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Incognizant of Cognizance 
The obvious is never obvious to the oblivious 

W 
here grows the monster? Fairy tales are 

filled with monsters, grotesque crea-

tures: dragons, orcs and trolls, fellbeasts 

and balrogs, gnomes and giants; stable 

staple of fairy tale and ancient testament. All have three 

things in common beyond their size. They are ugly and 

they are vile. And did I mention size? They are always, 

always, always larger than life, big, huge, gargantuan, 

fully grown. Never a mention of birth or youth. It is as if 

monsters were created ex nihilo or from the rarest of air—

monstrous, mean, ravenous, and full of hate, ready to de-

vour whatever tasty gobbet dares fall within their reach. 

Apparently, monsters have no 

childhood, no teenage angst, no 

growing up with naps and play 

time, birthday cakes and mud pies 

ala muck. It is truly tragic to think of 

them so deprived. Perhaps, that is 

the reason for their arrogance and 

intemperate churlishness. Certainly, 

it goes a long way toward explain-

ing their rude behavior. After all, 

without a childhood, none could 

have enjoyed an elementary, even 

rudimentary education or learned humility from the swat 

of belt or branch. So, no, monsters are never young but old 

and cranky from the start. Like Lucifer, creature of the 

light, greatest among every creature created by the Most 

High God, monsters too easily forget their place. They say 

in their hearts, “I will ascend to heaven; above the stars of 

God I will set my throne on high; I will sit on the mount of 

assembly in the far north; I will ascend above the heights 

of the clouds, I will make myself like the Most 

High” (Isaiah 14:13-14). But anon, monsters must inevita-

bly discover, when you mess with small but good things, 

Hobbits, Jack, or David, you will shortly be cut to ground, 

laid low by those hubristically considered less the equal. 

Illustrative of the age now upon us are monsters, radi-

cal intelligentsia, and totalitarian deep state Nephilim1, 

whose absurd principles crush all else beneath the unbear-

able weight of their excessive egos and all-consuming 

quest for the ring of power to rule them all. Thomas Sow-

ell, acknowledging the radical acceptance of totalitarian-

ism among the intellectual elite and corpus politic posits 

that “Some of the biggest cases of mistaken identity are 

among intellectuals who have trouble remembering that 

they are not God.” To themselves, everyone not of their 

class and station are but oblivious grasshoppers, mindless 

bugs to be squashed beneath their feet. They rule their 

dominion through the iron fist of ignorance, counting on 

the obliviousness of common men. Keeping grasshoppers 

incognizant of cognizance (unaware of their lack of 

knowledge,) their monstrous goal: to hide the truth with 

lies and obfuscation, for they know the obvious is never 

obvious to the oblivious: what they know is best left un-

known to the mass of incognizant deplorables. 

Winston Churchill, well-known for 

his rapier wit and wicked rejoinders, 

once said of democracy’s shortcom-

ings, “Many forms of Government 

have been tried, and will be tried in 

this world of sin and woe. No one 

pretends that democracy is perfect 

or all-wise. Indeed, it has been said 

that democracy is the worst form of 

government, except for all those oth-

ers that have been tried from time to 

time.”2 Much earlier, a century earli-

er, Alexis de Tocqueville had similar thoughts on the per-

fectly dreadful future of democratic nations. “I think, then, 

that the species of oppression by which, democratic na-

tions are menaced is unlike anything which ever before 

existed in the world: Our contemporaries will find no pro-

totype of it in their memories. I seek in vain for an expres-

sion which will accurately convey the whole of the idea I 

have formed of it; the old words despotism and tyranny 

are inappropriate: The thing itself is new …” 

The word Tocqueville so desperately needed to de-

scribe what the future holds for us is totalitarianism. 

Everything in his analysis of democracy—his remarks 

about the majority, its intolerance, its oppressive char-

acter, its thirst for control of the individual, its hostility 

toward individual greatness and classical virtues, its 

mediocre taste, and its disregard for Truth and Tradi-

tion—points in one direction: Tocqueville was anticipat-

ing democracy becoming totalitarian.  
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What is totalitarianism if not a total control of man’s 

mind and soul, and the intolerance of diversity? 

Only someone shortsighted, or someone who values 

equality more than freedom, would deny that today’s 

citizens enjoy little or no freedom, particularly freedom 

of speech, and even less the ability to express openly or 

publicly the opinions which are not in conformity with 

what the majority considers acceptable at a given mo-

ment. It may sound paradoxical to contemporary ears, 

but a fight against totalitarianism must also mean a 

fight against the expansion of democracy. This is likely 

to sound shocking to many people today, especially to 

believers in “the people.”3 

The point Janowski is making is existentially—I mis-

trust the word since it has been hijacked by so many on 

the left, but in this instance, I use it precisely as defined, 

i.e., relating to existence—important, and yet, for most 

Americans, we are oblivious to it. He asks, “Why, then, do 

we, the people who see Tocqueville’s predictions coming 

true, idealize a system which the thinkers of old found so 

problematic and defective?” He answers, quite rightly, 

that in part, “for the greater part of the 20th century, de-

mocracy’s focus was the fight against communism and 

fascism. Secondly,” and perhaps of greater importance, 

“for a long time, that is, so long as the enemy existed, de-

mocracy appeared benign, and, consequently, democra-

cy’s shortcomings went unnoticed” which serves to re-

mind again of Mr. Churchill’s famous definition of democ-

racy. “In other words,” the prevailing attitude has been 

“we have better things to do than look for democracy’s 

shortcomings. It also followed, at least seemingly, that 

because democracies defeated fascism and Nazism, and 

resisted Soviet totalitarianism, democracy must be better, 

and certainly it cannot be totalitarian!”4 

One ought not take Janowski’s apparent paradoxical 

sentiment lightly for it would be easy to come away with 

the wrong impression. He is not advocating a fight against 

democracy itself but a fight against the tendency—an in-

herent weakness—toward a totalitarian expansion of it. 

Another way of understanding this can be explained by 

returning to something Churchill wrote on December 8, 

1944: “Democracy is no harlot to be picked up in the street 

by a man with a tommy gun. I trust the people, the mass 

of the people, in almost any country, but I like to make 

sure that it is the people and not a gang of bandits from 

the mountains or from the countryside who think that by 

violence they can overturn constituted authority, in some 

cases ancient Parliaments, Governments and States.”5 I am 

quite sure that the spate of leftists who currently occupy 

seats of power in federal and state houses will eagerly em-

brace Mr. Churchill’s statement in much the same light as 

they have with the incident on January 6 of this year. They 

would be mistaken in their ideological thinking—as any 

honest “fact checker” could divine—for they would, as 

they are wont to do, parsimoniously parse what better 

suits their narrative. No doubt they would label the man 

with a tommy gun and the gang of bandits right-wing 

“White Supremacists,” never admitting the more likely 

Antifa or BLM. Yet, one might jog a memory of Mr. 

Churchill some three years later when channeling Lincoln 

“Democracy is not a caucus, obtaining a fixed term of 

office by promises, and then doing what it likes with the 

people. We hold that there ought to be a constant relation-

ship between the rulers and the people. Government of 

the people, by the people, for the people, still remains the 

sovereign definition of democracy.”6 

A thing has preyed upon my mind for quite some 

time, something I intuitively understood, I suppose, but 

found difficult to articulate with sufficient clarity of 

thought. There was and has been for some length of days 

or weeks or a year or more been a nag that never ceased to 

irritate, a question that begged an answer but truculently 

kept its distance. In an essay written for the Wall Street 

Journal, “The Cultural Revolution Comes to North Ameri-

ca” (April 8, 2019) Canadian actress and human rights ad-

vocate, Anastasia Lin warned against the benign face of 

democracy and the totalitarian tendencies which should 

make “it impossible to defend America and democracy 

against the charges of those who defend the new authori-

tarian despots.” 

The emerging call-out culture in the U.S., Canada and 

elsewhere in the West bears more than a few similari-

ties to China’s Cultural Revolution, in which writers, 

artists, doctors, scholars and other professionals were 

publicly denounced and forced by mobs to engage in 

ritual self-criticism. The goal is not to persuade or de-

base; it is to humiliate the target and intimidate every-

one else. The ultimate objective is to destroy independ-

ent thought… China did not become a tyranny over-

night. Too many people in my father’s generation chose 

not to stand up for their neighbors, friends and even 

family members when they were under attack. They  
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learned to obey instead of challenge, to pick sides rather 

than think for themselves. They assented to obvious lies 

because they didn’t want the mob to turn on them next. 

Lin’s comments provided the necessary clarity to that 

long elusive nag. “What difference does it make”7 between 

then and now except for country, civics, culture, and citi-

zenry? The honest answer, I propose, is quite simply no 

difference at all; only the names have changed to camou-

flage the similarities; the ideology, tactics, and executions 

are the same. What difference is there between “ritual self-

criticism” and “Cancel Culture” Wokism except for time 

and place? The goal is the same: “to humiliate the target 

and intimidate everyone else.” And it worked there and 

then, and it is working here and now. People are reluctant 

to speak out for fear of being humiliated, ostracized and 

ridiculed, afraid of losing their job, or worse, of being ar-

rested and imprisoned for the crime of speaking the truth.8 

Zbigniew Janowski at the very outset declares what 

should be obvious but is anything but. “Only few Ameri-

cans seem to understand that we, here in the United 

States, are living in a totalitarian reality, or one that is 

quickly approaching it. Any visitor from a country for-

merly behind the totalitarian Iron Curtain quickly notices 

that the lack of freedom in today’s America is, in many 

respects, greater than what he had experienced under so-

cialism.” Could Janowski be correct? America, a totalitari-

an regime worse than Iron Curtain state socialism? But 

yet, Janowski has only just begun: “The other thing that 

our visitor notices is that thirty years after Eastern Europe-

an countries shook off the yoke of Communism, the for-

mer socialist countries are in some respects freer than the 

U. S. (This is certainly true regarding freedom of speech; 

university teaching has not been dominated by PC ideolo-

gy, and curricula have not undergone ideological transfor-

mation.) His third observation is that freedom in the post-

Communist democracies is shrinking, and the post-

Communist reality starts to resemble life under Com-

munism.” That is quite the indictment, especially from 

someone who grew up and lived under Communism in 

Poland before immigrating “legally” to America. He goes 

on. 

This time, however, it is not to be explained by the lim-

ited experience in self-government, occasioned by al-

most half a century of Communist rule, or the existence 

of the remnants of the old ideological thinking, but by 

democracy’s rapid expansion. As democracy left its 

intended and original electoral confines, it moved to 

regulate virtually all aspects of man’s existence. In this 

respect, it acts very much like Communism; the differ-

ence being that Communism had a built-in ideological 

drive and vision which stemmed from its philosophy of 

History, while democracy appears to invent its own 

ideological objectives ad hoc. They do not follow any 

objective trajectory, while that of Marxism was de-

signed by the laws of historical development, over 

which man was believed to have no control. They are 

grounded, rather, in the psychology of group behavior, 

and its goals are conjured up by social activists and 

political demagogues. In so far as human psychology 

underlies democratic politics, its goals, as Plato and 

Thucydides observed, are bound to be short-sighted, 

erratic, and, therefore, more difficult to countenance. 

The weak constraints on democracy are what allow its 

totalitarian appetite to become monstrous. It is believed 

that democratic procedures are not supposed to be lim-

ited to the elections of officials, but ought to be applied 

to all aspects of human interactions. In doing so, democ-

racy devours ever-greater areas of our lives, including 

intimacy, which had previously been reserved for indi-

vidual negotiations, via natural, time-honored social 

mores and hierarchical structures. This is not surpris-

ing, nor should it be.9 

American democracy has not become totalitarian 

overnight. Like the recipe for boiling frogs, Americans 

have been well-and-truly cooked, brought to a slow boil in 

many different melting pots beginning under incredibly 

low but over time ever-increasing heat. Thirty-four years 

ago, 1987, Jesse Jackson marched Stanford students up 

Palm Drive to a rhythmic chant of “Hey, hey, ho, ho! West-

ern Civ has got to go!” Thirty-two years later, 2019, Nikole 

Hannah-Jones tortured and enslaved American history, 

developing “The 1619 Project,” in which she presented 

America as founded on slavery and irredeemably stained 

by perpetual bigotry, white supremacy, and systemic rac-

ism. Though the intervening years between Jackson and 

Jones have seen seemingly imperceptible, incremental 

trespass on American ideals of liberty and law, the onset 

of the global pandemic has given license to radical ideo-

logues to dramatically turn up the heat. One of the most 

recent examples of just how high the heat has risen is dis-

gustingly demonstrated with an excerpt from a public lec-

ture presented by Dr. Aruna Khilanani at the Yale School 

of Medicine’s Child Study Center. 
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There are no good apples out there. White people make 

my blood boil…I had fantasies of unloading a revolver 

into the head of any white person that got in my way, 

burying their body and wiping my bloody hands as I 

walked away relatively guiltless with a bounce in my 

step, like I did the world a f***ing favor.10 

Not to be outdone, to correctly place A before B, a 

Stanford University student and wannabe woke politician 

posted last year that “White people need to be eradicat-

ed.” How is that for making the blood boil? Seriously, if it 

was wrong for Jim Crow, how is it now right for John 

Doe? Only the color has changed. To borrow and para-

phrase Justice Clarence Thomas, what we have these days 

is nothing less than a high-tech lynching for uppity 

whites. 

The origins of ideological thinking are as old, and per-

haps surprising to many, as numerous as man. The defini-

tion of “ideology” connotes a system of ideas and ideals, 

especially one which forms the basis of economic or politi-

cal theory and policy. Ideology also encompasses the ideas 

and manner of thinking characteristic of a group, social 

class, or individual. In his 1985 book Alien Powers: The Pure 

Theory of Ideology, Kenneth Minogue acknowledged that 

over its long history, ideology has generally been consid-

ered a term of abuse. “An ideology presents itself not as 

disinterested contemplation but as inseparable from ac-

tion—or, to use the Marxist term, from ‘praxis.’” For 

Minogue there are two key ideas that are the basis for ide-

ological thinking: “unintended consequences” and 

“criticism.” “Unintended” in this instance means 

“undirected.” 

There can be no science of intended consequences, be-

cause that would require a science of the vagary of hu-

man intention. But there could, in principle, be a science 

of unintended consequences that explains the workings 

of a mechanism, such as a market, insensitive to idio-

syncratic aspects of human choice. For Marx, Minogue 

says, essentially all consequences are unintended; 

whether good or bad, they result from forces operating 

behind the scenes, outside human intention. This 

(alleged) insight was the basis for his “science.” 11 

Like so many, Thomas Sowell was a Marxist in his 

twenties. Seeing the stark dichotomies that existed be-

tween affluence and destitution as he rode the bus from 

Wall Street to his home in Harlem, Sowell would later re-

call, “The contrast between that and what I’d been seeing 

most of the trip really baffled me. And Marx seemed to 

explain it.” After Sowell took a summer job at the U.S. De-

partment of Labor in 1960 analyzing the sugar industry in 

Puerto Rico, where a minimum wage was set by the U.S. 

Government, he began to rethink his Marxist views. He 

wrote, “as I learned more and more from both experience 

and research, my adherence to the visions and doctrines of 

the left began to erode rapidly.” Sowell was soon 

“rethinking the whole notion of government as a poten-

tially benevolent force in the economy and society.” He 

could not help but notice that the bureaucrats around him 

did not care if the minimum wage helped workers, that 

was not their job. Their job was to enforce the laws. It was 

not to see if the laws did any good. No one it seemed to 

Sowell was asking a question similar to what Billy Beane 

would ask three decades later, “If he is a good hitter then 

why doesn’t he hit good?” For Sowell, he would later 

write, “It forced me to realize that government agencies 

have their own self-interest to look after, regardless of 

those for whom a program has been set up.” Sowell came 

to realize that Marxist theory ignores the powerful force of 

self-interest in the working of economies and the centrali-

ty of self-interest to the human universe. 

At Chicago, Sowell studied the history of ideas under 

the great Friedrich Hayek, but it was Hayek’s own ide-

as that had lasting consequences for him. Hayek’s essay 

“The Use of Knowledge in Society” dealt with how the 

information used to make economic decisions spreads 

through an economy. Its central insight is that 

knowledge is highly dispersed and no one person or 

group can possess all the knowledge needed to make 

good economic decisions. Therefore, he argued, the 

decision-making process should also be decentralized, 

the opposite of what Marx argued for. 

Later, when Sowell was asked to teach a course on the 

Soviet economy, the significance of Hayek’s essay hit 

home: “I could see what the factors were that led the 

Soviets to do what they were doing, and why it wasn’t 

working. There was a knowledge problem that was 

inherent in that system. In a nutshell, those with the 

power didn’t have the knowledge, and those with the 

knowledge didn’t have the power.”12 

What Sowell discovered was the irrevocable, immuta-

ble reality of cause and effect and the disparate impact of 

unintended consequences as a result of “inadequate 

knowledge for making all the decisions that each 
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individual and every organization nevertheless has to 

make, in order to perform the tasks that go with living 

and achieve the goals that go with being human.” In his 

self-described “most important and comprehensive book,” 

Sowell writes, “How a variety of social institutions and 

processes coordinate innumerable scattered fragments of 

knowledge, enabling a complex society to function, is the 

central theme of the first half of Knowledge and Decisions.” 

This approach focuses on the advantages and disad-

vantages of particular institutions and processes in mo-

bilizing the knowledge needed for making kinds of 

decisions. Families, markets, armies, churches, corpora-

tions, and sports teams are just some of the wide spec-

trum of formal and informal mechanisms for mobiliz-

ing and coordinating the knowledge and experience of 

many to guide or influence individual decisions by oth-

ers. 

Perhaps the most important feature … is simply its 

analysis of decision-making processes and institutions 

in terms of the characteristics and consequences of 

those processes themselves—irrespective of their goals. 

…  this approach rejects the common practice of 

“characterizing processes by their hoped-for results 

rather than their actual mechanics.” “Profit-making” 

businesses, “public interest” law firms, and “drug pre-

vention” programs are just some of the many things 

commonly defined by their hoped-for results, rather 

than by the characteristics of the decision-making pro-

cesses involved and the incentives created by those 

processes. So-called “profit-making” businesses, for 

example, often fail to make a profit and most of them 

become extinct within a decade after being founded. In 

Knowledge and Decisions the owners of such businesses 

are defined not as profit-makers but as residual claim-

ants to the firm’s income—that is, to what is left over 

after employees, suppliers, and others have been paid. 

Put this way, it is clear from the outset that what is left 

over may be positive, negative, or zero. There is no 

more reason to expect “drug prevention” programs to 

prevent drug usage or “public interest” law firms to 

serve the public interest than to expect that most “profit

-making” enterprises will in fact make profits. Whether 

any of these organizations do or do not live up to their 

expectations or claims is a question of empirical evi-

dence. Pending the presentation of such evidence, such 

organizations can be analyzed in terms of what they 

actually do, not what they hope or claim to achieve. In 

Germany a 1933 “Law for Removing the Distress of 

People and Reich” gave the chancellor dictatorial pow-

ers, which in turn allowed Adolf Hitler to start wars 

that brought unprecedented distress—indeed, devasta-

tion—to the German people and nation. 

The point here is not simply that laws, policies and pro-

grams can have counterproductive results. The point is 

that, when social processes are described in terms of 

their hoped-for results, this obscures the more funda-

mental question as to just what they actually do—and 

circumvents questions as to whether doing such things 

is likely to lead to the results expected or proclaimed. 

More specifically, we need to know what incentives and 

constraints are created by these social processes. There-

fore socialism, for example, is defined in this book not 

in terms of such goals as equality, security, economic 

planning, or “social justice,” but as a system in which 

property rights in agriculture, commerce, and industry 

may be assigned and re-assigned only by political au-

thorities, rather than through transactions in the mar-

ketplace. 

To the socialist, of course, government ownership of the 

means of production is but a means to the various social 

ends being sought, but such results that are hoped for 

tell us nothing about the institutional processes set in 

motion or the incentives inherent in those processes, 

much less their actual consequences. Indeed, lofty goals 

have long distracted attention from actual consequenc-

es, most notably in many Western intellectuals’ deter-

mined resistance to acknowledging the devastating 

consequences of communism in the Soviet Union, 

which the Communists themselves eventually acknowl-

edged during the era of glasnost under Gorbachev. The 

lofty goals of communism—always receding before 

them like the horizon—kept many Soviet sympathizers 

in the West mesmerized for decades, while more mil-

lions were slaughtered under Stalin than in Hitler’s 

death camps.13 

One should take that last sentence with the serious-

ness it deserves for in it lies one of the most alarming and 

pressing issues of our times. Most of the Soviet sympa-

thizers in the West are now grown old and are fast fading 

from any serious mention, but sympathy for socialism, 

communism, and specifically Marxism remains as resilient 

and mesmerizing to millions of naïve, young, college in-

doctrinated yet woefully uninformed Americans. Sadly, as 

products of state-controlled public education, they know 

not what they do not know, and like Bo Peep, they know 

not where or how to find it. In truth, far too many have 

graduated after twelve, sixteen, or more years of public 

education uneducated, lacking even the minimal requisite 

knowledge, experience, and commonsense necessary for 

any endeavor outside of joining Antifa or BLM protests, 

tearing down monuments, demanding reparations, loot-

ing and burning public and private buildings all the while  
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shouting, “defund the police.” The output, after years of 

“education”, produced at enormous expense, are but a 

drone army of “useful idiots.” Only a few, such as Thomas 

Sowell, can ever recover from the dark night of the soul 

that always comes from the praxis of Marxist ideology. 

Even socialist George Orwell admitted as much. In a re-

view of Friedrich Hayek’s Road to Serfdom, he conceded 

that the negative part of Hayek’s thesis was correct. “It 

cannot be said too often—at any rate it is not being said 

nearly often enough—that collectivism is not inherently 

democratic, but, on the contrary, gives to a tyrannical mi-

nority such powers as the Spanish Inquisitors never 

dreamed of. … Collectivism leads to concentration camps, 

leader worship, and war.” 

“Criticism,” the second key ideological idea posited 

by Minogue is perhaps the more familiar simply for the 

current favor it holds among the radical left who openly 

identify as Marxist sympathizers. 

The second antecedent is a notion of “criticism,” whose 

essence is unmasking: rounding up the usual suspects. 

Ideological criticism of any social practice will inevita-

bly discover that the practice advances the interests of 

an oppressor class at the expense of some class of vic-

tims. In the modern world, according to ideological 

criticism, oppression is often disguised by a façade of 

formal freedoms and equalities that the critic will dis-

close as unreal. 

Reread that last thought with devoted seriousness. 

Note how freedom and equality are no longer admired or 

considered fundamental principles. Freedom is no longer 

considered an individual virtue; equal opportunity has 

now been replaced by equity of outcomes. What should be 

obvious but never is obvious to the oblivious: equality and 

equity are not synonyms, not even distant cousins. 

In the words of Marx, criticism “is a weapon. Its object 

is its enemy, which it wants not to refute but to extermi-

nate …. Criticism appears no longer as an end in itself, 

but only as a means. Its essential sentiment is indigna-

tion, its essential activity is denunciation. 

The essence of ideology is to offer a particular kind of 

revelation—that all evils are caused by an oppressive 

system, a structure of domination, and that the business 

of life is liberation from it. It identifies a class of op-

pressed persons as the vehicle of liberation and pre-

sents the ideologist as the mouthpiece of that class. The 

structure is hidden. “Everything,” Minogue says (law, 

custom, philosophical speculation) “is found to be 

dancing to the hidden tune of class, sex, race, nation or 

some similar determining fact.” The system imprisons 

us within a self-consciousness limited by ideas that it 

imposes, presenting as truths what are actually dis-

guised points of view. Under a system of domination, 

the real significance of any assertion is disclosed by 

asking not “Is it true?” but “What interest does it 

serve?”15 

The problems for those opposing any ideology, espe-

cially Marxism and its variants, are many and fundamen-

tally intractable. Why intractable? Simply put, you cannot 

reason with an ideologue for prima facie they are unreason-

ably intractable. What should be obvious to the most casu-

al observer but tragically fails the curiosity test is that any 

ideology always provides unfalsifiable ways to validate 

itself. We see this every time we engage the media; the 

ideologue always has a “ready explanation for the errors 

of everybody else, which are to be understood not as ordi-

nary mistakes but as distortions imposed by the structure 

of domination.” Take, for example, a working man who 

does not feel exploited or a wife and mother who finds her 

life fulfilling without a career outside the home. Accord-

ing to the ideologue, these merely go to demonstrate “how 

deeply degrading their experiences of oppression have 

been, how mired they are in false consciousness. (Appeals 

to false consciousness are part of a structure of arguments 

by which ideologies can make themselves criticizable only 

in their own terms.)” The current derisible affliction of 

“white privilege” exemplifies false consciousness. White-

ness means you are inherently racist; denying you are rac-

ist only further proves you are racist. 

Another is the principle that the pathological reveals 

the structure of the ordinary: particular evils are not 

contingencies that might be addressed by some sort of 

reform but evidence of the intrinsic structure of the 

systems of domination. An abusive landlord is not an 

individual bad actor but proof that the landlord-tenant 

relationship is necessarily abusive. From Marx’s point 

of view, the landlord is not morally bad, and not even 

truly an individual, but merely acting out the role that 

someone reduced to the abstract category “landlord” is 

compelled to play within the system. (Moralizing rheto-

ric is, however, built into the description of the situa-

tion, by assigning the landlord to the class of oppres-

sors. 
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An ideology is therefore committed by its internal logic 

to the view that no problem can be solved without solv-

ing all problems—i.e., without transforming the system. 

Indeed, since social evils are the result of a structure of 

domination, liberation from that structure does not so 

much solve problems as transcend them. Hope for 

meaningful palliative reform is one of the illusions 

through which a system of domination can be sus-

tained. 

This view, intrinsic to Marx’s praxis, leaves many peo-

ple from Western democracies bewildered and dumb-

founded; to most it makes little or no sense, and yet, it is 

precisely the unfalsifiable argument upon which Critical 

Race Theory, the 1619 Project, Black Lives Matter, anti-

racism/white supremacy, oppressor/victim ideologies are 

presented and framed. It is never the specific individual 

but the abstract system that is the oppressor, never the 

criminal but the systemic injustice perpetrated against the 

oppressed, never the immoral or amoral actions of one 

person but the rigid Church and its arcane doctrine and 

outdated dogmas. And the only solution is to throw the 

baby out with the bath water, eliminate the oppressive 

system of domination, and create a new socialist utopia. 

Thomas Sowell illustrates what is wrong with such ab-

stractions. “There is no one named ‘society’ who decides 

anything. Even in the most democratic nations few issues 

are ever decided by a specific nationwide referendum. 

And even if they were, who could say that a bare majority 

as of a given instant constitutes the judgment of an organ-

ic society subsisting over the generations? Unless national 

laws are to vary literally from moment to moment, some 

decision-making units must make decisions which are 

binding on other units which either disagree or were not 

consulted. Posterity is of course never consulted.”16 

Until recently, the preponderance of Americans might 

have considered this all a game, a game played by the un-

informed or to give benefit the doubt, ill-informed, but 

such thinking is rapidly changing. “Ideology is not a par-

lor game because it doesn’t separate theory from practice. 

Critical theorizing, the practice of unmasking, is an act 

that helps to bring liberation about. Disinterested 

“academic” contemplation or inquiry is an illusion; one 

can only choose sides—the status quo, identified with op-

pression, or liberation. In the melodrama of criticism, the 

ideologist plays the role of the heroic liberator.” 

The logic of ideology therefore calls for the creation of a 

new kind of human being who can form a community 

without domination. Such a society, Minogue says, 

could not be correctly understood as “a community of 

people who had freely chosen to cooperate with each 

other … because if the choice were real, it could be 

changed.” That its inhabitants would like it can only be 

an article of faith: “it is a matter of some practical im-

portance that everyone in this century is aware that 

ideological enthusiasts have come to power in many 

countries and that a bullet in the brain has been a not 

uncommon substitute for the educative functions of 

praxis.”17 

The left has been playing a long game, a deadly seri-

ous game indeed, and it is long past time for the American 

citizenry to wake up and start playing a new old game 

called “Liberty and justice for all.” It is never enough to sit 

back and wish the ill wind to away. No one wins the game 

sitting in the bleachers rooting for one side or the other or 

ignoring the game altogether. Silence may appear the 

better part of valor until silence is unilaterally enforced. 

You owe it to yourself to “know the truth, and the truth 

will set you free” (John 8:32). “When one decides that two 

plus two equals four, he closes off his mind from the pos-

sibility that two plus two might equal five.” 

One may read the King James Bible and agree, “O Lord, 

our Lord, how excellent is thy name in all the earth!” Or 

one may read Hamlet’s rewriting of that psalm and 

agree that the earth and sky appear “no other thing 

than a foul and pestilent congregation of vapors.”18 

Each vision precludes the other. Even Hamlet’s asser-

tion, when feigning madness, that his reading amount-

ed to no more than “words, words, words”—a forerun-

ner of the genuinely mad, politically correct radicals’ 

relativism—constitutes a judgment. Radical openness 

collapses into the claim that no meaning exists at all, 

and therefore it excludes the possibility that any mean-

ing does exist. 

“When there are no shared goals or vision of the public 

good, is the social contract any longer possible?” 

Bloom19 asked. But the radicals do share a goal: the 

ruthless criticism of all that exists. They lack a vision of 

the public good, but they have a clear sense of the pub-

lic evil. Oppressive tradition impedes progress, so to 

open itself to the future, society must close itself off 

from its past. 

Political correctness advances by redefinition. Ameri-

cans cherish free speech, tolerance, open minds, and 

liberty. Rather than turn people against those values, 

the radicals turned the concepts inside out. 
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They launched a “Free Speech Movement” to overturn 

traditional standards by appealing to the nation’s rever-

ence for free speech, after which they inaugurated a 

new era of censorship to enforce their new standards. 

They preached tolerance until their ideas entered the 

public discourse, at which point they demanded repres-

sion for their ideological foes. They demanded educa-

tors open curricula to new, resentful theories of race, 

sex, and citizenship, at which point they closed the 

American mind to its own culture. All of these perver-

sions and inversions took place at the university, our 

secular culture’s intellectual and spiritual center. So it 

comes as no surprise that the university’s mission also 

came to be redefined. 

Liberal education long predates modern liberalism and 

even classical liberalism. It traces its roots back to an-

cient Greece, where it cultivated in citizens the habits, 

knowledge, and skills that befit free men. In medieval 

Europe, university students studied grammar, rhetoric, 

logic, geometry, arithmetic, music, and astronomy. 

These seven subjects did not train pupils for any partic-

ular jobs. The liberal arts served a loftier goal: the liber-

al arts trained men to be free. 

The Marxist concept of “false consciousness,” popular-

ized by the Second Wave feminists of the 1970s, may 

have proven perverse in practice, but it began with a 

true principle: men must be forced to be free. We come 

into this world helpless slaves to our appetites. If we 

persist in thoughtless pursuit of our lusts and desires, 

we descend into licentiousness; if we educate ourselves 

and tame our appetites through training in virtue, we 

attain liberty. A free politics requires free people. But 

free people reject the radicals’ politics. So the radicals 

redefined liberal education. 

The reformers began by conflating licentiousness, the 

permission to do as one pleases, with liberty, which is 

the right to do what one ought. Today few appreciate 

the difference between these polar opposites, but the 

men who built our country considered the distinction 

essential to self-government. … Licentiousness threat-

ens liberty, which explains why the Founding Fathers 

spoke with such force on the need to suppress vice and 

encourage virtue. 

“Virtue or morality is a necessary spring of popular 

government,” declared George Washington in his fare-

well address. Benjamin Franklin observed, “Only a vir-

tuous people are capable of freedom. As nations be-

come more corrupt and vicious, they have more need of 

masters.” Thomas Jefferson, our nation’s third president 

and, more important in his eyes, the founder of the Uni-

versity of Virginia, warned, “Without virtue, happiness 

cannot be. This then is the scope of all academical emu-

lation.” Jefferson took education seriously. Unfortunate-

ly the academy forgot his wise admonition, and by the 

latter half of the twentieth century the radicals succeed-

ed at replacing standards of virtue with a culture of 

licentiousness masquerading as liberty in the name of 

openness. 

But the university did not remain “open” for long. The 

inclusion of critical race theory on reading lists soon led 

to mandatory “diversity” trainings for faculty, staff, and 

students. The relaxation of social and sexual mores gave 

rise to campus tribunals that empowered professors 

and deans to scrutinize students’ most intimate encoun-

ters and convict them of crimes as grave as rape with-

out due process. The collapse of standards in language 

and composition led quickly to new speech codes along 

the radicals’ ideological lines.20 

I cannot complete this maundering admonition with-

out a brief reprove. The redoubtable C.S. Lewis once 

wrote, “In religion, as in war and everything else, comfort 

is the one thing you cannot get by looking for it. If you 

look for truth, you may find comfort in the end: if you 

look for comfort you will not get either comfort or truth -- 

only soft soap and wishful thinking to begin with and, in 

the end, despair.” To accept the status quo, to go along to 

get along will ultimately get you nowhere but wherever 

you do not wish to go. It has been my experience—and 

this has occurred far more often than I care to recount—

that far too many good and decent folks (some with 

whom I am extremely close) are unwilling to listen to any 

voice that threatens to upset their apple cart, burst their 

bubble, disturb their easy chair, or unsettle their precon-

ceived notions. It is not that they lack intelligence (far 

from it) or virtue or even the willingness to learn some-

thing new, no, it is, to my mind, that they have looked for 

comfort and are more than willing, in point of fact, quite 

convinced they have found it; they are comfortable, and 

have yet come to despair. 
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