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I began seeing that all the movements founded a couple of centuries ago 

which have propagandated or set standards of freedom of religion have all run into major problems, and my spontanious thought is, they get what should be expected. The absence of religion or atheism which politicians have used to proclaim freedom of religion, is a kind of phase nil, a pretext to what can happen. The problem is that atheism has never been articulated as a sound doctrine or a religion, which it should have been if it truly was meant to be a corrective to religion in general. The atheism formulated earlier by these politicians and philosophers have rather the form of being a opposition to the unreasonable and also almost incomprehensive standards set by church fathers.

The formulation of freedom have happened in constitutions, but it has never been regarded as a heavenly mandate. Rather the human mandate, and when looking at it this way, it is understandable that the religious would regard it as man`s and lucifer`s rebellion against the godly reign.

The founding fathers of US fits neatly into this description. Whatever they themselves had faith in; they never let their conviction become defined in terms easily understandable to masses, or wrote it into the constitution. Therefore it actually laid the way open for someone to simply hijack the constitution, and insert God.

Because the theme of Freedom and its unpriceable gifts have never been 

formulated in a sufficient way, there have never been a great group to 

defend it ruthlessly in its theoretical state. And it has mostly been 

believed that freedom is a condition which appears as consequence of a 

economic ideology which have been allowed enough power to produce its 

innate essence, which is believed to include freedom. Therfore the defense of freedom have been left over to the groups who spend it and earns it income on particular freedoms.

The socialists started out very atheistic as a broader movement a century ago. Today the picture is very different, and its main change happened in the eighties. The problem with atheism is that it doesnt provide a ethical foundation which is convincing or can be said to be even appealing. And I think this is understandable in that atheism on its own links best to nihilism. The ethical support to the wellfareprograms in socialism is what makes socialists move into the godtrap. And the godtrap consists of blindness and totalitarian viewpoints. In this way the argumentations on the real functions and societal benefits of wellfareprogram is replaced by a unreasonable empathy.

The local atheists or humanists have been going well since the 60ies. It was almost by accident that i last summer discovered that they had started to use the christian "Do unto others what thou wilt  others shall do unto you". And this ethical slogan had also gained use in their rites like the civil confirmation. (which anyway is a pseudo confirmation). And thats just another symptom of the lack of the sufficient formulation of Freedom. Or that they are completely unwilling to see it, if it ever was shown them.

Russia became the greatest atheism state ever, i suppose, and it all was suddenly abandoned. And I dont know much about these changes to say 

anything intelligible.

And I think this all means that Freedom and its conditions can be debated more.
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Benjamin Franklin, I believe, was the one who said that if you control another man's purse, you control his will.

But it is Ayn Rand who points out that the true capitalism has its focus on the individual.  The fact that the statists have used smearing tactics to confuse capitalism as an evil scourge in the minds of people is the real problem.

Adam Smith was a Rosicrucian and an individualist; it's the mitigation of his system that has created problems by these statists/altruists.  Capitalism is a system of individual merit.  The statists, in creating their favors that sometimes protect certain businesses and other times protect certain individuals, mitigates the opportunity to reward merit.

And always these days, the very minds that create opportunity are now viewed as the evil ones; with the good ones being propped up statists that is simply socialism in surprise.

Rand asks: Who are 'the people'?  Why should the state be interested in serving this non-group?  The people are simply a collection of individuals.  And if those individuals are made subserviant to the collective, then we are moving towards communism and ultimately the fascist ideal.

She was touting this in the early 60s...and isn't that exactly what has happened.  There is no capitalist government on this planet.  If there were, the problem of atheism and its failure to express any sort of ideology would be moot.
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I will understand if I am accused of playing with words like a witless idiot, but it must be remarked:

 

Every government on this planet is, in fact, capitalist.

 

The question becomes: Who is capitalizing?

 

:)

 

AUMGN, AMEN & AGAPE 
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Hi Charles,
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Yes, this is word play and would more befuddle the discussion than contribute to it.  In light of what you do say though, I would disagree with you.  The various world states are not competing for cash in a business environment.  Some are competing for world power and others, but to insure the petty power mongers that run them can continue to destroy their own countries.  Really in all cases, world governments are run by plunderers at this time in human history; leaving war the only inevitability.
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ahh, you triggered some hardcore runarian socialism ; ) 
I cannot see the fact that the busiest governments are plunderers as some unfortunate accident, its as expected.
The easiest form for capital income is theft - its so easy that its forbidden. Then they can do it abroad = colonialism. And "noone" knows.
Competition leads to a winner. The winner takes it all, sooner or later, because they have also won themselves way into the laws.
The winner appeals to the rest by talking about sanctity and opportunity of the individual, while they themselves are creating franchise solutions and corporations which are based upon marxism, just that the peoples ownership of the factory is replaced by the single profiteer. 
Sorry but the sanctity of the human individual lies in their status as consumer. If they didnt consume, they would have been worthless to the owners of society. 
Watch out for economies independent of peoples consume.

Ok- you have mentioned Ayn Rands book capitalism - have you got a link? 
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I'm sorry, there's no link; you have to purchase the book.  And believe me, it is a most amazing book and will challenge any thoughts you've had on politics and political thinking.  It's entitled: Capitalism-The Unknown Ideal.
In it, she details a meritocracy that only capitalism can produce.  And she shows how the market could truly bring a just and wholesome system that can only add to the prosperity of the world.  The plunderers do get for themselves; but at the expense of creativity and productivity, meaning even they get less than they could have had if they had applied their genius otherwise.
And amazingly enough, Alan Greenspan wrote two of the lectures in the book.  Whenever it was that he sold out, he fell from a great height...or he was bought by the Trilateral Commission.
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I have begun to download her books, but have not found capitalism yet. I anyway had a great time going through her commentaries on the history of philosophy; called "to the new intellectuals". I share her reverence for most of her ideals and agrees with much of what she says, but there are many very serious flaws in her philosophy. I do also think she is interesting and worth recommending reading because she takes up so many themes which do still matter a lot. The persons she have chosen to paint out as going through history are also very interesting, Attila and the Witch doctor, and these have been quite central in many of the discussions onlist here. So why not give her some attention and do some comments on her? I will get get back to her writings. They are important also as the economical and political development the last 50 years on the right side have never been based upon much ideology. There never have been much intellectuals between adam smith and now who have given extensive defense of capitalism from a theoretical, ideological and moral point of view.
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What flaws?  I don't see too many at all.  Her distaste for Plato and anything metaphysical is of course a mistake.  But like the humanists and atheists, she properly places emphasis on the role and rights of the individual in this life irregardless of any future life.  And this is the one place where Thelemites can concur and what specifically differentiates US from all the superstitious religions.
93/93
pj
93
I get back to this theme, i just found her Capitalism. I will read it first. And i also have got more to read.
Here is the "for the new intellectuals". Recommended reading.
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Did you also find an electronic of Ayn Rand's book: Capitalism?
Please send that to me also; I'd like to forward it.
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