CHAPTER 6

Breakthrough

Ever since college, I had experienced flashes of the Democrat-
Media Complex. Then I saw it unmasked. But I didn’t know
exactly where that Democrat-Media Complex had been formed
and why it had taken hold.

After all, I spent most of my life in a world where the Soviet
Union had been destroyed. When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, we
felt that we had finally defeated global Marxism. Ronald Reagan
and the United States had taken down the single largest repository
of communism on the planet, and we’d done it without firing a
direct shot. The whole world could see that communism didn’t
work—its failure was on display for the entire globe to look at and
say, So much for that.

. At least that was what we thought.

When you look at the history of the Soviet Union, what you see
is the conversion of hundreds of millions to a corrupt and insidious
worldview via the overpowering propaganda of communism. Yes,
they used force. But they also used every means at their disposal
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to control the culture, the everyday lives, the very thoughts of their
citizens.

When I was at Tulane, I saw the same cultural forces at work:
the forces of the thought police, of the cultural fascisti. People in
positions of power who decided what was okay to think and what to
write, what words meant and who was allowed to say them. Tribu-
nals without oversight, kids thrown out of college for uttering the
wrong sentiments. Looking'back, I thank God every day that I par-
tied to excess at Tulane, because it kept me from buying into that
worldview, from learning that language. If I hadn’t been busy having
fun, I could have become a professor, gotten tenure, and taught that
cultural Marxism, propagated it for a living. I could have reinforced
and propagated the Complex because it would have reinforced my
position.

Later, I saw that the cultural Marxism of Tulane wasn't restricted
to Tulane—it was everywhere, fromthe mainstream media to Hol-
lywood to the educational system to the government. And when I
began researching the origins of that pervasive cultural Marxism,
I realized that this wasn’t a result of America’s suddenly and spon-
taneously embracing a rebellious counterculture in the 1960s—it
started long before that.

It started from the beginning.

The Founders of our country*were realistic men who understood
human nature, who recognized that people weren’t infinitely
changeable, that they had certain traits born into them. In The
Federalist #51, James Madison famously said that men were not
angels—that they were ambitious but rational, and that we there-
fore needed to construct a system of government that pitted ambi-
tion against ambition. John Adams knew govetnment had to be
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limited, since “it is weakness rather than wickedness which renders
men unfit to be trusted with unlimited power” Thomas Jefferson
agreed.

The Founders understood human nature because they were
part of the great Western tradition of philosophy and literature
and history. They valued their heritage, because it sprang from
basic knowledge about what human beings are. That was why
the Founders were so ardent about instilling in future generations
moral teachirig, virtuous teaching—men were not naturally good
and needed moral educatior.

Adam Smith’s capitalism, of course, was based on the same prin-
ciples, not the pure greed and selfishness Michael Moore or Barack
Obama would have us believe. Smith knew that capitalism—the
exchange-of the products of one’s best efforts for the products of
someone else’s best efforts—required people to act with virtue,

To sum up, the Founders’ view was this: human nature is vari-
able and requires training in virtue; no government should be
given too much power, or the people comprising that government
will'use the power in the worst ways possible; individual freedom,
when used within the boundaries of morality, is the highest good.
The Constitution was written as a living testimony to this view.

The Founders’ realistic view of human nature and call for lim-
ited government and individual liberty found its opponent in the
philosophy of Jean-Jacques Rousseau and, later, Karl.Marx. Rousseau
thought that people were naturally good and were corrupted only
by the dévelopment of the surrounding society (he himself was not
naturally good, fathering five children out of wedlock and aban-
doning them all to orphanages). He also thought that modern
society, created as it was to protect property rights and life, had
destroyed the natural commnism that prevailed before the advent

of society.



To people like Rousseau, the solution to the evils of the current
society was the creation of a new “social contract,” one based on
the “general will” The “general will” didn’t need any checks and
balances, because it embodied the entire will of the people. And if
individuals argued with the general will, they lost.

Karl Marx’s ideas picked up where Rousseau’s left off. Unlike
the Founders or even Rousseau, he didn’t care much about human
nature—for him, human nature didn’t really exist. In fact, he went
further: human nature was produced by surrounding society. If
human nature was to be changed, it could be changed only by
destroying the surrounding society.

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel provided the “dialectic the-
ory” that backed Marxs utopianism. He believed that conflicts
made the world a better place—that, basically, might made right.
The struggle between two opposing ideological or philosophical
forces—thesis and-antithesis—would eventually end in a “synthe-
sis” of the two sides, and that “synthesis” would be better than what
had come before. Sort of like a guy (thesis) having a fight with his
wife (antithesis) and then.their having great makeup sex, and the
product being a baby (synthesis). Only sometimes, thesis would
rape antithesis in order to get to synthesis, or vice versa.

Marx married his own philosophy to Hegel in something vague
and confusing called “dialectic materialism.” The idea was basi-
cally that capitalism carried the seeds of its own destruction—
capitalism (thesis) would be faced with the wealth gap that
capitalism creates (antithesis), and that wealth gap would be solved
by socialism/communism (synthesis).

This.is what Marx meant in his famous statement in The Com-
munist Manifesto: “The history of all hitherto existing society is the
history of class struggles.” In the/final conflict, the workers would
win and a communist synthesis would be established. Happy day!
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This all sounds confusing and would make anyone with com-
mon sense stop and say, “Wait a minute—explain that one slowly,
and tell me why it isn’t intellectual babble.” Unfortunately, there’s
only one problem: important people in America believed it.

Let me continue with this brief history lesson.

President Teddy Roosevelt is on Mount Rushmore. Even though
Teddy was a Republican, he was no-conservative—he was a “Pro-
gressive.” Progressivism was a strain in American thought that
merged the Hegelian dialectic with Marxism, backed by a rosy
Rousseau-ian view of humanity and the general will—basically, it
was soft Marxism without the class struggle.

There was only one problem, of course—here in America, we
have something they didn’t have in Germany or even Britain: a
Constitution that protects individual liberty. But that didn’t stop
Teddy. Progressivism, you see, was active. And that was the thing
about Teddy—he always had to keep himself busy and powerful.
Like an early-twentieth-century Barack Obama, Teddy slammed
those who disagreed with him, characterizing typical American
self-reliance as selfishness. Collectivism was the new cool.

Those who stand for Progressivism, said Teddy, “stand for the
forward movement. .. for the uplift and betterment, who have faith
in the people.” Ends, not means, matter: “We of today who stand
for the Progressive movement here in the United States are not
wedded to any particular kind of machinery, save solely as means
to the end desired. Our aim is to secure the real and not the nomi-
nal rule of the people.” That's scary stuff—the business of government
is all about means, which is why the Constitution is mostly a docu-
ment-describing how things get done, not what things should get
done. Once a president starts ignoring means to get to ends, we've
got a serious constitutional problem on our hands.

Teddy was a serious constitutional problem. His Progressivism
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had practical consequences. In his 1910 speech “The New Nation-
alism.” he compared wealth inequalities with the Civil War and
said that individual rights had to take a backseat to the common
interest.2 :

In that same speech, Teddy went over.the Niagara Falls of Pro-
gressive ideology in a wooden barrel—he actually said that people
couldn’t be permitted to make money unless it was of benefit to
the community for them to do so. “We grudge no man a fortune
in civil life if it is honorably obtained and ‘well used. It is not even
enough that it should have been gained without doing damage to
the community. We should permit it to be gained only so long as
the gaining represents benefit to the community,” he said. This
was Marx in action. With a president behind Marx, hig.ideals were
now competing on equal footing with the Founding Fathers”.

Teddy's-Progressivism had its most dramatic effects in shaping a
new view of the Constitution. He summed up his thoughts about
the Constitution in one line: “To hell with the Constitution when
the people want coal!™

Teddy’s ideological heir didn’t make it to the White House-until
1912. His name was Woodrow Wilson. ‘

Wilson was the protozegghead, a political science professorand
Princeton dean who frowned upon democracy. Our American
egalitarianism was beginning to be replaced by elites who knew
better than the masses. Wilson had imbibed the best of Euro-
pean philosophy (namely, Hegel and his heirs) while studymg at
Johns Hopkins University, which was the- first American univer-
sity to mitror the German university model. Unsurprisingly, he
rejected the idea of government by the people, and he rejected the
old-fashioned riotion that founding principles of free enterprise
and private property should be protected by checks and balances
on the growth of government. Government, he said, was a'living
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thing, and it needed the freedom to do its magical work..Because
government had stuff to do, the Constitution was a waste of time
for Wilson. It held the people back. “Justly revered as our great
constitution is, it could be stripped off and thrown aside like a gar-
ment, and the nation would still stand forth clothed in the living
vestment of flesh and sinew, warm with the heart-blood of one peo-
ple, ready to tecreate.constitutions and laws.™

Mostly, the Constitution was standing in the way of the grand
Hegelian synthesis-of- government power in-the name of.social-
ism. Wilsof1 felt that true democracy and socialism were not just
compatible—they were indistinguishable. All individual rights
were subject to the rights of the state: “Men as communities are
supreme over men as individuals.”

Both Roosevelt and Wilson were far less concerned about the
rights of individuals or the value of republicanism; it was the job of
Great Leaders to hand down good governance. They thought that
great decisions should be made on high by men of high thought,
and that the dirty process of democracy just blocked any chance
at true change. This philosophy paved the way for FDR, and it
echoes all the way down to Obama. -

Fortunately for America, after World War I, Wilson was
extremely unpopular, and Wilson’s exit led off a decade.of constis
tutional retrenchment.

But in Europe, dirty business was afoot.

Despite the fact that Marxism made headway in terms of poliey
in the United States and other Western European countries in the
early part of the twentieth century, orthodox Marxists had a major
problem by the end of the 1910s: the actual worldwide Marxist rev-
olution really hadn’t ignited. Not only hadn’t it happened, workers



had spent the better part of five years murdering each other en
masse in World War [. Marx’s dialectical prophecy had been
proved false.

But just because Marx’s dialectic materialism had been proved
false, and just because soon the new Soviet Union would be slaugh-
tering its own citizens at record rates, didn’t mean that the Marxist
intellectuals were going to give up on worldwide revolution.

That was where Antonio Gramsci and Gyorgy Lukacs came in.

Gramsci was an Italian socialist who saw tearing down society as
the necessary precondition for the eventual victory of global Marx-
ism. Marxism simply hadn’t won because men were weak. And
men were weak because they were the products of a capitalist soci-
ety. “Man is above all else mind, consciousness,” Gramsci wrote in
1916. “That is, he is a product of history, not of nature. There is no
other way of explaining why socialism has not come into existence
already.”

Lukacs built on Gramsci, deciding that Marx’s dialectic mate-
rialism wasn’t really a prophetic tool for predicting the future—it
was a tool for tearing down society itself. Simply destroying the
status quo in the minds of the people would bring Marxism.

Lukacs’s view was so influential that for a time, he actually
became deputy commissar of culture in' Hungary, where he pro-
ceeded to push a radical sex-ed program enceuraging free love and
rejection of Judeo-Christian morality. In that role, he tried to live
out his ideology of destruction: “I saw the revolutionary destruction
of society as the one and only solution. ... A worldwide overturning
of values cannot take place without the annihilation of the old val-
ues and the creation of new ones by the revolutionaries.”” Fortu-
nately, the people of Hungary weren’t nuts, so they dumped him.

That left Lukacs unemployed. But not for long.
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Felix Weil was a young radical from Frankfurt, Germany, and a
devotee of Marx. He, like Lukacs, saw the problems of implementing
socialism—namely, that nobody really liked -it very much. But like
most of today’s leftie college students who live off their parents’ money
while preaching the downfall of the capitalist system, he was rich.
So he used his granddaddy’s money to fund the Institute for Social
Research, which was really a precursor to John Podesta’s “Center for
American Progress”—funded by Hungarian-born George Soros.

To staff this new institute, which quickly became known as the
Frankfurt School, Weil brought in, along with Lukacs, a Marxist
philosopher named Max Horkheimer. Lukacs didn’t last long, but
Horkheimer did. At the F. rankfurt School, he coined a term that
would embody the whole corrupt philosophy of his fellow travelers’
mission to destroy society and culture using the Marxist dialectic:
critical theory.

Ciritical theory was exactly the material we were taught at
Tulane. It was, quite literally, a theory of criticizing everyone and
everything everywhere. It was an attempt to tear down the social
fabric by using all the social sciences (sociology, psychology, eco-
nomics, political science, etc.); it was an infinite and unending
criticism of the status quo, adolescent rebellion against all estab-
lished social rules and norms,

Critical theory, says Horkheimer, is “suspicious of the very cat-
egories of better, useful, appropriate, productive, and valuable,
as those are understood in the present order.” So if you liked ice
cream better than cake, or thought a hammer might be more use-
ful than a screwdriver in a particular situation, you were speaking
on behalf of the status quo. The real idea behind all of this was to
make society totally unworkable by making everything basically
meaningless. Critical theory does not create; it only destroys, as
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Horkheimer himself openly stated, “Above all ... critical theory has
no material accomplishments to show for itself””* No wonder my
thought upon graduating was that getting a job was selling out.

When Horkheimer took over the institute in 1930, he filled it up
with fellow devotees of critical theory like Theodor Adorno, Erich
Fromm, and Herbert Marcuse. Each agreed with the central idea
of critical theory, namely that all of society had to be criticized
ad nauseam, all social institutions leveled, all traditional concepts
decimated. Marcuse later summed it up well: “One can rightfully
speak of a cultural revolution, since the protest is directed toward
the whole cultural establishment, including the morality of exist-
ing society.... What we must undertake is a type of diffuse and
dispersed disintegration of the system.?

Again, where am I going with all of this philosophical jabber-
wocky? Well, all of these boring and bleating philosophers might
have faded into oblivion as so many Marxist theorists have, but
the rise of Adolf Hitler prevented that. With' Hitler’s rise, they had
to flee (virtually all of themm—Horkheimer, Marcuse, Adorno,
Fromm-were of Jewish descent). And they had no place to go.

Except the United States.

The-United States’ tradition of freedom and liberty, its openness to
outside ideas, and our highest value, freedom-of speech, ended up
making all America vulnerable to those who would exploit those
ideals. We welcomed the Frankfurt School. We accepted them
with open arms. They took full advantage. They walked right into
our cultural institutions, and-as they started.to put in place their
leadership, their language, and their lexicon, too many chose to
ignore them. And the most dangerous thing you can do with a
driven leftist intellectual clique is to ignore it.
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-+ We always feel that our incredible traditions of freedom and
liberty will convert those who show up on our shores, that they
will appreciate the way of life we have created—isn’t that why they
wanted to come here in the first place? We can’t imagine anyone
coming here, experiencing the true wonder that is living in this
country, and wanting to destroy that. But that's exactly what the
Frankfurt School wanted to do.

These were not happy people looking for a new lease on life. When
they moved to California, they simply couldn’t deal with the
change of scenery—there was. cognitive dissonance. Horkheimer
and Adorno and depressive allies like Bertolt Brecht moved into a
house in Santa Monica on Twenty-sixth Street, coincidentally, the
epicenter of my childhood. They had moved to heaven on earth
from Nazi Germany and apparently could not handle the fun, the
sun, and the'roaring.good times. Ingratitude is not strong enough
aword to describe these hideous malcontents.

If only they had had IKEA furniture, this would have made for a
fantastic season of The Real World.

Brecht and his ilk were the Kurt Cobains of their day: massively
depressed, nihilistic people who wore full suits in eighty-degree
weather while living in a house by the beach. As Adam Cohen
wrote in the New York Times, these were “dyspeptic critics of Amer-
ican culture. Several landed in Southern California where they
were disturbed by the consumer culture and the gospel of relentless
cheeriness. Depressive by nature, they focused on the disappoint-
ments and venality that surrounded them and how unnecessary it
all was. It-could be paradise, Theodor Adorno complained, but it
was only California.”!

Adorno was wrong, It was paradise. To the rest of the world,
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America’s vision was a vision of paradise. And these Marxists were
here to try to destroy the best lifestyle man had ever created.

If I could go back in a time machine, I would go back to kick
these malcontents in their shins.

Members of the Frankfurt School had some American allies—men
who had accepted the Roosevelt/Wilson synthesis of Hegel and Marx,
and who were now looking for the next step. The Frankfurt School had
been sending mailers out to prominent fellow-traveler sociologists in
the United States for some years and creating connections with them.

Meanwhile, Columbia University’s Sociology department was
dying. They needed new blood, and they liked what they saw in
the Frankfurt School.

All the Frankfurt School had to do was to get into the country,
and they'd take their place in the hallowed halls of American aca-
demia. Fortunately for them, there was an organization called the
Institute of International Education, specifically devoted to help-
ing fleeing scholars from Germany. The man who held the post
of assistant secretary of the Emergency Committee in Aid of Dis-
placed Foreign Scholars was one Edward R. Murrow, who helped
ship in many of the Frankfurt School’s greatest minds. Later,
Senator Joe McCarthy would try to pillory Murrow in revenge for
Murrow’s coverage of the McCarthy hearings by citing Murrow’s
involvement with the Institute of International Education, but by
then McCarthy was finished.

In any case, once in the country, the Frankfurt School was
almost immediately accepted at Columbia University. It was a mar-
riage made in hell.

With their tentacles affixed to the institutions of American



higher education, the Frankfurt School philosophy began eking its
way into every crevice of American culture. Horkheimer's “critical
theory” became a staple of Philosophy, History, and English courses
across the country. Horkheimer himself took his show on the road,
from Columbia to Los Angeles to the University of Chicago.

Meanwhile, Erich Fromm, one of the Frankfurt School’s main
thinkers, was pushing cultural Marxism through psychology by
blaming Western tradition for the rise of Nazism and the rejection
of Marxism."

This was a fiction, of course, convenient rewriting of science to
meet a political agenda. Marxism is just as totalitarian as Nazism,
so it would make sense that those who love communism quickly
fell in love with Nazism in Germany, and those who resisted
communism would resist Nazism. But Fromm had a convenient
answer to protect the Marxists: Marxists had not-gone Nazi; resist-
ers to Marxism had gone Nazi! How did Fromm know this?
Because those who submit to Marxism love freedom, while those
who fight Marxism are secretly repressed. Soldiers are authoritar-
ian because they take orders. Small businessmen are authoritarian
in their unconscious desire to submit to “economic laws.” Leftists
today still call their opponents Nazis on the basis of this flawed
and inane psychoanalysis.

Early on, Fromm embraced the ideas of Frankfurt School fel-
low Wilhelm Reich, who felt that psychological problems largely
stemmed from sexual repression, and said that sexual liberation
from societal mores could cure large numbers of people. Reich
(whose psychoanalysis inclided disrobing his patients and then
touching them) helped place the foundations of modern feminism,
arguing that “the repression of the sexual needs creates a general
weakening' of intellect and emotional functioning; in particular,
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it makes people lack independence, will-power and critical facul-
ties” Marriage, he wrote, ruins lives: “Marital misery, to the extent
to which it does not exhaust itself in the marital conflicts, is poured
out ever the children.”"* . . -

Fromm also expanded on-the parenting ideas of Lukacs and
John Dewey, who rejected parental authority, telling parents to
stand by and let their children reinvent the: wheel through expe-
rience. Fromm’s philosophy was imbibed by a'young socialist
student named Benjamin Spock, who would go on to shape a gen-
eration of parents with his child-rearing book The Common Sense
Book of Baby and Child Care, which helped launch the self-esteem
movement.” '

At the same time, Frankfurt School scholar Theodor Adorno
was sliding Marxism into the American consciousness by attack-
ing popular trends in the world of art. First teaching at- Columbia
and then later at Princeton, he argued-that television and mov-
ies were problematic because they appealed to the masses—but
television and the movies weren't catering to the public tastes, they
were shaping them, Adorno argued. Popular art.and culture had
destroyed true art, which.is always used for revolutionary purposes,
he said.'é All popular art therefore had to be criticized as a symp-
tom of the capitalist system. All art had to be torn down. Perfor-
mance art and modern art found their philosophical foundation in
Adorno. The long line stretching from Piss Christ to Karen Finley
smearing herself with feces to Susan Sarandon celebrating being
hit with transsexual projectile vomit all had its roots with Adorno.

This nihilistic influence. in art, reinforcing the destruction of
cultural riorms, means that-many grown adults have never experi-
enced an epoch in which the transcendent and the innately beau-
tiful have been:celebrated as-the artistic ideal. And it all started
because a Rat Pack of Nazi-fleeing depressives couldn’t appreciate



leaving the world’s most oppressive place for the world’s most spec-
tacularly free and beautiful place.

Santa Monica. Google it. It takes a sincerely deranged soul to
want to deconstruct the good Jife and the optimistic citizenry in
order to create mass intellectual and spiritual -misery. But that’s
exactly what they did. And as they constructed their philosophical
dystopia, all the pieces of the modern leftist puzzle began falling
into place.

But all of these major contributors to, the Frankfurt School of
thought paled in .comparison to Herbert Marcuse, the founder
of the “New Left.” Marcuse was a former student of future Nazi
philosopher Martin Heidegger, the father of “deconstruction,”,a
process by which every thought or writing from the past-had to
be examined and torn down as an outgrowth, of its social milieu.
Heidegger wasn’t shy about his intentions; he longed for the
moment “when the spiritual strength of the West fails and its joints
crack, when the moribund semblance of culture caves in and drags
all forces into confusion and lets them suffocate in madness.””’

Marcuse -joined the Frankfurt School in 1933 and quickly
became a leader of the movement. After he moved-te: the United
States and became a citizen, he was hired by FDR's Office of War
Information to create anti-Nazi propaganda, despite his Marxism.
He also worked in the Office of Strategic Sérvices (the pre-CIA
OSS), and the State Department, where he worked to prevent
the United States from pushing Germany away from democratic
socialism. He taught at Columbia, then Harvard, then Brandeis,
and then finally at the University of California in San Diego. ’

He really hit his stride in 1955, however, with the publication of
Eros and Civilization. The book essentially made Wilhelm Reich’s
case that sexual liberation was.the best counter to the psychologi-
cal ills of society. Marcuse preferred. a society of “polymorphous



o e RS | T

perversity,”® which is just what it sounds like—people having sex
every which way, with whatever.

Tt wasn't so much the freshness of Marcuse’s message that made
the difference (it wasn’t a fresh message) as his timing—the kids
brought up with Fromm and Freud and Spock were coming of
age. The misplaced guilt of the Greatest Generation brought forth
a new generation free to embrace Marcuse. While similar philoso-
phies of sex had failed in the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s, by the 1950s
the men and women who had suffered through the Great Depres-
sion and fought in World War II were determined to raise privi-
leged kids who would never have to actually fight for their country
or work for their food. The result was a group of kids ready and able
to participate in the sexual revolution promised by the Frankfurt
School. Marcuse excused sexual promiscuity as the fulfillment of
the need for the people to rise up against Western civilization and
to free themselves of the sexual repression it created. Not a hard
sell for teenagers.

Tt was no wonder that in a very real sense, his followers believed
they were doing something special when they made love, not war
(a slogan attributed to Marcuse himself) —they were using-their
sexual energy to bind the world together rather than destroy it,as
sexual repression would do. While Marcuse may not have been the
most important intellectual force behind the Frankfurt School, h¢
was its most devious and effective marketer. The advertising adage
“Sex sells” was applied to selling a generation on the idea that their
parents’ values and ideals were repressive and evil. (Where geo-
graphically did Marcuse come to this nihilistic understanding?
The picturesque cliffs of La Jolla, overlooking the Pacific Ocean.)

Marcuse carried his “critical theory” in another destructive
direction as well: while repeating the Marxist trope that the work-
ers of the world would eventually unite—he saw the third worlds
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“anti-colonial” movements as evidence that Marx was right—
he recognized that in the United States there would be no such
uprising by the working class. He therefore needed a different set
of interest groups to tear down capitalism using his critical the-
ory. And he found those groups in the racial, ethnic, and sexual
groups that hated the old order. These victimized interest groups
rightly opposed all the beauties of Western civilization “with all
the defiance, and the hatred, and the joy of rebellious victims,
defining their own humanity against the definitions of the mas-
ters.”"?

Marcuse’s mission was to dismantle American society by using
diversity and “multiculturalism” as crowbars with which to pry the
structure apart, piece by piece. He wanted to set blacks in opposition
to whites, set all “victim groups” in opposition to the society at large.
Marcuse’s theory of victim groups as the new proletariat, combined
with Horkheimer’s critical theory, found an outlet in academia,
where it became the basis for the post-structural movement—
Gender Studies, LGBT/“Queer” Studies, African-American Stud-
ies, Chicano Studies, etc. All of these “Blank Studies” brazenly
describe their mission as tearing down traditional Judeo-Christian
values and the accepted traditions of Western culture, and placing
in their stead a moral relativism that equates all cultures and all
philosophies—except for Western civilization, culture, and philoso-
phy, which are “exploitative” and “bad.”

Marcuse was widely accepted in the 1960s by the student
novement—so much so that students in Paris during the 1968 upris-
ing marched with banners reading “Marx, Mao, and Marcuse.”
But he still wasn’t winning in America. Marcuse had a big, big
problem: America’s founding ideology is still far sexier than that of
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the Marxists, who insist on a tyrannical state of equality rather than
freedom with personal responsibility. Even if Marcuse was promising
unending sex, drugs, and rock and roll, most-Amerioans were more
interested in living in liberty with their families, in a'society that val-
ues virtue and hard work rather than promiscuity and decadence.

So Marcuse had to find a way to defy the opposition. He found
it in what he termed “repressive tolerance.” In 1965, Marcuse
wrote an essay by that name in which he argued that tolerance was
good enly if nondominating ideas were allowed to flourish—and
that nondominating ideas could flourish only if dominating ideas
were shut down. “[T]he realization of the objective of tolerance,”
he wrote, “would call for intolerance toward prevailing policies,
attitudes, opinions, and the extension of tolerance to policies, atti-
tudes, and opinions which are outlawed or suppressed.” America
was, experiencing a “repressive tolerance” under which dissenting
viewpoints were stifled; what it needed was “partisan tolerance.”

In other words, if you disagreed with Marcuse, you should be
forcefully shut up, according to Marcuse. This made political
debate very convenient for him and his allies-~This totalitarianism
is now standard practice on college campuses, in the media, and
in Hollywood—the very places that the Frankfurt School sought to
control.

The First Amendment—the same instrument that allowed the
Frankfurt School to land on our shores and express their pernicious
ideas in freedom—was now curtailed by those who had benefitted
from it. Marcuse called for a tyranny of the minority, since the tyranny
of the majority could not be pvercome without a total shutdown.

. There’s another name for Marcuse’s “partisan tolerance”: Politi-
cal Correctness. ’ . 2

In fact, the term “political .correctness” came from one of Mar-

cuse’s buddies: Mao Tse-tung. Mao used the term to differentiate



between those who had “scientifically correct” views and those who
did not; those who did were termed “politically correct” In 1963,
just two years before Marcuse’s “repressive tolerance,” Mao came
outwith an essay entitled “Where Do Correct Ideas Come From?”2
In that essay, he argued that the Marxist society determines correct
ideas, and all incorrect ideas must be put out of their misery. Mao
thought it. Marcuse thought it. And his ideological-heirs thought
it and still think it. Hello, neighbor!

And so Marxism came stealthily to our shores, squatted here,
planted its roots, and grew like a weed—all before we even noticed
it. It happened at the university level and at the governmental level
and at the media level. We didn’t notice because we couldn’t read
the rhetorical garbage these jokers were spewing, and we didn’t
think it was important—“Our Constitution survived a revolution
and a Civil War and two World Wars. Why should we worry about
afew German eggheads?” Especially since America was economi-
cally thriving under such “oppression.”

The foundations of the Complex had been built. But we still
couldn’t see the Complex itself—the Complex was hidden under
pardgraphs of obscure text and in college curricula at places like
Tulane University, under the unlikely auspices of “American Stud-
ies.” Talk about a wolf in sheep's clothing. It all seemed so benign,
and.we figured that if eollege students went off and had sex and
did drugs and engaged in teenage rebellious decadence, oh well,
they’d eventually come back to the Constitution, just the way their
parents had.

We slept while the other side armed, and while we snoozed they
secretly stole away our defensive weaponry—our allegiance to the
Constitution and to freedom of speech and opinion.



It was only when they fired the first shots over our bow that
we noticed we were unarmed, and that they had weaponized
the cloudy bacteria of their philosophy into full-bore ideological
anthrax, ready to deploy on a moment’s notice.

The line was becoming clear. Marx and Hegel had paved the way
for the Progressives, who in turn had paved the way for the Frank-
furt School, who had then attacked the American way of life by
pushing “cultural Marxism” through “critical theory.” The Frank-
furt School thinkers had come up with the rationale for radical
environmentalism, artistic communism, psychological decon-
struction of their opponents, and multiculturalism. Most of all,
they had come up with the concept of “repressive tolerance,” aka
political correctness.

They had penetrated the academies—my American Studies
program at Tulane had far more Adorno and Gramsci and
Horkheimer and Marcuse than Twain or Jefferson or Lincoln.
There was some trickle-down intellectualism going on—all the col-
lege students who worked through these programs and took swigs
from the Frankfurt School bottle labeled “Drink Me” shrank men-
tally and ended up as parts of the Complex. But that didn’t explain
how American society as a whole was taken over by this stuff. 1
just couldn’t understand it: how did Frankfurt School philosophy,
which is obviously complicated, highfalutin stuff, become a mass
psychosis? How did it trick so many millions of people?

And 1 had another question, too. Frankfurt School philosophy
was all about criticizing from the outside. It was about tearing down
society by taking it apart, piece by piece, razing it to the ground.
That stuff doesn’t go over very well in this country, because people
here are generally happy—we don’t see Disneyland as an emblem
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of corporate greed or capitalistic exploitation, we see it as a fun
place to take our kids, and if somebody tried to tear down Dis-
neyland in the name of the collective, we’d have a shit fit. So how
did this outsiders’ philosophy penetrate our hearts and our minds?
How did the Complex, which was a huge philosophical system
designed to take America head-on, recede into the background
so much that a few decades later, we can’t even recognize that it
exists?

Then I read.Saul Alinsky’s Rules for Radicals: if Marcuse was
the Jesus of the New Left, then Alinsky was his Saint Paul, prosely-
tizing and dumbing down Marcuse’s message, making it practical,
and convincing leaders to make it the official religion of-the United
States, even if that meant discarding the old secular religion of the
United States, the Constitution.

Rules for Radicals might just as well be entitled How to Take
Over America from the Inside. It’s theory made flesh. Alinsky laid

it out:step-by-step, but we were too busy fighting the results to read
his game plan.

Let’s start by noting who Saul Alinsky was. Alinsky was an avowed
communist dedicated to installing communism in America
from the inside, using the most clever tactical means he could
devise. He was born in 1909, in Chicago, and like his Frank-
furt School counterparts, he quickly migrated toward Marx. He
attended the University of Chicago and majored in Archaeol-
ogy, but dumped that after he couldn’t get a job. After work-
ing as a criminologist, he became a community organizer—yes, a
community organizer—for the Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions (CIO), a major union run by John L. Lewis, an anticom-
munist leftist who actually pushed for the election of Republican
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Wendell Willkie in the 1940 election in the hopes that if Willkie
were elected with CIO help, the CIO could win major concessions.
From Lewis, whom Alinsky called “one of the most eutstanding
figures of our time,”? Alinsky learned hardnosed tactics. And hé
applied those hardnosed tactics to his own Marxism.

One of the crucial lessons he learned was that he had to work
from the inside. Whereas New Left leaders like Marcuse preferred.
to bash the system from the outside and alienate all those who
were part of it, Alinsky knew that it was more important to pose as
an insider to achieve his aims.

It worked brilliantly. Time magazine bought into Alinsky’s act in
a 1970 profile: “It is not too much to argue that American demioc-
racy is being altered by Alinsky’s ideas. In an age of dissolving
political labels, he is a radical —but not in the usual sense, and he
is certainly a long way removed from New Left extremists.” This,
of course, was not true—not in the slightest: His own beliefs wefe
intensely close to those of Marcuse and the Frankfurt School—it
was only his practicality and pragmatism that distinguished him
and made him infinitely more effective.

Alinsky took on the trappings of American constitutionalism in
order to insinuate himself insidiously into the American conscious-
ness. He scorned flag-burning as counterproductive. He talked
about the Founders on a regular basis. He even posed as asconser-
vative when it suited his purposes. Time sums up the popular view
of Alinsky, a view he cultivated with minute forethought: “Alinsky
claims to be doing nothing more un-American than following the
precepts of the Founding Fathers. In the Federalist papers, James
Madison warned against allowing any class or faction to acquire

too much power. In his own way, Alinsky is trying to redress.the

balance of power within contemporary America. If the desire to ¥

preserve basic American principles makes one.a conservative, then
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he indeed qualifies.... He surely offers proof—if any is needed—
thatsignificant change can be accomplished within the American.
system.”? This about a man who constantly cited communism as
his governing philosophy! It is no wonder Alinsky was so effective.

Alinsky summarized his strategy for instituting Marxist change in
his 1971 book, Rules for Radicals: A Pragmatic Primer for Realistic
Radicals. It's actually an excellent book, clear where Marcuse is
foggy, irreverent where Adorno is stagnant, dirty-and funny where
Hetkheimer is abstruse and boring,

The.book’s dedication page explains in a nutshell what was so
dangerous about Alinsky—he mixed a dash of religious fervor, a
sptinkle of American founding talk, and a heavy dose of “kiss my
ass” into a concoction that was relatively easy and fun to swallow,
The first page has an epigraph from Rabbi Hillel, one from Thomas
Pain€, and finally, Alinsky’s “kiss my ass” epigraph: “Lest we for-
get 4t least an over-the-shoulder acknowledgment to the very first
radical: from all our legends, mythology, and history (and who is
to know where mythology leaves off and history begins—or which
is which), the very first radical knowi to man who rebelled against
therestablishment and did it so effectively that he at least won his
own.kingdom—Lucifer,”2* Only a true egoist would cite himself
in His epigraph, but that was what made Alinsky so unique—his
brazen-disregard for tradition, sewn together with the dressings of
majgrity society.

Alinsky immediately makes clear where he stands on politics:
he’s a Marxist, and a.pragmatic Marxist at that. Alinsky’s role, as
a pragmatic communist, is to succeed where his “fellow radicals”
had failed. He despises those impractical Marxists who “panic and
run, rationalizing that the system is going to collapse anyway of its



own ot and corruption,” those who go “hippie or yippie, taking
drugs, trying communes, anything to escape,” those who “went
berserk. .. the Weathermen and their like” He laughs at the col-
lege students who embrace Marcuse-ian philosophy while doing
nothing, those who spend their time cribbing from the communist
puppetmasters and wear Che T-shirts.”

He also knows that America’s openness provides communists
the opportunity to destroy American values, which makes working
from the outside a waste of time. Militant outsider-ism is counter-
productive. Alinsky, first and foremost, knows that to win, com-
munists must communicate in the language of the people. They
must embrace the people, not scorn them. They must embrace the
world as it is, not as they wish it were. “As an organizer,” Alinsky
writes in Donald Rumsfeld-like language, “I start from where the
world is, as it is, not as I would like it to be. ... That means working
inside the system.”?

The people, Alinsky thinks, are hke happy sheep. In order to
steer them in the politically correct direction, they first must be
made unhappy, and that unhappiness will result in passivity, then
finally in discontent, and then, in the end, revolution. Incremen-
talism, as Frankfurt School’s Antonio Gramsci taught, is the name
of the game. And the only way to begin opening the door to the
revolution is to make people unhappy with the status quo. Revolu-
tionarie