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Lady in Pink
by John Perazzo

If Howard Deanisincreasingly the voice of Democratsin Americatoday, activist
Jodie Evansisthefaceof theDemocrats future. A radica activist and Democratic fund-
raiser, shemirrorsthe Party’s core on itsthree most important issues: hating President
Bush, denouncing thewar and engineeringthe L.A. Times' last-minute sexua harassment
accusationsagaingt Arnold Schwarzenegger during the Cdiforniarecall election.

Evansroseto prominenceviaher rolein Code Pink for Peace, aself-described
“grassroots peace and socia justice movement” formed just oneyear ago to organize
public protestsagainst America simpending war inIrag. Thoughitsleadersbenignly
present themsdvesto the public asordinary, concerned women who would smply rather
“wage peace’ than go to war, thisgroup wasin fact founded by four experienced activ-
istsand hardcore communists— Jodie Evans, Medea Benjamin, DianeWilson, and a
radical Wiccan activist calling herself Starhawk. Code Pink worksclosely with United
For Peace and Justice, whoseleader Ledie Caganisalongtimedevotee of Fidel Castro
andthe Socialist Party USA.

Another Code Pink ally isMedeaBenjamin’sgroup Globa Exchange, which has
strong tiesto the communist WorkersWorld Party. Imbued with adeep hatred for the
United Statesand capitalismin genera, Benjaminisapro-Castro activist who livedin
Cuba (and was married to aCuban) and wasaprincipal organizer of the 1999 Sesttle
riotsin which some 50,000 protesterswreaked havoc and tried to shut down the World
Trade Organization meetings.

Throughout the 1990s, infact, many of the Marxists currently working for Code
Pink were busy organizing anti-freetrade protests—some of them violent —andfiling
numerous high-profilelawsuitsthat forced American corporationsto spend enormous
sums of money to defend themsel ves. When we examine the backgrounds of Code
Pink’smagjor players, wefind that they havevery littlein common with “ average, every-
day, concerned” American women or activistsjust interested in peace.

Jodie Evans, for instance, sitson the board of directorsof the Rain Forest Action
Network (RAN), acoalition of anti-capitalist, anti-corporate environmentalist groups.
RAN'’sco-founder Michael Rosellea so founded the Earth Liberation Front, which the
FBI ranksaongsidethe Animal Liberation Front asthe foremost domestic terrorism
threatsinthe United States. According totheFBI, during the past seven yearsthosetwo
groups have been responsible for morethan 600 criminal actsand $43 millionin dam-
ages. Andin 1985, Code Pink spokeswoman Sand Brim, who wasthen the executive
director of Medica Aid, flew an American neurosurgeon to San Salvador to operate on
the combat-wounded hand of Marxist Revolutionary Party Commander NidiaDiaz,
whose group had recently murdered four American Marinesand ninecivilians. (MASH
star and celebrity “ antiwar” activist Mike Farrell assisted inthegenera’ssurgery.)

Code Pink now congistsof morethan 90 chaptersin numerousAmerican citiesand
such far-flung nations as Costa Rica, Norway, and India. Mocking the Bush
Administration’scolor-coded security aerts, the" Code Pink Alert” warnsthat thisad-

Old Russian Proverb



THE ScHwaRz ReporT / FEBUARY 2004

minigtration poses” extreme danger to all thevaluesof nurtur-
ing, caring, and compassion that women and loving men have
held.” Professingtheir commitment to “wage peace,” Code
Pink membersseeno justification for war under any circum-
stances—wherethe U.S. isconcerned.

Inaddition to scorning America smilitary actioninlrag,
Code Pink membersa so condemn theracism, sexism, pov-
erty, corporate corruption, and environmenta degradationthey
clamarerampantintheU.S. Inthisrespect, CodePinkis
like other prominent “peace” movementsin our country —
portraying Americaasamoral cesspool and animperialist
aggressor, whileremaining mute about whatever barbarities
occur anywhereelse on earth. Not even the pre-war atroci-
tiesof Saddam Husseindrew ascintillaof condemnationfrom
CodePink.

Proclaiming that “women have beentheguardiansof life
.. . because the men have busi ed themselves making war,”
CodePink calson “women around theworld toriseup and
opposethewar inlrag. Wecall on mothers, grandmothers,
sstersand daughters. . . and every ordinary outraged woman
willing to be outrageousfor peace.” During one Code Pink
demonstrationinWashington, D.C., participantsmarched up
the stepsof the Capitol, unfurled their slogan-bearing ban-
ners, and stripped down to the dove-adorned bras and pant-
iesthey wore beneath their clothes. “We re putting our bod-
iesontheline,” they shouted. “You Congresspeopl e better
get some spine. Wesay * Stand back, don’t attack —innocent
childreninlrag!’” Another popular chant was, “Wedon't
want your oil war. Peaceiswhat we' recalling for!”

Every day for four months, Code Pink also staged all-
day antiwar vigilsat theWhiteHouse. Moreovey, itinitiateda
campaign that involved presenting pink dips (women'slinge-
rie) to President Bush and other pro-war officials—ameta-
phor for pink slips of the paper variety, which aregivento
employeeswhosejobsare being terminated. Theseunique
tactics have brought Code Pink’smembers considerable na-
tiona newscoverageand many talk show invitations.

Earlier thisyear Jodie Evansled adelegation of fifteen
Code Pink women to Baghdad, where they met with Iraqi
women for the purpose of “ creat[ing] the understanding that
the people of Iraq are no different than you and me.” “We
understand,” said Evans, “thelove of amotherin Iraqfor her
children, and thedriving desireof that childfor life. .. \WWewho
cherish children will not consent to their murder. Nor dowe
consent to themurder of their mothers, grandmothers, fathers,
grandfathers, or to the desthsof our own sonsand daughtersin
awar forail.” Shesaid nothing about thefathers, grandfathers,
mothersand children murdered, tortured or raped by Saddam
Hussain’sregime, nor its 12-year refusal to abide by theterms
of theUN’smany resolutions. Whilein Baghdad, Evansand
her companionsrepeatedly and publicly painted Americaasan
unprovoked aggressor, and Iragisas noble defendersof their
invaded homdand. “Children continuetodieof hunger,” they
reported, “ and electricity isunreliable. However, Iragiscon-

tinueto resi st theoccupationintheir ownway.”

Similarly, Evansand her cohortshad blamed America
for al of Iraq’sillsduring the pre-war monthsof late 2002. At
that time, she claimed, “achild with cancer cannot get pain
relief or medication because of sanctions. Childhood diarrhea
hasagain becomeamgjor killer. Five hundred thousand chil-
dren have aready died from inadequate health care, water
and food suppliesdueto sanctions.” Yet they uttered nary a
word about the reason why those sanctions had been putin
place: Saddam’s refusal to honor the very pledges he had
madefollowingthefirst Gulf War in 1991. Nor did they bother
to mention that while Iraq's overall population struggled
through theeraof sanctions, Saddam and hisinner circlelived
likeroyalty, illegdly diverting countlesshillionsof “oil-for-
food” dollarsinto their own pockets.

Criticizing thecost of thecurrent war, Code Pink laments
that “inthe United States of America, many of our elders. ..
now must choose whether to buy their prescription drugs, or
food. Our children’seducationiseroded. Theair they breathe
and thewater they drink are polluted. Vast numbersof women
and childrenlivein poverty.” Thethreat of distant terrorists,
clamsCodePink, isinggnificant when comparedtothe“red
threats’ wefaceevery day: “theillnessor ordinary accident
that could plunge usinto poverty, the violence on our own
streets, the corporate corruption that can result in theloss of
our jobs, our pensions, our security.”

“We choose pink,” they say, “the color of roses, the
beauty that likebread isfood for life; the color of the dawn of
anew erawhen cooperation and negotiation prevail over
force.” Suchwomen obstinately refuseto acknowledgethat
they arefreetowax poeticinthismanner only becauseothers
beforethem won their security by fighting the very real en-
emiesthat sought to destroy our civilization. Moreover, they
despisethevery society for whichthosemen gavetheir lives.

Inaddition to her Code Pink duties, Jodie Evansaso Sits
on theadvisory board of the International OccupationWatch
(10OW) center inlIrag, which Code Pink hel ped establish. The
organi zers of Occupation Watch — Medea Benjamin and
LedieCagan— explicitly declared their purposein setting up
headquartersin Baghdad wasto thin U.S. forces by getting
soldiersto declare themsel ves conscientious obj ectors.

|OW a so monitors American abuses during the recon-
gructionof Irag. Implyingthat America struemotivationfor
attacking Iraqwasto seizeitsail fields, IOW proudly asserts
itsintent to“ advocatefor thelragis right to control their own
resources, especialy oil.” No mentionismade of thefact
that, for decades, Iraq’soil wascontrolled, not by Iragis, but
by Saddam Hussein for hisown aggrandizement. IOW fur-
ther purportsto be“awatchdog regarding the military occu-
pation and U.S.-appointed government, including possible
violations of human rights, freedom of speech, and freedom
of assembly.” Again, no mentionismade of thefact that these
are American conceptsthat had not seen thelight of day in
Irag since the moment Saddam first roseto power.
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Clearly, CodePink isbut another inalonglineof “peace’
groups whose main goal isto blame the United Statesfor
every concelvableinternationa crisis. If peacewereindeed
Code Pink’schief concern, surely it would be ableto find
something to say about warsel sawhereintheworld. If “nur-
turing, caring, and compassion” werein fact what Evansand
her ilk cared about, surely they would utter at least afew
wordsabout human rights abusesin some nation other than
theUnited States. Instead they traceall of humanity’ safflic-
tionsto the doorstep of America

Asafar leftist, Evanshasfound acomfortablepolitical
home in the Democratic Party. Indeed she was a key
fundraiser for her longtimefriend and political ally, former
Cdiforniagovernor Gray Davis. Evans ex-husband, Westside
financier Max Paevsky, actually appointed Davisto hisfirst
political job asthefundraiser for Tom Bradley’s1973 Los
Angelesmayoral campaign. Shortly thereafter, Evansand
Davisworked closely together during thelatter’ sstint aschief
of gtaff to then-governor Jerry Brown.

Intheweeks preceding therecent Caiforniagovernor’s
recall eection, Evanswasinstrumentd in convincing severd

womento comeforward and tell theL.A. Timestheir alega
tionsagainst Arnold Schwarzenegger. Moreover, shehelped
organize picketing sessonsinfront of Schwarzenegger’scam-
paign headquarters. Yet her purported concern for the pro-
tection of women iswholly subordinateto her partisan politi-
cal affiliations. For instance, she had nothing to say about
Gray Davis well-documented episodes of violent and ob-
scene behavior toward femal e staffers. Nor, for that matter,
did Evansimpugn theill-advised remarksof her friend Bob
Mulholland, the CdiforniaDemocratic Party spokesman, who
told ABC Newsthat “ Schwarzenegger isgoing to find out,
that unlikeaHollywood movie set, thebulletscoming at him
inthiscampaign aregoing to berea bulletsand heisgoingto
haveto respond to them.”

Inshort, Evans posturing asachampion of human de-
cency isnothing morethan apolitical batteringram sdectively
aimed only at thosewith whom shedisagrees. Similarly, her
posturing as awoman deeply devoted to “peace” isbut a
mask for her real agenda: the blanket condemnation not only
of our nation’sforeign policy, but itsvery way of life.

—FrontPageMagazine.com, December 8, 2003

TheUnraveling of Scientific

Materialism

by Phillip E. Johnson

In aretrospective essay on Carl Saganinthe January 9,
1997 New York Review of Books, Harvard Genetics Pro-
fessor Richard Lewontin tellshow hefirst met Sagan at a
public debatein Arkansasin 1964. Thetwo young scientists
had been coaxed by senior colleaguesto goto Little Rock to
debatethe affirmative side of the question: “RESOLVED,
that thetheory of evolutionisasproved asisthefact that the
earth goesaroundthesun.” Their main opponent wasabiol-
ogy professor from afundamentalist college, withaPh.D.
fromtheUnivergty of TexasinZoology. Lewontinreportsno
detail sfrom the debate, except to say that * despite our abso-
lutely compelling arguments, theaudience unaccountably voted
for theopposition.”

Of course, Lewontin and Sagan attributed the vote to
theaudience'sprgudiceinfavor of creationism. Theresolu-
tionwasframed in such away, however, that the affirmative
sideshould havelost evenif thejury had been composed of
Ivy League philosophy professors. How could thetheory of
evolution even conceivably be*“proved” to the samedegree
as"thefact that the earth goesaround thesun”? Thelatter is
an observable feature of present-day reality, whereas the
former ded sprimarily with non-repeatable eventsof thevery
distant past. Theappropriate comparisonwould be between
thetheory of evolution and the accepted theory of theorigin
of thesolar system.

If “evolution” referred only to currently observable phe-
nomenalike domestic animal breeding or finch-beak varia-

tion, then winning the debate should have been no problem
for Lewontion and Sagan, even with afundamentalist jury.
Thesgtatement “Webreed agreat variety of dogs,” whichrests
on direct observation, ismuch easier to provethan the state-
ment that the earth goes around the sun, which requires so-
phisticated reasoning. Not eventhedtrictest biblicd literdists
deny the bred varieties of dogs, the variation of finch beaks,
and similar instanceswithin types. Themore controversial
claimsof large-scal e evol ution are what arouse skepticism.
Scientistssmay think they have good reasonsfor believing that
living organismsevolved naturally from nonliving chemicals,
or that complex organs evolved by the accumulation of
micromutationsthrough natural selection, but having reasons
isnot the same ashaving proof. | have seen people, previ-
ously inclined to believewhatever “ science says,” become
skeptica whenthey redlizethat the scientistsactualy do seem
tothink that variationsin finch beaks or peppered moths, or
the mere existence of fossils, provesall the vast claims of
“evolution.” Itisasthoughthescientists, so confidentintheir
answers, smply do not understand the question.

Carl Sagan described thetheory of evolutioninhisfinal
book asthedoctrinethat “ human beings (and al the other spe-
cies) havedowly evolved by natural processesfrom asucces-
sionof moreancient beingswith no divineintervention needed
adongtheway.” Itisthedleged absenceof divineintervention
throughout thehistory of life—that explainswhy agreat many
people, only someof whom arebiblica fundamentaists, think
that Darwinian evolution (beyond themicrolevel) isbasicaly
materidigtic philosophy disguised asscientificfact. Saganhim-
salf worried about opinion pollsshowing that only about 10
percent of Americansbelieveinastrictly materiaisticevolu-
tionary process, and, asL ewontin’sanecdote concedes, some
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of the doubters have advanced degreesin therelevant sci-
ences. Dissent aswide-spread asthat must rest on some-
thing lesseasily remedied than mereignorance of facts.

L ewontin eventually parted company with Sagan over
how to explain why thetheory of evolution seems so obvi-
oudy trueto mainstream scientistsand so doubtful to much of
the public. Sagan attributed the persistence of unbelief to
ignorance and hucksterism and set out to curethe problem
with popular books, magazine articles, and television pro-
grams promoting the virtues of mainstream science over its
fringerivals. Lewontin, aMarxist whose philosophical so-
phistication exceedsthat of Sagan by several ordersof mag-
nitude, cameto seetheissueasessentially oneof basicintel-
lectua commitment rather than factual knowledge.

Thereason for opposition to scientific accounts of our
origins, according to Lewontin, isnot that people areignorant
of facts, but that they have not learned to think from theright
starting point. Inhiswords, “The primary problemisnot to
providethe public with the knowledge of how far itistothe
nearest star and what genesaremade of .....Rather, the prob-
lemisto get themtorgectirrational and supernatural expla-
nationsof theworld, thedemonsthat exist only intheir imagi-
nations, and to accept asocia and intellectual apparatus; Sci-
ence, asthe only begetter of truth.” What the public needsto
learnisthat, likeit or not, “Weexist asmaterial beingsina
materia world, al of whose phenomenaarethe consequences
of materid relationsamong materid entities.” Inaword, the
public needsto accept materialism, which meansthat they
must put God (whom Lewontin callsthe* Supreme Extrater-
restrid”) in thetrash can of history where such mythsbelong.

Although Lewontin wantsthe public to accept science
astheonly source of truth, hefreely admitsthat mainstream
scienceitself isnot free of the hokum that Sagan so often
foundinfringescience. Asexampleshecitesthreeinfluentia
scientistswho are particularly successful at writing for the
public: E.O.Wilson, Richard Dawkins, and LewisThomas,
“each of whom has put unsubstantiated assertions or
counterfactual claimsat the very center of the storiesthey
haveretailed inthe market. Wilson's Sociobiology and On
Human Nature rest on the surface of a quaking marsh of
unsupported claimsabout the genetic determination of every-
thing from dtruismto xenophobia. Dawkins' vulgarizations
of Darwinism spesk of nothing inevolution but aninexorable
ascendancy of genesthat are selectively superior, whilethe
entirebody of technical advancein experimental and theo-
retical evolutionary geneticsof thelast fifty yearshasmoved
inthedirection of emphasizing nonsdl ectiveforcesin evolu-
tion. Thomas, invarious essays, propagandized for the suc-
cessof modern scientific medicinein eliminating death from
disease, whilethe unchallenged statistical compilationson
mortality show that in Europe and North Americainfectious
diseases. .. had ceased to be mgjor causes of mortality by the
early decades of thetwentieth century.”

Lewontin lamentsthat even scientistsfrequently cannot

judgetherdiability of scientific clamsoutsidetheir fieldsof
specidty, and haveto take theword of recognized authorities
onfaith. “Whoam | to believe about quantum physicsif not
Steven Weinberg, or about thesolar sysemif not Carl Sagan?
What worriesmeisthat they may believewhat Dawkinsand
Wilsontell them about evolution.”

Onemgjor living scientific popul arizer whom Lewontin
doesnot trashishisHarvard colleagueand palitica dly Stephen
Jay Gould. Justtofill out the picture, however, it seemsthat
admirers of Dawkins have aslow an opinion of Gould as
Lewontin has of Dawkinsor Wilson. According to a1994
essay in the New York Review of Books by John Maynard
Smith, the dean of British neo-Darwinigts, “the evol utionary
biologistswith whom | have discussed his[Gould’s| work
tend to see him asaman whoseideas are so confused asto
be hardly worth bothering with, but as onewho should not be
publicly criticized becauseheisat least on our sideagainst the
creationists. All thiswould not matter, wereit not that heis
giving non-biologistsalargdy fasepictureof thestate of evo-
lutionary theory.” Lewontinfearsthat non-biologistswill fail
to recognize that Dawkins is peddling pseudoscience;
Maynard Smith fearsexactly the same of Gould.

If eminent expertssay that evol ution according to Gould
istoo confused to beworth bothering about, and othersequally
eminent say that evol ution according to Dawkinsrestson un-
substantiated assertionsand counterfactud claims, thepublic
can hardly be blamed for suspecting that grand-scale evolu-
tion may rest on something lessimpressive than rock-solid,
unimpeachablefact. Lewontinconfirmsthissuspicion by ex-
plainingwhy “we” (i.e., thekind of peoplewho read the New
York Review) rgject out of hand the view of thosewho think
they seethe hand of the Creator inthemateria world:

“Wetakethesideof sciencein spiteof the patent absur-
dity of someof itscongructs, inspiteof itsfalluretofulfill many
of itsextravagant promises of health and life, in spite of the
tolerance of the scientific community for unsubstantiated just-
S0 stories, because we have aprior commitment, acommit-
ment to materidism. Itisnot that the methodsand ingtitutions
of science somehow compel usto accept amateria explana
tion of the phenomenal world, but, onthe contrary, that weare
forced by our apriori adherenceto materia causesto crestean
apparatusof investigation and aset conceptsthat produce ma-
teria explanations, no matter how counterintuitive, no matter
how mystifyingtotheuninitiated. Moreover, tha materidismis
absolute, for we cannot alow aDivinefoot inthedoor. The
eminent Kant scholar LewisBeck used to say that anyonewho
could believein God could bdlievein anything. Toapped toan
omnipotent deity isto alow that at any moment theregularities
of naturemay beruptured, that miraclesmay happen.”

That paragraphisthemost insghtful statement of what is
at issueinthecreation/evolution controversy that | haveever
read from asenior figurein the scientific establishment. It
explainsnesatly how thetheory of evolution can seem so cer-
tainto scientificinsiders, and so shaky to the outsiders. For
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scientific materialiststhe materialismcomesfirst; the sci-
encecomesthereafter. Wemight moreaccurately termthem
“materialisssemploying science.” Andif materidismistrue,
then some materididtic theory of evolution hasto betruesm-
ply asamatter of logical deduction, regardless of the evi-
dence. That theory will necessarily beat least roughly like
neo-Darwinism, inthat it will havetoinvolve some combina
tion of random changes and law-like processes capabl e of
producing complicated organismsthat (in Dawkins words)
“givethe appearance of having been designed for apurpose.”

Theprior commitment explainswhy evolutionary scien-
tistsare not disturbed when they learn that thefossil record
doesnot provideexamplesof gradua macroevolutionary trans-
formation, despite decades of determined effort by paleon-
tologiststo confirm neo-Darwinian presuppositions. Thatis
asowhy biologica chemistslike Stanley Miller continuein
confidence even when geochemiststell themthat the early
earth did not havethe oxygen-free atmosphere essential for
producing the chemicalsrequired by thetheory of theorigin
of lifein prebiotic soup. They reason that there had to be
some source (comets?) capableof providing the needed mol-
ecules, because otherwiselifewould not haveevolved. When
evidence showed that the period available onthe early earth
for theevolution of lifewasextremely brief in comparisonto
thetimeprevioudy posited for chemical evolution scenarios,
Carl Sagan calmly concluded that the chemical evolution of
life must be easier than we had supposed, because it hap-
pened so rapidly ontheearly earth.

That isasowhy neo-Darwinigtslike Richard Dawkinsare
not troubled by the Cambrian Explosion, wheredl theinverte-
brate anima groupsappear suddenly and without identifiable
ancestors. Whatever thefossi| record may suggest, those Cam-
brian animad shad to evolve by accepted neo-Darwinian means,
whichisto say by materia processesrequiring nointelligent
guidanceor supernaturd input. Materidist philosophy demands
noless. Thatisalsowhy NilesEldredge, surveying the ab-
senceof evidencefor macroevol utionary transformationsinthe
richmarineinvertebratefoss| record, can observethat “ evolu-
tion always seemsto happen somewhereelse,” and then de-
scribehimsdlf onthevery next pageasa“knee-jerk neo-Dar-
winist.” Finaly, that iswhy Darwinistsdo not take critics of
materidist evolution serioudy, but Speculateinstead about * hid-
denagendas’ andresortimmediately toridicule. Intheir minds,
toquestionmaterialismisto questionredity. All thesespecific
pointsareillugtrationsof what it meansto say that “we’ havean
apriori commitment tomateriaism.

The scientific leadership cannot afford to disclosethat
commitment frankly tothe public. Imaginewhat chancethe
affirmative sdewould haveif the question for public debate
were rephrased candidly as“RESOLVED, that everyone
should adopt anapriori commitment to materidism.” Every-
onewould seewhat many now sensedimly: that amethod-
ologica premiseuseful for limited purposeshasbeen expanded
toform ametaphysical absolute. Of course peoplewho de-

fine science asthe search for materialistic explanationswill
findit useful to assumethat such explanationsawaysexist.
To suppose that a philosophical preference can validate a
cherished scientific theory isto define*” science” asaway of
supporting prejudice. Yet that isexactly what the Darwinists
seemto bedoing, whentheir evidenceisevaluated by critics
who arewillingto question materialism.

One of thosecritics, bearing impeccable scientific cre-
dentias, isMichael Behe, who arguesthat complex molecu-
lar systems(such asbacterial and protozoan flagella, immune
systems, blood clotting, and cellular transport) are”irreduc-
ibly complex.” Thismeansthat the systemsincorporateele-
mentsthat i nteract with each other in such complex waysthat
itisimpossbleto describedetal ed, testable Darwinian mecha:
nismsfor their evolution. (My review of Behe'sDarwin’s
Black Box appeared in FT, October 1996.) Never mind for
now whether you think that Behe'sargument can prevail over
sustained oppositionfromthe materiadists. Theprimary dis-
puteisnot over who isgoing to win, but about whether the
argument can even get started. If weknow apriori that ma-
teridismistrue, then contrary evidence properly belongsun-
der therug, whereit hasawaysduly been swept.

For Lewontinthe public’sdetermined resi stanceto scien-
tific materiaism condtitutes* adeep problemin democratic self-
governance.” Quoting Jesus wordsfromtheGaospd of John, he
thinksthat “thetruththet makesusfreg’ isnot anaccumulation of
knowledge, but ametgphysicd underganding (i.e,, materidism)
that setsusfreefrom belief in supernatura entitieslikeGod. How
isthescientific eliteto persuade or bamboozlethe publicto ac-
ceptthecruad garting point? Lewontinturnsfor guidancetothe
most prestigiousof al opponentsof democracy, Plato. Inhis
did oguethe Gorgias, Plato reportsadebate betweentheratio-
nalist Socratesand three sophistsor teachersof rhetoric. The
debatersal agreethat the publicisincompetent to makerea-
soned decisionsonjusticeand public policy. Thequestionin
disouteiswhether the effective decision should bemadeby ex-
perts(Socrates) or by themanipulatorsof words (thesophists).

Infamiliar contemporary terms, the question might be
stated aswhether acourt should appoint apanel of impartia
authoritiesto decide whether the defendant’s product caused
the plaintiff’scancer, or whether thejury should be swayed
by rival trial lawyerseach touting their own experts. Much
turnson whether we believethat the authoritiesaretruly im-
partid, or whether they haveinterestsof their own. Whenthe
National Academy of Sciencesappointsacommitteeto ad-
visethepublic onevolution, it consists of personspickedin
part for their scientific outlook, whichisto say their apriori
acceptance of materialism. Membersof such apand know a
lot of factsin their specific areas of research and havealot to
loseif the“fact of evolution” isexposed as a philosophical
assumption. Should skepticsaccept such personsasimpar-
tial fact-finders? Lewontin himself knowstoo much about
cognitive dlitesto say anything so naive, and sointheend he
givesup and concludesthat “we” do not know how to get the
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publictotheright starting point.

Lewontinisbrilliantly ingghtful, but too crankily honest
to beasgood amanipulator ashisHarvard colleague Stephen
Jay Gould. Gould displaysboth histalent and hisunscrupu-
lousnessinan essay intheMarch 1997 issue of Natural His-
tory, entitled“Nonoverlapping Magisteria’ and subtitled “ Sci-
enceandreligionarenctin conflict, for their teachingsoccupy
digtinctly different domains.” Withasubtitlelikethat, you can
be surethat Gould isout to reassurethe public that evolution
leadsto no darming conclusions. Truetoform, Gouldinssts
that theonly dissentersfrom evolution are* Protestant funda:
mentaistswho believethat every word of the Biblemust be
literally true.” Gould asoingststhat evolution (henever de-
finestheword) is“both true and entirely compatible with
Chrigtianbelief.” Gouldisfamiliar with nonliteralist opposi-
tionto evolutionary naturalism, but he blandly deniesthat any
such phenomenon exists. He even quotesaletter writtento
the New York Timesin answer to an op-ed essay by Michadl
Behe, without revealing the context. You candothingslike
that whenyou know that themediawon'’t call you to account.

The centerpiece of Gould’sessay isan analysisof the
completetext of Pope John Paul’s statement of October 22,
1996 to the Pontifical Academy of Sciencesendorsing evolu-
tionas“morethanahypothesis” Hefailsto quotethePope's
crucia qudificationthat “theoriesof evolutionwhich, inac-
cordancewith the philosophiesinspiring them, consider the
spirit asemerging from theforces of living matter, or asa
mere epi phenomenon of thismetter, areincompatiblewiththe
truth about man.” Of course, atheory based on materialism
assumes by definition that thereisno “ spirit” activeinthis
world that isindependent of matter. Gould knowsthis per-
fectly well, and hea so knows, just asRichard Lewontin does,
that the evidence doesn’ t support the claimsfor the creative
power of natural selection made by writerssuch asRichard
Dawkins. That iswhy the philosophy that really supportsthe

theory hasto be protected from critical scrutiny.

Gould'sessay isatissueof half-truthsaimed at putting
thereligiouspeopleto deep, or luringtheminto a“ did ogue”
onterms set by thematerialists. ThusGould gracioudly al-
lowsreligion to participatein discussionsof morality or the
meaning of life, because science doesnot claim authority over
such questions of value, and because“ Religion istoo impor-
tant totoo many peoplefor any dismissa or denigration of the
comfort still sought by many folksfrom theology.” Gould
inggts, however, that al such discuss on must cedeto science
the power to determinethefacts, and one of thefactsisan
evolutionary processthat isevery bit asmateridistic and pur-
poselessfor Gould asitisfor Lewontin or Dawkins. If reli-
gion wantsto accept adial ogue on thoseterms, that’sfine
with Gould—but don’t let those religious peoplethink they
get to make an independent judgment about the evidencethat
supposedly supportsthe“facts.” Andif thereligiouspeople
aregullible enough to accept materialism asone of thefacts,
they won't be capable of causing muchtrouble.

The debate about creation and evolution is not dead-
locked. Propagandistslike Gouldtry to givetheimpression
that nothing has changed, but essayslike Lewontin’s and
bookslike Behe'sdemonstrate that honest thinkerson both
sSidesare near agreement on aredefinition of theconflict. Bib-
lical literdlismisnot theissue. Theissueiswhether material-
iIsmandrationdity arethesamething. Darwinismisbasedon
anapriori commitment to materialism, not on aphilosophi-
cally neutral assessment of the evidence. Separatethe phi-
losophy from the science, and the proud tower collapses.
When the public understandsthisclearly, Lewontin’s Dar-
winismwill start to move out of the science curriculum and
into the department of intellectua history, whereit can gather
dust onthe shelf next to Lewontin’sMarxism.

—First Things, November 1997

Communist Party/

Democratic Party

by L owell Ponte

Looking for aperfect holiday gift for that lefty on your
list? Try shopping at the Communist Party USA online.

Onits*“Shop ‘till Capitalism Drops!” website you can
find“CommieBear” for that red diaper baby. It'sacuddly
teddy bear complete with the CPUSA logo, ared hammer
with crescent sickletoitsright and crescent machinegear to
itsleft, only $17.99.

Or there' stheKarl Marx lunchbox, with Karl’sfaceand
wisdom on one side and the CPUSA logo on the other,
$18.99. Or for computer users, get the CPUSA or W.E.B.
DuBoismousepad, amere $15.99to revolt your fellow pro-
letariansat theoffice.

You can a so paint thetown red with a People’s Weekly
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Wor|d messenger bag ($23.99), a Political Affairs Maga-
zine coffeemug ($15.99), or ashirt with theimage of apro-
testor carrying asign that reads* Bush Out 2004.”

That'sright, the Communist Party USA hasgone capital-
ig. It now exploitsitsbrand name, built by yearsof anti-com-
munist attacks, and now itisturningitsbrand into acash cow.

But capitalismisnew tothesecommies. Last week they
wereselling afar larger line of merchandise, but they have
pulled their productsfrom what had been asecond website,
vestigesof whichyou can gtill seefromtheir surviving pardle
product linesfor People’s Weekly World and Political Af-
fairsMagazine.

A week ago you could have bought Communist Party
USA golf shirtsand beer steins, coastersand baseball caps,
sweat shirtsand baby bibs, wall clocksand tote bags, barbe-
cue aprons and frisbees, greeting cards and boxer shorts—
and“ classic thong” underwear for that special comradein
red, all emblazoned with the cherry-colored CPUSA logo.
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“Product salesweregood,” Brandon Slattery told me
Monday when| caled the Communist Party’sNew York City
office. They had no problemswiththequality or honesty of
the capitalist company making and marketing thismerchan-
disefor them, CafePress.com (which can offer the sameprod-
uctswith anybody’slogo onthem, including yours).

“But we decided to produce our own products,” said
Slattery. “What we' d been sdlling, it turned out, had not been
madewith union labor. We expect to have our own product
line back on salevery soon.”

| decided not to ask whether the CPUSA wasgoingto
track down the sweat shopswhere what had already been
sold was made, and to return all CPUSA profitsfrom this
merchandise to the exploited workers. Neither did | ask
what using unionized labor would do to the price of their
commieproducts, or how that higher pricemight reducesales
and profit, or how they would react if these union workers
went on strike demanding ownership of themeansof produc-
tionand 100 percent of thepie.

Theformer Harvard University economist John Kenneth
Galbraith put forth atheory of “convergence,” arguing that
the United Statesand Soviet Union were becoming morelike
one another and were destined eventually to merge. Today,
of course, the Soviet Unioniskaput andin the United States
votershave shifted internal power from the long-dominant
Leftist party toAmerica spolitical party of the Right.

But “ convergence” apparently istill happening onthe
gauchesideof American politics. The Communist Party USA
ismovingright, and not just initsembrace of capitalist mer-
chandisng.

America'sLeftist mediaisreuctant to point thisout, but
since 1984 the Communist Party USA hasessentially ceased
tofunctionasapolitical party.

Beginning that year, it had such fear that adivisonamong
L eftist voterswoul d re-el ect Republican Ronal d Reagan that
the CPUSA simply told itsmembersto vote for the Demo-
cratic Party candidate. It has done so ever since, acting not
likeitsown politica party but asaspecia interest group aux-
iliary of the Democratic Party.

Indeed, with monthsto go before the Democrats pick
their 2004 date, the Communist Party by October 2003 had
already directed its members, sight unseen, to support the
Democraticticket asthe only way to beat incumbent Repub-
lican President George W. Bush. And why not, with the
Democratic Party each year embracing moreand moreele-
mentsof an anti-capitalist Marxist agenda?

AsDavid Horowitz hasobserved, theonce-ideol ogicaly-
mighty CPUSA that used to dominate” progressive’ politics
istoday “only aconstituent part of thewhole” Leftist mecha
nism for seizing power and confiscating private property in
America. Thesame could be said for the Democratic Party.

Noticethat the Democratic Party hasdone nothing to re-
ject, repudiate or distanceitself from thissupport by itsfellow
L eftist comradesinthe Communist Party. Isthisbecauseits

L eft hand doesnot know what its Farther Left handisdoing?

For itspart, the Democratic Party was heavily infected
withMarxist genesduring theNew Deal. AsCarl Bernstein
of Woodward & Bernstein Nixon-dayer famerecounted in
hisbook Loyalties: A Son'sMemoir, hisparentswereamong
thethousandsand thousands of secret Communist Party mem-
bersknowingly brought in by Franklin Delano Roosevelt to
re-make our government along what today are called* pro-
gressive’ lines.

Attemptshave been madeto re-Americanizethe Demo-
craicParty. Heartland politiciansfrom President Harry Truman
to President Bill Clinton havetried, a least inrhetoric, tomove
their party back towardsAmerican mainstream centrism. Bill
Clinton hasbeen part of the Democratic L eadership Council, a
amdl movement of “New Democrats’ tryingtobringtheir Left-
ward-drifting party back to sanity beforeit fallsentirely off the
extremeL eft edgeof thepolitica spectrum.

But like werewolves drawn by the full moon, or like
salmon drawn to swim upstream to breed and die, L eftist
Democrats continueto be under the gravitationd influence of
the Marxist voodoo in their blood that keeps pulling them
ever farther Leftward. Thishasproduced disastrouspolitical
defeatsthat can beinvoked by the single namesof crushed
L eftist candidates—McGovern, Carter, Dukakis.

And now the siren song of the lunatic L eft isseducing
Democratsagain. Former Vermont Governor Howard Dean
criesout “ Go Left, Young Persons, Go Left!” and thechildren
of Hamlin put oneleft foot infront of another asthey marchin
lockstep under hisbanner. Dean’sappeal isemotional —an
unwavering snarl of hatred against President Bush and tradi-
tional Americanvalues.

Last August Deanwent sofar asto accusehisrival Left-
ist candidatesfor President of being “too far to theright.”
Thefirst Governor to sign* same-sex unions’ into law, and
theloudest voi ce criticizing Americafor deposing mass mur-
dering mega omaniac Saddam Hussain, Dean’snamewill soon
jointherall of ultra-Leftist Democrat losers.

Inthisconvergence between aright-moving Communist
Party USA and aleft-moving Democratic Party, the once-
dreaded CPUSA hasbecomeretro kitsch, the stuff of nostal -
giaand Andy Warhol art imitators.

Oneof theresident L eftiesat Fox News Channel, Alan
Colmes, now unashamedly makeshisshockingly honest self-
descriptionthetitle of hisnew book: Red, Whiteand Liberal.

Communismfailed asapolitica movementinthe United
Statesfor ahost of reasons, including aworking classso pros-
perousthat today roughly one-third of bluecollar union mem-
bersvote Republican. (Thisiswhy the Democratic Party has
alwaysopposed | etting workers decide how their mandatory
unionduesmay beusedin palitics, duesthat traditionally have
goneamost entirely to help Democratic candidates.)

Themajor reason the Communist Party USA has sup-
ported wide-openimmigrationisthat Marxist revolution re-
quires a dissatisfied proletariat. 1n prosperous capitalist
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Americathiscan be gotten only by importing aproletariat
from poorer nations.

Thedternative classthat sparked Marxist revolutionin
unindugtridized Czaris Russawasthelumpenprol etariat, made
up of the scum of society —e.g., status-seeking intellectuas. It
isnow chic—indeed, derigeur —to befashionably Marxist on
thefaculty of thetypica American collegeor university cam-
pus. Attheleast, it isacareer enhancement, aplusfor pro-
motionrather than afiring offense.

But it’sclear from speaking for afew minuteswith these
elitist airheadsthat if Hitler instead of Stalin had won World
Waer 11, they today would just aseagerly beembracing theswas-
tikas, styleand rhetoric of nationd sociaismingtead of theham-
mer and Sckleand red rhetoric of international socidism.

Capitalists have become the fastest growing classin
Communist China, theworld’smost populous Marxist na-
tion. Latelast year capitaliststhere were pounding on the
door seeking membership in the Communist Party. Why?
Because asthe Wall Sreet Journal observed, the CPisthe
biggest old boy network intheland. Last November, after
decadesof shutting them out, the Chinese Communist Party
Congressvoted to allow “advanced el ement” (itsapt code
wordfor capitalist) citizensto apply for party membership.

In Russiathe Communist Party haswel comed capitdists
not only asmembers but also asitspolitical candidatesfor
office. The December 2 Moscow Timesreported that “ The
Communists, who have always positioned themsel ves asthe
workers party fighting theevilsof capitalism, havefilled about
aquarter of their party list [of candidates] with businessmen,
someof themmillionaires”

What'sinthisfor the capitalists? A possible seat inthe
national legidature, the Duma, and the potential power that
goeswith suchaposition. Survival requirespower inaruth-
lessRussian political culturethat hasnever experienced the
Western Enlightenment, asRussian President Vladimir Putin
just demonstrated.

What'sin thisfor the Communists, whoseleadershave
taken heat fromtheideol ogicd faithful for embracing capital-
ists? These businesspeopleare* capable managers,” Party
leader Gennady Zyuganov told the Moscow Times, who can
contributeto Russia'sdevelopment. Headds, according to
Timesreporter FrancescaMereu, that the Communist Party
of Russia“nolonger opposes private property.”

Ah, if only we could say the samefor the Democratic
Party inthe United States! Andif only they would permit
Americato adopt the same economically-liberating 13 per-
cent flat tax that becamelaw in 2001 in Russial (TheBush
Administration put such aflat tax in placein Iragand should
proposethe samehere.)

“A businessman on a party list means money,” said
Nikolal Petrov, an analyst with the Carnegie Moscow Cen-
ter, to Mereu. Shereportslearning that “ partiescan sell good

spotsontheir listsfor $1.5to $2 million.”

The Democratic Party inthe U.S. scoutsfor potential
candidateswith enough wedlthto pay for their own campaigns
—and perhaps abit more. Asthe old joke goes, does the
name Pavlov ring abell? Doesthe name of near-billionaire
Democratic Senator from New Jersey Jon Corzineringacash
register?

We may not yet have the best government money can
buy, but in thisregard the Democratic Party hasled theway in
selling our government to the highest bidders, foreign and
domedtic. Cdl it“U.S. Capitol Capitdism” or “ Donkey Kong.”

But perhapsthe Democratic and Communist partiesin
our nationwill ultimately convergeonly inthegrowing smilar-
ity of their ideas and not merge into asingle party asthey
effectively operatetoday.

Geol ogistsenjoy explaining how at present rates of tec-
tonic continenta platedrift, in 50 million yearstheforcesthat
cause Californiaearthquakeswill haveturned LosAngeles
into anidand just off the coast of San Francisco.

At the present rates of Rightward drift by the CPUSA
and relentless L eftward movement by the Democratic Party,
sometime beforethe 2012 national electionthe Democratic
Party will actualy beto the L eft of the Communist Party USA.

By then the Democratic Party will have shrunk to third
party statusand begenerdly viewed asaship of fools, abarge
of grafters, geezersandloserssailing into history’ ssunset asdid
the Whigs, Mugwumpsand K now-Nothingsbeforethem.

The Communist Party will bemuchricher fromthe sdll-
ing of itsproductsand will have moremembersthanit does
today. But most of itsmember-customerswill be brain-dead
pseudo-intellectualsand artistsat rural state universitiesand
junior collegeswho impressoneanother by flashing CPUSA
membership cards and logo-emblazoned underwear.

The CPUSA will have succeeded at last, but inthesame
way that the 19" Century socidist communesof Amanaand
Oneidadid—not ascitieson ahill that attracted widespread
imitation, but asjoint stock companiesthat becamefamous
for salling productsthat capitalist consumerswanted to buy.
The CPUSA could becomethe next Victoria's Secret, and
Marx & Engelscould becomethenext Ben & Jerry’s.

And heartland America, healthier and more prosperous
than ever before, by 2012 will be cel ebrating our newly-dected
first Hispanic President, 35-year-old George P. Bush, son of
Jeb. Wewill haveforgotten that anachronistic L eftist Demo-
cratsand Communistseven exist. .. .at least outsidethe hot-
house zoo enclosures called universities. And thefuture will
bebright.

And comewhat may, SantaClaus—aong with hispoliti-
cally incorrect fur, leather, tobacco pipe, overweight, moral
judgmentalism, and exploited reindeer and elves—will con-
tinueto wear red.

—FrontPageMagazine.com, December 16, 2003
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