is where the principles
we identified before become im-
portant:, on 9/11, America was
attacked not because she lacked
the means to defend herself, but
because she did not use those
means. For twenty years or more,
the U.S. government failed to re-
spond to increasingly audacious
attacks by Islamic terrorists, and
appeased governments that sup-
ported them. Abandoning the tra-
dition of Jefferson and Madison,
our leaders instead embraced the
strategy of Chamberlain—and
met with the same consequences.

This is the real tragedy of
September 11th.

But because most people do
not understand those principles,
and don’t see how we got to the

point where America was—and
still is—engaging in appeasement,
they also don’t see that this is the
root source of all the trouble, don’t
understand that this is what makes
the events of 9/11 so significant,
and therefore don’t remember
9/11. In their minds, the terrorist
attacks have been reduced, essen-
tially, to the level of the hurricane
disaster: a lot of people dead, but
what’s to be done about it? We
shrug and move on.

Given the true nature of
and reasons behind the attacks,
this mental attitude on our part
could not be worse: without an
understanding of the attacks,
and a suitable response to them,
more and worse attacks will be
directed at us, and eventually
some of them will succeed no
matter how good our security.
Unlike hurricanes, our enemies
can sense our cowardice.

Principled thinking, as used
in the above examples, can be
applied to all different kinds of
ideas and questions, in all areas of
life, and is thus vitally important
to learn. However, it is an abso-
lute necessity for understanding
issues like 9/11 and the “War on
Terror.” We must learn what the
proper response to such attacks is,
and be able to evaluate whether or
not the war is an appropriate re-
sponse. Even some rudimentary
thinking on this subject should
make it apparent that knowing
how to think in principles is not
merely a matter of having a good
education—it is, literally, a matter
of life and death.

Audra Hilse is currently a
sophomore at Lawrence Univer-
sity. She is majoring in history,
and also enjoys philosophy and
fiction writing.
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CAMPUS SURVIVAL,
UNDERCURRENT STYLE

h, back to school. The crisp

autumn air, the stroll down
the Quad, the hustle and bustle of
campus. Time for Boola Boola,
Hoya Saxa, Chu-Chu-Ra-Ra and
all the rest. But this year, for the
first time, Joe College sets foot on
campus with an unbeatable ally: a
fresh copy of The Undercurrent.

And not a moment too soon.
Arrayed against Joe College is a
set of unprecedented obstacles
threatening to derail his educa-
tion and his future.

So what are these obstacles?
Bush administration budget
cuts? An uncertain labor mar-
ket? That crusty old dean? Far
from it. The leading threat to
your future is your college edu-
cation . . . or lack thereof.

The threats range from the
mundane to the metaphysical.

Sitting in your dorm room,
you now face innumerable dis-
tractions in competition with
your  education:  LiveJour-
nal, Facebook, fall rush, video
games, parties, and the room-
mate stumbling home at 4AM.
It takes discipline to get an ed-

ucation these days. At The Un-
dercurrent we love to see you
in focus, so we gladly offer up
advice on how and why to inte-
grate work with fun (“Studying
Your Way to Ecstasy”).

But even the disciplined stu-
dent faces a dizzying array of
choices on campus, and needs the
wisdom of experience to guide
him. Choosing a student organi-
zation is a case in point. All too
many campus clubs seem to be
geared towards students seeking
escape from the responsibility of
education, rather than a comple-
ment to it; towards taking com-
fort in an artificial group identity,
rather than shared values and in-
terests. Thus The Undercurrent
furnishes you with a handy shop-
per’s guide to these clubs (“The
Collectivist Club”).

Sadly, when it comes to
mind-expanding  coursework,
the pickings are slim. Students
at today’s universities have the
opportunity to excel in a range
of classes related to the profes-
sions, but when it comes to the
humanities—the cornerstone of

a proper liberal education—our
educators have defaulted on cul-
tivating in us a concern for the
universal and the timeless as ex-
pressed in the Western canon. It
is little wonder, then, that stu-
dents lack a historical perspec-
tive that allows them to evaluate
even the most crucial issues of
the day (“9/11: How Our Teach-
ers Help Us Forget”).

Faced with an endless parade
of readings in the folklore of
'Kung tribesmen and the sociol-
ogy of the Trobriand Islanders, is
it any wonder that we take ref-
uge in the (by comparison) larg-
er-than-life and epic tales of one
young Harry Potter? A schoolboy
like ourselves, Potter convinces
us that even in the face of great
obstacles, growing up can be
magical. If only the cultural crit-
ics of the left and right (begrudg-
ingly admitting their own affec-
tion for Potter) could understand
why this is true (“Harry Potter
and the Half-Stumped Critics”).

But we can’t expect the cul-
tural left and right to understand
literature, not when they don’t

even want to understand the ba-
sic tenets of the scientific world-
view. The imminent convergence
of religious and postmodernist
forces against all that is holy and
rational grows more ominous,
even as we speak (“The Anti-
Science Convergence”).

Say what you want about
the postmodernists, but some of
us think they’re too silly ever to
make much of a real difference.
The religious right, on the other
hand, has centuries of experience
to draw on in laying waste to the
values of the intellect. From the
Inquisition to the Scopes Trial,
religion has threatened the values
of liberal education and returned
with a vengeance even after its
many temporary respites (“Free-
dom From People of Faith”).

But fear not, young scholar.
There is much to learn in college,
if you approach it with the right
attitude, armed with the proper
principles. At The Undercurrent
we hope to supply you with these
principles as we have learned
them from Ayn Rand’s philoso-
phy of Objectivism.

Studying Your
Way to Ecstasy

(continued from page 5)

act causation (it might mean a
better job years later). You, un-
like an animal, can lose sight
of the justification for putting
forth the effort—you can forget
that your reason for studying is
your desire to enjoy life. This
1s why every student counselor
that you’ve ever had has ad-
vised you to put aside lots of
time and money for leisure and
entertainment. Leisure and en-
tertainment help you remember
that you’re working so hard,
not out of duty or obligation,
but for the sake of pleasure.
Rewarding yourself for hard
work gives that work an emo-
tional reality —it shows you
what you’ve just been achiev-
ing for yourself.

In this way, the pleasure of
watching a movie or going out
dancing after writing a test is
just like the satisfaction of the
wolf eating after hunting, trans-
figured into a human context.
For a wolf, the effort of hunting

produces the pleasure of eating.
For you, the effort of studying
produces the self-esteem that
comes from knowing you are
securing pleasure many years
down the road, and that self-
esteem is what enables you to
enjoy a date, a movie, or a night
out with the boys. You know
you deserve it.

And there is, of course, the
joy of the doing itself. Just as
the wolf enjoys not only the
meal but also the hunt, so you
can enjoy the effort of studying.
Work 1s effort, but it should not
be pain. If you seek out work
that you love, the process of
pursuing pleasure itself be-
comes a pleasure.

A student who accepts the
idea that his purpose at col-
lege is to earn a life of enjoy-
ment will not feel that there is
a conflict between working hard
and having fun. Such a student
plans to enjoy life both today
and in the future, and so sticks
to his plan. When unexpected
opportunities arise—he wins
free tickets to a concert, say —
he neither sticks militantly to
his work plan nor abandons
his work plan, he just revises

his schedule to see whether he
can fit it in (and because he is
organized, he can). This is the
approach of the many students
who live it up on the weekends
while staying on top of their
courses, jobs, errands. The re-
wards they pursue —food, video
games, sports, novels, movies,
parties, bars, clubs, conversa-
tion with friends, road trips,
sex—are healthy and desirable
values...because they are pur-
sued thoughtfully. It’s not as
though enjoying the student life
precludes being a good student.

The student who does not
grasp the relationship between
studying and enjoying life will
feel that there is a conflict be-
tween working hard and having
fun. He will feel like tomorrow’s
test is what is keeping him from
that party he yearns to attend—
and will therefore struggle to re-
sist the pull. He may even sin-
cerely tell himself he intends to
study, but in the teeth of a tempt-
ing phone ring or IM pop-up that
conviction dissipates.

Pleasure is the result of ac-
tion—and action, for a human
being, means thought-guided
action. To the extent that a stu-

dent fails to grasp the impor-
tance of thinking as a means
to enjoying life, his modus
operandi will be not action
but reaction. He will constant-
ly be reacting unthinkingly to
things that seem worth having
or doing now, without due con-
sideration of what is actually
good for his life and happiness.
A student who find himself
tempted to abandon thought
for the sake of pleasure should
remind himself that what he
is abandoning is pleasure. He
should see the distraction for
what it is—a temptation to give
up the pursuit of happiness be-
cause it seems to hard—and
then instead of blindly indulg-
ing it he should apply his mind
to the task of squeezing every
ounce of pleasure he can into
his life, today, tomorrow, and
into the future.

Ray Girn graduated last year
from the University of Toronto,
and now teaches math and sci-
ence at a private elementary
school in Orange County, Cali-
fornia. He is a student at the Ayn
Rand Institute’s Objectivist Aca-
demic Center.
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SPEAKERS, EVENTS, MEETINGS

All dates & times subject to
change or cancellation. For
more information, contact
mail@the-undercurrent.com

New York University
(New York, NY)

THE AYN RAND
LECTURE SERIES IN
NEW YORK CITY

‘What: Public lecture,
“Global Capitalism”
Speaker: Dr. Andrew
Bernstein, professor of phi-
losophy and author of The
Capitalist Manifesto
quen: Friday, Oct. 28,
2005, 7:00pm
‘Where: Room 900-series,
Kimmel Center
Contact: Kara (nyuoc_
resident@yahoo.com)
escription:

“Although leftist agita-
tors continue to protest glob-
al capitalism, they overlook
the key points in the debate.
In Europe, North America,
and Asia, the capitalist na-
tions are, by a wide margin,
the wealthiest societies of
history —with per capita in-
comes in the range of at least
$20,000-$30,000 annually.
What are the deeper prin-
ciples making possible the
freedom and wealth enjoyed
under capitalism —and lack-
ing in its political antipo-
des? How has capitalism al-
ready greatly enhanced the
lives of millions of human
beings in formerly impov-
erished Third World coun-
tries? What can the men of
the free world do to further
promote the spread of capi-
talism into the repressed na-
tions of the globe? These
are the questions addressed
in this talk.”

‘What: Public lecture, “Cre-

ationsim in Camouflage:

The Intelligent Design

Deception’

Speaker: Dr. Keith

Lockitch

When: Tuesday, Nov. 8,

2005, 8:00pm

‘Where: 10th Floor, Kim-

mel Center

Contact: Kara (nyuoc_
resident@yahoo.com)
escription:

“For decades creation-
ists have Souﬁht to replace
evolution with the Book of]
Genesis. But defenders of
evolution have consistent-
ly prevailed in the schools
and the courts of law. This
stru%gle for intellectual sur-
vival has led to the evolu-
tion of a new “species” of
creationist, better adapted

to its inhospitable environ-
ment. The new creationism
oes by the name of “intel-
igent design” and poses a
greater danger than old-
style creationism. In this
talk Dr. Lockitch will ex-
amine the intelligent design
movement, focusing on its
similarities and differences
with standard creationism.
By hiding its religious es-
sence behind a cloak of
pseudo-science, the move-
ment seeks to make itself
more palatable to intellec-
tuals and the general pub-
lic. And because today’s
academics—including the
most passionate and vocal
defenders of evolution—
are incapable of answering
its most fundamental argu-
ments, the doors of our col-
leges and schools are omi-
nously open to primitive
mysticism masquerading as
science.

Further info: The Objec-
tivist Club at NYU, http://
nyu.objectivismonline.net

THE FOUNTAINHEAD
SEMINAR SERIES

What: Seminar meeting/
discussion of Ayn Rand’s
masterpiece
When: Each meeting
beﬁins at 7:00pm, on the
following dates: Monday,
Sept. 19, 2005; Monday,
Oct. 17, 2005; Monday,
Nov. 14, 2005; Monday
Dec. 5, 2005
Where: Room 907, Kim-
mel Center, NYU
Contact: Kara (nyuoc_
resident@yahoo.com)
izza and soda will be pro-
vided free of charge.

Renssealaer
Polytechnic Insitute
(Troy, NY)

What: RPI Objectivist
Club meetings

When: every Thursday,
8:00pm—9:0(§ilpm
Where: Student Union,
Room 3511

Contact: Lisa Rogers,
rogerl@rpi.edu

Colgate University
(Hamilton, NY)

What: Public lecture, “Re-
ligion Vs. Morality”
Speaker: Dr. Andrew
Bernstein, professor of phi-
losophy and author of The
Caﬁlta ist Manifesto
When: Tuesday, Sept. 27,
2005, 8:00pm

Where: Love Auditorium,

Olin Hall
Contact: Richard Denon-
court, rdenoncourt@mail.
colgate.edu
Description:
“Conventionally, most
people believe that moral-
ity can only be based in reli-
gious faith—that in a world
without God no principles of|
right and wrong coultf exist.
Related to this, philosophers
have long held that no ob-
jective, fact-based, rational
code of values is possible.
Regarding both points, this
talf% shows that the exact op-
posite is true. The purpose
of morality is to guide hu-
man life on earth—and reli-
gion is utterly incapable of
it. Flourishing life requires
a code of secularism, ratio-
nality, egoism and freedom.
Religious faith clashes with
every principle of a proper
moral code, and, as such,
has led, and can only lead
to, hell on earth.”

Tufts University
(Medford, MA)

Announcement: The Ayn
Rand Interest Club will
hold weekly meetings this
semester.

is this the correct strategy?
This lecture examines sever-
al cases from history in An-
cient Greece, Ancient Rome,
the American Civil War, and
the decades between World
Wars I and II—asking what
has happened when great
nations, facing attack, have
turned to defense rather than
offense. The results are un-
equivocal: the only defense
is a good offense. If his-
tory is any guide, America
should project her military
beyond her borders and into
the foreign homeland of her
enemies. She should leave
her cities free and open: as
demonstrations of the power
and success of freedom. Ul-
timately the lessons of his-
tory illustrate the deep con-
nection between intellectual
clarity, moral certainty, and
the ~ offensive  strategy
needed to defeat a ruthless
enemy. Only Ayn Rand’s
philosophy of Objectivism
provides the foundations
needed for a successful mil-
itary response to the threats
we face today.”

University of Illinois
(Urbana-Champaign, IL)

Further info: Gena Gorlin
(eugenia.gorlin@tufts.edu)

Duke University
(Chapel Hill, NC)

Announcement: Duke Ob-
jectivists will hold regular
meetings this semester.
Further info: Aaron Keefe
(ask12@duke.edu)

University of Chicago
(Chicago, IL)

Announcement: The Univ.
of Chicago Objectivist Club
will hold regular meetings
this semester.

Further info: visit http:/
objectivist.uchica%g.e u

or email Rebecca Knap
(rebkna@uchicago.edu?

‘What: Public lecture,
“The Failure of ‘Homeland
Defense’”

Speaker: Dr. John Lewis,
Ashland University profes-
sor of history

‘When: Fall 2005, further
details TBA

Where: TBA

Contact: Rebecca Knapp
(rebkna@uchicago.edugy
Description:

“With the creation of a
cabinet-level Department of|
Homeland Defense, Amer-
ica has accepted a perma-
nent, institutionalized state
of siege on its own soil. But

Announcement: The II-
linois Objectivist Club will
hold regular meetings this
semester.

Further info: email Ryan
Dawson (rwdawson@uiuc.
edu)

What: Public lecture, “Cre-
ationism in Camouflage:
The ‘Intelligent Design’
Deception”

Speaker: Dr. Keith
Lockitch

When: Thursday, Nov. 10,
2005, exact time TBA
Where: TBA

Contact: Darrin Weathers-
by (dweathe2 @uiuc.edu)
Description:

“For decades creation-
ists have sought to replace
evolution wit]% the Book of
Genesis. But defenders of
evolution have consistently
prevailed in the schools and
the courts of law. This strug-

le for intellectual survival

as led to the evolution of a
new “species” of creationist,
better adapted to its inhos-
pitable environment. The
new creationism goes by the
name of “intelligent design”
and poses a greater danger
than old-style creationism.
In this talk Dr. Lockitch
will examine the intelligent
design movement, focus-
ing on its similarities and
differences with standard

creationism. By hiding its
religious essence behind a
cloak of pseudo-science, the
movement seeks to make
itself more palatable to in-
tellectuals and the general
public. And because today’s
academics—including the
most passionate and vocal
defenders of evolution—
are incapable of answering
its most fundamental ar-
guments, the doors of our
colleges and schools are
ominously open to primitive
mysticism masquerading as
science.

Further info: http://www.
uiuc.edu/ro/ioc

Lawrence University
(Appleton, WI)

regular meetings this
semester.

Further info: Kyle Patrick
Steele (steeleky @msu.edu)

University of
Southern California
(Los Angeles, CA)

‘What: Public lecture, “Re-
ligion Vs. Morality”
Speaker: Dr. Andrew
Bernstein
‘When: Wednesday, Nov. 2,
2005, exact time TBA
Where: TBA
Contact: Eric Lanser (eric.
w.lanser@lawrence.edu)
Description:
“Conventionally, most
people believe that moral-
ity can only be based in reli-
gious faith—that in a world
without God no principles of|
right and wrong coultf exist.
Related to this, philosophers
have long held that no ob-
jective, fact-based, rational
code of values is possible.
Regarding both points, this
talk shows that the exact op-
posite is true. The purpose
of morality is to guide hu-
man life on earth—and reli-
gion is utterly incapable of
it. Flourishing life requires
a code of secularism, ratio-
nality, egoism and freedom.
Religious faith clashes with
every principle of a proper
moral code, and, as such,
has led, and can only lead
to, hell on earth.”

University of Michigan
(Ann Arbor, MI)

Announcement: The
University of Michigan
Students of Objectivism
(UMSO) will hold weekly
meetings this semester.
Further info: http:/www.
umso.org, email Jennifer
(jenhsiech@med.umich.edu)
with any questions, sugges-
tions, efc.

Michigan State
University
(East Lansing, MI)

What: Public lecture, “Cre-
ationism in Camouflage:
The ‘Intelligent Design’
Deception”

Speaker: Dr. Keith
Lockitch

When: Tuesday, Oct. 25,
2005, exact time TBA
Where: SGM, details TBA
Contact: USC Objectivist
Club (aynrand@usc.edu)
Description:

“For decades creation-
ists have souﬁht to replace
evolution with the Book of
Genesis. But defenders of
evolution have consistently
prevailed in the schools and
the courts of law. This strug-

le for intellectual survival

as led to the evolution of a
new “species” of creationist,
better adapted to its inhos-
pitable environment. The
new creationism goes by the
name of “intelligent design”
and poses a greater danger
than old-style creationism.
In this talk Dr. Lockitch
will examine the intelligent
design movement, focus-
in% on its similarities and
differences with standard
creationism. By hiding its
religious essence behind a
cloak of pseudo-science, the
movement seeks to make
itself more palatable to in-
tellectuals and the general
public. And because today’s
academics—including  the
most passionate and vocal
defenders of evolution—
are incapable of answering
its most fundamental ar-
guments, the doors of our
colleges and schools are
ominously open to primitive
mysticism masquerading as
science.

Further info: http://www.
uscobjectivistclub.com

University of Colorado
(Boulder, CO)

Announcement: MSU
Objectivist Club will hold

Announcement: Boulder
Objectivist Club will meet
regularly this semester.
Further info: See http:/
www.colorado.edu/stu-
dentgroups/objectivists/
or email Jared Seehafer
(seehafer@colorado.edu)
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