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“In Raising Victims, young black scholar Leonydus Johnson puts together a solid takedown of the set of ideas often lumped together as ‘Critical Race Theory.’ In witty and engaging prose, Johnson makes a variety of important points: that convincing black students they are oppressed and white students that they are oppressors does no favors for either group, that it is frankly bizarre to describe neutral ‘systems’ (as opposed to individuals) as being racist, and that much of today’s frenzy over minor incidents of racial conflict stems from the plain fact that the demand for bigots on the political left outweighs the supply. I once argued that wokeness is the belief that (1) all of society is structured to oppress certain groups, (2) all group gaps in performance are the result of this oppression, and (3) the solution is equity—mandatory proportional representation regardless of performance. In Raising Victims, Leonydus makes an excellent case that all three of those claims are wrong.”


—Wilfred Reilly, author of Hate Crime Hoax and professor of political science at Kentucky State University


“The more you understand Critical Race Theory, the more you understand it is an assault on the very principles that make a free, peaceful, multi-ethnic America possible. Raising Victims tells you what you need to know in order to fight back and create a better, more humane way forward.”


—Andrew Klavan, host of The Andrew Klavan Show and author of The Truth and Beauty


“An antidote for the epistemological disease that ails us. An absolute tour de force. Leonydus meticulously takes down one of the most insidious philosophies to come down the pike since eugenics and communism.”


—Mark Pellegrino, actor and cofounder of the American Capitalist Party


“Leonydus expertly lays out why parents raising children in the woke world take the path of least resistance and the danger of it.”


—Leland Vittert, anchor at NewsNation


“Raising Victims is a scathing repudiation of both Critical Race Theory and the prevailing focus on race in the ethos of Western civilization. Part Sheena Mason’s Theory of Racelessness, part Thomas Sowell’s Discrimination and Disparities—Johnson makes the case in his unique voice using history, personal stories, and pop culture references to highlight the flaws in the theory and the overall acceptance of progressive racism. Not content with only pointing out problems, he offers an alternative solution to our culture problems that go beyond the toxic, hyper-racial approach that has driven the country race-crazy.”


—Charles Love, scholar with 1776 Unites, cohost of Cut the Bull Podcast, and author of Race Crazy: BLM, 1619, and the Progressive Racism Movement


“Leonydus Johnson smashes the notion that lies become truth simply because a large segment of society believes them or says otherwise. Our culture has been run over by a group of elitists who make it easier to be a victim than a victor. In Raising Victims, Leonydus accurately details their ludicrous reasoning while exposing the real agenda.”


—Tom Roten, host of The Tom Roten Morning Show
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CHAPTER 1 What Is Critical Race Theory?





We are among the biggest fools in history if we keep on paying people to make us hate each other.


—Thomas Sowell





By now, most Americans have at least heard of the term “Critical Race Theory.” It is an ideology that was developed in the late 1970s and throughout the 80s, but it has only recently risen to national prominence, finding its way into all levels of political debates, news stories and think pieces, and our everyday conversations. Despite this increased awareness, a definition for Critical Race Theory seems to be somewhat elusive, even among those who claim to support it. This definitional haziness has been used as a strategic tool to outright dismiss any concerns from parents about the race-centric curricula being imposed on their children in public schools, concerns from employees about race-centric training sessions being required in the workplace, or concerns from citizens about race-centric policies being enacted by the government. The simple refrain is, “That isn’t Critical Race Theory.”


Then what exactly is Critical Race Theory (CRT)? While its opponents vehemently denounce it as blatant racism disguised in costumes like diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives, its supporters insist it is nothing more than an academic tool of analysis found only in law schools. Who is correct?


In Critical Race Theory: An Introduction, one of the founders of the ideology, Richard Delgado, tells us explicitly what it is, writing:




The critical race theory (CRT) movement is a collection of activists and scholars engaged in studying and transforming the relationship among race, racism, and power. The movement considers many of the same issues that conventional civil rights and ethnic studies discourses take up but places them in a broader perspective that includes economics, history, setting, group and self-interest, and emotions and the unconscious. Unlike traditional civil rights discourse, which stresses incrementalism and step-by-step progress, critical race theory questions the very foundations of the liberal order, including equality theory, legal reasoning, Enlightenment rationalism, and neutral principles of constitutional law.1





In essence, CRT is an ideology embraced by race activists that operates from the foundational assumption that racism is endemic in our country; that it is deeply ingrained in all of our institutions; that it is intertwined into the very fabric of our society; that concepts such as equality, neutral principles of law, and liberalism (i.e., individual rights, liberty, consent of the governed, etc.) are its natural enemies; and that this must be rectified, not through incrementalism, but through revolution. The belief is that racism is so pervasive that it has embedded itself into the normal, everyday operations of our lives to the point of invisibility. Racial disparities viewed through the lens of CRT are automatically attributed to racism even if no overtly racist acts are apparent. White people are said to benefit from a system of white supremacy whether they know it or not. Non-white people are likewise oppressed by this same system whether they know it or not. In this view, the fundamental operation of the system itself automatically perpetuates racism and disparate outcomes among racial groups. These are the basic tenets of Critical Race Theory.


It should be clear how insidious such an ideology can be. It completely removes the agency of the individual and claims that outcomes are wholly dependent on invisible systems—systems that were apparently built to perpetually sustain white supremacy, even if no actual white supremacists operate within it.


The notion is ridiculous on its face. Systems are not racist. People are. Systems do not engage in discriminatory behavior. People do. It is a nonsensical proposition that a system can somehow be created to covertly perpetuate racist bigotry and discrimination without the awareness or knowledge of its participants. Imagine that, under Jim Crow, a restaurant enforces segregation and refuses to serve black customers or makes them sit in a separate area from the white customers. We might say that Jim Crow and the subsequent policies of this restaurant were examples of systemic racism. However, the discriminatory actions do not actually happen unless individuals consciously engage in the behavior to enforce segregation. They wouldn’t do it unconsciously. They wouldn’t do it while failing to recognize that their behavior was discriminatory and racially motivated. They wouldn’t be surprised to find out that the system had different rules for different people based on race.


In other words, the system cannot segregate or engage in racism on its own. In fact, there were many instances of companies during the Jim Crow era defying segregation laws because they had economic incentives to do so. If the system was inherently racist, they wouldn’t have been able to do that. Racism doesn’t just happen invisibly and without the conscious awareness of those involved. To say otherwise is to substantially diminish the essence and implications of the word “racism” to the point where it becomes meaningless.


Claims of racist systems are nothing more than a convenient boogeyman one can draw from in order to explain disparities in outcomes without laying agency and responsibility at the feet of the individual. Black people are disproportionately shot by police? Policing must be racist. Black actors aren’t nominated for at least half of the Academy Awards? The Academy must be racist. Black people struggle with math? Math must be racist. This is CRT’s answer for every racial disparity. There is no need to examine crime rates, quality of acting work, or time spent on math homework. In the world of Critical Race Theory, the culprit is always the “system,” and the only variable that truly matters is race.


Ibram X. Kendi, a professor at Boston University and the face of the so-called “antiracism” movement, has stated explicitly that racial disparities in a given system are evidence that the system is racist. He has also said that the only remedy for past discrimination is present discrimination, and that the only remedy for present discrimination is future discrimination—meaning that the tables must be turned, and white people must now become and remain the victims of discrimination in order to make up for past discrimination against black people. It is incredible that anyone treats these ideas with even a modicum of seriousness. The endorsement of open racism aside, the idea that disparities cannot possibly exist between two groups without the presence of bias is just nonsense. If it’s foolish to expect equal outcomes between individuals (and it is), then it is foolish to expect equal outcomes between groups of individuals. To quote Dr. Thomas Sowell, “A man isn’t even equal to himself on different days.”2 It makes little sense to expect even people who embrace the same culture, the same beliefs, and the same values to have equal outcomes, including children who grow up in the same household with the same parents. So how much less sensible is it to expect equal outcomes among people who engage in disparate cultures, beliefs, and values?


For example, when a given group has a disproportionate number of individuals embracing a degenerate culture of violence and criminality when compared to another group, why would it be surprising to find the first group is disproportionately represented in police encounters, arrests, and police shootings? Are we to conclude that law enforcement officers are misandrists, since the vast majority of people arrested and killed by police are men? Or are there other variables that might explain the disparity? Making it about race distorts the real problem: the individuals who are engaged in the degenerate behaviors and degenerate cultures, which has little to do with anyone else, regardless of skin color. Blaming disparities on racism is pure intellectual dishonesty.


“Whiteness”


What is also often forgotten (or shall we say, ignored) in these discussions is that there are often more significant intragroup disparities than intergroup disparities. If disparities automatically equal bias, then how do we explain why black people who engage in different cultural behaviors experience significantly different outcomes? What explains the disparity between a wealthy black person and an impoverished black person? Is it bias? Of course, CRT advocates would blame such disparities on white supremacy anyway and claim that black people who experience more positive outcomes do so because they engage in “white behaviors” or align themselves closely with “whiteness.” According to this view, black people only manage to succeed in this system of white supremacy because they “act white,” while those who “act black” remain eternally under the boot of white oppression. This is what this ideology promotes. I have personally been told that I benefit from white privilege because of my “white-normative” behavior. Such arguments, of course, ironically undermine the claims of systemic racism, because if this racism can be so easily defeated by simply modifying one’s behavior, then the problem clearly isn’t racism. These ridiculous accusations would be comical if the ideology weren’t so pervasive.


So what exactly are these “white behaviors”? According to the Smithsonian’s National Museum of African-American History and Culture, white behaviors and white culture include such things as rugged individualism; the nuclear family; emphasis on the scientific method; Western-focused history; having a strong work ethic; Christianity; respecting authority; valuing ownership of goods, space, and property; beauty standards; Christian holidays; our traditional definition of justice; a competitive spirit; proper English grammar; and politeness.3 How is it that more people are not insulted by these assertions? To claim that concepts like politeness, respect, and work ethic are traits of “whiteness” is to imply that impoliteness, disrespect, and laziness are the traits of non-whiteness. If you were looking for racism, there it is.


Along with this, there is also a sense among those who follow the ideas of Critical Race Theory that the black people who deviate from the expectations of “blackness” (whatever that means) are to be considered white, or at least purveyors of white supremacy. This brings to mind an exchange between Washington Post reporter Eugene Scott and Nikole Hannah-Jones, the founder of the historically illiterate 1619 Project. Scott said, “These days, I am reminded quite often that you do not have to be white to support white supremacy,” to which Jones responded,




Also, whiteness is not static, and it is expandable when necessary. A lot of folks we don’t think of as white think of themselves as white because the lines have never been entirely clear. That’s the beauty of white supremacy—it is extremely adaptable.4





This is the epitome of psychological projection. Scott lays the groundwork by claiming non-whites can support white supremacy and Jones gives the game away by announcing that the concept of white supremacy is malleable. This means that, for advocates of Critical Race Theory, “whiteness” and “white supremacy” are quite literally whatever they say it is, and the definitions remain fluid and dynamic, ready to serve whatever purpose they need it to.


Hannah-Jones has also been known to make a distinction between those who are physically black and those who are “politically black” to make this same point. In other words, you can only truly be black if you agree with her and her ideology. Otherwise, you support white supremacy. Genius. Just make white supremacy mean whatever you want it to mean, and then you can accuse anybody you want to of supporting it. Of course, if it means supporting punctuality, work ethic, individualism, or proper grammar, then you will find plenty of non-white people who support white supremacy. If it means opposing progressivism, the 1619 Project, Critical Race Theory, or just the general idea that black people are oppressed in America, then go ahead and sign me up as a non-politically black white supremacist.


But this is how CRT justifies itself. The claim that there are systems of white supremacy cannot be refuted if the racism in the system is invisible and the definition of white supremacy is fluid and based on whatever is needed in the moment. I am reminded of the teenager who claims he has a girlfriend but when pressed about her identity, announces that you wouldn’t know her anyway and she goes to another school.



Anti-Colorblindness and Ethnic Gnosticism


Critical Race Theory also rejects the idea of colorblindness and treating everyone equally regardless of their race. It dismisses the oft-referenced line of Dr. Martin Luther King’s “I Have a Dream” speech, in which he proclaimed that he looked forward to a day where his children would be judged, not by the color of their skin, but by the content of their character. CRT advocates believe that such a view is actually oppressive. They believe that if everyone were to be treated the same, and if race were essentially ignored, then the system of white supremacy would run unchecked, allocating privilege and status to white people while grinding non-white people into the ground under its heel. They believe that race must be placed at the forefront of policy- and decision-making in order to manipulate outcomes.


They believe in a concept that one of the progenitors of CRT, Harvard Law professor Derrick Bell, called “Interest Convergence,” which essentially means that white people control the levers of power and never do anything that will benefit black people unless it also benefits themselves. In other words, black people never make any gains or receive any benefit in society unless their interests and the interests of white people converge. Bell argued, for example, that the U.S. Supreme Court only ruled that racially segregating schoolchildren is unconstitutional in Brown v. Board of Education (1954) because it was in the interest of white people to elevate their image on the world stage during the Cold War.


What Bell and others fail to understand is that people, in general, operate in self-interest regardless of race. Everyone does. The entire idea of commerce in a free market is dependent on the fact that people act in their own self-interest and that they choose to do business with each other when those interests converge. This is true on the individual level, but the government never does anything for anyone, regardless of race, unless it is in the government’s best interest and helps it maintain or grow its power. If it is in the government’s interest to deny you your rights and it can get away with it, it will do so. We saw that clearly during the COVID-19 pandemic. The state is the problem. It always has been. That has nothing to do with race.


CRT advocates also do not believe in equal opportunity, only in equal results. As such, they believe that if they control the levers of power, they can create equal outcomes and will not have to rely on interest convergence. They are antagonistic toward any concept of equal treatment—even the idea of rights—themselves. They believe, again, that these things only benefit white people while oppressing non-white people. They believe concepts like “free speech” are mechanisms of marginalization: that speech is only free for white people who use their speech to advance their own power and further marginalize minority groups. They maintain that dismissing the idea of positive rights (i.e., the right to something, such as housing) in favor of negative rights (the right to be free from something, such as coercion) is nothing more than yet another form of oppression and a product of a white-dominated culture. They believe in standpoint epistemology—the idea that racial minorities have significantly more authority to understand and speak on supposed racial oppression due to their position as the oppressed while others (white people) do not. They reject the concept of objectivity and embrace the pseudo-reality of “lived experience” and “my truth” over empirical evidence and the truth. They believe in equity, which means sacrificing true equality in pursuit of equal outcomes. They believe they can and should take from the “haves” according to their perceived privilege and give to the “have nots” according to their perceived marginalization. CRT is merely repackaged Marxism, with race replacing class (more on that in Chapter Twelve).


This is the game that is being played by Critical Race Theory activists. They believe the entire structure of our society is corrupted with racism and racial oppression. And not only is this apparent oppression invisible, but it can only be recognized, understood, and explained by non-white people who adhere to the CRT ideology and who have special white supremacy decoder rings. Everyone else is, therefore, oblivious and unable to understand the experiences of those who suffer under the hand of white supremacy. They believe that white people cannot possibly know what it is like to be black in America, as their own experiences are skewed by the lens of white privilege. Theologian and author Voddie Baucham calls this “ethnic gnosticism”: the concepts of race and racism are treated as if racial minorities, and specifically black people, live some sort of mystical, esoteric existence that cannot possibly be grasped by anyone with a different skin color. Therefore, since you as a white person cannot possibly understand what it is like to be black, you are not allowed to have any opinions pertaining to race. This would also mean that my white family members and I somehow have much less in common and understand each other much less than I and some stranger in a random city across the country who happens to be black would.


In its stated quest to eradicate racism, CRT manipulatively places race at the forefront of everything and proclaims it to be the most powerful and important variable of a person’s identity. It claims to be fighting white supremacy while, ironically, making the exact same types of racial arguments that white supremacists have made.


CRT is an ideology that latches onto the past and refuses to let go, dragging as much of that past as it can into the present for the purpose of emotional manipulation. It is an ideology that believes the son remains guilty of his father’s sins. It is an ideology that embraces the erroneous and damaging assumption that disparities automatically equal bias, that skin color confers privilege (or lack thereof), and that this all must be dismantled at the institutional level. It is a conspiracy theory that removes all agency from non-white people and places the blame for all negative or disparate outcomes of non-white individuals onto the specter of white supremacy.


This, in turn, encourages the bigotry of low expectations through which non-white people are not held to the same standards as their white counterparts and are given special accommodations and considerations in order to be “equal.” This is why, in school systems, we see advanced-placement classes and standardized testing discontinued. Grading systems are altered or abolished. Grammar requirements are loosened. White children are taught that they must deconstruct their whiteness and recognize their privilege, while non-white students are taught that they are inherently victims of a hateful and bigoted system. In corporate settings, white employees are forced to undergo racial sensitivity training and listen to lectures from so-called diversity consultants on how racist they are and how they must “be less white.” In Hollywood, there are demands for more non-white actors to be cast regardless of whether they are a good fit for the role and that they win more awards whether they deserve them or not—all while propaganda is continually infused into films and TV shows that promote the notion of rampant racism against minorities as well as the desirability and virtue of white guilt.


Professional sports leagues are receiving demands for more black coaches while ignoring the disproportionate number of black players. People like Colin Kaepernick claim that NFL players, who make millions of dollars to play a game, are the equivalent of slaves in a slave auction. We see victimhood messaging on helmets and sidelines about how significant a problem racism is in America, and athletes kneeling during the national anthem in some contrived sense of solidarity with those who suffer the horrors of being black in America. And no white person is ever allowed to protest any of it because they, in their “whiteness,” cannot possibly comprehend the horrific experience of living as a black person in the irredeemably racist United States of America. This is Critical Race Theory at its root. It is the belief that racism is everywhere, at all times, regardless of evidence; that non-white people must be given special attention and accommodations to overcome it; that only non-white people (with the “correct” political views) are in a position to define it; that colorblindness and treating everyone equally only perpetuates it; and that our institutions must be reformed or ultimately destroyed because of it.


St. George in Retirement Syndrome


Critical Race Theory is an ideology that promotes blatant racism, and it was born of a need for its founders to justify their own importance. The founders claim that CRT was developed because the civil rights movement had “stalled out.” In reality, it was created because the civil rights movement had largely accomplished its purpose, so the people whose identities were wrapped up in social justice and racial victimhood needed new monsters to fight. What better way to do that than to claim that the overt racism of the past had been driven underground and now covertly and invisibly continues its schemes of white dominance behind the curtains of all of our institutions? What better way to maintain your sense of purpose than to promote an ideology of demagoguery, feeding on hatred and resentment, clinging to grievance and vengefulness, and heralding yourself as the savior?


Political philosopher Kenneth Minogue coined a concept known as “St. George in Retirement Syndrome.” It is presented in the form of an allegory, telling the story of a valiant dragon slayer named St. George, who kills all the dragons in the land. Once he has slain all the dragons, he goes home and relaxes, enjoying his retirement.


However, before long he begins to experience an identity crisis. His entire life has revolved around slaying dragons, and now all the dragons are gone. He no longer feels like he has any purpose. As luck would have it, he looks out the window and what does he see? A dragon! He grabs his sword and shield and rushes out to slay the horrid beast. Suddenly he is surrounded. There are dragons everywhere! Big dragons, small dragons, dragons with antlers, dragons that bark, dragons that quack, even dragons that pretend to be villagers. St. George heroically slays them all. Eventually he is seen swinging his sword at the empty air itself, proclaiming it to be the biggest, fiercest dragon of all.5


I find this allegory to be a spectacular representation of what Critical Race Theory is. There was, indeed, a time when the real dragons of widespread racial oppression existed in this country. There was a time when we needed those dragon slayers, who would valiantly go to battle and kill these terrible monsters. But once the dragons were slain, what were those who had rooted their identity in slaying them supposed to do now? What does a dragon slayer do when all the dragons are gone? The solution was to begin seeing dragons everywhere.


This is now the claim: dragons are all around us. Even when we can’t see them, they are there. We must all be aware of these dragons and actively work to destroy them in every aspect of our lives. If you are not a dragon slayer, you are not gifted with the insight necessary to see these dragons—but you must never question their existence. We must trust what we are told, just accept that they truly are pervasive, that only the dragon slayers are able to see them, and only the dragon slayers can tell us how they must be destroyed. You need to just shut up and be an ally, reflect on your flaws, and figure out how you personally are hindering the dragon slayers and allowing these dragons to continue to terrorize the countryside.


With all this in mind, it seems extremely silly to claim that such an ideology would be restricted only to law schools. How could it be? CRT proclaims that the dragon of racism is all around us, inherent in our very way of life, and that it requires active deconstruction. Its founders insist that it has both an academic and an activist component, that it is a tool for activism and social change, and that movements like Black Lives Matter, antiracism, and DEI are vehicles for CRT ideology. Are we supposed to believe that these people are not pursuing this anywhere except for 8:00 a.m. classes at Yale? Of course not. Clearly, it is not restricted to law schools. The founders of CRT even openly admit that it has expanded to other areas of education, that it has branched off into LGBT issues, Asian-American issues, and Muslim-American issues, and that its principles are being applied in all manners of ways—not only in this country, but all over the world. DEI programs, cultural sensitivity, racial sensitivity—all of these are used as euphemisms for the principles of CRT, none of which have anything to do with education and everything to do with implementation. Why obfuscate these things?


Word Games


Obfuscation is a recognizable pattern within progressivism. The intentional manipulation of words and definitions is a way for people to try to command the narrative, confuse and manipulate others, and to seize and hold power. For example, they say racism cannot possibly be committed by black people (well, politically black people, anyway) because racism requires power. Once you set aside the false claim that black people do not have power in America, it becomes clear that this is a nonsensical proposition meant to excuse the racist behavior of non-white people and to attach the shame of racism solely to white people. There is no other reason to try to shift that definition.


This kind of language manipulation is not exclusive to Critical Race Theory, either. We see it with issues like gender ideology, sexuality, and abortion as well—in fact, in any sociopolitical issue influenced by progressivism, we will inevitably see manipulation of language. The definitions of “man” and “woman” have become fluid. We now must contend with gobbledygook terms such as “birthing people” or “people who menstruate.” We must be open and accepting of “pansexuals” and “homoflexibles.” What is a human being? What does the word “life” mean? None of these definitions are static in progressivism. The sands shift with every change of topic. If we are just discussing pregnancy, then we must use the term “birthing people,” because leftists claim men can get pregnant, too. If we’re talking about abortion, all of a sudden men aren’t allowed to have an opinion because they can’t get pregnant anymore. Who qualifies as a “man” or “woman” is wholly dependent on the political context of the conversation. The most politically advantageous definition is the one that will be used in the given moment—and it doesn’t matter if it directly contradicts the other definition the speaker was using five minutes ago.


This is often the key for Critical Race Theory, and it is the only way it can stand up to scrutiny. Any criticism is deflected with a changing definition of what Critical Race Theory actually is or what its terms mean. Hostility toward free speech, being suspicious of the idea of rights, opposing the concept of objectivity, and decrying the true meaning of liberalism are all tenets of CRT, but CRT advocates will accuse you of fabricating what it stands for when you point these things out. They will try to claim that Ibram X. Kendi and Robin DiAngelo (the author of White Fragility) have nothing to do with Critical Race Theory, since they did not go to law school—as if that is somehow the requirement to be a CRT activist. It is a constant motte-and-bailey fallacy, through which they embrace extreme ideas (the bailey) and then retreat to more acceptable ideas (the motte) and pretend that’s the entirety of their position. This is why when the extreme elements of CRT are challenged, particularly in schools, its proponents will retreat to the motte and respond by saying that all they want to do is teach history. This is intentional manipulation.


In reality, CRT is nothing more than racist pseudoscience. It is Marxism with race replacing class. It is radicalized activism set in universities and public schools to manipulate and indoctrinate students into seeing the world and each other through a toxic, racialized, victim/oppressor lens. It is a vehicle for racial division and segregation. It is a tool for emotional manipulation. It is an ideology of narcissism and ingratitude. It is evil parading as virtue. It is the very monster that it claims to be fighting against. It is the antithesis of a colorblind, post-racial society or any semblance of what is required to move toward one.


Critical Race Theory is not an academic discipline. It is a worldview. It is a belief system. It is an extremist religion. It is a racialized distortion filter through which one views reality and truth and comes away with lies. It is a commandment to spread the gospel of racial grievance and victimhood. It is racism pretending to eradicate racism.


We must see through the word games, recognize CRT for what it is, and tear it down. For anyone who wishes to see the wounds of our past healed, to see true unity in our nation, and to see America finally progress past race and racism in the next generations, Critical Race Theory must be thoroughly and utterly rejected.


We cannot allow ourselves to raise our children to be victims.










CHAPTER 2 Münchausen’s by Proxy





They say the truth hurts, but the only thing the truth hurts are illusions.


—Julie Gregory





I have often mused that the thought and behavioral patterns within certain ideologies like Critical Race Theory, along with Kendi’s antiracism movement and groups like Black Lives Matter, resemble personality disorders. We see endless examples of paranoia, hostile attribution bias, reality distortion, learned helplessness, and of course, victim mentality. And when this broken way of viewing the world is imposed on children, it is not unlike Münchausen’s by Proxy.


Münchausen’s Syndrome by Proxy (which has since been renamed Factitious Disorder Imposed on Another) is a mental illness wherein a person, typically a caregiver, claims that another person is ill when they are not—or worse, the caregiver actually induces illness or disability in the other person—so that the caregiver can gain attention and sympathy. Julie Gregory, in her memoir Sickened: The True Story of a Lost Childhood, details her experience with Münchausen’s by Proxy: her mother would alter her diet, give her all kinds of different medications she was not prescribed, and even have her eat things like matches in order to make her sick.1 As an innocent child, Julie was not able to understand what was going on and did not recognize until much later that she wasn’t actually sick, but that her mother was abusing her. Other people in her life did not realize she was being abused and assumed her mother was telling the truth about her supposed illnesses. How could a parent make a child and others believe that child is sick? It is clearly despicable behavior. So why do we tolerate it when it comes to race?


When adults infuse ideas of racial victimhood into their children’s minds, teach them to fear the police, that other people are out to get them, and that all negative interactions are due to people hating them because of their skin color, is that behavior truly different from what Julie Gregory’s mother did? When adults teach children that their skin color makes them an oppressor, that they have unearned privilege due to their race, that unless they learn to deconstruct their race, they are participating in a system that intentionally hurts people, that something is inherently wrong with them because of their skin color and that they must actively work to resolve it—is that truly different from what Julie Gregory’s mother did?


Children all over the country, regardless of race, are being taught that they are sick, that something is wrong with them, and that something is wrong with the world they interact with. Adults are teaching innocent children to be afraid, to be paranoid, to feel guilt for things they didn’t do, and to feel wronged by things they didn’t experience. They are being taught to view the ups and downs of life and their normal, everyday interactions through a filter of racial distortion, warping their perception of reality into a grotesque imitation of itself.


To these adults, our entire society is sick and has been throughout all of history. White people are sick and intent on expunging black people. Black people are sick because white people have oppressed them and made them sick, and they will continue to be sick until white people allow society to distribute the medicine equally. These are fabricated symptoms of a false illness.


Why would you ever want to impose that on children? Even when a child is truly ill, why would you want him to center his identity around that illness? Why would you want to instill feelings of victimhood or guilt into them over it? That is the complete opposite of what a loving parent or a compassionate adult would ever do in such a scenario. Even in the face of a real disease, children should be protected, reassured of their resilience, made to feel hopeful and optimistic, and encouraged to be brave and strong and to be an overcomer, not a helpless victim. Even in the face of a real disease, children should be embraced and loved for who they are, not made to feel guilt for something they didn’t do and are not responsible for. Even in the face of a real disease, children should not be used as pawns to further some political cause. If all of this is true for a real disease, how much more so when we are dealing with a false one?


Cultural Münchausen’s


Children have been the main target of progressive ideology, including Critical Race Theory, for a few reasons. One, like Münchausen’s, is to garner attention and sympathy for the people spreading the falsehood. It is emotional manipulation of the masses. Another reason is to mold the future of progressivism through indoctrination of the next generation—an effective way to transform an entire culture. Vladimir Lenin once said, “Give me four years to teach the children, and the seed I have sown will never be uprooted.”2 This has been the outspoken strategy of progressive leaders and activists for quite some time. They have been intent on capturing our cultural institutions and using them to promote progressive ideology with a particular focus on children. They have done this in public schools, with children’s literature, with children’s theatre, and with children’s television shows and films, etc. They are dedicated to infusing these ideas into the everyday lives of children as much as possible, even if they need to circumvent parents to do it, so that when these kids grow up, they will effectively be foot soldiers for the progressive cause. It is cultural Münchausen’s.


While many parents buy into progressive ideology and instill it into their children, many clearly do not—but that does not stop the activists. There is a sentiment among many progressives, particularly those who work in education, that children do not actually belong to their parents; they belong to the system. They belong to the community. Parents are only there as some kind of secondary facilitator of a child’s development, while teachers and administrators are the true parents. Disney executives and animators are the true parents. People with the “correct” ideology are the true parents. They are the ones who should raise the children, who will mold and shape them, and who will align them with this “correct” ideology and moral compass, while the parents are merely another obstacle to be overcome in the system of oppression. If the parents object—or worse, if they actively move against progressive ideology—these beings of moral superiority will decide that the parents are dangerous and the child must be turned against them.


OEBPS/e9781684513970/xhtml/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Title Page



		Chapter 1: What Is Critical Race Theory?



		Chapter 2: Münchausen’s by Proxy



		Chapter 3: That’s Not CRT!



		Chapter 4: The Motte and the Bailey



		Chapter 5: Justice and Vengeance



		Chapter 6: Diversity Is Our Strength?



		Chapter 7: Inclusion and Compassion, but Not for You



		Chapter 8: Equity Is the Opposite of Equality



		Chapter 9: Do Disparities Equal Bias?



		Chapter 10: The Demand for Racism



		Chapter 11: Up from Slavery



		Chapter 12: The American Cultural Revolution



		Chapter 13: Gratitude and Perspective



		Chapter 14: Colorblindness vs. CRT



		Afterword



		About the Author



		Notes



		Copyright











Guide





		Cover



		Start of Content



		Title Page



		Afterword



		About the Author



		Notes



		Copyright













		I



		II



		III



		IV



		VI



		VII



		VIII



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		212



		213



		214



		215



		216











OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/RobotoCondensed-Bold.ttf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/MinionPro-Bold.otf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/MinionPro-It.otf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/Roboto-Bold.ttf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/Roboto-BoldItalic.ttf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/MinionPro-BoldIt.otf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/fonts/MinionPro-Regular.otf


OEBPS/e9781684513970/images/9781684513970.jpg
LEONYDUS JOHNSON





OEBPS/e9781684513970/images/title.jpg
RAISING
VICTIMS

THE PERNICIOUS RISE OF
CRITICAL RACE THEORY

LEONYDUS
JOHNSON

OOOOO

an imprint of Regnery Publishing





