parly system one in office, the other in jaii.
mmiiniat naliticral thaans ciinh ae icte ic crimmarizad
1% PUIIlIUﬂI uiIew y, 2WMUVI QO DLW, 10 DUlHINIaliaTu
dictatorship of the proletariat”; and it was V. |
provided the best definition: “Dictatorship
e hoand ~ on farnn and neat Am lasay
YWCI VAOTU VI IVILVE, allu 11IVL VIT Iav,
m ‘dictatorship’ means nothing more nor
tnomv untrammeiied by any iaws, unrestricted
mirmr and hacaad Airanth: ~Aa; winlaman Tha
VeI, ailliu pasTu ulioLuy Uil viviglive., 1ne
rship’ has no other meaning than this” (quoted in
Leszek Koiakowski, Main Currents of Marxism [3 vois: Ox-
fnrd 1070 10011 \inl A Ano)
wiiu, 1370, IUOI] vul. &, “4390)

‘B o
-t
£
(1]
&

il fry S
mer seminary student ,Inenf Diunachvili hattar known ae
el au..m.u., StuGent JOSCt LjugasSavil, Deler xnewn as
Stalm deoorteg milli

nnnrnnfra
concentrau

s
1

i but a moral dicas
iIC DUL + Qisas

-]
for the entire country. Tens of millions were driven into semi-
sefvitude, and millions more were empioyed as executants
nf tha nrarace Tha whala nartvy harama an araanization of
of the process. The whole party became an organization of
opp o i Com-
Thus
m

Q
. O
3
0

mmuni

(2

Portland, OR: Multnomah Press, 1985; 217 pp., indexed; cloth, $11.95.

no one, founded on violence. Su

dicting; as Dostoevsky observed, “Whoever has expenenced

thhn  mvarme dha o -\—Ant

Uie ' puUweI, uie uliv
human being . . .

irvnd mbailibie S baoiewild
Hicu auviily w 11

automatically loses power o

sensations. Tyranny is a habit, it has its own organic iife, it
Anvsnlame fimalliy imtn A icnamosn Tha hahid aam Lill anmAd Annr
UTVTIUPDO Inially i aJioease. 11 flavn vall N aird vvai-
sen the very best man to the level of a beast”

Ammombloeiandan San ‘T

RPUIVYIBWD TUT 1

It seems natural, therefore, that L g
the prophetic ministry entrusted to them, shouid oppose tyr-
memanss sarthhm s sms (8 mimimm e [iid acimbe s sead mbiaimera b Shaa
dalllly wWieievern il dppedis. DUL SULT Tias vt always veel uie
case. In the 1930s, at the very time that Stalin was pursuing
what Kolakowski calls “the most massive wariike operation
v mmem ol mbon ] L -~ embaboa mmmmiemoad tho mibiemaemea ? i M
ever Lonuucieu Uy d Sldle aydallist 1 Cilizelis, Thdily VI e

(5] t intellectuals and churchmen
i evidence—ardent admirers
- -~ -~ Oaclod arcombdocan (AFLisiw e Al
10U pe aer Ol € SO0viel sysiem. vyvriuig Ui
this pt .enomenon, h:stonan Paul Johnso.n says: “If the de-
i i the Jern political zeaiot— and
i us faith among the
ctarn intellactisale
estern intellectuals
no other explan-
, accustomed to
nle function wae
ole function was
crudest Stalinist
d to beiieve; they
o Ainrind froam tha
T PV VI Uie
i rper 1983, p. 275). The
iis i h for ti de: Lincoin Stefiens
{whan ratiirnad from tha | IQRQR with tha nhearvatinn that ha
{who returned from the USSR with the observation that he
had n the re, and i
ion ai S r Duranty, J.
nanhaimar Canrno Rarmard Chaw Andra Rida laan_Danl
PU!IIIUIIIIUI, \JUUISU RICGITIQIU Wwriavy, M wiiug, voailrrQss auwl
Sartre, and many more. This group was, in the exoressnon of
Lioyd Bilingsiey, “the generation th in-
tallartiial vananard whna cad
WO wviuarl variyuaru sviiv, ovu
socialism,” attempted to brin
the West. (Biiliingsiey quotes
uniin Eactarn hilne athlata-
Uulls =ASITII WIVLY QUIITCIT. v
didn't he first try communism on rats?”)

The author begins this fine ittie voiume {ihe whoie book
ic ag withs na tha tHtla nhanl _fll Af thinao wich 'A aaid) with
19 A0 Willy AO UIT UUT, VIIVURTIUIT VI LUITHTYO & WIDITTU Saiuy witti

ation of outstanding personali-

these apologists for tyranny were two whose roots were
planted in the Christian faith: Anna Louise Strong and the
Very Reverend Hewieit Johnson
Anna | Allicaa Qtrana (1008 107N0) wina tha Aaiahtar Af A
Minia LUuioo OllUllu VOOV I197 V) ad uIe ual 9|IIU| Vi a
Congr: gationali;t minister neted fnr .h.i-s defense of Dar-




PREFACE-2

founded by the radical feminist, perfectionist, and all-round
Pelagian heretic Charles G. Finney. After receiving a Ph.D.
from the University of Chicago {the youngest person, and
the first woman, ever to do so), she went on to work in the
real world, which came as a terrible shock. Forced to lay off
a young man, she became acutely distressed and unhinged
by the experience. She realized that what was needed was a
world in which no one would have to be fired: “I knew
enough to know that such a society was called socialism,
and that | must be a socialist” (p. 49).

Miss Strong's search for the perfect society led her in the
1920s to the Workers’ Paradise itself, the Soviet Union.
Working as a correspondent/propagandist for Stalin's
regime, she was most careful to follow every slight nuance
in the party line, becoming, in Billingsley's words, a motor-
minded groupie on cruise control (p. 53). Where George
Bernard Shaw had rhapsodized that the Soviet prison sys-
tem was so wonderful that prisoners had to be forced to
leave (“As far as | could make out,” he purred, “they could
stay as long as they liked”), Anna Louise went him one bet-
ter, claiming that criminals actually applied to the prisons for
admission! (She also stated that it amused her to see how
much she could deceive her gullible Western readers.)

After two decades of defending Soviet genocide and tell-
ing lies on behalf of the commissars, Anna Louise was sud-
denly thrown into prison by the guardians of public safety,
without even applying for admission. Eventually released,
she made her way to Communist China, where she applied
her skills as a dedicated groupie to Mao’s regime, which
made a valiant attempt to out-Stalin Stalin; Mao murdered
as many as 30 million countrymen in a single year. Miss
Strong remained in the People’s Repubiic for the rest of her
life. Unlike the victims of Utopia, Anna Louise died of natural
causes, at an advanced age. She had found the perfect so-
ciety, one in which workers had no fear of being fired. The
fear of being shot took care of that. Starvation helped, too.

Billingsley's apt summary of her career concludes: “Intrepid
souls who care to investigate Anna’s most interesting life will
discover that the human potential for falsification is bottom-
less, however many letters follow the name and whether or
not the graduation, was, like Anna’s, magna cum laude.
Though Strong bore no children, her spiritual descendants
are many. What is worse, many of the myths she perpetrated
are alive and well. She is forgotten, but not gone” (pp. 53f.).

As Billingsley points out in his discussion of Hewlett John-
son (1874-1966), “Prototalitarian clergymen are a decidedly
modern phenomenon. The early Christians, with all their glar-
ing faults, never produced anyone capable of seeing in Alaric,
the Visigoth king who sacked Rome, the coming saviour of
the world” (p. 55). Like Anna Louise Strong, this Anglican
Dean of Canterbury was a staunch defender of even the
grossest excesses of Stalin’s blood-soaked rule. He threw his
support behind what the commissars called the Soviet “incor-
poration” (gobbiing up) of other nations, gushed that Stalin—
whom he admiringly always referred to as “The Generalissimo”
—was ‘the embodiment of good-humored common sense,”
compared Lenin to Jesus Christ, and shrugged off the slaugh-
ter of millions with the explanation that there is, after all, no
objective ethical standard: “The rightness or wrongness of
any act must be judged by its whole context and consequen-
ces. In the light of its context it would not be wrong.”

Again, Billingsley’s summary is to the point: “In the Great
Soviet Encyclopedia, the entry for the Very Reverend Hewlett
Johnson, Dean of Canterbury, is longer than the one for Jesus
Christ. Verily | say unto you, he had his reward” (p. 62).

The Dissenters
Although many of the Western elite’s leading lights fawned
blindly over “Uncle Josef,” delighted at what unrestrained
social engineering could accomplish, there were some who

woke up and courageously opposed the totalitarian trend of
their age. One of the greatest of these—and the man who,
clearly, has had the greatest personal effect upon
Billingsley’s thought—is Malcolm Muggeridge, who set off
for the Soviet Union in the summer of 1932 to find everlast-
ing peace and happiness. What he found was quite differ-
ent, although his job as correspondent for a British news-
paper was “easy enough; after all, there was only one
source of information” (p. 73). He discovered that outright
deception was the norm, not only for the government agen-
cies which provided the “facts” and censored all reporting,
but also for his fellow journalists, whose adulation for the
Soviets was such that they deliberately falsified their ac-
counts.

What was also surprising to Muggeridge, as Billingsley
writes, was that “many of the early sympathizers with the
USSR were pacifists. Refusing to serve in the armies of their
own countries and opposing any military action by their re-
spective governments, they changed their stance where
class warfare was concerned. Perhaps they were only, like
Hewlett Johnson, 90 percent pacifist, though in his case,
through that other 10 percent, entire Soviet military parades
could goose step with complete safety. Muggeridge reports
that pacifists and representatives from the peace churches
fairly swooned when the tanks rattled by and the planes
roared overhead. When it was international war they pleaded
their conscience; when it was class war, they fixed their bay-
onets” (pp. 741., italics added).

Life in the Workers’ Paradise became bitterly disillusion-
ing to Muggeridge. But it was the horrifying Ukraine famine,
which Muggeridge saw firsthand, that fully shocked him into
reality; his realization that it was a planned, deliberate,
government-created famine caused him to see how truly evil
the system was. Then he spoke out, told the world what was
really happening, and suffered a further body blow from
Real Life: the discovery that to attack the Soviets automatic-
ally meant being pegged as a Nazi (who but a Fascist would
oppose Communism?).

There are other reasons, as Billingsley explains: “In the
West, particularly the Reformation countries, a long diet of
sermons has caused wisdom to be associated with solemnity.
Here Muggeridge has broken the rules. His writing has been
satirical, iconoclastic, and barbed. Worst of all, he has dared
to /augh at the fellow-traveling elite who must, at least until
utopia dawns, take themselves with deadly seriousness. He
has compared the World Council of Churches to a conven-
tion of drunkards holding on to each other lest, alone, they
fall into the gutter. Interviewing trendy clergymen on televi-
sion, he would ask, ‘Bishop, is there an afterlife?’ instead of
inquiring about the Christian ethics of Third World com-
munist guerrillas. He has continued to insist that Jesus’
kingdom is not of this world, that carnal pursuits are vain
and lead to misery, that abortion is wrong. These are among
the most unpopular words it is possibie to utter. From the
point of view of the liberal-ieft media, it is blasphemy” (p. 80).

Muggeridge can be happy about one thing, at least: He
has never been accused of either cowardice or equivoca-
tion. On the question of why some Christian churchmen
favor totalitarianism, he once said: “The answer, | believe, is
terribly simple. A ghastly, fearful answer. You are indulgent
towards the dictatorship of the proletariat because, in a sort
of way, you are, or would like to be, a dictatorship of the pro-
letariat yourselves. You are frustrated revolutionaries, and
the spectacle of a revoiutionary government in actual exist-
ence so intoxicates you that you fall on your knees, senses
swooning, in awed worship. Like plain and reluctantly vir-
tuous women fawning on brazen promiscuity you fawn on
the dictatorship of the proletariat. When you hear of com-
rade so and so being taken for a ride you unconsciously lick
your lips over the prospect of taking councillor so and so,



who opposes your scheme for giving free milk to elementary
school children, for a ride. The dictatorship of the proletariat
is all-powerfut and mouths your aspirations; and you, who
have for so long had to be content with spinning your ideas
into words, see in it the possibility for translating them into
deeds. Seeing this, you adore; and adoring, you easily
become propaganda-fodder” (p. 81).

There were others who realized the truth in time, and
who sought to make others aware. Responding to Picasso’s
statement that he “went to Communism as one goes to a
spring of fresh water,” Arthur Koestler wrote: “l went to Com-
munism as one goes to a spring of fresh water, and | left
Communism as one clambers out of a poisoned river strewn
with the wreckage of flooded cities and the corpses of the
drowned” (p. 85). Koestler too, who had the satisfaction of
seeing his works burned by both Hitler and Stalin, was able
to ridicule the absurdities of Sovietism:

Question: What does it mean when there is food in the
town but no food in the country?

Answer: A Left, Trotskyite deviation.

Question: What does it mean when there is food in the
country but no food in the town?

Answer: A Right, Bukharinite deviation.

Question: What does it mean when there is no food in
the country and no food in the town?

Answer: The correct application of the general line.

Question: What does it mean when there is food both
in the country and in the town?

Answer: The horrors of Capitalism.

Another famous dissenter from Communist orthodoxy is
Milovan Djilas, who rose to the position of Vice President of
Yugoslavia before breaking with the Party in 1954. In his
books The New Class (Praeger, 1957), Conversations with
Stalin (Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1963), and The Unperfect
Society: Beyond the New Class (Harcourt, Brace & World,
1969), Dijilas showed how and why Communism’s internal
contradictions inevitably result in a slave state. In The New
Class Djilas wrote that “Communist regimes are a form of la-
tent civil war between the government and the people.” Bill-
ingsley comments: “As Lenin so succinctly put it—who
whom? That is the question; who does what to whom. Itis in-
escapable; in a planned society, there are the planners and
the planned. ... When one considers the man-made
famines; the forced tabor, the fraudulent triats, it becomes
clear that this constant civil war is more than latent. It is a
permanent jihad” (p. 105).

Although Djilas came to consider Stalin “the greatest
criminal in history,” he emphasized also that “Stalin did not
invent the systems”; far from being an exception to the rule,
Josef Stalin was the veritable personification of what Com-
munism inescapably produces. As long as Communism ex-
ists, there will be the oppressive Soviet aristocracy, the “New
Class,” as detailed in Michael Voslensky’s recent book,
Nomenklatura: The Soviet Ruling Class (Doubleday, 1984),
for which Djilas wrote the preface. Under Marxism there will
always be a GULAG, and there will always be a New Class
to run it. Stalin is a shining example of what Communism
creates, not when it lapses or deviates or becomes ex-
cessive, but when it holds unflinchingly to its true course,
when it is most faithful to its inner core of meaning.

Billingsley also has a chapter on George Orwell, whose
classics Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four have ac-
complished more than didactic essays ever could in captur-
ing the essence of totalitarian societies. (The Orwell Reader,
a good coliection of his writings, is published in paperback
{456 pp.] by Harcourt, Brace and Co. for $6.95.) One of
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Orwell's great passions was his struggle for an honest use of
language, his lifelong opposition to the doublespeak used
by the “bootlickers and whores” who worked as apologists
for tyranny. Writing in “Politics and the English Language,”
Orwell said: “In our time, political speech and writing are
largely the defense of the indefensibie. . . . Thus political
language has to consist largely of euphemism, question-
begging and sheer cloudy vagueness. Defenseless villages
are bombarded from the air, the inhabitants driven out into
the countryside, the cattle machine-gunned, the huts set on
fire with incendiary bullets; this is called pacification. . . .
Such phraseology is needed if one wants to name things
without calling up mental pictures of them. Consider for in-
stance some comfortable English professor defending Rus-
sian totalitarianism. He cannot say outright, ‘1 believe in kill-
ing off your opponents when you can get good results by do-
ing so.’ Probably, therefore, he will say something like this:

While freely conceding that the Soviet regime exhibits
certain features which the humanitarian may be inclined
to deplore, we must, | think, agree that a certain cur-
tailment of the right to political opposition is an un-
avoidable concomitant of transitional periods, and that
the rigors which the Russian people have been called
upon to undergo have been amply justified in the
sphere of concrete achievement.

“The inflated style is itself a kind of euphemism. A mass of
Latin words falls upon the facts like soft snow, blurring the
outlines and covering up all the details. The great enemy of
clear language is insincerity” (The Orwell Reader, p. 363). As
Orwell pointed out elsewhere, it is difficult to write clearly
and well while one is trying to defend injustice.

First Church of Christ Soclalist

So much for “the generation that knew Josef” and the
evils he and his comrades produced. But Billingsley’s rea-
son for writing this “political” book—not his usual literary
genre—is that there has arisen, in our day, a generation that
is ignorant (willfully or otherwise) of Stalin and his petty im-
itators around the world. Where Muggeridge, Orwell, and
several others learned their lessons, these modern bootiick-
ers have not learned. Billingsley especially is concemed
about the members of what he names the “First Church of
Christ Socialist,” the New Christian Left (represented by
Ronald Sider, Sojourners magazine, and others), who seem
to have undergone some sort of “objectivity bypass surgery”
and are duplicating “the eartler record of sérvile apology to-
ward Marxist dictatorships, coupled with an antagonism to-
ward the West” (p. 137). While the modern evangelical lef-
tists are generally traditional in their approach, resolutely
making the same mistakes as their spiritual forbears, there
is one striking difference: New Christian Leftists stay in the
USA. Cuba and Nicaragua may be nice places to write
about, but one shouldn’t have to live there. Muggeridge was
right: These are frustrated revolutionaries getting vicarious
kicks.

Thus, while they tend not to follow up their prescriptions
with active participation in Millennium-building, New Chris-
tian Leftists do see plenty of action on the intellectual front.
“Increasingly, the evangelical community takes the Sojour-
ners mentality seriously, to the point that it is widely thought
that the majority of professors of social ethics in seminaries
adhere to a leftist line. One reason for the popularity of
radical Christianity among academics and students is that
journals like Sojourners imply that to be on the left is to be in-
telligent and to be otherwise is reactionary and unintelligent.
Malcolm Muggeridge once wrote that for the most part, the
reverse is true” (p. 143).

Billingsley cites several examples of the New Christian
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