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Praise for FIRE IN THE STREETS





“First, they told us CRT was a white supremacist dog whistle. Then they said it was only taught in law schools. Now they tell us CRT in schools is a necessary component of teaching America’s true history. Fire in the Streets pulls back the veil and exposes CRT for what it is. More importantly, Doug Groothuis helps us see CRT’s threat not only to the Gospel but also to the very fabric of American culture. This timely book is winsome, honest, thorough, and fearless. Groothuis has made an invaluable contribution to the current cultural debate.”


—Voddie Baucham, dean of Theological Education at African Christian University in Lusaka, Zambia, and bestselling author of Fault Lines: The Social Justice Movement and Evangelicalism’s Looming Catastrophe


“For all who know that shallow thinking will win no arguments, and witty put-downs and hard-hitting one-liners will change no minds, Groothuis has given us a deep dive into the ideas behind the radical left. Clear, comprehensive, and cogent, Fire in the Streets is for all who care about the American experiment and who wish to respond to the present crisis constructively.”


—Os Guinness, author of The Magna Carta of Humanity


“In this wise and winsome book, Doug Groothuis gives us a brief history and summary of Critical Race Theory, a response to its accusations, a defense of America that recognizes both its genuine failings and the essential goodness of its ideals, and a way forward in our highly polarized times. This is a book that should be read by all who are concerned about the direction America is going or who want a well-documented summary and assessment of CRT.”


—Glenn Sunshine, professor emeritus of history at Central Connecticut State University and author of Slaying Leviathan


“My good friend Douglas Groothuis is a person of rigorous intellectual depth, integrity, and character forged on the anvil of suffering and Christlike courage to speak truth when it is not popular to do so. Fire in the Streets brings all these things together. The result is a careful, intellectually informed, heartfelt, and bold treatment of a range of social, ethical, and political topics that constitute today’s chaotic culture. When you read this book, be prepared for hard-hitting straight talk backed up with carefully crafted arguments. If you don’t agree with his claims, then provide reasons why he is wrong.”


—J. P. Moreland, professor of philosophy at Biola University and contributor to Dissident Philosophers: Voices against the Political Current of the Academy


“Fire in the Streets is a timely and eye-opening book. Groothuis offers a biblical and philosophical critique of Critical Race Theory that Christians—whether they agree with his assessment or not—need to take seriously. This book deserves to be read, analyzed, and discussed widely.”


—Sean McDowell, professor of apologetics at Biola University, speaker, and author


“Fire in the Streets is wise Christian counsel to Americans who are concerned about the rise of Critical Race Theory and its equally destructive kindred ideologies. CRT, the fire that is currently burning in our streets, has been subject to many other critiques, but Groothuis brings something new to the table. He seeks to fight that destructive cultural fire with the ‘good fire’ of ‘well-reasoned, knowledgeable, and humble conviction that the American creed is worth reaffirming and living.’ His argument is meticulous, respectful, and frequently eloquent.”


—Peter W. Wood, president of the National Association of Scholars and author of 1620: A Critical Response to the 1619 Project


“What are Christians to do in our present American age? Too many Christians are not equipped by their churches to properly engage the most pressing issues of our time. How does the Bible guide us in the public square? Dr. Doug Groothuis brilliantly explores these issues with a foundation on Christ’s mandate to serve each other with the love of God. Grace and Truth are critical for America to continue. This is must-read for every Christian.”


—Jeff Hunt, director of Centennial Institute at Colorado Christian University
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To Dr. Thomas Sowell, preeminent and courageous social scientist, and intellectual inspiration to me for forty years










PREFACE


While I am constrained to write this book, I realize that any such effort is faced with multiple challenges. It is a weighty task, and risky. First, given the welter of often-conflicting accounts on our cultural and political situation, finding reliable sources is not simple. I hope to avoid unreliable sources and root my analysis in credible ones. Second, one needs to develop a biblical view of race and justice to bring to bear on our vexed situation. Third is the need to understand Critical Race Theory (CRT) in its several forms aright. Fourth, one must have an accurate understanding of the history of race and gender in America—no small task. Finally, some advice—I won’t say a solution—should be given that is biblical, hopeful, and realistic.


In attempting these four tasks, I hope to avoid mere talking points, factoids, clichés, and ideological shibboleths. Nevertheless, my political views will emerge in the chapters that follow. I will argue for them while anticipating criticisms and will advance credible viewpoints whether these are acceptable to those on the right, the left, or the middle politically. My theological commitments are to historic Christian orthodoxy. My social and political views are largely informed by the tradition of classical liberalism, which is not to be confused with contemporary liberalism or leftism.1 This view is often called conservative, but I mean that not in the sense of being a Republican (I am unaffiliated with any political party), but of sharing in the vision of people like the Irish statesman Edmund Burke (1729–1797) and more recent American thinkers such as Russell Kirk (1918–1994) and Thomas Sowell (b. 1930).


A conservative in my sense holds what Sowell calls a “constrained vision” of human nature, institutions, and history.2 This account takes humans to be constitutionally limited in their knowledge and goodness. Therefore, social and political aims should be calibrated accordingly in order to avoid utopian ends which are both unachievable and (ironically) deleterious to society. This means that statecraft is concerned with establishing and preserving order, policing the law, conserving historic institutions (such as the nuclear family and the church), and ensuring legal equality for all persons as a fundamental right.


Unlike the “unconstrained vision,” this account denies that any revolution or social program will bring about a society unaffected by humankind’s basic selfishness and other intrinsic limitations. A conservative is skeptical of any plans to eliminate poverty, racism, sexism, or any other ills, since humanity is not subject to such perfections. We will find that just as the American war on poverty inadvertently made many matters worse, thus injuring the ones it sought to save, so too do today’s efforts to eliminate racism and other social ills.


A conservative seeks to ameliorate ills as much as possible and is quick to critique ill-fated and unrealistic attempts to fundamentally change human nature. Conservatives, given their constrained view, are eagle-eyed to spot the unintended consequences of political overreach (or statism). We will find that well-meaning measures, such as minimum-wage laws, preferential admission policies based on race, taxing the rich at a higher rate than others, and affirmative action, end up doing more harm than good. The policies proposed by “antiracism” are even more draconian and dangerous, despite the colorful name. As the adage puts it, “The best laid plans of mice and men often go awry.”


Radical-turned-conservative David Horowitz explains another crucial aspect of the conservative vision.




Conservative principles are about limits, and what the respect for limits makes possible. By contrast, progressive views [of which CRT is one] are built on expectations about the future. Progressive principles are based on ideas about a world that does not exist. For progressives, the future is not a maze of human uncertainties and unintended consequences, but a moral choice. To achieve “social justice” requires only that enough people will it.3





Thus, all progressives, and especially CRT advocates, focus more on denigrating the status quo as racist, sexist, homophobic, classist, etc., than on preserving legitimate institutions or explicating just how the desired “social justice” should play out. Idealism is unshaped by realism and often results in de facto nihilism—the system must be destroyed and we will worry about how to rebuild it later (if at all). As Black Lives Matter leader Hawk Newsome put it,




If this country doesn’t give us what we want, then we will burn down this system and replace it. All right? And I could be speaking figuratively. I could be speaking literally. It’s a matter of interpretation.4





Given the riots of the summer of 2020, we know what the proper interpretation was.


This constrained vision is founded on a Judeo-Christian worldview anthropology. Humans, while made in the Divine Image, are fallen and sinful (Genesis 1–3; Romans 3:9–20). We are unique and uniquely valuable among the living, but are likewise prone to selfishness, self-deception, and cruelty. The ultimate remedy for this sad condition is divine deliverance found in Jesus Christ as Savior and Lord. Still, those delivered from the penalty of sin through faith in the Mediator do not become angels upon their conversion, and many never convert. Thus, any social and political policy should heed intrinsic human failings, turpitude, and outright evil. Otherwise, such a policy or movement will try to draw blood from a turnip and will shed innocent blood along the way.


So, let us begin. I ask only of my reader that he or she read carefully, check the documentation, and endeavor to serve God and others even as there is fire in the streets and fire in the minds of men and women.5










INTRODUCTION WHO STARTED THE FIRE?



We saw fire in the streets across America in the hot, pandemic summer of 2020. Some were horrified and some were gratified. It all started after a short video was leaked to the press that showed a black man dying on May 25, 2020, while a white police officer had him pinned to the ground with his knee. That man was crying out, “I can’t breathe!” That phrase became a rallying cry for those who saw the death of forty-six-year-old George Floyd as emblematic of racism in America. On this basis—and before a trial was held—hundreds of protests turned into riots across America.1 Not all were violent, but thousands of police were accosted, highways were blocked, businesses were looted, and federal and other buildings were set ablaze.


According to the Center for Disaster Philanthropy, “[b]etween May 25 and November 18, 2020, protests occurred in more than 4,446 cities worldwide, including in all states, territories and Washington, D.C., and internationally in more than 60 countries.”2 Nineteen people were killed during the first two weeks of protests. Americans, especially those in inner cities, were on high alert all summer.3 Sales of guns skyrocketed, breaking records.4 Amid all this, we heard calls to “defund the police,” that America was “systemically racist,” and that white people experience an unjust “white privilege.”


For many, the death of George Floyd sparked a national “reckoning on race.” Some take it as the beginning of a positive revolution. Others fear it may mean the end of America as we know it. When added to concerns about the deaths of other black people—such as Trayvon Martin and Breonna Taylor—at the hands of white police officers,5 Floyd’s dramatic and globally publicized death was the tipping point that drove people into the streets, often to commit violence. Floyd’s image was seen everywhere—on posters, on murals, on shirts, and on street signs. While millions were mandated to stay inside because of the pandemic, multitudes were allowed to protest freely without masks and without censure.


Some even justified the extensive looting of 2020 riots by saying that the rioters and looters, who were people of color (POC), deserved the goods, since the owners’ insurance would replace the goods and pay for the damage. Vicky Osterweil, author of In Defense of Looting,6 told National Public Radio (which is supported by tax dollars) that




when I use the word looting, I mean the mass expropriation of property, mass shoplifting during a moment of upheaval or riot. That’s the thing I’m defending.





She wants revenge on those who have supposedly succeeded at the expense of black people.7


Will such attacks make white people fairer and more generous with black people? Will these attacks bring down the whole system of private property in the United States? They will not, unless millions start wantonly breaking the law by looting. Moreover, property is not based on white supremacy but is a natural right of all citizens. Why strike “at the heart… of the police?”8 Many police officers—including police chiefs—are black. At their best, they try to keep the peace and protect the innocent. To deny the institution of policing is to live in a dangerous fantasy world wherein people will just get along if freed from police, given enough welfare and social workers. Osterweil’s proposal is sheer ressentiment—and is, as such, ugly as sin, because sin it is. “You shall not steal” (Exodus 20:15), God declared.


In the days before the verdict on Derek Chauvin—the white officer whose knee was on George Floyd—businesses were boarded up in cities across the country, including Denver, Colorado, where I live. Because Chauvin was convicted of second-degree unintentional murder, third-degree murder, and second-degree manslaughter, few protests followed. America had not seen this kind of upheaval since the riots of 1968, and many wondered how it would end.


This fire in the streets stemmed from the fire in the minds of many about race, class, and gender. This fire is strange fire, not holy fire. While many are rightly concerned about racial justice, economic opportunity, and the fair treatment of LGBTQ people, the leading philosophy behind these protests is CRT. This philosophy that has driven people to torch the streets is being taught in state schools and has been implemented in the military and in governmental settings. Christopher F. Rufo, a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, wrote that




[i]n Cupertino, California, an elementary school forced first-graders to deconstruct their racial and sexual identities, and rank themselves according to their “power and privilege.”… The Treasury Department held a training session telling staff members that “virtually all white people contribute to racism” and that they must convert “everyone in the federal government” to the ideology of “antiracism.”9





I will give many more examples in the pages to come, but behind these events lies the basic theory of CRT.


What Is Critical Race Theory?


In a nutshell, CRT developed from an earlier ideology called Critical Theory (CT), which was a form of neo-Marxism. Every aspect of society must be criticized and found wanting. Instead of dividing society into the two categories of the bourgeoise owners (the oppressors) and the proletariat workers (the oppressed), as in Marxism, CT taught that oppression is woven into the fabric of culture and must be exposed through cultural critique. Through this critique, the culturally and economically oppressed can throw off their “false consciousness” (socially induced deceptions about their plight) and embrace a philosophy of liberation.


CT morphed into CRT when legal scholars began to add race to the mix, seeing racism as systemic in American life and evident in the law. Thinkers like the late Derrick Bell, best known for his work with the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, argue that white racism has been a permanent feature of American life and could only be countered by revolutionary change in cultural and political values. Those advancing rights for sexual minorities (lesbians, gays, bisexuals, the transgendered, etc.) found the social system to be rigged against them as well. For that reason, I will include gender matters under CRT in upcoming chapters.10 Today, this amalgamation plays out in the following ideas, advanced by thinkers such as Kimberlé Crenshaw, Robin DiAngelo, and Ibram X. Kendi.


CRT claims that America is systemically racist and that the entire social system disadvantages POC—a term which includes all non-white people, but which usually refers to African Americans. Any discrepancy in the achievements between POC and white people is due primarily, or entirely, to this systemic racism. The claim of systemic racism is often accompanied by the idea that America has been racist from its beginning. The 1619 Project, a long-form journalism project of the New York Times that aims to reframe national history, claims that America was founded on racism when the first slaves were brought here in 1619. Any idea of “American exceptionalism” is therefore deemed racist, xenophobic, and so on.


All white people are racist, say CRT advocates. They grant that not all white people harbor explicit ill will toward POC, but since they are part of a racist system, they participate in racism simply by being white. They must be taught to realize this, which is the goal of the popular book White Fragility by Robin DiAngelo. White people, particularly heterosexual white males, are the oppressors in society. Let us consider some terms and phrases used in CRT.


“White privilege” refers to the condition of unearned and unjust benefits—economic, cultural, and emotional—that POC and sexual minorities do not experience.


“White supremacy” is the ideology that says white people will fight to keep their white privilege over POC, even if they do so unconsciously. This is a redefinition of the classic sense of the term, which held that white supremacy is “the belief that the white race is inherently superior to other races and that white people should have control over people of other races.”11


“Racial essentialism” is a tricky term. On the one hand, CRT says that race is “constructed” socially and not inherent in people. In this sense, it is postmodern.12 On the other hand, race is what determines whether one is oppressed or an oppressor. How this conflict is resolved escapes me, but perhaps it can be claimed that racial conceptions are constructed by the oppressors in order to oppress. As such, they are real. But in terms of one’s objective being, they are false.


“Standpoint epistemology” is the belief that, unlike white people, POC and sexual minorities have a privileged perspective on matters of racial oppression. Their “lived experience” defines objective reality. If someone questions that perspective, he or she is assumed to be racist. Thus, CNN host Don Lemon often speaks of “his truth” of experiencing racism and homophobia as a gay black man, as do others seeking to advance this agenda.


“Intersectionality” is an idea Kimberlé Crenshaw developed, holding that those who occupy several oppressed categories—such as a black lesbian or a Hispanic transgender person—are particularly oppressed, and thus have a reliable vantage point to speak of the dynamics of oppression.13


“Identity politics” is the norm amongst advocates of CRT. Instead of deeming individuals as “created equal” before God and the law, CRT understands individuals as members of a group who must be treated accordingly. Hence, the proliferation of hyphenated adjectives: African-Americans, Hispanic-Americans, and more.


“Microaggressions” are commonly perceived by CRT enthusiasts. Given the above points, white people often disrespect and disadvantage POC through subtly abusive figures of speech and gestures. Given standpoint epistemology, a microaggression identified by a POC or sexual minority cannot be questioned.


Free speech is not typically valued in CRT. Because of the points above, some speech is deemed as tainted at the source and, as such, does not have the right to be heard. This is evidenced by the numerous public officials and private citizens who have been deplatformed at public events or banned from social media. CRT deems the older American notion of an open “marketplace of ideas” to be a prop for white privilege.14


As we address the fire in the streets and the fire in the mind in the pages ahead, we need to do far more than extinguish a malevolent and destructive blaze. We need to ignite a better fire—one that burns away the dross and gives us the warmth and energy we need to walk wisely, both with the living God and with our neighbor.










SECTION I HOW THE BLAZE GOT STARTED











CHAPTER ONE FIRE IN THE MIND OF KARL MARX AND HIS FOLLOWERS



From Marxism to Critical Race Theory


It is not name-calling to say that the roots of CRT are found in Marxism. But the issue goes deeper. To some, the label “Marxism” or “Marxist” means little or nothing, since they are ignorant of the philosophy’s origins, teachings, and outcomes. This is true for many who did not live as adults through any part of the Cold War between the US and the USSR (1947–1991).1 This is the generation that knew not Joseph (Stalin).2 It is largely ignorant about Communism, the ideology that has controlled China and North Korea since 1949, Cuba since 1961, Laos since 1975, and Vietnam since 1976.3 This means 1.5 billion people are currently enslaved by Marxism.4


To some, “Marxism” is a term of appreciation, even a compliment. Black Lives Matter cofounder Patrisse Cullors said that she and fellow founder Alicia Garza were “trained Marxists.”5 By “trained Marxist,” she meant that they are activists and organizers, not just thinkers or academics. In fact, the leaders of BLM are the disciples of violent Marxist revolutionaries of the New Left from the 1960s and the violent Black Power movement of the 1970s.6 In 2015, Garza told SF Weekly that “social movements all over the world have used Marx and Lenin as a foundation to interrupt these systems that are really negatively impacting the majority of people.”7 She is continuing that mission; thus, we must critique it.


Marxism 101


Socialism did not originate with the German philosopher Karl Marx (1818–1883), but he gave it a revolutionary and apocalyptic shape that set the world on fire. In his 1872 novel Demons, Fyodor Dostoevsky anticipated a kind of revolutionary, even before Marx, who “rejects morality outright, and holds to the newest principle of universal destruction for the sake of good final goals. He’s already demanding more than a hundred million heads in order to establish common sense in Europe.”8 Remarkably, the total death toll that Marxist regimes in the twentieth century inflicted on their own people (in Russia, China, Cambodia, North Korea, Cuba, etc.) was more than one hundred million.9


Marx was a study in debauchery. Without gainful employment, dependent on his parents until they cut him off (after which he denounced them), a terrible father and husband, and an adulterer, Marx was no epitome of virtue. Added to that, he was a racist (using the N-bomb often)10 and an antisemite (although he was ethnically Jewish). Marx fashioned himself a demonic figure, a Mephistopheles who cursed Heaven in the name of autonomous and rebellious man.11 Paul Kengor notes in a piece for the Epoch Times that “Marx was particularly fond of a line from Mephistopheles in Goethe’s ‘Faust’: ‘Everything that exists deserves to perish.’ ”12


Marx’s ruling passion was political revolution. He and his collaborator and patron Frederick Engels (1820–1895) (who, ironically or hypocritically, was a capitalist), let forth onto the world an ideology that stoked the flames of class resentment, fomented a hope for earthly redemption through revolution, and offered a crude account of history, struggle, and destiny summed up in the fiery 1844 pamphlet, The Communist Manifesto. As Marx wrote, “Philosophers have hitherto only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it.”13 His philosophy did change the world, but for the worse—far worse than any other philosophy in history.


We now consider Marxist fundamentals and how Marxism has poisoned history. It holds no promise as a logical worldview, a system of analysis, or as a social program, CRT to the contrary.


First, Marx made atheism central and ineradicable. For him, “the criticism of religion is the prerequisite of all criticism.”14 By “criticism,” he means refutation and dismissal. He took religion (primarily Judaism and Christianity) to be a false and disempowering compensation for the political sufferings of this world.15




Religion is the sigh of the oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless world, and the soul of soulless conditions. It is the opium of the people. The abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of the people is the demand for their real happiness.16





Religion is nothing but “the flowers on the chains of oppression.”17 It anesthetizes the oppressed, thus rendering them unable to revolt. The Communist Manifesto proclaims that:




Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all religion, and all morality, instead of constituting them on a new basis; it therefore acts in contradiction to all past historical experience.18





Marxism abolishes the fear of God and makes humans their own masters, who can throw off the fetters of oppression and bring about a heaven on Earth.


Ironically, if atheism is true, then Marxism falls flat and hard on its godless face, since all objective value, historical purpose, and social progress is siphoned out of a godless cosmos.19 Marxism dissolves without its labor theory of value. But if the universe is exhausted by matter in motion, then humans are no more valuable than anything else, and it all boils down to a pointless quest to survive until death undoes everything. For atheists, everything is devalued or valueless. Moreover, Marx to the contrary, much more goes into economic value than labor, such as relative demand, the costs incurred by manufacturing and development, and other elements.20


Second, Marxists believe that history is defined by the relentless struggle between two economic classes: the owners of the means of production (bourgeoisie) and the workers (the proletariat). Marx and Engels offer the master key, writing: “The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.”21 This struggle is over economic power and property—that is, over capital. Throughout the various economic systems in history, the fundamental antagonism has been between those who own property and the means of production (such as factories) and those who own little or no property and do not own or control the means of production. The owners employ workers, through whom they make a profit (or return on investment). This profit necessarily comes at the expense of the workers, who are thus alienated from the fruits of their labors. This alienation is the central human problem and is socially generated.


This analysis gives Marxism a dramatic narrative of the ongoing life-and-death struggle between the oppressors and the oppressed. Marx and Engels were experts at describing the misery of the poor in the aftermath of the Industrial Revolution and at whipping up outrage over the fate of the impoverished and against the oppressing capitalists. They turned some good phrases in justifying their bad philosophy.


While they were not experts in alleviating any of these problems, Marx and Engels—along with their totalitarian followers, such as Vladimir Lenin (Russia), Joseph Stalin (Russia), Mao Zedong (China), Pol Pot (Cambodia), and Fidel Castro (Cuba)—were experts on fomenting violent revolution, destabilizing society, impoverishing the masses (often through famine), oppressing citizens, disallowing elections, and killing millions upon millions of their own people during “peacetime.” But private property was the real culprit in human misery. Marx wrote:




Under private property… [e]ach tries to establish over the other an alien power, so as thereby to find satisfaction of his own selfish need. The increase in the quantity of objects is therefore accompanied by an extension of the realm of the alien powers to which man is subjected, and every new product represents a new potentiality of mutual swindling and mutual plundering.22





Notice that phrase “alien powers,” which is crucial and central for Marxism. All profit alienates the workers who contributed to the profit enjoyed by the owners. But while profits in some cases may be exorbitant, they are not intrinsically alienating, since profits allow owners to further develop their business, hire more workers, and provide more services. None of Marx’s key ideas were testable. As economist (and ex-Marxist) Thomas Sowell observes in his analysis of Marx’s three-volume tome, Kapital:




“[E]xploitation” was at no point in its 2,500 pages treated as a testable hypothesis. Exploitation was instead the foundation assumption on which an elaborate intellectual superstructure was built—and that proved to be a foundation of quicksand. Getting rid of capitalist “exploiters” in Communist countries did not raise the living standards of workers even to levels common in many capitalist countries, where workers were presumably still being exploited, as Marxists conceived the term.23





Marx’s idea of “exploitation” could not be confirmed. However, the egregious effects of his system have falsified his claims that Marxism betters a society.


Third, the Marxist vision is that of revolting against, not of reforming, existing society. A revolution means the total overthrow and replacement of social, political, and economic structures. The capitalist order is intrinsically oppressive to the workers and must be abolished along with all that flows from that capitalist order, such as the traditional family. Marxists hold that the most taken-for-granted institutions were based on exploitation. Of course, private property had to be abolished and expropriated by the communist state, and along with it, the traditional family had to be abolished as well.




On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, based? On capital, on private gain. In its completely developed form this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things finds its complement in the practical absence of the family among the proletarians, and in public prostitution. The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its complement vanishes, and both will vanish with the vanishing of capital.24





The family, wherein heterosexual parents raise their children, is known in every society and under every economic condition. This is because it is ordained as such by God (Genesis 1–2; Matthew 19:1–6). But the family poses a threat to the Marxists and to neo-Marxists (such as CRT advocates), since it is a unit of power, fidelity, and tradition that resists the overthrow of society through revolution.


Fourth, Marxism is fueled by a futuristic vision of victory for the oppressed masses. After the capitalist order is overthrown, the “dictatorship of the proletariat” will result, in which all bourgeoise values will be swept away through the coercive power of the newly liberated proletariat. In one of the most egregiously false and ironic statements ever made in philosophy, Marxism claims that after this dictatorship, the state would “wither away,” leading to the communist society.25 Nothing of the sort has ever happened under any Marxist government. It can never happen under any form of civil government because Marxism is impotent to change our fallen human nature and its effects, as is any merely human philosophy (Colossians 2:8).


No dictatorship will usher in its own demise and give birth to a society so perfect that it needs no civil government. Civil government is required to keep a measure of order in a fallen world, as the Bible affirms (Romans 13:1–7; 1 Peter 2:13–17), even though it easily and often goes astray in its quest for unaccountable power, as the Bible warns (1 Samuel 8; Acts 12:19–23; Revelation 13).


According to Marxism, through the necessary conflicts between classes over ages, the economic forces of history will culminate in a classless and stateless society in which the division of labor no longer obtains. Marx waxed rhapsodic about this future communist state.




Nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the general production and thus makes it possible for me to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, herdsman or critic.26





This is undiluted and rhapsodic utopianism. There is literally “no place” like it in a world still groaning for its final redemption (Romans 8:18–26). Rather than chronicling the horrific effects of Marxism in nation after nation, I will simply refer to the earlier statement that Marxist regimes are credited with the killing of more than one hundred million (100,000,000) of their own citizens—a practice that the late political scientist R. J. Rummel called democide, which “means for governments what murder means for an individual under municipal law. It is the premeditated killing of a person in cold blood or causing the death of a person through reckless and wanton disregard for their life.”27 No one has exceeded the Marxists in this deadly skill.


Enter Critical Theory


Marxism became mainstream in America through a long, slow process. Antonio Gramsci (1891–1937), an Italian Communist, wrote of the need for Marxism to infiltrate institutions gradually and over time, instead of waging a cataclysmic revolution.28 Marxism has indeed marched through our institutions; the academic world has been particularly affected. In 1989, the New York Times reported: “As Karl Marx’s ideological heirs in Communist nations struggle to transform his political legacy, his intellectual heirs on American campuses have virtually completed their own transformation from brash, beleaguered outsiders to assimilated academic insiders.”29 I have witnessed this throughout my secular education.


In 1923, the Institute for Social Research was founded in Frankfurt, Germany. According to philosopher Stephen Bronner, it was a “Marxist study group” which “sought to deal with the practical problems facing the labor movement in the aftermath of the Russian Revolution.”30 This came to be known as the Frankfurt School. Its “inner circle” included Max Horkheimer (a philosopher and the group’s principal organizer and leader), psychologist Erich Fromm, social critic Walter Benjamin, philosopher Theodor Adorno, and, most significantly because of his influence, philosopher Herbert Marcuse, who would help shape Critical Theory into Critical Race Theory.31


The term “Critical Theory” was coined in 1937 when the Frankfurters found sanctuary in America after their Marxism put them in danger in Germany.32 The name “Critical Theory” covered for Marxism; but they offered a Marxism willing to adapt to current circumstances in the West and especially in America.




Critical theory was intended as a general theory of society fueled by the desire for liberation. Its practitioners understood that new social conditions would give rise to new ideas and new problems for radical practice—and that the character of the critical method would change along with the substance of emancipation.33





Those in the Frankfurt School, atheists to a man, extended their critique of oppression beyond economic categories (the workers against the owners) to include cultural factors related to race, gender, and sexuality. In classical Marxism, the economic base determined the cultural superstructure. Hence, economics explains nearly everything. But for the members of the Frankfurt School, the superstructure of culture had to be addressed in its own right, since bourgeoise culture is deceptive and must be unmasked and debunked in order for revolution to result.


The Frankfurters realized that Marx’s predictions that the workers would overthrow the owners had not occurred anywhere. The Russian Revolution was not a peasant revolt, but led by elitists such as Lenin. Stalin, no peasant himself, would later starve about four million Ukrainian peasants when these farmers refused to give up their small parcels of land to the collective. This called forth Stalin’s “planned famine” from 1932–33.34


One Frankfurter will detain us: Herbert Marcuse (1898–1979), the leading philosopher of the New Left and formidable influence on CRT. Among other things, he mentored Angela Davis,35 who is herself a mentor to Black Lives Matter leaders.36


Marcuse was born in Germany but established a successful academic career in the United States after fleeing Nazism.37 He was a prolific author who gained fame with One Dimensional Man (1964).38 Marcuse was an inspiration for the campus protests of the 1960s in America and especially in France in 1968, when college students painted statements from his books on walls as intellectual graffiti.


Marcuse’s key contribution to Marxism was his incorporation of Freudian psychoanalytical themes into a revolutionary program. He expanded the base for social revolution to include not only oppressed workers (an economic factor), but also those considered to be sexual or social deviants no matter what their economic class (a cultural factor), and those in minority groups (a racial factor). Thus, he called for homosexuals, lesbians, bisexuals, and those in other nontraditional sexual categories to join the revolution against the capitalist-traditional-family status quo. In Eros and Civilization: A Philosophical Inquiry into Freud, a 1959 bestseller, he writes that the body can be freed from monogamous constraints to find full erotic experience.39 Marcuse called for a “polymorphous” sexuality—one not limited by bourgeoise traditions of repression.


The hedonistic counterculture of the 1960s was happy to oblige Marcuse with its motto of “sex, drugs, and rock and roll.” The slogan, “Make love, not war,” probably traces to Marcuse as well, who opposed the United States’ war in Vietnam as the result of capitalism’s inevitable imperialism. However ill-conceived or ill-executed, it was a war prosecuted to counter Communist aggression. But Marxist ideology blames capitalism for nearly all ills, domestic and international.40


For Marcuse, “a one-dimensional man” is anesthetized by material comforts and the blandishments of technological society. He must be roused from his capitalist torpor in order to discern his underlying discontent. Marcuse strained to explain Marx’s failed prophecy that the struggle between the bourgeois and proletariat would lead to revolution by claiming that “technological rationality” had somehow tamed the workers to make an unacknowledged pact with the owners. Now Marcuse would rip open the wound and reveal the disease.41


Such is the central and vexing problem for critical theorists.42 Accordingly, Marcuse and his ilk had to dig deeper to find alienation-subjugation and to sell the stimulant for liberation—even after the economic boom of post-war America, even after the civil rights advances of the 1950s and 1960s. For Marcuse, the freedoms of “pluralist democracy”—consider the five freedoms of the First Amendment—and the material benefits of “extravagant productivity” are merely veils that cover an “expansive apparatus of exploitation.”43 This works itself out in imperialistic wars (Vietnam) and in sexual inhibition.


Like all Marxists, Marcuse viewed the traditional family as an engine of oppression and as an impediment to revolution. While Marx and Engels called for the abolition of the bourgeois family in The Communist Manifesto, they did not advocate homosexuality, lesbianism, or bisexuality—let alone same-sex marriage. That was left to Marcuse, the New Left, the counterculture, and subsequent CRT advocates.


Besides appealing to sexual minorities, Marcuse appeals to POC to join the revolution against capitalism, since he, like today’s CRT proponents, deemed capitalism to be supporting racism. He writes, “Underneath the conservative popular base is the substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other races and other colors.”44 The USSR worked hard in the United States to recruit African Americans and other minorities to their cause, claiming that their plight was rooted in the exploitation of the capitalists. They had only mixed success up until the 1960s.45 But that would change.


Derrick Bell and Critical Race Theory


Derrick Bell (1930–2011) considered racial bias in our legal system—a worthy goal, if done well. He was a prominent civil rights attorney for the NAACP Legal Defense Fund and the first black person to become a tenured law professor at Harvard in 1971. His ideas have shaped CRT significantly, as well as influencing a young Barack Obama, who was one of his students at Harvard Law School and who assigned some of Bell’s writings while he was a professor at the University of Chicago Law School.46


I will further critique Bell’s claims about systemic racism later in this book, but I will briefly mention his significance for CRT. He claimed that American law remained racist even after the Civil Rights gains of the 1950s and 1960s. This racism is “permanent” and systemic in the United States, and white people only agree to help black people when it helps them. The assessment of law and politics must shift away from objective concerns based on empirical evidence to black people’s “lived experience.” This quote explains the approach of CRT thinkers and advocates today.




We believe that standards and institutions created by and fortifying white power ought to be resisted.… We insist, for example, that abstraction, put forth as “rational” or “objective” truth, smuggles the privileged choice of the privileged to depersonify their claims and then pass them off as the universal authority and the universal good. To counter such assumptions, we try to bring to legal scholarship an experientially grounded, oppositionally expressed, and transformatively aspirational concern with race and other socially constructed hierarchies.47





The Marxist themes are transparent. Here is my translation of the turgid prose: “We do not play by rules set down by the oppressors, but forge our own critique, which is shielded from criticism because we must struggle against these oppressors. We do not win arguments, but discredit our opponents, who are nothing but power-mongering and privileged oppressors.” Bell commonly committed the fallacy of poisoning the well when criticized by white writers who, he claimed, simply wanted to maintain their dominance.48


Marxism and Cultural Marxism


This chapter attempts to show that CRT is not only rooted in Marxism, but is a racially charged development of Marxist themes. That Marxist root is rotten, considering the Marxist history of oppression, expropriation, and political murder on an unthinkable scale. Marx’s fundamental assumptions about God, humanity, and value were false. The central error consists in deeming human society in strictly binary terms—oppressors and oppressed—and with no possibility of reform according to classically liberal principles, such as free speech, individual rights, and limited government. Both original Marxism and cultural Marxism (CRT) are revolutionary at their core and seek nothing less than the total transformation of society in their socialist-statist image.


Summarizing the relationship between Marxism and CRT is a fitting way to end this chapter.


Orthodox Marxists look to Marx, Engels, and Lenin as their philosophical and political inspiration, as do CRT advocates; but the latter add the ideas of Critical Theory and Critical Legal Studies as well. Nevertheless, the roots are identical.


They both divide the world into oppressors and oppressed, a radical dichotomy from which their entire worldview springs.


They both claim they alone possess the vantage point from which society can be understood.


They both claim that the oppressors—defined as the bourgeoise (for Marxists) or as those in league with white supremacy (for CRT)—are hopelessly hoodwinked by their biases, prejudices, and privileges from seeing reality as it is. They must be reeducated or silenced, or worse. (See my discussion of ideology in Chapter Five.)


They both view themselves as the only vanguard from which meaningful change (revolution) will come.


They both employ an “ends justify the means” or “by any means necessary” mentality to achieve their goals. Abiding moral principles such as nonviolence, truth-telling, or free speech may be sacrificed for the sake of the Cause.


Today, it is CRT, and not so much classical Marxism, that is in the headlines and which is taken to the streets to shout, loot, and burn. But from Marxist roots, no good fruit may come. So, we move on to challenge CRT through fact, logic, and evidence.


Much is at stake, even America herself.
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