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GeorgiaTech’sRevolutionary
Worker

by Britton Alexander, Page4

Britton Alexander explainsthe*|atest attack against
conservative students, officially sanctioned by the
School of Public Policy” at GeorgiaTech.

Mona Charen’sUseful I diots
by WilliamA. Rusher, Page5

Read William Rusher’sreview of MonaCharen’s
new book Useful Idiots: How Liberals Got It
Wrong in the Cold War and Sill Blame America
First.

And do not participate in
the unfruitful deeds of dark-
ness, but instead expose
them. Ephesians5:1

Dwell on the past and you'll lose an eye; forget the past and you'll lose both eyes.”

June 2004

WhenceChristianity?

by David Kupelian

“I know thy works, that thou art neither cold nor hot: | would thou wert cold or
hot. So then becausethou art lukewarm and neither cold nor hot, | will spuetheeout
of my mouth.” —Revdation 3:15-16 KV

Most Americanscall themsdaves Chrigtians.

Twicethey choseastheir supremeleader Bill Clinton—asexua predator and patho-
logical liar who regarded the“religiousright” asenemiesand radical homosexualsas
friends, and who by any meaningful and historical measurewasatraitor.

After that, millionsof Christianscamewithinahair’sbreadth of electing Clinton's
partner in crime, Al Gore—another pathological liar, aradical environmentalist who
reveres” Gaid’ but believestheinterna-combustion engine should be outlawed (accord-
ing to hisbook, Earth in the Balance).

Chrigtianshave stood on the sddines during the breathtaking transformation of their
once-great Judeo-Chrigtian cultureinto today’ sneo-pagan, Sodom-and-Gomorrah-style
freak show.

Christianshavelost the 30-year war to protect the unborn.

Christians havelost thewar for America' s school s—which have been scrubbed
antiseptically clean of the Christian principlesand traditionsthat once guided thoseinsti-
tutions, and are now filled instead with every concelvableform of propagandaand per-
verson.

Chrigtianshavelogt their former influencein palitics, inthepress, inentertainment, in
literature—invirtualy every mgor areacf life.

And now, Chrigtiansarelosng thewar for their very owningtitutions—their churches.
Theclergy sex scandd isthetip of theiceberg. Both the Catholic Church and most of the
magjor Protestant denominationsareliteraly being ripped apart —from within—by double
agentswho pretend to be“faithful” but actually loathe Christianity’ shistorical precepts
andvalues.

It'saharshindictment —but hey, thetruth hurts.

In his recent book, Abandonment Theology [New title—America...A Call to
Greatness], author John W. Chalfant describesthe preci pitous decline of Judeo-Chris-
tianinfluencein law, cultureand public policy in America, noting the 1947 Supreme
Court decisonthat invented the modern * separation of churchand state” and later deci-
sionsthat outlawed Biblereading and prayer in the nation’s public schools. Hewrites:
“Once God was shown the door, Americawent into chaos. Scholastic Aptitude Test
scores plummeted. Violent crimerocketed upward. The abortion millsdid an unprec-
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edented business asthey devised ever-more-sadistic waysto
kill children beforeand even during birth. Bill Clinton, €l ected
president of the United Statesin 1992, aggressively advo-
cated homosexuality, which God calls“ abomination.” The
Abandonment Clergy and their millionsof undiscerning fol-
lowers stood mutewhileAmerica ssudden lossof greatness
became obviouseven to theworld.”

What' sthisabout an“ Abandonment Clergy?’ Chalfont
explains. “Abandonment Theology isaterm devised by the
author to describe afaith which deceptively pawnsitself off
asChristianity by operating inthe name of Christ, but which
producesfruitsdestructivetoAmerica' s God-givenfreedoms.
It compriseswhat isleft today of themilitant, power-filled,
full-dimensiona Christianfaith of America sFoundersafter
decadesof erosion, watering down andtrivializing of God's
action mandates by America sAbandonment Clergy. Itisa
“fed good” theol ogy that patronizes Jesus Christ and thereby
gainslegitimacy, while at the sametime produces disobedi-
enceto thecommandsof God and desertion of Christian duty.”

Chdfont describeshow the* Abandonment Clergy” and
their followershaveresponded toincreasingly audaciousat-
tackson Christian Americaduring the past half-century: “In-
credibly, thiswastheultimate hour for theAbandonment Clergy
to seethelight of truth. They faced blatant godlessness at
every turn. They could have abandoned their ownwaysand
made acomeback to thefaith of the Founding Fathers. But
what did they do?

“They observed the horrible, deteriorating conditionsin
America, determined that she was headed into rubblejust
like pagan Rome and that wemust beliving in the prophesied
‘last days and‘endtimes.” Therefore, with theend and the
‘rapture of the church’ so apparently near, why fight?

“*After dl,’ theseclergymen said, ‘ We reinthisworld,
not of it, sotoheck withit,” and* Compared to eternity we're
hereonly foraningtant.” They told usthat al that redly counts
isthat we ' lead asmany people as possibleto salvation and
let our corrupted country continueonitsdeath course.” ”

Faulty Christianteaching, saysChdfant, istheonly way
to explain why so many well-meaning Christiansare para-
lyzedintoinaction: “TheAbandonment Clergy andtheir fol-
lowers have been teaching, preaching and saturating the me-
diaand their church memberswith thedoctrine of surrender
and political non-involvement. They are not teaching usto
surrender to Christ through obedience to the commandments
of God. Rather, they tell usthat Americaisfinished, that the
collapse of our heritage and our freedoms has been predeter-

mined within adefinable near-futuretimeframeandisthere-
forebeyond our control.”

Chafont isright. But the problem with contemporary
Chrigtianity goesway beyond merepalitical non-involvement.
Do we daretake an honest look?

Onereasonfor themultitude of attackson Christianity is
that evil always attacks good — becauseit isgood — because
good shinesabright and painful light on theworksof dark-
ness. Jesus Himself warned His followers to expect to be
persecuted, just as He was persecuted. Thisisthe reason,
and aprofound one, that Chrigtiansoffer to explainwhy they,
their valuesand their ingtitutionsare awaysunder attack.

However, thereisanother, and far moredecisive, reason
for the spectacular decline of Christianity in our modern era:
Chrigtianity today isvery different fromwhat it oncewas.

Americaisfull of people who have accepted theidea
that Jesus Christ died for their sns, and that thisbelief guaran-
teesthemaplacein Heaven.

Somearevery sincere. They aretruly mortified at their
former sins, genuindy contrite before God and thosethey have
offended, and they grieve over their continuing compulsions.
They have awakened fromtheir former lifeof grosssin, and
now want nothing morethanto do thewill of their Creator —
whatever that may be, wherever it may |ead them, whatever
they may suffer. They take serioudy the commandmentsand
principlesgiven by their Savior, and maketheir liferevolve
around emulating Him, to the best of their ability. They are,
quiteliteraly, followersof Christ—that is, Chrigtians.

Ontheother hand, thereare countless” Christians’ who
believethey haveaticket to Heaven, and nothing elsereally
matters very much to them. Their attitude can only be de-
scribed asbrazen. They livelivesof shalownessand selfish-
ness, of petty emotionsand jealousies, of distractionand es-
cape, of ego and pride, and sometimes of gross corruption
and treachery —remember, Clintonisachurchgoing“ Chris-
tian.” Thisversion of Christianity, more prevaent thanyou
canimagine, literaly justifiesand excusesdirty rotten scoun-
drels. Itsadherents, whileliving it up under thesmug delusion
that they' re" saved,” driveother peoplecrazy (and away from
red Chrigtianity) withtheir hypocrisy.

Andthenthereare, of course, millionsof “lukewarm”
Chrigtiansin between thesetwo groups. They go to church
and sing songsand sometimesread the Bible, and maybe“try
tobeagood Chrigtian” —but they’ rebasically clueless. Their
marriageisontherocksandtheir children arewearing tongue
studs. They believein society’ satheistic” experts’ andthey’re
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addicted to Internet porn.

Some Chridiansareactudly worse off after being* saved”
than before. At least beforethey were“ saved,” they had a
natural respect for, or fear of, ultimate justice—an inborn
sensethat somehow we all reap what we sow. After being
“saved,” that’sgonefor theinsincere® Christian.” For himor
her, beief in Jesusamountsto a*“ get-out-of-Hell-free” card,
asort of spiritud “diplomaticimmunity.” 1t'sliketheprofligate
teenage son of animportant Arab diplomat who knows he
won't be prosecuted under U.S. law whileliving here, so he
drivesrecklesdy, molestswomen and generdly livesit upwith
impunity. And becausethe natural and necessary fear of con-
sequences has been unwisaly removed from hislife, hefalls
that much more easily to thetemptationsof hislower nature.

For millionsof people, Chrigtianity hasbecomeabumper-
sticker religion. Simply by saying, onetime, asingle phrase—
“1 accept Jesus Christ asmy savior and repent of my sins’ —
you are guaranteed salvation and eternal lifein heaven, no
matter how insincere or selfish or shallow your motivesfor
doing 0.

Isthisthekind of salvation Jesusreferred towhen He
sad, “ But hethat shall endureunto theend, thesameshal be
saved.” (Matthew 24:13 KJV) Endureto theend? What'’s
with that? | thought this salvation thing was all settled by
that altar call back in’89.

Isthiswhat He meant when He said, “If ye keep My
commandments, ye shall abidein my love; even as| have
kept My Father’scommandments, and abidein Hislove.”
(John 15:10) Many Christiansdon’t bother to pay any atten-
tion at all to God’'scommandments. Hey, what the heck dif-
ference does it make? I’ m already saved!

Isthiswhat Paul referredtowhenhesaid, “1 diedaily”?
(1 Cor. 15:31) Theapostl€ spoignant and intensely meaning-
ful referencetotheduty of mantogiveupthelifeof prideinal
itsforms, to dieto the* carnal mind” —considered central to
Chrigtiansof past eras—isall but absent from most of today’s
churches.

Chrigtianity —the deepest, most meaningful and awe-in-
spiring religion ever, themagnificent driving forcebehind West-
ern Civilization, and the transcendent hope of mankind’sfu-
ture—has been dumbed down by these typesinto acomic-
book religion. Turn on your radio and listen to some of the
pitches: “ Do you want to goto Hell —forever?Well, think
about this: What if it redly istruethat Jesusisthe Son of God,
andthat Heistheonlyway to eternal lifein Heaven? Do you
want to miss out on eternal life? Then why not say yesto

Jesusright now, just tomakesure?You' Il likeit—it'sanatura
high”

Such altar callsarelittle more than aninsurance pitch.
“Hey, buy alittle extrainsurance, then you can go on with
your selfish lifeand be guaranteed aplacein Heaven no mat-
ter what.”

Just repest thesdvation“ formuld’ —likean Eastern man-
tra—and you' re saved. Period.

For thistype of Christian, there’sno need to do good
works, becausethey’ re saved by grace, not works. No need
to obey God'scommands, becausethey’ reaready saved, so
why bother? They don’t need to try to help makeit abetter
world, because they’ re gonna be “raptured” soon and the
rest of the suckerswho areleft behind can sort out the mess.

Isit any wonder theWest isdying?

What'smissinginall of this, of course, isaloveof truth.

“This peopledraweth nigh unto Mewith their mouth,
and honoureth Mewiththeir lips; but their heart isfar from
Me,” said Jesus. (Matthew 15:8 KJV)

Truth predatestheincarnation of Chrigt, it predatesthe
Bible. It’sthe substance of our bond with God. If you havea
loveof truth, you'rejust not ever redlly satisfied with anything
else, and you want to know thetruth about everything —es-
pecidly about yoursdf. If you' rewrong about something, you
want to know it. If you' vebeenlivingalie, you' rewillingto
seeit—no matter what the cost.

If youdon't havealittlebit of thisqudity, you don't have
squat —evenif you call yourself aChristian.

To atruth-seeking soul, the story of Christ—not astold
by aplastic minister, but astold by someone, anyone, who's
real —hasaninternal reverberation of truthinthelistener’s
soul. It hasthequality of awonderful old story youheardlong
ago, inyour childhood, but had forgotten.

Atthecoreof thislife-changing religionistheindividua
believer’sloveand appreciation and acceptance and embrace
of Christ’s sacrifice—the ultimate demonstration of God's
lovefor Hiswayward children.

But the problemwith theway Chrigtianity is*taught” to-
day isthat it doesn’t requirealoveof truth. It doesn’t require
honest introspection, or courage, or self-denid, or patience.
Theonly ingredient it needsisaguilty person who'ssick of
feding guilty, whowantsrdief, wantsto fed better about him-
self and doesn’t want to go to Hell. But eventhemost insin-
cere person wantsto feel better about himself, wantsrelief
fromguilt, and fearsdeath and what may lie beyond.

S0, it’sthiscompartmentalization and trivialization of
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Christianity —into amantraof belief —but separated from
works, from obedienceto God'slaws, and even morefunda
mentally, separated from bas c honesty, integrity, loveof truth
and truerepentance, that has ushered in ageneration of shal-
low and ineffectual Chrigtians.

Didyou ever wonder why American founderslike Tho-
meas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin completely rgectedin-
ditutiona Chridtianity —what somecdl “ Churchianity” ?Maybe
even back then too many of the churcheswerejust too palea
reflection of Christ’ strue messagefor them to ssomach.

The Chrigtian Churchin Americaneedsarevivd. But it

doesn’'t necessarily need ever-bigger tentswith tens of thou-
sandsof peopleswaying back and forth, snging songs, giving
speeches and getting pumped up —and then going home and
watchingtelevison.

America’sreal revival will happen when those same
people go home, go to their room, close the door, take a
deep breath—and takeagood, long, hard look at themselves
inthemirror. And then, quietly and humbly and fervently, they
ask theliving God for help, for insight, for direction—for
sdvation.

—WobrldNetDaily.com, August 9, 2002

GeorgiaTech's
Revolutionary Wor ker

by Britton Alexander

Inthelatest front onthewar against academic biasin our
collegesand universities, the GeorgiaAssociation of College
Republicansisdismayed to report that the School of Public
Policy at the Georgialnstitute of Technology isformally en-
gaged in distributing apropagandaflyer opposing theAca
demicBill of Rights. Theflyer isareprint of an article attack-
ingtheAcademicBill of Rightsthat was published by the Revo-
lutionary Worker (www.rwor.org), aself-identified commu-
nist organization. It isbeing distributed through the school’s
Public Policy Officeand had been posted throughout the buil d-
ing on professor’s persona boards and office doors.

Titled“ BewaretheAcademic Bill of Rights,” thearticle
specifically attacks conservativesand Christians, and origi-
natesfrom an organization that advocates*laying thebasisto
wage and win (for communism) thefuturerevolutionary civil
war whenever the conditionsdo ripenfor such astruggle (in
the United States).” College Republicans obtained theflyer
from the Public Policy’ s officelast Wednesday morning and
theflyer continued to be officially distributed by that office
until last Friday, at which timethe practicewasstopped. The
flyerstill remain posted throughout the building and continue
to occupy space on professors’ personal boards.

The State of Georgiahasrecently been thrust into the
forefront in theissue of academicfreedom. OnMarch 24, the
Georgia Senate voted 41-5 in favor of aformal resolution
discouraging public collegesand universitiesfrom discrimi-
nating against students based on their political or religious
beliefs. Georgia Tech sudent Ruth Ma hotrawasamong those
totestify at the Senate hearing infavor of such legidation,
citing examplesof palitical prgudice. “My professor told the

class, ‘Some of you don’t understand the political
structure...You need to understand that Democratswill bend
over backwards for you, but Republicans will cut your
throats,”” recalled Mahotra.

TheRevolutionary Communist Party, USA, identifiesit-
sdf as, “apalitical Party that canlead such astruggle, apoliti-
cal Party that speaksand actsfor thosewith nothingto lose
but their chains.” Chairman Bob Avakian advocatesarevolu-
tionary struggleto replacethe current system, stating, “Itis
compl etely worthlessand no basic changefor the better can
comeabout until thissystemisoverthrown.”

Cdlingtheintellectud diversity movement“part of aright-
wing pincer move,” thearticleclamsthat, “Horowitz and the
other reactionary forcesinvolved with thishill aren’t inter-
estedinintellectud wrangling andthey’ reeven lessinterested
intruth.” Hefurther states, “they are undertaking amean-
spirited, aggressive and dangerous effort to createaclimate
hostileto critical analysisand understanding of theworld.”

Itisimperativethat theissues of academic freedomand
intellectud diversity areaddressed in educationd ingtitutions
around the country. “My concerns have never been aper-
sonal issue, but rather astrong belief that political prejudice
often pervadesthe campus,” Malhotrasaid. “ Thisisyet an-
other exampl e of theextremeideol ogy somein authority pro-
mote.” Thislatest attack against conservative students, offi-
cially sanctioned by the School of Public Policy, servesas
ultimate proof that ingtitutiond, | eftist biasexistson our cam-
pusestoday despitethe continued denialsby university offi-
cds

—FrontPageMagazine.com, April 22, 2004



THe ScHwarz RePorT / JUNE 2004

Mona Charen’sUseful Idiots

by William A. Rusher

The collapse of Europe' s Christian monarchiesintheaf-
termath of the Enlightenment resulted in at least threedistinct
solutionsto the problem of how to organize society inapost-
Chrigianworld. One, whichultimately won approva inmost
Western nations, stressed thefreedom of theindividual, and
gaverisetoinstitutionsthat favoredit, both politically (de-
mocracy) and economically (the free-market economy, or
capitalism). Another, drawing on atavisticimpulsesallegedly
resident in particular societies, and fueled by the Romantic
rebellion againgt Enlightenment rationaism, resultedintheto-
talitarian regimesweknow as“fascist”: Mussolini’sltaly,
Hitler’'sGermany, and their imitators.

Thethird, ingstingonitsstrictly scientific origins, pro-
fessed to have discovered “ thelawsof history,” under which
capitalism (defined asthe exploitation of workers by those
owning the means of production) would be overthrown by
theworkersand replaced by astate which would itself con-
trol the means of production. This“socialist” statewould
then planthe nationa economy scientificaly, ontheprinciple
“from each according to hisability, to each according to his
needs.”

It would befoolish to underestimate the appeal of this
third solution to the modern mind. The Enlightenment’scen-
tral achievement, after al, had beento replacefaithwithrea
son—to make mankind, with theaid of science, thearbiter of
itsown destiny. Socialism, asdescribed above, seemedto
many a 19th- and 20th-century mind nothing morethan the
application of thistechniqueto the problem of economicson
anationa scale.

A century on, we have learned better. The challenge
posed by thefascist nationswasfaced and disposed of inthe
first half of the 20th century. The second half was consumed
inadecisvestruggle betweenthehersof the Enlightenment’s
two competing traditions: thetradition of freedom, and the
tradition of state power, which, it soon transpired, inevitably
resulted in the end avement of the peopl ethe state purported
toserve.

But it should not be surprising that many peopleinthe
Westernworld haveawaysfoundit difficult to condemn Com-
munism quite aswholeheartedly asthey condemned fascism.
Communism, and socidisn moregeneraly, at least assertedly
appealed to sciencefor thelr justification. Perhaps (many
thought) their totalitarian tendencieswerenot inevitable but
smply theresult of circumstances.

Even capitalismhad itsproblems. Capitaism, after l,
did not even pretend that its own motivating impulseswere

high-minded: It argued only that eachindividua’sdesirefor
hisown economic benefit would collectively resultin abenefit
tosociety at large. Surely sociaism, and even Communism,
deserved some credit for at least having ahigher motivation
thanthat.

Such, at any rate, wastheframe of mind of many West-
ernintellectuals when World War |1 ended in the decisive
defeat of fascism, and |eft free societiesand socialist ones
(and more particularly Communism) squarely in contention
for theleadership of theworld.

Inaddition, and evenworse, agood many intellectualsin
the West were ssmply blind to the negative aspects of Com-
munism. In the 1920s and 1930s they had become con-
vinced that Communism was actually superior to Western
societies, and no amount of evidenceto the contrary—even
eyewitnessevidence—could changetheir minds. World War
[1, inwhich Britain and the United Statesbecamethe military
adliesof “goodold Joe,” briefly madethismindset eveneasier
to maintain, and the outbreak of the Cold War between the
former aliesfound these people silently (or in some cases
quite vocally) sympathetic to the Communist cause. Asa
result, theworld’ sfree societieswereforced towagethe Cold
War with far lessthan thewhol ehearted support of many lib-
era andleftist intellectuas. Inoneway or another, andtoone
degree or another, they effectively supported the policiesand
purposes of the Soviet Union.

Lenin reputedly referred to these Western intell ectual
defenders of Communism as*useful idiots,” and thisisthe
sobriquet Mona Charen conferson themin thetitle of her
book chronicling their statementsand activities. Asarefer-
ence source, it will beabsolutely invaluableto scholarsfor
generationsto come. For therest of us, it providesasharp
reminder of just how stubbornly many liberalsresisted this
country’seffortsto contain, and ultimately defeat, the deadly
threat of international Communism.

Intheinterestsof full disclosure, | should say that | have
known Mona Charen personally since she worked on the
editorial staff of National Review (of which | waspublisher)
acouple of decadesago. Sheleft our employ for greener
pastures—first asaWhite House speech-writer for Nancy
Reagan, and ultimately asapopul ar tel evision commentator
and syndicated columnist—and | have watched her career
with pleasure. Shewas splendidly suited, by temperament
andintellect, to marsha thisstunning collection of liberd fol-
liesinto adeadly indictment of their stupidity (or worse) over
forty perilousyears.

Her book does not contain, alas, the remarkabl e state-
ment that constituted my own first introduction to auseful
idiot. It blazesin my memory acrossthe 58 yearssinceit was
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uttered. Itwas1946. The Cold War wasjust beginning, and
| waslistening to aradio debate on the subject between Clare
Boothe Luce and Rev. Harry F. Ward, former chairman of
theAmerican Civil LibertiesUnion and an ornament of New
York’sUnion Theologica Seminary (professor of Christian
ethicsthere, | believe), whowasaready famousasan apolo-
gist for Communism. Mrs. Luce madeascathing referenceto
the Soviet Union’s* concentration camps,” towhich Dr. Ward
promptly responded, “ Those are not concentration camps.
They are personal rehabilitation camps, and they havedone
those peopleaworld of good!” Itistestimony to theimpact
that piece of idiocy had on methat | remember every word,
and am prepared to bet money that my quotation of itisprac-
ticaly verbatim.

Ms. Charen’sformulaissmple, and devastatingly effec-
tive. She simply recounts the history of the Cold War, in
chronological order, and quoteswhat noted liberals of the
day were saying about it. Inrecent yearsthere hasbeena
good deal of revisionist history ground out, the general ten-
dency of whichistoleavetheimpression that Americawas of
one mind and voice on the subject of the Cold War, and spe-
cifically onthe matter of theevil deedsof the Soviet Union.
But MonaCharenwill havenoneof it.

Tobesure, it took theliberasalittlewhileto get accus-
tomed to criticizing America sresistanceto the aggressive
policiesof post-war Communism. Inachapter entitled“The
Brief Interludeof Unanimity on Communism,” Charendlows
that up until about 1960 both major partieswerefairly un-
compromising intheir insistence onthe need to block Soviet
aggression. Probably thefact that the Korean War wasem-
barked upon and largely waged by Harry Truman, aDemo-
cratic president, and under the nomina auspicesof the United
Nationsat that, had alot to do with muffling early liberal im-
pulses to appeasement. And it was in 1960 that John
Kennedy, in hisinaugural address, so memorably vowed to
“pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support
any friend, opposeany foeto ensurethesurviva andthesuc-
cessof liberty.”

But inthe decade of thesixties, under the pressureof the
seemingly endlessstrugglein Vietnam, and impressed by the
explosive growth of the New L eft on campuses acrossthe
United States, many American liberalsturned sharply to the

left, and gradua ly modified their view of redlity to reflect not
only opposition to thewar but amore generous concept of
the purposesand possibilities of the Soviet Union and its sat-
elites. (A minority of veteran liberas, unableto ssomachthe
change, brokewiththeir colleaguesatogether and eventually
found anew home under the name* neoconservatives.”)

But it wasnot merely acertain sympathy for the Com-
muni st cause that began to manifest itself in Americaduring
the 1960s. AsCharen perceptively remarks, “ The profound
tremor that went through American society starting in about
1965 wasnot just about the Vietham War. Some deep well-
springs of dissatisfaction, petulance, and irritability were
tapped by thewar. All at once everything about American
society—fromits* materidism’ toitssupposed ‘ militarism’ —
wasdecried and despised.” Susan Sontag unerringly identi-
fiedthetrueenemy: “During thelast yearsVietnam hasbeen
stationed inside my consciousness asaquintessential image
of the suffering and heroism of the‘weak.” Butitwasredly
America ‘the strong’ that obsessed me—the contours of
American power, of American cruelty, of American self-
righteousness.”

Anentirebook could have been written about the scores
of liberas—Ramsey Clark, William Sloan Coffin, J., Mary
McCarthy, Frances Fitzgerald, Jonathan Schell, Harrison
Salisbury, and Noam Chomsky, to namejust afew—who
shared Sontag’s negativism. Asthe Cold War progressed,
domestic res stanceto America seffortsto block theadvance
of Communism continued to reflect thiselement of hatred for
Americaitsf.

Take, for example, Pol Pot’sbloodbath in Cambodia.
By now theliberal tendency to make excusesfor Communist
atrocitieswaswell entrenched. New York Times correspon-
dent Sydney Schanberg, in afront-page story on April 13,
1975, reassured the paper’s readers. “...for the ordinary
peopleof Indochina..itisdifficult toimaginehow their lives
could beanything but better withtheAmericansgone.” Diffi-
cult, perhaps, but unfortunately not impossible.

Not surprisingly, defacto support for Communist causes
often took the less dangerous form of “ anti-anti-Commu-
nism.” “Theproblem” Charen explainsdryly, indescribing
thisphenomenon, “...was not the existence of acommunist
threat but our groundless paranoia.” What about the 10
new nationsthat had fallen into Communist hands between
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1974 and 19807 Resi stance to Marxist revol utionswas fu-
tile. “Thefactis,” warned Secretary of State CyrusVance,
“that we can no more stop change than Canute could still
thewaters.” Andthat included Marxist “change.” Presi-
dent Carter himself spoke disapprovingly of our “inordinate
fear” of Communism.

Asfor the Soviet Unionitsdlf, it never lacked for libera
apologists, eveninitsworst Stalinist moments. George Ber-
nard Shaw, Edmund Wilson, H. G Wells, dJulian Huxley, and
Henry Wallace were only afew of the scores of prominent
Americansand Britisherswho madefool sof themselvesprais-
ing Stalin’s Soviet Union. And three decades after Stalin’s
death, Princeton professor Stephen Cohenwasstill takingin
thewashing of the Soviet |eadership, asin thisalmost poetic
depiction of Yuri Andropov, who briefly took the helm:
“ Andropov seemsto have been the most reform-minded se-
nior member of Brezhnev’ sPolitburo, animpressonhechose
toreinforce cautioudly in hisfirst policy speech asthe new
Genera Secretary. Nor doeshis 15-year stint ashead of the
KGB disqualify himasapotentia reformer. Soviet police
chiefs, who must understand the limits of control, have be-
comeadvocatesof liberalizing changebefore.” (And, letus
hope, since—President Putin, take note.)

Similarly, when Constantin Chernenko succeeded
Andropov, the New York Times's John F. Burnswas on hand
with thisbouquet: “ Others caution against underestimating
Mr. Chernenko, who impressed several Western leaderswho
met him after [Andropov’s] funera asawarmer, earthier man
than Mr. Andropov, seemingly comfortablein hisnew role.”
Asfor Mikhail Gorbachev, the enthusiasm of the Western
press simply knew no bounds. CNN founder Ted Turner
arguably wontheprizefor uncritical adulationwiththiseffu-
sion: “Gorbachev has probably moved more quickly than
any personinthehistory of theworld. Moving faster than
Jesus Christ did. Americaisawayslagging six months be-
hind.” (There were those who suspected that Gorbachev
“moved” agreat dedl fagter than he had any intention of mov-
Irg) * %k

The American president who confronted all three of
these Soviet nonpareils was, of course, Ronald Reagan,
and it goeswithout saying that he suffered in comparison
withal of them, intheeyesof contemporary liberals. When,
in March 1983, he described the Soviet Union as* an evil
empire,” their reaction waslittle short of hysterical. Henry
Steele Commager, then aprofessor of history at Amherst,
condemned Reagan’s speech as “the worst presidential
speechinAmerican hitory, and I’ vereadthemall.” Hendrik
Hertzberg, later editor of The New Republic, protested that

“wordslikethat frighten theAmerican public and antagonize
the Soviets. What good isthat?” Time's Strobe Talbott,
later President Clinton’sdeputy secretary of state, madethe
same objection: “When achief of state talksthat way, he
roils Soviet insecurities.” GeorgeW. Ball, undersecretary
of state in the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations,
sounded asomber warning: “Mr. President, you have set us
on adark and ominous course. For God'ssake, let usrefix
our compass beforeitistoo late.”

Theideathat Reagan’swillingnessto challengethemo-
rality, and hence the fundamental | egitimacy, of the Soviet
empirewould bewel comed where Communismwasknown
thebest, and would ultimately contributetoitsdownfall, never
occurred to thisbunch of Chicken Littles.

Charen notes that straight through the 1980s liberal
Democratsin Congress*found fault with every weaponssys-
tem for which they were asked to vote. Pointing to some
futuresystem that would theoretically work better, many would
voteagainst nearly all military expenditures. In 1984, 194
Democratic membersof the House of Representativesvoted
to bar funding of the MX missile. In 1987, 195 voted to
forbid testing on aspace-based “ kinetic-kill vehicle.” Two-
hundred-nineteen Democratsvoted to urge the president to
maintaintheunratified SALT Il limitswithout regard to Soviet
compliance. A smaller number, but still aclear majority of
Democrats (134 of them), voted against devel oping the neu-
tron bomb. In 1986, whilethe Cold War wasvery much a
going concern, 76 Democratsvoted for aresol ution proposed
by Colorado Democrat Patricia Schroeder to cut U.S. troops
devoted to NATO by 50% over five years. One hundred
forty-five Democratsvoted for an amendment to the defense
authorization bill proposed by California Democrat Ron
Dellumsto bar funding for the B-1 bomber. And 146 voted
to prevent modification of submarinesto carry Trident Il mis-
sles” AsWdter Mondade, the Democratic presidential nomi-
neein 1984, saw it, “[Flour yearsof Ronald Reagan has[sic]
madethisworld moredangerous. Four morewill takeuscloser
tothebrink.”

No group wasmoreinfluential in pressing the casefor
“armscontrol” thanthegreat mgority of Americasmain-line
churches. Intheearly 1980sthe National Council of Catho-
lic Bishopscaled onthe United Statesto pledge nofirst use’
of nuclear weapons—a pledge the Soviet Union had cheer-
fully made, knowing that itstremendous superiority in con-
ventional weaponswould overwhelm Western Europe. The
(Protestant) National Council of Churchesand the Rabbini-
cal Assembly of Americaboth endorsed anuclear freeze.
Bishop Matthiesen of Amarillo urged loya Catholicstogive
up their jobsin nuclear armsplants.

Charennotesthat ontelevision, “ Phil Donahue probably
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earned thetitle*useful idiot” asmuch asanyoneduring the
1980s,” davishly promoting a Soviet “journalist” named
Vladimir Pozner, whom he advertised as Exhibit A for the
mora equivaenceof the United Statesand the Soviet Union.

President Reagan’sproposal of aStrategic Defense | ni-
tiative, tointercept Soviet nuclear missilesenrouteto their
targets, predictably brought on another spasm of opposi-
tion. Thistimethe preferred weapon wasridicule; Senator
Kennedy derided the wholeideaas* Star Wars,” and in-
sisted that it would never work. A group of 6,500 scien-
tists, including 15 Nobel Prizewinners, signed a“ pledge of
nonparticipation” in SDI research. Democratic presidential
candidate Michael Dukakisdescribed SDI as* afantasy—
atechnologica illuson.” (The Soviets, however, didn’t think
s0. At Reykjavik, Gorbachev offered to reduce Soviet con-
ventional forcesin Europe, diminateintermediaterangemis-
silesfrom Europe, and reducethe Soviet nuclear arsenal by
half if only President Reagan would agreeto limit SDI re-
searchto thelaboratory.)

And soit went, with every development in the Cold Wear.
The Cuban revol ution wasexplained and praised asadiffer-
ent kind of Communism. (In 1981, morethan 20 yearsinto
that tyranny, aUnited M ethodi st Church document described
itas“avisonforthefuture.”) President Reagan’soccupation
of Grenada, which had been turnedinto aCommunist basein
the Caribbean, was denounced by the New York Timesas*“a
reverberating demongtration to theworld that Americahasno
more respect for lawsand borders, for the codes of civiliza-
tion, thanthe Soviet Union.” Determined Communist bidsfor
power in El Savador and Nicaraguawereexplained away as
peasant revoltsdeserving, if anything, American sympathy.
(Michad Harrington, founder of the Democratic Socialistsof
America: “TheNicaraguansare agenerous people, apoor
and often hungry people, who want to make atruly demo-
cratic revolution and it iswewho work to subvert their de-
cency.”)

Evenwhen the Soviet Union collgpsed and the evidence
of itsevil nature could no longer be concedled, itsapol ogists
found causetoregret itspassing. Onthe CBS Evening News
onApril 11, 1990, Bert Quint described southeastern Poland
as" aplacewherethetrangition from communism to capital-
iIsmismaking peoplemoremiserableevery day.” And Connie

Chung told viewersof thesamenetwork inlate 1991 that “in
formerly Communist Bulgaria, the cost of freedom hasbeen
virtua economicdisaster.” BarbaraWalterscould hardly bear
the comparison: “Intheold Soviet Union, you never saw
faceslikethese—the poor, the homel ess, and the desperation
of theRussianwinter. Their numbersaregrowing. Tonight:
Is this what democracy does? A look at the Russia you
haven’t seen before...the price of freedom can be painfully
high.”

Inretrogpect, itisclear that Americanvictory intheCold
War wasno foregone conclusion. Atany oneof half adozen
turning-points, events could have moved in directionsfavor-
ableto Communism, until thecumulative momentum of seria
successesoverwhelmed theforcesopposedtoit. Fortunately,
if sometimesby the narrowest of margins, theleadersof the
West had the ill, the determination, and theluck to prevall.
But it isvery much worth remembering that their resistance
was opposed, tooth and claw, by liberal and radical forces
within the Western soci etiesthemselves. If thoseforceshad
had their way—if thelr interpretation of eventshad prevailed—
thefreeworld would ultimately have succumbed toitsen-
emies

Itishard toresist the conclusion that such an outcome
would not have been wholly unwelcome to many of these
internal foeswho worked so diligently to bring it about. For
at bottom, as Charen notesin her conclusion, “therotten
kernel of their appeasement and weakness throughout the
second half of the Cold War was America-hatred” —the
animusagainst thiscountry that Sontag had frankly admitted
early on.

Perhapsevery free society nurturesinitsbosomsimilar
destructive impul sesforever ready to test itsvulnerability.
Certainly thisonedid, and we arefortunatethat, in the 20th
century at least, the United States proved equal to the deadly
challenges, both foreign and domestic, that confrontediit.

Thisarticleappeared originaly inthe Spring 2004 issue
of theClaremont Review of Books, published by the Claremont
Indtitute, and isreprinted by permission (www.claremont.org).
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