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Meanwhile, on the Demo-
crats’ side:

■ They are running a presi-
dential campaign decrying wage 
stagnation, income inequality 
and widespread economic mal-
aise – as if  they’ve not been in 
offi ce for the past seven years.

■ Their leading presidential 
candidate is 27 points underwa-
ter on the question of honesty 
and is under FBI investigation 
for possible mishandling of clas-
sifi ed informa-
tion.

■ Her chief  
challenger is a 
74-year-old so-
cialist with a 
near-spotless re-
cord of invisibili-
ty in 25 years in 
Congress. The 
other three candi-
dates can hardly be found at all.

■ The only plausible alterna-
tive challenger, Joe Biden, has 
run and failed twice and, before 
tragedy struck (to which he has 
responded, one must say, with 
admirable restraint and cour-
age), was for years a running na-
tional joke for his endless gau-
cheries and verbal pratfalls.

For the GOP, this has all been 
a godsend, an opportunity to 
amplify the case being made ev-
ery day by the Democrats them-
selves against their own stew-
ardship. Instead, the Republicans 
spent the summer attacking 

each other – the festival of ad 
hominems interrupted only by 
spectacular attempts to alienate 
major parts of the citizenry. 

The latest example is Ben Car-
son, the mild-mannered, highly 
personable neurosurgeon and 
one of two highest-polling GOP 
candidates. He said on Sunday 
that a Muslim should not be 
president of the United States.

His reason is that Islam is in-
compatible with the Constitu-
tion. On the contrary. Carson is 
incompatible with a Constitu-
tion that explicitly commands 
that “no religious test shall ever 
be required as a qualifi cation to 
any offi ce or public trust under 
the United States.” 

Ever. And it is no defense of 
Carson to say that he was not 
calling for legal disqualifi cation 
of Muslims, just advocating that 
one should not vote for them. 
But that defense misses the 
point: The Constitution is not 
just a legal document. It is a di-
dactic one. It doesn’t just set 
limits to power; it expresses a 
national ethos. It doesn’t just tell 
you what you’re not allowed to 
do; it also suggests what you 
shouldn’t want to do. The First 
Amendment allows you to ex-
press whatever opinion you 
want – even, say, advocating the 
suppression of free speech in 
others. But a major purpose of 
the Constitution is to discour-
age and delegitimize such au-

thoritarian thinking.
Carson later backtracked, 

saying that he meant opposing 
someone not because of his 
identity, ethnicity or faith but 
because of his ideology – mean-
ing that he wouldn’t want in the 
White House an Islamist who 
seeks to impose Shariah law.

Neither would I. Unfortu-
nately, that’s not what Carson 
had said. In the original inter-
view, he said, “I would not ad-
vocate that we put a Muslim in 
charge of this nation.” It would 
not have been hard to attach any 
of the appropriate restrictive 
adjectives – radical, extreme, Is-
lamist – to the word “Muslim.” 
He didn’t.

Indeed, Carson gave the cor-
rect answer minutes later when 
he said he wouldn’t apply his 
presidential religious test to 
congressional candidates. In 
that case, “it depends on who 
that Muslim is and what their 
policies are.” Which is, of course, 
the right answer, the American 
answer, the only possible answer 
to the same question about a 
candidate for the presidency.

Carson is not one to cynically 
pander. Nor do I doubt that his 
statement about a Muslim presi-
dent was sincerely felt. But it re-
mains morally outrageous. And, 
in a general election, politically 
poisonous. It is certainly dam-
aging to any party when one of 
its two front-runners denigrates, 

however thoughtlessly, the na-
tion’s entire Muslim American 
community.

Particularly when it follows 
the yeoman work done by the 
other leading GOP candidate to 
alienate other large chunks of 
the citizenry. Three minutes into 
his campaign, Donald Trump 
called Mexican-American im-
migrants rapists who come 
bringing drugs and crime. He 
followed that by advocating the 
deportation of 11 million illegal 
immigrants. And sealed the deal 
by chastising Jeb Bush for speak-
ing Spanish in answer to a ques-
tion posed in Spanish.

Trump’s contretemps with 
women enjoy even more renown 
– his attacks on Megyn Kelly 
(including a retweet calling her a 
bimbo) and his insulting Carly 
Fiorina for her looks.

Muslims, Hispanics, women. 
What next? Who’s left?

It’s a crazy time. One party is 
knowingly lurching toward di-
saster, marching inexorably to 
the coronation of a weak and 
deeply wounded presidential 
candidate. Meanwhile, the other 
party is fl amboyantly shooting 
at itself  and gratuitously alien-
ating one signifi cant electoral 
constituency after another.

And it’s only September. Of 
2015.

Charles Krauthammer is a columnist for 
The Washington Post. His email is: letters@
charleskrauthammer.com

European Union’s migrant 
crisis: Deal with the cause

The deal to impose a quota 
system on the EU – though not 
Britain – for the distribution of 
120,000 of the migrants who ar-
rived in Europe was passed by a 
majority, not unanimous, vote: 
remarkable for such a conten-
tious measure. To make matter 
worse it was reinforced by 
threats from France and Ger-
many to the four recalcitrant 
nations – Romania, Slovakia, 
the Czech Republic and Hun-
gary – that if  they didn’t capitu-
late they would get fewer EU 
subsidies.

There will now be a fi nancial 

penalty of 0.002 per cent of 
GDP on states that refuse to ac-
cept their agreed share. This is 
not the way the European Union 
is meant to function.

In reality, the distribution of 
migrants through the EU is 
academic. Refugees who want 
to join family and existing 
communities in Germany and 
Sweden are unlikely to remain 
in Slovakia or Romania; in-
deed, they are already reluctant 
even to register in Italy lest 
they be obliged to remain there. 
The gravitational pull for refu-
gees is to Germany because its 
government made clear that it 
is prepared to accept virtually 
unlimited numbers of  migrants 

from Syria.
In fact, the deal prioritises not 

just Syrians but refugees from 
Iraq and Eritrea; the numbers 
of potential migrants is virtually 
unlimited. The OECD has 
pointed out that the EU has 
processed 700,000 asylum appli-
cations already this year and by 
the end of 2015 may reach one 
million. It also says that inte-
grating refugees will be expen-
sive.

If the numbers were fi nite, as 
was the case during the confl ict 
in former Yugoslavia, the prob-
lem might be surmountable but 
given the number of poor, war-
torn states whose people want 
to leave for Europe, the migrant 

fi gures may not diminish over 
time.

The Prime Minister’s sugges-
tion that EU states should focus 
on repatriating economic mi-
grants is plainly sensible. Yet 
while it is relatively easy to re-
turn migrants from Kosovo, say, 
what about those from Afghani-
stan, Somalia or Pakistan?

The crisis reinforces the neces-
sity of addressing its original 
cause, the war in Syria. If there 
is a danger that Damascus may 
fall to Islamic State, the human 
cost, not least in terms of refu-
gees, will be huge. It is time to 
deal with causes, not just ef-
fects.

– London Evening Standard

A quick lesson in political lan-
guage.

In 1958, Democrat George Wal-
lace, running as a candidate for 
governor of  Alabama and racially 
moderate enough to be endorsed 
by the NAACP, was swamped by a 
strident white supremacist whose 
campaign played shamelessly to 
the basest hatreds of  the elector-
ate. Afterward, Wallace com-
plained bitterly to a room full of 
fellow politicians that the other 
guy had “out-n––red me.” And he 
vowed he would never let it happen 
again.

As history knows, 
of  course, he never 
did.

But the point here 
is that, 10 years later, 
the social and politi-
cal landscape had 
changed so dramati-
cally that no serious 
politician would have 
ever thought of  using 
such intemperate language so 
openly. Mind you, they were not 
above making appeals to base ani-
mosities, but the language became 
benign and opaque, a “dog whis-
tle” pitched for those with ears to 
hear.

Thus, Nixon had no need to 
curse unruly militants and long-
hairs. He simply spoke of  “law and 
order.” Reagan didn’t call anyone 
a lazy N-word. He spoke of  “wel-
fare queens.” The Bushes didn’t 
have to slur gay people. They spoke 
of  “family values.”

But for some of  us, it appears 
coded language is no longer 
enough.

“We have a problem in this coun-
try,” said a man in the audience 
last week during a Q-and-A ses-
sion with GOP frontrunner Don-
ald Trump in New Hampshire. 
“It’s called Muslims.” He went on 
to ask, “When can we get rid of 
(them)?”

Trump’s fl accid response: “We’re 
going to be looking at a lot of  dif-
ferent things.”

Nor is that even the most appall-
ing recent bit of  Islamophobia 
from the campaign trail. That dis-
honor goes to Ben Carson, who 
said Sunday on “Meet the Press” 
that no Muslim should be presi-
dent. “I would not advocate that 
we put a Muslim in charge of  this 
nation,” he said. “I absolutely 
would not agree with that.”

Later, facing a fi restorm of  criti-
cism, Carson told Sean Hannity of 
Fox “News” that he would accept a 
Muslim who rejects Islam “and 
clearly will swear to place our Con-
stitution above their religion.” 
Given that “our” Constitution ex-
plicitly forbids a religious litmus 
test for elective offi ce, that hypo-
thetical Muslim should respond to 
Carson as follows: You fi rst.

In tacitly endorsing bigotry on 
the one hand and enthusiastically 
embracing it on the other, Trump 
and Carson provide redundant 
proof  that they are manifestly un-
fi t for the presidency. One is so-
bered, however, by the renewed re-
minder that such bigotry no longer 
automatically disqualifi es them 
from it. Indeed, experience sug-
gests that some people will even 
see it as the sign of  authentic truth-
telling unencumbered by political 
correctness.

Make no mistake: Every adult 
American who uses language – and 
particularly, those who do so for a 
living – has at one point or another 
been bedeviled by political correct-
ness, by the sometimes persnickety 
mandate to craft what you say in 
ways that are fair and respectful to 
everyone who might hear it. What 
Carson and Trump represent, how-
ever, is not solely about language, 
but about the ideas language en-
codes.

Which means it is ultimately 
about what kind of  country we are 
and want to be.

Land of  the free, except for Mus-
lims?

With liberty and justice for all, 
except for Muslims?

All men are created equal, except 
for Muslims?

Any little girl might grow up to 
be president, provided she is not a 
Muslim?

If  it is sad that some of  us think 
that way, it is appalling that promi-
nent aspirants to the nation’s high-
est offi ce can now think that way 
openly. It suggests the resurgence 
of  the America George Wallace 
once knew. In that America, there 
was no need of  racial and religious 
double entendres.

In that America, one entendre 
was enough.

Leonard Pitts is a columnist for The Miami Her-
ald. His email is: lpittsmiamiherald.com

Islamophobia 
rears its         

ugly head

It’s time to speak out 
against abortion

Editor,
While traveling I-94 from 

Kalamazoo, there is a billboard 
with the head of Jesus and the 
following words: “The Supreme 
Court calls it abortion. God 
calls it murder.” 

It made me think, and I 
decided that if  I don’t speak for 
the unborn, then I am accept-
ing abortion. I know this won’t 
change a person’s mind, for 
somehow this is a black or 
white issue centering on a 
woman’s right to her own body. 
I can accept that this will 
change no one.

What I can’t accept is that we 
have elected offi cials and a 
Supreme Court who refuse to 
view the atrocities of the 
Planned Parenthood videos and 
their harvesting and selling of 
baby parts. It’s a reality that has 
defi ned the present mindset of 
our world. These videos are not 
altered, and we cannot be 
tricked into believing they are.

For those on the side of 
abortion on demand, I’m sorry. 
Our Pope Francis tells us to 
pray for you. I will.

Charlene Willmeng
Coloma

LMC’s funding campaign   
is vital to its future

Editor,
As a lifelong resident of 

Southwest Michigan, I’m proud 
to be an advocate for Lake 
Michigan College. Lake Michi-
gan College served as a place to 
learn and grow after high school 
before transferring to Michigan 
State University. Today, I work 
for Whirlpool Corp., where I 
have been for the past decade 
working in employee engage-
ment and communications.

Lake Michigan College 
believes in the importance of 
diversity and it is so vital for us 
to support these efforts. Their 
foundational programs and 
opportunities help members of 
our community who need it 
most and to provide an atmo-

sphere for academic achievement 
and individuality. They help 
eliminate barriers to inclusion 
across socioeconomic lines as we 
work to eliminate gaps between 
the “haves” and the “have nots” 
in our communities.

The college’s recent funding 
venture, Campaign for Tomor-
row, is helping the college 
imagine an even brighter future 
for our community:

■ Creating a new next genera-
tion business center connecting 
college faculty with aspiring 
entrepreneurs that could be a 
learning place for the next small 
business owner in Benton 
Harbor.

■ Launching a new viticulture 
program that could bring even 
more wineries to our area 
serving as a catalyst for tourism, 
which could help us become the 
Napa Valley of the Midwest.

■ Refreshing and supporting 
the Mendel Center so it can 
bring even more art to our 
community to keep us engaged 
and entertained.

I am making a contribution to 
the Lake Michigan College 
Campaign for Tomorrow during 

the fi nal stretch of their cam-
paign, and I’d encourage others 
to do the same to support the 
college’s driving force behind our 
community’s commerce and 
creativity.

Brad Gorman
Benton Harbor

‘Liberty and justice for all’ 
remains a false promise

Editor,
I was 12 years old in 1954 

when the words “under God” 
were added to the Pledge of 
Allegiance. It was also around 
that time that I was beginning to 
learn about the Constitution and 
its bedrock principles, such as 
separation of church and state. 
At the time, it did not seem 
much of a problem to simply 
catch my breath while those two 
words were being recited by 
everyone else around me, so it 
seemed harmless enough. How 
wrong I was. Later, as I began to 
read newspapers and watch the 
news on TV, it was the words 
“with liberty and justice for all” 
that took on a false ring. It 
appeared that most of the people 

I knew who had no problem 
with “under God” had a hard 
time accepting the concept of 
“all.” Undocumented immi-
grants, refugees, gays, Muslims, 
the poor, most minorities and 
women who believe in their right 
to choose were excluded, and it is 
only getting worse. A lot worse. 
Of course we all have our own 
pet prejudices; two of mine, for 
example, are toward zealots who 
hide behind patriotism and 
religion to discriminate and 
legislate against others.

Sadly, there is not one single 
candidate for the Republican 
nomination for president who is 
not pandering to this all-time 
new low level of ignorance and 
hypocrisy. Whatever happened to 
the old moderate level of 
ignorance and hypocrisy 
Republicans used to be known 
for? Liberty and justice for all 
may never be completely 
attainable, but unless it applies to 
everyone, including those you 
don’t like or agree with, it is 
meaningless to recite the Pledge 
of Allegiance.

Scott Elliott
Benton Harbor
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