
Hugh Nibley once shared with the BYU student 
body a quote from Arthur C. Clarke: ÒNo nation can 
a!ord to divert its ablest men into such essentially 
non-creative, and occasionally parasitic, occupations 
as law, advertising, and banking.Ó What did Nibley 
and Clarke mean? 

Our nationÕs ability to produce talented 
engineers, economists, and scientists is inextricably 
linked with our national security and general 
welfare. Competitiveness in a globalizing world 
depends on the innovation of our citizens. National 
defense depends upon innovation. Reliable sources 
of alternative energy will depend upon innovation. 
Economic growth and stability depend upon 
innovation. 

Nibley and Clarke were concerned about the fact 
that many of our brightest minds choose occupations 
which contribute only to the individual and do little 
of substance to further the progress of society. "e 
Þnancial incentives available to bright minds who 
wish to pursue the Þnancial career, however, are 
just too lucrative to ignore. Due to these incentives, 
in recent years the Þnancial world has become a 
lucrative haven not only for brilliant Þnanciers 
but also for mathematicians, physicists, and other 
quantitatively gifted individuals with the ability 
to model markets using techniques that a simple 
business school graduate could never develop. But, 
in a small way, that may be changing. 

In a recent Washington Post article, Harvard 
economist Kenneth Rogo! discussed the current 
crisis on Wall Street. ÒDuring the epic boom of the 

It wasnÕt a surprise that 
the United StatesÕ Òunipolar 
momentÓ was going to 
endÑonly that it ended so 
quickly. When George W. 
Bush took o#ce in January 
2001, America was at the 
height of its power, arguably 
the most dominating nation 

in the history of the world. And yet, in a mere eight 
years, a succession of strategic misconceptions, 
botched opportunities, and poor policy decisions 
has squandered AmericaÕs global preeminence. When 
President Bush steps down in January, he will leave 
behind a substantially weakened nation that no 
longer leads the world politically, economically, or 
culturally. It is not that America no longer matters, or 
that some other country, such as China, is taking our 
place, but that the world has entered an era that is no 
longer shaped or directed by the United States. While 
American decline has many immediate causes (the 
war in Iraq, Þnancial crash, rise of Asia), I argue that 
belief in American ÒExceptionalismÓ--that the US is 
inherently and unalterably di!erent and more divinely 
favored than other nations--is a fundamental reason 
why America has lost its position of global leadership.

American Exceptionalism is a belief nearly as 
old as the country itself. Coined by the great French 
observer of America, Alexis de Tocqueville, the term 
initially referred to AmericaÕs sense of its unique 
values and institutions, such as democracy, rule of 
law, civil liberty, human rights, and constitutional 
government. Later, it came to be associated with 
Òmanifest destiny,Ó the idea that God sanctioned 
AmericaÕs westward territorial expansion, as well as 
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its later colonial exploits. With the countryÕs steady 
economic and military rise in the 20th century, 
American Exceptionalism evolved into belief in 
national infallibility and invulnerability. America 
no longer believed itself subject to the same moral, 
political or economic norms or laws as other nations 
and trusted that unconditional divine favor would 
ensure its continued dominance. OverconÞdent and 
inßexible, America made increasingly misguided 
policy decisions that have severely damaged its global 
standing. A few examples make this more clear.

"e most glaring mistakes ßowing from 
American Exceptionalism have occurred in foreign 
policy. Convinced that it is motivated by an entirely 
di!erent and nobler set of values and interests than 
other nations, America has the tendency to see the 
world as an existential battleground between good 
and evil. "is causes the U.S. to act defensively 
against any criticism or opposition to its policies, 
even when heeding such criticism would be in its 
best interest. "e war in Iraq is a perfect example 
of this kind of thinking. When virtually every ally 
encouraged the U.S. to be more patient and prudent 
in its decision to invade Iraq, America interpreted 
these suggestions to be attempts by weak, cowardly 
and immoral countries to prevent the prosecution 
of righteousness and justice. "ere is something 
fundamentally wrong when a countryÕs oldest and 
closest friends are viewed as bitter enemies when 
they have policy disagreements. "is Òus versus 
themÓ bunker mentality also encourages AmericaÕs 
visceral aversion to international institutions like 
the United Nations or the International Criminal 

One Reason the 
Financial Crash is 
Good for America
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past 20 years, the Þnancial services sector became 
badly bloated. At its peak, it accounted for over 
one-third of corporate proÞts in the United States, 
not to mention the staggering billions of dollars 
in bonuses that Goldman Sachs ($12.1 billion in 
2007) and others paid their employees. Now, in the 
wake of the subprime mortgage debacle, investment 
banks are seeing some of their most proÞtable lines 
of business evaporate.Ó It all sounds like something 
from Michael LewisÕ LiarÕs Poker. Rather than using 
their talents for innovation to help society, Òsome 
of AmericaÕs best and brightest were devoting their 
talents to getting around standards and regulations 
designed to ensure the e#ciency of the economy and 
the safety of the banking system,Ó says Columbia 
economist Joseph Stiglitz. 

"is has made normally laissez-faire-minded 
businesspeople beg the government for handouts and 
rescue packagesÑbut weÕre told that these will not 
continue indeÞnitely. What are the consequences? 
Says Rogo!, ÒAs proÞts come down to more earthly 
levels, the U.S. Þnancial system is going to shrink. 
In all likelihood, at least 15 percent of Þnancial 
employees -- including at the high end -- are going 
to lose their jobs.Ó Said Wall Street historian Charles 
Geisst, Ò"e kind of bonuses you saw on Wall Street 
over the last Þve years are not something you are 
likely to ever see again, not in our lifetime,Ó 

"is combination of Þrms losing their ability 
to pay astronomical bonuses and salaries and the 
market for Þnancial sector jobs being ßooded with 
newly unemployed analysts, traders, and bankers 
might just have a silver lining. 

"e government currently provides some 
incentives for students to study math, science, and 
engineering. SMART grants help such students 
pay for school. But the incentives for Þnancial 
sector jobs have, up to now, been too great. Many 
of the minds choosing Wall Street careers may 
not be doing so just for moneyÑmost peoplesÕ 
utility functions include more than just money. As 
such, the combination of the downward pressure 
on Þnancial sector payo!s and the unrelated but 
inevitable rising demand for things like alternative 
energy research and development may make careers 
in math, science, and engineering su#ciently 
relatively lucrative to draw more intelligent students 
and workers.  

Entering freshman, aware of the turmoil in 
the Þnancial markets, may choose the more stable 
option of engineering degrees. Sophomores and 
juniors studying economics may leave behind 
dreams of Wall Street and instead choose to pursue 
graduate work in economics, thus increasing the 
pool of minds trying to solve our nationÕs economic 
problems. Students studying subjects like math and 
physics will no longer be so easily drawn away from 
the more substantive Þelds of engineering and the 
sciences to use their quantitative skills to play the 
markets. While the e!ect wonÕt be dramatic, it may 

be signiÞcant.  
"ose individuals at the margin trying to make 

a decision about what to do with their lives may be 
pushed into the Þelds that give them more personal 
satisfaction. It is this group of individuals, those 
whose utility is su#ciently a!ected by pursuing a 
career that interests them, which will lead America 
to a new level of competitiveness. America will no 
longer be known only as a Þnancial behemoth as it 
has come to be seen by the world in the last twenty 
years, but it will also retake its role as a powerhouse 
of research and development, using its own citizens 
to generate the technologies of tomorrow. 

Our increased capacity for innovation would 
make us more competitive economically and it may 
contribute to desperately needed energy solutions, 
but most importantly, unlike the Þnancial market 
bubbles that are vacuous, short-lived, and pad the 
pockets of a few, the positive economic e!ects of 
this increase in American research and development 
will be substantive, permanent, and shared by 
all. For years, economists have theorized that the 
growth of the American economy, and all other 
developed economies, can mostly be explained by 
improvements in technology. "e time has come for 
us to revert to that strategy that has proven time 
and time again to provide the best kind of economic 
growth, one that is steady and sustainable.

Ryan and Tim are majoring in Economics 
and Political Science. Ryan enjoys blogging at 
pendulumpolitics.blogspot.com. Tim enjoys going to 
Radiohead concerts in Ireland. 

United States for our e!orts to protect Russian 
wildlife. When the WTO was threatening to deny 
admittance to Russia, Putin responded by claiming 
that membership would not be in RussiaÕs best 
interest anyway.  Yet ironically he did not withdraw 
RussiaÕs bid for WTO membership. Yet another 
example of this trend was his earlier threat to 
withdraw from all nuclear treaties in the event of 
U.S. withdrawal from the ABM treaty. He certainly 
likes to talk, but he has shown a tendency to not 
follow through with his attempts at intimidation.

And one canÕt really blame him; nearly all of 
the international relations tools in his arsenal are 
kamikaze-tactics, actions that would hurt Russia 
as well as the West. His most potent weaponÑ
shutting o! the pipelines to Western Europe, 
would probably devastate the Russian economy 
more than it would the European economy; and, 
for a ruler whose popular legitimacy is based on 
his economic record, would devastate his grasp on 
power as well.

So Putin is forced to stay in his place in the 
post Cold War world, occasionally making some 
Khrushchev-esque statement against the West 
designed to rattle our cage a little bit, but in the 
end staying within the bounds of his fate -allotted 
role as ruler of a disabled country relying on outside 
markets (the US) for survival. 

"e Cold War is over. We won. 
Stephen is from Provo studying Political Science.

 "e minute that Russian 
forces blitzed over the 
Georgian border, Western 
media outlets and politicians 
immediately began drawing 
analogies between the 2008 
Georgian border skirmish 
and the Hungarian 
revolution of 1956. Fearful 

pundits immediately began hearkening back to 
the days of the cold-war and icy relations with the 
West. Russia is on its way up, and will no longer be 
content with sub-superpower status; China and the 
West will have to get used to the idea of sharing the 
world with Russia once again. 

Not exactly. For all of the noise made about 
RussiaÕs economic recovery, the fact is that the 
Russian economy is extremely unstable, based 
almost solely on natural resources that are subject 
to the whim of the commodities market. Russia has 
yet to show itself capable of establishing a soluble 
economic system. What prosperity it does have, it 
owes to the West and our lust for oil. 

And Putin knows this. He knows that it is in 
his best interest to smooth things over with the 
West as soon as possible. Of course, he also canÕt 
appear weak. "atÕs why he responded to the 
WestÕs threats with the requisite amount of clamor 
and protestations to scare us, but then ßew o! to 
another Siberian photo-op, where he praised the 

DonÕt Lose Sleep Over Georgia
Stephen Cranney

BYU PO L I T I C A L  RE V I E W ST A F F

Editor
Zachary Davis

Design
Swati Sharma

Editorial Board
Ryan Decker
James Cragun
Tim Layton

David Heywood
Timothy Brownrigg
Stephen Cranney
Adeline Zensius
Brigham Wilson
Andrew Johnston
Spencer Pearce

Copy Editor 
Zaida Riquelme

Advisor
Danny Damron



Rock the Vote by Rocking  the Boat: A Case for Ralph Nader

lost. Wage disparities between CEOs and workers 
ballooned 449 to 1. Clinton pushed NAFTA, costing 
525,000 US jobs and devastating Mexican farmers. 
And, as a ßourish on the way out, Clinton repealed 
the Glass Steagall Act, allowing the mergers of banks 
and investment companies that are at the heart of 
our current Þnancial crisis. In short, progressives 
got eight years of soft imperialism and a corporate 
dream economy that Clinton admitted Òhelped the 
bond market and hurt the people who voted us in.Ó 
But thatÕs not all. Progressives fell for the same stu! 
in 2000 and then again in 2004, when anti-war 
Democrats voted in droves for a candidate who had 
no intention to end the warÑwho believed Bush 
was doing Òtoo littleÓ in the war on terrorÑand 
lost both the election and the muscle of the peace 
movement.
     2. As any cursory study of history will 
demonstrate, pretty words rarely make for a pretty 
president. What really matters are the candidatesÕ 
advisers and funders. As Naomi Klein insists, 
advisers send a ÒsignalÓ to Wall Street donors that 
business will proceed as usual after election day. 
Advisers and Þnanciers are the best indicators of 
the tone and direction of a future presidency, and 
ObamaÕs are sending clear signals that things will be 
business as usual after election day. Bewilderingly, 
Obama plans to solve the nationÕs problems by 
recycling the architects of its moral and economic 
decline: Madeleine Albright, advocate of unilateral 
aggression against Iraq, who said that US sanctions 
which killed 500,000 Iraqi children were  Òworth itÓ; 
Warren Christopher, who refused to use the word 
genocide during the Rwanda crisis because the US 
had no Òstrategic interestsÓ there; Lee Hamilton, 
who stopped the Iran Contra investigation before it 
could lead to the impeachment of Reagan; Robert 
Gates, Saddam HusseinÕs chief weapons supplier 
and author of violent intervention schemes in Libya 
and Nicaragua; and Jason Furman, who favors 
decreasing corporate taxes, partial privatization of 
Social Security and the so-called Wal-Mart model of 
Ôprosperity.Õ (Unlike average Americans, corporations 
donÕt have to hope for change. "ey can buy it. "ey 
only hope that the public will be duped enough 
by false promises that they wonÕt demand the real 
stu!.)
  3.  As much as we hate to hear it, Bush is 
not the problem. America has never been sinless; 
it has followed a policy of convenient militarism 
under Republicans and Democrats before Bush 
and, barring reform, will continue to do so after 
him. Bush is not just the most evil president; he is 
also the most powerful, power abdicated to him by 
the so-called opposition party and sponsored by a 
bipartisan commitment to courting corporate cash. 
BushÕs presidencyÑthe war, the cronyism, and the 
inequalityÑis the logical conclusion of a political 
philosophy based on dominance, inequality, and 
unquestioned exceptionalism. Unless Obama 
and McCain question the BushÕs economic and 
militaristic assumptions, the demon will still possess 
usÑbecause, to extend a phrase, ÒitÕs the military-
industrial complex, stupid.Ó
  In short, both parties are busy burdening 

a broken machine. Meanwhile, Ralph Nader is 
o!ering Americans what the polls say they want. 
While McCain sings about bombing Iran to the tune 
of Beach Boys songs and Obama talks strategically 
about the di!erence between ÔsmartÕ and ÔdumbÕ 
wars, Nader condemns war in general, arguing 
for a strongly negotiated peace in Palestine, Iraq, 
Iran and Afghanistan. While Obama dismisses his 
earlier commitments to fair trade as Òoverheated,Ó 
Nader argues and renegotiating a Òpull-upÓ NAFTA 
and the WTO and replacing them with uniform 
environmental and labor standards that beneÞt all 
peoples. And while McCain chants Òdrill, baby, 
drillÓ and Obama prepares to replace Big Oil with 
Big Corn and Big Nukes, Nader urges e#cient, 
renewable infrastructure that eliminates dependence 
on fossil fuels and a top-down energy cartel 
economy. Simply put, Nader acknowledges that 
the crises facing our country are manifestations of 
the same problem: runaway corporate control and 
unregulated Þnancial speculation. He is able to o!er 
substantial solutions to problems precisely because 
his forty years of public advocacy gets down to their 
roots.
  But the mainstream parties will tell us that we 
cannot vote for Nader because there is too much at 
stake this year. "e Republicans have to win to save 
us from the enemy without, and the Democrats have 
to win to save us from the enemy within.
If the Republicans are the Party of Ill Repute, the 
Democrats have become the Party of Perpetual Plan 
B, an evasion they protect by asking us to perpetually 
defer our disappointment. Progressive voters are 
consequently in a state of profound contradiction, 
with unions endorsing Wal-Mart board members, 
peace activists voting for more Iraq and an escalated 
war in Afghanistan, environmentalists resigning 
themselves to capping and trading, and the sub-
prime homeless cashing $500 emergency checks and 
hoping for the best.
  We could win the election. But instead, we 
refuse the easiest revolutionÑthe ballot boxÑ
because we are afraid others wonÕt join us. Why resist 
today, we ask, what we could resist next time? Why 
Þght least worsts politics if we arenÕt sure weÕll win?
Answer: Because most of the beneÞts and freedoms 
you now enjoy came from a minority struggling 
against an unjust majority. Because thatÕs what 
youÕll end up doing forever with that low set of 
expectations.
  Take a page from the minority playbook. 
Decide your breaking point. What will you refuse 
to give up? What year will you stop voting for the 
least worst? What year will you decide that the 
government is your representative and not your 
master?
  I suggest you pick 2008. I suggest you pick 
Ralph Nader and Matt Gonzalez. Because if not, 
letÕs be serious: youÕll get nothing but chump change 
from cashing in the movement to buy the machine.
  Ashley Sanders graduated from BYU in 
Philosophy and English. She is currently getting her 
Masters in English at Middlebury College and working 
as the youth spokesperson for the Nader campaign. After 
the elections she plans to do peace work in Palestine.

With two months to 
go before elections, 
both Republicans and 
Democrats are busy 
driving home their favorite 
point: We are witnessing 
the election of the century. 
"is year, our votes are 
more valuable than ever; 
they are the instruments 

of unparalleled hope and change. And this, the 
argument goes, is why it is so crucial to vote for the 
right candidate and even more crucial not to throw 
away votesÑand AmericaÕs futureÑon a third party 
candidate like Ralph Nader.
  "e Republicans and Democrats are half right. 
"is is a critical election year. "is could be the year 
we gave 47 million Americans decent healthcare 
and a millions more a living wage. It could be 
the year that we respected the opinions of 68% 
of Americans and 79% of Iraqis and completely 
withdrew from Iraq. It could be the year that we cut 
the 3/4 trillion dollar defense budget, repealed the 
Òpull downÓ North American Free Trade Agreement, 
revoked the Patriot Act, rescinded the revised FISA, 
restored union rights, weaned ourselves o! oil, built 
a green energy infrastructure, disciplined runaway 
corporations and reigned in the manic speculation 
sponsoring the current food, housing, and energy 
crises. More importantly, it could be the year that we 
made the connection between these problems and 
the jingoistic militarism, corporatism and American 
exceptionalism that underwrite them. "at, at least, 
is Ralph NaderÕs plan.
   But no. Instead, we allow the Republicans to 
exploit our fear and the Democrats to extort hope 
from our weariness. Happily hoodwinked, we donÕt 
dare admit the truth: that Obama and McCain 
have failed to o!er substantive solutions to our 
most pressing problems and refused to connect the 
dots between our failed policies and the realpolitik 
corporate regime that props them up.
College students stand to lose the most from this 
election. We are the ones who will be around for 
the next sixty years, and this election will at least 
partially determine what those years look like. And 
yet, as an engaged, idealistic voting bloc that is 
deeply dissatisÞed with politics as usual, we also have 
everything to gainÑif we demand it.
  We could start by scrutinizing false change 
promises. While most college students could 
talk ßuently about the betrayals of the Bush 
administration, most are much less familiar with 
the DemocratÕs myriad treacheries. Charmed by 
ObamaÕs message of hope and ostensibly populist 
rhetoric, they are ßocking in droves to a candidate 
they believe will exorcize the Bush demon and bring 
America back to a state of Òoriginal sinlessness.Ó
  "ere are three major problems with this 
fantasy.
     1. In 1992, Clinton ran an uncannily 
ÔObamaesqueÕ campaign, branding himself as 
a change candidate and peddling a vague but 
comforting populism. Convinced, progressives 
rallied behind him. Clinton won, but progressives 

Ashley Sanders



"is year we get to 
decide who will be 
President of the United 
States, perhaps the most 
powerful person in the 
world. By comparison, 
the inßuence of a 
school board o#cer is 
inÞnitesimal. So why 

should we spend just as much time focusing on 
the local election? I o!er three reasons.

First, as Latter-day Saints we believe that a 
personÕs most important inßuence is in the home. 
If this is true, then we ought to worry most 
about things closest to the home. "e inßuence 
of the school board is more important in raising 
our children than the decisions of the federal 
government. Most educational decisions take 
place below the federal level. "e same is true of 
other local o#ces. Life is lived locally, not globally, 
and the way things are run in Provo is at least as 
important, if not more important to my life than 
the way things are run nationally.

Second, consider the nature of our acquaintance 
with national candidates. "e descriptions I have 
heard of John McCain are so vastly di!erent that 
I could almost believe there are two McCains 
running for President, not one. One is a sleazy, 
two-faced politician who masquerades as an 
environmentalist by day and drills for oil 
to warm the globe by night. "e other is an 

Unexceptionalism
continued from front page

Court. It is ironic that the very institutions the U.S. 
has trashed for the last eight years are also its best 
hope of being able to continue to shape the world 
in the face of Chinese ascendancy. "e United 
StatesÕ Manichean foreign policy tradition is a 
result of American Exceptionalism, and one reason 
why AmericaÕs political and diplomatic power has 
waned. It is hard to lead the world when you think 
you are fundamentally di!erent and superior to 
other nations.

   "e failure to e!ectively address the energy crisis 
can also be attributed to American Exceptionalism. 
Despite enormous evidence that gas prices will 
continue to rise, and that dependence on foreign 
oil strengthens illiberal regimes, America willfully 
refuses to reform its energy policy, preferring to 
ÒDrill, Baby, Drill,Ó and hoping global trends will 
just go away. "is na•ve response comes about 
partly because of the belief that Providence will 
excuse and protect America from the pressures 
and constraints that other nations face, including 
global warming.  Moreover, for many Americans 
there is something semi-religious about the modern 
American penchant for mass-consumption, as if 
the ConstitutionÕs most important protection was 
to allow us to buy as much as possible. Americans 
tend to scorn suggestions to limit energy use, or to 
develop alternative energy technologies; changing 
the current way of life is seen as a betrayal of 
AmericaÕs unique and Divine purpose. Because of 
this entrenched view, America has consistently failed 

to provide global leadership on the issues of energy 
or climate change. Additionally, because the US 
refuses to recognize the seriousness of the issue and 
has not instituted signiÞcant government incentives, 
it is failing to successfully compete in the alternative 
energy industry. William Wallace, an adviser to the 
UN, notes that, ÒChina is rapidly moving into a 
world leadership position in the [green energy] 
industry.Ó Usually at the forefront of cutting edge 
industries, AmericaÕs slow reaction and response to 
changing world conditions is partly attributable to 
belief in its invariable distinctiveness.

 "e same feeling of invulnerability to the 
energy and climate crises is present in other areas 
as well. "e US primary and secondary education 
systems were once the envy of the world. Now, 
the phrase, ÒAmerican educationÓ has become an 
oxymoron. And although our elite universities 
remain a destination for the worldÕs brightest, unless 
entering freshmen are better prepared, those too 
will lose their status. A 2007 report by the National 
Academy of Sciences warns that, ÒAmericans are in 
danger of falling o! the ßat earth,Ó because there are 
too few students pursuing science and math degrees.  
Without capable engineers and scientists, America 
will be unable to compete in the innovation-driven 
industries of the future. Without strong economic 
growth, American inßuence in every area will 
recede.

    Predictions about the United StatesÕ imminent 
decline have been around since its independence. 
Each time, America has proven the skeptics wrong 
by meeting the challenges before her with strength 
and ingenuity. I think this can happen again, but 

Chandler Hatch

there needs to be a shift in American self-perception. 
SpeciÞcally, the US needs to stop believing that high 
growth, national greatness and global leadership are 
American birthrights and not succumb to what 
Arnold Toynbee calls the Òmirage of immortality.Ó 
History stops for no nation, as Spain, England, and 
Russia can attest. Greatness must be earned by and 
renewed with each generation.

    "e U.S. should stop believing in an entitled 
ÒexceptionalÓ position in the world and adopt a more 
realistic and honest self-image--one less comprised 
of Providential favoritism and more aware of the 
values and pressures we share with all nations. "is 
view would recognize the many positive aspects of 
the United States without ignoring the daunting 
challenges it currently faces, nor believing that such 
challenges will solve themselves. It would lead to 
an America more likely to see other countries as 
partners, rather than rivals, and exercise a leadership 
based more on consensus, compromise and 
persuasion. It would help America recognize that the 
energy and climate change crises require pragmatic 
and innovative solutions, and not nostalgic, wishful 
thinking. It might also take more seriously the need 
to develop the skills and knowledge necessary in 
an increasingly competitive world economy, skills 
that other nations are rapidly acquiring. Like any 
game, America must learn and play by the rules if it 
wants to win. Ultimately, the only way America can 
remain an extraordinary nation is to start thinking 
and acting like an ordinary one.

Zachary is from St. George, Utah studying 
International Relations and Philosophy. He can be 
reached at zacharysdavis@gmail.com. 

honest, moderate war hero who wants to serve 
his country. No matter what you believe about 
McCain as a presidential candidate, you can Þnd 
evidence to support your position. "e same goes 
for Obama. "e reason such divergent images 
prevail is that national candidates canÕt have a 
personal relationship with their voters. Because 
they are distanced from us by the vastness of 
their constituencies, we become an abstraction to 
them, a table of statistics on issues, opinions, and 
standards of living, and they in turn become an 
image, idealized or demonized, for us.

Local candidates, on the other hand, are eager 
to meet you and court your vote. Fire your local 
candidate an email. Chances are youÕll get a 
personal reply. Set up an appointment, and you 
can go have a whole conversation with your local 
candidate. You can have interaction with your 
local candidate, not just with an image.

National candidates, on the other hand, are 
images crafted by cunning political consultants. 
Like other images condemned in the scriptures, 
these images lend themselves to deiÞcation. For 
some Republicans, McCain can do no wrong. For 
some Democrats, Obama will liberate us from 
eight disastrous years under Bush. Is this a healthy 
way to think about a candidate? Are national 
candidates ever really that perfect? It sounds to 
me like Òevery man walketh in his own way, and 
after the image of his own god, whose image is 
in the likeness of the world, and whose substance 

is that of an idolÓ (D&C 1:16). IÕm not saying 
you shouldnÕt pick a Presidential candidate, but 
political idolatry (the creation of a national savior) 
is surprisingly common. What local politics o!ers 
is real people, people you can get to know, people 
who will get to know you.

Finally, national policy works on a much larger 
and more complex system than local policy, and is 
therefore more prone to unforeseen consequences. 
"e economy, society, and international politics 
are incredibly complicated. "ere may be 
mathematical equations for describing some 
of whatÕs going on, but most of it is educated 
guesswork. National and international policy 
routinely have unintended and unforeseen 
consequences. In local politics, by contrast, we 
can know the people that will be a!ected by our 
decisions. We donÕt depend on the thousands of 
voices of the media to convince us that a policy 
is good or bad for an entire nation. We can see 
the e!ects ourselves in our local community and 
know whether itÕs right for our community.

I donÕt want people to forget about the national 
elections, but I think we do ourselves a disservice 
by privileging them over local elections, where we 
meet and choose the politicians who will shape 
our communities.

Chandler is from Chicago, studying philosophy 
and campaigning for Don Jarvis for House District 
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permaculture course.
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