Socialism and Society
Kerby Anderson provides an overview of the popularity of socialist ideas in America from a biblical
perspective.
Socialism is more popular today than anyone would have predicted a few years ago. A significant
number of socialist characters can be found in Congress. Universities have many professors who are
promoting socialism. And more young people than ever believe socialism is superior to capitalism.

Why is socialism so appealing to so many Americans? Young people are drawn to the siren song of
Bernie Sanders and Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez. Part of the reason is that it appeals to their sense of
fairness. Another reason is that it promises lots of free stuff.
Free college tuition and student loan forgiveness are examples. The millennial generation
(Generation Y) and the iGen generation (Generation Z) have lots of student debt. They see the need
but forget that someone would have to pay for this new massive entitlement. And they rarely stop
and think about why someone who didn’t go to college and took a blue-collar job should pay for their
university education. These may be the most educated generations in history, but they don’t seem to
spend too much time reflecting on what they supposedly learned in economics.
The cost of some of these policies is enormous. Just covering the cost of tuition at public colleges
and universities is estimated at $70 billion a year. One study of the cost of government-run health
care (called “Medicare for All”) was estimated to cost $32 trillion during the first ten years. Some
estimate the cost of the “Green New Deal” to be $93 trillion. We can certainly debate how accurate
some of those estimates are, but we can’t ignore that they would be very expensive once these
programs are implemented.
There is some evidence that the popularity of socialism is waning. A post-election survey done by the
Cultural Research Center shows a significant decline in support for socialism. George Barna believes
that another reason for this decline is the aggressive marketing of a government-driven culture that
show young and old what socialism in America would really be like.
He found that the most precipitous decline in support for socialism was among Americans ages 30 to
49. Just a decade ago, they were the demographic I often pointed to as those who supported
socialism more than capitalism. That has changed significantly.
Socialism is less popular even for Americans who are age 50 years or older. In the past, they have
been the group most consistent in their support of capitalism. But even in this group, there was an
eight percentage-point decline of support for socialism.
The demographic groups with the least support for socialism were Christians who had a biblical
worldview and what George Barna calls SAGE Cons (Spiritually Active Governance Engaged
Conservative Christians). But there are still a small percentage of them who support socialism. That
is why I also address whether the Bible teaches socialism.

The Promise of Socialism
In order to understand the appeal of socialism, we need to make a clear distinction between
capitalism and socialism. Capitalism is an economic system in which there is private property and
the means of production are privately owned. In capitalism, there is a limited role for government.
Socialism is an economic system in which there is public or state ownership of the means of
production, and the primary focus is on providing an equality of outcomes. In socialism, the state is
all-important and involved in central planning.
Often when young people are surveyed about socialism, the pollster does not provide a definition. If
you merely believe socialism means more equality in society, then you can see why so many choose
socialism over capitalism. Also, young people under the age of 30 are probably the least likely to
associate socialism with Soviet-style repression. Instead, they may have in their minds the current
government push toward European socialism and find that more attractive.
There is also an important philosophical reason for the popularity of socialism. When Karl Marx first
proposed the concepts of socialism and communism, he enjoyed an intellectual advantage. He could
talk about the problems with capitalism the modern world was going through as they were adapting
to the difficult process of industrialization. He could contrast the reality of capitalism with the
utopian ideal of socialism.
Utopian visions will always win out over the harsh reality of the world. But we now have the terrible
record of socialism. Unfortunately, socialism’s death toll never quite gets factored into any equation.
The late columnist Joseph Sobran said: “It makes no difference that socialism’s actual record is
terribly bloody; socialism is forever judged by its promises and supposed possibilities, while
capitalism is judged by its worst cases.”{1}
Dinesh D’Souza reminds us that many countries have tried socialism and all failed. The first socialist
experiment was the Soviet Union, then came lots of countries in eastern Europe (Poland, Yugoslavia,
Albania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, and East Germany). Add to that countries in
Asia (Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, North Korea, and China) and countries in South America (Cuba,
Nicaragua, Bolivia, and Venezuela) and Africa (Angola, Ghana, Tanzania, Benin, Mali, Mozambique,
Zambia, and Zimbabwe). By his count, there are 25 failed experiments in socialism.{2}
The typical answer to these failures is that each of these wasn’t done correctly. The failure of these
socialist experiments was a failure of implementation. But this time, they say, we will get it right.
Believing in socialism apparently mean never having to say you’re sorry.
In the next section we will look at the argument that democratic socialism is the ideal we should
pursue. We should ignore this list of socialist failures and focus on socialism in the Scandinavian
countries.

A Different Kind of Socialism
Proponents of socialism not only argue that it was not implemented correctly in the past but also
argue that what they are proposing is “democratic socialism.” They usually point to the
Scandinavian countries as examples.
Anders Hagstrom in one of his videos asks, “What does socialism mean to [people such as actor and
comedian Jim Carrey]?” He says that conversations about socialism often go like this: “A liberal says
we should be socialist. A conservative points to Venezuela, and says socialism doesn’t work. A liberal

says, What about Sweden and Norway? The conservative then points out
that those countries aren’t actually socialist.”{3}
He says that even if we accept the comment by liberals, there is a problem. “Nordic countries have
tiny populations of less than 10 million. And copying and pasting their policies to a country of 330
million isn’t going to work.” These Nordic countries were successful before they adopted the
redistributive policies they have now. Here’s a reality check: if Sweden were to join the U.S. as a
state, Sweden would be poorer than all but 12 states.
Hagstrom also explains that the policies of true socialists like Senator Bernie Sanders and
Alexandria Ocasio Cortez go far beyond what the Nordic countries have. For example, Bernie
Sanders wants a planned economy. None of the Nordic states have this. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez
wants to abolish profit. None of the Nordic countries have done that. And both of them want a
universal minimum wage. None of the Nordic states have that.
There’s another problem with the argument. These countries aren’t socialist. John Stossel in one of
his videos interviewed a prominent Swedish historian.{4} Johan Norberg makes it clear that
“Sweden is not socialist—because the government doesn’t own the means of production. To see
that, you have to go to Venezuela or Cuba or North Korea.” He does admit that the country did have
something that resembled socialism a few decades ago. The government heavily taxed the citizens
and spent heavily. That was not a good period in Swedish history, especially for the economy.
Yet even with the high Swedish taxes, there was simply not enough money to fund Sweden’s huge
welfare state. Norberg explains that “People couldn’t get the pension that they thought they
depended on for the future.” At this point, the Swedish people had enough and began to reduce the
size and scope of the government.
John Stossel says, “They cut public spending, privatized the national rail network, abolished certain
government monopolies, eliminated inheritance taxes and sold state-owned businesses like the
maker of Absolut vodka.” While it is true that Sweden does have a larger welfare state than the US
and higher taxes than the US, there are many other areas where Sweden is actually more free
market.

Socialism and Equality
One of the moral arguments for socialism is that it creates a society with more social and economic
equality. Proponents want us to consider the fairness argument when applied to a free market. How
fair is it that basketball star Lebron James makes more than $37 million when a social
worker starting out only makes about $30,000? Even more extreme is the estimate that Jeff Bezos
makes more than $320 million a day while the average Amazon salary is around $35,000 a year.
Of course, this is what happens in a free society where people with different skills, different abilities,
and different motivations are allowed to participate in a free market. You will get inequality, but you
also have a free society where people can use their gifts to pursue their
calling and still receive a good income.
We don’t have to guess what will happen in a socialist economy because we have lots of historical
examples. In a desire to bring equality, socialism doesn’t bring people up out of poverty. Instead, it
drives them into poverty. Consider two test cases (Germany and Korea).
After World War II, Germany was divided into two countries: West Germany was capitalist, while

East Germany was socialist. Throughout the time they were divided, there was a striking difference
between the two countries. When the two countries were reunified, the GDP of East Germany was a
third of the GDP of West Germany.
An even better example is North and South Korea, because it lasted longer and continues to this day.
South Korea is now more than 20 times richer than North Korea. Of course, people in South Korea
are also freer than North Korea. They are also taller and live about 12 years longer than people in
North Korea.{5}
By contrast, capitalism provides every person a chance to influence the society. In his book, United
States of Socialism, Dinesh D’Souza doesn’t ignore the issue of justice but actually embraces it.
Capitalism, he says, “far more than socialism, reflects the will of the people and expresses
democratic consent.”{6} A consumer is like a voter. As a citizen, we get to vote in an election every
two to four years. But a consumer gets to vote every day with his or her dollar bills. That money
represents the time and effort put in to get those dollar bills.
The free market provides you a level of popular participation and democratic consent that politics
can never provide. You get to vote every day with your dollars and send economic signals to people
and companies providing goods and services. Essentially, capitalism, like democracy, is a clear form
of social justice.

The Bible and Socialism
Perhaps you have heard some Christians argue that the Bible actually supports socialism. The book
of Acts seems to approve of socialism. In Acts 4, we find a statement that the believers in Jerusalem
“had all things in common.” It also says that those who possessed land or houses sold them and
brought the proceeds to the apostles’ feet. They distributed these gifts to anyone in need. This looks
like socialism to many who are already predisposed to believe it should be the economic system of
choice.
First, we need to realize that this practice was only done in Jerusalem. As you read through the rest
of the book of Acts and read the letters of Paul and Peter, you see that most believers in other parts
of the Roman world had private property and possessions. Paul calls upon them to give voluntarily to
the work of ministry.
Second, the word voluntary applies not only to Christians in other parts of the world, but it also was
a voluntary act by the believers in Jerusalem to give sacrificially to each other in the midst of
persecution. This one passage in the book of Act is not a mandate for socialism.
If you keep reading in the book of Acts, you can also see that the believers in Jerusalem owned the
property before they voluntarily gave the proceeds to the apostles. The next chapter (Acts 5) clearly
teaches that. When Peter confronted Ananias, he clearly stated that: “While it remained, was it not
your own? After it was sold, was it not in your own control?”
Owning property contradicts one of the fundamental principles of socialism. In the Communist
Manifesto, “the abolition of property” is a major item in the plan for moving from capitalism to
socialism and eventually to communism.
By contrast, the Ten Commandments assume private property. The eighth commandment forbidding
stealing and the tenth commandment about coveting both assume that people have private property
rights.

In fact, we can use biblical principles to evaluate economic systems like capitalism and socialism.
Although the Bible does not endorse a particular system, it does have key principles about human
nature, private property rights, and the role of government. These can be used to evaluate economic
systems like socialism and communism.
Socialism is still a popular idea, especially among young people. Recent polls along with various
books about capitalism and socialism illustrate the need for us to discuss and explain the differences
between capitalism and socialism. Socialism may sound appealing until you begin to look at the
devastating impact it has had on countries that travel down the road of greater governmental
control.
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A Christian Worldview Appraisal of Gun
Control and the Second Amendment
Steve Cable examines the Second Amendment from a biblical perspective.
In today’s America, the Second Amendment invokes intense arguments regarding its meaning and
application. Events like the Newton school, the Aurora movie theater, and the Tucson shopping
center shootings bring sorrow to our minds and prayers to our lips. Some say the way to prevent
these tragedies is to remove the right for individuals to own and carry firearms. Others argue that
firearms carried by responsible individuals could have prevented much, if not all, the carnage of
these mass shootings.

Any discussion of the Second Amendment should begin by making sure we are
familiar with the wording and the original meaning of this part of our Bill of Rights. The Second
Amendment states: “A well-regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the

right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” Although we can reasonably
assume the authors of the Bill of Rights and the people of that day felt that this was an unambiguous
statement, it is not the case today.
Some believe that the phrase “the right of the people to keep and bear Arms” creates an individual
constitutional right. This view is referred to as the “individual right theory,”{1} that legislative
bodies are precluded from prohibiting firearm possession. Others argue that the phrase “a wellregulated Militia” means that it was only intended to restrict Congress from legislating away a
state’s right of self-defense. This view is called the “collective rights theory.”{2}
In all likelihood, the authors intentionally combined these two thoughts. The states could not muster
a militia of their people unless the people were allowed to keep arms. This view is supported by
people involved in crafting and/or approving the Bill of Rights. Samuel Adams wrote, “The said
Constitution be never construed to authorize Congress to . . . prevent the people of the United
States, who are peaceable citizens, from keeping their own arms.”{3} Similarly, Noah Webster
wrote, “Before a standing army can rule, the people must be disarmed; as they are in almost every
kingdom in Europe. The supreme power in American cannot enforce unjust laws by the sword;
because the whole body of the people are armed, and constitute a force superior to any band of
regular troops that can be on any pretense, raised in the United States.”{4}
Does a Christian worldview provide guidance for our views on the Second Amendment? The Bible
does not talk about guns, but does it provide instruction on this issue? In 1 Peter, we learn that
governments bear the sword to implement justice. Under our Constitution, we, the people, are
ultimately the ones who bear the sword to ensure justice.

The Second Amendment: Why Was It Added?
As discussed above, those responsible for the Second Amendment intended to ensure individuals
could bear firearms legally. What concerns led to this original amendment to our constitution?
To understand, we should review the context for the introduction of the Bill of Rights. When the
Constitution was sent to the states for ratification in 1787, two groups formed around adding a bill
of rights to the Constitution, the Federalists and the Anti-Federalists. The Federalists supported the
Constitution as written, believing that any attempt to list certain rights as remaining with individuals
or states would be interpreted as making other rights subject to the federal government. The AntiFederalists believed it was important to clearly state key fundamental rights over which the federal
government would have no jurisdiction. Neither group was arguing against any of the Bill of Rights,
but rather whether it was more effective to be silent or to list them explicitly.
The Federalists, who had the majority of delegates to the convention, were wrong in assuming that
most people would agree with their hands-off approach. This situation led to many of the states
ratifying the Constitution with the stipulation that a bill of rights be added. The right to bear arms
was a common component of these stipulations. As James Madison wrote in the Federalist Papers,
“The advantage of being armed, which the Americans possess over the people of almost every other
nation . . . forms a barrier against the enterprises of ambition . . . The several kingdoms of Europe . .
. are afraid to trust the people with arms.”{5}
When the first Congress met, James Madison presented a bill of rights before the members of the
House. The first Congress converted these into twelve amendments which were sent back to the
states for ratification in September of 1789. The language which would become the Second
Amendment was essentially unchanged from that offered by Madison. On March 1, 1792, Thomas
Jefferson announced the ratification of the United States Bill of Rights.

In Romans, Paul wrote, “But if you do what is evil, be afraid; for (governing authorities) do not bear
the sword for nothing; for it is a minister of God, an avenger who brings wrath on the one who
practices evil.”{6} However, if government officials hold all power, those who would control us will
seek that power by taking over the government. In our constitutional system, the people are the
ultimate governing authorities and thus are given the right to bear arms to protect the nation
against those who would take over for the practice of evil.

The Second Amendment: How Is It Applied Today?
As noted previously, two different thoughts arose in interpreting the Second Amendment, namely
the “individual rights theory” and the “collective rights theory.” Which view is supported by the
Supreme Court?
In the most recent ruling of 2008, the court ruled the amendment confers an individual right to
possess a firearm for traditionally lawful purposes such as self-defense. It also determined that the
clause concerning a well-regulated militia does not limit the part which clearly states an individual’s
right to keep and bear arms. Thus, the Court affirmed the “individual rights theory” of
interpretation.
Remember, the framers of the Second Amendment were aware that guns held by individuals could
be used for criminal activity. They felt that protecting individual liberty was more important than
trying to create a perfectly safe environment. However, it should not be interpreted that everyone
should have equal access to firearms. The Court has supported laws which 1) restrict those with
mental problems or a criminal background in acquiring guns and 2) limit general access to specific
types of weapons for mass destruction.
The difficult question is, when does the government cross the line into the realm of interfering with
a person’s rights? First, what is meant by arms; does it include tanks, RPGs, etc.? Second, what
could legally preclude a person’s right to bear arms? What type of personality or personality
disorder makes it dangerous to others for you to carry a gun?
On the first question, the answer is not defined by what is needed for hunting or protection from
thieves. From the perspective of the Founding Fathers, it needs to be weapons such that if a
sufficient number of people possess them, the government is unable through the force of an army to
impose any unconstitutional burdens upon the people. The Court’s position is that rifles and
handguns are sufficient and that the government has the right to control other types of weapons.
The second question is equally difficult: how does one determine who is sane enough to have the
right to bear arms? The Court has allowed this to be defined in terms of mental deficiencies, mental
problems and a criminal background.
In 1 Timothy 2:1-2, we are told to pray for those in authority, that we may lead a quiet and peaceful
life with all godliness and dignity. Our Constitution indicates that we are to take up arms as
necessary to protect a government supporting godliness and dignity. It is reasonable to preclude
those without a sane concept of a quiet and peaceful life from accessing firearms, which would
always be a small minority of the populace.

The Second Amendment: Should It Be Ignored?
To this point, we have laid out the history and the status of our right to bear arms. We have three
possible responses: 1) accept and obey this law, 2) ignore it as counter to God’s greater law, or 3)
work to repeal the law. Let us first consider the question, “Is this a law that we should ignore?”

As spelled out in Romans 13 and 1 Peter 2, Christians are to uphold the laws of our land. Although
no specific governmental system is promoted in the New Testament, we appreciate a system that
protects our ability to worship God consistent with 1 Timothy 2:1-2. We support protecting the
individual religious freedom offered by this country. At the same time, we want to limit robbery,
murder and mayhem. How do these potentially conflicting desires relate to our view of the Second
Amendment?
Remember, its underlying purpose is to ensure that our freedoms as individuals and as states are
never trampled on by the federal government or others. The framers of the Constitution were
worried about the tendency of large governments to attempt to consolidate their power at
the expense of freedom. As Christians, we should desire to live in a society where we are free to
worship God and share our faith with others.
In 1 Timothy 2:1-4, we see that we should pray for such a society because “This is good, and it is
pleasing in the sight of God our Savior, who desires all people to be saved and to come to the
knowledge of the truth.” As citizens of this nation, the Second Amendment makes it clear that we
have a responsibility to protect our rights from those who would attempt to abuse their position, to
maintain our freedoms including our freedom to live godly lives and share Christ freely.
In 2 Peter 2:13-14, we are to submit “for the Lord’s sake to every human institution,” whether to a
king or his representatives. Within our structure of government, we submit to our Constitution and
its principles. The Second Amendment calls for us (if needed) to be armed and ready as individuals
to participate in a state militia or, in the absence of a militia, to act as individuals to protect our
liberty. In 2008, the Supreme Court ruled that this also confers an individual right to possess a
firearm for traditionally lawful purposes.
Clearly, the right to bear arms as defined in our Constitution and explained by Supreme Court
rulings is not counter to biblical teaching. Therefore, we are to act in accordance with this
amendment to our Constitution. Whether we should try to repeal this law is discussed below.

The Second Amendment: Should It Be Repealed?
If the Second Amendment creates more harm than good, we can support repealing it. The main
argument for this position is that guns are used by some to harm the innocent. If guns are
freely available to the citizenry, does the harm done outweigh the value envisioned by the Second
Amendment?
Many innocent people have been killed by deranged individuals and criminals with guns; at the same
time, we cannot remember a time when American citizens were called to the streets to protect our
Constitution. Have we reached a point where the nature of today’s weapons and our society make
the Second Amendment a detriment?
One group argues that if private ownership was illegal and strictly enforced, it would severely limit
gun violence. An opposing view believes the problem is actually worsened by the lack of gun
ownership by the public. If more law abiding citizens were armed and prepared to respond, the
number of people killed would drop due to the deterrent effect.
What is the problem with repealing the Second Amendment? To have no guns among the citizenry,
the government must be very proactive in removing guns from society as a whole. Guns must
be removed from those not inclined to obey&mdash; a very difficult task as evidenced by the
prevalence of alcohol during Prohibition. If accomplished, the government must assume
unprecedented powers which may be fine as long as the Constitutional is not usurped. But if a future

government decides to do so, there will be nothing to stop it.
Swords were used to kill people in Jesus’ day. Did Jesus rail against the presence of swords and
demand that no one but soldiers should carry them? No, in fact, he told His disciples that he who
had no sword should buy one because of the troubled days ahead.{7} Peter was carrying his sword
in the garden when Jesus was arrested.{8} While Jesus kept Peter from interfering with His arrest,
Jesus did not use that situation to initiate a “sword control” campaign.
Perhaps a more sensible way to control gun violence would be to encourage law-abiding citizens to
carry weapons, particularly in public areas. This approach creates a deterrent against the insane,
the criminal, and a future government gone amok.
According to Isaiah 2:4 and Micah 4:3, in the last days, swords will be beaten into plowshares and
nations will no longer lift up the sword against other nations. We are clearly not in those last days
now. Keeping the Second Amendment in place highlights our commitment to a government “of the
people, by the people and for the people,” while we wait for Christ’s bodily return.
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Realignment of America
We are witnessing some dramatic changes in this country. The U.S. is experiencing various kinds of
realignment: marriage and cohabitation, geography, political and economic.
In this article I want to talk about the realignment of America. We are witnessing some dramatic
changes in this country. Some are political changes; some are economic changes; and some are
geographic changes. If you are building a business, planting a church, or just trying to understand
some of these fundamental changes, you need to pay attention to these changes in America.

First, we need to understand the times in which we are living. 1 Chronicles 12:32
says that the sons of Issachar were “men who understood the times, with knowledge of what Israel
should do.” Likewise we need to understand our time with knowledge of what we as Christians
should do.
Second, we should also plan for the future. Isaiah 32:8 says that “the noble man devises noble plans,
and by noble plans he stands.” You, your family, and your church should have plans for the future
based upon some of the things we will be discussing.
Proverbs 16:9 says “the mind of man plans his way, but the Lord directs his steps.” So we should not
only plan for the future, but commit those plans to the Lord and be sensitive to His leading in our
lives.
One place where we see a dramatic shift in both attitudes and behavior is marriage. America is in
the midst of redefining marriage. Some of these redefinitions are taking place in the legislatures and
courtrooms. But marriage is also being redefined through cohabitation.
Over the last few decades, the U.S. Census Bureau has documented the increasing percentage of
people who fit into the category of “adults living alone.” These are often lumped into a larger
category of “non-family households.” Within this larger category are singles that are living alone as
well as a growing number of unmarried, cohabiting couples that are “living together.” The U.S.
Census Bureau estimated that in 2000 there were nearly ten million Americans living with an
unmarried opposite-sex partner and another 1.2 million Americans living with a same-sex partner.
These numbers are unprecedented. It is estimated that during most of the 1960s and 1970s, only
about a half a million Americans were living together. And by 1980, that number was just 1.5
million.{1} Now that number is more than twelve million.
Cohabiting couples are also changing the nature of marriage. Researchers estimate that half of
Americans will cohabit at one time or another prior to marriage. And this arrangement often
includes children. The traditional stereotype of two young, childless people living together is not
completely accurate; currently, some forty percent of cohabiting relationships involve children.{2}
Marriage may not yet be in the endangered species list, but many more couples are choosing to live
together rather than get married. This is just one example of the realignment of America.

Geographic Realignment
Another realignment in America is geographic realignment. If you haven’t noticed, people move
around quite a bit. And I am not just talking about your neighbors who drove off the other day in a
U-Haul truck. I am talking about the realignment of America.
I think we have all heard that the U.S. population is flowing from the Snow Belt to the Sun Belt. But
Michael Barone in an article in The Wall Street Journal explains that the trends are a bit more
complex than that.{3} Let’s start with what he calls the “Coastal Megalopolises” (New York, Los
Angeles, Miami, etc.). Here you find that Americans are moving out and immigrants are moving in
with a low net population growth.

Contrast this with what he called “the Interior Boomtowns.” Their population has grown eighteen
percent in six years. And this means that the nation’s center of gravity is shifting. Dallas is now
larger than San Francisco, Houston is larger than Boston, Charlotte is now larger than Milwaukee.
Another section would be the old Rust Belt. The six metro areas (Detroit, Pittsburgh, Cleveland,
Milwaukee, Buffalo, Rochester) have lost population since 2000. And you also have “the Static
Cities.” These eighteen metropolitan areas have little immigrant inflow and little domestic inflow or
outflow.
The political impact of this realignment is significant. Many of the metro areas voted in significant
proportions for John Kerry in 2004 while the Interior Boomtowns voted for George W. Bush. But
there is more at stake than just the presidential election.
In less than two years we will have another census, and that will determine congressional districts.
House seats and electoral votes will shift from New York, New Jersey, and Illinois to Texas, Florida,
Georgia, Arizona, and Nevada.
That is why Michael Barone says in another column that it is time to throw out the old electoral
maps.{4} The old maps with red states and blue states served us well for the last two presidential
elections, but there is good evidence that it is now out-of-date. In 2000 and 2004, the Republicans
nominated the same man, and the Democrats nominated men with similar views and backgrounds.
All of that has changed in 2008.
It is clear that some of the states that went Democratic in 2004 may be available to Republicans. And
it is also clear that some of the states that went Republican that same year are possibilities for the
Democrats. And let’s not forget the surge of new voters coming into the electoral process that are
potentially available to either candidate.
Social scientists say: “Demography is destiny.” That is a simple way of saying that demographic
changes alter our future. But you don’t have to be a social scientist to see the impact. We all know
that people move around, and that changes the political landscape.

Political Realignment
In addition to marriage and geographical realignment, political realignment is also taking place due
to differences in fertility. Does fertility affect voting patterns? Apparently it does much more than we
realize. And this has been a topic of discussion for both liberals and conservatives, Democrats and
Republicans.
Arthur Brooks wrote about the “Fertility Gap” in a column in The Wall Street Journal.{5} He said:
“Simply put, liberals have a big baby problem: They’re not having enough of them . . . and their pool
of potential new voters is suffering as a result.”
Brooks noted that “…if you picked 100 unrelated politically liberal adults at random, you would find
that they had, between them, 147 children. If you picked 100 conservatives, you would find 208
kids.” That is a “fertility gap” of forty-one percent.
We know that about eighty percent of people with an identifiable party preference grow up to vote
essentially the same way as their parents. Brooks says that this “fertility gap” therefore “translates
into lots more little Republicans than little Democrats to vote in future elections.” He also points out
that over the past thirty years this gap has not been below twenty percent which he says explains to
a large extent the current ineffectiveness of liberal youth voter campaigns.

Brooks also points out that the fertility gap “doesn’t budge when we correct for factors like age,
income, education, sex, race—or even religion.” Even if all these factors are identical between a
liberal and a conservative, “the liberal will still be 19 percentage points more likely to be childless
than the conservative.” This fertility gap is real and will no doubt affect politics for many years to
come.
So what could this mean for future presidential elections? Consider the key swing state of Ohio
which is currently split fifty-fifty between left and right. If current patterns continue, Brooks
estimates that Ohio will swing to the right and by 2012 will be fifty-four percent to forty-six percent.
By 2020, it will be solidly conservative by a margin of fifty-nine percent to forty-one percent.
Now look at the state of California that tilts in favor of liberals by fifty-five percent to forty-five
percent. By the year 2020, it will be swing conservative by a percentage of fifty-four percent to fortysix percent. The reason is due to the “fertility gap.”
Of course most people vote for politicians, personalities, and issues, not parties. But the general
trend of the “fertility gap” cannot be ignored especially if Democrats continue to appeal to liberals
and Republicans to conservatives.

Economic Realignment
Earlier we talked about political and geographical realignment in America. It turns out that some of
that realignment is due to economic factors.
A recent survey by United Van Lines uncovers some interesting patterns of movement in
America.{6} An average of twenty thousand Americans relocate across state lines each day for a
record eight million Americans each year. The general pattern is for people to move from the
Northeast and Midwest to the South and West. But the details are even more interesting than the
general trends.
The survey found that the most reliable indicator of movement was income tax. People tend to move
from states with high income-tax rates to states with little or no income taxes. Families are leaving
Michigan, New York, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Illinois. Now consider the eight states
that have no income tax (Florida, Nevada, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas,
Washington, and Wyoming). Every one of these states gained in net domestic migrants. And each
one except Florida (which has sky-high property taxes) “ranked in the top 12 of destination states.”
In order to see the phenomenon in action, compare North Dakota to South Dakota. Both states are
essentially the same in terms of geography and climate. But they couldn’t be more different in terms
of migration. North Dakota lost a greater percentage of citizens than any other state except
Michigan. South Dakota ranked in the top twelve states in terms of net domestic migration. People
are moving out of North Dakota, but they are moving to South Dakota in droves. North Dakota has
an income tax. South Dakota does not.
For many years now, demographers have noted the flight of upper income, educated families from
California. California is the only Pacific Coast state to lose migrant population in 2007. One of the
major reasons is the fact that California has the highest state income tax in the nation. So now more
than one and a half million Californians have left the state in the last ten years.
So where are many of these people going? They are moving to neighboring Nevada, which has no
income tax. “High income Californians can buy a house in Las Vegas for the amount they save in

three or four years by not paying California income taxes.”
An old adage says high taxes don’t redistribute income, they redistribute people. Once again we see
the realignment of America. People vote with their feet, and it seems that taxes are one of the
reasons they leave one state for another state.

Income Realignment
I would like to conclude by looking once again at economic statistics, but this time focus on family
income. If you turn on a television or open a newspaper, and you are certain to hear or read
someone say that the rich are getting richer, and the poor are getting poorer. But would it surprise
you to know that other governmental data says just the opposite?
The latest data from the U.S. Census Bureau does seem to indicate that the rich are getting richer
while the poor are getting poorer. But these numbers do not reflect the economic improvement of
individuals and families.
Data from the Internal Revenue Service does show this movement. It shows that people in the
bottom fifth have nearly doubled their income in the last ten years. It also shows that the top one
percent saw their incomes decline by twenty-six percent.{7}
Why do these two set of governmental statistics differ? It turns out that the IRS tracks people over
time. After all, people don’t stay in the same income brackets throughout their lives. Millions of
people move from one bracket to another.
The IRS tracks people each year and thus reflects real changes to real people while the Census
Bureau merely creates the illusion of tracking people. The best way to follow people is to actually
follow people. That’s what the IRS statistics do, and so they are more accurate.
What about the claims that family income has stagnated? First, we need to make a distinction
between household income and per capita income. Household or family income can remain
essentially unchanged for a decade while per capita income is increasing.
The reason is simple: the number of people per household and per family is declining. If annual
household income is $60,000, the per capita income for a family of six would be $10,000 but for a
family of three would be $20,000.
The difference in the number of people also affects economic statistics for different ethnic groups.
Hispanics have higher household incomes than African-Americans. But blacks have higher individual
incomes than Hispanics. The reason for the different is family size.
Second, we should also take a second look at the statistics that say income has stagnated. If we go
back to the IRS numbers, we find that the average taxpayer’s real income has increased by twentyfour percent in the last decade.
The point to all of this is that economic statistics can sometimes be misleading. They may be true but
they lead to misleading conclusions.
As we’ve seen, there have been some dramatic shifts in the social, political, economic, and
geographic nature of this country. A wise and discerning Christian will pay attention to this
realignment and make wise plans for the future. Isaiah 32:8 says that “the noble man devises noble
plans, and by noble plans he stands.” As Christians we need to wisely plan for the future.
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The Liberal Mind
Kerby Anderson tries to understand the liberal mind from a biblical perspective. What are the
assumptions the liberals make? How do those assumptions square with the Bible?
As we begin this discussion, I want to make a clear distinction between the terms “liberal” and
“leftist.” We often use the terms interchangeably but there is an important difference.

Dennis Prager wrote about this and even described those differences in a PragerU video.{1} His
argument is that traditional liberalism has far more in common with conservatism than it does with
leftism. Here are some examples he uses to make his point.
Liberals and leftists have a different view of race. The traditional liberal position on race is that the
color of one’s skin is insignificant. By contrast, leftists argue that the notion that race is insignificant
is itself racist. Liberals were committed to racial integration and would have rejected the idea of
separate black dormitories and separate black graduations on university campuses.
Nationalism is another difference. Dennis Prager says that liberals always deeply believed in the
nation-state. Leftists, on the other hand, oppose nationalism and promote class solidarity.
Superman comics illustrate the point. When the writers of Superman were liberal, Superman was
not only an American but also one who fought for “Truth, justice, and the American way.” The leftwing writers of Superman comics had Superman announce a few years ago that he was going to
speak before the United Nations and inform them that he was renouncing his American citizenship.
Perhaps the best example is free speech. American liberals agree with the statement: “I disapprove
of what you say, but I will defend your right to say it.” Leftists today are leading a nationwide

suppression of free speech everywhere from the college campuses to the Big Tech companies.
Capitalism and the free enterprise system would be yet another example. Dennis Prager says,
“Liberals have always been pro capitalism,” though they often wanted government “to play a bigger
role” in the economy. Leftists oppose capitalism and are eagerly promoting socialism.
Liberals have had a love of Western civilization and taught it at most universities. They were
promoters of the liberal arts and fine arts. In fact, one of the most revered liberals in American
history was President Franklin Roosevelt who talked about the need to protect Western Civilization
and even Christian civilization.
Today Western Civilization classes are rarely if ever taught in the university. That’s because leftists
don’t believe Western Civilization is superior to any other civilization. Leftists label people who
attempt to defend western values as racist and accuse them of promoting white supremacy. And
attempts to promote religious liberty are dismissed as thinly disguised attacks on the LGBT
community.
In conclusion, liberals and leftists are very different.

Ethics and a Belief in Right and Wrong
The philosophical foundation for most liberal perspectives is secularism. If you don’t believe in God
and the Bible, then you certainly don’t believe in biblical absolutes or even moral absolutes.
Dostoyevsky put it this way: “If God is dead, then everything is permitted.”
Even atheists admit that a view of God affects human behavior. Richard Dawkins recently expressed
his fear that the removal of religion would be a bad idea for society because it would give people
“license to do really bad things.”
He likens the idea of God to surveillance, or as he puts it, the “divine spy camera in the sky.”{2}
People generally tend to do the right thing when someone is watching them. They tend to do bad
things when no one is watching. He goes go on to add that the “Great Spy Camera theory” isn’t a
good reason for him to believe in God.
It is also worth mentioning that more and more young people aren’t making decisions about right
and wrong based on logic but instead based on feelings. I began to notice this decades ago. College
students making a statement or challenging a conclusion used to say “I think” as they started a
sentence.” Then I started to see more and more of them say “I feel” at the
start of a sentence. They wouldn’t use reason to discuss an issue. Instead, they would use emotion
and talk about how they felt about a particular issue.
The liberal mind also has a very different foundation for discussing right and wrong. Dennis Prager
recently admitted that he had been wrong. All of his life, he has said that the left’s moral compass is
broken. But he has concluded that “in order to have a broken moral compass, you need to have a
moral compass to begin with. But the left doesn’t have one.”{3}
He doesn’t mean that conclusion as an attack. It is merely an observation that the left doesn’t really
think in terms of good and evil. We assume that other people think that way because we think that
way. But that is not how most of the people on the left perceive the world.
Karl Marx is a good example. He divided the world by economic class (the worker and the owner).
One group was exploiting the other group. Good and evil aren’t really relevant when you are

thinking in terms of class struggle. Friedrich Nietzsche, for example, operated “beyond good and
evil.”
To the Marxists, “there is no such thing as a universal good or universal evil.” Those of us who
perceive the world from a Judeo-Christian worldview see ethics as relevant to the moral standard,
not the person or their social status.
A biblical view of ethics and morality begins with the reality that God exists and that He has
revealed to us moral principles we are to apply to our lives and society. Those absolute moral
principles are tied to God’s character and thus unchanging.

A Naïve View of Human Nature
In this article we are talking about the liberal mind, while often making a distinction between
liberals and the left. When it comes to the proper view of human nature, both groups have a naïve
and inaccurate view.
You can discover this for yourself by asking a simple question: Do you believe people are basically
good? You will get an affirmative answer from most people in America because we live in a civilized
society. We don’t have to deal with the level of corruption or terror that is a daily life in so many
other countries in the world.
But if you press the question, you will begin to see how liberals have difficulty explaining the
holocaust and Muslim terrorism. Because the liberal mind starts with the assumption that people are
basically good. After all, that is what so many secular philosophers and psychologists have been
saying for centuries. Two world wars and other wars during the 20th century should have caused
most people to reject the idea that people are basically good.
The Bible teaches just the opposite. Romans 3:23 reminds us that “all have sinned and fall short of
the glory of God.” Jeremiah 17:9 says, “The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately sick;
who can understand it?” This statement about the deceitfulness of our heart may seem extreme until
we realize that Jesus also taught that “out of the heart come evil thoughts, murder, adultery, sexual
immorality, theft, false witness, slander” (Matthew 15:19).
This naïve view of human nature should concern all of us. Young people, two generations after
Auschwitz, believe people are basically good. One reason is biblical illiteracy. Another reason is
historical illiteracy. A recent survey found two thirds of young people did not know six million died in
the Holocaust and nearly half could not name one of the Nazi death camps.{4}
This naïve view of human nature may also explain another phenomenon we have discussed before.
One of the untruths described in the book, The Coddling of the American Mind, is the belief that the
battle for truth is “us versus them.”{5} If you think that people are basically good and you have to
confront someone who disagrees with you, then they must be a bad person. They aren’t just wrong.
They are evil.
Tribalism has been with us for centuries. That is nothing new about people joining and defending a
tribe. But that has become more intense because of the rhetoric on university campuses and the
comments spreading through social media. We don’t have to live this way, but the forces in society
are making the divisions in society worse by the day.
A biblical perspective starts with the teaching that all are created in God’s image (Genesis 1:27) and
thus have value and dignity. But all of us have a sin nature (Romans 5:12). We should interact with

others who disagree with us with humility (Ephesians 4:2) and grace (Colossians 4:6).

Big Government
We will now look at why liberals and the left promote big government. The simple answer relates to
our discussion above about human nature. If you believe that people are basically good, then it is
easy to assume that political leaders and bureaucrats will want to do the best for the citizens.
Christians agree that government is necessary and that it is one of the institutions ordained by God
(Romans 13:1-7). There is a role for government to set the rules of governing and to resolve internal
disputes through a legal system. Government is not God. But for people who don’t believe in God,
then the state often becomes God.
Friedrich Hayek wrote about this drive toward big government and the bureaucratic state in his
classic book, The Road to Serfdom. He argued in his book that “the most important change which
extensive government control produces is a psychological change, an alteration in the character of
the people.”{6}
The character of citizens is changed because they yield their will and decision-making to a more
powerful government. They may have done so willingly in order to have a welfare state. Or they may
have done so unwillingly because a dictator has taken control of the reins of power. Either way,
Hayek argues, their character has been altered because the control over every detail of economic
life is ultimately control of life itself.
Friedrich Hayek wrote The Road to Serfdom to warn us that sometimes the road can be paved with
good intentions. Most government officials and bureaucrats write laws, rules, and regulations with
every good intention. They desire to make the world a better place by preventing catastrophe and by
encouraging positive actions from their citizens. But in their desire to control and direct every
aspect of life, they take us down the road to serfdom.
He argued that people who enter into government and run powerful bureaucracies are often people
who enjoy running not only the bureaucracy but also the lives of its citizens. In making uniform rules
from a distance, they deprive the local communities of the freedom to apply their own knowledge
and wisdom to their unique situations. A government seeking to be a benevolent god, usually morphs
into a malevolent tyrant.
The liberal mind is all too willing to allow political leaders and bureaucrats to make decisions for the
public. But that willingness is based on two flawed assumptions. First, human beings are not God
and thus government leaders will certainly make flawed decisions that negatively affect the affairs of
its citizens. Second, liberals do not believe we have a sin
nature (Romans 3:23), and that includes government leaders. Even the best of them will not always
be wise, compassionate, and altruistic. This is why the founders of this country established checks
and balances in government to limit the impact of sinful behavior.

Tolerance?
If there is one attitude that you would think would be synonymous with the liberal mind, it would be
tolerance. That may have been true in the past. Liberalism championed the idea of free thought and
free speech. That is no longer the case.
Liberals have been developing a zero-tolerance culture. In some ways, that has been a positive

change. We no longer tolerate racism. We no longer tolerate sexism. Certain statements, certain
jokes, and certain attitudes have been deemed off-limits.
The problem is that the politically correct culture of the left moved the lines quickly to begin to
attack just about any view or value contrary to the liberal mind. Stray at all from the accepted limits
of leftist thinking and you will earn labels like racist, sexist, homophobic, xenophobic.
Quickly the zero-tolerance culture became the cancel culture. It is not enough to merely label an
opponent with a smear, the left demands that an “enemy” lose their social standing and even their
job and livelihood for deviating from what is acceptable thought. A mendacious social media mob
will make sure that you pay a heavy penalty for contradicting the fundamental truths of the liberal
mind.
One phenomenon that promotes this intolerance is the use of smears and negative labels. For
example, patriotism and pride in your country is called xenophobia. Acknowledging the innate
differences between males and females is labelled sexist. Promoting the idea that we are all of one
race (the human race) and that all lives matter is called racist. Questioning whether we should
redefine traditional marriage is deemed homophobic. Arguing that very young children should not
undergo sex assignment surgery is called transphobia. Pointing out that most terrorist attacks come
from Muslim terrorists is labelled Islamophobic.
Should Christians be tolerant? The answer is yes, we should be tolerant, but that word has been
redefined in society to argue that we should accept every person’s behavior. The Bible does not
permit that. That is why I like to use the word

