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Evolution, Scienceand Religion
by Dr. Michael Ruse

In 1980 theyoung governor of Arkansas, oneBill Clinton, neglected hiscongtituent
baseand wasdefeated in hisrunfor re-eection. Helearned alesson never to beforgotten,
regained officein 1982, and remained governor until hewasd ected President. Duringthe
two-year interregnum, the governor’ smans onwasoccupied by aman called Frank White,
whosesurpriseat hiseectionwasequaed only by hisinadequacy for thejob.

Uncriticaly, Governor Whitesgnedintolaw abill promoted by anevangelica Chridtian
state representative, abill debated by the legislaturefor lessthan half an hour. This
“baanced treetment” bill required that children betaught not only thetheory of evolution,
but also the Bible—taken absolutely literally. Countering theclaimthat weareall de-
scended by CharlesDarwin’sglacially slow processof devel opment from very smple
organisms, children werealsoto betold, intheir biology classes, that Adam and Eve
werereal people, and that Noah’s Flood once covered thewhole earth.

TheU.S. constitution separates church and state. Whatever its pedagogical merits
—and they werefew —theArkansas|law wasclearly unconstitutional. The American
Civil LibertiesUnion challenged thelaw, and beforethe year wasout atrid washeld and
thelegidation struck down. Appearing as expert withessesfor theACLU werethe
famous— Stephen Jay Gould, Harvard professor, paleontologist, and America' s best-
known evol utionist —and the not-so-famous—a philosophy professor from the Univer-
sty of Guelph, yourstruly.

| ftill remember arguing inthe Arkansas court housewith one of themaost prominent
of theliteralists (now generally known ascreationists). DuaneT. Gish, author of the
best-sdllingwork, “ Evolution: TheFossilsSay No!”, resented bitterly what hefelt was
an unwarranted smug superiority assumed by usfrom theside of science.

“Dr. Ruse,” Mr. Gishsaid, “thetroublewith you evol utionistsisthat you just don't
play fair. Youwant to stop usreligious peoplefrom teaching our viewsin schools. But
you evolutionistsarejust asreligiousinyour way. Chrigtianity tellsuswherewecame
from, wherewe' re going, and what we should do ontheway. | defy you to show any
differencewith evolution. Ittellsyouwhereyou camefrom, whereyou are going, and
what you should do ontheway. You evolutionists have your God, and hisnameis
CharlesDarwin.

At thetimel rather pooh-poohed what Mr. Gish said, but | found myself thinking
about hiswords on theflight back home. And I have been thinking about them ever
since. Indeed, they have guided much of my research for the past twenty years. Hereti-

Old Russian Proverb
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cal though it may beto say this—and many of my scientist
friendswould be only too happy to chain metothe stakeand
tolight thefaggotspiled around—1 now think the creationists
likeMr. Gishareabsolutely right in their complaint.

Evolutionispromoted by its practitionersasmorethan
mere science. Evolution ispromulgated asanideology, a
secular religion—full-fledged aternativeto Chrigtianity, with
meaning and morality. | am anardent evolutionist and an ex-
Christian, but I must admit that in thisone complaint —and
Mr. Gishisbut one of many to makeit —theliteralistsare
absolutely right. Evolutionisardigion. Thiswastrueof evo-
lutioninthebeginning, and it istrueof evolution till today.

Oneof theearliest evol utionistswasthe eighteenth-cen-
tury physician Erasmus Darwin, grandfather of Charles. He
wasno atheig, believingrather in God as* Unmoved Mover”:
abeingwho decidesright at the beginning on thefuture course
of nature, laysdown unbreakablelaws, and never actsagain.

Rightly, Erasmus Darwin saw the* deism” aschadlenging
Christian theism, which takes God asready alwaysto inter-
venemiraculously inHiscreation. For ErasmusDarwin, evo-
lution wassimply confirmation of hiscommitment to alaw-
bound process of creation set down by anon-interventionist
God. Itwaspart and parcel of hisaternativereligion.

Tothisvison, Darwin'sgrandfather added an enthusasm
for socia progress—asembodied by theIndustria Revolution
—which progresshethenreadrightinto hisscience. Erasmus
saw socid progressasarisefromasmplevillage-based soci-
ety tothe complexity of themodern city, and analogoudy he
thought evolutionrisesprogressvely fromthesmple, theundif-
ferentiated blobsof thefirg lifeforms(knownas*monads’), to
thegpotheos sof organic complexity, thehumanrace.

Inhisprogressivism—especidly inhisbelief that wehu-
mansoursalvescan and doimproveour overal well-being—
Erasmusclearly stood inyet another way against Chridtianity,
which stressesthat sdl vation can comeonly through God. For
the Christian, our greatest gains* count for naught.”

Evolution therefore cameinto being asakind of secular
ideology, anexplicit substitution for Christianity. It stressed
lawsagainst miraclesand, by analogy, it promoted progress
againgt providence.

And sothingscontinued. 1n 1859, CharlesDarwin, the
father of modern evolutionary thought, published hisgrest work
OntheOrigin of Species. Withthisbook, Darwin hopedto
changethingsand make alessideological system of evolu-
tion. Heoffered asystematic survey of thebiologica world,
showing how many different factors—thefossil record, the
geographicd digtributionsof organisms, thediscoveriesfrom
embryology —point to evolution. At thesametime, hepro-
posed hiscelebrated mechanism of natural selection: thanks
to popul ation pressures, some creaturesflourish and have off-

spring and some do not and, over the ages, this* survival of
thefittest” leadsto full-blown change.

But amost at once Darwin'seffortswerefrustrated by
(of all people) hisgreatest supporter, hisfamous* bulldog,”
ThomasHenry Huxley.

When Jesusdied heleft nofunctioning religion. Thiswas
thework of hissupporters, especially Saint Paul, and aswe
al know the Chrigtianity of Saint Paul wasnot exactly identi-
cal tothe Christianity of Jesus. Likethegreat apostleand
Christianity, Huxley —one of the most prominent scientists
and greatest educatorsand socia reformersof hisday —had
begun by denying evol ution, and when converted had thesame
enthusiasm asPaul.

But likePaul also, for al that Huxley venerated Charles
Darwin, hecould seeinthemaster’ swritingsonly aglimpse
of what hehimsdlf needed for hisown purposes. Andinwork-
ing to hisown ends, Huxley wasled to the same consequences
asPaul: A functioning system, but not that of themaninwhose
name heworked and preached.

Origingppeared a just that timein Victorian Britainwhen
it was necessary to transform the country from arural-based,
near-feuda society andtofit it for anurbanized, industridized
future. Therewasneed for reform everywhere: inthecivil
service, merit had to count, not connection. Inmedicine, doc-
torshad to stop killing patientsand start curing them. Inedu-
cation, learning had to befor today and not to glorify the past.
Huxley and hisfellow reformerswerein thethick of all this—
Huxley himself wasacollege dean, served asamember of
the new London School Board and on numerousroya com-
missionslookinginto the state of things.

Correctly, Huxley saw Chrigtianity —the established An-
glican Church particularly —asallied with theforces of reac-
tionand power. Hefought it vigoroudy, most famoudy when
he debated Samue Wilberforce, the Bishop of Oxford. (Sup-
posedly, on being asked whether he was descended from
monkeyson hisgrandfather’ssideor hisgrandmother’sside,
Huxley replied he had rather be descended from an apethan
from abishop of the Church of England.)

Asasocid reformer therefore, Huxley, knowninthepa
persas” PopeHuxley,” wasdetermined tofind asubstitutefor
Chrigtianity. Evolution, withitsstresson unbrokenlaw —which
could be used to reflect messages of socia progress—wasthe
perfect candidate. Lifeisonanupwardly moving escaator. It
hasreached Victorian Britain. WWho knowswhat gloriesand
triumphsmight lieahead? Thusthevision of Saint Thomas—
something to be preached far and wide. Working men’sclubs,
popular scientific congresses, debating societies, university con-
vocationswere Huxley'sCorinthiansand Galatians.

Indeed, recognizing that agood religion needsamoral
message aswell asahistory and promise of futurereward,
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Huxley increasingly turned from Darwin (whowasnot very
good at providing thesethings) toward another English evolu-
tionist.

Herbert Spencer —prolific writer andimmensaly popu-
lar philosopher to the masses—shared Huxley’svision of evo-
lution asakind of metaphysi csrather than astraight science.
Hewashappy toinsist that even mora directivescomefrom
theevolutionary processitsalf.

“Social Darwinism” (more accurately, Social
Spencerianism) took evolutionto entall struggle and success
for the few, and so the moral message was understood as
enthusiasmfor laissez-faireindividuaism. Thestate should
stay out of the running of society, and the best should be al-
lowedtorisetothetop. Failuresdeservetheir fates.

Of course, therewere differences between Social Dar-
winians. Socidists, Marxistsand anarchigsasojustifiedther
beliefsinthenameof Darwin. Thepointisthat theharnessing
of evolutionto endsthat wereexplicitly mora, even political,
went on right through the nineteenth century.

Theeven greater point isthat it continued to go onright
through the twentieth century. Evolutionary ideaswereto
undergo agreat transformationinthe 1930sand 1940s, when
aprofessional scienceof evolutionary studieswasdevel oped
—aprofessional sciencewhich stood onitsownlegsby its
own merits, having no need for an alternative career as secu-
lar ideology. But thissecular ideology or religion hardly folded
itstentsand crept away. One of the most popul ar books of
the erawas Religion with Revelation, by the evolutionist
Julian Huxley, grandson of ThomasHenry. First publishedin
1927, thebook wasrevised (for asecond time) and reissued
inthe 1950s.

“All thought andemotion,” Huxley wrote, “eventhehigh-
est, spring from natura mind, whose dow devel opment can
betracedinlife'sevolution, sothat lifeingeneral and manin
particular arethose parts of theworld substanceinwhichthe
latent mental propertiesarerevea ed tother fullest extent.”
Asaways, evolution wasdoing everything expected of reli-
gion, and more.

Today, professiona evolutionthrives. But theoldreli-
gionsurvivesandthrivesright dongsdeit. Evolution now has
itsmystical visionary, its Saint John of the Cross. Harvard
entomologist and sociobiologist Edward O. Wilson tellsus
that we now have an* dternative mythology” to defeat tradi-
tiond religion. “Itsnarrativeformistheepic: Theevolution of
theuniversefromthebig bang of thefifteen yearsago through
theorigin of theelementsand celestial bodiesto the begin-
ningsof lifeon earth.”

Faithful totheoldest tradition of evol utionary theorizing—
reading hismorality and politicsinto hisscienceand thenread-
ingit right back out again—Mr. Wilsonwarnsusthat wehave
evolvedinsymbiaticrelationshipwiththerest of living nature,
andlest wecherishand preservebiodiversty wewill al perish.
Drawing onthedispensationdist of his Southern Baptist child-
hood, with theel oquenceand mora fervour of Billy Graham,

Mr. Wilson begs usto repent, to stand up and acknowledge
our snsandtowalk forward inthewaysof evolution. Wehave
but ashort time, elsemoral darknesswill fall onusall.

Thelanguage of Stephen Jay Gouldishardly moretem-
pered. Welearn that evolution “liberatesthe human spirit,”
that for sheer excitement evol ution* beatsany myth of human
originsby light years,” and that we should “ praisethisevolu-
tionary nexus—afar morestately mansion for the human soul
than any pretty or parochial comfort ever conjured by our
swollen neurology to obscurethe source of physical being.”

Mr. Gould ultimately rejectstraditiona readingsof evo-
lutionfor amoreinspiring, liberating version: “Wemust as-
sumethat consciousnesswoul d not have evolved on our planet
If acosmic catastrophe had not claimed the dinosaursasvic-
tims. Inanentirely literal sense, we owe our existence as
large and reasoning mammals, to our lucky stars.” If thisis
not toriva traditiona Judaeo-Chrigtian teaching—withitscen-
tral belief that we humansarenot just random happenstances,
but amajor reason why God created heaven and earth—1 do
not know what is.

What is the moral to be drawn from all of this? You
might think that thetime hascometo saveevolutionfromthe
evolutionigs.

Darwinismisaterrifictheory that stimulatesresearchin
every aeacf thelifesciences. Inthehumanream, for instance,
discoveriesinAfricatrace our immediate pastin ever greater
detall, whileat the sametimethe Human GenomeProject opens
up fascinating evolutionary questionsaswelearn of themo-
lecular smilaritiesbetween ourse vesand organismsas appar-
ently different asfruit fliesand eerthworms. Surdy thisisenough.

Thereisno need to makeareligion of evolution. Onits
own merits, evolution as scienceisjust that —good, tough,
forward-looking science, which should be taught asamatter
of coursetoall children, regardlessof creed.

But, let usbetolerant. If peoplewant to makeardigion
of evolution, that istheir business. Who would deny thevalue
of Mr. Wilson'spleafor biodiversity? Whowould argueagaingt
Mr. Gould'shatred of racial and sexual prejudice, which he
has used evolution to attack?

Theimportant point isthat we should recognize when
peopleare going beyond the strict science, movinginto moral
and socia claims, thinking of their theory asandl-embracing
world picture. All too often, thereisadlidefrom scienceto
something more, and thisdide goesunmentioned—unredlized
even.

For pointing thisout we should be grateful for the oppo-
nentsfor evolution. The Creationistsarewrongintheir Cre-
ationism, but they areright in at least one of their criticisms.
Evolution, Darwinian evolution, iswonderful science. Letus
teachittoour children. And, intheclassroom, let usleaveit
at that. Themora messages, theunderlyingideology, may be
worthy. But if wefeel strongly, there are other times and
placesto preach that gospel to theworld.

—(Canadian) National Post, May 13, 2000, p. B-1,3



THe ScHwarz RePoRrT / NovemBer 2003

Evolution isReligion—Not

Science
by Dr.Henry M. Morris

Thewriter hasdocumented intwo recent Impeact articles™2
from admissionsby evolutioniststhat theideaof particles-to-
peopleevol ution doesnot meet thecriteriaof ascientifictheory.
Thereareno evolutionary transitionsthat have ever been ob-
served, either during human history or inthefossil record of
the past; and the universal law of entropy seemsto makeit
impossibleonany sgnificant scae.

Evolutionistsclaim that evolutionisascientific fact, but
they amost dwayslose scientific debateswith creationist sci-
entists. Accordingly, most evol utionists now decline oppor-
tunitiesfor scientific debates, preferring instead to make uni-
lateral attackson creationists.

Scientistsshould refuseformal debates because
they do more harm than good, but scientiststill
need to counter the creationi st message.®

The question s, just why do they need to counter the
creationist message? Why arethey so adamantly committed
toanti-creationism?

Thefactisthat evolutionistsbelievein evolution because
they want to. Itistheir desireat al coststo explaintheorigin
of everything without aCreator. Evolutionismisthusintring-
caly anatheisticreligion. Somemay prefer tocall it human-
ism, and New Ageevolutionisismay placeitin the context of
someform of pantheism, but they all amount tothesamething.
Whether athelsm or humanism (or even pantheism), the pur-
poseisto diminateapersona God fromany activeroleinthe
originof theuniverseand dl itscomponents, including man.

The coreof the humanistic philosophy isnaturd-
iIsm—the proposition that the natural world pro-
ceedsaccording toitsown internal dynamics,
without divine or supernatural control or guid-
ance, and that we human beingsare creations of
that process. Itisinstructiveto recall that the
philosophersof the early humanistic movement
debated asto which term more adequately de-
scribed their position: humanismor naturalism.
Thetwo concepts are complementary and in-
Separable.’

Sinceboth naturaiismand humanismexdudeGod from sai-
enceor any other activefunctioninthecreation or maintenance
of lifeandtheuniverseingenerd, itisvery obviousthat their
pogitionisnothing but atheism. Andatheism, nolessthantheiam,
isareligion! Evendoctrinaire-atheistic evolutionist Richard
Dawkinsadmitsthat atheism cannot be provento betrue.

Of coursewecan’t provethat thereisn’'t aGod.®

Therefore, they must believeit, and that makesit areli-
gion. Theathei stic nature of evolutionisnot only admitted,
but insisted upon, by most of the leaders of evolutionary
thought. Ernst Mayr, for example, saysthat:

Darwinismreectsall supernatural phenomena
and causations.®

A professor inthe Department of Biology at Kansas State
Univerdty says.

Evenif dl thedatapoint toanintelligent designer,
such ahypothesisisexcluded from science be-
causeitisnot naturaigtic.’

Itiswell knowninthe scientific world today that such
influential evolutionistsas Stephen Jay Gould and Edward
Wilson of Harvard, Richard Dawkinsof England, William
Provineof Corndl, and numerousother evolutionary spokes-
menaredogmatic athelsts. Eminent scientific philosopher and
ardent Darwinian atheist Michael Ruse has even acknowl-
edged that evolutionistheir religion!

Evolutionispromoted by itspractitionersasmore
than merescience. Evolutionispromulgated as
anideology, asecular religion—afull-fledged
alternative to Christianity, with meaning and
mordity...Evolutionisareligion. Thiswastrue
of evolutioninthebeginning, anditistrueof evo-
lution till today.

Ancther way of saying“rdigion” is“worldview,” thewhole
of redlity. Theevolutionary worldview appliesnot only tothe
evolutionof life, but eventothat of theentireuniverse. Inthe
realm of cosmicevolution, our naturdigtic scientistsdepart even
further from experimental sciencethanlifescientistisdo, manu-
facturing avariety of evolutionary cosmologiesfrom esoteric
mathematicsand metaphysical speculation. Sociaist Jeremy
Rifkin hascommented on thisremarkablegame.

Cosmol ogiesare made up of small snippets of
physical reality that have been remodeled by
society into vast cosmic deceptions.®

They must believein evolution, therefore, in spiteof all
theevidence, not because of it. And speaking of deceptions,
notethefollowing remarkable statement.

Wetakethesdeof sciencein spite of the patent
absurdity of someof itsconstructs...in spite of
thetolerance of the scientific community for un-
substantiated commitment to materialism...we
areforced by our a priori adherenceto material
causesto create an gpparatusof investigationand
set of conceptsthat produce material explana-
tions, no matter how counterintuitive, no matter
how mystifyingtotheuninitiated. Moreover, that
materialismisabsolute, for we cannot allow a
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Divine Foot inthedoor.*°

Theauthor of thisfrank statement isRichard Lewontin
of Harvard. Sinceevolutionisnot alaboratory science, there
iIsnoway totest itsvalidity, soal sortsof just-so storiesare
contrived to adorn thetextbooks. But that doesn’t makethem
true! Anevolutionist reviewing arecent book by another (but
morecritica) evolutionist, says.

We cannot identify ancestorsor “missing links,”
and we cannot devise testable theories to ex-
plain how particular episodesof evolution came
about. Geeisadamant that all the popular sto-
riesabout how thefirst amphibians conquered
thedry land, how the birdsdevel oped wingsand
feathersfor flying, how the dinosaurswent ex-
tinct, and how humansevolved from apesare
just productsof our imagination, driven by preu-
dicesand preconceptions.

A fascinatingly honest admission by aphysicist indicates
the pass onate commitment of establishment scientiststo natu-
ralism. Speaking of thetrust studentsnaturally placein their
highly educated college professors, hesays:.

And | use that trust to effectively brainwash
them...our teaching methodsare primarily those
of propaganda. We appeal—without demon-
Stration—to evidencethat supportsour position.
Weonly introduce arguments and evidencethat
supportsthe currently accepted theoriesand omit
or glossover any evidenceto the contrary.2

Creationist studentsin scientific coursestaught by evolu-
tionist professor can testify to thefrustrating reality of that
gatement. Evolutionis, indeed, the pseudo-scientific basisof
religiousatheism, asRusepointed out. Will Provineat Cornell
University isanother scientist who frankly acknowledgesthis.

Asthecreationistsclaim, belief inmodernevo-
[ution makesatheistsof people. Onecanhavea
religiousview that iscompatiblewith evolution
only if therdigiousview isindigtinguishablefrom
atheilsm. 3

Once again we emphasize that evol ution isnot science,
evolutionists' tiradesnotwithstanding. Itisaphilosophical
worldview, nothing more. Another prominent evolutionist
commentsasfollows:

(Evolution) mugt, they fed, explaineverything...A
theory that explainseverything might just aswell
be discarded since it has no real explanatory
value. Of course, the other thing about evolu-
tion isthat anything can be said because very
littlecan bedisproved. Experimental evidence
isminimal .4
Eventhat statement istoo generous. Actua experimen-

tal evidencedemondtrating trueevolution (that is, macroevo-
lution) isnot “minimal.” Itisnonexistent!

Theconcept of evolution asaform of religionisnot new.
In my book, The Long War Against God™, | documented
thefact that some form of evolution has been the pseudo-
rationalebehind every anti-creationist religion sincethevery
beginning of history. Thisincludesall theancient ethnicreli-
gions, aswell assuch modernworld religionsas Buddhism,
Hinduism, and others, aswell asthe*”liberal” movementsin
eventhecreationist rdigions (Chrigtianity, Judaism, [am).

Asfar asthetwentieth century isconcerned, theleading
evolutionistisgenerally considered to be Sir Julian Huxley,
primary architect of modern neo-Darwinism. Huxley called
evolutiona*“religion without revelation” : and wrote abook
withthat title (2" edition, 1957). Inalater book, he said:

Evolution...isthe most powerful and the most
comprehensive idea that has ever arisen on
earth.’®

L ater in the book he argues passionately that we must
change* our pattern of religiousthought from aGod-centered
to an evolution-centered pattern.”*” Then hewent on to say
that: “the God hypothesis...isbecoming anintellectual and
moral burden on our thought.” Therefore, he concluded that
“wemust congtruct something totakeitsplace.” 8

That something, of course, isthereligion of evolutionary
humanism, and that iswhat theleaders of evolutionary hu-
manism aretrying to do today.

Inclosing thissummary of thescientific caseagainst evo-
lution (and, therefore, for creation), thereader isreminded
againthat dl quotationsinthearticlearefrom doctrinaireevo-
lutionists. No Biblereferencesareincluded, and no state-
mentsby creationists. Theevolutioniststhemsalves, todl in-
tentsand purposes, have shown that evolutionismisnot sci-
ence, but religiousfaithinatheism.
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TheBlack Book of Red
Blood

by Jeremiah Reedy

Since 9/11, attention has been rightly and understand-
ably focused on terrorism and the Middle East. We must not,
however, let this cause usto forget two other evils of the
twentieth century: Nazism and Communism. Itis thelatter
that | dedl with here. A colleaguerecently observed that “ many
post-colonidist scholars...navebeen Marxistsor strongly left,
and therefore have been rel uctant to makethe Soviet Uniona
global villain on the scale of Franceor Britain.” Whileno
doulbt true, thissurprising statement brought to mind the heeted
debatethat raged in France following the publication of Le
LivreNoir du Communisme (in English The Black Book of
Communism: Crimes, Terror, Repression). The Black Book,
aweighty tomeof 858 pageswaswritten by six leading French
scholars, al of whom areformer Communistsor “ closefel-
low-travellers.” Thecontroversy wastriggered by theeditor’s
introduction.

Criticswereupset by four claimsadvanced there: 1) the
number of victims; 2) the comparison of Communism and
Nazism; 3) theassertion of complicity on the part of Western
scholars; and 4) the explanation for the unusual silencethat
exigsvis-avisthecrimesof Communism.

Inthefirst placethey accused the editor of inflating the
number of victims of Communism to reach 100,000,000.
Relying where possible on recently opened archives, these
datisticsweregiven:

USSR: 20million

China: 65million

Vietnam: 1 million

NorthKorea: 2million

Cambodia: 2million

Eastern Europe: 1 million

LatinAmericac 150,000

Africa 1.5million

Afghanigan: 1.5million

Theinternational Communist movement and Communist
partiesnot in power: 10,000.

Ontheother hand, MartinMalia, awell known Ameri-
can authority, in hisreview of the book confirmsthese num-
bersand callsthe Communist record “the most colossal case
of palitical carnagein history.”

Secondly, therewastheclaim of striking smilaritiesbe-
tween Communismand Nazism, e.g. oneparty, asingleide-
ology, total subservience of stateto party, “acult of aleader
and massterror.” The methodsused by thetwo totalitarian
systemswerea so similar: deportations (in cattle cars), con-
centration camps (a Soviet invention borrowed by the Na-
zis), dehumanization and“ animdization” of victims (“ Kulaks
arenot human beings—they havenorighttolive” Enemies
of the peoplemust be crushed “like noxiousinsects,” Lenin)

Becausethere were (and still are) Communistsin the
French government, theequation of Communism and Nazism
provoked afurious debate in France; it was no doubt the
most inflammeatory aspect of hisintroduction. Of course, oth-
ershad clamedthisearlier, e.g. George Orwell and Hannah
Arendt. Onecontributor to The Black Book wrotethat Com-
munismand Fascismwere” identicd inevery sgnificant way,”
and another called them * heterozygoustwins.” Tony Judt,
writingintheN.Y. Times, asserted that they “ are, and dways
were, moraly indistinguishable.” Anson Rabinbach summed
itupthus: “...communist regimeswerefar moremurderous
than Nazism and should not be given second rank inthemoral
ledger of twentieth-century genocide.” Thisisnot to deny the
obviousdifferences. the Nazispracticed racial genocide, the
Communists*classgenocide,” the Naziskilled “the Other,”
the Communigtskilled their own; the Nazishad extermination
camps, the preferred wegpon of the Communistswasfamine
(an easy thing to cause when thereis central control of all
resources).

Thirdly, theeditor dared to rai sethe question of thecom-
plicity of thoseliving outsidethe Communist countries. He
accuses hundreds of thousands of “aiding and abetting” the
crimesof Leninand Stalin from the 1920sto the 1950s and
of the* Great Hdmsman” from the 1950sto the 1970s. “Much
closer toour time,” hewrites, “therewaswidespread rg oic-
ing [among | eftist scholars] when Pol Pot cameto power.”

Inthefourth place, how can weaccount for the strange
silencevis-a-visthe crimesof Communism and thelack of
knowledgeonthe part of thegenera publicwhenit“ metasta-
sized” (theword used by Solzhenitsyn), affecting “onethird
of humanity onfour continentsduring aperiod spanning eighty
years.” Several explanationshave been advanced: the“ty-
rants’ weregood at concealing thefacts, “ theabsolutedenia
of accessto archives. . ., thetotal control of the print and
other mediaaswell as of border crossings, the propaganda
trumpeting theregimes's* successes,” and the entire appara-
tusfor keeping information under lock and key weredesigned
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primarily to ensurethat the awful truth would never seethe
light of day,” They vicioudly attacked al who attempted to
reveal thetruth, they attempted to justify their crimesasa
“necessary aspect of revolution,” (You can’'t make an omel et
without breaking eggs.), and they perverted the language.
Other factorsincluded naiveté, self-deception, “cupidity,
Spinel essness, vanity, fascination with power, violenceand
revolutionary fervor...” Finally thefact that the Soviets
participated in defeating the Nazisand thefocusontheHolo-
caust as aunique atrocity have distracted the world from
Communist arocities.

Thisbrief summary obviously doesnot beginto dojus-
ticeto the complexity and comprehensiveness of the account
giveninthe book. Anyone who isinterested is advised to
read at least Martin Maia sforeword tothe Englishversion,
“TheUsesof Atrocity.”

Two objectionsshould bededlt with preemptively: First
that Communism began asabenign movement of liberation
that somehow got derailed. Maliabelievesthat The Black
Book laysthismyth (that of “good Lenin, bad Stalin”) torest
onceandfor al. Secondly, it hasbeenarguedthatitis”ille-
gitimateto spesk of asingle Communist movement from Phnom
Penhto Paris.” Maliathinksthat The Black Book refutes
this, apoint on which therewas unanimous agreement among
thecontributors. Theideology runsfrom Lenin, to Stain, “to
Mao, to Ho, to Kim Il Sung, to Pol Pot.”

On pp. 9-10 of The Black Book one can find a break-

down of theghadtly statisticsfor theU.S.SR., eg.“ Theliqui-
dation of amost 690,000 in the Great Purge of 1937-38,”
“Thedestruction of four million Ukrainiansand two million
othersby meansof an artificial and systematically perpetu-
ated faminein 1932-33,” etc., etc., etc. | shall say nothing
about themillionswho wereend aved or impoverished by the
Soviet Union; nor shall | discussthe degradation of theenvi-
ronment that occurred in areasthat came under itssway.

Still, perhapsthe most devastating comment on Com-
munism comes from Richard Pipesin his Communism, A
History. Pipeswritesthat “the Khmer Rougerulein Cambo-
dia(1975-78) representsthe purest embodi ment of Commu-
nism: what it turnsinto when pushedtoitslogical conclusion.
Itsleaderswould stop at nothing to attaintheir objective, which
wasto createthefirgt truly egditarian society intheworld: to
thisend they were prepared to annihilate as many of their
people asthey deemed necessary. It wasthe most extreme
manifestation of the hubrisinherent in Communist ideology,
thebelief inthebound esspower of anintellectud eliteguided
by the Marxist doctrine, with resort to unrestrained violence
inorder completely to reshapelife. Theresult wasdevasta
tiononanunimaginablescale.” | leaveittoreaderstodecide
whether the Soviet Union should be considered “agloba vil-
lain onthe scale of Franceor Britain.” Onewonderswhere
“post-colonidist scholars’ have placed Nazi Germany intheir
villainy hierarchy.

—FrontPageMagazine.com, October 8, 2003

Boiling Bolivia
by Michael Radu

Baliviaisonthebrink of acongtitutional, indeed, societa
collapse. It seemsheaded for amilitary coup d' é&at and gen-
eral chaos. Intheoverall schemeof thingsin Latin America,
Baliviaisof only margina economicor politica sgnificance.
But asthe most acute case of amoregeneral and disturbing
set of problemsaffecting far moreimportant countriesinthe
region—anincreased radicalization (and anti-democratic ma:
nipulation) of indigenouspeoples, thereturn of long-discred-
ited populist and Marxist ideologies, general government in-
competence, and pathologica anti-Americanism—itisacoun-
try we should be paying attention to.

Theimmediate cause of Bolivia'scurrent anti-govern-
ment protests, which haveincluded riotsand highway block-
adeserected by the protesters (leading to several deathsand
seriousfood shortagesin the capital), istheissue of natural
gas exports. Once amajor tin producer, Boliviatoday de-
pends almost completely on hydrocarbons (oil and natural
gas) for itslegal export revenues, cocamakesasignificant
and growing illegal contribution to revenues. Cocagrowers
haveincreasingly sought to see cocabetreated the sameas

hydrocarbons. Congressman Evo MoralesAyma, the coca
growers |leader, chief of the Movement Towards Sociaism
(MAYS) party, and runner-upinlast year’spresidential elec-
tion, saidinaninterview last year, “ Now isthemoment to see
the defense of cocaasthe defense of all natural resources,
justlikehydrocarbon, ail, gas; and thisconsciousnessisgrow-
ing.... Five or six years ago | realized that one day, coca
would bethebanner of national unity indefenseof our dignity,
and now my predictioniscoming true.”

To start with oil and gas, Boliviahas plenty of both—
especially thelatter, of which it hasthe second largest re-
servesinLatinAmerica. Until recently most wasexported to
neighboring Brazil, but that country hasreduced importsasit
exploitsdomestic deposits. Onewould think that the alterna
tivewould be export el sewhere, and the United Statesand
Mexico areindeed highly interested. But any pipelinelinking
Boliviatoworld marketsmust crossancther country’sterri-
tory, since Boliviaislandlocked. To get gasto the Pacific,
Boliviawould haveto transport it through Peru or Chile, the
latter of whichwould provideamuch shorter path. However,
Boliviaislandlocked precisay becauseit lost its Pacific coast
to Chilein 1883, following anill-advised war that Boliviaini-
tiated. No Bolivian hasforgotten, forgiven, or gotten used to
this—indeed, the country still pretendsto haveaNavy (on



THe ScHwarz RePoRrT / NovemBer 2003

L akeTiticacd) and makesclaimstothelost territory, usualy
totheChileans amusement. The Bolivianmilitary srongly op-
posesany pipeinethrough Chile.

TheMAS, acollection of cocaeros, old-fashioned com-
munists, Trotskyites, Castroites, and racialist indigenous
peoplesnosta gicfor pre-Colombiantimes, isopposed tothe
export of gas per se, claiming that it would only enrich the
United Statesand multinationa corporations. Thiseventhough
apipelinethrough Chilewould bring Boliviacloseto $500
million ayear in revenues. Such revenue, however, would be
dirty money intheeyesof Evo Moralesand hisfollowers,
unlike the proceedsfrom coca, which isworshipped as part
of “ancedtrd tradition.”

Theproblemwiththisrationaeisthat coca, inBoliviaas
inPeru, wheresmilarly flseclamsarebeing made, isbeing
grown in areas and quantitiesthat have nothing to do with
indigenoustraditionsand everything to dowith greed, crimi-
nal enterprise, and | eftist propaganda. Most Bolivian cocais
now grown inthelowland tropical junglesof Chaparérather
thaninthe highlandsof Yungas, aswastraditiona. And none
was grown there before the Europeansarrived, when it be-
ganto begrown during the 1980s not by Indian communities
but by former tin minerswho moved to the areain search of
more money and lesswork, who brought with them asocial-
istideology and trade union organization. Thismay infact be
theonly caseintheworldwhereacrimind enterpriseisheavily
unionized and hasitsown politica party—the MAS.

LikeMoradeshimsdf, MASisnot just an open advocate
of drug production, whichisacrimeunder Bolivian and inter-
nationa law, but a so advocates (re-)nationdization of dl large
enterprises, natural resources, and largefarms, non-payment
of externd debt, and anti-globaization, all mixedwitha“re-
turn” to the pre-Colombian paradise of the Aymara and
Quechuaof half amillennium ago.

Perhaps such notions seem ridicul ous, but Moralesand
theMASDbdieveintheir rhetoric and seek to “liberate” their
fellow Amerindians and coca growers throughout Latin
America. Inthe same October 2002 interview, Moralesac-
knowledged that “ of course, sometimesit isthe cocagrowers
that set off thespark” if thereistill violenceand military re-
pression. Theadvent of MASwill makeit harder than ever
for Bolivia, withitsnationaist military, atradition of about one
coup d' éat every ten monthssinceit gained independencein
1825, an unstable government coalition of ex-leftists, oppor-
tunigts, and thesmply corrupt, to function asademocracy or
achieve economic devel opment. La Razon columnist José
Gramunt de Moragasput it well when herecently described
Balivian paliticsasapendulum eternal ly moving between un-
solved problem to violence and back to the status quo.

Boliviaisnot aonein this predicament. Ecuador’sre-
cently elected president, Lucio Gutierrez, aformer coup-mak-
ing colond, lost the support of the powerful Indian socialist
organizationswhen hetried to impose some economic com-
mon sense. Heisindanger of becoming thefifth el ected presi-
dent in so many yearsto lose hisjob before the end of his
mandate. In Peru, another former officer and (failed) coup-
maker isalsoincreasing his popularity on anindigenous/so-
ciaist platform. All inall, and considering al so the pseudo-
indigenous Zapatistasociaistsof Mexico (led by aMarxist,
blue-eyed former academic), it appearsthat theindigenous
L atin American peoples growing political power represents
not progressbut smply anti-democratic socidist nostalgiaand
aprofoundly reactionary and illiterate approach to econom-
ics. Thetragedy, of course, isthat these people arethe most
likely victimsof thetype of politicsthey advocate. Their fu-
ture seems destined to look much liketheir past of poverty
and backwardness, dl inthenameof a“progressiveagenda.”

—FrontPageMagazine.com, October 8, 2003
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