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INTRODUCTION

It seems to me that someone should defend Christianity against the lies and distortions of the militant atheists. That is why I have written this book.

I am not going to argue in this book that all religions are good. I know perfectly well that some are not. My intent is to defend Christianity only.

I know the Internet is full of lies, so in this book I have avoided getting my information from the Internet, except, in a few spots, from Wikipedia. (Wikipedia is now considered so reliable that the public library in my city of residence, Bismarck, North Dakota, has gotten rid of its encyclopedias, except the World Book Encyclopedia for the youngsters.)

In this book, I sometimes refer to “New Republic magazine.” I know perfectly well that that magazine is usually called “the New Republic,” but I'm afraid some of my readers might not know that, and might think this New Republic that I'm talking about is some strange country that they've never heard of, so to avoid confusion, I'll call it New Republic magazine. There are a few other magazines that I treat in the same way.

This book, I'm afraid, contains quite a bit of repetition. The different militant atheists often make the same arguments, and it seems to me that the logical way to organize the book is to discuss the militant atheists one at a time, so that means I'll be using the same counter-arguments over and over again. I know that is awkward, but I don't see a better way to handle the situation.

After I finished writing this book, I tried to take out an advertisement for it in Christianity Today magazine, but the folks at Christianity Today refused to place my ad. Apparently they thought it was too confrontational. I don’t understand that way of thinking. Day after day, the atheists lie about us. How are we going to win this debate if we aren’t willing to tell the blunt truth about the atheists? 
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CHAPTER 1: IS ATHEISM BAD FOR MORALITY?
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My first chapter is going to be about whether Christians have a better moral record than atheists, because just about every militant atheist argues that they don’t, so it will be more efficient to address the question in one big chapter rather than repeat the same facts and arguments in every chapter. 

Of course, the question of whether atheism is bad for morality is also more important than the question of whether atheism is true, because if atheism raises the crime rate, then, obviously, it is bad to preach atheism, even if it is true. Why go around preaching atheism if it makes the world a worse place?

ITEM 1

On page 226 of his book The God Delusion (page 259 of the paperback edition) Richard Dawkins says some people ask why anyone who didn't believe in God would care about morality. Dawkins replies that the question is “ignoble,” and says behaving a certain way because God will reward you for it is “just sucking up.” One reads that and sighs. Is Dawkins really unable to see that the important question is not whether this or that behavior is “sucking up,” but whether the human race as a whole will behave better or worse if atheism becomes widespread? Only a man with the maturity of a 12-year-old would worry about whether or not he is “sucking up.”

Actually, I suspect Dawkins knows perfectly well that he is asking the wrong question, and I suspect the reason why he does it is because he knows he will lose the argument if he asks the right question.

If Dawkins was dying of thirst in the desert, would he tell Christians who were offering him water to go away, because they were doing it so they would be rewarded in the afterlife? Would he just sit there and hope that some atheist would soon come along to give him water instead? Of course he wouldn't.

ITEM 2

Let's look at the research. A large Harvard University study, led by an economics professor named Richard B. Freeman and described in an article written by Freeman in the July 20, 1986 issue of the New York Times, looked at ghetto men ages 16 through 24. The study found that 12 percent of the men who went to church every week had committed an “illegal act” in the last twelve months. Among those who didn't go to church, the figure was 24 percent. Twenty-one percent of those who went to church every week used illegal drugs. Among those who didn't go to church, the figure was 46 percent.

Of course, correlation does not prove causation. Maybe nice people just naturally gravitate toward Christianity while nasty, selfish people just naturally gravitate toward atheism. But still, it is important to mention a study like this, because atheists so often claim that there is no difference in morality between themselves and Christians, or even claim that their morals are better.

ITEM 3

Next, let's look at a massive study of American religion carried out by Robert D. Putnam, a professor of Public Policy at Harvard University, a former president of the American Political Science Association, and one of America's most highly-esteemed social scientists, and David E. Campbell, a professor of political science at the University of Notre Dame. They published their findings in 2010 in a book called American Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites Us. When they conducted their surveys, they started by trying to determine how religious people were, by asking questions such as “How strongly do you believe in God?” and “How often do you pray?” and “How often do you go to church?” They used the answers to create a “religiosity index” and divided their respondents into quintiles, from most religious to least religious. Not surprisingly, they found that the elderly are more religious than the young, women are more religious than men, blacks are more religious than whites, and that religiosity in the United States doesn't vary much by income. (See pages 18-25 of American Grace.)

Next, Putnam and Campbell found that religious people were much more likely to do volunteer work, both for religious and secular organizations, than the irreligious were. (See page 445 of American Grace.) If you look just at volunteering to help the needy, you see the same story. “Regular churchgoers,” Putnam and Campbell concluded, “are more than twice as likely to volunteer to help the needy, compared to demographically matched Americans who rarely, if ever, attend church.” (See page 446 of American Grace.)

One sees the same pattern when it comes to donating money. In the least religious quintile, 32 percent said they had made no charitable contributions in the previous year. In the most religious quintile, only 6 percent said that. In the least religious quintile, the average annual household charitable contribution was about $1,000. In the most religious quintile, it was more than $3,000. The average person in the most religious quintile gave 7 percent of income away. The average person in the least religious quintile gave away only 1.5 percent. Even if one considered only secular charities, religious people were still more generous. And let me stress, this pattern held true even when one holds other factors constant. Religious women were more generous than secular women. Religious men were more generous than secular men. Religious blacks were more generous than secular blacks. Religious whites were more generous than secular whites. In every age group, at every education level, at every income level, and in every region of the United States, the religious were more generous than the secular. (See pages 447-452 of American Grace.)

Which denomination one belonged to didn't seem to matter much. The Mormons were significantly more generous and more prone to volunteer, but all the other denominations were about the same. (See pages 452-453 of American Grace.)

The most religious people were even found to be more likely to donate blood than secular people are. (See page 451 of American Grace.) They were more likely to vote and more likely to take part in a political march or demonstration. (See pages 455-457 of American Grace.) I find it especially startling that, in a follow-up survey conducted later, people who said they had become less religious also became less generous and less willing to volunteer their time, while people who said they had become more religious became more generous and more willing to volunteer their time. (See page 462 of American Grace.) Putnam and Campbell argue that this indicates that religious belief really does cause altruistic behavior, and that cause and effect does not work the other way around.

Perhaps the bluntest statement of the whole project occurred when the survey respondents were asked if they agreed or disagreed with this statement: “These days, people need to look after themselves and not overly worry about others.” In the least religious quintile, 48 percent agreed. In the most religious quintile, only 26 percent did. (See page 464 of American Grace.)

Putnam and Campbell also asked the participants about some political issues. When asked “Should abortion be outlawed? Or allowed only in cases of rape, incest or when the mother's life is at risk?” 78 percent of the most religious quintile said yes to one or both questions, while only 18 percent of the least religious quintile did. When the question was “Do you oppose same-sex marriage?” 60 percent of the most religious said yes, while only 16 percent of the least religious did. When the question was whether the government should take steps to reduce income inequality, 61 percent of the most religious quintile said yes, while 73 percent of the least religious quintile did. When the question was “Should we spend less on foreign aid?” 47 percent of the most religious said yes, while 52 percent of the least religious did. (I suspect guys like Dawkins will be surprised by that.) When the question was “Should the United States take an active role in the world?” 70 percent of the most religious quintile said yes, while only 60 percent of the least religious did. When the question was “Is keeping the country safe from terrorism more important than protecting civil liberties?” 74 percent of the most religious quintile said yes, while 54 percent of the least religious did. (Of course, that question is so vague that I don't think a person's answer tells us much about that person.) When the question was “Should the United States decrease the number of immigrants allowed into the country per year?” 46 percent of the most religious quintile said yes, while 44 percent of the least religious did. When the question was “Do you support the death penalty?” the most and least religious quintiles were the same: 68 percent said yes. (See page 386 of American Grace.)

Steven Pinker, the semi-famous Harvard psychology professor, has tried to argue that Putnam and Campbell’s results do not really support the idea that Christianity leads to better behavior than atheism. I believe Pinker’s arguments are without merit, and I discuss them in the chapter about Pinker later in this book.

ITEM 4

Putnam and Campbell were not the first people to look into this issue. In the January 11, 2007, issue of the New York Review of Books, one of America's most prestigious intellectual periodicals, a prominent science writer named H. Allen Orr reviewed one of Richard Dawkins's books and summarized the data on this subject in footnote 5 by saying that researchers have found that “Believers give far more to charities – even nonreligious charities – than do secularists.”

ITEM 5

Now, let's look at the evidence from history.

First, Hitler was either an atheist, or else he was the kind of deist who believes God is some sort of vague impersonal force that created the human race, but has never given us any guidance about morality, and has instead left us to make decisions about morality for ourselves. (For proof of that, see the chapter about Hitler later in this book.) He murdered at least nine million Jews, Romani (sometimes called Gypsies), Poles, Russians, communists, Jehovah's Witnesses, and others. He started a war for no good reason that killed at least ten million troops from the Soviet Union, France, Great Britain, Poland, Yugoslavia, the United States, and other countries, all of whom must be considered innocent victims. (Those numbers can be found in any good encyclopedia. Just check the article on World War Two.)

Second, Stalin was an atheist. (That fact is so well-known that even the militant atheists don't try to deny it.) Stalin's victims fall into three categories. Some were worked to death or died from starvation and/or disease in his concentration camps. Some were arrested on trumped-up charges and shot. And some starved to death, especially in Ukraine, after Stalin confiscated their food. All together, these three categories add up to about seven million people. (For these facts, see page 10 of the November 11, 2010, issue of the New York Review of Books.) But some people think that estimate is too low. When Gorbachev ruled the Soviet Union, he asked his assistant Alexander Yakovlev to examine the records and figure out how many people Stalin murdered. Yakovlev came up with an estimate of 15 million. (See the article by Richard Pipes in the November 20, 2014 issue of the New York Review of Books.) An article by Keith Gessen in the November 6, 2017 issue of New Yorker magazine says “the best current estimates” are that “Stalin was responsible for between ten and twelve million peacetime deaths.”

Third, Mao Zedong, who ruled China from 1949 to 1976, was an atheist. (For proof that he was an atheist, see page 37 of the September 10, 2016 issue of the Economist magazine. For proof that he persecuted religion, see pages 422-427 of the book China: Alive in the Bitter Sea, by Fox Butterfield, a journalist for the New York Times, and the article by Roderick MacFarquhar in the June 8, 2017 issue of the New York Review of Books, and Jiayang Fan's article in the October 30, 2017 issue of New Yorker magazine.) Mao murdered at least four million people whom he considered political opponents. (See page 249 of the book The New Emperors: China in the Era of Mao and Deng, by the highly-regarded journalist Harrison Salisbury, and see pages 482-483, 495, and 513 of The Black Book of Communism, by Stephane Courtois et al., published by the Harvard University Press.) In addition, 945,000 Chinese soldiers were killed or wounded in the Korean War, a war in which Mao got involved for no good reason. (One can find that number in the article about the Korean War in the World Book Encyclopedia.) His involvement in the Korean War, of course, also prolonged that war, resulting in the deaths of thousands of additional American, South Korean, British and allied troops.

One of Mao's secretaries spoke at a Harvard seminar on recent Chinese history in 2003, and summarized the man by saying, “Mao was a person who did not fear death, and he did not care how many he killed.” (See page 53 of the November 11, 2010, issue of the New York Review of Books.)

In addition, Mao had a stupid economic policy, the so-called Great Leap Forward, that led to a famine that killed approximately 45 million people from 1958 to 1962. Obviously, he did not intend to kill those people, but he could've saved many of them if he had asked the world for food aid. He refused to do that, because that would've required admitting that he had made a huge mistake, and he was far too egotistical to do that. (See the review of the book Mao's Great Famine by Frank Dikotter in the February 10, 2011, issue of the New York Review of Books.) Marshall Chen Yi, a high-ranking man in the Chinese government, said at the time that sacrifices must be made to build socialism. “Now we have a few cases of illness and death,” he said. “It's nothing!”

Fourth, Pol Pot, who ruled Cambodia from 1975 to 1979, was an atheist. (For proof that he persecuted religion, see page 143 of Samantha Power's book, “A Problem from Hell”: America in the Age of Genocide, a book which won the National Book Critics Circle Award, and page 288 of Without Honor: Defeat in Vietnam and Cambodia, by Arnold Isaacs, a highly-regarded journalist for the Baltimore Sun.) Pol Pot's regime murdered somewhere between 1.7 million and two million Cambodians. (See page 90 of Power's book, and page 4 of The Black Book of Communism, and an article by Seth Mydans in the November 21, 2007 issue of the New York Times.)

Fifth, North Korea, since 1945, has been ruled by hard-line communists. In addition to being tyrants who arrest, torture and kill anyone who dares to oppose them, they pursue idiotic economic policies that have kept North Korea poor. Communists, of course, are atheists. Throughout the history of communism, atheism has been a part of communist ideology, and I've never heard anyone try to argue that North Korea's leaders aren't atheists. In the 1990s, a famine occurred in North Korea that killed around two million people. The atheists who ruled North Korea could've prevented those deaths by begging the world for food aid, but that would've required admitting that their economic policies were stupid, and they were too arrogant and dishonest to do that. (See the obituary of Kim Jong-Il in the December 20, 2011, New York Times.)

Let me point out here that if North Korea was ruled by members of a crazy religion, that fact would frequently be mentioned in the media, and I'm sure Richard Dawkins and the other militant atheists would endlessly yell about it. Instead, North Korea is ruled by atheists who refuse to allow any type of religion to exist in their domain, and that fact is rarely mentioned in the media. Why is that? One gets the feeling that the bigshots who run the media in the United States just find it embarrassing to admit that an atheist government can be so cruel.

Sixth, in 1979, the atheists who ruled the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan for no good reason, to help out a pro-Soviet government that had no popular support. In the next ten years, the Soviets murdered around 1.5 million Afghans. (See page 725 of The Black Book of Communism, by Stephane Courtois et al.) There were even reliable reports of the Soviets going out of their way to specifically target Afghan children. (See the column by Anthony Lewis in the March 10, 1987, issue of the New York Times.)

Seventh, in 1974, a bunch of communists atheists seized power in Ethiopia. Within a few years, they had allied themselves to the Soviet Union and were receiving Soviet military aid and Cuban troops to help them fight their war with Somalia. In 1983-1984, Ethiopia's rulers borrowed a page from Stalin's book and deliberately created a famine in parts of the country where the people did not support them. The famine killed more than 200,000 people. (See the review of the book Famine and Foreigners: Ethiopia Since Live Aid by Peter Gill, in the October 28, 2010 issue of New Republic magazine, one of the most highly-regarded political magazines in the United States.)

Eighth, in the Bosnian War in the 1990s, around 200,000 Bosnians were murdered by Serbs. (See page 251 of Samantha Power's book, “A Problem from Hell”: America in the Age of Genocide.”) Some people like to blame this slaughter on Christianity, but the truth is that there is no reason to believe Christians were to blame for what happened in Bosnia. For proof, read the book Origins of a Catastrophe by Warren Zimmermann, the last American ambassador to Yugoslavia. Slobodan Milosevic, the Serb dictator, was to blame for the war, Zimmermann says on page viii and on page 251. Without him, it wouldn't have happened, and he was an atheist. (See page 210 of Zimmermann's book.) Except on rare occasions, for political purposes, Milosevic never set foot inside a church in his life. He had a successful career as a communist party official in Yugoslavia in the days when communists were required to be atheists.

The average Serb was not enthusiastic about the war in Bosnia, and the Serb soldiers in the regular army did not want to fight in it. That is why paramilitaries, who were often convicted criminals recruited out of prisons, did most of the fighting. Their motivation was financial, not religious. They were told if they volunteered to go fight in Bosnia, they would be allowed to loot Muslim homes. (See pages 192, 201, 330 and 410-411 of the book, Hearts Grown Brutal: Sagas of Sarajevo, by Roger Cohen, a journalist for New York Times, and see page 97 of the book, Milosevic: Portrait of a Tyrant, by Dusko Doder, a former reporter for the Washington Post, and Louise Branson, a former reporter for the Sunday Times of London.) I've never heard of any evidence that these paramilitary hoodlums were religious. Dawkins, Hitchens, and the rest of the militant atheists certainly never mention any.

Franjo Tudjman, the Croat leader, was also partly to blame for the war, but he too seems to have been an atheist. He was a communist for years, when the Yugoslav communist party required its members to be atheists. (See page 210 of Zimmermann's book.) As communism collapsed, he joined the Catholic Church and got himself elected president of Croatia. One has to wonder if his conversion was sincere.

Both Milosevic and Tudjman used TV and newspapers to stir up hatred against other ethnic groups in Yugoslavia. (See page 138 of Zimmermann's book and pages 193 and 350 of Cohen's book.) Before the war, friendships and marriages between Serbs, Croats and Bosnian Muslims had been common (see page 138 and pages 156-157 of Zimmermann's book) but it seems to be a simple fact of human nature that most people believe the news reports they see on TV, and clergymen seem to be no different than anyone else in this regard. Milosevic told his people, every day, that innocent Serbs were being butchered in Croatia and Bosnia. He had film clips of dead bodies shown on TV and said those were murdered Serbs. Tudjman made similar claims. The common people, and most clergymen too, believed it. They had no other sources of information. All over the world, most people are easily persuaded that their group is being unfairly oppressed. As I said above, the common people did not become enthusiastic about the war, but the propaganda induced them to not oppose it either.

Muslim blunders also contributed to the problem. Ambassador Zimmerman says before the war in Bosnia started, he tried to convince the Bosnian Muslim leaders that they should negotiate with the Bosnian Serbs and try to reach a compromise that both sides could live with, but the Bosnian Muslim leaders refused. They were sure such negotiations would be an idiotic waste of time, that no reasonable compromise was possible. (See page 177 of Zimmermann's book.) During World War II, thousands of Serbs were massacred by Croats, who sometimes were assisted by Bosnian Muslims. That is why Bosnian Serbs were afraid of coming under Muslim rule. Any sensible Muslim leader would've tried to calm their fears, but the Bosnian Muslim leaders refused to even try.

Thomas L. Friedman, a famous New York Times foreign policy commentator, agreed with Zimmerman's assessment. Friedman sized up the situation and concluded that the Bosnian Muslim leaders brought their troubles on themselves. (See Friedman's column in the June 7, 1995 New York Times.)

In his book, The God Delusion, Richard Dawkins briefly mentions the Bosnian War, but he never mentions that Milosevic was an atheist, and that Tudjman probably was too. He doesn't want his readers to think about that. The militant atheist Christopher Hitchens, in his book God is Not Great, also blames the Bosnian War on Christianity, but he presents no evidence to back up this claim, so it cannot be taken seriously. 

Ninth, there is the case of King Leopold II of Belgium. When he ruled the Congo, he became notorious for brutality. Adam Hochschild, who teaches at the University of California, Berkeley, estimates in his book King Leopold's Ghost that as many as ten million black Africans were killed by Leopold's minions as they carried out his plan to enslave the natives and force them to collect all the ivory and rubber they could find. Was Leopold II a Christian? He always said he was, but I think it should be obvious that a man who killed millions of people, just for money, was not taking the message of Christ seriously. Look at it this way: if some dictator claims to be a great champion of human freedom, while he simultaneously is censoring the press and killing anyone who dares to criticize his policies, do we say that this proves that some people who believe in freedom also believe in censorship and in murdering their political opponents? Of course not. We say the obvious: that his claim to be a supporter of freedom is nothing but a lie. Similarly, if a man kills millions of people just for money, and simultaneously claims to be a Christian, we shouldn't be gullible enough to believe him. He is obviously lying. Either Leopold II was an atheist, or else he devised a private religion in which mass murder was okay, and he decided to never utter a single word about this private religion to anyone. The latter possibility strikes me as quite unlikely.

The fact that Leopold II was a wildly promiscuous adulterer also makes it difficult to believe his profession of Christian faith. (See pages 83 and 222-223 of Hochschild's book.) Occasionally one hears some of the nuttier atheists claim that there would be less violence in the world if people felt free to live lives of wild promiscuity. To put it mildly, the life of Leopold II is evidence to the contrary.

And who blew the whistle on Leopold II? The crusade to expose his atrocities was led by a newspaper called the West African Mail (despite its name, it was published in England) owned by a man named E.D. Morel, who seems to have had no strong religious views of any type. But much of the information about Leopold's cruelty that Morel published was provided to him by Christian missionaries who worked in the Congo, and much of the money that kept the West African Mail in business was donated by wealthy Christians. (See pages 413 and 456 of Hochschild's book.)

Such is the record of atheism in the last century and a half. When, in contrast, did Christians ever commit a significant mass murder? Well, there is the Croatian government of Ante Pavelic during World War Two. It killed approximately 400,000 Serbs and Jews. (See page 229 of the book The Years of Extermination: Nazi Germany and the Jews, 1939-1945, by Saul Friedlander, a history professor at UCLA who is widely considered one of the world's foremost experts on the Holocaust.) Archbishop Alojzije Stepinac, the leader of the Catholic Church in Croatia at the time, was a patriotic man who was reluctant to believe that his government was doing anything seriously bad, but the evidence kept accumulating, so eventually, starting in 1943, he publicly denounced Pavelic's murders in his sermons. (See the article about him by Alessandra Stanley in the October 4, 1998, New York Times, and pages 12-14 of the book Pius XII: The Holocaust and the Cold War, by a well-regarded history professor named Michael Phayer.) This, and his opposition to communism after the war, are why many in the Catholic Church would like Stepinac to be declared a saint. Yet, one must admit, some Catholic priests and bishops in Croatia, drunk on nationalism and angry at the way Serbs had dominated Yugoslavia between the world wars, saw nothing wrong with giving large numbers of Serbs and Jews the choice of conversion or death. (See pages 15-16 of Phayer's book.)

In Romania, the government allied itself to Hitler and often used Christian rhetoric to justify its antisemitic policies. On page 225 of The Years of Extermination, Friedlander estimates that the Romanian government killed between 280,000 and 380,000 Jews.

In Slovakia, there were 80,000 Jews when the war began. (See page 231 of Friedlander's book.) The Slovakian government, headed by a Catholic priest named Jozef Tiso, at Hitler's request, deported just about all of the Slovakian Jews to Hitler's empire, where they were murdered. The question is whether Tiso knew they were going to be murdered, or whether he sincerely believed Hitler's statement that they were being sent to work in German factories and farms. When the Vatican urged him to halt the deportations on the grounds that the Germans were murdering the Jews, Tiso sent the pope a letter in which he insisted that the rumors about Germans committing mass murder against Jews were just “hostile enemy propaganda.” (See page 640 of Friedlander's book.)

If Tiso was lying to the pope, then obviously he was not a good Catholic. No good Catholic would lie to the pope.

Furthermore, the Slovak bishops issued a pastoral letter in April 1942 in which they said nothing illegal should be done to Jews, nor should the treatment of Jews violate “natural law.” In other words, they were saying it was immoral to kill Jews just for being Jews. (See page 373 of The Years of Extermination, by Saul Friedlander.)

Francisco Franco, the Spanish dictator, was an old-fashioned Catholic. During and after the Spanish Civil War, he killed approximately 170,000 leftist civilians and prisoners of war. (See Caleb Crain's article in the April 18, 2016 New Yorker magazine.) The leftists had engaged in a terror campaign that had provoked the war, and Franco apparently believed Spain would never have peace unless they were wiped out. (You can read about this in a book called The Spanish Revolution, by the prominent history professor Stanley G. Payne.) The leftists, during the civil war, killed approximately 50,000 people. (Again, see Crain's article.) Let me make clear that when I give you these numbers, 170,000 and 50,000, I'm not talking about people who were killed in the fighting. I'm talking about murders and executions. Historians have pointed out that the reason why Franco killed more people than the leftists may be because he won the war, therefore his troops were always moving forward into enemy territory, and therefore he had more opportunities than the leftists did to encounter and kill enemies. We will never know how many people the leftists would've killed if they had won the war.

Some people may ask about the Vietnam War. At least hundreds of thousands of people, and perhaps millions, were killed in that war, and some people think that was America's fault. The simple fact is that Lyndon Johnson went to great lengths to avoid war. In 1965, he gave a speech at Johns Hopkins University in which he offered the North Vietnamese leaders massive amounts of economic aid if they would stop fighting. If the communist atheist scum who ruled in Hanoi had had even a shred of decency, they would've grabbed that offer, but they rejected it. Their goal was to extend their brutal, mindless dictatorship to all of Vietnam. Because of their egotism and contempt for normal people, nothing else was acceptable to them. (See pages 259-260 of the critically acclaimed history Dereliction of Duty by H.R. McMaster, pages 607-609 of the book LBJ: Architect of American Ambition, by a history professor named Randall B. Woods, and pages 348 and 376-377 of Vietnam: A History by Stanley Karnow, a book that was a companion to a PBS series.)

When thinking about the Vietnam War, one must also keep in mind that President Kennedy had seemed cowardly in the Bay of Pigs crisis in 1961, and so the Soviet leaders thought they could push him around, and so they put nuclear missiles in Cuba, an act that almost led to World War Three. Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon believed, therefore, that the United States could not afford to look weak in Vietnam. To do so might give the Soviets the impression that the Americans had no backbone, and might therefore cause the Soviets to think they could get away with doing something aggressive, and might also give America's allies all over the world the impression that Americans were unreliable. (See pages 71, 74, 102, 107, 124, and 195 of In Retrospect: The Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam by Robert S. McNamara.) It is easy to be a Monday morning quarterback and criticize LBJ, but we will never know what would've happened if he had decided to not fight the communists in South Vietnam. What if LBJ had abandoned South Vietnam in 1965 and the Soviets had concluded that LBJ was a coward who would never fight? What if they had concluded that they could get away with invading West Berlin? What if they had done that and the ensuing crisis had escalated into a nuclear war? It seems to me entirely possible that LBJ's policy in Vietnam saved the world from something even worse.

Then there is the Rwandan genocide in which 800,000 people were killed in 1994. I've never heard anyone discuss whether the leaders of the genocide were religious, but Dawkins doesn't claim they were, and I'm sure he would if he could. In the index of Dawkins's book The God Delusion, Rwanda is not even mentioned. Christopher Hitchens, another militant atheist, claimed Christianity caused the Rwandan genocide, but he never presented any evidence to back up that claim, so it cannot be taken seriously.

We can see atheism in action in modern crises. Everybody admits that China today is run by atheists, and Vladimir Putin, the Russian dictator, is certainly an atheist. Back when the Soviet communist party required its members to be atheists, Putin was a party member in good standing and an officer in the secret police. There is no evidence that he has changed his mind since then. Wikipedia says that when he was asked by a journalist about his religious beliefs, he refused to answer. So it isn't surprising that Russia and China prevented the United Nations from doing anything to alleviate the sufferings of the Zimbabwean people, oppressed by the tyranny of Robert Mugabe. Money talks, and as long as the atheist rulers of Russia and China could make money by dealing with Mugabe, they saw no reason why they should not do so. (See pages 67-68 of the July 19, 2008 issue of the Economist magazine, or an article by Neil MacFarquhar in the July 12, 2008 New York Times.)

We saw the same thing in Syria. Russia and China repeatedly vetoed UN Security Council resolutions that would've put pressure on the Syrian dictator to end his brutal war on dissidents and stop using chemical weapons. (See the article in the September 6, 2012 issue of the New York Times by Steven Lee Myers and Jane Perlez, and an editorial that appeared in that same newspaper on March 1, 2017.) To the atheists who run Russia and China, the suffering that the Syrian dictator inflicted on his people meant nothing. All they care about is that he is their ally, so they're going to defend him.

When the Sudanese government was committing mass murder in Darfur, the story was the same. The atheists who rule China used their veto to prevent the United Nations from taking  any effective action against the mass murderers. (See editorials about this in the New York Times, on August 4, 2006, and October 20, 2009.) They were making money by trading with the Sudanese government, and as long as they were making money, they didn't care how the Sudanese government treated the people of Darfur.

In summary, if one compares mass murders by atheist governments to mass murders by governments that claim plausibly to be Christian, it is obvious that the former killed far more people in the twentieth century than the latter. It isn't even close. Dawkins seems to think that is just a coincidence, but I disagree. It seems to me that an atheist dictator, who isn't the least bit worried about what will happen to him on Judgment Day, is more likely than a Christian to think of murder as simply a logical way to solve a problem. If you're a dictator like Hitler or Stalin or Mao or Putin, killing anyone who might oppose you is simply the logical thing to do.

None other than Albert Einstein agreed with me about this. I've looked at several books about Einstein and I've seen no evidence that he ever blamed religion for the horrors of the twentieth century, even in private letters to his friends. After World War Two, in a letter to a friend, Einstein pondered the terrible record of bloodshed in the twentieth century. Dawkins may gnash his teeth when he hears this, but the simple fact is that Einstein blamed science. “I believe,” he wrote, “that the terrible decline in man's ethical behavior is due primarily to the mechanization and depersonalization of our lives – a disastrous by-product of the development of the technological-scientific intellect. Nostra culpa! I see no way of dealing with this fatal shortcoming. Man cools more quickly than the planet he inhabits.” (See page 726 of Albrecht Folsing's book, Albert Einstein: A Biography.) (Editorial note: “Nostra culpa” is a Latin phrase. It means “our sin.”)

What Einstein was saying here is that science, inevitably, encourages people to think of other people as being nothing more than objects.

ITEM 6

Hitler had 2,762 clergymen and nuns imprisoned in the Dachau concentration camp. Ninety-three percent of them were Catholic. A third of them died there. (See the piece by the famous historian Istvan Deak in the November 5, 2001 issue of New Republic magazine.)

In contrast, what German scientist ever stood up to Hitler? I've done quite a bit of reading about World War Two over the years, and I've never heard of one. The books by the militant atheists certainly don't mention any. George Orwell wrote an essay called “What is Science?” shortly after World War Two ended (it appears in the book The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of George Orwell: In Front of Your Nose, 1945-1950, edited by Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus) in which he said that as near as he could tell, German scientists did little or nothing to oppose Hitler.

There was a competition in Germany in those years to see who really cared about morality, Christian clergymen or scientists. The Christian clergymen won in a landslide. The final score was 2,762 to nothing.

ITEM 7

Some psychologists in Vancouver, Canada, did a clever experiment a few years ago. They handed their test subjects ten dollars and told them to divide it up between themselves and some anonymous person who would never find out who they were. None of the subjects gave the anonymous person more than five dollars. Many gave the anonymous person nothing. Then they ran the experiment again, but this time, before the subjects were given the money, they were required to work a little puzzle in which they had to unscramble some sentences. One group got ordinary sentences. The second group got sentences that contained words such as “police,” “courts,” and “justice.” A third group got sentences that contained words such as “God,” “sacred,” “angel,” and “prophet.” The third group gave slightly more money to the anonymous person than the second group did, but the second and third groups both gave significantly more money to the anonymous person than the first group did. (This study is reported by A.F. Shariff and A. Norenzayan, in a paper titled “God is Watching You: Priming God Concepts Increases Prosocial Behavior in an Anonymous Economic Game,” and reported in the journal Psychological Science, 18: 803-809, 2007.)

This indicates that you can get people to behave more fairly by preaching religion to them. It means you can also make people more fair by preaching secular justice, but the simple fact is that secular people tend to not do that. Anyone can see religious preachers on TV, but where are the secular justice evangelists on TV? They don't exist. Sam Harris, a famous militant atheist, has admitted that secular liberals don't have nearly as much zeal to convert others as religious people do, and that many secularists openly declare that “morality” is a meaningless word, that one's moral code is simply a matter of personal preference, and that one should not even criticize the Taliban's behavior, because we simply have no right to criticize other people's moral values. (See Harris's book, The Moral Landscape: How Science Can Determine Human Values, pages 5-6, 27-29, 43-46 and 198.) It is especially startling to see that, according to Harris, in 1947, when the United Nations was debating a resolution about universal human rights, the American Anthropological Association issued a statement saying morality is relative and therefore one can't prove that one culture's morality is better than another's, and that therefore a resolution about universal human rights would be a foolish idea.

ITEM 8

Those same two psychological researchers, Azim F. Shariff and Ara Norenzayan, whom I mentioned in the last item, did an experiment a few years ago in which they gave people a chance to cheat on a task and secretly observed them. Based on their answers to a survey, the people fell into three categories: the non-religious, the people who see God as a loving forgiver, and the people who see God as a strict judge. The people in the third category were significantly less likely to cheat than the people in the other two categories. (See Shariff and Norenzayan's article “Mean Gods Make Good People” in the April 2011 issue of International Journal for the Psychology of Religion.)

I don't find that surprising. I wonder if anyone does.

ITEM 9

Robin Lane Fox, a highly-regarded history professor, wrote a book years ago called Pagans and Christians, in which he discusses, in great detail, the religious situation in the Roman Empire in the first few centuries of the Christian era. One of the things that made Christianity so popular, he says on pages 323-324 and 668, is that the Christians gave a lot more food to the poor than the pagan priests ever had.

If helping the needy is just logical, as the liberal atheists say, why did the pagans not do it? The answer is that helping the needy is not logical, so if you base your morality on logic, you won't do it very much.

ITEM 10

In Selma, Alabama, on March 7, 1965, a large group of civil rights marchers was beaten up by state troopers. Martin Luther King responded to this event by calling on the clergymen of the United States to join him in Selma for another march. Taylor Branch, a liberal and a personal friend of Bill Clinton, talks about what happened next on pages 60-172 of his critically-acclaimed book, At Canaan's Edge: America in the King Years, 1965-1968.

King did not ask science professors to join him, but it was obvious that he needed all the help he could get, so surely he would not have turned away any scientists or science professors or science graduate students who showed up in Selma. But apparently, none did. In the more than one hundred pages that Branch spends discussing this event, he doesn't mention a single one. Instead, clergymen, seminarians and nuns poured into Selma. A Methodist bishop named John W. Lord was there. So were three Episcopal bishops named John Hines, C. Kilmer Myers and George Millard. Archbishop Iakovos, the leader of the Greek Orthodox Church in the United States, was there. So was the famous Judaist seminary professor, Abraham Heschel. Harris Wofford, the assistant director of the Peace Corps, was there, and said years later that he shared a motel room with nine Episcopal priests. More than a hundred Unitarian leaders from the Boston area went to Selma together. (One of them was James Reeb, who was murdered there by white supremacists.) A group of seventy Catholics arrived from Chicago. All told there were “more than a hundred” Catholic priests and nuns there. Professor Elwyn Smith of the Pittsburgh Theological Seminary led the crew that cooked and transported food for the marchers, and when the marchers finally reached Montgomery, the capital of Alabama, they camped on land owned by the Catholic Church.

So here we have it: a clearcut contest between religion and science to see who cares more about morality. Religion won in a landslide. You see, going on one of King's marches was dangerous. You could be shot at, for Pete's sake. Scientists are logical people. Why would they want to risk their lives for a bunch of strangers? There is nothing logical about doing that. Look at what happened in a march for integrated housing in Chicago in 1966. Someone threw a rock that hit Sister Mary Angelica, a first-grade teacher at a Catholic school. She “went down unconscious and bleeding to cheers of 'We got another one,'” Branch writes. (See page 508 of At Canaan's Edge: America in the King Years, 1965-1968.) There's no story in the whole book of anything like that happening to a scientist.

Branch tells the story of eleven Episcopal seminary students who went to Selma together. Where is the story of eleven science students who went to Selma together? There is no such story.

During the fight for the Civil Rights Act of 1964, we see the same pattern. During the debate, in the words of the famous historian Robert A. Caro, “Ministers, priests and rabbis fanned out to Capitol Hill. They crammed the galleries.” Joseph Rauh, one of the most prominent liberal activists of that era, remembered later, “You couldn't turn around where there wasn't a clerical collar next to you.” Day after day, they showed up at the offices of senators whose votes were needed to pass the bill. Again, in Rauh's words, “This was kind of like getting an army with new fresh guns, fresh rations. ... It made all the difference in the world.” Hubert Humphrey, one of the bill's most energetic supporters, predicted that conservative Midwestern senators would start supporting the bill when they “start hearing from the church people,” and that turned out to be true. A rather odd tribute to the effectiveness of the clergymen was payed by a conservative South Dakota senator named Karl Mundt, who had never before shown the slightest interest in the problems of black Americans. After he voted in favor of the civil rights bill on a procedural motion, he was heard to mutter, “I hope that satisfies those two bishops who called me last night.” (For the facts in this paragraph, see pages 565-566 of The Years of Lyndon Johnson: The Passage of Power, by Robert A. Caro.)

ITEM 11

War always seems to cause food shortages, so in the last years of World War Two, there were serious food shortages in the parts of Europe ruled by Hitler. Even after the war ended, the shortages persisted for several months in places such as Greece, Hungary, Austria, Germany, and Czechoslovakia, and caused serious health problems and even death, because malnourished people are more likely to die from diseases that would not kill well-nourished people. George Orwell mentioned this in a magazine article that he wrote at the time, and reported that some people in Great Britain therefore wanted to start shipping food to the needy in those countries. The British communists, Orwell reported, were against that idea, because if the British government helped the hungry, the hungry would start liking the British government, and the British communists wanted people to hate the British government and like the Soviet Union instead. (You can read about this on pages 83-85 of the book, The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of George Orwell: In Front of Your Nose, 1945-1950, edited by Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus.)

The communists, of course, were a bunch of atheists. Dawkins, Harris and the other militant atheists seem absolutely certain that atheists are just as generous as religious people, if not more so. I think they need to take a closer look at what actually happened when atheists had their own political movement.

ITEM 12

Then there is libertarianism, the idea that we should drastically cut taxes, legalize prostitution, cocaine, LSD, and heroin, and abolish Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, food stamps, and who knows what else. According to journalist Jeet Heer, writing on pages 8 and 9 of the July/August 2015 issue of New Republic magazine, libertarianism is most popular among computer programmers, science fiction fans, the gaming community, Men's Rights Activists, and “organized humanism/atheism.”

ITEM 13

In The God Delusion, Dawkins complains about anti-abortion terrorism. He never says how many people have been killed by anti-abortion terrorists in the United States, but according to an article in Wikipedia called “Anti-Abortion Violence,” anti-abortion terrorists have killed eleven people in the United States in the last fifty years. Obviously, that is bad, but look at the 168 people killed in the Oklahoma City bombing by Timothy McVeigh, who said he was an agnostic. (See the article by Julian Borger in the June 11, 2001 issue of the socialist British newspaper, the Guardian.) Dawkins never mentions McVeigh.

And that is not the only example. You can see in Wikipedia that in the last fifty years, the Baader-Meinhof Gang killed thirty-four people, the Red Brigades killed seventy-five, the Revolutionary Organization 17 November killed twenty-three, and the Black Liberation Army killed nine. Those were all left-wing atheist groups. You can also read in Wikipedia that a hundred people were killed when Malaysian Airline System Flight 653 was hijacked, and twenty-six were killed in the Lod Airport massacre. Both of those terrorist attacks were carried out by a left-wing atheist group called the Japanese Red Army. So why does Dawkins feel no need to discuss atheist terrorism? Because he wants to deceive his readers.

Atheist terrorism has tapered off in recent years, but it still happens occasionally. There were articles in the September 9, 2014 and December 24, 2010 issues of the New York Times about anarchist bombings in Chile, Italy and Greece, and of course, anarchism has always been an atheist ideology. Any biography of the famous anarchist Emma Goldman will tell you that.

Or look at this statement by Bernardine Dohrn, a member of the American left-wing radical group the Weather Underground, about the murders perpetrated by Charles Manson and his gang: “Dig it, first they killed the pigs, then they ate dinner in the same room with them, then they even shoved a fork into a victim's stomach! Wild!” (For those of you who don't know American slang from the 1960s, “dig it” meant approximately “I like it,” and “wild” meant “great.”) Or look at the fact that Jerry Rubin, another well-known left-wing American radical, co-founder of a group called the Yippies, said in a speech in 1970, “The first part of the Yippie program is to kill your parents. And I mean that quite literally, because until you're prepared to kill your parents, you're not ready to change this country. Our parents are our first oppressors.” (For those two quotes, see pages 457 and 475 of Rick Perlstein's critically-acclaimed book, Nixonland: The Rise of a President and the Fracturing of America.)

I've never heard anyone say Dohrn and Rubin were religious in any way.

I bet far more people have been killed in swimming pool accidents in the United States in the last fifty years than by anti-abortion terrorists, so why doesn't Dawkins spend his time demanding that swimming pools be outlawed? Because Dawkins doesn't really care much about the victims of anti-abortion terrorism. What he cares about is writing a book so he can make some money, and he will do that even if he has to fill the book with arguments that make no sense.

ITEM 14

One can find many other notorious examples of atheism in action. Lee Harvey Oswald was an atheist. (See pages 30 and 89 of the critically-acclaimed book Case Closed by Gerald Posner.) So was James Earl Ray, the man who killed Martin Luther King. (Look at page 53 of the critically-acclaimed book, Killing the Dream: James Earl Ray and the Assassination of Martin Luther King, again by Gerald Posner. When Ray was in custody in London and about to testify at a hearing, he was asked his religion, so the appropriate holy book could be used to swear him in. He replied that he had no religion. No surprise there. As the book makes clear elsewhere, Ray was a professional thief for much of his life and frequently hired hookers.) Now, I know doubts have been raised about Gerald Posner's competence as a journalist, but still, I believe him in this case, because if there was anything even slightly religious about Ray and Oswald, I'm sure the militant atheists would talk endlessly about that, but they never say any such thing.

Then there is Giuseppe Zangara, the man who tried to kill Franklin Roosevelt in 1932. He fired five shots, and missed Roosevelt every time, but killed the mayor of Chicago, who was standing next to Roosevelt. Zangara openly declared he was an anarchist and an atheist. Even as he was strapped into the electric chair, he proudly proclaimed that he was an atheist, that there is no Hell, and that he was not afraid to die. (See the book, The Five Weeks of Giuseppe Zangara by Blaise Picchi.)

Then there is Anders Breivik, the Norwegian anti-Muslim fanatic who killed seventy-seven people one day in 2011, because he wanted to end Muslim immigration. He called himself a crusader, but in his 1,500-page manifesto, he admitted, “I'm not going to pretend I'm a very religious person.” (See the opinion piece written by Thomas Hegghammer in the July 31, 2011, issue of the New York Times.) As near as I can tell from my search of the Proquest Newspaper Database, nobody is claiming Breivik is a Christian, and surely the militant atheists would do that if they could.

Then there is Dylann Roof, a young white man who shot nine blacks to death in a church in South Carolina in 2015. I checked the New York Times in the days following his crime. Reporters interviewed his friends and acquaintances, and none of them said he was a churchgoer or had any religious beliefs of any kind. Surely they would have mentioned such a thing, if it was true. There is a long article about Roof in the February 6, 2017 issue of New Yorker magazine, and there too, nothing in the article says Roof is religious in any way. And finally the New York Review of Books printed two long articles about Roof, one in the March 9, 2017, issue and another in the March 23, 2017, issue, and neither article says anything about Roof having any religious beliefs or a Christian background.

ITEM 15

On page 271 of his book The God Delusion, (page 307 of the paperback) Richard Dawkins praises the “emancipations of slaves and women” and says some of the leaders of those movements were religious and some were not.

Let's be a little more specific here, shall we? I'm no expert on the women's rights movement, but I know that the anti-slavery movements in the United States and Great Britain were led by Christians. Every single important figure in the anti-slavery movements in those two countries was a devout Christian, as near as I can tell. Sean Wilentz, a famous history professor at Princeton University, wrote a book a few years ago called The Rise of American Democracy: Jefferson to Lincoln. It received good reviews. Certainly nobody is going to call it the work of a crackpot. Wilentz talks quite a bit about the abolitionists in that book, and doesn't mention a single one who wasn't a devout Christian. The major figures, such as William Lloyd Garrison, Arthur Tappan, Lewis Tappan, Rev. Elijah Lovejoy, Harriet Beecher Stowe and John Brown, were all very religious. (See pages 392, 403-405, 408, 466-467, 469, 655, and 749-751 of Wilentz's book.)

For the story of the British anti-slavery movement, look at the critically acclaimed book Bury the Chains: Prophets and Rebels in the Fight to Free an Empire's Slaves by Adam Hochschild. The important people in that movement, such as Granville Sharp, Peter Peckard, Thomas Clarkson, James Ramsay, William Wilberforce, James Stephen, Elizabeth Heyrick, Lucy Townsend, and William Knibb, were all religious. (See pages 45, 87-94, 122-126, 281, 301, 324-327, 338, 342-345, and 366.) Hochschild doesn't mention a single one who wasn't.

An atheist named Susan Jacoby claimed years ago in her book Freethinkers that there was an atheist abolitionist in the United States named Ernestine Rose. She says Rose gave abolitionist lectures, but doesn't say how many. One? Two? Five hundred? Wilentz in The Rise of American Democracy: Jefferson to Lincoln mentions Rose having a role in the women's suffrage movement, but says nothing about her being involved in abolitionism. Even Jacoby admits that feminist historians have shown little interest in Rose, and that speaks volumes. The feminist historians have done their darnedest to tell the world about any woman who was even halfway interesting, so if they haven't talked about Rose, it must be because Rose was not a significant person.

There was an atheist named Fanny Wright who got involved in abolitionism, but eventually she abandoned it and decided it really wasn't very important. The story is so strange that I'm amazed I've never heard of anyone writing a novel based on her life. She was born in Scotland and inherited a lot of money at an early age. She moved to the United States, bought a plantation, and announced that she was going to buy slaves, have them work for a few years, then free them, use the plantation's profits to buy more slaves, and repeat the process. She hoped others would imitate her example and in this way, slavery would eventually cease to exist in the United States. A fascinating plan, but it failed. Perhaps the soil on her plantation wasn't good enough, or perhaps Wright and her friends just didn't know enough about running a farm. The plantation never turned a profit, even though, in desperation, Wright resorted to whipping the slaves to get more work out of them. (An odd thing for an abolitionist to do.) After a few years, Wright freed her slaves, sold the land, and gave up. She moved to New York, and started preaching that the government should force the children of rich and poor alike to attend boarding schools, with strictly limited visiting hours for parents. This proved unpopular. The poor liked the idea of free education, but wanted to keep their children with them. Next Wright started preaching that capitalism should be abolished, and said Northerners had no right to criticize slavery because factory workers in the North were no better off than slaves. That, basically, was the same thing the plantation owners were always saying. Her abolitionist friends were horrified that she had started singing the Southerners' song. Depressed by the failure of the public to listen to her ideas, and by the death of her sister, Wright moved to France, and never again was involved in politics or reform efforts. (These facts can be found in the book Fanny Wright: Rebel in America, by Celia Morris Eckhardt, and the book Women in Utopia: The Ideology of Gender in the American Owenite Communities by Carol Kolmerten.)

Some atheists argue that the reason why there were no atheists in the anti-slavery movement is simply because there were so few atheists in the world in general in those days. That argument is not persuasive. It is true that few people in those days openly declared themselves to be atheists, but plenty of people were not churchgoers and freely admitted that they weren't religious. For example, the atheist Susan Jacoby admits on page 15 of her book Freethinkers: A History of American Secularism, that as of 1780, only one-sixth of the people in Boston were regular churchgoers. On pages 183-187 of Bury the Chains, Adam Hochschild writes that the pro-slavery forces in the British parliament were led by a chap named Banastre Tarleton and by the Duke of Clarence (who later became King William IV). Both of them were playboys. Tarleton was fond of bragging that during his military career he killed more men and bedded more women than anyone else in the army. William IV had at least ten illegitimate children that we know of and was famous for drunkenness and promiscuity. Why is it that men like that cannot be found among the leaders of the anti-slavery movement?

In the United States it is the same story. Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and James Monroe were not atheists, as near as we can tell, but nobody is going to call them very religious either, and though they sometimes said slavery was bad, they did little or nothing about it. (You can read about this in Kenneth O'Reilly's book, Nixon's Piano: Presidents and Racial Politics from Washington to Clinton.) Sam Houston, the leader of the Texas independence movement, first president of Texas, and then senator from and governor of Texas, always said he opposed the abolition of slavery, and all his life he was irreligious, until 1854, when he was in his sixties. He joined a church then, but many suspected he did it only because he was planning to run for president in 1856. (See pages 97-103, 154-155, 360-364, and 401 of Marshall de Bruhl's biography of Houston.) Daniel Webster, senator from Massachusetts and secretary of state, one of the most prominent American statesmen in the first half of the nineteenth century, openly admitted that he was not religious. He also said abolitionists and free-soilers (who didn't want to abolish slavery but merely wanted to keep it out of the territories) were “insane.” (See pages 290-292 and 696 of Robert V. Remini's biography of Webster.) Jefferson Davis, the president of the Confederacy, did not get himself baptized until 1862, and one has to wonder if he did it only to increase popular support for his administration. (See page 35 of the July 14, 2011 issue of the New York Review of Books.) John Bell Hood and Joseph E. Johnston, two prominent Confederate generals, put off getting baptized until 1864. (See that same article in the New York Review of Books.)

And look at our literary giants from that era. Read scholarly biographies of Edgar Allen Poe, Nathaniel Hawthorne, Herman Melville and Walt Whitman, and you will see that none of those men were Christians, and none of them were interested in abolishing slavery either. Whitman wanted to keep slavery out of the territories, but that was only because he wanted the territories to be for whites only. He called abolitionists “a few foolish and red-hot fanatics.” In 1860, he voted for Stephen A. Douglas for president, not Abe Lincoln. After the Civil War, he opposed letting blacks vote, saying they have “about as much intellect and calibre (in the mass) as so many baboons.” He greatly admired Andrew Johnson, the president who vetoed the Civil Rights Act of 1867 and who let the Ku Klux Klan do whatever it wanted. And then, to cap it all off, he wrote, after the Civil War, “The nigger, like the Injun, will be eliminated: it is the law of races, history, whatnot.” Apparently, that is how he understood the theory of evolution. (For the facts that I've just mentioned about Whitman, see a book called Walt Whitman’s America, a Cultural Biography, by David S. Reynolds, pages 119, 122-123, 372, 373, 464-466, and 470-472. For the facts about Andrew Johnson, see Albert Castel's book, The Presidency of Andrew Johnson, pages 105, 109, and 154-155.)

Hawthorne's views about blacks were also negative. He once wrote in a letter to a friend, “I have not, as you suggest, the slightest sympathy for the slaves; or, at least, not half as much as for the laboring whites, who, I believe, as a general thing, are ten times worse off than the Southern negroes.” He called John Brown, “a blood-stained fanatic,” and said of him, “Nobody was ever more justly hanged.” On July 4, 1863, former president Franklin Pierce, a personal friend of Hawthorne, gave a speech at a Democratic Party rally in which he said the Lincoln administration's policy was “emancipation, devastation, subjugation,” and predicted it would bring only a “harvest of woe.” Hawthorne sat beside Pierce on the platform that day, and did not express any disagreement with Pierce's words. A few months later, Hawthorne published a book of non-fiction essays and dedicated it to his good friend Pierce. (See pages 158, 267, and 284-285 of the book Hawthorne in Concord, by Philip McFarland. As for his religious views, read pages 172-173 of Nathaniel Hawthorne in His Times by James R. Mellow, and you will see that Hawthorne's wife kept nagging him to go hear a certain preacher whom she admired, but he kept finding excuses to stay home on Sunday mornings.)

I once heard some goofball argue that Herman Melville was an abolitionist, that his novella “Benito Cereno” takes an anti-slavery position. That is nonsense. “Benito Cereno” is about a revolt on a slave ship. The slaves are depicted as a bunch of cannibals. They kill their owner, then eat him. (And that is a particularly offensive piece of poppycock. There have been plenty of slave revolts in the western hemisphere, but I've never heard of any rebellious blacks eating whites.) Only one of the slaves is depicted as having much intelligence, and neither he nor anyone else in the novella ever makes any anti-slavery statements. After he and the other rebels are defeated by whites, he is taken prisoner, and he refuses to say anything. He makes no attempt to justify his actions. Obviously, Melville wanted
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