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    CHAPTER 1



    Present-Day America, Where the Crap
		Rises to the Top


    “If I had a world of my own, everything would be nonsense. Nothing would be what it is, because everything would be what it isn’t. And contrary wise, what is, it wouldn’t be. And what it wouldn’t be, it would.”—Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking-Glass


    As we have it right now, so-called social justice infects every single part of our society. It dominates every corner of American life, positioning the aggrieved against the “privileged.”


    You have probably heard, at least in passing, about social justice. If you haven’t, you will have certainly seen its corrosion on everything you once thought was normal. That’s because it’s a disease and it runs through our most vital cultural arteries: academia, the national media, Hollywood, and most of political Washington.


    These areas dominate American life. Social justice rules about “privilege” and victimhood have set the tone. It’s a whole system that now governs our national discourse and the way we live.


    The system has its enforcers: professors cloistered on their campuses, liberal journalists in the media representing only one perspective, and entertainment figures who advocate on behalf of the social justice movement. They’re America’s culture fascists, and they keep social justice alive by repeating its dogma and by shaming those who stray from it. As a consequence, we all have to share in its misery, regardless of whether we recognize it.


    At any one of hundreds of college campuses to visit around the country, you’ll hear of students violated by opinions they simply didn’t want to hear. It’s “violence” to be exposed to certain views, they say. University money is then poured into sensitivity trainings, cultural diversity offices, and “safe spaces” for the purpose of reaffirming the self-worth of the delicate victims.


    Pick up an issue of the New York Times and there will invariably be a story on the plight of illegal immigrants crammed into holding cells—a complete distraction from the fact that there are more important problems with our immigration system than the wait time migrants endure at detention facilities before being unleashed into our neighborhoods (like all of the violent crime and drugs pouring across the border).


    Buy a ticket to a movie theater and relax in your seat as you’re inundated with messages about “body positivity” (applicable to fat people and no one else), racism (because slavery never ended for Hollywood), and the intolerance of the religious (unless it concerns Islam, which is, we’re endlessly reminded, “a religion of peace”).


    Most Americans have a vague sense of what’s going on. They see that political correctness has gone too far. They see that there are kids who are now too sensitive. They see that everyone gets a trophy.


    But that misses the mark. There’s a lot more to it than that and it’s a lot worse than realized.


    Social justice isn’t so simple, even if it’s a fairly simple concept. It’s not something that happened by accident. It’s not a trend. It’s not a generational problem. It’s not at all incidental.


    And the problem isn’t going away. It’s growing.


    Social justice is a deliberate, systematic attempt to reorganize the country in such a way that anyone who claims to have been aggrieved and victimized due to their race, gender, or sexuality has absolute power over their oppressors, the so-called privileged. It’s an erasure of American traditions, conventions, and foundations. It’s a reversal of what is, at least for now, our way of life. Social justice has it that the lowest among us rise to the top and those currently at the top are expected to step aside, succumb, and submit. It’s an ideology that shapes the entire world in terms of race, gender, and sexuality, and then frames it in grievance, oppression, and victimhood.


    It’s everywhere, and it’s closing in on all of us.


    I had heard in recent years about “social justice,” “white privilege,” “toxic masculinity,” and “snowflakes.” But like a lot of you, I ignored it or dismissed it as a weird internet thing, some ridiculous hobby the fringes of society had busied themselves with, like when kids were eating Tide pods. I thought it must have been something we would all eventually look back on and laugh. Then I heard about it again. And again. I heard of college professors who resigned because their students aggressively objected to being confronted with opposing ideas and concepts. I read news reports about celebrities who saw their careers collapse because they offended a “marginalized” group.


    And I saw the rise of a new spawn of people who advanced in our society by claiming to have been oppressed, aggrieved, and victimized simply by living as their own individual race, gender, or sexuality.


    I thought that was odd. Why wasn’t I among them? I’m a Latino. I’m gay. I’m from the working-class South. I’m the only one in my immediate family to have obtained a four-year college degree. My father, otherwise, is a retired Marine and my mother is a Mexican immigrant brought here as a child by her mother.


    You would think, under social justice rules, that my background must count for something. Shouldn’t I get the right to be heard or seen or even just a complimentary pack of pretzels for my own situation?


    Why didn’t anyone defer to me on anything? Where was my guaranteed platform? Why hadn’t anyone in a more “privileged” position asked me how they could help compensate for my lack of fortune? When would I be recognized as a victim of circumstance?


    I never was and I never would be.


    That’s because I never thought to claim victimhood based on my own personal identity. Instead, I decided what I wanted and figured out how to get there. That meant foregoing a lot of things I wanted to do in college, taking on an internship after I graduated, taking my first full-time job (which I didn’t want) and another internship on top of that, and then finally getting a break in political writing.


    If I’ve never gotten ahead by using my race, gender or sexuality, why should anyone else? But a lot of people do. I’m just one person. Social justice doesn’t have to worry about me when it has a vice grip on the entire culture.


    [image: ]


    The campus rape written about in Rolling Stone magazine, the biggest media hoax of the last decade, was made possible entirely by the insufferable atmosphere created by social justice.


    In November 2014, journalist Sabrina Rubin Erdely told the story of Jackie Coakley, a college freshman who suffered a horrific gang rape by frat boys at the University of Virginia.


    “‘Shut up,’ she heard a man’s voice say as a body barreled into her, tripping her backward and sending them both crashing through a low glass table,” wrote Erdely, recounting Jackie’s story in harrowing detail. “There was a heavy person on top of her, spreading open her thighs, and another person kneeling on her hair, hands pinning down her arms, sharp shards digging into her back, and excited male voices rising all around her. When yet another hand clamped over her mouth, Jackie bit it, and the hand became a fist that punched her in the face. The men surrounding her began to laugh.… ‘Grab its motherfucking leg,’ she heard a voice say. And that’s when Jackie knew she was going to be raped.”1


    The nine-thousand-word article went on to describe a pervasive culture on college campuses that excuses, or even permits, the rape of young women. It held up UVA as the pinnacle of so-called campus rape culture, the notion that there’s rampant sexual violence committed by young men against women at universities across America.


    It was certainly a riveting tale, but like all stories of privilege and victimhood told by today’s news media, it turned out to be bullshit. A smart reporter at the Washington Post and another at the Daily Caller led the way in dismantling Jackie Coakley’s tale and Erdely’s negligence in properly corroborating it.


    Coakley made it up, and Erdely and Rolling Stone were both sued multiple times for defamation by the fraternity named in the story, UVA’s dean, and even some of the fraternity’s individual members.


    In court, Coakley claimed that she remembered nothing of what she relayed to Erdely in their interview about the rape; not a thing of the gruesome, violent, unforgettable rape she claimed to endure:


    Counsel for former UVA dean Nicole Eramo: Did you tell Ms. Erdely that your date on Sep. 28, 2012, was a Phi Kappa Psi brother?


    Jackie Coakley: I don’t remember.


    Counsel: Did you tell Ms. Erdely that you had met your date, the person who later orchestrated your assault, while working as a lifeguard shift at the UVA pool?


    Coakley: I don’t remember.


    Counsel: Did you tell Ms. Erdely that this coworker had invited you to a date function at Phi Kappa Psi on Sep. 28, 2012?


    Coakley: I can’t recall. I don’t know.


    Counsel: Did you tell Ms. Erdely that you left Phi [Kappa] Psi at 3 a.m. barefoot and splattered with blood?


    Coakley: I don’t remember.


    Counsel: Did you tell Ms. Erdely details of what happened to you inside the fraternity on the night of your assault?


    Coakley: I don’t remember specifically what I told her.2


    Is there anything that Jackie could remember?


    The Rolling Stone article was retracted in April 2015, and Erdely and the magazine lost or settled each of the lawsuits against them for millions of dollars.3, 4, 5


    This isn’t a tragedy. The tragedy would be if Coakley and Rolling Stone had gotten away with it. The tragedy is that a once respected publication and Erdely, a journalist, so desperately bought into social justice ideology that they eagerly published a lie, defaming a number of innocent people in the process.


    Jackie Coakley’s story was the social justice system functioning just as intended. Coakley is a woman and therefore it was assumed she had been aggrieved. Believe her.


    As Erdely proved, some journalists are all too ready to believe and to print the lie in a national magazine.


    The disease is everywhere.


    Without the social justice movement, Amy Schumer would have never had her turn as a Hollywood It Girl. She’s not beautiful. She’s not funny. I’d also add that she can’t act, but that’s a matter of personal taste.


    When Schumer was featured on the cover of GQ magazine in July 2015, Matt Drudge of the Drudge Report asked on Twitter, “Why is she being force-fed on [the] population?”6 Social justice, oppression, and “privilege” are why. Schumer is an unattractive, unfunny woman, otherwise known in the mainstream entertainment industry as a “victim” of those who have “privilege.” Social justice dictates that she should get attention, and that she should be a celebrity for her shortcomings, including her lack of talent.


    Some people, naturally, may enjoy Schumer. But they have little choice when she’s foisted on their lives in a slew of big-money rom-coms, magazine covers, and network TV interviews. Hollywood studios, celebrity tabloids, and entertainment shows, all run by culture fascists in their own right, want you to want Schumer and “victims” like her. They make it happen with hundreds of millions of dollars in publicity, TV, movie, and book deals, for the express purpose of advancing the social justice ideology.


    This is like presenting a starved Ethiopian child with canned peas and enthusiastically asking him how they taste. He’s been living in a desert for all his life, famished, and so it’s safe to assume the rave review he might offer won’t reflect the reality that he’s eating a bunch of wet seeds.


    At least Schumer is in on the social justice scam. While promoting her movie I Feel Pretty (2018) on ABC’s The View, she said that she regretted her whiteness and that her starring role in the movie didn’t instead go to a darker woman. “I think it’s fair to say that it’s a lot harder for other people,” she said. “And I recognize that I am a Caucasian. I would love if this movie were starring a woman of color who’s had it way harder than me, and I think—I hope we get there.” She added that she hoped that her role was “just a step in the right direction.”7


    This is social justice in its purity: a hefty, talentless white woman starring in a major production, yet still pretending to humble herself because she didn’t have as hard a life as a black lesbian who uses a wheelchair.


    As Amy Schumer proves, social justice is the advancement of the worst among us. It’s the spotlighting of the undeserving. It’s the elevation of our worst people.


    Social justice no doubt gave us New York Times columnist Charles M. Blow. Before Blow was given the most prestigious job in journalism—his own space in the world’s most important paper—he had no discernible experience in journalism. The Times gave Blow, who is black, the column in 2008. All indications are that he had no history in actual writing before that, which explains his clunky prose. Before Blow got his Times column, he designed graphics.


    Hey, graphics guy, wanna write your uninformed opinions twice per week in the paper of record?


    Journalists around the country work for decades to get the opportunity to become an opinion writer, even in just a local paper. Most of them will never get it, but there is Blow sitting on high.


    Blow bragged in an August 2019 column that he has “been in journalism all my adult life, 26 years.”8


    Wow, that sounds like a lot of years in journalism. The truth is that Blow never wrote until the Times inexplicably allowed him a twice-per-week column, accompanied by a hefty salary and even more opportunities, like a CNN contract, which Blow has. How exactly did Blow get the job? It’s a mystery. His own New York Times bio gives no clue. It says that Blow joined the Times in 1994 as a graphics editor and then “quickly became the paper’s graphics director.” The bio says he left in 2006 to become National Geographic magazine’s art director, and then at some point held the same job at the Detroit News.9


    How, then, might a person who makes charts and pictures suddenly become an opinion writer for the gold standard of journalism, the New York Times? Social justice is the only plausible answer.


    If anyone deserved that boost, according to social justice, it’s Blow. He’s not only the klutziest writer you’ve ever read, but he suffers every form of oppression, grievance, and victimization on this planet: He’s black; he’s nonheterosexual (bisexual, he says); he was molested as a child by his cousin, according to his first memoir (he’s written two, because he apparently has a lot of memories about himself to share); and his college-age son was held up at gunpoint by campus police at Yale at the peak of the Black Lives Matter movement, because he had matched the description of a suspect (though when Blow publicized that incident, he neglected to mention that the officer who confronted his son was also black).10


    Blow’s inexplicable advancement may be the blackest mark on journalism. There is no discernible merit, talent, or reason to justify his abrupt move from being a graphics person to being a prestigious columnist. He rose to the top anyway.


    Jayson Blair, former New York Times journalist, was at least creative when it came to his own undeserved attention. He may have fabricated a bunch of stories but that takes some effort. Blow, on the other hand, writes something like, “I prefer the boot of truth to slam down to earth like thunder, no matter the shock of hearing its clap,” and, well, that’s the standard for being a columnist at the Times.11


    The hysterical Trump v. “The Squad” controversy is an exquisite illustration of how social justice has infected our politics. In July of 2019, just a few months after Democrats had taken control of the House and sworn in a group of first-term, social media-preoccupied women representatives, President Trump put out some nonsensical tweets suggesting that they “go back” to their “countries” and “help fix the totally broken and crime infested places from which they came.”


    The congresswomen in question were Representatives Ayanna Pressley of Massachusetts, Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez of New York, Rashida Tlaib of Michigan, and Ilhan Omar of Minnesota. I’m not going to assume there was any coherent or consistent meaning to Trump’s tweets, given that three of the congresswomen were born in America, but since the media leaped at the chance to call his missives “racist,” I’ll at least acknowledge that he was right as his tweets pertained to Omar.


    The tweets were, if anything, a truncated version of a Washington Post profile on Omar from just days before they were posted.


    The story said that in Omar’s view, “America wasn’t the bighearted country that saved her from a brutal war and a bleak refugee camp [in Kenya]. It wasn’t a meritocracy that helped her attend college or vaulted her into Congress.” The Post said that instead, for Omar, America “was the country that had failed to live up to its founding ideals, a place that had disappointed her and so many immigrants, refugees and minorities like her.”12


    Another gem in the story recounted the time Omar, on the day she was elected as a state representative in 2016, wrote a letter to a judge who was about to sentence men in the United States who had been convicted of attempting to aid the Islamic State terrorist network. “The desire to commit violence is not inherent in people,” she wrote in defense of the convicts. “It is the consequence of systemic alienation.” For context, the problem of Minneapolis locals (Somalis) attempting to join the Islamic State is so pervasive that Minnesota U.S. Attorney Andrew Luger said in 2015 that “Minnesota has a terror recruiting problem.” And the New York Times reported that year that “Federal prosecutors have charged more than 20 people in Minnesota in relation to Al Shabaab, a Somali terrorist organization. At least 10 more have been charged with supporting the Islamic State.13


    No matter what anybody says about America being “multicultural” and “a nation of immigrants,” I’ll go out on a limb and say that Omar’s views aren’t shared by the typical native-born American, or even the typical immigrant, for that matter.14


    We should expect Omar’s view of America to be, for lack of a more perfect word, alien. She only got here as a child and then moved to “Little Mogadishu” in Minneapolis, where there are more Somalis than anywhere else outside of actual war-torn Somalia.


    She’s a foreign-born Muslim with views shaped by a foreign experience as she lived in a foreign country. And when she got to the U.S., her family immersed her in an area with people who shared that same foreign backstory. Democrats and their liberal friends in the media can carp all they want about Trump’s tweets, but they can’t pretend he didn’t have a point about Omar.


    In response to Trump’s tweets, “the squad” held a press conference to address them, though it more closely resembled a battered women’s group therapy session. They hugged each other and smiled encouragingly at one another while each went up to a podium to say how brave they felt. This, by the way, is what counts as bravery in the social justice movement: confronting tweets.


    A few days later, Trump hosted one of his campaign mega rallies in North Carolina, where his supporters broke out in chants of “Send her back! Send her back!” It was obnoxious, but so is Omar. She was generously allowed into the United States by its good graces so that she and her family could escape the dump she was born into, she speaks with a foreign accent because her family never fully assimilated, and yet her entire political career has been nothing but one long criticism of everything that’s wrong with America. Why wouldn’t someone whose family history here dates back at least one generation feel like saying, “If you hate everything about it, then leave”?


    Omar makes a bunch of inflammatory remarks against the country, but because she’s a woman and she’s not white, she’s assumed to be the victim, and the “privileged”—i.e. anyone who disagrees with her—should have no recourse. If anyone criticizes her, they’re immediately labeled racist by the media.


    That’s the effect that social justice has had on our politics.


    Living under this passive dictatorship is hell. Most people know it, but they’re too polite to speak up, ever conscious that they might further offend the supposedly aggrieved. Instead, they sit quietly, many of them convinced that they must be missing something or that there’s a new reality which sprung up overnight, leaving them behind.


    The truth is that they’re not missing anything. The truth is that over the course of four decades, a toxic ideology has slowly spread throughout the country, creating what is now lovingly referred to as social justice. A deadly cocktail of grievance on the basis of race, gender, and sexuality make up its movement.


    Incidentally, there is no justice involved. There are only the people and ideas representing the worst of society put on a fast track to the top. They’re rewarded for their mediocrity because more important than merit are their “grievance” and “oppression” on account of their gender, sexuality, and race.


    It’s everywhere and it’s corrosive. It has ruined nearly all of the entertainment industry, the news media, politics, and academia.


    This is the modern culture war. Social justice fights by publicly shaming its critics, angrily mobbing its opponents, and most crucially, seizing control of America’s cultural arteries, the institutions that dictate the direction in which our country moves.


    There can only be one winner in that battle: social justice or you. Right now, social justice is ahead and it has a massive lead.


    Oppression is the new “privilege” and social justice is rapidly elevating America’s worst people.

  


  
    CHAPTER 2



    PRIVILEGE FOR DUMMIES



    


    


    “When I use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a scornful tone, “it means just what I choose it to mean—neither more nor less.”


    “The question is,” said Alice, “whether you can make words mean so many different things.”—Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking-Glass


    “Social justice” as a concept is like if Tyler Perry made another one of those Madea movies: You can see it as a cruel, intimidating atrocity and assume it must be an unfortunate accident of history. But when you look closely, you find that, like a Madea movie, social justice is actually a deliberate production, delicately crafted with time and patience.


    Privilege is an outgrowth of the social justice movement, that branch of political activism that asserts there’s an inherent unfairness and prejudice rooted in American life. That unfairness manifests itself in the oppression, grievance, and victimization of women, nonwhites, gays, lesbians, and even transsexuals. It’s an ideology that demands that the country’s very foundations, customs, and norms be reordered to right all of its wrongs. The goal of the movement isn’t always clear because it frequently changes, depending on which set of people is deemed to have adequately suffered and which set is guilty of some form of privilege. Because the movement operates largely by using shame, it can sometimes seem that shame is in itself the objective.


    Check your privilege! Mansplaining! My culture is not your costume! Microaggression! You’re perpetuating the patriarchy! Toxic masculinity!


    Admittedly, to refer to social justice as a kind of political activism is exceedingly generous. It’s not as though it’s just another special interest group. It’s not another niche lobby organization like the Association for Renaissance Martial Arts. Social justice is more like an incurable cancer. With aggressive treatment, you might keep it at bay. You might even shrink it for a while. But it will always be there, waiting for the right time to come roaring back the moment you get comfortable.


    Dr. Michael Rectenwald, who until recently was a liberal studies professor at New York University, is the foremost critical authority on the social justice movement—its history and the ideology that fuels it. He has a doctorate in literary and cultural studies from Carnegie Mellon University and a master’s in English literature from Case Western Reserve University in Ohio. His memoir, Springtime for Snowflakes: ‘Social Justice’ and Its Postmodern Parentage, recounts his own horrendous run-in with social justice at New York University.


    Rectenwald was, until recently, a political leftist. He studied Russian literature and philosophy and considered himself to be a “libertarian communist.” That changed in late 2016, when he said that he noticed a “politically correct authoritarianism” taking hold at NYU and other universities. He created an anonymous Twitter account, @AntiPCnyuProf, that he used as an outlet to criticize college students who had shut down public speaking events, demanded “safe spaces” at their schools, and pressured college administrators to ban anything from campus that they declared offensive.


    After Rectenwald revealed that he was behind the Twitter account in NYU’s student paper, his colleagues revolted and he was asked to take paid leave for the purpose of his own “well being.” He eventually left the school completely at the start of 2019. He now identifies as a political libertarian.


    In his extensive body of work on the subject, Rectenwald traces the social justice movement to postmodernism. It is the spawn of postmodern philosophers like Jacques Derrida, Jean-François Lyotard, Jean Baudrillard, and Michel Foucault. They in turn were directly influenced by Karl Marx and Vladimir Lenin.


    The origins of social justice date back to nineteenth- and twentieth-century theorists of Germany and France, the birthplaces of delightful and timeless ideas like class resentment and “égalité” (equality) through government force. Their ideas spread west, forming a worldview in present-day America that holds that words have no concrete meaning, the concept of truth is subject to individual perspective, and morality is subject to an individual’s power.


    The fundamentals started with Karl Marx and to some extent, Friedrich Nietzsche, both of the nineteenth century. Marx asserted that the people of any society can be truly equal only when the perpetual conflict between workers and owners of capital (capitalists) is eliminated and replaced with communism. The goal of communism was to see the laborers in possession of the means of production, even if it meant the complete destruction of the wealthier capitalist class. Wealth, Marx famously said, was to be distributed “from each according to their abilities, to each according to their needs.” It was the original Bernie Sanders plan.


    Unlike communism, social justice is not concerned with an outcome of equality. Whereas communism holds that society can be leveled by abolishing separate economic classes, social justice says that inequality is rooted in identity and the privilege or lack thereof that comes with belonging to a particular identity category.


    The categories, like scenes from a Quentin Tarantino film, are endless. For our mental well-being, we’ll largely stick to the basic three: race, gender, and sexuality, which also covers gender transformation. The social justice movement seeks to upend the established social hierarchy by demanding that the supposed grievance, oppression, and victimization stemming from those three areas be acknowledged and accounted for. That includes the punishment of those deemed to benefit from unearned privilege, meaning whites, men, heterosexuals, and the nontransgender.


    Nietzsche directly influenced today’s version of social justice by asserting that there is an inseparable link between morality and power. He wrote in his 1887 book On the Genealogy of Morality that those who wished to overthrow the established hierarchy intended to invert it so that the bottom would become the top and vice versa. This wasn’t his prescription for society, but rather a severe criticism of the tendency of the time to view society’s subordinates as inherently moral. “Only those who suffer are good,” he wrote with acrimony, “only the poor, the powerless, the lowly are good; the suffering, the deprived, the sick, the ugly, are the only pious people, the only ones saved, salvation is for them alone, whereas you rich, the noble and powerful, you are eternally wicked, cruel, lustful, insatiate, godless, you will also be eternally wretched, cursed and damned!”15


    Nietzsche was identifying and criticizing the notion that those at the bottom of civilized societies should be presumed virtuous and admirable simply by nature of their suffering and disadvantages. But that concept is precisely what forms the basis of the present social justice movement. According to the movement and its ideology, the good, virtuous, and admirable are those who claim to have been aggrieved on account of their race, gender, or sexuality. Under social justice, asserting grievance and claiming oppression earns an individual a higher moral worth than those who are deemed “privileged.”


    Summing it up, there was Marx, who saw society’s ultimate conflict as one of resentment between classes, and he believed it could be resolved only when the haves were reduced and the have-nots were elevated. And there was Nietzsche, who believed that the enduring fight is a struggle over who has the power to determine what is moral and just. Morality, then, is a matter of authority: Those viewed by society as possessing a higher morality and a greater moral worth are granted more authority.


    When the two philosophies are put together and combined with the ideas of influential French postmodern theorists of the twentieth century, they form the nexus of social justice, the sprawling tentacles that make up its movement and those who enforce it. It’s the feminists, the activist gays, the transgender lobby, the raging Black Lives Matter mob, the illegal-immigrant advocates, the news media, Hollywood, and academia. They have little in common. They don’t share similar backgrounds or the same political self-interests. What they do have in common is a burning hatred for the “privileged,” a desire to bring them down, and a demand that they themselves advance to the top of the social hierarchy for no other reason than that they claim to have been victimized. That’s what drives their white-hot resentment for modern America, its institutions, conventions, and norms. Their bond is their ambition for a complete overhaul, a reordering of the country from top to bottom and, in effect, reversing who is at the top and who sits at the bottom.


    Rectenwald writes that postmodernism “adopted Nietzsche’s view that power and knowledge are inextricable, that values are historically contingent and socially constructed, that truth is a function of the most plausible narrative explanations as inflected by power.”16 In other words, truth is whatever the people in power say it is.


    Who has the power in America’s culture now? The social justice movement does, and that power is reinforced by Hollywood, the news media, academia, and much of the Washington political establishment. They are the culture fascists that support the social justice movement.


    Seizing power in America was done through subversion of the country’s cultural institutions and it happened relatively quickly, as far as disastrous revolutions go. Social justice ideology first spread through the universities and from there to the other hubs of American culture. It went from university academics, who taught it to their students, and then it flowed from screen writers and journalists.


    What’s seen in Hollywood entertainment and in national newspapers, on the TV news, and on the internet, becomes a piece of our collective culture. With enough repetition, it’s then absorbed into the American mainstream. This is how social justice ended up everywhere.


    It’s how grievance and oppression became synonymous with virtue and goodness. And how “privilege” became a sin.


    The revolution took place over just a few decades and you may not have ever noticed. The goal has always been the same: It’s the transfer of power from the “privileged” to the aggrieved, along with a complete reorganization of America. The method used to achieve it has never changed.


    Social justice aggressively spreads by fostering resentments between men and women, blacks and whites, Latinos and whites, gays and straights, and the transgender and the cisgender (a social justice term for those who accept the gender that they were born with). Blacks are assumed to have been irreparably deprived by “white privilege.” It’s taken for granted that women are oppressed by men, “the patriarchy.” Gays, lesbians, and transgender people (who, contrary to popular belief, are not natural associates) must have suffered at the hands of heterosexuals. The logical end is that all those who claim to have been aggrieved and oppressed on account of gender, race, or sexuality are assumed to retain a morally superior position, and an infallible perspective unclouded by privilege. They are the victims of society, and therefore their moral authority cannot be challenged. They’ve suffered, and therefore their “truth” on an individual basis is unimpeachable, admirable, and deserves to be seen, heard, and elevated.


    The ridiculous notion that individuals hold their own truths, as reflected in the asinine “Live your truth” mantra, is a key feature of the social justice movement’s ideology. It’s traced back to the Marxist belief that the laborer has a unique viewpoint, and, as Rectenwald observes, is more explicitly linked to what early-twentieth-century Hungarian theorist Georg Lukács called “standpoint epistemology.” Epistemology is the philosophy of understanding human knowledge. Standpoint epistemology, or standpoint knowledge, holds that the perspective of certain person can lend that individual access to a unique truth that others don’t have and can never obtain. Lukács developed the concept in his 1923 work History and Class Consciousness, in which he refers to a kind of “knowledge” held by people of the working class that “stands on a higher scientific plane objectively.”17


    Rectenwald sums up the standpoint knowledge theory as adapted by social justice. It is, he writes, “the notion that particular social outlooks lend greater access to knowledge of reality.” The nature of people’s perspectives, with particular regard to those who claim to experience a form of oppression, “accords them an enhanced cognitive and perceptual grasp” of reality.18


    In essence, depending on an individual’s identity—race, gender, sexuality, or any combination thereof—he or she will have access to a truth unobtainable to anyone who doesn’t share that identity. A black man’s truth, then, is unknowable to a white man. A lesbian’s truth is unknowable to a straight person. Furthermore, social justice dictates that these truths must be acknowledged as unchallengeable and are to be regarded with reverence for the “victims” who profess to hold them.


    In America, the earliest signs of social justice in its current state began in the 1960s. Postmodern theories and ideas about class resentments and struggles made their way from Western Europe, spread among academics, and eventually gave birth to the third-wave feminist movement, according to Rectenwald. They spun off from there, creating the things that normal people in today’s America now dread: political correctness, affirmative action, calls for reparations, identity politics, civil rights for infinite special classes of citizens, and on and on.


    Because the social justice ideology, the movement, and its enforcers operate outside the purview of normal people, they have their own concepts and terms, some or all of which you might not have heard before. They include:


    Postmodernism: A philosophical skepticism and theoretical criticism of modern Western society’s foundation, structure, traditions, and conventions. When a feminist complains about the “patriarchy,” for example, she is criticizing what she believes is a traditional way of life that was established from the start for the benefit of men and that is inherently biased against women. When a “gender-fluid” person asserts that there are more than two genders, despite all scientific evidence to the contrary, that person is assuming a postmodern view that what biology has told us for hundreds of years is simply a transphobic lie.


    Deconstruction: The theory, developed by French theorist Jacques Derrida, that language and words have no concrete, universally understood meaning or structure, but only a meaning relative to whoever uses them. Deconstruction of the language is why the social justice movement insists that gender is not determined by biology but by the individual’s naming of genders. The word “man” under social justice rules, then, does not solely refer to a person with a penis. It can also be a woman who believes she is a man, and if she believes she is, she must be treated by society as one, so long as she insists that she is one. The logic follows that an individual might feel like a “man” one day and not the next, rendering the term “man” in itself meaningless. Transgenderism, gender “fluidity,” and “nonbinary” genderism are all made possible by the concept of deconstruction. The notion that words don’t have to serve as concrete labels is why anything that is decidedly not racist can still be called racist. And it has made it possible to label nonviolent things, like free speech, as physical assaults.


    Standpoint epistemology (standpoint knowledge): The theory that an individual’s grasp of reality is dependent on his or her unique perspective, as introduced by Georg Lukács and heralded by French philosopher Jean-François Lyotard. Social justice ideology applies the concept to race, gender, and sexuality, fostering the notion that any individual can claim his or her own reality, their own truth. There is, then, no determinable, universal, objective truth. The very idea of objective truth has, in fact, been deemed an element of white supremacy by proponents of social justice.19 Instead, there are endless variations of truth, dependent on an individual’s life experience and guided by each person’s race, gender, or sexuality. Recall that Supreme Court Justice Sonia Sotomayor said in a lecture at the University of California, Berkeley, in 2001 that “a wise Latina woman with the richness of her experiences would more often than not reach a better conclusion than a white male who hasn’t lived that life.”20 Her view is that a person’s gender, race and sexuality can give the individual access to a different, even better, level of knowledge. The truth under social justice is colored by grievance, oppression, and victimhood.


    Intersectionality: The overlapping of race, gender, and sexuality that creates countless layers of identity and, therefore, countless variations of oppression and grievance that an individual can claim. It is the social justice hierarchy of victimhood, a way to rank the various forms of hardship endured due to race, gender, and sexuality. Two white women, for example, can be understood by the social justice standard to have been oppressed, generally, by men. If one of them is a lesbian, however, that’s yet another layer of victimhood, placing her at least one notch above the other on the intersectionality hierarchy.


    Struggle session: A form of mass manipulation exercised in the form of shaming and ostracizing of individuals who stray from established orthodoxy. The technique is rooted in the Maoist Cultural Revolution in China, where those who were deemed insufficiently loyal to the state-party ideology were verbally and physically abused in public so as to intimidate other potential political defectors. Rectenwald observes that the social justice movement has adapted the procedure, as recognized in the insufferable “check your privilege” catchphrase. “Check your privilege” is the social justice command for an individual to acknowledge his perceived, unearned advantages supposedly bestowed upon him by his whiteness, maleness, or heterosexuality. A white male, for example, may be told to check his privilege by declining to speak on subjects involving racism and defer instead to the lived experience of an ethnic minority. This shouldn’t be confused with taking turns in a given discussion. The purpose of the mandate is to entirely silence those with “privilege” and shame them into withdrawing from any particular conversation, debate, or event.


    Discursive violence: The spoken word interpreted as physical harm, a concept championed by French theorist Michel Foucault. As noted by Rectenwald, social justice holds that speech and expression alone can function as assault. The concept is most prolific on university campuses, where students who find offense in a speech or an idea decry it as violence or even consider it an assault. This is what led to the demand for “safe spaces” at universities, areas carved out on campus where specific ideas, speech, or even people are forbidden if they don’t adhere to social justice orthodoxy.


    Woke: Used to describe a person who is enlightened, aware of, and sensitive to all of the previous terms and all things related to social justice. That includes the ability to identify individuals who possess “privilege,” and the grievance, oppression, and victimization experienced by those who don’t on account of their race, gender, or sexuality. The woke concept is also used as a form of affirmation for adherents to the ideology. If a person is “woke,” they’re good in the eyes of the social justice movement.


    An infusion of these ideas brings you to modern-day social justice, a system, a worldview, and a movement that bears no semblance to actual justice.


    According to Rectenwald, “social justice” as a well-intentioned remedy to economic societal problems traces back to the 1840s, when Italian Catholic Jesuit priest Luigi Taparelli d’Azeglio used the term to describe “the glaring lack of an adequate Catholic response to industrialism and urbanization, with their associated social and economic symptoms.”21 It was the “supplanting of guild-based cottage industries by urban factories [and] the displacement of workers” during the Industrial Revolution that moved d’Azeglio to state that a certain social justice was required to remedy the impact it had had on the laborers.


    During that period, factories and advancements in machinery disrupted the working classes of Western Europe, just as automation has done to the Midwest in America today. The technological shift created economic opportunity for some at devastating expense to others.


    “The original social justice,” writes Rectenwald, “amounted to the protection and mobilization of small charitable and philanthropic organizations to address (but not eliminate) the recalcitrant social facts of individual, economic, and political inequality, which had been exacerbated under the new industrial economy.”


    In short, there were private charities that worked to ameliorate the effects of job displacement and poverty of the industrial age. That was considered social justice at the time.


    It stands in contrast to today’s social justice movement, which is only tangentially concerned with uplifting the impoverished. It instead trains its energy on bringing down the “privileged” and reordering America’s social hierarchy around identity and grievance. It wants the moral superiority of the oppressed moved to the top and nothing less.


    It’s a societal subversion that began brewing in academia in the late 1960s with the feminist movement, and it gained prominence in the 1980s and 1990s.


    American feminists of the 1980s did most of the work in bringing social justice from academia to the rest of America. In her 1986 book The Science Question in Feminism, influential feminist Sandra Harding writes that, “By starting from the lived realities of women’s lives, we can identify the grounding for a theory of knowledge that should be the successor to both Enlightenment and Marxist epistemologies.”22


    In other words, Harding is asserting that women, simply by nature of their gender, possess a particular knowledge that should function as the viewpoint by which the world operates. And remember, only women can possess such perspective, so it follows that men should submit to the inherent superiority of all women without regard for merit or ability.


    If standpoint knowledge functions as the brain of social justice ideology, its heart is intersectionality, an ever-shifting ranking system that determines who is more aggrieved than the next, who deserves more deference than the other. It’s a hazy, nonconcrete way of measuring overlapping identities and their corresponding hardships and victimhood. The more cross sections of oppressed identities an individual can claim, the higher his or her status on the intersectionality scale.


    It gets messy even within the movement. Who can say whether one person is more aggrieved than another? Is a black woman more or less oppressed than a white gay man? Is a Latino man more or less privileged than a Palestinian trans woman? Is an American Indian man more or less aggrieved than a lesbian Asian woman? (The answer for that one really depends on whether the Asian woman is hot, but the point remains.) It’s all worked out through a type of never-ending oppression Olympics, a competition for the title of Most Aggrieved. The judges are the social justice enforcers, the culture fascists in academia, in Hollywood, in the news media, and in political Washington.


    Black feminist author Gloria Watkins, better known by her pen name bell hooks, helped usher in the intersectionality ranking system in her 1984 book Feminist Theory: From Margin to Center, a critique of the feminist movement of the 1960s. In that book, she argues that the movement overlooked struggles against forms of oppression that fall outside of gender, and outside of white women in particular. She writes, “Within society, all forms of oppression are supported by traditional Western thinking…. Sexist oppression is of primary importance…[because] it is the practice of domination most people are socialized to accept before they even know that other forms of group oppression exist.”23 She continues, “Since all forms of oppression are linked in our society because they are supported by similar institutional and social structures, one system cannot be eradicated while the others remain intact.”


    Hooks maintains that the most discussed grievance of the time—the lack of women’s sexual and economic independence—was only the first step in addressing other forms of oppression not yet acknowledged by society.


    That observation was a prescient prediction of the situation in present-day America, where the well of grievance and oppression
 is bottomless.


    The most up-to-date idea of privilege—social justice theory’s ultimate adversary—was pushed into the mainstream by Peggy McIntosh, who is famous for her 1988 essay “White Privilege and Male Privilege: A Personal Account of Coming to See Correspondences Through Work in Women’s Studies.” The essay builds on 1960s feminism but ventures into race by critiquing the privilege of white Americans in everyday life. Without ever using the phrase, McIntosh talks about the hierarchy of intersectionality. She refers to it instead as “interlocking oppressions.” And without ever using the phrase, she introduces social justice ideology’s most potent weapon: the modern-day struggle session—the command to “Check your privilege” in front of the masses.


    “I have come to see white privilege as an invisible package of unearned assets that I can count on cashing in each day, but about which I was ‘meant’ to remain oblivious,” she writes. “White privilege is like an invisible weightless knapsack of special provisions, assurances, tools, maps, guides, codebooks, passports, visas, clothes, compass, emergency gear, and blank checks.”24


    She goes on to give forty-six examples of white privilege she personally enjoys, an exercise that college students are now instructed to replicate at universities all over the country. (I personally went through it during a mandatory freshman-level course.)


    Among McIntosh’s examples of her white privilege are: “I can be reasonably sure that my neighbors in such a location will be neutral or pleasant to me,” “I can go shopping alone most of the time, fairly well assured that I will not be followed or harassed by store detectives,” and, “Whether I use checks, credit cards, or cash, I can count on my skin color not to work against the appearance that I am financially reliable.”


    It’s arguable that McIntosh’s “knapsack” was full of experiences that were unique to her personally and not reflective of the color of her skin generally. Her assumption that all whites, based solely on their skin tone, are invariably trusted as honest, upstanding citizens belies the fact that the term “white trash” exists for a reason. (Contrary to popular belief, it wasn’t invented solely for MSNBC’s ever twangy and clueless Elise Jordan.)


    Regardless, McIntosh’s “knapsack of special provisions” might have simply served as an innocuous set of observations about unrecognized prejudices if it weren’t for the second half of her essay. That half of the essay takes a maniacal nosedive and suggests that those who possess privilege feel a sense of shame and a sense of responsibility to atone for something they had no say in.


    “[A] man’s sex provides advantage for him whether or not he approves of the way in which dominance has been conferred on his group,” McIntosh writes. “A ‘white’ skin in the United States opens many doors for whites whether or not we approve of the way dominance has been conferred on us.” She says that “individual acts can palliate, but cannot end” the cycle. “To redesign social systems,” she puts forth, “we need first to acknowledge their colossal unseen dimensions.”


    To redesign social systems. That’s the entire purpose of the social justice movement. It’s to remake American society from top to bottom—to, in fact, move the bottom of society to the top.


    McIntosh concludes her essay by denouncing the “myth of meritocracy,” which she says is kept alive by “[o]bliviousness about white advantage [and] obliviousness about male advantage” and is “kept strongly inculturated in the United States.”


    This is social justice. It’s an ideology that says the America you understand today is fundamentally broken and that full equality is unobtainable without a complete overhaul of its current order and a total abandonment of what McIntosh called the “myth of meritocracy.” Social justice maintains that there is no meritocracy, only identity, oppression, and privilege. Those assumed to hold an advantage due to their race, gender, or sexuality must submit to the aggrieved, in accordance with the new intersectionality hierarchy.


    This worldview is reinforced by the culture fascists in academia, the national news media, Hollywood, and the established political class. It then moves by way of public signals, symbols, and shaming.


    “Politics,” says Rectenwald, “is reduced by social justice warriors to a series of … Facebook statuses, tweets, kneel-downs during the singing of the U.S. national anthem, and so forth.”25 This is called “virtue signaling”—overt gestures that communicate an adherence to the movement and its ideology.


    When President Trump refers to violent Central American-born MS-13 gang members as animals, and John Harwood of CNBC reacts by tweeting that they should never be referred to as anything but human beings, that is virtue signaling.26 When ABC News analyst Matthew Dowd bravely writes in an op-ed that white males like himself should “give up our seats at the table” so that minorities and women are more widely represented, that’s virtue signaling.27 When the media devote months of coverage to the shortcomings of the white males who made up the Republican Senate Judiciary Committee, in an effort to thwart the confirmation of an exceptionally qualified candidate for the Supreme Court, that’s virtue signaling.


    Social justice is centered on who can claim the highest form of oppression, grievance, and victimhood at any given moment. It’s an endless competition in claiming to have been the most exploited, most subordinated, and most abused.


    Social justice and its enforcers have created an ever-evolving, never-satisfied new class of Americans: the victims of privilege, who in turn become the privileged by victimization. They are our privileged victims.

  


  
    CHAPTER 3



    College: Where Free Speech Is Less Likely to Occur Than a
    Mass Shooting


    The sheer chaos that “privilege” and grievance have brought to college campuses would call for a proclamation of martial law if it weren’t taken for granted that today’s co-eds are just a bunch of melodramatic idiots.


    The unfocused, unjustified student rage at universities and colleges across the country has turned these institutions into jungles.


    Fox News and other conservative media tend to dismiss the boiling mess by calling naïve and overly sensitive college students “snowflakes,” but the real problem is that these kids don’t melt after graduation. Having been taught by America’s higher education system (now thoroughly governed by social justice) that to get what you want, you need only become a kicking and screaming victim, the students are then unleashed on the general public, where they perform below standard, expect their professional superiors to tolerate, even accommodate, their bullshit, and, worse, vote in elections.


    The Evergreen State College showed itself in 2017 to be an ideal petri dish for growing this special form of bacteria.


    The school, based in Olympia, Washington, held an annual Day of Absence on April 12 of each year, during which nonwhite students would leave campus to participate in workshops and lectures on “race, equality, allyship, inclusion, and privilege.”28


    Though lectures on allyship and privilege sound about as riveting as a Lana Del Rey album played at half tempo, the day was nonetheless a tradition and presumably kept those at the school happy, functioning as a way for students and faculty with a privilege-guilt complex to feel good about themselves.


    But on March 14, 2017, Rashida Love, the college’s director of First Peoples Multicultural Advising Services (since updated to the more inclusive First Peoples Multicultural, Trans, and Queer Support Services), sent an email to faculty and staff with notice that the annual Day of Absence would come with a fun twist that year.


    “Please note that in 2017, for the first time, we are reversing the pattern of previous years,” Love wrote in the email. “Our day of absence program especially designed for faculty, staff and students of color will happen on campus this year, while our concurrent program for allies will take place off campus.”29


    The message was expertly crafted to obscure what Love was doing—asking all white students and faculty to leave school grounds rather than the usual tradition of having minorities participate in their seminars off campus.


    Biology professor Bret Weinstein took notice of the subversion and, more importantly, of the severity of asking any group of people to leave the school premises based on race.


    “There is a huge difference between a group or coalition deciding to voluntarily absent themselves from a shared space in order to highlight their vital and under-appreciated roles…and a group or coalition encouraging another group to go away,” Weinstein replied to Love, faculty, and staff the next day. “The first is a forceful call to consciousness, which is, of course, crippling to the logic of oppression. The second is a show of force and an act of oppression in and of itself.”


    Weinstein further said his email should be viewed as “a formal protest” and that he was encouraging others to protest as well. “On a college campus,” he said, “one’s right to speak—or to be—must never be based on skin color.”


    Love replied to everyone later that day, explaining that the decision to reverse the tradition that year had been made largely because “many folks who identify as [persons of color] have found the national social and political climate discouraging.” The shorter version: It’s Donald Trump’s fault.


    Love added in the email, “In reversing the programming schedule, we are re-affirming the value of having [people of color] in higher education and specifically at Evergreen.” (And what better way to reaffirm the value of minorities than by having white people leave them behind en masse?)


    Love passively reminded Weinstein that while participation was voluntary, there were “many people in our campus community who believe it worthy to dedicate 8 hours of their lives to engaging in conversations around racism, equity and inclusion.”


    This is like being lectured by your mother on the importance of spending just one hour per week in church, but instead of the Immaculate Conception, you get intersectionality oppression.


    The emails between Love and Weinstein were shortly thereafter published in Evergreen’s student paper and the April 12, 2017, Day of Absence passed without incident.30


    And yet, apparently working on a slight delay, the social justice beast raised its head more than a month later on May 23. A mob of angry students barged into one of Weinstein’s classes to confront him over the emails.


    A portion of the incident was uploaded on the internet, and it went viral, showing a hysterical horde of students screaming at the short and middle-aged Weinstein, who is seen hopelessly attempting to engage the mindless dopes in what was formerly known as a discussion. “I listen to you, and you listen to me,” he says in the video, only to have one student scream back, “We don’t care what you want to speak on. This isn’t about you. We are not speaking on terms of white privilege.”31


    This was Weinstein’s personal struggle session administered by social justice ideology’s fiercest advocates, college students. And it was an example of standpoint knowledge theory, the inherent higher morality and virtue of the students by way of their having supposedly been aggrieved, and thus entitled to be seen and heard.


    “You said some racist shit; now apologize,” one student yells at Weinstein.


    Another: “Fuck what you’ve got to say.”


    They begin chanting, “Hey, hey, ho, ho, Bret Weinstein’s got to go.”


    “You do not control this conversation.”


    “You’re acting like white supremacy.” That’s the social justice deconstruction of the language. “White supremacy” can mean anything, even the act of attempting to have a conversation.


    The mobbing of Weinstein was a show of force to humiliate him and insist that he submit to the demands of social justice dogma.


    It bore key traits exhibited by privileged victims. The student who mandated that Weinstein remain silent because of his white privilege shows the reverence for standpoint knowledge, the belief that some people, purely on account of their race, gender, or sexuality, are to be treated with more reverence than others. The student who told Weinstein he was “acting like white supremacy” was deconstructing the language: He asserted that Weinstein is racist, so Weinstein must be racist, regardless of what the word “racist” means; definitions are only relative to the privileged victim.


    As embarrassing as the Weinstein video was for the school, yet another online video thereafter showed more angry protests.32 In that one, you see students conducting a sit-in at one of the campus facilities as Evergreen president George Bridges placates them.


    Student: All of us are students and have homework and projects and things due.


    Bridges: I know.


    Student: What’s—have you sent an email out to your faculty letting them know?


    Bridges: No.


    Student: What’s been done about that? Because we’re all here on our own time.


    Bridges: That is the first thing I’ll do. I have not done it yet. I will do it right now.


    Student: So they [faculty] need to be told that these assignments won’t be done on time, and we don’t need to be penalized for that.


    Bridges: I don’t know the names of all the students here.


    Student: Well, just send it to all the faculty.


    Bridges: I will do it as the first item.


    In another life, these young adults would have looked to Bridges for guidance on how to emulate his leadership and how to conduct themselves as adults on the verge of entering professional careers. In this life, they make grubby, delusional demands and he readily concedes.


    The Day of Absence at Evergreen was canceled in 2018.


    This is what the miscreants have been taught to expect in college and, later on, in real life. As long as you claim to have ben aggrieved on account of your race, gender, or sexuality, everything else just falls into place. And if it doesn’t, summon the mob and try, try again.


    The social justice tyranny on college campuses would not exist if there weren’t enough professors and school administrators advocating for it.


    At Duke University in February 2017, professor Anathea Portier-Young at the college’s religious school (Duke Divinity School) sent an email to her colleagues urging them to participate in one of those totalitarian, waste-of-time race-appreciation programs.33


    “On behalf of the Faculty Diversity and Inclusion Standing Committee, I strongly urge you to participate in the Racial Equity Institute Phase I Training planned for March 4 and 5,” wrote Portier-Young on May 7. Mind you, those two dates on that particular year were a Saturday and Sunday, and the seminars lasted each day from 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. You might devote that time to a loved one in the hospital emergency room, but to sitting in a race equality seminar with a bunch of professors with guilt complexes? MLK himself would have passed.


    Portier-Young wrote in her email that the workshop was “free to our community and we hope that this will be a first step in a longer process of working to ensure that DDS is an institution that is both equitable and anti-racist in its practices and culture.” She helpfully affirmed that “ALL Staff and Faculty are invited to register for this important event,” so that the college “can begin its own commitment to become an anti-racist institution.” (Surely up until then, the institution had been pro-racist, or at least passively racist.)


    Paul Griffiths, a professor of Catholic theology at the school at the time and an actual intellectual, made the mistake of engaging debate on an issue that the privileged victims have deemed undebatable.


    “I exhort you not to attend this training,” Griffiths replied to all faculty. “Don’t lay waste your time by doing so. It’ll be, I predict with confidence, intellectually flaccid: there’ll be bromides, clichés, and amen-corner rah-rahs in plenty.”


    Because Griffiths’ email was a work of beauty, notable for the balls it takes to put forth such truths in the intimidating face of social justice, here are some of its other memorable lines:


    •“When (if) [the Faculty Diversity and Inclusion Standing Committee] gets beyond that, its illiberal roots and totalitarian tendencies will show. Events of this sort are definitively anti-intellectual.”


    •“(Re)trainings of intellectuals by bureaucrats and apparatchiks have a long and ignoble history.”


    •“We here at Duke Divinity have a mission. Such things as this training are at best a distraction from it and at worst inimical to it.”


    •“We have neither time nor resources to waste. This training is a waste. Please, ignore it. Keep your eyes on the prize.”


    All of what he said was true because that’s exactly how social justice operates among academics: Faculty and staff are pressured to attend seminar after seminar, workshop after workshop on diversity, racial equality, and inclusion. To object is to out yourself as a bigot deserving of punishment, whether by professional reprimand or public shaming or ostracization on campus.


    Tyrants who would like to force their education camps on the rest of us can’t do it on their own. Their ideas are inherently repellent, so they move in mobs that reinforce one another. In that spirit, Elaine Heath, then the dean of the Divinity School, chimed in to support her sister in arms. “First, I am looking forward to participating in the [Racial Equity Institute] training, and I am proud that we are hosting it at Duke Divinity School,” she wrote in an email to all. “Thea [Anathea Portier-Young], thank you for your part in helping us to offer this important event. I am deeply committed to increasing our school’s intellectual strength, spiritual vitality, and moral authority, and this training event will help with all three.”


    As good as Heath must have felt about herself at that point, she was just getting started. Her note continued, “It is inappropriate and unprofessional to use mass emails to make disparaging statements—including arguments ad hominem—in order to humiliate or undermine individual colleagues or groups of colleagues with whom we disagree. The use of mass emails to express racism, sexism, and other forms of bigotry is offensive and unacceptable, especially in a Christian institution.”


    Where was the racism, sexism, or any other “forms of bigotry” found in Griffiths’ email? He had voiced his opposition to the reeducation session, calling it a waste of time and resources. Based on Heath’s email, you’d think he had called Anathea the N-word. But this is precisely what the privileged victims do: They shut down dissent by labeling critics as racists, sexists, and bigots.


    You cannot disagree with these people. You cannot contradict, dispute, or argue. Miraculously, Griffiths was not alone on campus in believing the racial equity reeducation training was certain to be a time suck.


    Thomas Pfau, a professor of English at Duke who also teaches at the Divinity School, replied to all on the email to say that he also had reservations about the efficacy of the training. Noting his current authority as a department chair and his past experience as a school director in both graduate and undergraduate studies, he said he was “fundamentally in agreement” with Griffiths that such trainings are largely proving worthless.


    “Having worked at Duke for a long time for twenty-six years now, I have witnessed first-hand a dramatic increase [in] demands made on faculty time by administration-driven initiatives fundamentally unrelated to the intellectual work for which faculty were recruited by Duke,” he said. “A seemingly endless string of surveys, memos, and ‘training sessions’ is by now a familiar reality for most faculty, and it is an altogether inescapable entailment (as I well know) of chairing a department or program, serving on a hiring committee, or chairing a review.”


    Pfau further pleaded that differing views on the value of yet more wasteful sensitivity training “be respected as a legitimate exercise of judgment and expression” rather than dismissed as bigotry. He argued that it was “intellectually irresponsible” to accuse Griffiths of expressing bigoted sentiments solely because he objected to the reeducation workshop.


    That was that. The separate parties agreed to disagree and politely moved on.


    Just kidding! That can never happen when confronting social justice freaks. Griffiths was shortly thereafter sanctioned by Dean Heath and then the subject of an official school complaint made by Portier-Young.


    Griffiths wrote in a subsequent email to faculty and staff that Heath contacted him in February 2017 to request a meeting in which she intended to address his conduct, presumably in relation to his emails on the racial training thread. A meeting was scheduled for early March that would include Griffiths, Heath, and Dean of Faculty Randy Maddox, along with Pfau, whom Griffiths had asked to be allowed to attend.


    The meeting was canceled, though, and Heath, according to Griffiths, scheduled a new one on the same matter, but stated that Pfau was no longer permitted to attend. Griffith then said he would participate in that meeting, but under the condition that Heath disinvite her hype man, Randy Maddox, given the new demands. Heath declined.


    Thereafter, Heath sent Griffiths a printed letter formally reprimanding him, in the spiteful, gratuitously vengeful way that only a college administrator can.


    The note read: “This letter is to inform you about a process that is in place in response to: 1) Your refusal to meet with me and Randy Maddox to discuss expectations for professional behavior as a faculty member and to abide by the agenda of the meeting which I have set 2) Your inappropriate behavior in faculty meetings over the past two years…. It is unacceptable for you to refuse to meet with me as Dean of the Divinity School.”


    We’ll pause here to note that there was no refusal to meet Heath, Her Royal Heinous. There was only a dispute about the fairness of meeting two on one, as though Griffiths were up for parole, solely for having disagreed with a colleague in an email.


    Heath’s letter continued, “I cannot physically force you to meet with me, but your refusal to meet with me will have consequences. Beginning immediately you will not be permitted to attend or participate in faculty meetings or committee meetings…. Your continued refusal to meet with me will result in further consequences, including but not limited to the loss of travel and research funds.”


    To recap: A faculty member requested that her colleagues attend a racial seminar to prove they’re in favor of antiracism; Griffiths rightly said it would be a waste of time and a distraction from otherwise valuable learning and teaching; Griffiths refused to attend a lopsided meeting with the dean to address his “conduct”; and, as a consequence, he was told his remaining time at the school could be made miserable.
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