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While much of Noam Chomsky's writing on foreign policy issues—such as his 2001
pamphlet 9-11—has enjoyed significant sales, it's fair to say that no part of his work outside of
linguistics has been as influential as his media criticism. Indeed, among his books on topics
other than linguistics, the media theory primer Manufacturing Consent (co-authored with
Edward Herman) is by far the most frequently cited in the popular and academic press.
Chomsky's ideas about media spring from and reinforce his ideas about global politics. They rest
on three principal claims:
First, all major media are controlled by a small group of corporations and extremely wealthy
individuals that are "with rare exceptions... culturally and politically conservative."1
Second, beginning with World War I, the United States government has run a significant
propaganda operation intended to hoodwink the American public and "mobilize support for the
[largely right-wing] special interests that dominate the state and political activity."2 The media,
likewise, are entirely "undemocratic," and speak only for the ruling classes.3
Third, these propaganda operations, which continue to the present day, have been almost
entirely successful: The decisions to publicize certain stories and downplay others are made in
ways that "serve political ends" of America's ruling class.4
Collectively, these premises make up what Chomsky calls a "propaganda model." Blinded and
bemused by the filters and screens created by powerful interests, the mainstream media report
only facts and stories that serve the interests of the ruling elite. A free press, Chomsky claims, is an
illusion cynically perpetuated by the media. The media keep their audience amused, but their chief
function is to inculcate the values that compel obedience to the myths sustaining an aggressive
and immoral capitalist system. Thus they disseminate propaganda rather than information per se.
Chomsky dismisses the sometimes searing exposes of government and corporate misconduct that
occasionally appear in the press as mere camouflage for the media's larger purpose of supporting
the basic power arrangements of America's political and economic life.
This view of the media occupies a central place in Chomsky's mental universe. He has
expounded it in Manufacturing Consent and a variety of speeches and pamphlets, all of them
illustrated with examples drawn from news coverage between the mid-1960s and mid-1980s. He
returns almost obsessively to the subject in books such as Necessary Illusions (1989), Propaganda
and the Public Mind (2001) and Media Control (2002).
Chomsky's ideas about the media are probably the most quoted but least plausible of his
"theories." His analysis is very much that of an outsider who knows relatively little about the media
and has scant interest in the subject except to the degree that "media subservience" serves to
explain why there is no outcry against the evil he sees everywhere in the American enterprise. His
theories are based on illogical, flawed or fallacious arguments. He makes factual errors with
alarming frequency, writes in a way that tends to mislead his audience, and makes sweeping
statements without any evidence to support them. Many of his ideas about the media and how they
operate in American society contradict each other sharply. As in his writings about world affairs, he
makes highly selective use of evidence. His assertions about media control seem increasingly
antique in the information age because they show ignorance of technological advances such as
the Internet and changes in consumer taste, which Chomsky ignores, misunderstands or
summarily dismisses.

Chomsky's notion of a "kept" media propagandizing in behalf of a power elite suffers from two
major intellectual inconsistencies.

First, the "propaganda model" posits, on one hand, that a small clique of profit-oriented
companies controls the media. But at the same time, it insists that they exercise this control to
advance political rather than commercial ends. Aside from simply asserting that the media are all
"corporate"—and assuming that this term alone conveys a sufficiently malign purpose— Chomsky
does nothing to show how being owned by a corporation leads to a desire to advance particular
political views. Corporations, after all, exist primarily to make profits. Among the national
newspapers, the New York Times takes positions well to the left of center, USA Today and the
Washington Post are slightly more moderate, and the Wall Street Journal is roughly as far to the
right as the New York Times is to the left. If Chomsky's propaganda model held, one would expect
the New York Times and the Wall Street Journal editorial pages to agree on most major topics;
instead, they agree on virtually nothing.
Gannett, the single largest owner of newspapers in the United States, provides a good example
of the one-dimensionality of Chomsky's critique. It's fair to say that at its core, this is a liberal
company, requiring a vigorous affirmative action program in all of its newsrooms. Its flagship
publication, USA Today, is a national paper with a left-of-center editorial page. But its two largest
community newspapers, the Detroit News and the Arizona Republic, have conservative editorial
pages.
Even the magnates who own large media empires have vastly divergent views: Ted Turner is a
left-winger who gives lavishly to the United Nations and other "progressive" causes and hates
George Bush, while Rupert Murdoch gives his support mostly to the Liberal Party in Australia,
Tories in the U.K. and Republicans in the United States, and is generally regarded as pro-Bush.
While some media CEOs do see their companies as soapboxes for personal views, most do not.
For instance, Time Warner CEO Richard Parsons is a Republican who worked in the Nixon White
House, but his company's publications show little ideological consistency, with most of them falling
slightly to the left of center.
The politics of a media outlet's ownership, moreover, do not necessarily correlate with the
opinions expressed in that media outlet. To the extent that media owners impose their own politics,
there's little consistency in the politics they impose. Nearly all of the major media companies that
Chomsky attacks have several thousand shareholders of record; it seems difficult to believe that
many owners would put politics ahead of profit and risk suffering a shareholder revolt. But that's
exactly what Chomsky's model says they would do. Typically, he provides no evidence for this
assertion.
The second major inconsistency in the "propaganda model" stems from Chomsky's assertion
that the media fail to represent the people's interests and instead pander to their base desires (for
sensationalism, celebrity, etc.). But if the media exist to propagandize in behalf of specific rightwing interests inimical to the common good, then how could they simultaneously pander to the
people? If the media provide nothing but bread and circuses— nothing more than "an obsessive
focus on the O. J. Simpson trial, the Lewinsky scandal, and the deaths of two of the West's super
celebrities, Princess Diana and John F. Kennedy Jr.," in Chomsky's words—then how can they
simultaneously move public opinion on major world events?5 If the real news doesn't get covered,
then how can people be manipulated by what isn't even written about or broadcast?

In nearly all of his work on media, Chomsky invokes the name of the prestigious political
commentator of the last generation, Walter Lippmann, who coined the term "manufactured
consent." According to Chomsky, Lippmann believed that the media's new techniques of
propaganda could make the public believe that it wanted things it really didn't want.6 But the idea
that the people simply couldn't be trusted in a democracy and needed a highly specialized class of
elite experts to guide (and hoodwink) them is a distorted version of what Lippmann actually
thought. (Typically, although Lippmann is central to his own theories, Chomsky spends very little
time analyzing his writing and never quotes him directly at any length.)
In fact, Lippmann believed modern society had become so complex that people could not keep
track of all the complicated issues involved in governance: "Only in the very simplest cases does

an issue present itself in the same form spontaneously and approximately at the same time to all
the members of a public."7 What Lippmann argued is, in effect, a basic truth of representative
government: people cannot make every decision about public policy for themselves. Individual
nonexpert citizens should not, for example, supervise meat inspection or order troops into combat.
Instead, they should try to learn about the issues from people who are expert in them and then rely
on this set of experts to make informed choices about which experts should govern the nation.
The government of a democracy, Lippmann believed, "manufactures consent" only in that it
tends to limit the choices available to the citizenry to those that actually make sense. Since direct
democracy is impossible, it is necessary that there be experts and that the range of opinion
considered be based on expertise in the issues under consideration. The resulting consent of the
governed—after due deliberation among competing views—is "manufactured" only in the sense
that the debate is limited to informed opinions and to technically expert representatives of those
informed opinions.
All this is common sense about the way in which representative democracy differs from direct
democracy—particularly in a modern, bureaucratized state. There's nothing especially startling, let
alone sinister, about this conclusion. But Chomsky has twisted Lippmann's analysis so that it
appears to support the notion of a class conspiracy to brainwash the public into stupefied
submission. In other words, Chomsky conscripts Lippmann into his own version of Marx's
discredited idea of a "false consciousness," in which a capitalist ruling class cleverly induces
people to act robotically against their own interests.
According to Chomsky, any hope of establishing an authentically American democracy ended
in 1918 when Woodrow Wilson established the Creel Commission, a small federal board charged
with studying public opinion about the war. (Walter Lippmann was one of its members.) The
commission, Chomsky claims, turned a peace-loving public into "raving anti-German fanatics."8 As
a result of its success, the American ruling class was able to manipulate the public into supporting
America's entry into World War I. Since then, the corporate militarists have continued to triumph by
forcing people to believe what they really don't (or at least shouldn't, given their class allegiances).
Characteristically, Chomsky does not even bother to acknowledge, let alone analyze, the
events to which most historians attribute American entry into World War I: the sinking of the cruise
ship Lusitania by the Germans and, more importantly, the "Zimmerman memorandum," a secret
note to the Mexican government in which Germany offered to help Mexico "reconquer the lost
territory in New Mexico, Texas, and Arizona" in return for its "support of a German war effort
against the United States."
Is it possible that the disclosure of this German offer and the killing of over a thousand
American tourists might have done more to induce a change of mind than all the efforts of the
Creel Commission? It would be hard to find an expert on the subject who regarded the Creel
Commission as the precipitating factor— or even a major contributing factor—in American entry
into World War I. B. H. Liddell Hart's The Real War: 1914-1918, for instance, considered the
definitive one-volume work on the war, devotes only a few lines to the commission's work.9

The disregard for evidence in Manufacturing Consent is so omnipresent and relentless that I
decided to focus only on some of the claims that Chomsky and co-author Herman make in the
introduction to the book, where they present their theory of a "propaganda model."
The first assertion Chomsky and Herman make is that the United States government
advertised claims about an alleged delivery of Soviet MiG fighter jets to Nicaragua to distract American public opinion from the elections that the Sandinistas were holding in 1984—elections which
would disarm Washington's claims that it was a dictatorship. Now, it does appear that the
Nicaraguan regime never did get the planes. But two facts undermine the theory that this story was
merely manipulative propaganda and not reasonable reporting. First, according to Jane's Defence
Weekly, King Publications' widely read news update for defense contractors, MiGs had, indeed,
been in Nicaragua prior to the allegations—and the U.S. government had spy photographs to
prove it.10 Second, Yuri Pavalov, head of the Soviet Union's Latin American office at the time,

admitted that the Nicaraguan government wanted to acquire the planes in order to destabilize the
region. He told an interviewer from George Washington University's National Security Archive:
As for MiGs they might be useful to intimidate Nicaraguan neighbors like the Hondurans,
but again it wasn't a thought in Moscow that it would help much the Sandinista cause to
antagonize these neighbors.... Another fact of course was that the leaders in Moscow did not
want to provoke the United States into giving more military aid to the contras and to the
Honduran government, because to supply MiGs to the Sandinista government would have
immediately led to US government reinforcing Honduran air forces.... And therefore these
requests were politely denied every time the Sandinistas brought it up in Moscow.11

In other words, while the reports turned out to be wrong about the specifics, the fact was that
the Sandinista government was intent on acquiring MiGs, which in the circumstances was
eminently newsworthy. The MiG affair, therefore, was hardly a propaganda-motivated distraction
from the elections as Chomsky and Herman contend. Rather, it was a major story that the
American media were right to cover.
Chomsky and Herman go on to discuss and document the consolidation of media properties
and decry this development as a threat to media diversity, arguing that media giants are "owned
and controlled by quite wealthy people." Their data are from 1986; less than half the companies
they name exist in anything close to the same form today. By their own count, moreover, even in
1986 ownership was not primarily held by the wealthy people who were running the companies: in
only 6 of the 24 companies listed did the people controlling the company own more than 50
percent of the stock. Therefore, the major beneficiaries of media profits at the time were the
individuals who held the stock, not all of whom were "very wealthy." Gannett, for example, has over
half a million stockholders currently on record. The idea that only the rich benefit from media
profitability is indefensible.
Chomsky and Herman also claim that the need for broadcast media entities to get licenses
from the government has been "used as a club to discipline the media, and media policies that
stray too often from an establishment orientation." To document this assertion, they cite three
sources, all of which deal only with the Nixon administration's treatment of the media, primarily with
regard to national television newscasts. If these sources are accurate, the most that can be said is
that fifteen years before Chomsky and Herman wrote their book, the government occasionally used
licensing powers to harass three major television networks. The two authors do not even allege
any widespread pattern of using media regulations to cow the networks, and they say nothing
about other media. They also say nothing about what happened in other administrations: did Ford,
Carter or Reagan do anything to bludgeon the media? Reagan surely did not: in fact, by abolishing
the Federal Communications Commission's "fairness doctrine" requiring that broadcast media to
give "equal time" to multiple sides in news coverage, he eliminated any federal power to regulate
news content and thus substantially freed the press from governmental interference.
Midway through the Introduction to Manufacturing Consent, the authors get to the claim that the
media as a whole are "culturally and politically conservative," an assertion that is at the core of the
book. According to them, this results from the influence of advertisers. In all of Chomsky's work on
media theory, this is the only place where he provides any evidence for this frequently repeated
claim. The evidence amounts to quotations from two advertisers, both more than ten years old
when he cited them. One is alleged to originate with Procter & Gamble (although Chomsky and
Herman do not cite a source); it claims that the corporation wants its programming to present a
generally positive view of business.12 The second quotation, attributed to General Electric, says
more or less the same thing. These statements provide no evidence that the companies are
conservative, but simply that they want the programming that carries their ads to refrain from
attacking business. And probably with good reason. It appears that entertainment programming in
general (the subject at least one of the companies is concerned about) is anti-business. In a 1982
study, Robert and Linda Lichter, working with Stanley Rothman, found that businessmen are
usually villains in entertainment programming: they are three times more likely than members of
any other profession to be depicted as criminals, and nine times out of ten are presented as being

motivated primarily by greed.13 In any case, even if the quotations that Chomsky and Herman
present gave solid evidence that business is conservative—and they don't do that —they offer no
evidence that a conservative bias affects public-affairs programming.
Nor is there any evidence that the two corporations Chomsky and Herman cite—Procter &
Gamble and GE—are conservative in a cultural sense. Today, the Human Rights Campaign's
scorecard gives them highly positive ratings for prohibiting discrimination against gay employees,
providing health benefits for their partners, and sponsoring gay employee groups.14 A review of
political action committee records shows that GE has typically given roughly equal amounts to
Democrats and Republicans (with more Democrats getting large contributions), while Procter &
Gamble has tended to favor Republicans.15 Both companies, however, appear to give to politicians
based on which party is dominant in regions where they have major facilities—GE gives heavily in
mostly Democratic New England and New York, while Procter & Gamble gives most heavily in
Republican-leaning Ohio. In other words, the evidence seems to show that these companies are
socially liberal and interested in supporting politicians who represent the areas where they operate.
If GE and Procter & Gamble represent corporate America, there is little evidence that corporate
America is conservative.
Finally, Chomsky and Herman assert that "business corporations and trade groups are also
regular and credible purveyors of stories deemed newsworthy." This claim can't be refuted as such:
reporters do get stories from business corporations and trade groups, but they also get stories from
academia, nonprofits, elected officials, and individual citizens who call in with stories. Business
reporters obviously do get most of their stories from businesses, but they often write stories that
are highly critical of business. Would the tobacco industry, for example, have paid billions in
settlements were it not for the continual drubbing from television shows like 60 Minutes and from
the editorial pages of every major newspaper in the country? CEOs of companies ranging from
Kmart to Morrison Knudsen have lost their jobs on the basis of unflattering media reports. Indeed,
this is the kind of story that makes reputations and wins awards; no reporter has ever won an
award or gotten a promotion for a fawning profile of a local CEO. And nonbusiness reporters don't
rely on business for many stories: how often, if ever, has the CEO of General Motors been quoted
giving his opinion on a war or an election? In fact, most companies and trade associations rarely if
ever take positions on issues that do not directly concern their members or their product. The few
that do (Unilever's subsidiary Ben & Jerry's, which is liberal; and Amway, which is conservative, are
examples) often make their politics a clear part of their product pitch. If anything, of those
companies with clear political views, rather more appear to lean left than right. For instance,
Working Assets Long Distance, a substantial telephone service provider with a clearly left-wing
social mission, has no counterpart on the Right.

Chomsky's analysis employs an extremely limited subset of sources, ignores changes in the
media landscape (most glaringly, the Internet), and uses primarily non-American examples to make
a case about American conditions. His database leaves out most national newspapers, nearly all
magazines, all television and all wire services. With a few exceptions, he appears to use only
newspaper sources available in the computerized Nexis database (and other databases) when
analyzing the American media. Nexis does not contain the Wall Street Journal, and when Chomsky
and Herman wrote Manufacturing Consent in the mid-1980s, it did not contain USA Today either.
This is, to say the least, a significant omission, since the Wall Street Journal sells more copies than
any other Monday-through-Friday paper, while USA Today sells the most copies overall.
The newspaper sources that Chomsky cites—primarily the Washington Post and the New York
Times—were until 1985 available only to people who lived in certain metropolitan areas. While he
alludes to the growing power of cable television at several points in his media critiques, Chomsky
cites CNN only to criticize it briefly, even though the network is the first to report most major
stories.16 Likewise, he ignores wire service accounts, which by his own description are the primary
sources of foreign news for most Americans. Local television news, the main source of news for
the majority of Americans, might as well not even exist.17

The Internet is the most important news source to become available after Chomsky wrote
Manufacturing Consent, but he has ignored it almost entirely in his speaking and pamphleteering
on the media since then. He cites few websites, even in writings as recent as 2002. His overall
grasp of the Internet seems exceptionally poor, bordering on negligent for someone who has set
himself up as a modern media theorist. In one instance, he appears to think that America Online is
an Internet portal (it's a service provider); in another, he claims that Internet hardware has been
"privatized" (in fact, much of the underlying infrastructure is still publicly owned or in the hands of
public or heavily subsidized universities, and very little of what's currently in private hands was ever
publicly owned); and he says that only "sizeable commercial entities" have run successful Internet
sites.18 This last, of course, is absurd and leaves out—to take one glaring example—The Drudge
Report, whose newsbreaks so affected the Clinton impeachment process.
Chomsky fails to mention weblogs, Internet radio, or dozens of other new manifestations of
Internet media. He also writes almost nothing about radio news, despite the massive consolidation
of radio station ownership under a few large media umbrellas, a trend that might actually support
his thesis about conspiratorial control of the news outlets if he ever could really establish that
ownership determines reportage. He also ignores talk radio, probably because the tone and
content of most talk-radio shows appear to prove that conservative ideas have a popular following,
a fact that undermines his overall thesis of an intrinsically leftist public lulled into compliant
uniformity by a right-wing ruling class.
By his own admission, Chomsky is so ignorant about pop culture that he has rarely even known
who was playing in the Super Bowl.19 Without studying this aspect of his subject at all, however,
he dismisses all entertainment and sports programming as well as much news coverage as mere
"bread and circuses" intended to distract the bewildered herd from the true state of the world.20
Ironically, if he bothered to look at pop culture he would find much support for left-wing politics: one
of Chomsky's biggest personal followings is the audience for the groups Pearl Jam and Rage
Against the Machine, which have acknowledged his influence on their politics and even their
music. Nearly all explicitly political television series—The West Wing is a prime example—have
strongly left-liberal politics.
Chomsky would no doubt say with his usual hauteur that all these specifics are too mundane
for him to take notice of and account for in his theory. But it's always the small, inconvenient detail
that trips up the grand plan.

On top of these deficiencies in Manufacturing Consent, Media Control, Necessary Illusions and
other writings on media, Chomsky relies almost exclusively on foreign policy examples in drawing
conclusions about media reporting as such. Except for a three-page discussion about supposedly
declining standards of living in the United States in Manufacturing Consent, Chomsky and Herman
write about the media almost as if domestic politics did not exist. Between the fall of the Berlin Wall
and 9/11, however, national polls indicate that few Americans put foreign policy among their top
ten concerns. Despite having written more than 250,000 words on the media, Chomsky has yet to
produce a single essay examining coverage of domestic affairs in any detail. If there is a massive
media conspiracy to undermine the interests of the working class, wouldn't this be most clearly
apparent in reportage of domestic events?21 Instead, Chomsky focuses on events in Kosovo,
(prewar) Iraq and Latin America. Chomsky and Herman engage in a lengthy discussion of the rise
and fall of the working-class press in Britain, but make no attempt whatsoever to relate this
discussion to the United States or examine why an explicitly working-class press never gained a
mass following in America.22
Nearly all of Chomsky's work on the media begins with a restatement of his propaganda model.
There is never an attempt to investigate the subject in the spirit of inquiry to see if the facts fit the
model. It's always the other way around: the facts are shoe-horned into the theory. Chomsky's
analysis of the murder of Polish priest Jerzy Popieluszko in Communist Poland in 1984, and how
this relates to political killings in Central America in the same era, provides a good example of his
methods. It happens also to be the first case examined in Manufacturing Consent and—as is usual

for the monomaniacal Chomsky—is referred to again and again in his speeches and other works.
According to Herman and Chomsky, the case definitively demonstrates how the media distort
reality:
Popieluszko, murdered in an enemy state, will be [seen in the media as] a worthy victim,
whereas priests murdered in our client states in Latin America will be unworthy. The former
may be expected to elicit a propaganda outburst by the mass media; the latter will not
generate sustained coverage.23

The authors discuss the murder of Popieluszko, who had supported the anti-Communist
Solidarity trade union movement, and compare it with murders of pro-Communist clerics and their
supporters in what they call the United States' "sphere of influence" in Latin America—El Salvador
and Guatemala in particular. The two report, correctly, that Popieluszko's murder received more
extensive and more sympathetic coverage than the murders of the pro-Communist Central
American clerics and their supporters. According to them, this proves that "when differential
treatment occurs on a large scale, the media, intellectuals, and public are able to remain
unconscious of [the differential treatment itself] and maintain a high moral and self-righteous
tone."24 Rolling out their train of logical consequence, they assert that "This is evidence of an
extremely effective propaganda system,"25 and that, as a result of media inaction and government
conspiracy, the death squads of Latin America had a "continued freedom to kill" granted to them by
the United States.26
But does the fact that the murder of a Polish priest received this attention really indicate that
American media follow the government's bellicose anti-Communism in a servile way? Might it not
have something to do with another of those inconvenient facts that Chomsky routinely ignores—in
this case, that about 10 million people of Polish ancestry (roughly 3.5 percent of the population)
live in the United States?27 In the entire world, no city except Warsaw has more Polish residents
than Chicago. The United States, in fact, has almost as many Polish residents as there are
Guatemalans in Guatemala (population 12 million) and more than there are Salvadorans in El
Salvador (population 6.5 million).28 Thus, other things being equal, events in Poland will have far
more relevance from a media point of view than events in El Salvador and Guatemala.
But of course there was also an ideological dimension. The dominant historical fact of the mid1980s was the Cold War endgame, many of whose pivotal events and confrontations occurred in
Europe generally and Poland in particular. Occupied by the Red Army, Poland had been the locus
of the Cold War's origins, the first country to be made a Soviet satellite state. It was the largest
country in Central Europe and, of the Soviet satellites, had the biggest economy. Three years
before Popieluszko's murder, the Red Army had been compelled to intervene militarily in order to
quell Solidarity's insurrectionary activities. Popieluszko and Solidarity were threatening the rule of
the Communist government that the Soviets had imposed on Poland, which is why the priest was
killed.
Popieluszko's murder was pivotal in turning the tide of Polish and world opinion against the
Soviet occupation, and within five years of his death, the movement he had helped to lead played a
key role in redrawing the map of the world. In short, his death was big news.29 By contrast, the
murders of left-wing activists in Latin America took place in a region where violence dominates the
political landscape and where such atrocities are all too common. Tragic as they may have been,
they were not comparably historic events, and only an ideologically driven press—one intensely
devoted to left-wing propaganda (which is what Chomsky really desires)—would treat them as
major news.
As a footnote, one might add that the political thrust of the popular culture, something lying
beneath Chomsky's horizon although it reaches masses of Americans, did its best to propagandize
the leftist side of all these events. The only widely released film of the early 1980s dealing directly
with Communist ideology was Warren Beatty's Reds, which presented the Communists in a heroic
light. (When it won the Academy Awards for Best Picture and Best Director in 1982, the Academy
orchestra played "The Internationale," the anthem of the Communist world movement.) During the
1980s—the period of the civil wars in Central America—at least a dozen films and public television

documentaries, including Oliver Stone's Salvador (1986), the pro-Sandinista/anti-American
documentary Dream of a Free Country (1983) and the avidly pro-Communist drama Last Plane Out
(1983), presented the conflict with Communism from Chomsky's viewpoint. There were no films
presenting the other side.
In other words, the popular culture's "bread and circuses" for the masses actually promoted
Chomsky's view of world affairs—replete with U.S. villainy, skullduggery and financing by the very
oligarchs who he claims relentlessly pursue the interests of the capitalist ruling class.

In his media criticism, Noam Chomsky engages in illogical argument, selectively disregards
evidence, and displays no skepticism of the "facts" he adduces to support his claims. The most
salient aspect of his thought, however, is contempt for the views and opinions of the average
person. Chomsky asserts that those who reject his teachings will live under what amounts to a selfimposed totalitarianism, with the bewildered herd marginalized, directed elsewhere, terrified,
screaming patriotic slogans, fearing for their lives, and admiring with awe the leader who saved
them from destruction, while the educated masses goosestep on command and repeat the slogans
they are supposed to repeat and the society deteriorates at home.30
In other words, he believes that nearly all Americans—including the working class whose
patron he fancies himself to be—are either too stupid to understand how the media manipulate
every aspect of their lives, or complicit pawns who "goosestep" to every whim of the despotic rich.
Democracy, a free press and, indeed, freedom itself are little more than illusions foisted on a public
that's gullible or evil, or both. The people can simultaneously act against their own interests and be
pandered to continually because they are, in Chomsky's view, loathsome.
Chomsky's consuming hatred for his entire subject—both the media and its alleged victims—
precludes him from suggesting alternatives and reforms. Despite his claims to be an anarchist or
an oxymoronic "libertarian socialist," Chomsky repeatedly reveals himself to be much closer to a
vulgar Marxist committed to the cliche that underwrote the now-vanished Communist
totalitarianism: the ruling ideas are everywhere the ideas of the ruling class. Everything else is
false consciousness. But unlike the orthodox Marxist, who must have unwavering faith in the
capability of the masses to throw off their shackles, Chomsky has too much contempt for the
American people to hold out even a vague hope for revolution.
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