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Foreword

Why Johnny Can’t Think is an odd book, if you
can even call it a book. Its tone, thesis, and style are
defiantly anti-academic. Many would call it anti-in-
tellectual — and so it is, if the life of the mind is equated
with the people we call intellectuals.. It doesn’t rely
on charts and statistics; it appeals to common sense.

A former professor himself, Bob Whitaker believes
. that formal education has become dangerous, and
often fatal, to common sense. This is nothing new,
but Americans believe so deeply in formal education
that they routinely sacrifice their children’s youth to
it, often paying staggering amounts of money to shield
them from the real world.

Bob reminds us that in the Middle Ages, the ad-
vance of science was retarded not by the ignorant,
but by the learned. All educated people “knew” that
heavy bodies fell faster than light ones, and that men
had more teeth than women. The great Aristotle had
said so. And educated people preferred the author-
ity of Aristotle to the simplest experiments and ob-
servations, which could have told them that the great
Aristotle was just plain wrong.

Today the sciences are taught on a sounder ba-
sis. But, says Whitaker, the “social” sciences are
another matter. These “social” sciences are often di-
rectly contradicted by the hard sciences. They are
built on ideas and theories that are not only unproven,
but demonstrably and obviously false. Yet they are
aggressively promoted by the academy, followed by
the media and the government, and anyone who
openly denies them can forget about a career in these
institutions. Even real scientists are forced to bow
to the idols of “social” science.
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This system of modern dogmas, of superstitions
passing for scientific knowledge form what is now
called “Political Correctness,” closely linked to
“Multiculturalism.” It trains the young to accept and
parrot the notion that all races, cultures, sexes, and
sexual practices are equal, and that it is a grave
thought-crime to deny this. Political Correctness, like
Aristotle’s physics in the Middle Ages, is what every
educated person “knows.” And a huge class of pro-
fessional educators is richly rewarded for teaching it.

True science is based on demonstration, not au-
thority. But it is only authority that sustains — and
enforces — the doctrines of Political Correctness. And
this authority is supported by enormous amounts of
public money.

As Whitaker reminds us, formal education is far
and away the biggest industry in the United States.
Americans pay trillions of dollars, in both taxes and
private tuition, to have their children indoctrinated
in a false and destructive ideology, which serves as
the basis for a series of disastrous public policies. In
Whitaker’s words, “Nothing liberals do ever WORKS.”

That bluntness is typical. You may feel that
Whitaker could use a little more qualification, subtlety,
and even statistical evidence here and there. But
British understatement isn'’t his style.

For Bob Whitaker, nuance is something they do
in Europe. He isn'’t really trying to prove anything.
He’s trying to make you open your eyes. He dares
you to tell him he’s wrong, when reality is there, big
as life, to back him up. He never tries to be clever; he
likes to say what is startlingly obvious — but, thanks
to the code of Political Correctness, taboo.

Whitaker is at his funniest and most scathing
when he discusses the liberal’s most valuable ally:
the “respectable” conservative, whose role is to rein-
force liberalism by treating it with respect. This re-
spect is what makes him “respectable.” That is, wel-
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come in the media as liberalism’s loyal opposition.
The conservative who gives liberalism the horselaugh
it deserves quickly forfeits any hope of being invited
back. Whitaker long ago ceased being invited back.

Liberal programs don’t just fail; they backfire,
aggravating the problems they are meant to solve and
destroying the things they are supposed to improve.
But they are rarely repealed. They become en-
trenched, and the public, “educated” to accept the
authority of liberalism, forgets how much better many
things were before liberalism started improving them.

Unlike “respectable” conservatives, Whitaker re-
members. He sees. And he laughs.

Joseph Sobran
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On Campus | Want Less Marxists
And More Revolutionaries

My immediate goal in writing this book is to see
more students give their professors a hard time. When
it comes to the social sciences, nobody on campus
has to think. You get a degree by hopping through
hoops and proving that you “fit in.”

Today’s campus has a group of perfectly tame
students who call themselves “revolutionaries” be-
cause their hero Karl Marx was revolutionary. But
that was in 1848. The novelty has worn off of Marx
and of Marxism.

On the other side a few carefully chosen “conser-
vatives” are allowed to speak on campus and in the
media.

Our so-called National Dialogue is like an Orien-
tal play where each actor has a mask on to tell you
all about him: Sad Face, Happy Face, Angry Face.
We have our Conservative, our Revolutionary Marx-
ist, our Thoughtful Liberal, our Moderate, and so
forth. Everybody above the age of fourteen already
knows exactly what they are going to say.

Life is short and campuses are boring. This is
because students quickly learn Rule One: if you want
to fit in on campus, don’t think.

Let’s see if we can’t shake that up a little.






Part One
Are Professors People?






There Can Be No Serious Political
Right That Is Not Revolutionary

What we call “the political left” is nothing but a
consistent drive to turn the world over to those who
call themselves “intellectuals.”

The much-touted leftist Love for the Working
Class boils down to power for the “intellectuals.” The
“intellectual’s" ideal philosopher, Karl Marx, said he
did everything for the workers, but he never said the
masses should rule. Marx wanted a “dictatorship of
the proletariat.”

And who would the “dictators of the proletariat”
be?

Surprise, surprise, Karl Marx’s “dictatorship of
the proletariat” would not have a single working man
in it! Marx’s ideal was for “intellectuals” to rule over
the workers.

Those who say they are professional intellectu-
als love Karl Marx.

Marx never did a day’s work in his life. Lenin
and Trotsky never did a day’s work in their lives.

The first time [ heard the Preamble to the Soviet
Constitution was when a professor read it in class. I
laughed out loud. Nobody else saw the joke.

That Preamble said that the Soviet Union would
be “a nation of “workers, peasants, soldiers, AND
INTELLECTUALS.”

No ten-year-old would fall for that crap.

Let’s say that several ten-year-olds were talking
about setting up a country. One of the kids says,
“OK, Tommy, You'll be the soldier. You’ll do the fight-
ing and get your leg blown off. Will, you’ll be the peas-
ant. You'll spend your whole day out in the mud and
grow all our food. Frank, you’ll be the worker. You'll
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spend all day in the factory.”

Naturally, being intelligent ten-year-olds, Tom
and Will and Frank will ask, “So what will you be
doing?”

To which the guy setting things up will reply, “I’ll
be the intellectual. I’ll sit around and tell you what to
do.”

No reasonably intelligent ten-year-old would be
taken in by that line.

But leftist intellectuals never question that line.
A room full of students in class with me saw nothing
funny about it.

I laughed out loud.

I laughed out loud because I was more than ten
years old and I had a mind to prove it.

It had never occurred to the rest of my class that
there was anything funny about this crap.

It certainly never occurred to my professor that
there was anything funny about this crap.

Liberals accept this pure unmitigated horseshit
about rule by the intellectuals with a perfectly straight
face.

If you list the villains of Political Correctness you
will find that each and every one of them is a group
that has money or power that the social science “in-
tellectuals” want for themselves. Businessmen are
evil, white people are evil, military men are evil, and .
so forth.

Leftism says that the money and power white
people have needs to be taken in the name of White
Guilt.

The government will take that White Guilt money.
Then the only truly moral people in our society, the
“intellectuals,” will hand out that money.

Surely you didn’t think minorities would decide
how to hand out White Guilt money?

Businessmen also have money the “intellectu-
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als” want to control.

‘Military men compete with professors for gov-
ernment money.

Anyone who is a villain of political correctness is
in competition with those who call themselves “intel-
lectuals.” But no liberal ever notices this.

Leftists have a mental age of six.

My brother was literate when he was six, and it
got him into trouble.

When my brother was six, my mother was preg-
nant with her fifth child, your obedient servant the
author of this screed. During that fifth pregnancy
my six-year-old brother read a fateful sentence in
The Readers’ Digest.

When you are six, no matter how smart you are,
adults know everything and the printed word is sa-
cred. And the printed words he read were:

“Every fifth child in the world is Chinese.”

What the Reader’s Digest meant was that one in
five children on earth were Chinese.

But that is not what it SAID.

Sometimes my brother looked forward to the idea
of a Chinese little brother. Sometimes it worried him.
Soon he would be taking a little brother around who
looked like absolutely nobody else he knew.

But the one thing he had no doubt about was
that his little brother would have dark skin and epi-
canthic eye folds like any other little Chinese fifth
child did.

The Reader’s Digest had said so.

But no permanent harm was done because my
brother grew up.

My brother was six years old, but he grew out of
it.

A leftist is an adult who never grew out of it.

Leftists are six-year-olds mentally.

Meanwhile you can’t be a “conservative spokes-
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man” if you have a mental age above ten years.

All “conservative spokesmen” must have two
things in common:

1) A “conservative spokesman” must be smart
enough to hear the Preamble to the Soviet Constitu-
tion and smell a rat in there somewhere. In other
words, they have to have the smarts of an average
ten-year-old.

2) But you can'’t be a conservative spokesman if
you are smarter than the average ten-year-old. A
grownup that heard the Preamble to the Soviet Con-
stitution would laugh out loud.

If you want to appear on talk shows as a Conser-
vative Spokesman, you can'’t just laugh out loud at
the Liberal Spokesmen on the other side.

You can’t be a Conservative Spokesman if you
see anything funny about Leftist Intellectuals who
say professors should rule the world.

So today’s adult world has no serious political
right. Our National Dialogue consists of a left which
says professors should rule the world and an opposi-
tion on the right which has to take them seriously.

Universities give leftism a solid base of power.

Since everyone who goes to college gets a thor-
ough introduction to the idea that professors should
rule the world, that idea exerts a lot of control. Our
committed liberals include tens of millions of yuppies
and pseudo-intellectuals who never outgrew their
college education.

These millions of yuppies and pseudo-intellectu-
als who never outgrew their college education are
referred to collectively as Fashionable Opinion.

Some open opposition to Fashionable Leftism is
allowed. But it can only go so far.

How long would a talk show last if an adult got
on it and laughed out loud at leftists?

So what we have is the left and a loose group of
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libertarians, neoconservatives, Buckley theologues,
and others who oppose leftism.

But every one of this hodge-podge of professional
anti-leftists has to take leftism seriously. If you don’t
take leftism seriously, you don’t get paid.

We cannot have a serious national dialogue un-
til we stop this childishness.

No real right can exist unless it sweeps the silli-
ness of the left away. No serious right can exist with-
out starting by throwing every single Absolute, Re-
quired Truth that leftism preaches right out the win-
dow and starting fresh.

No adult right can take the left seriously. No po-
litical adulthood can exist unless its first demand is
that we get rid of the unmitigated crap and start fresh.

No adult right can be respectable. It must be revo-
lutionary.






No Student Ever Seriously Questions
His Professors’ Motives

I have spent many thousands of hours as a pro-
fessor, as a student, and in public discussions. I have
heard professors talk about how greedy business-
men are. I have heard professors talk about how
power-hungry military men are.

But in all those hours I have never heard a word,
and I mean not a WORD, about whether a professor
might have professional biases of his own.

Military men have biases, even the best of them.
A man can win a Medal of Honor risking his life to
save others and be the most proven of patriots. But
we have a healthy distrust of that same Medal of
Honor winner if he is a professional soldier and is
making policy recommendations.

If a man has spent his entire life in and near the
oil industry, you have to assume he has some pre-
dictable biases you have to watch out for, even if he
is the President of the United States.

The Bible of private enterprise is “The Wealth of
Nations.” It was written by Adam Smith in 1776. But
even in that book Smith made it clear that the minute
businessmen got together they began to conspire to
fix prices.

In 1900, big businessmen were fixing prices na-
tionwide. They had a label for anybody who denied
their right to do this. In 1900, opponents of price
fixing were called “socialists.”

You cannot let businessmen do anything they
want to in the name of Free Enterprise. If you do,
you are courting disaster.

You cannot let military men do anything they
want to in the name of Patriotism. If you do, you are
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courting disaster.

Today we are letting professors do anything they
want to in the name of Academic Freedom. So they
use the term “academic freedom” to suppress any-
thing they don'’t like.

No student in any classroom ever even dreams
of asking whether professors as a group have any
greed or any biases or any hates. So professors are
free to say that only white gentiles hate, that only
businessmen are greedy, that only generals love war.

Only professors are without greed. Only profes-
sors are without biases. Only professors do not hate.
Only professors want peace rather than war.

I cannot believe that a room full of literate people
can take all this for granted. But they do. I have never
seen a room full of literate people who did not take it
for granted that professors are the perfectly objec-
tive, perfectly neutral observers of all other occupa-
tions.

The occupation of college professor is an occu-
pation. The finest professor in the world has certain
biases that come straight out of his profession.

Every human being has professional prejudices,
no matter how idealistic he may be.

The most patriotic general in the world has dan-
gerous professional biases simply because he is a
professional soldier. A doctor who faces death regu-
larly to deal with disease still has professional bi-
ases, no matter how brave and dedicated he is.

In fact, the more genuinely patriotic or dedicated
a person is, the less likely he is to realize that he has
professional prejudices. Every leftist professor thinks
he is a pure intellectual. I never met single leftist
professor who even dreamed that his occupation
could not be trusted to judge the rest of the world
from a unique perch of pure wisdom.

If you trust businessmen with the economy you
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will get stagnation by price-fixing. If you trust gener-
als to make all foreign policy, you are playing with
suicide. '

Trusting people to be free of professional preju-
dice is not just a bad idea, it is suicidal.

This is because every occupation has its favorite
ideology. This is because every occupation will go nuts
if it is not regulated from the outside.

Does this include college professors?

What part of the word “every” are you having
trouble with?






Follow The Money

Students hear their professors say, “Follow the
money” when it comes to how greedy businessmen
are. Students hear media commentators say “Follow
the money” when it comes to how greedy oilmen or
defense contractors are.

So why do professors ignore the fact that black
Africans were as guilty of selling black slaves as white
slave-traders were of buying them? Could it be that
they are just following the money?

If you follow the money, it is obvious that white
Americans have lots of money you can get out of them
by making them feel guilty. Black Africans have none.
If you follow the money, White Guilt is useful and
black African guilt is not.

But every college graduate believes that only the
right follows the money. The left itself is never ac-
cused of following the money.

A college graduate who never outgrew his diploma
cannot imagine that professors might have a bias.
He cannot imagine that professors follow the money.
For example, professors follow the money when it
comes to Guilt.

Hitler killed several million Jews. Stalin killed tens
of millions of Russian peasants. Nobody mentions
the peasants Stalin killed and every other motion pic-
ture is about the Jews Hitler killed.

There is money in dead Jews. There is not a dime
in dead Russian peasants.

In 2003 Norman Finkelstein published a book
called “The Holocaust Industry.” The title alone speaks
volumes. “The Holocaust Industry” goes into enor-
mous detail about the pure money-and-power group
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that is STILL cashing in on Hitler.

Norman Finkelstein is not anti-Semitic. He is a
Jew who is sick and tired of the exploitation of the
Jewish dead. The loudest denunciations of “The Ho-
locaust Industry” came from German leftists for whom
Hitler is their bread and butter.

It just so happens that there is a vast stream of
money in Hitler and not a dime in Stalin.

What we have here is people acting like people.
Professors are an inbred self-selecting group of people
with a professional bias. Due to their shouts of Aca-
demic Freedom there are no safeguards against the
inbred fraternity of professors going ape.

So professors have gone ape.

This is not Evil Incarnate. This is as inevitable as
gravity.

Stalin can kill all the Russian peasants he wants
and no one cares, because no one gets paid for car-
ing. Stalin committed leftist crimes, and neither
academia nor Fashionable Opinion is interested in
leftist crimes. Talking about leftist crime does not
lead where Fashionable Opinion wants to go.

When white-ruled South Africa had apartheid,
one of the country’s big problems was keeping black
immigrants OUT. If blacks in South Africa were poor
by European standards they were rich by African
standards. If they had few rights in South Africa they
had NO rights in black-ruled countries.

So why was South Africa the only villain of Politi-
cal Correctness in Africa?

If you say this was “leftist bias,” you are only
partly right. The reason South Africa was Evil Incar-
nate was because a lot of people made their livings
off protesting about white South Africa. Nobody who
gives out money gives a damn about one more starv-
ing black country ruled by one more black tyrant.

When you say “leftist bias” you are acting as if
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leftism comes out of nowhere. Today’s leftism is a
result of professors and the people who never out-
grew their college education acting predictably.

If you say “Professors are leftist,” you’ve got it
backwards. Leftism is the concept that “Professors
should rule the world.”






For Our Inquisition, Heredity Is
Heresy

Social scientists are for nurture over nature. So-
cial scientists want all social and economic problems
to be entirely the result of a lack of the proper educa-
tion, the proper sociology, the proper psychology, the
proper history, the right philosophy. In other words,
what we call "nurture" as opposed to “nature” hap-
pens to be exactly the same thing we call "social sci-
ence!”

Given this fact it is not surprising that our to-
tally inbred social sciences always come down on the
side of nurture as opposed to nature. Your "college
education" taught you that progressive thought is
entirely on the side of environment over heredity.

Social scientists taught you that religiously.

I wonder why?

Well, DUHHH!

If you had had any serious education at all, a
real education that taught you to think, that would
have been obvious.

In the 1950s, when you said “the environment,”
you meant environment as opposed to heredity. You
also meant the social scientist’s stock in trade. A
human being’s abilities come from his heredity and
his environment. Social scientists get any money and
power they have entirely from the latter.

If everything were hereditary, social science would
be totally impotent.

What we call “the environment” in this sense is
all the things social scientists specialize in. A person
is born with his genes. You only pay money to social
scientists to get him educated, well fed, and raised
according to all the latest ideas on parenting.
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This meaning of “environment,” as opposed to
heredity, is what social science is all about. Every-
thing that is not social science is a matter of genes or
bodily chemistry. Genes and body chemistry are not
what social scientists deal with.

On campus, social experts teach that genes are
nothing and environment is everything.

In our day “the environment” means clean air,
clean water, jungles — now called rain forests — and
such like. On every campus, social science profes-
sors teach that evil businessmen and farmers and
others are greedy and only social science professors
are selfless and good. We need bureaucrats to run
the economy according to plans laid down by social
scientists if we are to save the world.

“Environment.” Professors love that word.

There are two different meanings of the word “en-
vironment,” but if an academic lynch mob is coming
after you, you can just shout “Environment!” at them
and save yourself some violence.

Academia believes what it wants to believe.

Those who never outgrow their college education
believe what their professors want them to believe.

Everybody tends to believe what they want to
believe. But in academia this tendency to state any-
thing you want to believe as a fact goes unchecked.
Like any other self-contained bureaucracy which is
allowed to declare anything it wants to be a fact,
academia has gone absolutely bonkers.

Here is how your professor was selected:

Many years ago, students who said what profes-
sors wanted to hear were selected to be professors.
Professors decided who got their graduate degrees.
Professors decided which of the younger professors
got tenure.

These new professors in their turn selected pro-
fessors in the next generation who believed even more
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firmly that professors who call themselves “intellec-
tuals” should rule the world.

The result of this inbreeding is the totally intol-
erant leftist campus of today where nobody thinks
he is intolerant at all.

To illustrate this, let us look at some of the truly
insane “facts” that have been accepted by academics
and then by the media.

No matter how ridiculous it is, an idea that
sounds good to leftists will get repeated and go from
academics to the media and be accepted as a “fact.”

Everybody has forgotten one “fact” that the me-
dia pushed hard during the Carter Administration.
Back then gays were trying to get gay families recog-
nized as legitimate “families” by the Federal govern-
ment.

Academics had to come up with a “fact” to back
the gay position. To accomplish this they, like
Sherlock Holmes, had “A Seven Percent Solution.”

All the liberals said that only 7% of American
families were “traditional families!”

Wow. That meant that homosexual couplings
were just a part of the 93% of families that were not
traditional. Everybody repeated that, on campus, in
the news, in magazines.

I was working on Capitol Hill at the time, so I
looked up this “93%” nonsense. The Labor Depart-
ment in one study had said that what the average
American thinks of as a traditional family is a mar-
ried couple in which only the man works and they
have one boy and one girl in a particular age group.

Only seven percent of American families have a
working husband, a nonworking wife, and exactly one
boy and exactly one girl in the right age group.

That is a little different from the implication that
unwed mothers and homosexuals made up 93% of
American families.
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I wrote this into a speech my congressman gave
and this “fact” not only disappeared, it has never been
heard from since.

The “traditional family” seven percent solution
was not a plot. It was simply the natural result of a
hothouse environment. One person quoted the La-
bor Department’s term “traditional family” and said
it was seven percent. That part sounded good so all
of academia took up the cry.

There was no one to correct them. Correcting the
term when it got out of hand would be called anti-
gay.

So the media repeated this line mindlessly.

I have been dealing with academic “facts” like
the seven-percent traditional family bit for forty years.
Anything that is too good for social science to pass
up becomes a “fact.” No one dares to challenge it be-
cause liberals will scream “Nazi!” or “gay-basher” or
whatever. It becomes Fashionable Opinion and the
media unquestioningly report it.

Respectable conservatives take this new “fact”
seriously.

Here is another example of this kind of “fact:”

Leftism wants all guns in the hands of the state.
Crime is to be taken care of by a Crime Policy formu-
lated by criminologists. No citizen has a right to de-
fend himself. That must be left to the Authorities. So
when it comes to gun control some really crazy stuff
passes for truth on campus and therefore in the me-
dia.

An example of this was the “43-1” myth. Profes-
sors taught, and the media repeated for years, that a
person who tried to defend himself with his gun at
home was FORTY-THREE TIMES as likely to have
the intruder take that gun and kill him with it as he
was to use it against the intruder.

You can'’t find anyone now who will admit they
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ever said that, but it was an accepted “fact” for a long
time.

Finally a few career cops started writing to news-
papers about this 43-1 “fact.” They said that they
didn’t know of a single instance where the brave bur-
glar took the gun from a trembling householder and
shot him with it. On the contrary, they knew lots of
instances where burglars were shot or driven off by
an armed citizen.

Actually, if you just think about it, this idea of
the gun owner’s being shot 43 times every time a
burglar got shot is insane on its face. But it was re-
ported and accepted as fact. Someone said it and it
sounded good. Until those policemen stepped forward
anybody who challenged this 43-1 nonsense was
called a “gun nut.”

The examples of such absurd academic “facts”
are legion. My point is that if the political left wants
frogs to have hooves, ten thousand professors will
immediately sign a statement that frogs have hooves.

When I said that professors would declare that
frogs have hooves if liberals want them to, I did over-
state a bit, but even this is not that much of an over-
statement. Read on and you will see what [ mean in
bloody and specific detail. If the left needs it, profes-
sors will testify to it.

But one thing at a time. To take our topics in
order, it has taken this long just to introduce the
reader to the novel idea that a professor might be a
mere human being with professional biases. The idea
that professors are just another occupational group
is so radical it is hard to talk about.

I did not just say that every professor has a po-
litical view of his own. What nobody seems to realize
is that professors, as an occupation, have general
biases.

We all know about leftist bias on campus, but
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we never ACT like we know about it. Every time an-
other thousand professors come up with another
declaration that something leftists want to believe is
a “fact,” everybody treats it as if it were an honest,
impartial testimony that needs serious consideration.
It is not. Any statement by professors in support of
the political left is as suspect as any statement by a
professional military man on military expenditures.

It is time for us to stop being a bunch of political
hayseeds and to start calling academia’s predictable
leftist declarations “Horseshit!” If you already know
what someone is going to say, it’s time to make them
prove it, and not give them ANY benefit of the doubt.

The burden of proof is on academia because they
have lied so freely for so long.



The Dogs That Never Bark

You won'’t see any scandals in the press about
the power and money titans who rule the media.

If that simple sentence doesn’t start the reader
thinking, nothing can. A person who is not set to
thinking by the simple mention of the lack of scandal
in the media will never outgrow his college educa-
tion.

There are plenty of reports of scams in military
contracting. There are lots of rumors of oil compa-
nies doing wrong.

But when the money and power moves take place
‘on the left, there is never the slightest hint of wrong-
doing.

The hard left took over the Ford Foundation. Not
a hint of anything wrong came from the media. The
hard left took over other billion-dollar foundations. If
the right took one major foundation over, everybody
would know about it and there would be some dis-
cussion of possible problems. But there is never any
mention of suspicion in the press when leftists take
control of yet another gigantic private foundation.

If leftists are people, there must be just as much
scandal with their money and power moves as there
is in the money and power big business and military
contractors have.

Are leftists people? If you have not outgrown your
college education this question would never occur to
you.

For the first time in history a national industrial
takeover is occurring without a breath of scandal,
without a hint of dishonesty.

There used to be hundreds of separately owned
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local newspapers in America. These small businesses
had a general bias to the political right. In every city
these local newspapers are being taken over by na-
tional chains, all of which have a left bias.

If oil companies were taking over every local gas
station, the media would watch them closely. In such
a gigantic national takeover one might expect there
to be some undue pressure, a little greed, maybe even
a hint of outright viciousness somewhere in this coast-
to-coast process.

In the national media takeover there has not been
a hint of such problems. Conservative spokesmen are
as desperate as liberal spokesmen to insist that ev-
ery single big money man in the national media take-
over is one hundred percent fair.

If the media are our watchdogs, why don’t they
ever bark at the left? Why do they agree that “intel-
lectuals” have no biases, that there is never any dirt
to be dug out when big money foundations are taken
over by ideologues?

As Sherlock Holmes said, the important thing was
that the dog didn’t bark. Enormous power grabs con-
stantly take place on the left, but there is never a
hint of scandal about them in the media they con-
trol.

Not a HINT. Not a BREATH. Not a SUSPICION.
Not a RUMOR. No barks, no whines. Hell, that dog
never even wakes up.

If our media are watchdogs, why do they never
bark at the biggest money and power industries in
the world, education and the media itself?

And why doesn’t anybody ever ask these ques-
tions?

“Saturday Night Live” is a favorite show of
America’s yuppies. Much of its humor is based on
laughing at anyone who doesn’t have Fashionable
Opinions. But sometimes its humor really hits home.
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On one show a college recruiter was holding a
meeting of high school graduates who might go to
his college. He closed the door and then made a propo-
sition to the students. He said that if the kids would
pay their tuition and fees, they could spend four years
going anywhere they wanted to go and doing any-
thing they wanted to do.

What made the skit funny was that it made sense.
All you go to college for is a diploma. At the end of
four years professors who are given the authority by
government sign a diploma for you. There is no way
to tell whether somebody actually went to college.

It doesn’t matter if anybody went to college if they
have the diploma. When you get right down to it, pro-
fessors don’t have to do anything but sign that piece
of paper and please each other.

You talk about scandals. That is the elephant in
America’s living room.

If that skit had been presented to anything but a
nation of college graduates, someone may have
started thinking. Fortunately, when it comes to Young
Upwardly Mobile Professional People, yuppies, there
is no threat that they are going to start thinking.

A generation ago a lot of colleges admitted they
were just diploma factories and abolished required
courses altogether. You paid your money, jumped
your hoops, and in four years you got your govern-
ment-sanctioned piece of paper.

All those watchdogs of the press are out there
looking for fixes that involve money. But if you are
waiting for the watchdogs of Public Opinion to men-
tion the biggest money fraud in the world today, di-
ploma money, plan to wait until after you take that
ice-skating trip in Hell.

For a person who was in academia in the 1960s,
if he has a mind, the recent discovery of the genetic
defects that cause depression is fascinating. In the
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1960s the big debate was whether there was “a ge-
netic component” to schizophrenia.

Anybody who said schizophrenia was inherited
back then was called a Nazi.

If you had predicted in 1955 that we would not
only find that the disease is genetic, but that we would
find the actual genes involved, you would have been
considered nuts.

In fact, in 1955, what we now call schizophrenia
did not even go by that name. It was called “the schizo-
phrenic response.” The reason it was called “the
schizophrenic response” was that all real scientists
had to make it clear that this was a psychological
response, not a physical matter.

In 1955 you could get the usual thousand pro-
fessors to sign a document declaring that schizophre-
nia was proven to have nothing to do with genes. It
was one of those academic “facts.”

This absolute doctrine that schizophrenia and
depression were “responses” had a hugely practical
application. Depression and schizophrenia were the
main subjects of the “science” of psychoanalysis. They
were, in short, a billion-dollar industry.

The main indication that depression and schizo-
phrenia were not just “responses” came from the fact
that psychoanalysis didn’t WORK. When the first tran-
quilizers came out, studies were done to see if tran-
quilizers were effective.

Unlike psychoanalysis or social sciences like psy-
chology, if you sell a drug and it doesn’t yield prov-
able results, you can go to prison. So in the 1950s
they did a comparison of treating patients with sugar
pills, psychoanalysis, and tranquilizers.

People seek treatment only when their depres-
sion or other problem is acute. The result is that most
people get better without any treatment at all. So two
out of three patients got better with psychoanalysis
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and two out of three got better when they were given
nothing but sugar pills (placebos). As required by law,
a much higher percentage had permanent improve-
ment when they were treated with the new tranquil-
izer drug, meprobomate.

If meprobomate had no more effect than psychia-
try in treating mental illness, anybody selling it as a
cure would have gone to prison.

Let me repeat that: If meprobomate had shown
the same failure that psychoanalysis showed, any-
one asking money for it would have gone to prison.
But you could get the usual ten thousand professors
to sign a paper saying psychiatry was wonderful.

News reports said the new tranquilizers had
worked. News reports did not say that psychoanaly-
sis was a total and costly failure when applied to de-
pression and “the schizophrenic response.” So bil-
lions of dollars continued to go into useless psycho-
analysis, while barely one percent of our mental
health money went into trying to find the real causes
of these diseases.

No news media were going to report anything that
indicated that the “schizophrenic response” was ge-
netic.

When it comes to genetics, professors and media
always use the Hitler Dodge. A theory called parallel
development in anthropology threatens the academic
orthodoxy on race questions. The leading proponent
of parallel development in today’s anthropology stated
flatly that he would never contradict racial orthodoxy
because HITLER was a racist.

That falls a little short of a real scientific ap-
proach, but nobody is going to mention that.

If a scientist were to say that income redistribu-
tion and poverty had no effect on human progress
because Stalin said it did, he would be discredited
instantly. But it has been taken for granted that hu-
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man genetics means Hitler, so there can be no seri-
ous human genetics. Now that we are finding the
actual specific genes that influence human behav-
ior, that mythology is impossible to maintain.

So everybody has just conveniently forgotten the
anti-genetics mythology that a professor could be fired
for denying a few decades ago.

The story here is not in what is said, but in the
silence. The anthropologist cited above simply states
what he takes for granted. Nobody considered it the
slightest bit unusual that a scientist would declare
that his science is a product of his political ortho-
doxy.

The story of “the schizophrenic response” is in
the total silence about it. Once again the truth is
where Sherlock Holmes said to look for it, The Si-
lence of the Dogs.

The most important message of our age is to be
found in the stories that are not told. It is time we
stopped being fashionable and started looking at the
story that the dogs that do not bark are telling us.



Is There Any Way To Discredit Those
Who Are Always Wrong?

Those of us whose brains did not die in college
are actually stunned by just how stupid academic
ideas are.

All progress is based on experimentation. The left
says they believe in “social experiments.”

But nothing is an experiment if you refuse to
accept the results.

Prohibition was a social experiment. Prohibition
was called a social experiment when it was adopted.

Prohibition was a disaster. So we got rid of it.
That is a true experiment.

Leftism has a string of disasters worse than Pro-
hibition in every field of social endeavor. In the 1950s
those who said they were “intellectuals” were almost
universally agreed that socialism was “the wave of
the future.” On campus it was almost universally re-
quired doctrine that if the government owned and
ran all industry, the result would be not only effi-
cient but fair.

Government ownership of the means of produc-
tion and distribution was not only efficient. It was
also inevitable.

What this meant was that the “intellectual” would
take over the economy.

The result was that the third world was ruled by
“intellectual socialists” and two generations of people
lived in stagnant poverty while one Five Year Plan
after another failed. The human cost of that failure
was staggering.

This was a hideous catastrophe, one of the great-
est human catastrophes in history. No student hears
about it in class. No one in the media discusses it.
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Billions of people lived in misery and poverty in
the third world while economists trained at Harvard
and the London School of Economics tried socialism
decade after decade. Whole generations wasted their
lives under Communism, but even more people
wasted their lives while economists simply refused to
admit that the nonsense of third-world “democratic
socialism” did not work.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union most of the
third world began to adopt the market system. They
have made more progress in a few years than every
socialist economy on earth had made in the genera-
tions before.

The human cost of rule by the “intellectuals” was
incalculable. It was one of the greatest human trag-
edies in history. But you will never hear about it in
the universities.

The destructive socialist absurdity that was de
rigueur on university campuses in the 1950s was a
direct result of professors claiming that they were
intellectuals and that they, the intellectuals, should
rule the world. \

In the 1960s it was generally agreed among “in-
tellectuals” that “so-called criminals” were actually
victims of society. All one needed to end crime was to
dump money into psychological programs, sociologi-
cal programs and education and the crime problem
would disappear.

In other words, the “intellectuals” should take
over the legal system.

The result of that policy was that felons were re-
peatedly let back out on the streets. The human cost
of this policy was staggering.

In the 1970s you were shunned on campus if
you believed that there were any genetic differences
in the behavior of men and women. If you took away
girls’ dolls and boys’ guns, the whole oppression of
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females would end.

Yes, Virginia, they were serious. They were deadly
serious. Any disagreement was chauvinism and
Hitlerism. You paid dearly for it.

All that was needed was a huge infusion of money
into sociology, psychology and education and women
could go on to what John Galbraith called “the higher
economic role of women.”

Professors insisted that “It is as important for a
woman to paint a picture as to have a baby.” Many,
many women followed that advice and lived to regret
it bitterly.

Militant feminists do not like being reminded of
their 1970s absurdities, so no respectable conserva-
tive ever mentions them.

I remember when every responsible voice in the
media and on campus talked about “getting to the
root causes of crime.”

There was no such thing as a criminal. Crimi-
nals were victims. Society was to blame. All the hip-
pies insisted that we just needed to spend many bil-
lions hiring social scientists to reform the System and
there would be no crime.

These were the Young Revolutionaries. Their
“Revolution” consisted of demanding that the world
be handed over to their professors.

We tried turning crime over to liberal programs
and the crime rate skyrocketed. We turned educa-
tion over to the education professors and literacy
collapsed.

Every time we adopt yet another fashionable so-
cial science idea it is a disaster. But the college gradu-
ates simply will not grow up and see this.

The result has been the imposition of one policy
after another that has been a total failure. Modern
educational theories that got rid of phonics are just a
few of many more examples.
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Social science professors love to say they are the
only True Voice of Humanity. But in the world I live
in most of the real catastrophes were the direct re-
sult of fashionable opinion that came straight out of
the universities.

But no matter how often they fail, liberal profes-
sors remain convinced they are the embodiment of
true wisdom and true compassion. Their students
are taught this, and many never grow out of it.

The problem is that our social experts, our social
science professors, are always wrong. But their mis-
takes are not the kind a person can respect, the way
a respectable conservative has to respect social sci-
ence professors in order to be labeled respectable in
liberal eyes.

The time is long past when social science profes-
sors were making reasonable errors. They are now
ridiculous and the only real opposition would be one
that laughed outright at their absurdities.

We keep paying social scientists. The liberal me-
dia and respectable conservatives all take it for
granted that we should always pay them and turn
our children over to them to be "educated."

Until we learn to stop going to people who are
always wrong because they have a degree conferred
on them by their equally silly colleagues, we will con-
tinue to let them destroy us.

But is there any way, any way on earth, for Ameri-
cans to understand that the fact that a group of people
is always destructive is a reason that we should stop
listening to them, paying them, trusting them, grov-
eling before them, giving our children to them?

“But,” the respectable conservatives say, “We have
to respect social scientists’ opinions because they have
Ph.D.s.”

There is not the slightest relationship between a
Ph.D. in physics and a Ph.D. in sociology. If one single



Why Johnny Can’t Think 37

chemistry professor ever produced a theory that was
just plain silly, he would not be long in his profes-
sion. If one single physicist ever produced a single
theory that caused an atomic bomb to go off at the
wrong moment and kill a dozen people at a test site,
he would never hear the end of it.

But a few dozen people killed is chicken feed com-
pared to the routine cost of yet another social sci-
ence disaster.

And another and another and another.... ad
infinitim?






Part Two
Hitler's Priesthood






Doctor Joseph Goebbels,
Constructive Social Critic?

Dr. Joseph Goebbels was the head of Adolf Hitler’s
Ministry of Propaganda

Though he did not openly advocate genocide, Dr.
Goebbels said Germany should somehow get rid of
Jews and other minority groups. Before World War
II, the Nazis discussed many ways of dealing with
“the Jewish race.”

Dr. Goebbels’ goal was that of abolishing the Jew-
ish race’s presence in all the countries he saw as
“Aryan” countries. One way to do this was to send
the Jews to Africa or Asia and mix them in with the
populations there.

Genocide or not, I think we all recognize that what
Dr. Goebbels was pushing was Hate.

If you want to rid the world of minorities, you are
a Hater.

If you want to rid the world of white gentiles, you
are a Constructive Social Critic.

If you want to rid the world of minorities the way
Dr. Goebbels did, you get executed as a Hater. If you
want to rid the world of white gentiles, you are paid
well as a Constructive Social Critic.

Dr. Noel Ignatiev is a paid Constructive Social
Critic. Dr. Ignatiev is a professor at Harvard Univer-
sity in a chair fully financed by big business money.
This Constructive Social Critic says:

“The goal of abolishing the white race is on its
face so desirable that some may find it hard to be-
lieve that it could incur any opposition other than
from committed white supremacists.”

So Professor Ignatiev is a Constructive Social
Critic and I am now under suspicion of being a rac-
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ist. If you want to prove this to yourself, ask yourself
a quick question. Is anybody going to get mad at
Ignatiev for getting paid to push the abolition of the
white race, or are conservatives who read this going
to suspect that I am “a committed white racist?”

All respectable conservatives have to agree to
abolishing the white race. They don’t say it the way
Ignatiev does, but every conservative and every lib-
eral agrees 1) that the Third World must be encour-
aged to immigrate and integrate into EVERY white
majority country; and

2) The Third World must be encouraged to immi-
grate and integrate ONLY into white majority coun-
tries. No one brings up Third World immigration into
Japan (which is less crowded than the Netherlands),
or into Taiwan or into the huge undeveloped regions
of Africa.

Africa for the Africans, Asia for the Asians.

When liberals and professional conservatives get
relaxed, they agree that intermarriage is the “solu-
tion to the RACE problem.” But nobody talks about a
“solution to the race problem” in Asia or Africa. The
“solution to the race problem” means “the solution to
the white problem,” and we all know it.

So when Goebbels advocated the “solution to the
Jewish problem” he was engaging in Hate. To prove
you have no hate in you, you have to favor the “solu-
tion to the RACE problem.”

This is too subtle for the average college gradu-
ate, but it’s pretty easy to see through if you have
normal intelligence. And once again, the only person
who will be accused of Hate for mentioning this will
be me.

Today, Constructive Criticism says that anyone
in Europe who says that the white race deserves credit
for anything, from wiping out smallpox to going to
the Moon, is a racist.
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Anything good is done by the Progress of Hu-
manity. Good things are done by All Humanity, not
by whites.

To quote directly from the script, “This is a small
step for Man and a Giant Leap for Mankind.”

But you are required to say that whites did ev-
erything evil, from the death of American Indians to
African slavery to capitalist greed and beyond.

Dr. Goebbels admitted that Jews were shrewd,
but he said all the advances Jews were credited with
were stolen from others. Dr. Goebbels said the Jews
were responsible for every evil thing that was done.

Every student is taught that whites do the world’s
evil and Mankind does all the good.

Dr. Ignatiev points out that this leads straight to
the Final Solution to the White problem. To be a con-
servative spokesman, you have to agree with this,
though they seldom come right out and say it the
way Ignatiev does.

They use terms like “a multiracial Europe” or “a
melting pot America.” But the bottom line is that
whites have to go.

Dr. Goebbels said that the bottom line was that
the Jews had to go.

The Final Solution has not changed. The only
question is which people you want the solution ap-
plied to.






Who Is The God Of America’s
Established Religion?

We who are part of the Christian, Moslem or Jew-
ish tradition think of God as being good. But gods
are not good in all religions.

The gods of ancient Greece were morally neutral.
In the ancient Persian religion, Ahriman the god of
evil was more or less equal to Mazda, the god of good-
ness.

Easter Island had family idols they called their
aku-aku. The aku-aku had to be kept secret, but they
were evil, and the islanders wanted to be rid of them.

Carthaginians burned children alive for the god
Moloch. Not all gods have been good.

The god of Political Correctness is altogether evil.

The name of the god of Political Correctness is
Adolf Hitler.

In a Christian or Moslem society God is the one
on whom all truth depends. To discover what is true,
we go to the utterances of our particular god. Any-
thing which is of him is good, everything that is not
of him is evil.

Our modern religion is Political Correctness. Po-
litical Correctness denoun